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'I,‘l‘us report presents the resuits of a 2-year pro_|ect to desngn pretest, and revise the Statistical Survey of Elementary
Sch Jols, Wth’h is intended to provide information on federdlly funded elementary education programs operating in
Ioc public school systems. The report also documents the activities and decisions which brought about these results.

" This project was undertaken jointly by RMC Corporation and ntran Corporanon of Minneapolis, under Office of

ucation Contract' No. OEC-0-72-5224. Key Natiopal Center-for Education Statistics (NCES) personnel responsible

yfqr the conduct of the study were John Sietsema, Lois Green, and, Susan Hill. '

Other DHEW staff providing guidance were Harold Nigselson (NCES) Nancy Bradley Royall (BESE),, and Lons
Elliott (BEH). Jimmie, Fortune of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and David Berliner of Far West Regional Ed‘ucatlonal
Laboratory acted as consultants. -
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project. Of great assistance was the Committee on Evaluation and/Information Systems of the Council of Chief State
School Officers, and pamcularly Jerry Barton of Texas and Clyde Bezanson of Minnesota. Special mention is merited
by the 594 [espondents—teachers principals, school district coordinators—who not only completed questionnaires but
also contributed valuable and constructive comments. A

Yeuell Y. Harris, Chief ‘
Survey Design ahd Implementation Branch
Division of Intergovernmental Statistics

Absalom Sithms, Director
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. : o - Chapter !
OVERVIEW ' ‘

Y . 1
This report is the result of RMC Research Co&pomtnon s contract with the National Center for Education Statistics .
(NCES) to redesign the Elementary School Survey '(ESS). The last BSS was conducted in the spring of 1971. During the
‘ course of this contract with NCES, the name of the survey was changed to the Statxsncal’Sﬁrvcy of Elémentary Schools
N (SSES) and it will be referred to in this manner throughout this report.
With the passage of the Elementarysand Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), CongreSS initiated a sene‘t of
legislanve actlons designed *“to meet the special cducatnonalmeeds“ of certzun specific groups of chgdren Among those

famities, chlldrcn of migrant agricltural warkers, neglcctcd and delinquent children, children from-homcs whicre the
primary or dominant language is not English, and handicapped children. -

The ESS began in. 1968 as a compensatory education survey and has grown in importance overthc years. The new ,
SSES is specifically designed to help program planners within the Bureau of School Systems and the Bureau of”
Education for the Handicapped (BEH) answer the basic question Qf how well the education community has complied
with the intent of ESEA legislation in making various special programs available to the children Tor whom they were

» desngned However, the syrvey is not an evaluation as such but rather provides baseline descriptive data on programs
provided by ESEA titles I, IH, and VII, as well as programs for the handicapped. In addition information is obtained on
several other areas, including pupll mobility, teacher characteristics as related to pupil performance, and edacatiomat—"
broadcasting. The first two of these areas are new to this survey and appear at the request of the Nationg} Institute of
Education (NIE). The last is of special importance to NCES. N

K ‘The SSES was initially part of a larger data-collection system that evolved from an agreemcnt between the U.S.

Commissioner of Education and the Council of Chief State School Officers. As a result of this agreement, the SSES

represents,a major effort to consolidate the data requirements of all the bureaus and offices within the U.S. Office of

Education (OE). With this'in mind, an attempt was made early in the redesign stage to eliminate potentml data overlaps

between this survey and other data collection efforts. ’

As originally planned; the survey was designed to produce a set of data elements linked to pohcy questxons that had
been developed by the New England School Development Council (NESDEC). This linking process was to result in new

", questionnaires~fhat-would be pretested in 50 school districts drawn from a number of States that had volunteered to

"+ participate. At the beginning of the study, six major tasks were envisioned: /

@ Task 1: Policy Question Review

® Task 2: Instrumentation -

® Task 3: Field Test

® Task 4: Analysis Plan

® Task 5: Logistics Plan _ )
" @ Task 6: Reliability and Validity Study L ) L

The original contract for this study began in July 1972. Intran Corporation, working under subcontract to RMC,
begnn work at the same time. The study was scheduléd to end in June 1973, but NCES postppnenent of the spring |
1973 pretest resulted in an extension of funding and time until September 30, 1974.

Work progressed underthe organization of tasks described above through the early spnng of 1973. Task | was
completed and a report on this activity was submitted in November of 1972. Following the process of establishing data
clements, six sets of questionnaires were developed from Novemberthrough February of 1973. These consisted of the
first draft questionnaires, followed by five complete revisions. Each set of questionnaires involved four instruments?

r




district,?:iool, teacher, and pupil qyestionnaires. After what was thought to be the final revision, an OMB clearance
package was submitted to OE in February of 1973 and plans were begun to pretest the survey in the spring.

Howevcr, because the questionnaire development and revision process had taken considerably longer than expccted
insufficient time remained to pr pare for a proper pretest. fn addition, NCES had surfaced some questions concemmg
the intent of\the technical supjorting statement in the*Ofﬁce of Management and Budget (bMB) clearance package
that, if left uranswered, woyld delay the clearance process. Consequently, NCES made the decision to postpone the
pretest untii at least lhe fall 6f 1973. The reasons for the postpdnement were genérally as follows:

® prolonged ﬂlbtrumentauon and revision of questionnaires, : ® N
® NCES questions concerning portions of the OMB $ubmission,
® insufficient time to prepare a revised OMB package and receive OE and OMB cleararice carly enough to pnnt and
mail survey packets to SSES survey coordinators prior to April 6 (the last date schools could receive the
- questionnaires and still be expected to complete them before the epd of the school year), and
® internal discussion within OE as to the relevancy of the SSES in Iid‘n of uncertain program funding.
iy
The cogj;act’r was notified of the postponement on March 23, 1973, and at the same time was asked to prepare a
- %:;gcifﬁ,\lan for pretesting the instrumgnts and procedures-in-the fall-of 1973 - - - .- S
AT Reviséd Plan” for Redesign of the Elementary School Survey was submitted to NCES on April 13, 1973. This
plan actually encompassed suggestions for two basic approaches to the pretest. Plan | involved little more than carrying
'on‘with the strategy developed to date, revising some of the methods for testing alternatives in the field during the
pretest, and establishing the fall of 1973 as the target date for pretest operations.
Plan Il was much broader in scope, During the course of the contract, it had become apparent to all involved that *
the NESDEC policy questions used in the design of the questionnaires were outmoded. A more flexible approach to the
policy question concept was needed—one that would meet current data needs and that would be easily adaptable in the
future for changing legislation. This last point was particularly important in light of changes in ESEA legislation that
were -imminent at the time (i.c., the proposed Better Schools Act, Education Special Revenue Sharing). Plan 1l
préposed to identify new policy issues and change the thrust of the data collection to a pupil target group orientation
instead of the program-related emphasis that had been used until then.
During the ensuinig months a totally new plan that combined plans I and 11 was developed. NCES felt this new plan
was the one that would receive the most favorable acceptance from OMB. Concurrently, details of the technical
approach for the development and analysis of the pretest were also being worked out with NCES. This development and
. evolutjon continued until August of 1973, during which time thecontractor modified and updated questionnaites and
prepared a general statement of contract plans for the coming yeat. Since considerable revision of the questionnaires was
anticipated during the next few months, the pretest was once again postponed-this time until the spring of 1974. ’
An intensive review of the study and the revised questionnaires occurred during meetings held August 29
and 30, 1973, with the Subcommittee on School Surveys of the Committee on Evaluation and Information Systems
(CEIS). Following the CEIS meetings, RMC began another round of questionnaire reviews and revisions that extended
well into November of 1973, Numerous discussions and meetings took place with data users such as BESE, BEH, NIE, ‘
and NCES. At the same time, the comments and suggestions of the CEIS members were considered during the revision
Process. While the new questionnaires maintained the original program-related approach, new questions were developed
“that reflected current policy issues and user needs, as well as a greater emphasis on identifying and counting relevant
. pupil target groups. In addition, questionnaire, logistics, and sampling alternatives were being developed*for the pretest.
These alternatives are defined and analyzed in later chapters of this volume.
In October 1975: NCES and the contractor jointly agreed on a more precise definition of tasks and the direction the
study would take. This was reflected in RMC’s Revised Technical Proposal of October 5, 1973. In general, the tasks feil
* into three main categories with a grouping of subtasks for each! The major categories were: instrumentation, field test,
and developing recommendations. Figure | shows the October §, 1973, project schedule and outlines the subtasks,
When the contract was amended and the time extended to compiete the new tasks, RMC outlmed goals for the

4

pretest, which were to: : L

(1) supply information on how well altemanves instmmcnts and procedures worked when implemented;and
(2) make recommendations on how the instruments and procedures could be revised for the full-scale

implementation. . ’ .

. . 8 i
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achieve these goals, six major objectives were established for the prefest. ‘These objectives were to:

1

(1) collect:information that would be used to fefine the instruments and procedures'so that they would be clear arid
unambiguous, ‘

(2) develop and test alternatives for obtaining a random sample of pupils using procedures.capable of being audited,

{3) develop auditable procedurés for obtaining a stratified sample of schools and for oversampling pupils,

(4) develop alternatives for selecting the most suitable respondent for certain data requests,

(5) collect validity data on selected items, and ‘-

(6};cfinc thie instruments and procedures so they would provide meaningful and interpretable data that would meet
the needs of clients served by NCES. '

These objectives are described in a document entitled PlawJfor .th“e Pretest of the SSES, dated December 12, 1973,
The pretest plan outlined how the six objectives were tobe accomplished and served as a guidebook for conducting
the pretest. Tables were presented for each objective describing: ' '

(A) the objective itself,

(B) the method to be used in achieving the objective,

“(C) the analysis needed, and . _
“(B) recommendations.

N -

" Through the use of a coding system, each table was linked to a technical appendix that gave full details for c_x@h of the
four points above. The tables were designed to provide an overview of the pretest in a concise format and to serve as an
index to a detailed technical discussion of each activity. ! ’

During ngze time that the pretest plan was being developed, questionnaire revisions were completed and included as
part of an\OMB pacRage that was submitted to NCES on November 30, 1973, While awaiting clearance (which was
received on March 20, 1974), further preparations were made to put the survey in the field. Mailout of survey materials
took place on April 12, 1974. Validation and sample check site visits to 20 participating LEA’s began in early May.

The remaining chapters in this velume detail the activities described in general here and present the major results of
the pretest. . ‘

v
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Chapter 2

N QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

INTRODUCTION i

Questionnaire development for thé SSE ¢ looked at in two JMGtinct stages. The first sta
redesign of the 1971 ESS. Qu;&suonnaue design was structured apind policy questions
NESDEC and approved by ‘the*U.S. Office of Education (OE). An attempt was alsn@ade at this point to
replication of data elements requested on other surveys, such as the Consolidated Program Information Re
and Elementary Secondary Gencral Information Survey (ELSEGIS). In-this way, it was hoped to reduce the response
burden on LEA® § participaging in more than one Federal survey and thus encourage cooperation for the SSES. As a
result of these efforts carly draft questionnaires revealed a strong link between data clements and the New England
School Development Couhcil (NESDEC) policy questions.

However, during the second stage of questionnaire development, a sngmﬁcant change in emphasis occurred Just
prior to the postponement of thé pretest (from spring 1973 to spring 1974), the questionnaires had begun to show a
definite user-need orientation with less emphasis on the NESDEC policy questions. Since the postponement allowed
more time for, quesuonnalrc revision, it was decided to develop the user-need approach in more depth. Questions were
also added or redesigned to obtain data on pupil target groups. This last shift came about as a result of then impending
legislation: the proposed Better Schools Act, Education Special Revenue Sharing.

The following séctions of this chapter describe the events leading up to the final pretest questionnaires that were
implemented in April 1974.

QUESTIONNAIRE [SEVELOPMENT PRIOR TO PRETEST POSTPONEMENT

Policy Question Review %
At the onset of the study, the NESDEC policy questions were the central force behind the redesignbof the SSES. As
originally envisioned, the NESDEC policy questions were to reflect data requirements at all levels of decision-making on
eight federally funded programs: ESEA titles I, I1, HI, VII, and VIII; NDEA III; VEA 68;and EHA, part B.
The NESDEC policy questions for each program were divided into four general areas:

A. To what extent are program funds appropriately targeted?
B. Are services addressed to the special education needs of participants?
’C. What effects are associated with the program services?
" D. Is thére a need for change in the Federal and State conduct of the program?

Within each of these broad/ar?as\;éxe several major policy questlons These, in turn, included lmkage questions
describing the data required to answer the major policy questions.

One of the first tasks in the study was to determine whether NESDEC's policy questions were applicable for an
elementary school survey and whether they reflected the current information needs of the bureaus and programs that
would use the data obtained from the survey. To accomplish this task, Mr. Absalom Simms and Dr. Charles Hammer of
NCES/DIS arranged interviews for RMC with the following people:

® Miss Nancy Bradley, BESE
® Dr. Lois Elliott, BEH 11




por vor

@ Dr. Milbrey Jones and Mrs. Gladys Pendergraph, OLLR ) :
® Mr. Leroy Cornelson and Mrs. Theda Cottdy, BATVE v \
® Dr. Hyram Smith and Dr. Jerry Reynolds, NCIES _ ,

® Mrs. Barbara Rcsse, NCES/DSIS

These interviews solicited commcnts on the NESDEC policy questions, the Ge of the sufvey its strengths and
weaknesses, and additional data needs. The interviews also provided the cation that-some of the eight programs
under consideration -weré not relevant for an elementary school ’ . It was also pointed out that several of
NESDEC's policy questions could not be adequately answered @prt of a.mailout survey. In addition, some doubt
raised about the inclusion- of ESEA title 11 (school librgr§ resources) and NDEA III (strengthening instruction n
science, mathematics, and foreigh languages)because fysding for these programs in Fiscal Year 1974 was uncertain at
that time. . |

Early in the study, NCES and the contractor C) also established cogtact with the State education agencies and
initiated State interaction on this survey that continued throughout the next/two years. On August 7 and 8, 1972 fRMC

taff_mémbers attended the Joint Federal State\Task Force on the ESS In Louisville, Kenutcky (at-the request of
NCES). This meeting provided the contractor with background information on the cvoluuon of the survey and
stimulated useful discussion about State priormc nd.data needs.

After meeting with the State representatives, the next step in questibnnaire dcvelopment was to eliminate those
portions of the NESDEC pollcy questions that were not applicable to an elementary school population. When NESDEC
had developed its compendium of policy questions, the orientation was toward .a secondary school populntlcn
Thcrcfore certain programs and data elements were not appropriate for an elementary school survey. After rcvnewnng
the policy questions and further discussion with OE representatives, recommendations were made by the contractor to
exclude the Dropout Prevention Program (ESEA title VIII) policy questions as well as those concerning the Vocational
Education Amendments (VEA 68). Other data clements were also dropped from the remaining program policy
questions because of their secondary school orientation.

Finajly, several sections of the NESDEC policy questions—namely those dealing with-thc impact of Federal progrzi}s

. and program management—seemed beyond the scope of a mailout survey such as the SSES. To satisfactorily address
‘these areas, a research design was needed for specific program impact measurements. This type of research is generally

the thrust of special .studies associated with the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation (OPBE) of OE.
Therefore, it was recommended that these areas be excluded from the SSES, and NCES'égncurred.

Once the new “streamlined” policy questions were agreed upon, the contractor began the job of linking the
remaining policy questions to data elements and determining the analysis required to answer them. This effort was
completed for ESEA titie [, 11, 1II, and VII; EHA, part B; and NDEA I11. The contractor had previously recommended
the elimination of ESEA li and NDEA III from the new SSES because there’was considerable doubt about whether
funding for these programs would continue. They were subsequently dropped. .

When the linking task was finished, data elements weré grouped by linkage questions and a second wave of

interviews with BESE and BEH personnel was conducted. Since all of the data clements identified by the policy

question review cauld not be included in the survey instruments, the bureau representativos were asked to identify
those elements that had low priority or were not useful at all. In this way, the contractor was able to document the
“keep” or “drop” status of every data element and thus completed the first step in preparing draft questlonnmres for
bureau and NCES review. '

" Questionnaire Development

In October of 1972, the contractor began developing items and drafting questionnaires. In keeping with the former
Elementary School Surveys, the new questionnaires addressed féur levels of response—district, school, teacher, and
pupil—with separate instruments designed for each. (The pupil questionnaire, although requesting information about
individual pupils, was to be completed by the teacher.) Within each questionnaire, the first section asked general
questions about the district, school, teacher, or pupil and then moved on to separate sections regarding ESEA titles I,
I1I, and VII. At this time, the last section on each instrument collected information on Education for the Handicapped,
part B,

- T~
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© outside of the policy question framework, there was some question time as to. whether they- would appear on the

. “NESDEC policy questions had been developed by means of formula questions applied to all programs. As a result, the

“Finally, each revision of the instruments meant complicated changes to the doclimerrtatron the contractor was
" request.
* questionnaires. As discussgd above, considerable time had been spent in producing documents that distiiled the essence

. representatives was planned. Some-additions, revisions, and deletions were anticipated, but the contractor did not expect
- the thrust of the redesign approach to change. However, the outcome of this latest meeting was a fifth draft of the

- type of information currently wanted (even though they were major palicy question links) and the -addition of new
-items that reflected cyrrent data neegds. What the bureau representatrves seemed to be saying was that some of the * °
_policy. questrons were no longer relevant.and that there were more pressmg data needs that should be satrsﬁed on a

had developed the sections of the questionnaires dealing with handicapped children: from the viewpoint of collecting
‘information on programs .and services funded under part B of the Education for the‘ Hamdrcapped Act. But at this time,
.. BEH indicated that what they, really needed was more information about any programs and services for the
.handicapped. As a result, the instrumentation for thesé sections began té grow mgig general in nature, collecting data

‘,puprls attend this ‘school?”, respondents were asked to mdrcate numbers of puprls in specified grades by 12

. £
Eathr in the contract, the contractor had been mformed that questrons relating to educatlonal/ technology, the
environment, and educational manpower would bé included as part of the survey. However, since “these areas were

survey. Eventually, items were drafted for inclusion as/the final sections on the questionnaires. But the future use of
these, questions was-not clear until much later in the‘stﬁa/y. :

By late December 1972, the third draft of the questronnarres was submltted to NCES. However meetmgs were stlll
bemg held with BESE and BEH representatrves and revisions were still occurring.

-

The Shrft from Policy Qu&strons to User Need - ' _' .

The primary- purpose of the instrumentation task was to produce questrons that could-be linked to the NESDEC
policy questlons through analysis. This was not always an éasy task. Writing items for the type of data outlined in the
policy questions was difficult because the’ intent of the linkage questions was sometimes vague. In addition, the

policy questions were often repetltrous across programs. To avoid making the questionnaires equally repetrtrous data
elements requ red by all of ‘the programs were identified and placed into, the general section of each questionnaire
wherever pos/srble A good deal of time and attention was also given to devising routing questions so respondents would
not have to, 'work through items on Federal programs that did not apply to them. Other individual data elements were
revised or collapsed into ane-question in a further attempt to reduce the repetition fou,nd in the policy questions.

preparing that showed how each questionnaire item related to a general area, pohcy questr?)n lmkage question, or client ™
In mid- January 1973 the contractor met Wwith bureau representatrves to drscuss the latest draft of the

of the NESDEC policy questions into data items for the four questionnnaires. An item-by-item review with the bureau

1hstruments that reflected a shift in the methodology for designing new SSES questionnaires. .

v Durmg the January meetings, the bureau representatives indicated that they. wanted an increased emphasis placed on
data needs that were of current interest to them. These new needs were very different frotn those found in the
NESDEC policy questions. This was clearly demonstrated by the dropping of questionnaire-items that did riot solicit the

mailout survey to schools and school districts. &

For example, BESE indicated that.it would like some items that appearedmon the earlier forms of the ESS (1970 and.
1971) asked again to see how certain Federal programs had changed over time. Additionally, BESE was in the process
of analyzing the 1970 ESS data and added questions to pursue more fully some of th‘é%arly findings ‘there. In some
cases this meant simply using questions from the earlier ESS; but in others questions were totally rewritten with the
mtentron of collecting comparable data This approach. to questionnaire desjgn was qu1te different from the. one the
contractor had been using and resulted i in extensive-revision of all four questionnaires. &

Toward the end of this mstrumentatron stage, BEH also shifted its frame of reference Prior to this, the contractor

on Staté -and local prpgrams for the handicapped rather than lrmrtmg questions to services funded by EHA, part B. But »
in. anomegsense the handicapped sections of the questionnaires “had become more specific. Where early drafts asked
about handrcapped children in general (as implied by the policy questions), BEH now requested that questions be
answered: by type of handicap wherever possible. For example, on such-a general question as “‘How many handicapped ~

handrcappmg Conditions. This created considerable revision of the questionnaires and added commensurately to the ’
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time spent on. mstrument design. And-finally, BEH requested the addition of questions concernmg preschool programs
and services for the handlcgpped This was a high-priority area for BEH during the 1972-73 school year but thé policy
questions had not included preschool services at all. '

The contractor was'still making major changes angFaddition(s) to the- questronarres that reflected current data needs
and changes in priorities as laté as February 16, 1973. Deletions, revisions; and addrtlons' were made. by bureau °
representatrves without respect to analyer issues or the NESDEC policy questions. ‘At this point, the contractor realized
tha{:’ne was attempting to accomplrsh two comp'letely different goals. On the one hdnd, he was trying to be responsive
to NCES by redesigning the survey within the conceptual framework of the NESDEC policy questions. On the other
hand, ,BESE and BEH had some requests for data that were extremely important to them but that did not fit into the
NESDEC policy question- framework. Consequently, the contractor was placed in the position of developing
questronnalres that no longer met the l'lgld' outlines of the policy questigns but instead reflected current Federal
program issues. .

Moreover, an addifional but related problem was }dentrﬁed concerning the analysis plan for the survsy. The
conttactor could develop an analysis plan for questronnarre items-based on the NESDEC policy questiohs, but it would
be difficult to develop one for the new items because. the rationale for their inclusion was not always known—bey&/
the fact that they satisfied current data needs. : » . .

QUgSTIONNAlRE DEVELOPMENT AFTER PR]%TEST POSTPONEMENT

By February 1973, four new draft questionnairesgtotaling 234 items had. been developed. These questionnaires

"¢ received t}te verbal approval of BESE and BEH representatives and an OMB packnge was prepared and submitted for
NCES approval. However, for reasons discussed in chapger 1, the spring 1973 pretest was postponed and the contractor
> was asked to begin work on revised plans for conducting the stody.

An early, Step in all of the proposed pretest plans was further revision arﬁa réfinement of the questionnaires. In
preparatron for these Yevisions, the draft questionnaires were \distributed. within OE and to State representatives
(mcludmg .CEIS members) for review. In addition, the contractox was asked to attend a two-day meeting (in August
1973) of @ Surveys Spbcommittee of the Comniittee on Evaluation ind Infarmatign Systems (CEIS) where all four
_ questionnaires were reviewed with the comnrittee members in Hreat detarl CEIS contributed many helpful suggestions’

> that were carefully considered in subsequent questronnarre workshops. During tHe' CEIS meetings, the contractor was
alsd introduced to the data requirements of the National Institute of Educatron (NIE). A representative from NIE
discussed existing questronnarre items that would be of interest to NIE as well as the possible addition of other
~ questions. - » ke :

-Since the postponement of°the pretest alloived tliirme necessary for more adequate response to user needs as well -

as issues raised by pending legislation, plans were begun to conduct questionnaire workshops with NCES and bureau
representatives. However, because of scheduling:constraints, only BESE representatives and NCES technical staff
members attended the first 3- day workshop in September 1973. Over the 3-day period, BESE set item priorities and
provided an item- by-item justification for the inclusion of its questlo s in this survey. The BESE sections of all four
quéstionnaires were analyzed with an eye to producing revisions that would satrsfy the bureau’s current data needs.
‘ Questions were also added or rewritten addressing legislative issues such as the Quie proposal and the proposed Better
.Schools Act. The comments resulting from the CEIS meetings and the earlier drstrrbutron of questronnarres to other
State and OE representatives were also weighed as part of the discussion.

After the BESE questronnarre workshop, meetrngs were scheduled and held with NIE staff members. These resulted
in the addition of several new questlons on the teacher and pupll questronnarres Item priorities and justification*for
their inclusion were obtained from NIE. -

However, scheduling meetings with BEH proved to be difficult. The contractor’s original contact there, Dr. Lois
Elliott, had left the bureau and’ another BEH contact for the SSES had’ not yet been appointed. When a BEH
representative was identified, meetings were planned to finalize the portrons of the questionnaires dealing. with
" programs for the handicapped, The initial meeting with BEH provrded the basis for minor revisions but an item-by-item
]usnﬁcatron could not be obfained sinee the new representative was not familiear with the history and development of
“the BEH questions. Although considetable effort and time were expended by RMC staff members of the contractor to
elicit additional BEH ifiput to the questionnaires, attempts to schedule other meetings were unsuccessful. Subsequent
contributions were r}a& primarily thorugh telephone conversations (initiated by RMC) with" BEH staff on specific -
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éstions. As a result, important isgues raised by, C,' CEIS, BESE‘, and other persons within NCES, and the OE

During the -period, NCES also requested that certain other items appear on the revised questionnaires.. These
inicluded questions that would cellect supporting information for a previously conducted staffing survey of school
personne}  who “provide instructional or related services to handicapped children. Jn addition, the debaté about the
questions dealing with educational technology and environment was raiqed again. RMC was opposed to the inclusion of
-these questions because they were inappropriate for a survey such as the SSES. Furthér, fedsonable justification had
never been established about the usefulness of the data that would be obtained from them. The discussions between
RMC and NCES on this issue,continued for several weeks, extending the questionnaire revision time. In the end,
however, the environment items were, dropped, and only the educatioznal technology (broadcasting) Questions were
included. " ‘ \ , :

When it was planned, the final revision process fof the questionnaires was tohave been quite short. But as can be
seen from the description above, in reality, it was a time-consuming procedure that resujted in virtually rewritifig all
four questionnaires. However, the basic program-related organization of the questionnaires remained the same as

* described earlier, with each instrument having a general section and separate sections for ESEA titles 1, 111, and VII;
programs for the handicapped; and educational broadcasting. The exception to this was the pupil quéstionnaire where
» the final section collected informhation on pu/pil achievement test scores as requested by BESE, NIE, ard NCES. -

'On*October_ 19, 1973, annotated drafts pointing out data users and unresolved D oblem areas wer¢ given to NCES

for final technical review and written sign-offs prior to OMB submigsion. However, cgmments and sign-offs fiom the
ing quetions"an/d rpvisions on the questionnaires as
hage RYIC\was also preparing an OMB
clearance package. The final questionnaires were inclufed in fthe OMB package(ard-stp itted to OE on November 30,
21973. The number of questionaire items in the four questibnnajres had in_cre ed ffdm 234 (the number on the last
drafts.prior to pretest postponement) to 309. . Q - -

// regarding the length and complexity of the handicapped section$ were never completely resolved.

SUMMARY - T :

-

\;1 Inz’)retrospect, now that this study is over, the, task ‘of designing questionnaires based on the NESDEC policy

uestions was not as useful as originally envisioned. SeVeral factors con tributé to this point of view:

- (1) The NESDEC policy questions were developed with a secondary school population in mind. Even though some
Federal programs serve all 12 grades (e.g., ESEA title I), the major thrust of the policy questions was toward the
upper grades. As a result, it was difficult fo relate $ome program areas to an elementary school population. d
(2).The NESDEC policy- questions followed a¥itandard formula in their development that did°not allow for the
inclusion of current data needs. This also caused some data elements appropriate for onc program to be included
in other programs where they had a tenuous relationship at best. ‘ ' )
(3) The NESDEC policy questions were finalized in the fall of 1971. When questionnaire development began in late
1972, some of the areas found in the policy questions had cahngedl:in importance because of shifts in Federal -
funding or the need for data. Additionally, current data needs became apparent as the study progressed that had~
not been evident when NESDEC completed its work. ”

v

These three factors go a long way toward explaining why only 31 percént of the items on the questionnaires pretested
this spring had a link to the NESDEC policy questions,’ S .

- It would appear that the particular policy question approach used in developing the ssks questionnaires was
time-consuming and expensive given the benefits derived. But this is not to say that questionnaires can or should be
developed without respect to key issues or major questions that need to be answered. Rather, a broad framework of .
policy questions should be developed that is flexible enough to accommodate a variety of Federal programs as well as
the results of changing legislatioff and user needs. ‘ .
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S . . .
INTRODUCTION - ‘ ,

'/ After submitting the OMB clearance package to U.S. Office of Education (OE), the next major step in the pretest
toward which RMC directed its efforts was the preparation for the mailout survey. RMC’s Plan for the Pretegt of the
SSES was developed and submitted to NCES on December 12, 1973. ‘Fhis plan outlined the strategies that would be

employed in developing and analyzing the alternatives to be tested in the, field. During the next few months, the

contractor prepared the survey support materials, selected the States and LEA’s that would participate int the pretest,
developed the alternatives that would be tested and analyzed (see chapter 5 and 6), determined the mailout survey
-~ logistics (described in chapter 4), and conducted the precanvass of participating districts. .

)
n-

SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS ‘ o , i
° g, . ) .

-States » e

A tqt—al'bf nine States agreed to participate in the pretest that would take place in the spring of 1974. Two of these

States had volunteered at the CEIS meeting the preceding ‘August; Sthers Who had agreed to participate in the pretest

planned for 1973 were asked to participate again. When these two procedures did not produce enough participants,

NCES called other States to request their participation. The States that were asked were. selected on the basis of

previous cooperation With. OE and characteristics such.as urbanism, presence of significant numbers of certain minority

populations, and expected presence of ESEA titles I'(including Migrant), 111, VII, or any programs. for the handicapped.
» Districts : -

“When the States ‘were contacted, each was'asked to voluriteer 5 to 10 LEA’s for participation. Some States agreed to '

pretest the SSES in the schools:in the participating districts (referted to as “full” participation); whereas other States
agreed only to pretest the district questionnaire in the participating districts. This was done to supplement the total
« number of district questionnaires in the pretest (referred to as “‘district-only” participation). In addition, other States
+ had a mixture of both types of djstricts. ‘After a State agreed to participate, the State survey coordinator was given a list
of LEA’s that RMC had.selected as preferred districts for the pretest. These lists were compiled by selecting from the
1972 CPIR sample (the only available source of program participation information) the districts in each Stat that
included as many of the target programs as possible and represented variations in other district characteristics.- The
. contractor conducted telephone interviews with the designated representative in each of the nine States. These calls
were used to brief the States on the details of participation, to finalize the district sample in each State, and to
determine-whether each State would allow direct shipment of pretest materials to the LEA’s. Florida was the only State
that agreed to the latter procedure. The list of participating States and LEA’s is shown.in tablé 1.

Summary S ‘ ' . -

T . Number of LEA''
Full District only

ATHZONA oo oo v e et e e
COlorado oo v e
FIOMAR + o v v oe oot i eteimmaees e s
Kentucky ............ e e e
MiChigan . o o oo v
MINNESOLA . . v v v v e imo s
New Jersey ...... PRI P
e T
VHEGINIA « v vvnvemmee e .
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. Table 1 .-Participating States and LEA’s ‘

‘ State ‘ LEA . N:;zz'hoi Comment; . = '
. " Arizona Mesa kN o
c. . Nogales 3 Supplementary sampling
. ) ) " Somerton 1 . Supplementary sampling
s ) Wilson 007 Yy 2 Supplementary sampling
- - Colorado = * Adams County 3 ° N
Boulder Valley 3 Supplementary sampling
. ) Colorado Springs 3 Supplementary sampling
. ) Ft. Lupton 3 Supplementary sampling
P ' ) Greeley 3 a
Florida Brevard County 3 -
" Broward County 3, P
Collier County - 3 ) ]
Dade County 3 Supplementary sampling :
St. Lucie County 3 Supplementary sampling . .
A . R Kentucky Canipbell County ) District only
. ) Carlisle County 0 District only .
. Carroll County 0 District only ’
Clay County s 3
Fayette County ‘ 3 - . . .
Fulton County 3 Supplementary sampling
‘f Hickman County ... 3 Supplementary sampling
. Paducah City ) L3
. Paintsville City 0 District only _ -
.o .- o Somerset County |, 3
th. . e . Trimble County . 0 " District only ’ .
Micltigan Eaton Rapids 3 N
", Grand Rapids 3 . .
Holland City'. 3
o . : Lansing ' 3
Pontlac 3 .
N . ¢+ Minnesota Albert Lea q 0 District only
i * Bloomington | 0 District only .
v - Blue Earth 0 District only A
: Breckenridge 0 Dlstrict only
. ) : Crookston 0 District only 9
; : Hopkins - 0 District only
. . Minneapolis Special 0 District only
' % Moorhead 0 District only
0 North St. Paul 0 District only
. 3 . Owatonna 0 District only
Roseville 0 District only -
New Jerscy Atlantic City 3 Supplementary sampling .
. Downe Township 2
Paterson N 3
Union City s 3 .
Vineland City 3
Texas - Atice 3
) Austin 0 District only
Brownsville 3
Dallas 0 District only
Edgewood ISD 3
El Paso 3
Ft, Worth 0 District only . A
- McAllen 0 District only
Pharr-San Juan-Alamo 0 Distriét only
San Antonio 3 ‘ -
Virginia Accomack County 0 District only
- Hampton City , 0 District only
. Norfolk City 0 District only
. Roanoke County 0 District only ¢
. + Smyth County 0 District only - '

CERIC - : o :
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*  Schools .
It was realized early in the study that the only means of preventing large gaps of data‘(as in preceding elcmentary‘
* school surveys) about certain small programs and isolated pupil subpopulations would be to develop the capability of
stratifying the sample of schools. Accordingly, a precanvass procedure was developed and pretested. This procedure and

the fesults of the precanvass are described in appendix A. L

- o Once the precanyass was completed and the data thained-'from it reduced, keypunched, and matched to the original
school universe subfile, a sample of three elementary schools was selected for each full participation district. This
sample of schools was.chosen in the following manner: . ' , ‘
i (1) Certainschools that had high concentrations of. target pupil subpopulations (migrant,‘ bilingual, Indian, or
hasdicapped) or programs funded by ESEA title I Migrant, ESEA title VII, or EHA, part B, werg included *“‘with
certainfy” to ensure a large enough subsample for pretesting the supplementary sampling procedures. _
(2)/The remaining elementary schools within each district were oversampled with probability proportional to size.
(3) Depenffirig on how many schdols had already been picked with certainty (in point 1 above); the additional

~_ numbgr of schools needed in each district were drawn-ftopr those in point 2. Special attention was given to -

choosing schools that had pupil target grodps and Federal programs of interest, \

o .

. o

,; * It was not pdssible tﬁ;{ollow these procedures for one State because it completed the preéanvéss task too late. Generally

_ the following consiqgrgggqs were taken into account while implementing these procedures:
. PR . .
1. Schools that had only prekindergarten or kindergarten grades were excluded. .
2. Attempts were mad&fﬁo’ ick a sample of schools that was representative of the distribution of programs across
schools within.each Statg. ' ,
3. Wherev8r possible, glt'{eﬁ'{gts were made to pick schools of varying"chara‘cteristics with respect to the composition
and size of the school population. . cL v ‘

o

By using these procedures, a sample of 101 schools.was chosen in 35 districts.

o

- )

PRESARATION FOR THE MAILOUT

While the selection of participating.States and LEA’s was taking place, RMC was also working on the definitions for
the questionnaires and survey support materials. Manuals were developed for each level of participation (district,
school, and téacher) as well as the forms necessary to carry out thie procedures outlined in -the manuals. The
development of alternatives to be tested as part of the pretest resulted T {wo forms of the school manual and Pupil

" Code Sheet (PCS), in addition to alternate forms of each of the four questionnaires. A-‘more detailed discussion of the
survey support materials appears in the following chapter. ‘ o

In the m(;antime,”the clearance process with OMB was taking much longer than expected. The clearance package had
been submitted by OE to OMB o January 11, 1974. Since it was realized- that delays in the mailout could have very
serious negative effects on the entire pretest effort, it was decided to begin the design and layout work on .the
questionnaires prior to the receipt of elearance. However, all other composition and preparation, as well as printing, was.
held until OMB clearance was received. RMC was gotified of OMB clearance on March 20. .- *

~ . On April 12, 1974,*sarvey materials were “shipped to the SEA in eight States and directly to the fiye districts in
Florida. Districts were asked 'to return materials within 2 weeks. However, most districts were unable to comply with
this' fequest. In many States, the materials had arrived during the spring breakwIn one case, the State survey coordinator
'was away and the mategials remained in his office for a week. Several districts indicated that the CPIR and SSES arrived
simultaneously and sil%:: they felt the CPIR had priority, completion of the SSES was postgoned. Several ‘States had
early school closings and stated that forms would have to be completed after the schools haf closed. It became clear
very early that the delay in OMB clearance and the resulting late shipment of survey materials was going to have serious
effects on the prétest. . . . ' .
Thé contractor established early conf3tt with the LEA’s that were selected for the validation study site visits and

asked them to hold their survey materials until after the site visits in May. When survey response was still lagging
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, = Significantly in Jupedfollowup-phone calls were made to the SEA’ carly in the month and directly to nonresponding
LEA’s in mid-Ju}zz , . 7 ‘ /
MAILOUT RESPONSE RATES o " /

.

The! following pages contain lists of when the returns for eaclr district were received At Intran Corporation in-
Minneapolis. As‘mentioned above, the districts selected for the validity study held their pretest materials at the district
office until. the site visit work was completed. Consequently, they are shown on a separate list. Their respornise dates-
shauld be evaluated in terms of the site visit period rather than the mailout date since they were asked to mail their

questionnaires after the field staff had left their LEA. (Two districts in Kentucky were not included in the validity
~’ study subsample list because their returns were réceived

prior to the notification to hold. These were both district-only
participants.) ’ S : . , .
In addition to the listing of disticts by date of return, four figures are presgxﬁed that show: . . -
© @ Returns by Week—Validity Study Subsample ! . , '

# Cumulative Percent Returns—Validity Study Subsample
® Returns by Week—All Other LEA’s

. N
® Cumulative Percent Returns—All Other LEA’s ‘ : - ‘
Figures 4 and 5 show two 'groups: the total of all djstricts not in thq validity _‘dy subsample and a Subset of that
stotal showing the district-only group alone. )

. .
- /
' .

.* " Figure 2.~Returps by Week—Validity study subsample—SS} pretest (spring 1974)
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) Figure 3.--Cumulative perceni returns—validity study subsample—SSES pretest (spring 1974)
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Figure 4.-Retul:ns by k{{eek—‘-all other LEA’s—SSES pretest (spring 1974)
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'District

Brevard Co.
St. Lucie Co.
Collier Co.

- El Paso
Brownsville
‘Grarfd Rapids
.Holland City
Edgewood ISD
Somerton
Eaton Rapids
Paterson
Boulder Valley
Atlantic City
“"Fayette Co.
Adams Co.
Wilson 007

. Vineland
. Nogales

Colorado Spgs.

Total

District

*Trimble Co.
*Carroll Co.
San Antonijo
*Ft. Worth
Broward Co.
*Paintsville
*McAllen
*Carlisle
Fulton Co.
*Smyth Co.
-*Roanoke Co.
*Norfolk City
*Hampton City

. *Accomack Co.

Alice

State

Fla.
Fla.
Fla.
Tex.
Tex.

Mich.
Mich.
- Tex.

Ariz.
Mich.
N.J.
Colo,
N.J.
Ky.
Colo.
Ariz,

NJ.

Ariz,
Colo.

State

Ky.
Ky.
Tex.
Tex.
Fla.
Ky.
Tex.
Ky.
Ky.
Va.
Va.
Va.
Va.
Va.
Tex.

District Returns

. . ) “ r.\
Districts jncluded in t;ze Validity Study (with' the exception of Trim
tucky). The numbers below show school and teacher questionnaires re

- All 19 districts here returned district questionnairés in 1974 on the dates shown.

“Date return

5/20
5021
5/22
5/28
- 6/4
6/6.
6/10
6/17
6/17
6/19
6/19
6/24
6/25
/1
72
,'v.7/3-
7/5
7/9
719

Da te‘ye turn

\
4/25\
4/25 \,
4/29
4/29
5/1
5/2
5/6
5/8
5/10
5/15
5/15
5/15
5/15
5/15
5/22

23 18

ble

s

ed as a fraction of

School returns/
total schools

3/3
3/3
33
3/3
3/3
33
33
3/3
1/1
3/3
3/3
33
3/3
3/3
3/3

R
’ 3/3

3/3
3/3

53/54

School returns/
total schools

3

3

313

3

total teachers

12/12
60/72
12/12
8/12
12/12
9/12
10/12
C11/12
24/24
9/12
12/12
17/52
17/52
12/12
12/12
0/48
7/12
32/52
12/m*

288/516

total teachers

unty, Kentucky, and Carroll County, Ken-
questionnaires mailed out.

Teacher returns/

5

Districts not included in Valid;ty Study. (Trimble County, Kentucky, and Carroll County, Kentucky, fgrincluded here.)
The numbers below show school and teacher questionnaires returned as a fraction of questionnaires mailed out. All 33
districts here returned district questionnaires in 1974 on the dates shown.

Teacher returns/
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N « School returns/ . Teacher returns/ -
District Staj.. _Date returb total schools total teachers
Clay Co. . Ky. \ 5/28 33 12/12
Lansing Mich. 6/3 7 33 12/12
*Campbell Co. Ky. \ : 6/3 -- -
Somerset Co. Ky. |- 6/10 3/3 12/12,
Downe Twp. NJ. \ 6/19 0/2 8/8
Ft. Lupton Colo. ‘ 6/24 .33 10/32
Dade Co. [/ - Fla. : 7/3 3/3 43/52
.. *Minn. Spec. Minn. ! 7/3 -- -
. *Blue Earth Minn, ' * 7/3 - ,
* *Albert Lea Minn. 7/3 .-
*Roseville . . Minn. | 711 -- .-
*Hopkins Minn. 711 . .-
*Moorhead Minn. 7/11 T e
. *Breckenridge' Minn. “ 711 ‘.. T
*Owatonna Minn. | 719 - . .-
. *N. St. Paul Minn.” 7/19 -- -
* Austin Tex. | 7/19 -- - . '
Pointiac City Mich. 7/19 2/3 8/12 ’
’ Total | 29/32 © 172/208 -
*District-only participants. / ‘ -
Summary: Pretest Return Statistics—Districts
/ : Mailed Returned Percent
Validity Study subsample_ 19 19 © 100
All others ) 42 ° "33 = 79
(district-only subsample) "(26) (22) & (85)
Total sample 61 52 85
Of the 52 responai}g\gistrigts, all 52 returned completed district questionnaires. A breakdown of returns for
participating schools and teachers in those districts follows: -

Schdols Teachers
No.* Percent " No.* Percent
Validity study . 53/54 98 288/516 56 -
All others 2932 91 172/208 82
__ota 82/86 95 460/124 63 )

—_—— ’
“? numbers in this column sho

, chool and teacher questionnaires returned as a
fr#tion of questionnaires mailed o v




GENERAL OBSERVATIONS®

.

A brief glance at the statistics and graphs produced from the response to the pretest reveals the following points:

1. The response curve for the validity study subsample doesn’t tell much of a story. It seems as though many would

~ have taken much more time to return thier materials had it not been for the followup phone calls. It would also
seem that the phone calls directly to the LEA’s (the latter part of the followup period) had consrderably more
impact than the calls to the SEA’s. s

2. Returns for the validity stufy subsample accumulated to 100 percent. This was possibly caused by‘ two

rrap penings: . ,

® an additional commitment was made to the pretest upon agreeing to the site visit, and
® a few districts were persuaded to participate in the pretest when requested to be included in the site visits.

The cumulative return line has a much sharper slope for the subsample. r

3. The response curve for all other districts shows a very definite (and more normal) picture. There are two definite
peaks: the first within thé normally expected response time and the second showing the effects of the followup
phone calls. .

4. The district-only subsample shows a definitely improved initial response, but the. curve also dips ]ust as quickly
and flattens out for just as-long as the total group. The effect, then, of not having the schools involved was rather

r short lived. In addition, the overall response rate for the district-only LEA’s was only the same as the total pretest
"~ sample. |

5. It would seem, then, that the district survey coordmator is the key to a successful survey
® District-only returns were generally no better than all-other groups.
® The response picked up once the district.was called, whereas the calls to the State appeared to have had little

effect.
® The return rate for the schools imthe districts that made returns was excellent.
p .
6. One final observatiorf is warranted: the percent of returns for participating teachérs was much lower in the
validity study subsample because of the fact that all but two of the supplementary sampling schools were in the
subsample. Teacher return rates in supplcmentary samplmg schools were quite low as a group.

-

-




Chapter 4
LOGISTICS } * 2

INTRODUCTION

~

A major facet of the pretest of the SSES was the actunl operation of the survey-often referred to as logistics. -

Logistics is a rather broad concept and covers many different operations of a survey that take place before, during, and
after the survey. Since NCES requested that less emphasis be put on logistics than had beerthe initial intent, it was not
possible to actually pretest all of the SSES operations. However, attempts were made to conduct as many aspects of the
pretest as possible in much the same way a full-scale survey would have operated. This chapter addresses those aspects
of pretest operations where adequate evidence exists for making observations. '

This report on logistics is divided into two parts. The first part is a description of what was done and the results that
were scen. The second part takes those results and relates them to recommendations forzthe full-scale survey. In both
sections, the general areas to be covered include: survey support instrumentation, shipping and distribution methods,
the survey management system, and the processing of sufvey returns.

-

" PRETEST LOGISTICS RESULTS ‘
. , . " ’ T ”
Survey Support Instruméntation ' o .
S IV . . N ‘_:“h' :.’.\.__'"_
. Instrumentation. _ 6 i B

‘- - ,
" A survey the size and scope of the SSES obviously could not be carried off with questiannaires alc?ric. There had to
be other materials to explain how to properly complete the survey and the questionnaires, to explain who should be
respondents and how to select them, and to supply supplementary information needed to answer some parts of the
questionnaires. The materials developed for the pretest to serve these purposes were: ®

various letters to State representatives, district survey coordinators, school principals, and teachérs;

district, school, and teacher manuals;

sample selection forms; ,

the Record of Teacher Packet Distribution; ) '
the Pupil Code Sheet (PCS); T

a form for districts to use in the return of completed survey materials; and

the district and school lists of special programs.

-~

All of these materials were developed after the survey questionnaires were completed. Some of these materials could
not be worked on.until the design of the entire project was complete and until it was certain thit there would be no
further changes in the questiorinaires or project design. This was particularly true of portions of the manuals and of the
lists of special programs. Other forms, such as those developed to implement the alternative sampling procedures, were
independent of the conténf of the questionnaires. ‘ : .
Because of the decreased emphasis on the-logistical aspects of the survey (the feeling expressed by NCES being that

- the testing of the questipnnairé and sampling alternatives deserved considerably more emphasis), materials were

developed to serve a particular need, but no alternate forms or procedures were developed for testing. The alternate
forms and procedures created for the two basic sampling® plans were developed to test two separate sampling plans
rather than to provide alternatives for logistics. Therefore, the results of the survey instrumentation will be rather

simply stated.

Iy
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Results.

i

RS

D e : o h N .
In general, the survey partrcrpants apparently had httle trouble with the- pretest in terréls of understandmg what they

~ had to do and’how to do it. Rather, the basic problems expressed to the vahdators were the abrlrty to. prowde the data
reqmred and the time requrred to complete the survey. . : Sere

representatrves ne of the nine States indicated that they thought the presurvey gommunication was inadequate.
However, of the 17 districts that responded to the question, 7 (over 40 petcent) indicated that:they would liked to have
known more about,the survey beforehand. Considering that some of the districts may have felt communications were
adequate because they were also contacted. by RMC.prior to the survey about the st:e visits, there seems to be an -
indication here that the State coordinators do not pass endugh information along to parti 1patmg districts. =~ - - »

The letters for the district coordinator, the school principal, and the sampled teachers were included with the survey o
materials more as a courtesy than as a means of providing real commumcatlon "It would be possrble but not always
practrcal to send letters to participating districts and schools: prror to the survey.

. Survey Communications, All of the contractor and NCES contact prior to, and durirf,’ the survey was with the SEA

1

R

Manuals., The manuals were the core of the explanatron of the survey intent and procedures. They provided general
background mformatron administrative procedures sample selection instriictions, -and general _instructions for._ _
answering the questionnaires. Srpce httle is known about any major survey admrmstratlon problems, it is assumed,_ that . = -
they generally served their purposes well. However, based on a review of the comments from some validators regardmg '

" problems with certain items and"as a result of the item analysis, it is felt that certain items should be explamed in more
~ detail than would be practrcal to do on the questronnau'es themselves o .

-

’ Samplmg Forms The varrous samplmg forms evolved from’ the development of the three basic sampling procedures _
‘within the schools. Thé results of using these forms can be stated only in‘terms of evaluatmg the sampling procedurcs ‘

E

themselves Chaoter 6 presents a report of these results. . : . -

o

' f Record of Teacher Paclfet Dzstnbunon An initial look at the*forms used in the pretest would lead oné to think.that .
- this form was used for sample selectipn. It was.comman to both sampling alternatrves and appeared as a place to.record
the results of the classroom samplifly procedure E 3 @ e .
. Actually, the form also served other purposes It was 1ntended to rermnd the pr1nc1pal about the teacher survey
. - packets and to provide a record of which teachers were selected, the date they received the supvey materrals, and the.
' date each teacher returned the completed materials. =" .
This form is not an.integral patt of the survey operatrons For’ mstance the resujts of the classroom samphng could
be'recorded on another form. Howevera it is felt that any additional help that cdn be provided to the principals:will in
the long run help the overall Survey efficiency. While the overall response of completed teacher questronnarres-m the
pretest was poor compared with the school and district questionnaires, this should niot be interpreted to niean thate
. additional controis are needed for the within-schools admrmstra@n The overwhelming majority off missing teacher '
_ questionnaire data was from schools selected~to use the supplementary sampling proc:d;rzs_l)js recommended
elsewhere in the report ‘that the supplen'lentary samplrng procedures be dropped from furthe ons1deration-. - -

Puptl Code Sheet (PCS). The PCS is deslgned to serve a number of purposes. It provides a place for the teacher to
record. the results of her pupil“sample selecton, it serves as a place to record the pupil name for reference thhout
placing. the pupil name. on- the: questionmaire, and it serves as a record for postsurvey validation. In addition, for the .
pretest only, the PCS indicated to the teacher the number of pupils she should sample from her class. ‘

There are no indications to show’ that the PCS provided any problems, that it d1d not serve its purpose, and that it
should not be used in its present form for the full-scale survey. : N

_ “Retum of Maten‘als” Form. After the district had gathered all the completed survey materials from the schoels, it

" was faced with the problem of returning the materials to the contractor or to the SEA. To pyovide continuity in the )
survey operations and a means of dlmmlshmg and tracking nonresponses, the d1str1cts were provided with a form to
record comipletion of survey operations and the shrpmen#of completed materials. The form was sent to the SEA _
indicating the date of completron and shipment and whet¥er the. materrals were shrpped to the contractor oF to the
SEA. : . - : o .

X ) _— ' ° &7 . P . C e 1 '
: . - | Ty \ -
Q » ) - » - .

; A ruText provided by Eric
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. No’negatiye fqedback_'was received on the use of this form. - L ] . . »

" schools and teachers information necessary for providing some of the answers rec'luestec‘llinbthe questionnaires. A
. The district list is designed for the LEA survey coordinator to indicate the desé,ﬁption of the federally funded

through 6).that it serves, and the Federal funding source. The district was instructed.to'é make copies of this form and to

give one to the principal in each of ‘the sampled schools. : ' - ‘
" operatgd in the school. Copies were then to be made and distribu%ed to each sampled teacher.

Certain problems with the list were uncovered: '“ : :

[ ' - B
_*.  (1)-k was often difficult to kndw how to define and name 2 program—whether {6 list the ESEA title I Migrant
program,, for instance, by all of "the various areas it covered or to list it only once. The former proceﬁure can be -
, -~ very time consumin:
. = ' information to the peppléwho need it. : - : . ,
- . (2) A similar problem argse where, say, “ESEA title I Migrant” was listed by the district office but the program was
better known by another name in the schools, such as the “Migrant Food Project.” ' .

« . operated in his school.’In the same/mander, it was very difficult for a teacher to know for sure if the programs
' *  listéd for her school erated in her class or whether the sampled pupils were served by them.
- (4) Funding sources for-Hederal programs were used that had little bearing on the survey asa whole. This'served to .
confuse things somewhat for some respondents. . -
. ® Copies of the completed lists had tc be made, which may have been an.annoyance to some.

w 0

‘

Shipping and Distribution Methods - i ‘
. / i f . @

Introdyction. * . . 2 . .

a

Prior to setting up the survey operations for the bretest and while the States were being solicited for par"ticipation, .
.. each State was queried as tg whether_they* would allow the survey materials to be shipped .directly to the sampled

_ Florida indicated a preferencq for handling the distribution of survey matérfals to the districts themselves. .
*“The’advantage for the SEA’s in allowing direct district shipment was two fold: they would not have to receive and

The advantage to the survey operation§ was that ccnsiderable time wouild be saved in the distribution process. One

P «

potential disadvantage to the, survey as a whole was thit shipping costs would be higher following the direct district -

method.

s he promise of not distributing maierials to the disgfi\cts uatil the State representative had seen information copies
~ * of all materials seemed to have iiiije effect on their decisions., T .

LI

- Pretest Procedures, o T .
. The packaging procedures were set up for shipments to go directly to'the LEA’s in Florida and iv ihe SEA in each of

other States. All district materials for a given- State were sent at ‘the same time in one shipment. Each districi
represented one .box and each box had two labels: one for the destination SEA and the other to identify for which

" district the‘e:zosed materials were intended. c e ‘ o, %, .

_ At the safme time the shipments .were made, each.State was also sent a special delivery package containing '
‘information copies of all materials and a letter indicating fhe date of the shipment and the: number of boxes'in the
shipment. Enclosed with the letter was a return postcard on which the State survey coordinator couid record the date
of shipment receipt and the number of boxes received. The State survey coordinators were instructed to mail the.

- postcard as’soon as-the shipment“was received. In addition, each district packet(in the top of the box) Had-a business
P p \ Y ! \

Y 2

IToxt Provided by ERI . * X *

. ‘
4 4y Il ) ’ - I

District and -School Lists of Special Progrgms. These lists of special programs were provided as-a means of giving °
programs operating in the district. This description consists of the name of the program, the grades (prekindergarten -

- . Each principal would, then ‘use this information to complete the schoolNIi'st, including only 'those“prog_raméithat ,-'%

in some cases, whilé the latter procedure is subject to the deficiency of not getting enough '

" - 7 (3) It was often difficult for a principal to know for sure whether or not each program listed for the. district

istricts or whether they wi ted all of the materials to be distributed through the SEA office. All of the States except )

then redistribuie each box, ahd it would save them money since they would not have to pay postage or freight chagges. ”

°
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reply postcard attached on top In the same“ma:nner a postcard was supplied for each school packet lnstructlons
indicated that the postcards should be réturned as soon as the respective shipments were received.

The proceﬂurcs followed for Florida were similar, but varied somewhat because of the direct district shxpments The
SEA, was sent a package of informational materials and a letter mdlcatmg that shipments had been made to the selected
districts. Each district received a letter under separate <over and the return postcard was included with this letter.
Beyond this, the other procedures were identical. All ‘Shnpments to the Florida d1str1cts were made on the same day asy, /
the other State shipments.. - o : o : : o

" - o
- @,

Retum Postwrds ) A v . ‘-\

,, .

c e

States. Six ‘of the elght States Teturned their postcards Five of these\ thtes returned’ them when the shipment was
reccived, whergas the sixth waited until the following week. As far as can be determined. there was no delay in the
receipt of this shipment, so it is felt that, the postcard was not mailed right away. = * ~

One way to make sure there would be no delay in notifying the addressee that the shipment has been received in the
SEA -building would be to provide for inside delivery_ to the addressee. However, it is unlikely that th1s would be
desirable for the full-scale survey since most of the sﬁxpments to the SEA’s will be very large R o

' Districts. Postcards were attached to d1$tnct packets only for the full partxcnpatnon districts: This would mea.., then,
that they were sent to the 5 districts in Florida and to 30 districts in six other States. Figute 6 shows the cumulative
percent return of these_postcards over the‘weeks following the shxpments (Florida is graphed separately.) :

Altogether, postcards were received from 4 of 5 districts in Florida and from 20 of the other 30 districts. In addition
to the Higher percentage of returns for Florida, it.should be noted how rgn/;h(nire efficiently the postcard system
operated for Florida districts than in the districts of other; States in terms of the time it took for the postcards to be P
returned. This is presumably due to two factors: (1) thé districts recelved the shipments faster than those in other
States, and (2) more atténtion_was drawn to the postcard because it was enclosed in the letter.

‘ Schools Postcards were attached to the school packets for 101 schools of these, 15 schools were in Florida.
Postcards were received from 14 of the 15 scheols in Florida and from 46 of the 86 schools in the other States. Figure
"7 shows the cumulative percent of returned postcards, with Florida shown separately.: Once again, not only does
Florida show a much higher rate of return than other States; but. ajso the postcards were returned faster from Florida.

s Thus, the survey momtormg system seems to operate best with the direct district shipment procedure. .. -

One point noticed in tallying the returns of the school cards was that the postcards from all three schools in a given
district were almost always received diring the same week. Any delays, then, were probably caused’ by the district
* officer rather than by the school principals. ~ . .

. ~ o«

» Results of .Interviews. "

As part of the site visit procedures, interviews were tonducted with each of the nine State representativesand with
17 district representatives in the 20 districts visited. Part of these interviews had to do with the logistics aspects of the
survey. Responses to some of the key questions are as follows:

r.
v .

. A Statelnterlliew Responses

. l Do you prefer to have the SSES shnpments come through your offi ce" , .
) o Yes=6 No=3
2. Did you dpen each box? : . ‘ .
. ¢ Yes=2 No=5 ‘

”

a. If YES: then do you think it is necessary to label the boxes as to whxch d1str1ct they are 1ntended"
Yes=1 ‘ Na=1 -

) . ? . 29
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' Figure 7.--SSES pretest: Postcard receipts—schools
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b. If NO do you, then, think it i is necessary to shrp all the materrals first to your offrce"
Yes =6 . No 2 (Total respondents should have been 5) - _ .

T If YES (to : would it posSrny be satrsfactory to ship them directly to the districts if you had ﬁrst
: recerved your nformation copies along with a roster of participating districts and schools?
v Y »
Yes =2 No=3
3. For the full:scale survgy, would you possrbly call a meeting of the survey coordrnators of the partrcrpatrng
districts (as some States do)” . :

.

-

Yes=3 Nd\= 6

4, (From the informatién prowded by seven of the interviewees, an average of 2.5 days elapsed between recmpt
. s of materials and forwarding to the districts.) How djd the materrals get to the districts?
. I‘\ - !
. ~ 3:.First class mail . » ’
S 2: Hand delivered by State personnel .. : .
2 Parcel post - i SR
Shrpped by truck-. . . T
-~ \?.\\- ‘
« 5. Do you recall whether or not you returned thc postcard as soon as you received the materrals”
Yes=4- No=2 2. - ‘
6. Do you prefer to write the letter to each participating district, or do you think it would suffice to have a
ge\eral printed letter in the district packct" R
k = letter from State person .
. 2% general printed letter

(Florida was excluded from this question.s e

Al
If the latter, this _would mean, then, that the district coordinator would caII the contractor, rather than ‘you,
_“with any qucstrons Would this proccdme Le okay? ‘ -

a

Yes=3 No =0 . ’ T

B. A Quick Look at the State Responses

¥

- indicated a preference for not doing so. Five of saven respondents indicated’ that they did not open the boxes.
it is difficult to understand why six States prefer to have the materials come to their offices when four of
them-did not eéven open the boxes to inspect the contents. , °

Of the two, States that opened the boxes, one felt that the boxes should b Iabeledwvrth the district name.
The only purpose for putting this label on the box was to eliminate the need for opening the box to find out
for which drstrrct it was intended. The réesponse to quéstion 2br is generally consistent with question 1. Since
too many ansWered this question, it is difficult to compare the responses to question 2b with question 2.

However, response to the next question shows that -two additional States indicated they would consider
direct district shipments under the conditions “cited. (These are. presumably not the same_as the “NO™
respondents to question 1, since we show five respondents total, following six “YES” respondents to 2b.)

- -

v
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1. The majority of the States prefer .to have tht shipments come through thier offices. However, three States v
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2. One State,evidently cilled a meeting of representatives from each pamcxpatmg district, wh:le three indicated

e i
.

that they would probably do so for the full-scale survey.

&

It should be noted that the incident of tse of First class mail is probably caused by sending small packages for
the district-only participants. Since the volume of materials for the pretest is so much smaller than for the

full-scale survey, it is unlikely that the responses here really indicafe gnything meaningful.

x ! : -
. Two States indicated that they did not send the postcard.right away. However, only one State’postcard was.

received late. Presumably the two nonréspondents to this question are the-same as the two who did not return
the postcards at all. Evidently the v&StateAsurvey coordinators did not mirld sending the letters to the districts.
It is unfortunate that there was not.a series of questipns to the effect: Di you use the model letter provided?
Do you endorse this concept, or'prefer to cqmpose your own? Did writing the letters hold up shlpmpr" to the
districfs? Did you send the letters at the same time as the materials? :

In -additiorf to the two States that felt a generdl printed letter would suffice, one othcr State ev:dently,,
preferred the idea of having the districts deal with the contractor for questions about the survey rather thah
déaling with the State survey coordinator.

C. District Intérview Responses

l.

2. Did you find the communications adec‘luahpgior' to the receipt of survey materials)?

3.

3

Did you have any difficulty with the way materials were shipped?

= Not clesrfor whomc or what, intended. o l
ethod -of shipment was not the best to get to me. What way would be better? "None !
ecommended. One noteworthy* comment-wWirs~ hatjhc nbtatlon on the box “Box 3 of 4" caused
some confusion. For example, one LEA said that it ‘\,('as waiting awhile for the other three

for labeling the four boxes in. the shipment 'l of 4, “2 of 4,” ‘etc.) This problem wogld not occur

if shipments were made ghectly to the dlstncts . - R
7 = Other (Specify): ) - R \\a\‘, .
1 = received late (by mail) o
{ 1 = no letter of transmittal ipsido o .
| = delivered by “grapeyine” from SEA . ‘ '
7’@ well done’ ‘ . o y . ”
: = should box-edch school separately ‘ ' S
~ ' Other comments not pertinent . ‘ ¢ -

’

o .

" Yess10 No=7 ) ) ‘ »

Did you receive a letter from your Statg\ Survey Coordfna;qr (excludihg Florida)?
* - * . ) '/'

“'Yes=15 . No=2 ’

IFYES: . | . .

9= prlor to receipt of ‘materialg
4 with materfis : :
= after receipt of materials

L]
.

- If*NOY; did you know who your State Survey Coordinator was?

Yes=13 " No=on 7

. ¢ . " » 8 54

boxes."” (ThlS notatioh was caused by the shipments to the SEA's. Standard shipping practlce calls

»
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</ (3) The districts cvi(icnt}y find meetings preferablc and it scemsas though they are quite practical about the most

-

.

4a. Do you remember if you returned the postcard as soon as you received the survey materials?
11 = Yes, right away ) .

2 = Yes, but delayed opening the box

4 = Did not return postcard-

4b. Would you have opened the box and retuzned the postcard sooner if there had been a legend on the outside
of the box that.said: “Open Box Nd' 1 and return the enclosed postcard IMMEDIATELY upon receipt?”

Yes=7 - No=8 5

Sa. Did you send the materials to the principals of selected schools, or call them to a meeting:
5 = sent materials ) .
12 = called meeting

[y

5b. Would it be better to call such a meeting for the full-scale sUrvey—partiéularly since there will probably be
more than three schools sampled in your district? . '

Yes=6 No=3 o : -

6. (From thc informationv pfovided by 14 of the rGSpqndcnté, an average of.2.5 days ‘el'apscd before giving or
sending materials to the schools. Two other respondents indicated 28 and 30 days, respectively. Adding these
two brings the average to 5.9 days.) How did you send the materials to the.schobijs?

13 = hand delivered by school district staff * -»
= via school district vehicle or truck, _
3 = picked up by principals ’ N

L

D. A Quick Look at District Resi:‘onscs . s

o -

Some of the interesting things that can be learned from the‘sct responses are that: .

(1) The districts often feit that they should have been told more prior to the receipt of survey materials—7 out
of 17 thought that communications were inadequate. Only 15 received letter from the State coordinator and
~only 9 of these were received prior to the materials. ' ’ -
(2) Not many of the districts bothered to return the postcards; the majority admitted that calling their attention
to the card by the legend on the box would not cause them to act any more quickly. :

efficientmanner of distributing,the materials. . .

Survey Management System -
Initial Specifications. L . .

A good part of what goes into the logistical aspects of a large survey such as the SSES is some very affirmative
planning. Such planning—of the pieces involved-in the survey, of the operations involved to make these pieces fit
together properly, and of a schedule for these operations to happen on time and in the proper sequence—usually takes
the form of a detailed set of operational_specifications and schedules. Since {he pretest was considerably smaller in -
volume than a full-scale survey would be, the procedures were a reduced version of what would be needed for the
ful! scale implementation of the SSES. ‘ '

In general, the first stage of specifications for the survey management system requires:

;2
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i (1) Ageneral overview to provide orientation for the reader.
.(2) Alist of all the materials that need to be produced or acquired—either as part of the survey package or as needed
' for packing and shipping operatiéns.
"(3) Specification of quantities: the quantity to be produced of each piece, the expected number that wnll actually
be shipped, the number of different types of shipments, etc.
(4) Detailed specifications of how materials should be collated and ass¢imbled into sets, how sets should be
packaged, and how to organize all of these materials for efficient operation. . '
(5) Specifications for the development of the computer system that will take the sampled districts and schools file
and produce: .

’ .
A 4

L

] labels for questlonnaxres, packets, and boxes-m the proper order and quantities for efficiency in the labeling
and packaging operations;

a roster of summary counts that provide an overview for labeling, packagmg, and shipping operations;

detailed rosters that will be used for recording the completion of various steps in the survey operations and ©
allow for maintenance of up-to-date monitoring; .

detailed rosters that will allow for inclusion of a one-page summary for each district in the district shipment;
punched-card tub files for use. mkeepmg track of all retums and producing followup reports;

followup reports to be sent to nonrespondents for various mml and telephone followups; and

project monitoring status reports for various.stages of operations.

0

, /7mplemen tation for the Pretest.

Most of these procedures were followed for the pretest. The principal steps omitted were the use of tub files to
thonitor returns and the production of status reports. Because the survey volume fof the pretest was relatively small, all
returns were checked in by hand and status reports were produced on demand with little difficulty.

Responses on both the return postcnrds ard the survey materials themselves were logged in daily and/or weekly.
depending on the flow. These figures were used to produce the response tables in this report.

In general, little dlfﬁculty was experienced with survey management during the pretest. It is very difficult to
properly report on how it all went or to evaluate the system since, on the whole, everything worked well and there were
no alternatives to. be compared. Another factor that makes it difficult to evaluate how well the survey management
system worked during the pfetest was that the‘analysis of alternatives concept introduced a great deal of variability into
the materials production and assembly Complications were introduced that will automatically be removed from the
full-scale procedures. It is felt, however, that enough has been learned at various stages so that the procedures used for
the pretest can be refined for the full-scale survey.

Processing of Survey Returns ' =
Introduction. ) ) | . ‘ . ’
' This general category takes into account a number of operations: ‘ \//
- (1) checking in postcard returns to monitor shipping and receipt actlvmes, .

(2) producing status reports to alert project management of potential problems on’these distribution actlvmes,
(3) checking in qucstlonnalre returns, .
(4) producing status reports on returns to monitor receipts and to signal necessnty for followup rosters, -
s (5) capturing data (keypunching and scanning),
(6) two-stage editing and edit followups, and
. (7) editing resolutions and producing a clean tape. : \

et
r

- A .
. As indicated in the preceding section, not all of these pretest operations would allow direct reporting of results,
evaluating results or alternatives, or comparing the results with what would probably occur on the full-scale survey.
As a result of the small survey volume, operations 1 through 4 (above) were performed mangally. No tub files were
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used for pulling receipts and ‘updating the master file. Status reports“were compiled whenever necessary without
" computer assistance. All follosyaps were done by phone; consequ 1(;; no computerized followup systcm was dcveloped
or used. Data capture was done entirely by keypunching will full’key verification.

y

Frequency Dism‘butions.

Since response to the mailout survey was significantly delayed, it-was necessary to cut off inclusion of responses for
_processing the survey data. Al responses received through July 19, 1974, were keypunched. Thc total nuthber of ~
‘questionnaires received by that time was:

® District questionnaire: 52 ‘ T
@ School questionnaire: 81 . . // A //
® Teacher questionnaire: , pad o / »
® Pupil questionnaire: 1,104 < o e :

o i AN , - -

Programing was completed -at that time for running frcquency distributigs§ of the respo;yo(these mailout survey
questionnaires.. These distributions (sometimes_referred to_ as marginals or univariate st istics) ipcluded counts and
percents for each category. response for each variable. Where items were not categorical variables, that is, they were
write-in itcms, reponse intervals were preset for each item (or item part) prior to the programing for ghc frequencies.

The frequency distributions played a strong role in the analysis of survey responses and in the evaluation of each
pretested questionnaire item,

Edit Spetifications.

Detailed edit speéiﬁéations were developed to check the logical consistency and accuracy of data provided on the
_questionnaires. In general, the kinds of checks that were specified can be categorized as follows:

@ Sum of parts; exceeds total proi/idcd in response to another question (base number)
® Response directly contradicts.response provided elsewhere v -

— directly conflicting data
— did not follow skip patterns

"

RECOMME”“ATIONS FOR FULL-SCALE SURVEY LOGISTICS

As stated previously, the logistical aspects of a nationwide survey are extremcly important —especially for a survey of
the size and scope that the full-scale SSES is likely to be. The outcome of the survey could suffer significantly without
the implementation of a comprehensive and detailed system for the overall management of the survey. Without this
system, the survey could result in incomplete or inaccurate data, delayed response to the survey, or overall poor
response rates. ' .

The recommendations that follow in this section are largely based on the results of the logistical aspects of the
pretest that were reported carlier in this chapter. In some instances, the correspondence bétween results and
recommendations will be quite obvious. In other cases, the recommendations will be based on sources such as the
comments recorded at the time of interviews with State and district personnel during the pretest, on the observations of
the RMC project staff who participated in the site visits, and on the writer’s expériences with the 1969, 1970, and 1971
elementary school surveys. ‘

The arcas that will be covered are: survey communications, instrumentation, and the survey managcment system.
L3

e,
Survey Com munications

4

Tried and proven survey méthods have shown that the more communication that exists with survey participants
before, during, and even after the survey, the more likelihood there will be of a successful data-collection effort.

3
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- Communication prior to the actual mailout or shlpment of materials is particularly significant because it can have a
pervading influence over the entire survey effort. Good channels of communication during the survey are lmportant for
| solving logistical and substantive problems. Postsurvey communications (or feedback) show the ¢ écts of the earlier
‘ communication in establishing good relationships and creating an atysphere that will _epedurage cooperatlon for
| _—Subsequent data-collection efforts. -~ P
| All three of these areas have direct application for the SSE(.Because—-tn‘mvey depends on close workmg//
/?aﬁ‘onshlps and communication among various lgvels of respondents, it is lmportant for presurvey communications’ to
egin as carly as possible. Since the SSES is a very detailed and complex survey effort, it is likely that questions will
arise during the course of the data collection. Effective communication links will, in most cases, easily solve these
~ problems and will potentially increase the response rate and reduce the amount of followup work. In most instan&es,
future NCES data-collection efforts will be handled by the same SEA representative and, in many very important cases, ~
by the same LEA representative. In any case, it is desirable to have communications that are as intensive and as .
" ~. complete as possible to enhance the understanding of the survey participants and-to help ehminate anya.pQ}@l/tlmmg
problems.
The following is an outline of procedures that are recommended for implementation in the full-scale survey to
establish and maintain good relationships with the.survey coordmators in the States ; and to guarantee the success of the

'3

SSES. . - v : .
”-27 o ° ; 4/ ///
Presurvey. ‘ - - T
- (1) Send an informational letter -to each State lpfdrmmg it of the curfgﬁt"ﬁrans and intentions regardmg the .
.~ full-scale SSES. This should be done 6 to 8 months prior to the expected survey start date. 3

(2) Select a national LEA sdmple, excluding those States which absolutely refuse to participate.

(3) Five to six months prior, to survey start date, send a letter to each State announcing the LEA precan S8 effort
and include a list of the sampled LEA’s for each State. States should be requested at this time to notify each
sampled LEA (preferably by letter) of the impending precanvass data request. If States are going to be given an
option to have all survey materials shipped to them or to have them shipped directly to the districts, they should
be given the opportunity at this time to make such a choice. :

(4) When the precanvass materials are shipped to the SEA’s, include a letter of explanatlon for each district. This
letter should summarize the precanvass procedures, suggest distribution and follownp procedures for the
precanvass, and a second list of the sampled LEA’s should be mcluded The precanvass should be done as early
as possible during the school year—probably about 5 months prior "o the survey. SEA’s and LEA’s should be’

: given a number to call in Washington, D.C. (preferably toll free), to have questions answere/d/ﬁnd problems

J solved.

: (5) Send a reminder letter to each State about 2 weeks later. The districts involved should probably be listed again

for convenience.

: (6) Approximately 1 month after the precanvass mailout, followup calls should be made to the States. Permission to

send a reminder letter to the districts that have not completed the precanvass §hould also be obtained from the -

: SEA at this time. (Some sort of personalized letter would be preferred and more effective.)

(7) Sometime after the precanvass has been completed, letters should be sent to the States giving them more detail

- about the survey effort—particularly an up-to-date schedule. The States should bg made aware of NCES‘

intentions regarding survey procedures about 2 months prior to the survey start date.
(8) Approximately 2 weeks prior to mailout, a letter should be sent to each State. This letter will accompany a -
sample set of all survey materials as®well as a relisting of the districts to be surveyed. :

L«

>

Communications During the Survey.

(1) Each State should receive a letter of transmittal at the time the shipment is made telling them the date of
shipment and the number of boxes. If shipments are made directly to the LEA’s for a given State, these letters
“would go to the LEA’s. In this case, the State representative should receive a courtesy letter indicating that the
- shipments have been made to the district.

2) Dlstncts should receive a letter of explanation before they receive the survey materials. Most States prefer to

4
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send’ such a letter themselves at the time they are distributing the miaterials to the districts, but a letter from
NCES or the contractor would be more effective and timely. It is hoped that the States would have already
communicated with the LEA’s prror to the survey. However, it probably should be assumed that the LEA’s will
-need some further brrefing PR

(3) States and districts (and preferably schools, too) should be provided with, busrness reply rofurn postcards to
‘notify receipt of materials. This will assist the contractor in spotting shipment problem or distribution

- bottlenecks. '

(4) A telephone number in Washrngton D. C should be, provided for SEA’s and LEA’s to call if arly problems or .*
questions arise. Tlus number should ‘be toll free if at all possrble It has been shown in the pas that suchan

N
.

(5) About 1, .month into the survey the SFA’s should be asked to remind the participating districts of e survey
' comple fon date. At this time permission should be obtained to followup the delinquent districts dirictly—by N
either thaj} or phone o
(6) Periodic follo will have to be made to nonrespsmgent districts. The letters sent should be as person
possible and should pr i
- not yet been returned.

Postsurvey.

.

(1) Letters should be sent to participating distficts after their materrals have been returned. These should also be as
personalized as possible, should acknowledge receipt of survey materials, and should thank the district for their

particip .
(2) States shu\ d also be sent thank-you letters after survey completion.
Y Many States and districts have indicated that they would like to receive feedback on survey results. Plans should
‘ be made to provide for such feedback on whatever level seems most appropriate. This is particularly important
/ for those skeptical States and districts that are reluctant to participate because they feel no good has ever come
’ from previous surveys and view current efforts as a waste of their time. The feedback should be provided as soon *
as possible to show how effectively the survey can be run and to mentally prepare the respondents for future
surveyefforts. : :

General. ‘ g _ ' ' .

Results of other surveys have shown that using specialized mail services adds significantly to survey responees, While
it is realized that the use of government franking privileges will realize a certain cost savings, nonetheless, it is
recommended that stamped envelopes, special deivery, or certified mail be used when feasible. The use of these special
services generally draws extra attention to the communication and results in a more effective survey.

\

.

v
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Instrumentation

The concept of rnstrumentatron a vital aspect of a successful survey opcration, involves not just the aciual
data-collection instruments (or questionnaires) but also the various pieces of survey support materials such as the
manuals/and forms used for recording completion of various survey operatians. Careful consideration should be given to
the conceptualization and design of each piece. The survey questionnaires could be perfect in every way and still be
part of aii Uisticcessful-data-collection-effort without the e_proper support instrumentation. Recommenditions for the

* approaches to be taken with survey instrumentation follow. — -

General,

(1) Settigg type: It is recommended that an automatcd system such as a composer be used to prepare the copy for
all instrumentation, as opposed to a standard typewriter. This is recommended because of the inherent
advantages of the composer such as use of italics, different weight faces for hrghlrghtrng. and different sizcs of

typc of headings and titles. .
33 . - \\
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(2) Use of color: It is recommended that all“the instruments for each rgsponse level be printed on the samé color
stock and that ‘the color for gach level be different from that for the others. The use of bright colors helps
respondents notice and recogilize the survey materials, an advantage that was realized during the pretest. It is

~ good to colot.key the instramients for a given level because the individual respondcnts can identify a particular
color as something they shor]I Id be concerned with. This also helps those processing the: questionnaires to easily
distinguish one quesﬁonnarre from another. Different colored inks should berconsidered on gecasion where their

o use wauld serve a significant purpose. o

(3) Instructions: The pretest further substantiated the need for complete, clear, and concise instructions. Because
respondents tend to not read or follow them, instructions should be placed frequently throughout the
instruments and always close to where they are needed. Where appropriate and economical, thcy should be set
offin a drfferent type face and sometimes printed in a different color of ink. :

The Que-str'onnar‘res.

The following points should be consrdered in approaching the ]ay0ut of the questronnarres—the srngle-most .

important instruments in the survey: . _ L .

(1) Questionnaires should be laid out in thc manner thaf is most appropriate for the mode of- data capturc to be

~employed, including the provision of appropriate codes for data capture
- (2) Provision should be made for ease of clerical coding and pre-edits, if appropriate.

(3) The.averwhelming consideration in design should be to lay aut the questionnairesin a manner that will proVrde
for the easiest and cléarest response thus reducing the respondent burden. .

(4) Provision should bé made for a precoding system that ‘will permanently identify the respondent through all
stages of survey operations.

(5) Words that need defining should be clearly identified as such each time they are used. The definitions themselves
should be part of the questronnarres as was done for the pretest. The theory is that the closer the definitions are

. to the need, the mote lrkely it is that they'll be used. e

(6) Certain important instructjons should be repeated on the cover of the questronnaire so that they will be read,
but their number should be reduced from that found on the covers for the pretest. There was evidence that

*some’ instructions were missed with some consistency. The fewer the instructions on the cover, the more
attention will be given to those that remain. Cefain instructions are so important and were missed so often if”

- the: pretest that they bear rdPeating on the top of each page df the questionnaire. Instructions printed inside the
body of the questronnarres particularly routing instructions (skip patterns), should be printed in red ink to
avoid their being ignored as they often were during the pretest.

(7) Questionaaires should.be set up for data capture in a way that will pro‘/rde the most efﬁcrent and economical’
process. The type of dhta collected on the district and school questionnaires is such that they would be most
adaptable to some form*of key entry. The volume projected for each questionnaire. on the full-scale sun'ey is
large enough that this spute would be the most economical and ie'fus the recommended form of data cap

However, with the volume projected for the teacher and pupil questionnaires (approximately 60,000 questionnaires .
between the two) if would be far more economical to use optical scanning (or optical mark reading) procedyfes Tor
these questionnaires. In their cutrent (pretested) form, these questionnaires are easily adaptable to an optical s anmng
forarat. The few questions that' did not currenily, have categorical responses (i.c., closed end items) were put nthe

“open end‘/‘ ot “write-in numbers” form for the pretost solely to establish the proper rangés and intervals for closed.\eh\
respons on the full-scale instruments. (It should be noted that precisiongof data is not lost by converting write-in
numbefs to categorical responses. Initial checks with data users determined that the data acquired by this means was
m than precise enough for the analytical use to which it would be subjected.) Other items provide for a write-in
.~ Tesponse in the “other” category. These items also were set up in this fashion for the pretest only to establish whether
or not the categories provided for response were.adequate. The intent was to check the written-in responses for items

that had a high incidence of “other” to see whether anything was written in often enough to warrant additional -

ragponse categories -
u%%e teacher and pupil questionnaires clearly collect the kind of data most suited to scanning. And, as mentioned
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above, there will be a c0nsxd able number of these questionnaires to be processed. Both of these characteristics servc .
to make scanning the most Economxcal mode of capturing the data. But there are other overwhelmmg reasons for
recommending scanning as the most appropnate data capture technique for these questionnaires. From a loglstncal
point of view, the greatést advantage is. the’ speed with which the questionnaires can be scanned. Nearly as soon as the
questionnaires come in they are ready for the machine: the ID number on the questionnaires can be used to update the
master file with these returns and the data is quigkly ready in a computer-processable form for computer edit checks.
(This is of considerable advantage in the method of applying edit checks that is recommended further on in this
chapter.) Another advantage from the operatxonal point of view is that the scanner creates an easy-to-manage computer
tape record that eliminates the error-prone and difficult- to-manage handling of large amounts of punched cards through
various stages of processing.

However, more 1mp0rtantly, scanning provides sxgmﬁcantly more accurate data than any key-entry process.
Statistics have shown that scanners can be used to capture data through the optxcal mark reading process considerably
more reliably than data can be captured through the keypunch/key-verify - process (approxnmately 99.5 percent
reliability versus approxnmate[y 97.5 percent rehabxlxty)

Manuals.

Manuals are a very necessary part of the SSES procedures. There is little question but that thminis'tration of the .
survey is.complicated enough that it certainly can do with no less in the way of Instructions than has been the case in
the pretest and previous ESS’s. It is clear that the fespondents need as much explanation of what they have to do as-can
be provided to them. There is"too much that needs to be explamed by way of background and rationale for the survey
for it all to go into a letter. In addition, there are a number of details regatding survey administration that need to be
explained somewhere: Twn of these manuals contain samplinig procedures. And, the item analysis of the response to
- several questions showed olearly that they riceded more adequate explanation and cxamples, Suchbel \ﬁgs only in the
manuals and certainly not in the questionnaires themselves.

A suggested revision to procedures contained in.the manuals would be to specxfy n the school manual that the
principal should have & clerk in his office fill oyt the top portion of the PCS for each uécher packet. This form woukd»
‘then be used to ensure the correct distribution of the teacher packets by checking the PCS that the clerk would hiye
clipped t Mz/top of each packet. A further extension of this concept would be to have the clerk also copy the teacher
code ndmber onto each pupil questlonnmre in the packet. This procedure was used by one school during the pretest.
and it provided a'great deal of umformxty in the recording of this information.

-We recommend not only that the manuals be retained but also that fyrther advantage be taken of their existence. .

Sampling Forms. ) o
o
The sampling forms used by the school principals were part of thefnanuals, i.c., they were the back covnr of each
school manual. This procedure seemed to work all right_in that no complhints wure recewed
It will be necessary to use some kind of form (or forms) in the classroom sampling procedure to providc a uniform
method of recording procedural steps followed and results that ca audited in a postsurvey check: However, there is
no strong reason to include themas a detachable part of the manual, as opposed to including a separate fortn in the
survey package, except for the fact that the principal will know exactly where to find the form. There isa slight
additional advantage in that following this procedure would mean one less piece of paper has to be kept track of in the
package assembly process. Ashght disadvantage, however, might be that the pnncxpal would neglect to detach the form
from the manual and file it for future checks. . oo
At the teacher level, the only form used for sampling pupils whs the PCS on which the results were recorded.
However, it is recommended in ghapter 6 that a new form be createt~for the pupil sampling: a form on which the
teacher Would record the alphabetic roster of pupils. The same considerations a%ut mcorporatlng this form into the

teacher manual would apply as above. . .
Pupil Codﬂeet {PCS). .

The PCS is a sampling form, but it also scrves another purpose. To give as much consideration as possible to the
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- concépt of conﬁdentral;ty of data, the puml name is fiot recorded onto the. puprl questronnalre And yet, it is necessary

to know which. pupil belongs to which puprl ID number at the time of the reliability and validity (R&V) study. The
P,CS meets this need.

- The,PC$ also provides’a place to_record the names of the puprls sampled to be used for check1ng at the time of a
postsurvey audit. Addrtronally _the teacher carf use this form for referring to the name of the pupil for' whom she is
responding ona given pupil questronnarre The PCS might also serve one additional purpose. If the pupil sampling were
to be done by\the principal’s ofﬁce for each sampled classroom the PCS could be used for rndrcatrng what programs :
" the pupils partrcrpate in. - - -

For the pretest the PCS was a two-part “no- carbon-required” form. The reason for this wasto help ensure that the
- PCS would be. available at the time of site visits by having copies of it in two places—the school files and the district
files. 'Since, a.ll the districts that. were visited for the pretest were requested to keep all materials at the district office

~‘untibthe srte visit, it is difficult to evaluate how well this procedure worked; i.e., whether or not copies resided in both

the district and the school offices. Since the PCS is more important than just a place to record the sampling results (it is -
“also needed for R&V of the puprl questronnarre) it may be worthwhilé to continue the practice of using two-part paper
in an attempt to ensure that a copy will be avarlable somewhere. In any case, the instructions:to hold the PCS and not
return rt to the contractor should be made as clear as possrble :

[ . o . : . v
. H . . .

Retumn of Materials Form. .

»
-

There have in the past been problems with the return of the materials from the district. In addition, there have been
problems with the State (as indicatéd when queried by the contractor on the followup) not knowing whether or not the.
materials for. a given district had been returned. Finally; there have also been problems Wrth lost shipments or ‘wasted
phone calls: The form that the districts -uséd to notify the States that the materials had “been shipped served two
purposes it alerted .the State survey coordinator to the fact that shipment was on‘its way to the SEA ofﬁces, orit .
notified the State survey. coordinator that:the materials had been shipped to the contractor. ‘

It is recommended that all return shipments be made from the districts directly to the contractor. There is little, if
anythrng, to be gainedl from routing refurns through the "SEA since it most certainly adds to the total cost of return
shipments, uhduly delay$ return- shipments to the cofitractor, causes the survey monitoring system to. operate less -~
efficiently, and results in needless followup on-district return of materials that are sitting in the SEA offices. The States
should be“encouraged to allow the districts to return their materials directly to the contractor. And, in fact, perhaps
they should not be given any choice. '

The States. do, however, have a right to want to monitor the returns from ‘their own State. Consequently, we
“recommend that ihe districts be supplied with a‘ postcard to notify the, State coordinator that’ materials have beer{l
returned to the contractor.’In addition, because shrpments can be delayed and, at times, can get lost, it would be useful
‘to supply districts with a busmess reply teturn postcard that they would mail to the contractor on the same day as the .
" shipment is made. This card should contain places for the date materials are mailed, number ‘of boxes method of
forwarding, and the name of the shipping agency or company. - ° -

. Postcards would be the most efficient forni of notification but orly 1f they are actually used. Some thought should

be given to devising a clever means of bringing the postcards to the immediate afid obvrorls attentron of the district

~ "

person when the shrpment is b;arng made. . ) . X

.
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g.r's‘ts of Special Programs.* .. ) .

o The question of providing information to principals and teachers about thesfunding sources of programs operating in

AEK
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their schools and classrooms has alwadys been a problem for this stirvey. The District and School Lists of Special
Programs that were develaped for the preétest represent a refinement of the forms used in the past. Respondents who -
were interviewed generally indicated little problem with the use of these forms. Yet the validation and item analysrs
procedures showed results for some items that indicate the information ‘was still not transmitted properly: -There is no
question that it is necessary to make sure princjpals and teachers have some means of verifying the fundrng sources for
the special programs in, their schools and classes. - S o :

We would recommend the followrng further refinements to these procedures: R .
.o | . 36 | « .
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(1) Directions should be reviewed and fme-tuned in an attempt to claf@%i the situation for the small percentage that

_ was confused. :
’ (2) More snecifically, directions should be explnc1t about how to name the program. Examples should be given in
the district mianual of how to indicate the name of' each program that is the one most likely to be
recognized—even to the extent of breaking down one program. {such as ESEA title L Mrgrant) into the

components by which people know it on a day-to-day basis. .
" (3) Tifne,could, be saved for the district survey coordmator by 1nd1cat1ng that only -programs operatmg in the
sampled schools neéd to be listed. * ,

(4) Confusion could be further eliminated by dropping the listing of all programs that are not the target programs :

for the SSES (Recommendatlon was made elsewhere.to similarly revise questions regarding Federgl program
part1c1patlon in the district (pretest question 9) and schoel (pretest questron 15) questlonnalres The concept of

, . “nori-Federal programs” should also be clarified by directions and examples.
;(S) The distgict form procedures should be changed such that the district coordmator wouldr .

] make the necessary number of cop1es of the completed list of programs, )
® write'in the name of each sampled school an the copies in thespace provided, and
L check off (in the column provrded) the programis that apply for each school oo

-, Following these procedures would eliminate some of the confuslon that arose concemmg whether or not the

programs were applicable to “all schools” or to “this school,” .. S
. .

v Ky : id

(6) The School List of Special Progrars should be eliminated because there is evrdence that teachers either did not . .

use it or did not understand it. In addition, it represents too much of. a-problem in identifying which programs
are applicable to a g1ven classroom. The school manual should be approprlately‘ revised as follows:

)

L 'A section should be added to clarify exactly how the principal should use the copy of the District List of
the disttict coordinator regarding the list.) . «

" ‘@ Instructions should be added .asking the principal to’ spec1fy the names and funding sources of the program

which ap bly to each yampled classroom, the classroom feacher, and to any pupils in that classroom (where

not aprrtate for the class as a whole). A special place for the prinicpal to do this should appear on the

front of¥the teacher questionnaire. . ot

4

(7) While the District L1st of Special Programs should be color-coordmated with the other district matenals, the

*  shade of the color should bé as light as poss1ble to minimize any copying problems. * -
Th\ejurveyManagement System . o ’

1

- Special Programs he received. (For the pretest, half of the prmclpals interviewed found it necessary to contact,,

That the full-scale . SSES is a large survey project that needs tight management control goes.without saying. It is

probably one of the largest nationwide survey-effo?ﬁs outside of the work that the Bureau of the Census is doing.
, Certainly there are other survey projects. that gather data from a larger sample or from more respondents than the
SSES, but there are few that

N 4

o gather data for four levels of response, . . »
- ® depend on a three-stage dlStl'lbUthﬂ system, and ) '
L need SO many different survey support materials’ because of the complex nature of the survey materials and the
data requested

_ - The ESSs in the past Were notorious for their late shipments and lack’ of proper survey controls. Strong attempts
were made for the 1971 ESS to significantly tighten up the survey control procedures. To the lintits of our knowledge
it appears that they worked, at least, for the initial stages of the project. It is known at least that the 1971 survey was
pnnted assembled, and shrpped in record time- and that the ESS shlpment date was met for the first trme-desplte the
usual delays in OMB clearance. ‘ - . .
L 4R |
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The only way in whrch thrs was possible was by a trghtqsurvey management system Qu:te often it is assumed that
the use of thewword ¢ ‘system” automatically implies computer system. Well; that is at least partially true for the type of
_system necessary for alarge and ‘complex.sutvey effort such as the SSES. Tu successfully control and monitor such a

survey, a system is needed that interrelates a computer. system’ and a detarled set of procedures for productron ‘
personnel to follow durmg the course of the project effort., This system must cover all aspects of the praject from the
" design and 1mp1ementatron of the survey materials and their printing, assembly,L and shrpment to the check-in of
recerpts,,foflowups gnd processmg of survéy responses. L :

Survey Preparation. - ' ’

- . P

v One thmg that was clear in preparrng for the 1971 ESS remains clear for the SSES: the size and scope of the survey

is entirely-too large to keep track of it all without the assistance of the computer. But thé computer and the system it

' N Tuns can only be as good as the original specifications that are laid out and the information that is fed into it’ durinp the

course of ‘the survey. The, amount of interaction necessary, during every - stage of the survey, between the survey
~-operations (the system of procedures for production personnel) and the computer system is quite high. iCareful -
planmng —prior to any. implementadtjén-<ef every stage is extremely important to optimize the computer system. It
should be thought out and developed by the same person or team that is designirig the survey operations.

Every step should be préplanned. This holds true for the design of every piece of survey materrals—from the very ~
_important questionnaires to the smallest but integral survey support form: It can be- qurte amazing how miuch effect the
content ofone form has on another The productron of materials should be coordmated in such a way that
- e the ﬁnaln;atron of survey materrals should otcur wrthm the same week; . ' |

® each piece should be available for proofreadmg as soon as the composrtr.on layout, and key-lrnmg are completed

foreach; = - . . .

. ® the same person (or team) who is famihar with every aspect of the survey ’s complexrtres should review and proof
" each survey piece; . .- . . .
® it is important that last-mmute changes and refinements be made by one person in a coordinating posrtron who
« *  has intimate knowledge of all aspects.of the project and is in constant touch with- each aspect_either the

’ contractor’s project director or NCES's project technical monitor; . .

" -® as the pieces are reviewed and proofed, their interrelationship becomes clearer; vital changes in content are often
introduced to*survey supgort instruments at this time; this process should take place on a flow basis; )
«" @ the sign-off on each should be accomplished as much as possible in the order in which it is'produced—d complete

piece at a time-—so that it can move onto productron (printing and binding) in such a way that the productron

. workload can be evenly drstrrbuted over time to eliminate last-mmute jam-ups. Y

The. timeliness of these steps 1saextremely imgortant. lt is essentral that PERT (Program Evaluation and Review
Technique) piccedures be utrhzed in establishing the schedule and moitoring progress. The computer comes intp play
_through RERTing of all important steps. Uniess sufficient time is set aside. v do this work in an efficient manner on a
“schedule spread over time, preparation and production of the large volume of materials necessary for the SSES cannot -
be done on time, without the use of a PERT system. The only corppromise to adequate scheduling or using PERT is a
“budget large enough to consume all the i meconomres generated by domg too much in too little trme in too unorganized
a fashion. -

The assembly of materrgls-rs the next ma]or step: The assembly will be very complex and every step must be thought
through- and preplanned. Careful thought must be given-to the order-in which the materials should be inserted in the
packets. With the large numbers of. materials involved in the SSES, the logrstrcs of pre-assembly must be carefully

- planned so that once assembly is begun it will flow smoothly tﬁrough every step Only an organization with experience
in handling many different pieces. of materials (up to 20 for the SSES) in large .volumes should attempt these
operations. Every step of the ‘assembly process should be closely observed and monitored by someone with intimate
knowledge and understanding of the survey’s inner workings. Only in this manner can time-consuming errors be avoided
and potential problems foreseen. The SSES materials production, assembly, and shipping will fully occupy “large

printing and mailing facilities for. a number of weeks and an operatron of this complexrty must be closely observed and .

monitored by key project personnel. .
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The computer system comes back into play with the labelmg and packagmg steps. Computer listing should be
a- produced that will provide an overview of each- segment of these steps. The numibers of materials and packets for each
level should be.summarized for each higher level so.that checks'can be made at key steps. Detarled procedures will

- direct dssembly and- shrppmg personnel on correct interpretation and use of these, listings, how to make checks and
corzect errofs, and- the tanner to be used in recording sueeessful completim of key steps. The computer system will
also produce labels to be applred to each packet (actually to each questronnarre) It is extremely important that these

In that way, the materials can be processed through the next step in the same order and the order of the materials never
“has to be inverted.-The end result of this procedure is that all materials dre in the proper sequence for boxmg and
shipping. Labeéls should also be interspersed in the proper quantity at thé appropriate places in the label sequence:
“This assembly and shipping process will take about a week. It should be closely monitored at each step. Part of this
monitoring. process .is the information othat is supplied each day, on the shipmenis that day, the number of boxes:in’
each, and the carrier narng zlnd waybill fumber. This information is recorded ona shrpment master roster and is vital

first step in the very necessary survey momtormg system and i is vital to the trght,control that must be kept om a survey

oflhrsmagmtudeandcbmplexrty N . . ' .o
. g

Management During the Survey Process

-

—

the ‘course of the survey. As post&ards are received from the States and districts that have received their shipments, an

up-to-date picture of the status of the distribution process can be provided. The computersystem will hdve produced

" punched-card tub files that, will be used to monitor receipts. As sobn as a shlp’ment recelpt is acknowledged a notation

and date is made on the master roster for esch State and direcfdistrict shipment. A punched-card is pulled for each.of

. these in addition to all other districts-and schools. This method allows for immediate productron of a status report by

runnmg all the pulled cards agamst the master computer file t6 update the status of each. Perrodrc checks of these

" status reports' will alert, the pro_]ect staff to snags in the drstrrbutron process so that correctrveractron can be taken
before significant delays are realized. .

Shipping and packaging methodlogy will play a srgmﬁcant part in the responsiveness of the momtormg system at this

- stage of the survey, Grven the results 6f the pretest and comments during the site visit interviews, the following are

recommended:_ .

. .

. (l) Packagmg Each school should be a self-contained package inside a box of multiple schools for a district. Each

- through the States. The top-piece inside the first box for each district should be a summary sheet that will
provide an overview of the contents. It should also attempt to diminish the impact of the large amount of

. a ‘materials by noting the small numbers of questionnaires that are required for completion at each level. A roster
' of the sampled schools in each drstrrct should be in¢luded in each drstrrctwshrpment to provide the district
coordinator with a further overview and a tool for his own survey monitoring. " b

(2) States should be encouraged to allow district shipments. The pretest results in Florida gave testimony to the
efficiency of this procedure. States may not .realize what a tremendous volume of materials they would be
. committing themselves to distribute and how much delay State -distribution adds fo the survey protess. Several
LEA’s (outside of Florida) expressed preference for diréct shipment. The addresses of the LEA’s stiould be
checked for accuracy and completeness in whichever Staies agree to drrect shipments. In the past the addresses -
on the Public School Universe File were ofter inadequate.
(3) The postcard system should be-employed to allow for the close momtormg of the distribution process that is
- nedessary. Direct communication with the districts prior toreceipt of survey materials will help in the process.
- As~in the past, letters should be sent to the districts. Since States are not likely to get letters to the districts
before the districts receive the survey materials from the States, it.would be preferable to have 3he contractor
mail letteTs directly to all districts regardless of the distribution method used.
(4) Provision- should be made for effi crent return of survey materials from' the districts. “Packaging and
‘ +  shipping procedures should provide for use of double boxes with the inside printed box pre -addressed to the

’

o — - ¥ :

labels ate produced in an order that allows the most recently labeled product to. be placed on,top of the one preceding. . '

", . for the shipment notrf cation' letter$ that-are°mailed 8ach nighit duririg the. coufse of ‘the ‘shipping proe’ess This is the

Monitoring Distribution. The interaction of detarled personnel pr:ocedr.res and th; computer system ‘continue during :

" district should have its own box(es) that should be labeled as to thg intended district when shipments are made
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contractor. This will ease the job for the districts but still leaves the problem of“'paynient" for the shipment—a

problem that has come ,up often in the past, It is unlikely that the use of government franked envelopes would

work. The first problem is that ‘materigls wauld have to be mailed back directly to the goveriment. The second

problem is that;:at even the, school level, therk are too many materials for one envelope. Each school will

. _--. probably be returning 21 questionnaires. Use’ of multiple envelopes for each school would significantly add to
L the contractor’s problems in ¢ontrolling and monrtormg‘survey resporises. Perhaps districts could be directed to
‘ use Federal funds, such as ESEA title I funds, to pay for shipments. There have been indications of heavy (buf

RIS retur‘ned through the SEA’s because of the added delays.and costs.

L

Monitonng Survey Returns. As survey returns$ are recerved from: the drstrrcts, receipt should be logged on the master

A ~ roster. As the contents of each paeknge are checked in, the use of another mqre detailéd punched card tub file will

coime into play to permanently record each receipt. A card should be pulled, for each district, school, and teacher
questronnarre received. If it is desirable to monitor the number of pupil guestronnﬁues,.procedures can be implemented
for overpunching the card for each téacher questronnarre {

. * Using this procedure ‘will allow for production of weekly computer status f%ports of receipts. Close monrtorrng of

- these - reports will enable the - pro;ect monitor and -project director to decide the best timing fer followups to -
. nonrespondents Followups should take the form of listing, by district, the number of materials, by school, that have
. been returned as-of a certain date as well as the number of materials that are outstanding. These followups$ can be
personahzed by use of computer produced letters for each district. To be done most. efficiently, the letters should be
mailed drrectly to the delinquent districts. A summary for each State can be givén to the State survey coordinator since
praviding followup listings (by school and district) for the entife State proved td be highly ineffective in the past.
Reports summarizing the entire followip activity could be automatrcally produced for project monitoring.

Certainly one and perhaps two ot more followups will be necessary, They slrguld be pérformed in a timely fashion
.“that will be efficient and effective in keeping the overall survey response period down to the bare minimum. At some
‘point toward the end of the resporse*period, it will be necessary to-telephone hard-core nonrespondents.

.Processmg Survey Retums As returns are checked in as described above they should be placed in the order they are
received: district questionnaires, school questionnaires for the first school, teacher questionnaires for the first teacher
followed by het pupil questionnaires. Questionnaites should then be checked in sequence to maké sure that each is
properly identified. This will be particularly necessary for the pupil questionnaires if the procedure is followed that
‘calls. for the teacher: (or schol office) to transfer the teathér code number onto each pupil questronnarre for a given

* teacher. -
Questionnaires will then be re dy for the next process, which for the district and school questronnarres will most
probably be a manual (visual) eqit check*of certain key items on each questionnaire. Certain items may be
predetermined as bemg absolutely’ Recessary for analysis. Should this be the case, it will be. desirable to acquire any
missing information prior to fuiiher pMycessing. In many situations, it will be preferable and easier to followup on such
missing information imediately. Standard forms should be developed for mailing requests for missing data. Clerks
should make sure each of these letters receives an identification number prior to mailing. It would be preferable to
follow such a mail procedure prior to introducing any necessity for expensive telephone followups.

Questionnaires should be subject to data capture processing as soor as possible and on a flow basis to avoid any
. log-jams later on. Once data has been put on tape (through reliable, proven, and error-free techniques) they will be
ready for computerized edit checks. Previous history of the ESS points out the desirability and necessity of applying ™
edits as soon as retruns are received so that quick-resolution. followup can be made. Use of optical scanning on the large
volumes of teacher and pupil questionnaires will make this possible and feasible. The first groups of questionnaires
should be run through the already-prgpared edit routines to make sure they are providing the desired results. Any
changés and refinements should be made prior to running checks on large numbers of questionnaires. For those edit
checks that requirgTespondent followup for resolution, procedures should be rmplemented for the periodic production
of edit checks, followdp outputs, and mallrngs This whole process can be automated. The mailings should be sent
directly to the districts. Telephone calls may possibly be necessary at the very end to meet project deadlines.

Close following of these procedures should result in high response rates on the SSES and the prompt production of
clean, edited tapes that can be used to provide univariate statistics prior to weighting and nonresponse adjustments.

k)
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_ So, in other words, half of the districts were mailed one form of the questionnaires and half the other.

. NCES. However, constraints placed on the field fest by the .delay in OMR clearance resulted in the revision of that

- Specific informatipn on each item-is contained on the item analysis sheets on file at NCES.

<t
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o ‘ | Chabter‘S ‘ '
-ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 'ALTERNATIVES _
. I . “w . . ‘ : ‘/\r
INTRODUCTION . T

. , . . !
‘During the design of the SSES, many questions arose as to the optimal method or approach to employ. When it was

found that some of these could not be resolved a prior, it was decided that ﬁley would have to be evaluated in the | ,

field. As.a result, one goal of the pretest was to design and evaluate various survey alternatives. The alternatives fell into -

two major areas: sampling and questionnaire variations. This chapter will review only those alternatives that fall into

the questionnaire design area. Chapter 6 will present an analysis of sampling dlternatives in full detail. :
There were four major questionnaire alternatives tested:

(1) response alternatives of yes/no versus mark all that apply,
(2) response alternatives of numbers versus perceht, '
(3) selection of optimal respondent, and

(4) collection'of welfare versus low-income data.

-
~

Two forms of each questionnaire were developed to address these alternatives. To eliminate confusion between the two
forms, each district received the’same form of questionnaire for each response level: district, school, teacher, and pupil.

The approaéh initially intended for the analysis of survey alternatives is discussed in detail in a separate report to~

approach as shown’in table 2. Table 2 presents a summary of the question alternatives tested, reviewing for each
one the reason the alternative was inserted into the pretest, indicating the analysis approach to evaluating which of the
alternatives should be adopted in the full-scale s‘tudy, and briefly describing recommendations made by the RMC staff.
The approach taken in this chapter will be to discuss each of the alternatives in turn and to provide some background
information regarding_the basis for the recommendations madé by the RMC staff. It should be'noted that the
recommendations presented here.;%re a summary of the recommendations for the individual questionnaire items.

ALTERNATIVE 1: YES/NO VERSUS MARK-ALL-THAT-APPLY

During the early design stages of the SSES pretest, two questions were raised that led to the insertion of both yes/no
and mark-all-that-apply response alternatives for a series of items. The first question arose because the RMC staff was
uncertan as to which of the two approaches would yield the most accurate data. One of the main concerns of the staff
was that the use of the mark-all-that-apply format allowed no internal edit check on the data provided by respondents.
However, it was felt that the 'yes/no format would permit the unalyst to review each of the questions and fo determine
whether the respondent did not provide the data requested. The mark-all-that*apply format on the other hand proyidéd '
no way for checking this since the respondents need only mark those that were specifically applicable. The second
question leading to the insertion of this alternative dealt with thc issue of respondent burden. It was felt at the outset
that requesting the respondent to check either yes or no for each of the posgible choices would add considerably to the
response burden. Since both of these questions operated in different directions—one in favor of the yes/no responses
and the other favoring the mark-all-that-apply response approach—it was dbqided to insert a series of questionnaire
items in both formats: half of the questionnaire's to be mailed would request one form, the other half would request the

'
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Table 2.~Summary of questionnaire alternatives tested

Analysis approach

Alternatives tested Question addressed ' Recommendations
Response alternatives Question existed as to . Analysis of frequency Use mark- aII-that-apply ap-
‘of yes/no versus mark-all- which approach yielded - distribution of survey re- proach
- that-apply the more accurate data - sporises -
) ‘o .
Response alternatives of Question arose as to whether  Analysis of frequency Impossible to generalize—

numbers versus percents

t

Selectlon of optlmal
respon dent

W
Collection of welfare
-versus low-income data

“
o .
'

.

respondents could provide
numerical résponses or

"whether it wasonly possible

to estimate the values re-
quested and provide percents

Question arose about

which respondent could
more easily provide the
most accurate data to \
specific questions

It was unknown at the outset
as to whether respondents
would be better able to pro-
vide information on welfare
or low-income families

distribution of survey re-
sponses,

r

"-Review of frequency

distribution and vali-
dation study outputs

o
L. N

Discussions with re-
spondents during vali-

. dation study

2

must judge on individual
basis, but general tendency
toward numerical responses’

L3

See item analysis shee®
(on file at NCES) for
each item .

Request low-income data

-

other. Table 3 indicates the questions that were treated in this ‘manner. All 40 questions were entered in both the

yes/no and mark-all-that-apply response formats—but on separate forms of the questlonnaxrcs ‘An example using
question 15 of the, pretest district questlonnalre is shown below:

.

o

/

I

\ Yes/No Ahematx‘ve

EXAMPLES OF THE YES/NO VERSUS MARK- ALL-THAT-APPLY

ALTERNATIVES FOR THE SAME QUESTION

.15, Were any of the following methods or standards used as part of the last needs assessment conducted by this LEA?
» (Mark “Yes” or “No” for each),

----------------------------------------------------

Yes
a.. Conference with parents
b. Confcrence with pupils ... .. R e .
c. Staff or teacher conference P .
d. Survey of Parents . . . ... ..ttt e e e e e 8 ..
e. Survey of pupils . ... i e e e P e
f. Survey of staff or teachers . ....... e e i et e e et .
g. .Pupil achievement scores . ....... B et ettt et e e e
h. Pupil grades . ..... b e e e et e e e e e e
i. Pupil IQ scores .. Q
'j. Other (Specify): (]

Mark-A tPply Alternatives “

15. ch of the following methods or stnndm'ds were used as p“ﬂ of the last needs assessment conducted by this
LES? (Mark all that npply) ) .

§Confctence with patents ﬁ Survcy of staff or teachers

slasannssnals

Conference with. pupils Pupil achievement scores
Staff or teacher conference * Pupil grades

Survey of parents (] Pupil 1Q scores
Survey of pupils : C] Other (Specify)
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Table 3.-Questions tested for yes/no versus mark-all-that-apply - responses ' .
(Question numbers refer to the pretest instruments)

Question number -, ' : Sﬁbject of Question_
. - -t
xE District Questionnaire . ’ /
14 Programs involved in needs assessment
15 ' K Methods used in-needs assessment
16 .- Major needs identified in needs assessment-
30 Major functions of title I parent advisory council
50 ' Target groups for title 111 project
53 L , Direct recipients of title 111 services
‘ 56 o Members of title Il advisory council
57 ~ Major functions of title III advisory council:r‘-—/(
72 Title VII services provided
. 76 s Major emphasesof training for title VII'staff * i
78 - v Major functions of title VII parent advisory council -
102- , Services for handicapped pupils
School questionnaire o
1 ' Grade levels in school - -
15 o Federal projects in school ! .
16 . Target groups receiving federally funded services eﬁwyk
18 Grade levels served, by title I -
, 21 o Services provided by title 1
' 24 ' Grade levels served by title I migrant
27 . Services provided by title I migrant
32 Grade levels served by title III
35 » Target groups receiving title III services
36 : ' Services provided by title 1II
4] Grades served by title VII ,
44 : Title VII language of instruction
56 ¥ Orthopedic barriers in school "
Teachey questionnaire
12 Primary focus of preservice training
15 - Primary focus of inservice training
16 ' . Target group focus of inservice training
17 Federai programs in which teacher puiticipates .
46 . Type of special training to teach handicapped pupils
Pupil questionnaire v ‘
9 Areas of instruction -
10 Classification of pupil
27 Problem subject areas
29 Persistent problems requiring assistance -
33 Services received through title 1
36 Services received through title I11
39 - : . Basis of selection for title VII
41 - . Pupil’s handicapping condition(s)
48 Services for handicapped pupil . .
49 Equipment or materials for handicapped pupil
43




The approadh taken to evaluate which of the response formats would be better for inclusion in the full-scale
SSES was bissically an analysis of the frequency distributions and accuracy of survey responses. These frequency
dxstnbunons almost invariably yielded fewer responses for the mark-all-that-apply format. Because of the type of-
‘validation instruments deve]oped it was tmpossnble to dlrecdy use validation data as part of the analysis of this
alternatlve

"As mentioned before, the yes/no approach was mcluded to provide an internal edit check. Respondents, hov»fever,
only checked “yes"” responses and did not check ‘*no” responses,vtreatmg the questions much the same as
mark-all-that-apply questions. Again-using dlstnct questlon ]S as an example, the responses received as a result of
the pretest are as follows: :

R - 24;;:(;;:)::; Ygs/No format
) . Response indicated ;
, oom Cases where -
Number of | Percent of Nl:‘n;::,[, of Pif;?sf,()f “Yes™ responses
v : S g _responses | responses 1° | exceed mark-
. . re.aspons’es Tesponses | all-that-apply
Omits | 3 12 A""'gﬁe/é 2 x
a. Conference withparents . .............. 10 40 13 48 %
b. Conference with gupils ................ -5 20 . 10 37 . X
- c. Staff oz teacher conference ............. 11 4 19 70 X
d. Survey of parents ... ............ A 9 .36 14 52° X
e. Surveyofpupils . . ................... 8 32 12 44 X
f. Survey of staff or teachers . ............. 20 ZO 19 70 X
"8. Pupil achievementscores™. . ............. 17 . 68 22 81 "
h. Pupilgrades ............ AP 7 28 12 44 T X
i. Pupil IQscores ........ e e e 3 12 7 26 X
j. Other (specify): .................... 2 8 3 11 X

ST Fas Bl A B TR e e TR e T e e e
.

»

" 'While it is impossible to make statements about the validity of any given item, the fact that, in 9 out of 10 cases,

there were more ‘“yes” responses than mark-all-that-apply indicated a trend on the part of respondents to
over-report *yes” responses, a trend substantiated by validators’ comments. In addition, averaging across all
respondentsy to each type of response format, ‘only 12 percent omitted responding to the quegggon on . the
mark-all that-apply format, while an average of 6-1/3 respondents did not respond to the question on the yes/no-
format. When individuals did respond, they entered an avcrage of 4 18 and 6.34 responses for the mark-all- that-
apply and yes/no formats, respectively.

Reviewing these facts, and combining them with the knowledge of school systems obtained through validation
study site visits, analysts determined that the mark-all-that- -apply responses were more accurate since respondents
were over-reporting on the yes/no format. Hence, it is reccommended that those questions pretested in this manner
should be inserted in the full-scale study in the mark-all- that-apply format. The revised questlonnmres reflect this
recommendatlon .

ALTERNATIVE 2: NUMBERS VERSUS PERCENT

 The SSES is a very different -type of survey from that usually conducted by NCES. Many of the data items
included on this survey are subjective in nature and request data concerning personal estimates -of individuals
involved. This being the case, the question arose as to whether the respondents could reasonably be expected to
provide numerical responses for certain data items, or whether it was only possible for them to estimate the values’
requested and to provide percentage answers. Analytically, it was preferred that respondents.provide numerical answers,
since base data would then be available for a number of analysis procedures. On the other hand, it was felt thavt//"

na
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, requesting’ numerical answers indicated a level of precision in the data that was not necessary for the analysis to be per- -
» - formed and posed an unnecessarily high level of burden on the respondent.  Therefore, as table 4 indicates, 12
'que.st_ions were designated to-appear in both formats so the question could be resolved. An example of each alternative
is shown below using question 4 on the pretest district questionnaire: :

' . EXAMPLES OF THE NUMBERS VERSUS . .
’ PERCENT ALTERNATIVES FOR THE SAME QUESTION ‘

Number alternative

4, Aﬁproximate how many elementary pupils in this LEA are from families whose primary )
&a supporter receives welfare? (If none, write “0”) .

Pupils

t

Percent alternative

‘4, Approximately what pcrceht of the elementary plfpil; in this LEA are from families o
whose primary supporter receives welfare? (If none, write “0")

' . Percent of pupils

L4

Table 4.-Questions tested for number versus percent’ responses
(Question numbers refer to the pretest instruments)

-
kS

_6i1¢sti0n number ’ Subject of question
District c;uestionnaire .
4 Pupils from families on welfare T : .
6 Pupils from non-English-speaking homes _
8 . E,ducathnally deprived pupils’ ' \
* Sdhool;fque,stionnairq
7 . "Pupils from low-income familics
. 9. Pupils from families on welfare- )
- 10 - ‘Pupils from non-English-speaking homes S )
11 . Pupils from mon-English-speaking familie§ earning $3,000 or less
14 Educationally deprived pupils .
" 46 ' Lanugages spoken by title VII participants
Teacher questionnaire
Pl Pupils from nén-English-speaking homes
. . 27 Pupils with general ability to work-at grade level
28 Pupils who will be prepared to work at grade level next year

This question was analyzed through an evaluation of the frequency distributions of the survey responses. These’
-frequency distributions yielded very similar data for each of the items regardless of the format (numbers or
percents) used. As may be seen in the table below, however, the omit rate for numerical responges is consistently
lower than for percentage responses, indicating that respondents had fewer problems in answering numerical
questions. ' '

45 .
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Omit rate (percent) ’ The accuracy -and validity of the percents versus
. - Question Percentage *Numerical numbers varied by each specific item tested. In ad-
resp(;nses _ responses dition,%fiifﬁculty was expressed in the «field- validation
District4 . ... ... .. 6 0 of sonR™items. However, it was determined that re-
District 6 .. ... . - 12 ' 4 spondents were better able to provide numerical ,
€ District8 ......... 16 0 answers for most of the data items in question. As to <
School 7 ..... P 2 0 the recommendation for this alternativé, it is im-
School 9 ...... S } 3 possible to generalize. Each question or item must be
.Sehool 10 . ... .. R 3 evaluated on an individual basis as shown in the item
::gg: :; ; ‘ g analysis, but there is a general preference among RMC
‘h ool 16 ...... . .. : .74 , 17 anz}lysts for numerical responses to facilitate analysis in
“eacher 24 .. ... ... - 2 terms of the aggregation of data, the development of
Teacher27 ........ ’ % '3 avérage§, and in weighting individual responses.
Teacher28 ........ 1 2 '
ALTERNATIVE 3: SELECTION OF OPTIMAL RESPONDENT ' - .

The SSES is.a lafge-scale.cffort that, in the full-scale implementation, will survey approximately 800 sghool districts,
3,000 schools, 12,000 teachers, and 48,000 pupils. This being the case, it is possible to aggregate many data items to
national totals and hence averages. Since the data can be aggregated from any level, many of the questions (such as
enrollment,” program participation, and expenditures) could be asked at whatever level was most appropriate from the
viewpoint of both respopdent burden and data accuracy. The pretest, therefote, was designed to determine which
respondent or questionnaire was the best location for a number of data elements. In addition to the respondent burden
and data accuracy considerations, some items needed to be entered on more than one questionnaire to permit ¢ertain
types of analyses. Questions asked of multiple respondents for whatever reason occurred 43 times as shown on table 5.
Shown below are examples of similar questions asked at different levels of response: ‘ '

v

e . EXAMPLES OF MULTIPLE RESPONDENT QUESTIONS
N (Question numbers refer to the pretest instruments)

School questionnaire :

47. What are the major criteria used in the selection of elementary pupils for participation in the ESEA

title VII project in this school? (Mark all that apply in each vertical column)

. Pupils whose primary Pupils whose Erimnry
: or dominant language or dominant language
) ) is English is other than English
a. Basisof sclectionisunknown. . . ............. ... ......... .... . O . o
b. No speclal criteria employed ... ........... e e e e O ... Q
c. Pupil's English-speaking ability . . . ... .......................... L Q
d. Scores from standardized achievemont test written in English. .. ... .. .. .. L a
©. Scores from standardized achiovement test written In the-primary or ‘
dominant language of thepupll . .. ... . ... .. .... .. ... . .. .. ..
foPupligrades . ... ... .. ... ..
g. Teacher recommendations. . ............................ ..... °
h. Economicneedof family .............. ... .. ... 0.
i. Other (Specify);

| Pupil questionnaire

39. On what basis was this pupil selected to participate in
'O Basis of selection Is unknown
O No special criteria employed .
| © Pupil's English-speaking ability
_S' O Scores from standardized achicvement test written in English .
O Scoros from nnndnrdizcd/nchicvcment tost in the primary or dominant language of the pupil - -
O Pupil grades . ]
O Teacher recommendations
O Economic need of family -
O Other (Specify): : £1

4
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: . , . Table 5.~ Quc:tions asked of multiple respondents /
! (Question numbers refer to the pretest instruments)
. Duplicated items . : ‘
‘ Subject area
District School  |Teacher| Pupll 8
2 (linc a), 2 (linc b) —_ Membership in grades prekindergarten-6
.2 (linc ©) 2 (linc a) 21 —_ Totai membership in LEA/school/class
3 6 —_ —_ Population size of area LEA/School located in®
4 9,112 - 23 °  Welfare—percent of pupils from families on
5 4 (col. b) 23 12 Race of pupils—number of each
6 10, 112 4 i7 Primary or deminant language other than English—percent of puplls
T 13 - - Sixth graders reading below ggadg,levei:-percent . .
8 " 14d - o~ 3 Bdumtlonnlly déprived—percent of pupils '
* 9 ‘15 17 —_ Federal programs in LEAIIchool/tnught by teacher
— 4 (col. 4) 4 — Race of teachers
-— 1 -20 Grade Ievois In schooi/grade fovel teacher is-toporting fot/grade ievel of pupii
—_ “17,8,118 | —_ 21,22 Low-ingome familics—percent of pupils; definition of iow income
' — 12 ) - 19 English-speaking ability of pupils *
—_ 16 —  10b Targot groups
—_ —_ 27 6 (coi.'n) General academic ability when puplis cntered class.
- —_ 28 6(coi.c) General-academic ability of puplis next year/at end of yedr
- - 29 8 - Likclihood of compicting cicmcentary school, high schooi, some college
24 20 32 — Number of pupllsn titic 1 in LEA/schooi/class
— 2i - 33 Subject or activity arca of title I services g
34 (if totaled) 26 —_ o Number of puplls in titic I Migrant in LEA/school
—_ ! 27 —_ 33c Subject or activity arca of title 1 Migrant scrvices
— 22.28(Mi8mn!) 3 - Selection and mode of titie 1 participation
' 40 30 _ - Number of title 111 projects in LEA/school ,
48 34 35 —_ Number of pupils in titie Il In LEA/school/class .
50 35 — 106 Target groups of titie Ill project _
sy 39 - .7 Seiection criterion of pupils for title 111
. 54 37 - = Major cmphasis of titie 111 in LEA/school . .
' —_ 36 — 36~ Subject or activity arca of titic 111 services , )
71 43 37 —_ Number of pupiis In titic VII in LEA/school/class
R 44 226 — Language of titic V11 project In schooi/class .
- 45 - English-speaking ability of title V11 puplls
—_ 47. —_ 39 Selection criteria of puplis for titic VII
76 —_ 12,i58 — Major emphasis of preservice or inservice
88, 89 48,49 _ - This Is actually a skip, but it aiso teils why handicapped pupils aren’t gotting services
90 Si — 48 Servicos provided to or needed by handicapped pupils—theso three questions are very
. similar but also vory differcnt. District Q.90 deais with availabillty of services
but the last column (not availabie to pupils with need) is probabiy the same as
school Q.5i, Pupll Q.48 is probabiy the same as the ﬂm column (availabic to
. every pupll with need) of district Q.90. t
94 50 —_ 41 Number of handicapped puplis by handicap—district Q. 94 and schooi Q.50 are probably
N the same unioss a pupll could be ih a school and not recelving scrvices from any
' : . funding source
. * "94 (if totaled) SO (if totaicd) 40 - Totai numbcr of handicapped puplis in LEA/school/ciass
97,99 (ine b) 52h 41 - Number of teachers in LEA/school teaching handicapped pupiis
97 54 (line n) - - ‘Number of teachers of handicapped in regular elassrooms
98 - 43 —_ Number of teachers fully certificd to teach handicapped puplis
99 (iinc b) 54 (total of ’ .
lines b & ¢) — — Number of special teachers of handicapped
103 - 4SL —_ * Number of teachers receiving inservice for handicapped during this school ycar
a. Asks for primary or dominant lnngu;lge not Engiish pius carning f, Although in the general scetion and already linked !o school
$3,000 or Jess per year—couid be arrived at through nnnlyds of question 12, it will probably also be used in conjunction wlth
entrics at all respondent levels on these fines. schooi question 45 during analysis.
b. Whiic not speeifically asked for here, during anaiysis, this probabiy g. The “bilingual/bicultural” choice on teacher quel!lom 12 and 15
wlii be linked into Federal program participation of pupll. iinks into district question 76.
. ¢ Inciudes title ] Migrant unloss only operates in the summer. h. It appears that school question 52 would be the samoe as !he total
d. Misnumbered in the current school questionnaires as a sccond of district questions 97 and 99 (iine b),
question 13. i. It a positive response here, then had inservice for the handi-
¢. Even though in the generai section, the nnswer here would be the - R capped during this school year.

language of the titic VII project. .

4 " - R A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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" The evaluation of this altegnative was more time consuming than for any other of the alternatives tested. It involved
an intensive review of the fré;llency distributions as well as an indepth evaluation of the validity study eutputs. The
primary concern of analysts in this evaluation process was to .obtain the most accurate data possible with the - -
secondary consideration being that overall respondent burden should not be increased: :

Using the question concerning the number of pupils from 'homes where the primary or dominant language is
other than English as an example, it is possible to determine how the contractor arrived at its recommendations.

It was the contractor’s recommendation_that this question be deleted from the district and school questionnaires
and retained on the teacher and pupil questidnnaires. This was based on a review of the data contained in the table
betow, as well-as on' validator "comments ’ang suggestions. The' question numbers shown An the table refer to the

pretest instruments, . L.
" Questionnaire ~ | - Error 'Ré‘sponse Level of ] )
number rate burden precision =’ . N .
District 6... 24% Hard Estimate 5
School 10... 35% Easy Estimate
' Teacher 24... 32% Easy Estimate
Pupil 17... 11% Hard Estimate

In most cases, RMC analysts were able to make recommendations as to the suggésted location for each of the data
elements. ! . '

\

| s

g
ALTERNATIVE 4: WELFARE VERSUS LOW-INCOME DATA

The SSES has been designed to collect information on school systems in general and Federal program’

participation in particular. These Federal programs are designed to reach pupils with special needs. o

One target group with special needs is generally felt to be children who have been determined to be

ucationally deprived and who live in. low-income areas. Hence, it is a-concern of this survey to collect accurate,

alid information on the extent of lowsincome pupils within school districts. During the survey design stages, it was

unknown whether °the ' respondents could better provide information on the number of pupils who come from

families currently receiving welfare, or whether data were more readily available on the existence of low-income

families within the district. Given this, it was decided to pretest questions on this topic during the spring of 1974.

‘ Table 6 indicates the seven -questions relating to this alternative, while examplés from the pretest school
questionnaire are also shown. )

- " EXAMPLES OF LOW-INCOME
VERSUS .
WELFARE QUESTION ALTERNATIVES

Low-income alternative

7. Approximately how many of the pupils in this school are from low-income families?

(If none, write “0”)
\

Pupils

8. What is your definition of low-incoine?
) R

Welfare alternative

9. Approximately how many of the pupils in th;é school are from families whose primary
supporter receives welfare? (If none, write “0”)

Pupils _ . : ‘ %

48 ' .
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Table 6.-Questions rcg_a'rding low-income or welfare status
" (Question numbers refer to the pretest-instruments)

District questionnaire

4 - pupils from families receiving welfare

k]

- School questionnaire

7 - pupils from low-income families 4 ‘j
8 - definition of low-income
9 - pupils from families receiving welfare

» ’ Pupil questionnaire

, 21 - pupils from low-income families | ' ey
22 - definition of low-income ' }‘;’;ﬂ R
23 - pupils from families receiving welfare . N

* - ‘ . - .

The approach that the contractor’s staff members took in the evaluation of this quéstion was to conduct
discussions with respondents during the validation study site visits. It was learned through these discussions that,
while respondents have difficulty providing information on e/ther topic, they have an éven greater amount of
difficulty providing information on welfare. Whereas some school dia.icw had conducted an ESEA title I survey in
the past year requesting-information on the existence of low-inco amilies within the district, in almost no case
did the school district officials have information concerning the welfare status of pupils’ families.

The difficulties encountered by respondents in providing welfare data can be seen in the omit rate, shown below,
which is double that of the equivalent low-income question.

3

® ' . Omit rate \
Low-income _question Welfare question '
_ Number | Percent | Number Percent
. School questionnaire . ... . 1 1 03 2
Pupil questionnaire . . . . . : L1500 1 27 2

»

In addition,the error rate for the welfare questions was high relative to that for the low-income questions as may
be seen in the table below. Question numbers there refer to the pretest instruments. 7. o

i

' Error rate
» . Questionnaire number .
Low-income I Welfare
District 4 ~........... - Not asked 57%
~ School ... P . 30% 58% )
N Pupil 21/23....,........ . 0% 0%

Where requested, welfarc infdrmatic_)n was either estimated or respondents were forced to contact either welfare
or social service agencies within the school district arear It is for these reasons that the contractor recommends that
the questions concerning this issue request information on low-income families receiving welfare.

ok
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g " ANALYSIS OF SAMPLING ALTERNATIVES - S
mTRopucrrON“ o S N e

- . . .
- ’ - ’ ’ *

Ong of the most s1gn1ﬁcant sets of aIternatrves to be .pretested’ during the marlout survey were the alternatives
deveIoped for sampling procedures. Each, of he Elementary School .Surveys (ESS) in the past had followed identical
procedures fot the sampling of classroomsa Lpils but these were not always successful As a1osuliya good deal of
attention was given to developing procedures that would solve some of thé problems of the past

The procedures uséd from the original Survey of ‘Compensatory Educatjon-in 1968 to the 1971 ESS for salnplmg
grades-and classrooms had been to take every homeroom class for grades 2, 4, and 6 in every school in the ‘sample. One  *

. problem this procedure offered was the difficulty im obtaining accuratq counts of class sections for each school prior to
" the survey. In addition this procedure did not provide any means-of estrmatrng between-grades variance. The procedure
for sampling pupils traditionally’ used in the ESS was to have the-teachers of the selected classrooms _pick a randém

_sample of four pupils in each cIass The teacher manual provrded 1nstructrons and a random number table for use in the
selectron of the pupil sample . R .

_ *, Given this background, RMC and NCES set out to develop alternatrve procedures for sampling classrqoms and pup11s

N ~that would be tested during the SSES pretest. A considerable number of alternatives werg sonsidered during a series of

- meetings - throughout the surhmer of 1973. Among the altetnative procedures init 7{§§under consideration, but

eventually ruled out were: R _ ,/) ‘e

. samphng by brrth date across the elementary grade popuIatron of each schoal,

® sampling by alpha segments within sampled classrooms, - , : —
‘® sampling alternate sets of grades in alternate schools, o AR - - L
"+ . @ tandomly sarrrplmg pupils from every grade in each'school, and . \.,/ g “} -
_ . ® samplipg puplls from iomerooms sampled with probabrhty proportional to size across the school population.
P . BN 5 N
- A basic sampling issue at one point in ifie.- discussion ‘was whether a one-stage or, two-stage samphng desrgn was '
approprrate In gener  the narameters followed in designing d choosmg samphng {lternatrves were;, C
$ \ . T e

] The sampling procedure must provide‘a means of measurrng ‘'the varianicc between” grades. From past surveys, the
variances between schools, between classes wiiiin grade, and witHin classes were knowi, but it would be desrrable '
- to continue measuring “these variances.
> ® The total sample size should be large enough for measurmg the components of sampling error, but not so large
o that the sampling error is much smaller than it needs be NCES ‘indicated that the size of the 1971 ESS sample was )
adequate to provide these measures’ = . - e
L Procedures to oversample (where necessary) puprls in target puprl subpopulations and pupils in small Federal
, * . programs should be devéloped, Certain programs”and pupil groaps in the past were madequately represented for
“+ the purpose of drawing national estimates. . ‘ '
® Each alternative procedure developed must be auditablc l‘n postsurvey checks. . ‘
® Each alternative must be desrgned to provrde the necessary components of variance that would allow for testmg
+ . -each alternative. .. - .

\ -
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'Ihé’product of all thrs was. the developm ?t qf two alternatrves cach for classroom and pupll samp‘lmg procedures.
The. first classroom: samplrng procediré would select four homerooms at random across all homerooms for the
“elementary grades in each school. The second proeedure: would select two grades at random.in each school. Tn the
. pretest, pnly.two homerooms in each selected grade were to be chosen. This was done to-cut down*on the pretest
; burden. NCES indicated that, should this procedure work all homerooms' in the two grades selected for each school
l _ nwould be surveyed as part of the full-scale desrgn ; :

.« JThe alternative developed.for pupil samplrng was to vary the number of puprls selected. in each sampled classroom
The alternative procedures were simple enough In roughly half"the schools, the teachers would be instructed to select
four pupils. In the others, teachers would select two. If the selection of four pupils worked as well as selectmg two, the

, generaf opinion was that within-class sampling would continue to select four puprls from each class to ensure adequate
: numbers for measuring wrthrn-class variance. . .
g

RESULTS OF SAMPLE CHECKS AND REcoméNDArioms

L
«
! o

~ ~f.

There were three types of s‘ampljng procedures being testéd during the field effort conducted this spring. They were

{i) sampling of classrooms that was conducted by the principal, (2) samplrng of pupils that was conducted- by teachers,

-« and (3) supplementary ‘sampling of pupils in special target. populations in some schools. These special target populatrons o
- were migrants, bilinguals, ‘Indians, and handicapped—and this sampling was done by the school principal.- For the.

" sampling of classrooms, two alternative procedures were berng pretested. Sampling Type 1 (ref‘erred td as the HLF type,
because it used’ the Homerdom List Form) sampled four homerooms from ‘a list of all the homerooms in a school.
Samplrng Type 2 (referred to as the GLF type because it used tire Grade List Form) first sampled two grades, and then
" two homerooms within each of these grades. The pupil sampling procedure involved two alternatives, also.. The first
alternative asked ‘the teacher to samplé four pupils from her homeroom;in the second she sampled only two There. was
Also a supplementary sampling procedure being pretested that involved ~sampling an additional number of students-in
schools that had high concentrations of these specral target groups Thrs supplementary sample included up to‘a,
maximum of 20 additional pupils. - - K

In the following discussion of the’ results- of the pretested samplrng procedures the phrases correct -sample,”
“incorrect sample,” and * procedural error” will be used quite frequently. It is important for the reader to know the
‘exact meaning of these phrases. The researeh design to check the selected sample directed the field staff to-replicate the ~ +
samme selection procedure that the respondents had been asked to complete. This replication was independent of-the
" respondent’s to ensure that the sample checker would not be biased by the respondent’s errors. After the ple
- checker completed his sample selection, he compared it with the fespondent’s sampte. If the samples were rden@ the
respondent drew .a correct sample. If they were different, the respondent drew an incorrect sample. If the same was
incorrect, it was. due to a procedural‘error, or a mistake in following the sampling mstructrons precisely. It wis also
S possrble that the respondent drew a cortect.sample, yet: made grocedural errors. Some mistakes made in: following the
instructions would ot necessarily affect the sample selected. An example of this would be the incorrect completion of
the worksheets or the omission of information requested on these steets, neither of which led to an incorrect sample.
. Although the primary consideration in the sample checks was that the correct sample was selected, the secondary
- consideraticn was whether or not the respondents were able to follow the instructions. T e -
The RMC Research Corporation and OE field staff conducting the SSES sample checks visited the schools in May
. shortly after the respondents completed the pretest Prior to beginning the field work, a three- day training session was
conducted at RMC. In each school, the sample checker independently completed the same sampl¢ selection that was
asked of the respondent, using the approprrate rosters and source documents in each school. He then compared his
results with those of the" re“spondent indicated whether -an incorrect sample was selected, and, if so, the types of
pracedural errors made. Also, for each district the sample checkers completed a site visit report that summarized their
experiénces, including probléms incurred and recommendations. The field staff provided many comiments and °
recommendations fOr redesign’ of the sampling procedure for the full-scale survey in addition to their sample
. -verification -tasks. The sample” checkers spent approxrmately 2 days in each drstrrct and verified the sample selection

+ “procedure of three schools ifi the district. -

Thc package used by sample checkers in the freld 1ncluded the, necessary materrals to complete the mdependenr i

]
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sample selection, ‘materials to report correct or incorrect sampling, procedural errors, and problems found, as well as a
site visit report outline. Also included was a lrst of procedural error todes and an explanation of each. These errors

. included those of omission, arithmetic, transcrrptron misunderstanding of instmuctions, misuse of random number A
tables, creating lists, definitions, and other. Table 7 isa summary of the errors reported by the sample cheokers and the
frequency of occurrence of errors by sampling type. The procedural error types lrsted above are those the sample
checkers used in the field and those reported in table 7.

. 4
Ce | ’ © “Table 7.-Re'port'ed procedural errors '
' 1 o ’ Procedural errors .
. . « - . 1 v - " ’ . " -
~" + |Procedural | . . 1 1 . B Teacher :
~ errors : . " ) packet
by site o _E f)efrm‘tional of distri-
. AT - . bution
“ N . ' 7 E' . ’ d
~ Sampling type S| wl) 8 é = . fecor ‘
ST 318518, BT 5
o £ 8| 5| -8ls2l8 |8 . " § |8 -
0 5 - S|l e l=e | 8|l=8|S g 3 & | .G
& 5| 8 |F| 8/%%is.|8| 2|9 l.g| & |5
- . %) € 3] lo 0 w2 7 =8 a Q @ - |
3 ® @ 2 cl.2 28188 c b5 3 @ 3 5 5
o. 8|8\ 2|S| 2|l2E|eal8 |2 || 2 |&8] & |2
§ 2| 4|2 |&| g|gE|agErE |28 |2] S8 |6
, Classroom ‘ . : : ’ ' )
© . Type 1'(HLF) 204 0 9. 2 13 1 9 0 5 0 0 1 12 -0
Type2(GLF) ~ 10 10 -0 2 0 6 0 0 o 6 o 2 1b ¢
o , ? .
B PuPll - o . o. -q R ) . ‘ \\K
" Type2(pupls) 29 37 0 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 _16 LI,
Type 4 (4 pupils) 44 52 1 10 13 8 17 0 o o0 . 0 o0 17 0
Supplementary 1 4 0 © 0 4.0 1 0 0 O @ 0. 6 0
- a. Samplmg formswere mailed to the district offices and had not arrived yet. o : “" R R

b. Minor proccdural error-lack of thorcughness.

4
.
0

' IS
~ After revrewmg results of the samplrng procedure, however, it was possible fo define a lrst of progedural error types .
made in following the HLF and GLF sampling procedures that was more concis¢ than the list used by the sample
checkers. These error types are the fellowing: ' ) ' .
— (1) Errorsin creatihg’the'list : ) ; - . ' .
a. Ordering within grades - g
“b. Placement of AM and PM kindergarten classes : ‘
¢. Placement of multigraded or multiaged (ungraded) classes r . .
d. Other (such as using the enrollment from a date other than January 31 1974) _ : , .

»
-

4 .
(2) Transcription Errors (such\as those made from transcrrbmg enrollment figures from source” documents to
sampling worksheets) . - ,

o - 57
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‘ (9) Other (such as not completing the sampling procedures at all) e -

L .
< (8) Did not follow instructions at all

(3) Definitional errors " .. ) ‘ - .

“¢ a. Definitional inadequacy
b. Definition not used
c. Definitional inconsistency s

© (4).-Lack of thoroughness’

(5) InstructiOnal errors v -
" a. Instructional inadequacy _
b. Misunderstood instructions ‘ : , . : -

(6) Misuse of random number tables ' .

(N Arithmetic eriors” . C o . «

v

n . ) -

nThe followmg paragraphs address each of the three major samphng types indepepdently and drscuss the results from
the pretest, including the .types of procedurat.errdrs that occurred and the solutions that” may remedy them. In the
sampling procedures the major questions that were addressed were: “Was the sampling done correcﬂny""" “Were
respondents able to follow dircctions?”, “Was the procedute auditable?™, and “Whrch method of sampling worked .

»

“better?”. " . . : s

. \ : - .
v . . o . L0 . ,

Sampling Classrooms ' : o ' R

As can be seen in table 7 there were significant numbers of procgdural errors and ‘incorrect samples for “both

. classroom §amplrng types. Some of these misfakes (in following the procedures) did not affect the sample drawn.

However, the number of incorrect samples was still greater than IO percent for both the HLF and GLF sampling
procedures (see table 8). oL -

As a general consensus, the sample checkers seemed to prefer the conceptual framework of the l—LLF although
admrttedly on the whole.the HLF was not nearly as effective as the GLF. In the 20 schools that used the GLF samphng
procedure, 13 (or 65 percent) drew correct samples, In the 25 schools that used the HLF type sampling, only four (or
16 percent) drew correct samples. In tables 9 and 10, all the schoels thai were involved in thé SSES pretest site visits
and that conducted thg sampling procedures are listed. Designations indicate whether errors wetre made in completrng
the samnhng procedure and, if so; what the errors involved. :

-
»

Type I—Homeroom List Form (HLF) , < o o : .

-
>

- The HLF procedure involved two basic steps:'the first was creatrng the sample universe list of homerooms, and the
second was selectrng the liémerooms from this list by use of random number tables. Most of the errors made in using
the HLF sampling’ procedures occurred in creating thé list. As can be seen in table 9, only two principals made errorsin’
the second step. Four principals did not follow the instructions at all and picked, “representative” samples based on
theirown judgment. This error type is therefore not attributed to either of the steps in the sampling procedure.

Of the 21 schools’that picked incorrect samples using the HLF procedures; 8 of them were caused solely by the fact
that they did not order -homerooms within grade correctly or place AM and PM krnd’ergarten classes correctly when
creating the list. No other procedural errors were made. Most respondents read the first paragraph in step 1.1 whose key .
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- Table 8r--Classroom sampling results. .

v ] ‘ " Procedural errors '
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4
sentence was: “On the HLF prepare a list .of all homerooms in your school in ascending order of grade level, from
prekindergdrten through grade 6 only.” They did not read further to the instruction stating that homerooms within a .
grade level should be ordered b)} size. These also included people who did not place AM and PM kindergarten classes
correctly on the list. Some principals combined AM and PM classes and regarded them «as one class. The’ procedure of
‘combining the AM and PM classes is not technically correct, although the mstructrons»were never explicit about this,
. point. Other comn’ro‘h errors included not using rosters from January 31, 1974, but from later dates, usually”in April
and May. Thrs error was caused by the delayed timing of the pretest. Except for the four prrncrpals who did not follow
proéedures at all but picked a sample that they felt would be “representative;” the procedural errors were minor ones
that could be reduced by making the instructions clearer and easier o follow.

The, HLF. type sampling procedure was capable of being audited. All steps in the procedure were defined. The

. respondent was not given any ‘choices where he could manipulate the sample and still follow the stated procedures.

However, since the membership roster date-that the principals wcrc asked to use was 3 months before they received the
materials, there were some problems in obtaining the correct roster needed to “audit” the sampling procedure.

’

Type 2~Grade List Form (GLF). |~ .

There were three basic steps in completing the GLF sarl1pling procedure. The first was to establish the enrollment of
each grade levél in the school. The second was to deteérmine. which grades were to be sampled. The third was to
determine which classes within these grades were to be sampled.

Thirteen principals selected correct samples, although some of .them made procedural errors that did not affect the
sample: -Seven principals selected incorrect samples. In the first step of the GLF pr0cedure of the four principals that. -
made procedural errors, two were arithmetic and two were caused by lack of thoroughness. The two that were due to
lack>of thoroughness did not affect the sample drawn. In the Second step, two of the three procedural errors resulted
from misinterpreting the phrase “equal to or lessthan.” In the third step, one of the three procedural errors was caused
by an‘error in creating the list of homerooms within the grade sappled: The respondent did not order homerooms with
equal enrollment alphabetically by the last name of the teavll{l/ilnother procedural error resulted from the incorrect
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‘ T . Table 9.--Detailed description of HLF-type sampling procedure errors
_ HLF-type sampling . .
. . Stép No. | - StepNo.2
School |. No Creating the list Selecting the homerooms Other
Number | errors — " ,
Sub- Sub-
, step Procedural error step Procedural esror
R No. No. ' .
| B “ .1 Ordered within grade incorrectly . - v
©2 ' Picked his own samiple e
. 3 , .1 Ordered within grade incorrectly ) '
4 .1 Misunderstood definition of multi-
grade classes
S o .1 Used wrong membership roster-date
.2 Transcription error
6 .1 Ordered within grade incorrectly . ) . ‘ +
R . .1 Misunderstood definition of multi-
PO grade classes :
R - e
) .1 Transcription error , e
7., .1 Placed K classes incorrectly .0 Instructional inadequacy Picked his own sample
., 8 .1 Lack of thoroughness (omission). : .
.1 Placed K classes incorrectly
.l Ordered within grade incorrectly wh
» .1 Instructional-inadequacy o )
9 .l Placed K classes incorrectiy ’
. .1 Ordered within grade incorrectly P ¢ 2!
) 10 . .1 Ordered within grade incorrectly S :
11 . ) . Picked his own sample
12 . Picked his own sample
13 X =
14 X
15 X ,
16 .1 Ordered within grade incorrectly
17 . .1 Ordered within grade incorrectly ,
18 . ) o Sampling procedures not
, ’ ~ ~ completed
19 .1 Placed K classes incorrectly ’ '
¢ 20 .1 Ordered within grade incorrectly
21 X ‘ :
22 3 Lack of thoroughness . .0 Misused random number .
tables .
23 ' .1 Ordered within grade incorrectly « Confused about regular
‘ +,, Vs supplementary !
‘ sampling procedures
.1 Misunderstood definition of multi-
graded classes .
.1 Used wrong membership roster date
.1 Misunderstood definition of multi-
graded classes . .
.24 .1 Placed K classes ingorrectly R
.1 Used wrong membership roster date ' ’
.1 Misunderstood definition of multi- RN .
graded classes . :
25 .1 _ Ordered within grade incorrectly =
. .1 Misunderstood definition-of multi- . . : . ' ST oo
: ' graded classes
f .2 Lack of thoroughness . ,
‘; , .3 Lack of thoroughnéss : _ !
~' ‘ - - 60 )
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»~ Table 10.~Detailed description of GLF-sampling procedure errors

' GLF-type sampling :
Step No. I+ StepNo.2 Step No. 3 \ . P
. School | No ‘Establishing = { . Determining grades | Determining classés : Other
Number {errors enrol}ment by grades | to be sampled . to be sampled
Sub- | Sub- "~ |Sub- |-
step | Procedural error | step | Procedural error |step |Procedural error
No No. No.
1 S Anthmetxc .2 Lack of thorough- .2 Creating list ,
. . ) -~ ness . oo . .
v 2 x . N . - "
3 X . . . ‘
4 o ' . : ‘ Completely multigraded/ -
' > team teaching (NA)
5 X ' o
) 6 X . A ’
T X .. Record of TP distribution
i v T * . not completed
8 «.4 Arithmetic .5 Misunderstood
- instructions -
o 9 X : o " School has only one grade
’ ' " level/instructions failed
10 B Picked own sample
1 x - : ‘ 2 '
12° X v . 4 '
13 X ‘ : .
14 " i . .5 Misused random
’ number tables
JAS T x . )
6 x ' . : -
17 , - . Sampling procedures not
' completed
.18 X .3 _ Lack of thorough- , ’ S :
ness ) '
19 - «x .3 Lack of thorough- .2 Misunderstood * ) '
. ) ness. ., instructions
20 ) .2 .Misunderstood

instructions

use of the random number tables. Other miscellaneous errors included a school that.was set up on a multigraded
team-teaching approach for which the instructions were not easily applicable. Only one principal whd was assigneda
GLF samplinig procedure neglected the instructions altogether and picked his own “representative” sample. The fact
that procedural errors made in the béginning of the process did not necessarily affect the sample drawn gave the GLF
* sampling procedure an advantage over the HLF sampling procedure. Small errors made in determining the enfollments
of the-grades normally did not affect the sample drawn.
The GLF sampling procedure had more steps and was somewhat more cumbersome in the sense that the respondent
had fo, pick two grades based on the enrollments in them. Then, for each grade, a list of homerooms had to be created.
And finally, using a random selection. process, two homerooms had to be pxcked from each grade. Nonetheless, the GLF
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sampling procedure seemed to produce better results than the HLF in terms of correct samples. This was due to the fact
that errors made in the earlier steps of the procedure did not necessarily affect the sample drawn.

The GLF-sampling procedure was capable of Being audited except for one minor point. There was no date specified
for the student membership figures used to construct the cumulative grade totals The addition of this date to the -
instructions would make the procedUre completely auditable. '

Recommendations.

s

From the results and experiences gained drrring the pretest of these two sampling procedureé, certain things become

' apparent. First, it is imperative that the sampling instructions be made as simple as possible. Only if they are simple is

the respondent hkely to follow the procedure in a ‘“rigorous” manner. However, it is difficult to produce both an

-auditable and simple sampling procedure Also, it is clear that most of the incorrect samples were caused by procedural

errors in creating the list from which the homerooms were to be selected. The respondents did not have significant

- trouble in using random number tables or following the selection instructions. Most errors eccurred int the areas of

producing lists as of the given datc {January 31, 1974), understanding how to apply thé instructions to different
organizational structures, using the definitions, and following the instructions. For instance, most principals did not
consider their special education classes as ungraded or multiaged classes, even'though these classes were not designated
as a particular grade. Thus, in some cases, the principal omitted the special education classrooms entirely from the
sample universe list. The instructions also did not adequately address the team-teaching concept or the AM and PM
kindergarten class case. -

Neither the HLF nor the GLF-sampling 'procedure can be recommended in its present form. Generally, this
recommendation is based on the fact that both are overly complex. There are too many places in the instructions where
the principal can make errors. The procedure for sampling classrooms to be used during the full-scale survey must be
simpler, edsier to follow, and involve fewer definitions than the HLF and GLF-pretest procedures. In particular, the

» procedure for constructing the sample universe list of classrooms must involve fewer decisions of the type as where to

place a particular homeroom on the list or to- which homeroom or grade to assign a student. It was in these areas that
the HLF and GLF-sampling procedures presented the most difficulty.

" Two 1mproved sampling procedures are suggested: (1) Sampling .two grades from each school (not dependent on
enrollment in the grades) and then using all homerooms within these two grades as the sample homerooms. This will.be
referred to as “‘grade level” sampling. (2) Having the principal list all the homerooms (alphabetically by the last name of
the teacher) and selecting the required number of homerooms from that list (similar to the pupil sampling procedure).

. This will be referred to as the “alphabetical list” sampling procedure. Each of these sampling procedures has the

advantage that it is much simpler than the ones pretested. Additionally, the problems in creating the list of classrooms
to be sampled would be esseftialiy eliminated. However, each still has its weaknesses. The entire concept of sampling
homerooms for the SSES arose when it was felt that using grides 2, 4, and 6 (as in the past) did not provide enough
infoniuation to measure variability between grades. Thus, the concept of sampling grades within a school and having
teachers within those grades complete the SSES instruments addresses the issue directly. But the disadvantage is that all .
students in that school must be,assigned to a particular grade fevel (i.c., to a homeroom at.a particular grade levcl)
before the sampling procedure can be completed. This presents problems in the cases of team-teaching, multigraded,
ungraded, special education, and open-classroom situations, where it is drfﬁcult to assign each child to a particular grade
level. : .
The alphabetical list sampling procedure—although the simplest, most logical way from the point of view of
principals—does not stratify the sample by grade level. However, when a random sample is selected from this
alphabetical list, the grade levels chosen will also be randomly selected. It gives less control over grade distribution of
the sample. For example, it would be possrble although highly unlikely, that all homerooms selected in a certain school
would bk from the same grade level. It is also ‘possible that each homeroom selectedin a sample school would be from
different grade levels. Sampling from the alphabetical list of homeroom teachers avoids the problem of assigning a grade
level to the homerooms. However, the problem of assigning each pupil to a unique homeroom still exists. Some schools

- do not use a homeroom structure. In these cases, the first class period cn Monday morfing or some other point in time -

would have to bc used to define the homerooms. The alphabetical list procedure also has the advantage that the number
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of children in a homeroom does not vary much across LEA’s. When combined with the fact that a fixed number of
homerooms would be selected from each school, this means that the number of pupils in the sample is inore effectively
controlled.” Another consideration is the logistical problem of conducting the survey. If one samples all homerooms
within the grade levels selected, the number of instruments required cannot be determined in advance. Thus, an
over'supply of instruments would have to be sent to ensure that a particular school had enough. This is a significant
dlsadvantage The alphabetical list. samplmg procedu:e does not have this problem since a constant number of
homerooms would be sampled from each school. ' ‘
Considering all the strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives, RMC feels the alphabetical list sampling procedure is
definitely the bes; one. The instructions would be a two-step procedure. The first would be to create an alphabetical list® -
of homeroom teachers. In- this process, all students in the school must be assigned to a unique homeroom with a unique
teacher. For the majority of schools, this process would be very simple since all students are normally assigned to a
unique homerogm and a ynique homeroom teacher. For schools that use an open-classroom or team-teaching approach

_to instruction, special instructions will be needed. In the second step, a random sample of homerodms would be

selected from this list. Random number tables would be constructed for each number from one to the maximum

- number of homerooms existing in a school. A school would use the tablc'appropriate for the total number of homerooms

.in the school for prekindergarten to grade 6. This sampling procedure is auditable since it will specify. exactly all the
steps the principal must complete to select the sample. There will be only one correct sample that can be chosen. And it

“can be verified to estimate how frequently incorrect samples occur. The procedure is statistically sound. It will provide
a random sample of pupils from all grade levels very nearly equal to the proportion of children in each grade. This will
make it possible to make estimates for each grade level, to calculate the variability within grades and betweemgrades,
and, most importantly, the procedure will be simple. It does not involve ereating special lists that depend on elaborate
definitions of which children can be placed where. All of these attributes combine to give a very-strang sampling
procedure / :

Pupil Sampling _ ’ L -

For each homeroom selected to be included in the SSES ptetest sample, the teacher was asked to follow procedure
to select either two or four pupils. The purpdse of the pretest was to determine whether selection of twar four pupils
by the teachers would have any effect on the randomness of the'sample or the probability of the teacher following the
sampling instructions precisely. The sampling procedure for teachers to select two pupils will be referred to as pupil
sampling Type 2 and the other as pupil sampling Type 4.

Generally, it was found that problems resulting from the pupil sampling procedures were minor for both alternatives.
First, the creation of the list from which the teacher would select the sample of pupils was straightforward
(alphabetized). The likelihnod iiiai a teacher would already have a list of this type was very high. In some cases,
teachers had an alphabetical listing of their children but was separated by boys and girls. This did introduce an error to
the sample chosen in some cases. Second, the use of the random number tables was quite easy for the pupil sampling
procedures since the teacher needed only to know thé total number of pupils in her ¢lassroom. That number referred
her to the table having the correct sequential rumbers of the students to be included in*the random sample. In table 7,
it can be seen that the majority of teachers did not choose correct samples. However, the procedural errors made did
not introduce serious errors in the sample picked since they did not affect the randomness of the sample. For example,
errors in alphabetizing the list of students did not systematically include or exclude certain types of students. The
important point in thc pupil sampling procedure is that all students must be given an equal chance of being included in
the sample. Thus, as long as the pupils were placed on the list and the teacher used the random number table, the
sample selected was random. :

Se¢ldom did teachers pick their own “representative” sample of sftli‘déi"x‘ts. Before the SSES pretest was conducted, it
was felt that sampling of only two pupils in a ¢lassroom might introduce problems of this type: Teachers might be more
tempted to select pupils that they felt were representative if such a small number of pupils were to be sampled.
However, during the pretest, teachers commented to sample checkers-that they knew the sampling was supposed to be a
random process. Even when they questioned the appropriateness of the pupils thev had selected randomly, they did not
let this sway them from attempting to follow the correct procedures. Still, the problem with minor errors such as
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misalphabetizing is that the procedure cannot be audited unless there is stﬁ'ct adherence to the instructions. One cannot
determine whether the sample was purposely manipulated or whether a true random sample was selected unless all steps
in the procedure are determined and followed exactly. i . o

Table 7 (shown previously) is a display of the results as reported by the field staff for the sample checks. It can be
seen from this table that most procedural errors fell under the category of ‘“‘other errors” with a known cause.
Examples of the errors that teachers made during the selection of the pupil sample are: (1)-not alphabetizing the list of
‘pupils correctly (usually using separate alphabetical lists of bays and girls, (2) using the student enrollment roster for
the wrong date, (3) errors caused by lack of thoroughness (suggx as miscounting), and (4) misusing the random numbeér-
‘tables. .

>

Recommendations.
The pupil sampling procequre used a straightforward, alphabetical list of the pupils and, depending on the total
number of children in the class, the teactier was directed to a specific random number table. The random number table
contained sequential numbers for the students on the alphabetical list to be included in the sample. The sampling
procedure was very sengitive to the number of students in the class because, for each number of total students in the
~ class, there was a-different set of random numbers. The procedure could be audited. However, it is recommended that a
sheet for the actual alphabetical list of students in the class be included as one of the survey forms. These forms should
then be maintained in the school’s survey files since, they would provide a means of-checking the teacher’s sampling
procedure. It is im[;ortant that the. sampling procedures be‘imple'mented correctly if a nationally representative sample
is to be obtained. ‘Thus, the sampling procedure must be auditable so it can be determined whether it was correctly
implemented. . : . ..
" The conclusions that can be drawn from the pretest of the pupil sampling procedures ar¢ that both pupil sampling
Type 2 and pupil sampling Type 4 were successful in selecting a random sample. The procedural errors that occurred
were the type of errors that would always occur regardless of the quality of the instructions or the procedure used. As
long as the procedure must be auditable, it will retain a certain degree of complexity that will invite errors. It should be
pointed out that even though the procedural errors uncovered often affected the sample selected, they, did not affect *
the randomness of the sample in most cases. Instructions should be slightly redesigned and refined to ‘emphasize the
importance of the teacher following the.procedures precisely. S :

o "

Supplementary Sampling

The supplementary sampling procedure pretested was designed to ensure that a sufficient number of studg¢nts in’
various speciz! target groups would *be obtajned. This was done so sufficient data could be collected to provide
statistically valid results. The four target groups were: migfihts, bilinguals, handicapped, and Indian children. Not all
schools were asked to complete supplementary sampling procedures. Only those schools that had significant -
pc:gg;ages of these farget populations were asked to participate. Of the 20 schools that participated in the
supplementary sampling procedure, 15 were exomined during il sample checks. Only four of these schools completed
the procedures withéut error. Table 11 indicates the schools that picked correct supplementary samples and for those
scheols that did not, an explanation of the problem or procedural error that caused the incorrect supplementary sample
is given.

The supplemenf'ary sampling procedure was an involved process composed of four steps:

(1) compiling the list of the target population, ‘ ' -
\. = (2) selecting a sampling plan, . &

(3) selecting the sample, and

(4) completing the supplementary sampling form.

a7 4
v

The 4ctual sampling procedure instructions did-not cause the majority of the problems. Rather, 4 of "5 schools did '
not conduct thg’supplementary sampling cedures at all, feeling that the regular sampling procedures superseded
— - 64 ’
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_ Table 1 1.~Supplementary sampling results

! Shool Target . '
, 00 populatxon No Explanation of errors or problems
number errors. .
: type* . .
1 I Sampling procedures not completed--respondent uncooperative
2 I ’ Sampling procedures not completed--novist of Indians exists in school
3 B X , ’ "
4 . B Indadequate instructions
5 ¢ By Samplmg pracedures not completcd—-logxstlcs problem
6 M X -
7 M X
8 - M X . ' . .
9 H Substituted regular pupil sampling in handicapped classrooms--misunderstood instructions
10 H Substituted regular pupil sampling in handicapped classrooms-~misunderstood jnstructions
11 H Target group changed from Indians to handlcappcd because of small number of Indians
(4).in school--principal not notified . ‘
12 H Error.in creating list--left one student off list
- 13 H Did not complete supplementary sampling proccdures--respondents thoughmgular sarripl-
' ing superseded supplementary
14 H Did not complete supplementary sampling procedures--respondents thought regular sampl
mg superseded supplementary
15 H ! Dld not complete supplementary, sampling procedures--respondents tliought regulat sampl-
mg superseded suppleméntary

*[ - Indians, B - bilingual, M - migranf, H- handicapped ‘ ' . o

_them. There were also several schools that did the opposite: they completed the supplementary sampling procedures
but did not complete the regular sampling procedures, feeling they were superseded by the supplementary sampling
. procedures. Another two schools knew that they were supposed to conduct a supplementary sampling procedure, but
they merely used the régular samplmg procedure in classrooms that had the target population students of interest.
These cases occurred with handicapped pupils. Other procedural errors that occurred were caused by problems in
finding the data sources to compile the list of supplementary sample pupils. For instance, many principals did not know
the criteria or the information concerning whether or nat a child should be considered an Indian. Also, Federal
definitions of who should be considered a migrant pupil are'often different from those used by local school authorities.
Handicapped pupils may be considered handncapp_)ri/a certain school district but not by State or Federal definitions.
It was frequently difficult to determine whether a child should be considesed as bilingual or coming from a home where
the primary language is other than English. In short, the supplementary sampling procedure had many definitional
1nadcquac1es ~

8o

Recommendations.

This procedure would be significantly improved if the instructions were refined. However, there are still' many
deficiencies in the basic framework of the supplementary sampling procedure. It tends to place an undue burden.on the
’ principals and on a few teachers. For example, a teacher of the educationally handicapped or a teacher of bilingual
children might be asked to complete questionnaires fot all the supplementary pupils.chosen. It also tends to be highly
confusing because two sampling procedures are conducted in a school .instead of just one. Thus, although the
supplementary sampling procedure could be unprovcd to the point where it would be somewhat succcssful alternatives

to the present procedure should be considered. - - 6

5 .
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A very desirable alterpative would be to sample. schaols with increased probability if thefe were a concentration of
these special target groups'in them. For instance, schools with a large Indian population would be selected with
certainty in the SSES sample. This probability of selection compengates for the small number of these children in the
public school system at large. However, the major difficulty with this-concept is obtaining the necessary data about
concentrations of these target pupils in all schools or school districts. The approach, therefore, is to heavily oversample
those schools in which there are high concentrations of the special target group pupils to obviate the need for
oversampling pupils within a school, - : ) -
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A b
VALIDATION STUDY

g
'

.” INTRODUCTION .

The original goal for the pretest of the SSES was to prepare a reliability and validity study that would evaluate
the ability of the instruments to collect accurate data..In a decision jointly arrived at by RMC and NCES, the
reliability study was deleted and all available resources were, channeled into the validity study. The reasons for this
decision were as fallows:

(1) The funds availablé for the reliability and validity study were limited and it x:”.ls felt they should be spent in
acquiring only the information most useful for the revision of the instruments. . i

(2) The data requested in the instruments were of the type for which analysts expected little response variation
over time, but there were doubts as to whether respondents had accurate information to report.

(3) The sample included in the pretest was sufficiently large to reduce errors in measurement (a reliability
question) but could net be expected to reduce systematic errors (a validity question).

The ‘basis for the decision, in a technical sense, was that for any characteristic of interest concerning a respondent,
there is considered to be some “true” vatue (u;). When a questionnaire is used to determine the value for a respondent, 4
an answer (x;) is obtained that is not necessarily cqual to the true value but rather is a random variable that has an
average value a; and a standard deviation o;. The difference between a; and u; is called the bias of the ‘measuring -
instrument. Checking the walidity of the measurcmem may be thought of as estimating the bias b; = a;-u;. Note
that in this formulation of the response error model, the bias reflects the effects of systematic errors, and cannot be
reduced by making repeated measurements op a respondent with the same instrument.

On the other hand, the difference x; - a;;\{pe randém part of the response error, averages out to zero O‘Qer 4
repeated independent trials. The quanugua(“ns_ﬁnasure of the variation of a respondent’s answer in repeated trials. .
If g, is large, we say that the measurement is unreliable.

Now suppose we attempt to estimate the avcrage value of Ul in the population by drawing a random sample of n
respondents. Norm'illy we would use .

°
1 . .

_1
K“;’ X ‘!

- Mo

a

. i

as the sample estimate ~the average of the responses for the n respondents in our sample. In this case, the estimate  +.
% will have a bias equal to the average value of the bias b; over all the N elements of, the population. 1t will also be
subject to random variation from two sources. One source is the population variability % between the values a; in
the population, and the other is the variability o, between (independent) repeated responses from the same .
respondent. . )

The total variability of X will be proportional to p2+ 03. Thus if the variability o, between rcsponsés from the

same tespondent is not more than say one-third as large as the variability between the average values a; for different
respondents, the response variability component will increase the sampling variability by only about 5 percent, since

¢
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provided, of course, that the sample is a relatively small fraction of the total populatlon If o, were halfas great as
Op; the increase would be .only about 10 percent. . . :

RMC, therefore, concluded that because resources for checking were Ilmltcd as was the case in the SSES field
test, we should concentrate on measuring the bias (i.e., the validity) of the answers rather than devoting resources
to replicating the process to get a measure of the responsc variability (reliability). = Co .

Once the decision was made to focus on valldity issues, three overall objectives were stated for the study:

(1) to produce quantitative measures of the type of nonsampling errors,

-~

(2) to determine the sources from which data were drawn in responding to the survey, and .

. (3) to elicit comments and suggestlons/e(the full-scale implementation of the survey.

ASSUMPTIONS AND PREMISES'

basic premlse for thls validity study was data could be validated in the traditional sense;
i.e., the data
field work effort. This assumption Was based on RMC’s previous work with other valldahon studies in similar areas. The

SSES instruments were reviewed to set if this assumption would hold true in this case. Fronr this, it was determined oy

that, while there were a number of questions for which the approach would not work, for méﬁYthers it would.

“plan
+ forms to developed and the prccnse approach that wou d be taken. The basic method RMC degided to use in thls

of errors by questionnairc 'data clement, and .

ents it which errors were made most frequently, regardles the
cause or type of error. From this revi C would be abje to determine which ddta element, item, or S’uqﬁ n
contained the greatest error on the SSES instruments and thus deserved the most careful review. A review of the
frequency of each type of error (arithmetic, transcnptnon etc.) wouhd allow RMC to determine whether the necd -
existed for special instructions or revisions. Whhever there were differences between the actual data as determined
by RMC and the data reported by the school district, a thorough review could then be held to determine where the
- instruisent or instruction should be revised so that the data reported would be valid. It was realized that with the
small sample of school districts visited, results of statistical analyses might not necessarily be conclusive. However, it .
. was decided that this approach could provide infarmation concerning the anulysis of the SSES data and would assist
~in providing directions for the fuII—scan implementation of the survey. One of the majaor efforts would be the
evaluation of comments made both by ¥he respondents to the survey and on-site interviewers. It was believed that
the evaluation of these comments could significantly improve the full-scale lmplemcntation of the survey and tha
they would prove most useful for questionnaire revisions.
Because of the limited time and funds available for the validation study, it was felt that it would be impossi

Nancy Bradley Royall) rated each data item on the questxonnaires against four basnc criteria vThc criteria
used in the selection were:

' (1) Importance in Analysis

0-not used in analysis .
| ~used in analysis of some data ° 68
used for analysis of large sections of data
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- (2) Confidence in Accuracy of Data ' - A Coa . -
¢+ O—few doubts about the accuracy of data . . o .
2% - l-some doubts about data accuracy Y g . .. .
v 2—strong doubts ' EETEASE : : T e R
3—grave doubts - - : \—’/ ’ ’ » ’ - C
v (3) Effort Required for VJ rdatron ) - st * v ) o -
L O—easrly validated . ' ' o - o -
'1—possible to validate = - " oo . RS : ) C /
"+’ 2—considerable effort required for yalidation - . : . -
* 3—unreasonable effort required for validation LT : ' o
'
@ Exrstence of Prior Validation Studies ' ~ S ' .
_ ** O-itemvalid - , ' ) ‘ :
S 1 —similar jtem.found valid ' / o w ~
’ ~ 2—item not validated on previous studies ' g : O ' '
3—item validated on previous st with poor results - . .

~ £

. . -
’ Cos E
o . C . ‘
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Table 12.--Frequency of item validation 'andle'st‘imated time r{equireg

1

: . ' . . " Frequency of item validation - . . -
. Questionnaire - 4 y . Estimated time required .
. N o

All sites ~ Half |* Two

A

' District ....... .. 43,9 32 , 55 S 2days .. ., e
. "School ......... 30, 13 18 4 hours -
S, Teacher ........ .11 12 38 2 houss - o
- Pupil .......... , 5- 21 ‘<34 ‘1 hour " N\_ )

L]
, basic approach taken in the va]raatron of the SSES-documents was a series of site-VI#ls to a santple of the .
" school districts that completed the instruments in the spring of 1974. Since the site visits were to be made so late
in the school year, the coqperatron of participants was extremely rmportvant to- the study. This being the casé, the -
sites. visited were selected’ on the basis of providing a broad range of, school strrct characteristics and were
’tomposed of those who agreed to participate in the validation study. The result of this is that the data that came A
out of this Study may or niay not be statrstrcally srgmﬁcant but they do proVrde broad mdrcatrons of the directjon
and magmtude of the problems of the survey.

The field work effort was composed of two r’na)or parts: Fifst, valrda‘tors spoke with the, individual who
completed the SSES documents in the school districts to orient themselves® ‘tq the methodology used by the district ..
in completing the forms. Through thrs discussion, validators learhed thmg; such as the degree of automation in the
school district recordkeeping system, the utility, of State or Federal handbooks in responding to the questionnaires,
.and any significant problems encountered with the survey. The second part of the approach was an attempt te
"omplete the SSES documents from tl'Le basic ddta sources available at th& school district. This allowed the

.
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- validators°to compare the data they developed with that-entered previously. by the school district respondents. So
that this procedure -could_ take place while the.validators were stifl in the field, the LEA’s participating in the
validation study had been asked to hold their completed questionnaires until after the site visits were finished.

In performing this_study; RMC developed a comprehensive package of data-collectron instruments. The ratrQnale
for this was twofold First; to ensure the collection of accurate data across school drstrrcts and, second, to ensure -
consrstency among the freld staff that wouId be used in the data- coIIectron effort.The materrals developed consisted of:

s te

’

(1) Intervrew Guidelines. The 1ntervrew gurdelrnes were deveIoped to be used at the State Jistrict, school, and
. h " -teacher levels. Theses gurdellnes were designed to collect rnformatron on Iogrstrcs the precanvass survey,

.. . background mformatron on‘the school system, and problems encountere,d in completing the SSES instruments. ¢ -

W (2) Questionnaire .Critique 'Sheets The questlonnarre crrtrque sheets were developed to be used 1ndrvrdually for
- ‘the drstrrct school, teacher and pupil questronnarres and were desrgned to collect mformatron on. the cIarrty
and wordmg of-bcgth the questrons and thé'-deﬁnrtrons used -~

~

(3) Validation Workbooks The vahdatron workbooks were - developed mdwrdually for the . drstrrct ’school
e teacher and pupil dquestionnaires. They werg desrgned to collect~ information on the original source from
which the respondent collected the SSES da;a the problems encountered; the recommendations ‘made- -by the’
RMC staff member for correctidns, the value of the,validated data elements and the cause or source of, error

r£ the element was in error . . . . ‘ - . ‘\

(4) Specral Programs, Form Special programs formps were developed for the district ?"nd school Ievels to

determine how well the district and school -personnel .were usrng the Drstrrct and School Lists. of Specral
Programs. - . Lo - o

- L
. .

A ¢ Begause of the time constraints imposed on the project by thé delayed OMB clearance a short period of time

. " was available in which to do the ‘work. Consequently,.a large ‘staff was required for the validation study.-Included
~ among the staff were individuals who either were not familiar with the SSES goals and objectives or who had neyer
o partrcrpated in a-validation study. Therefore a 3-day training session ‘was conducted by the contractor.

"As a résult of the approach taken, a number of outputs were expected, from individual valrdators rncludrng ‘
& <

"

1 "~
@ - P -

(2) A-critique sheet for edch questionnaire validated in the field. . ' . -
(3) One special programs validation sheet: for each district and each school visjted in .the field.
(4) Interview guidelines fog €ath of the major persons rntervrewed
, -(5) A tomplete site visit xeport, doéurhenting the persons interviewed and the outputs of the study. The site visit
: réport was to consist of a description of the school system, a description of the methad by which the school
s district completed the SSES instruments, a description of the validatiop of the SSES instruments, ‘an
. enumeration of the problems: discdvered, as well as the recommendations for their correction, and an .
. indication of‘{ necessrty7 if any, for developrng State specrfc instructions for the SSES instruments.

W
L]
. N ~

A separate. report to NCES presents a summary of the valrdatron site visit °reports ‘as well as the site visit reports
themselves. Listed as part of the” summary, are the sites that were visited and the major persons contacted there. lr,
gives a concise _overview of the proceduies conducted by the validators and perhaps,-more importantly, those used
by ithe LEA’s as théy completed the survey. Significant problems encountered by the validators and respondénts
* alike sare also -discussed. These, in combination with the recommendations suggested ‘by the field staff antl school
 district personnelqL provide valuable insights that shoyld go a long way toward improving not only the °SSES but also
tother Federal datascollection efforts. ‘ . \ : o

* . . oRe

" EVALUATION OF ERRORS - i ' . o ', ) -
" Wherte validators found discrepancies between the data they produced ..themselves and that preVroust entered on
® the questionnaires, an interview was held with the original respondent to determine. the reason ,for the differences. If
the drfferences couId not be resolved at that time, the £11Qrs were recorded -in the valrdatron workboo s. .

ERIC = e L

t
A ruText provided by Eric .

(1) A completed workbook for each of the questionnarres validated in the fieId. , ‘
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= . analytical purposes into the folfowmg types: ° . ! K «

o - 2 - v “ :
. Considerable thought wasé’; to the distinction between a discrephncy and an error. A discrepandy was defined
‘as a drfference between the data estimate initially determined by the indepefident validator and that originally
submitted by the respondent. If, dlmng the resolution interview, it was determined that the respondents’ data were

truly in error, the discrepancy was then called an error. If; however, it was determrned that the respondent was . - '

correct and the validator was incorrect, the existence of a drscrepancy was noted by the validater to provrde an’
estimate of the difficulty involved in obtaining accurate data:for a given questionnaire item. S

In an’effort to standardize the analysis and reporting of the SSES validation study data a series of error codes
were developed. Whil® the categories of errors were- not mutualIy exclusive, it was useful to categorrze them for

(1) Arithmetic Errors

" . (2) Definitional Errors '~ o o 'y .

o a. Definitional inconsistencies ‘ . .- .
.. b. Definitional inadequacy ' ) '
- c. Definition not used. T - ' -
(3) Estimation Errors . . - \
(4) Formatting:Errors ' : L . r

w7 (5) Timing Errors .

(6) Transcription Errors . - -
(7) Lack of Thoroughness - . ' :

(8) Lack of Source Data o i . ‘o
(9) Misunderstood Insfructions ‘ o o i o
(10) Repeat (Carry- OveQ Errors—this includes total line egrors Lr’rffess they were arrthmetrc .
(11) .Other—identified as to cause . '

(12) Unknown -~ . o '
These error codes ‘were defined for use in the field and for analysis purposes as follows: .

(1) Arithmetic Errors were errors in the basic addition or subtraction employed in respondmg to the SSES
. questionnaires or where a per,cen‘tagc of an LEA figure was" 1ncorrectly-calculated and entered onto the
" SSES form. - .. . _ <. L.

(2) Definitional Errors: : . S .
a. Definitional inconsistencies occurréd when the SEA or LEA used a different - defrmtron from that used
“on this survey for the same term. Examples of this may be seen in the varymg definitions for preservice

- " training or the various handrcapprng conditions. :
b. Definitional inadequacy was used when the definitions prov1ded in the SSES 1nstruments apparently did
N nof meet the needs for this survey. Y

. c. Definition not used was tised if the respondent did not read the definitions provided. - ¢ .

(3) Estimation Errors oocurred when. the respondent had no data at hand for a given data element, was forced®
‘to"make an estimate, and uséd an incorrect estimating technique.

(4) "Formatting Errors were those errors that arose. because data were maintained at,the SEA or LEA in a
"different format from that requrred for completi‘on of the SSES instrument. These types of errors were
generally found in conjunctlon with one or moré of the other errors‘descrrbed .

was completed. ‘
v ®) Transcrrpnor; £rrors occurred when numbers were incorrectly transcribed from’ one form to another.
(7) Lack of Thorqughness was used when there appeared to be no reason for an error other than carelessness
on the pdrt of the respondent. ‘ .
+ (8) Lack of Source Data occurred when required data were not avar]able to the respondent.
(9) Misinderstood Instructions was used when the r,espondent did not undeistand the 1nstructrons given for the
SSES instrument. . .
(10) Repeat (Carry-Over) Efrors occurred when the error was solely, the Tesult of"a previously reported error and
Fgenerall,y appeared in a tdtal hne.i o . . ‘
LU .67 B
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(5) Timing Errors occurred when more dccurate data woulld have become .available after the SSES 1nstrument’
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(11) Other Errors were all errors for which a cause was known other than those above,

(12) Unknown Errors were those errors for which the analyst w'a's unable to assign a cause.

_The remainder of thrs section addresses the errors thatsthe field work validation staff drscovered These errors_ -
were uncovered as ‘a result of analyzrng the differences between data the validators foumd while in the ﬁeld and
those submitted by the respondent. The causes of the errors were numerous; however, they were classified as best as
possrble within the error code framework previously defined. In many instances, it was very difficult to classrfy
-errors by type, but"lt did provide a useful means for finding trends or errors that a large number of respondents
* made. These errors &ould possibly be reduced by redesigning the question item or the approach in the cluster of
) questions related to a specific policy issue. It should be pointed out that both random and systematic errors exist in
" .the data provided by the respondents. Owing to the limited time» that could be spent at each site during the
.- validation effort, these. two types of errors couid not be accurately’ separated or individually quantified. The
analysis, therefore, suggested by the validation effort was much more concerned with systematrc errors than random
errors. This was because systematic errors produce a larger bias in the mean value of the variable than random errors

(which, by definition, are random about the mean and met to zero) in general, and systemati¢ errors usually have a '
single causal factor that could probably be corrected. On the other hand, random errdrs_have many causal factors
that produce the random effect. Unfortunately, these can never be completely eradrcated The analysis here will

begin by looking at errors by error code, " pointing out which errors occurred most frequently, and why. Next, -
analySrs clusters will be examined. Finally, the four questionnaires (district, -school, teaqher,@and pupil) will be
discussed, including’ the types of errors most prevalent in each. This analysis should provrde insight into the basic

-~ Problems with_the questronnarres and what might_ be done to eliminate these problems ’ :

: Analysrs of Errors by Error, Code I s ; -,’

.

Table 13 presents in summary form—for the drstrrct school, teacher and pupil questionnaires—the errors found
‘for those items that were validated. Figures 8 through 12 graphically display the distribution of errors for all
questionnaires, and-then errors on the district, school, teacher, and pupil questionnaires,‘respectively. The error that
occurred most frequently was caused by. the respondent misunderstanding the instructions. This error ‘comprised
.17.86 percent of all*the efrors. Some of the questions in the SSES instruments required more effort than. could be
. reasonably expected of g respondent. This was particularly. true in the handicapped sections on the district-and school
. questionnaires. However, the judgment as to whether a respondent misunderstood the instructions was not an easy one
’ | to maf(e and some of the errorg ip this group may belong to those caused by lack of thoroughncss The causes of the -
latter can be found in factors-such as using the incorrect reference data for providing the data, or misinterpreting the
.- intent of the question or key words in the question. Any complexity in the instructions for the questionnaires r2sulted
from attempts by the SSES instrument desrgners to get comparable data across LEA’s. However, these considerations
have*to be weighed against respondent burden and"the likelihood of the directions being followed explicitly. As one can
"'/‘., see from the tables, errors caused by lack of thqroughness oecurred 15. 29 percent of the time, which was the fourth
" most frequent error. v
. The second niost frequently occurrmg error was caused by definitional problems This error code was subdivided
i mto*th;ee different categories: definitional inconsistencies, definitional inadequacies, and definitions not used. The
’ ,overall occurrence- of "definitional errors was 16.76 percent of the time. .
The majority of these errors were related ta definitional 1nadequacres The educational system and organization
*in the United Stjtes is highly varied. The methods of teaching and approaches to instruiction are numerous. Thus, to
design a questronnarre that will collect comparable data from all of these systems is very difficult. To do this, strict
. attention ‘must be-given to the definition of terms used in the questionnaires. Many definitions were placed on the
front- inside cover “of the- instruments, explairing the meaning of such terms as “handicapped children,”
“educationally, deprived pupils,” “inservice training,” and “ungraded classes.”’ However, differences between the
= LEA’s definitions and the terms used ifi t«hq pretest questronnarres presented serious problems. First, the respondents
found it 1mposs1ble to usg some of the defrnrtrons provided in the SSES instruments because they did not apply to
a given situation. The problem, of definitional inadequacy was further compounded by the lack of data sources. For
instance, . there was generally no soyrce available ,to answer questions dealing with educationally deprived
pupils—even whei respondents read, understoad, and used' the definition for the term As a result, they tended to”
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Table 13.--Error summary by type of error

_ ) Questionnaire
. Error " District s School Teacher - Pupil Total
_ code? :
’ Number | Percent | Number | Percerit | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number Percent
ol 1y 72 as | sa| 9 | 67| 0 | 0| 41 | 55
2 | 42 14.1 27 9.7 53 39.6 11"« 12,0 | 124 1 16.76
22b-| 18 7.7 3 11 23 | 172 1| 11-| 45 | 608
. 2b 14 6.0 | 17 6.1 |- 22 | 164 7 7.6 60 8.11
2c 1 4 1,7 2.5 & 6.0 3 33 19 . 2.57
3 10 43 27 .97 0 0 1 1.1 38 514
.4 1 4 SN . S S W Y 0 0 3 | 040
5 7 3.0 18 \5 5 3.7 1 1.1 31 4.19
6 2 9 --- - 0 . 0o - 0 0 "2 0.27
7 41 17.4 35 | 126\ 24 17.9 13 14.1 113 15.29 .
8 45 19.1 56 20.1 ~8 6.0 5 54 114 1542
- 9 92 17.9 60 - 21.6 17 12.7- 13 14.1 132 17.86 -
10 7 | 30 9, 3.2 9 \6>,7\ 14 15.2 39 527
11 7 30 | 15 5.4 6 4.5 ™21 22.8 49 6.63
12 23 9.8 15 54 2 1.5 13 [TH1-f. 53 7.17
Frequency of | Numbet 235 278 134 . 92 739
errors | Percent 27.35 29.32 16.94 17.13 23.57
Frequency of | Number 624 670 657 445 233 y
no errors | Percent 72.65 -70.68 83.06 82.87 76 .43
Frequency of | Number 859 948 791 T 537 3,135
wvalidation | of items i -

a." See the descriptions of the error codes an pages 67 and 68.

b. Error types 2a, 2b, and 2c are subcategories of error type 2 and have been reported here to permlt an annlysis of the tYpes of defi-
nitional errors enoountered This being the case, the total of each column will always exceed 100% by, the sum of 2a + 2b +2c.

use altematxve data sources such as the number of children in the ESEA title I programs, or the number of chlldren
from low-income families that do not accurately reflect the meaning of educationally deprived. Thus, when a
respondent went to an alternative or related data source to provide the information, he also had to ‘manipulate the
definition of the key words in the questxon Another example can be seen in the definition of handicapped pupils as
“any pupils who have been classified as handicapped according to State gwidelines.” Many LEA’s and schools are
not familiar with the State guidelines for classifying handicappeg children and, in some States, guidelines do fiot’
exist. Thus, the definition of handicapped puplls was, in many cases, not useful to the respondent in providing the
needed data. More consideration must be given to the definition of the terms in the SSES instruments. These
definitions must either be made more comparablé with those used by the LEA’s and schools, or they must become
highly specific to leave no doubt about the intent of the question.

The third most frequently occurring error was caused by lack of source data. Many of the LEA’s and schools dld
not keep records that contained. the mformatmn the SSES instruments sought. This could be for several reasons:- the
‘Federal Government or State agencies may’not have required the LEA’s to keep this type of information in the past,
this type of information is not useful to.the LEA, or it cannot be gained easily by the LEA. The Iack of source
data for many of the items on the questionnaires was a major problem and resulted in 15.42 percent of all errors.
Thus, the data users for many of the questions should evaluate whether the LEA’s had data sources and, if they
_didn’t, whether estimates will suffice. In those cases where it will not, special efforts should be made to encourage
LEA’s to collect this type of information. As a resuit, strong justification for these data will be necesSary. Much of
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- ", Figure Y.~Distributioni of errors on the district questionnaire,by error type
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Figure %ibuﬁon of errors on the teacher questfonnaire, by error type
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Figure 12.~Distribution of errors on the pupil questionnaire, by error type
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the data concerning, for instance, the income of thé pupil’s family, will never be easily obtained since it is quite

sensitive information. In addition, séme of the information requested on the SSES instruments is of a personal

nature, such as how long the student has lived in the United States or the age,of the teacher, etc. If this type of

information is not already part of the LEA’s information process, it will be difficult to conviiice the LEA’s to

collect it unless strong justification for its use can be obtained. As mentioned in the paragraph above that discussed .

errors caused by lack of thoroughness, response burden should be reduced if at all possible. One way of doing this
would be to eliminate questions for which no data source is available since they provide: a high responsc
burden—especially if the respondent tries to generate the data from scratch. . N

To sum up, lack of data sources for providing information requested on the SSES instruments was constdritly a .

problem, not only for the respondent, but also for the validation staff attempting to assess the accuracy of the data ‘

being provided. It is important to take this type of problem very seriously, to be aware that auditable data cannot
be provided, and to consider it in any analyses or statements based on the data. For those items of this type that
are indispensable, it is important to initiate action that will encourage LEA’S to collect the necessary information.

The four types of errors discussed above- were by far the most frequent. The other types of errors occurred much
less frequently and did hot provide problems as serious as those discussed there.” A fair number of errors fell into
the category of unknown causes because the validation of many items was very difficult if not impossiﬂle.‘ In some
cases, when the validator compared the results of his efforts with those provided by the respondent, the differences
between the responses could not be resolved, but no clear reason for this could be ‘established. A fair number of
miscellaneous errors occurred where there were known causes, but they could not be cod,cd"'into the framework
provided. These are‘the types of errors that will always oocur in any survey. No one type of miscellaneous error
occurred frequent y enough to cause any major concern; however, ¢heir sum was fairly substantial. But it does not
appear ‘that ‘any systematic blas was introduced by these miscellaneous errors, a fact that reduces concem about
them somewhat. -

Repeat or carryover errors comprise 5.27 percent of those errors reported. These errors resulted from errors made
earlier in the questionnaire or carlier in the process of providing the data. These errors occurred chiefly in
conjunction with arjthmetic figures where an arithmetic error was carried over from calculation to calculation.

‘Arithmetic errors occurred nearly .as ‘frequently, with 5.54 percent of all errors. The burden of arithmetic .

calculations in the SSES ‘instruments was minimal and, although the occurrence of these errors cannot be
completely avoided, they are not considered to be a major problem.

Format errors, or errors caused by source data being in a form different from that required by the questionnaires,
was rarely used by the validators, accounting for only 0.40 percent of all errors, but as can be seen from the
preceding discussion, problems of this nature were often coded as other types of errors. Certainly, a problem for all

‘surveys is asking questions in a form that will apply to all respondents. Some respondents will have the data in a

form close to, but not-exactly the same as that requested. And when it is not the same, respondents must adjust
their figures to reflect the data required on the questionnaires. However, for some questions where the data
requested was in a form consistently different from the way the LEA's kept it (such as questions on the district

questionnaire dealing with per pupil expenditure), revision should be considered. .
Timing errors comprised 4.19 percent of all errors largely because the SSES instruments sohcnted data for the
current scheql year. Much information is not available until the final reports are written for many of the Federal

programs—after ‘the school year is completed. Thus, for example, accurate figures for expenditures and revenues do
not become available until the end of the fiscal year. While it appears that this is something that cannot be avoided
since cutrént data are needed, it is not a major problem for many data items in that estimem/snu/su@\i‘ently
accurate' to meet user need. Thus, some accuragy will be sacrificed by having current school year data available
quickly. ]

Another timing problem unique to the pretest was that the qucstlonnmres were sent out substantially after thc
baseline date of January 31 used in the questionnaires. Therefore, many respondents provided data for later in the
year than January 31—usually late April or early May. This problem can be avoided in the full-scale implcmentatnon
of the survey by sending out the questionnaires- in early February near the baseline date to be used. Also,
implementing the questionnaires at this time of the year will probably reduce the number of errors caused by lack
of thoroughness since respondents are less busy earlier in the year and they will be more likely to give a higher level
of effort to providing the data. \

- The only other error types not yet discussed are estimation errors, whnch occurred 5.14 percent of the time, and
transcription errors, which occurred only 0.27 percent of the time. ;
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approximations and, therefore, the respondent followed the instructions. - .
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_ Estimation errors relate to other problems encountered in completing ghe SSES instruments. For instance, lack of
data sources or data sources existing ini different formats from that requested are two examples of what can cause a
respondent to make an estimate in” which he becomes prone to estimation errors. Many of the questions in the,
SSES instruments requested estimates or approximations. This was done to relieve the respondent of a certdin
amount of effort where it was felt data might not ‘be readily available. In other words, if the respondent wis highly
familiar with the information, his estimaté.would be just as good as a “hard” data source. But the validators who
found data sources for some of these items may have alsa_found differences between what was pr v‘ided’ by the
respondent from general knowledge and what was documented:""hwpmmary, estimation errors occyrfed infrequently
and when they occurred, they could not be considered .serious ¥ince the question asked for estimates or

Transcription errors occurred more rarely than any.other type of error, Wﬁich\jg as eXpected. However, if more
data sofirces were available for the respondents to provide the information, tranEcriptjpn errors might increase

samewhat. e \

« 3

Analysis of Errors by Clusters

The SSES instruments provide data for more than one uséf; thus, the questionnaire has severalla'feas‘on which it
collects data. Thes¢ areas are referred to as clusters of quesfions. In table 14, the percent of errors for each cluster
across all items validated is given for the four questionnaires. The clusters include descriptive characteristics; needs
assessment; program information, including ESEA ti es, I, I 'Migrant, I, apd VII, and programs for the
handieapped; pupil achievement; and educational brogdcasting. In this section the relative error rates in each of

_ these clusters will be discussed. Some conclusions/that can be made from these analyses {;;y\ be helpful in

considerigg the precision of the data and' the existefice of data sources.

, -

i . /I/'I’zﬁ)le 14.--Frequency of errors P
T 7 — X ;
Ve o/ Questionnaire
? // . v
District School . Teacher Pupil
Questionnaire clusters - - :
‘ ‘o Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
’ . of errors of errors of errors of errors
Co validation validation validation [“E2% | \alidation

Deseriptive characteristics .. .| 132, 46 433 36 465 17 242 19
Needs assessment .. .. ...... 28 36 i _
Program information—total . . . 613 24 505 26 263 21 206 16
ESEAtitle I ,............ 170 29 151 29 ‘ ' ,

— : - — 83 17 62 12
ESEA title I Migrant . TERERE 55 - 29 R} 2!
ESEAtitle I /... ........ 153 )18 9% | 24 30 10 8 g 5
ESEA title VII .. ... oo B bos |l @] o % | 1 30 | 3
Handicapped . . . . . e 152 28| 108 39 114 29 76 22
Pupil achievement . P ’ . R 89 16
Educational broadcasting . ... 34 3] 11 27 63 3 -

Note: Blank cells indicate that certain clusters of questions on the pretest instruments wefé not asked at all levels of responsc.

Frequency of validation is defined as the total number of items in each cluster that were validated multiplied by the number of timnes
the items were validated. : *
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against which to compare the respondent’s data. Thus, in those sections that contained hard information, it was
possible to validate a much higher percentage of questions than in sections where the information was more
subjective or source'data was lacking. In the research design, RMC did not attempt to validate very subjective or
~ attitudinal-type data more than twice. Other questions containing hard {data, however, were validated more
" frequently. Thus, for questions where the validator was able to obtain soutrce documents and enter figures from
these documents, not only was it possible to validate more questions but dlso to discover more errors. Many of
these ‘errors, however, were quite small. Conversely, in the sections where the information was less concrete, the
frequendy of validation was much lower and the percent of errors tended to be smaller since sources did not exist
or checking. This fact should be kept in mind when comparing the figures in table 14. Also, in keeping with the
rch design, some questions were validated at all sites, some at one-half of the sites, and some at only two sites.
ects the frequency of validation seen on the table. - : '
scriptive characteristics section in the district, school, teacher, and pupil questionnaires contained fair]
hard and factual_infosmation. Thus, this section of the questionnaire was relatively easier to validate than other
. sections. There are eptions to this statement, however. For instance, question 8 on the pretest district
questionnaire solicited the ber of educationally deprived pupils from elementary grades and was almost
impossible to validate. Still other questions were difficult to answer and source data did not exist to substantiate or
repudiate the data provided by the respo
districT uestionnaire and was relatively high on

chool, teacher, and pupil questionnaires. A rélatively high errqr
“rate inditates that even for questions soliciting har a it is very difficult to obtain highly precise figures. For
instancefquestion 1 on the pretest district questionnaire asked for the number of public and nonpublic schools in
the disfrict. An error rate of 42 percent was found there. Most_of these errors were related to problems in
establishing the number of nonpubli¢ schools and, the_grade split reque d. The descriptive characteristics sections
of the school, teacher, and pupil questionnaires had lower error rates for ? roasons: (1) the respondents were

more familiar with what they were providing data about, and (2) there were not as~many data sources for validating '

the questions at respectively lower levels (i.e., there were fewer data sources at the schegl level than at the district

and even fewer data sources at’ the(,.teacher level than at the school, while the data source

., _simjlar to that at the teacher). .~ .
i In summary, the general chafacteristics section indicates that, although the data are relatively Thctual, they are
not highly precise..To assgss”the adequacy of the data for the user, the precision required by the user must be
established. The error ratesin this section also- suggests the difficulty in obtaining comparable data by mesqs of a
mailout -survey. However, it should not ‘be misunderstood that the information provided by the respgndent in tg
sectigps was inadeq}'f fﬂg What is being pointed oyt here is that most of the figures had small errors and that t

data are sufﬁciently'&deb,ﬁrate to meet user needs. X

The error rates i“fhe various program sections—which_include ESEA titles I, I Migrant, III, and VII, as well as

programs for the,h’é"dicapped—werc relatively equal .on the school and district questionnaires but were smaller in "

almost every case“(é’ﬁ"thc teacher and pupil questionnaires. This resulted from the fact that more readily available
information wnd';ﬁ.]ced at the teacher and pupil levels. Usually the information asked for participation in subject

. areas taught, etc. It was also. very difficult to validate the information at the pupil and teacher level sinct the o
« number of pupils involved, etc., could, not be determined before the end of the program year when a report is:

prepared by the project director. Most of the data sources for program information were at the distriét level. This
data included pgimarily program }pplications and in some instances enrollment sheets, interim reports, or
memoranda. At the school level, thére was very little program information except for what was available from the
principal’s genergl: knowledge. However, the principal was usually quite familiar with the programs in his school.

Of all the program areas under consideration, the section for the handicapped was the one that produced the
highest error rates and the most problems. This was mainly caused by the definitions of handicapped children and
their handicapping conditions and. the fact that school districts tend not to maintain records on handicapped pupils
by type of handicap. Also, sources of revenue for handicapped programs are usually mixed and not easily separated.
Further discussion of problems encountered with the handicapped sections on all of the questionnaires can be found
in a sepirate report to NCES. ' :

The last two clusters of qucstiohs were pupil achievement in the pupil questionnaire and the educational.

broadcasting section in all questionnaires but the pupil. The error rates for these sections were quite low. In the

1
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t. The error rate in this section was higher than in any section on the -
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_case of the pupil achievement section, this appears to have been: caused by lack of source data for validation. Test

scores are generally kept in the pupils’ cumulative folders and many validators were not allowed access to them. In
the cafe of educational broadcasting, many LEA’s did not have this type of program in operation. Therefore, their
answers to the questions were either negative or skipped because they did not apply. Thus, the error rate is far
lower there than in sections where responses had to be made. It can also be said that it was almost impoygjble to
validate negative responses. For instance, if a principal said that there was no educational broadcasting prograinNn
his school, there was no practical way to verify that there.actually was one in the school unless it was encountere
accidentally. ,

Analysis of Errors by Questionnaire

In table 13 (sﬁown previously), the distribution of errors by type can be analyzed for each of the questionnaires,
In figures 8 through 12 (also shown previously), the distribution of errors by type is graphically represented for
each questionnaire. There are some differences in. the distribution of errors for each questionnaire. In the following
section these differences will be discussed. ’ o

The most frequently ‘occurring errors in. general were those caused by respondents misunderstanding instructions.
However, on the district questionnaire, lack of .source data was the most frequent error. On the teacher
questionnaire, definitional problems produced significantly more errors, while on the pupil questionnaire miscel-
laneous errors with known causes were more common than all the other classified error types.

The *lack of source data problem on the schopl and district questionnaires did not seem to cause as much-trouble
on the pupil questionnaire. The teacher is much more familiar with her classroom ‘and her pupils than 4 district
survey coordinator can be with all the schools and teachers in his district. Thus, the need for source data is fauch

- less critical for the teacher to provide information about herself, her classroom, and her pupils. The exception may

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

be ques;l&ns regarding the pupil’s family. However, this reason made it more difficult to validate Tesponses provided
by the teacher on the teacher and pupil questionnaires. Although the teacher was familiar with her classroont and
her pupils, if errors did occur, they were more difficult to detect because there was no source data for the validator
to ‘use. . '

The percent of errors on the teacher and pupil questionnaires was significantly less than on the school and
district questionnaires. Again, this fact must be tempered with.the difficulties in validating data on the teacher and
pupil questionnaires. However, the questions asked of the teacher were significantly less duficult than those asked
of the principal and district survey coordinator. This was caused by the fact that the scope of information requested
was much larger -for the school and district questionnaires than for the teacher and pupil questionnaires. The
exception to this was in the case. where a pupil had transferred out of a teacher’s class to another school. However, if
the child was on the teacher’s class gole a3 of January 31, he was eligible to be selected in the pupil satnple. When this
happened, the teacher sometimes needed to go to other schools to get information about the pupil. '

Balancing the low error rate on the pupil and teacher questionnaires as compared with the: school and district
questionnaires -is the . increased number of errors caused by lack of thorougliness on the teacher and pupil
qUCStionnaires.__'lhis'can be attributed to the fact that one of the responsibilities of principals and district personnel
is the completion of surveys. In addition, their time is not scheduled as that of the teachers for instructional duties.
This observation points to the importance of keeping the response burden for the teacher lower than that for the
princifml and district personnel. The teacher has less time to spend completing surveys of this type and is therefore
much less likely to do a good job in providing the information. T ( '

13
o

RECOMMENDATJ_ONS FOR THE FULL-SCALE RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY STUDY

There are two types of errors that enter into national estimates based on data collected by the SSES. These
errors are sampling errors and response errors. If the sample drawn is not a random sample, it may contain a bias
and not be represeptative of the United States school population. This bias may affect the estimates based on the
data. collected in the survey. However, this section will be concerned only with response errors or measurement
errors in the instruments—the other type of error with which survey designers are concerned. Within the area of

R

l 78
IC 582

- o




B 2

.

response errors, there are two measures .of the accuracy of the data reported on an instrument. These measures are

reliability and validity. - o !

" The reliability of an item or a 'questionnaire refers to its response stabrlrty Formally, this type of relrabrlrty is
referred to as time- associated. reliability. The ideal method for measuring reliability is to obtain two measurements
* of the samg.item by havmg an individual complete the insttument twice. This method of measuring the reliability of

a questionnaire item has two assumptions. First, it assumes that the readmrnrstratron. of the question is completely

.independent of the first time it was administered; that is, the respondent does not have a memory carry-over. Only
_ if this is tfue will the two tests be independertt. The second assumption is that the value the respondent is providing

_will not have changed in the period between the administration of the two items, If it has changed, then the two,

qﬁ“éstrons are “eliciting different tesponses and therefore should -not be” compared as two measures of the same

quantiy. Otherowayg of testing the. relrabrlrty of an {tem include personal” interviewing,. split halves testing (the case
§ where seemmg'ly unsglated quesﬁons in an instrument solicit the same. responses), and alternative forms testing (the .
" “successive admrnrstratron of- two parallel forms of the same 1‘nstrument) The latter two methdds of ‘testing the. -
_ relmbility of an rnstrument are usually only applrcable in attrtudmal testr;ng fm -measurrng g the subJectrve values of an "~
 individual’ . : . SR R ' e ]

It should be noted that the Telrabrlrty of an item does not express the systematrc errors made in it, Thus rft e
" condifions that create a measurement error (which are normally chance occurrences) exist in the first and secopld
“administration of the question to the- respondent the error intrbduced 'will not be identified. The reliability of a
Questionnaire. item s howeyer, does serve. an important furictioni in relating the am unt of variatien owing to °
megsurement versys true varratron in the»sample populatron .

The second way to measure the accuracy of the data reported on a given instrument is the validity of thé rtems
The valrdrty of an item on a survey instfument refers to. the question of whether or not the i fﬁ/obtams the
response ‘that was sought. Invaljd questionpaire“items are ‘usually characterized by a systematrc,eﬁL:r) or bias in the
response. “This, of course, is diffesent ‘from_errors resultrng from an unreliable question that elicits. 1nconsrstent
_responses. The cause of an invalid- questionnaire item is" usually the. fact that something in the questron or.
“.  instrument is correlated with a“varrable unrelated to what the question rs requestmg

An instrument or_item in an instrument may be considered valid or invalid in several ways. First, it can exhrbrt

= face validity, meanmg that it measures what it appears to be measuring. Second it can exhibit internal validity,
which means that checks or responses. W1thrn a question or item are logically ‘consistent. And third, it can exhibit

~ exterral vahdrty, which means that the responses to a question are consistent with external sources or some external

" measure of objective reajity. Basically, ‘then, validity is concerned with whether the data obtained frdm a certam

questron aré~equal to the true value of the data being solicited. Thus, to perform “external validity checks' on

questronna’rre items, the trué value of the data reported on the item must be kn so a comparrsoh between the

item response and reality may be.-m _ .

As discussed previously, a validity udy was cogducted on the pretest questionnaires This validity study'served ’
- two ‘purposes: (1) to pretest the validation” effort and (2) to gain insights into dafa availability, problems
encountered ig the fi ld etc. While the second purpose for the pretest validation effdrt cannot be trulydeonsidered
’ p 1t of a valrdrty study, it was undertaken to make recommendations about questronnar e items as a part of the
retest Th8 approach taken in the validity study was to train field staff in the task of exte lly validating thé data
provided by the responde_pls for a basic set aof questionnaire .items on the various rnstrum.nts 'The task of the
-validator was-to meet-with the respondent and Yo review the data sources used by the respondent in completing the
SSES documentss The validator could then compare his results with those of the respondent. If differences were
found, he drscussed the' probable cause for these .differences with the respondent.. The pretest validity study,
therefore was an attempt to medsure the external validity of the items submrtted by respondents. Validators used
squrce .documents available at school district and school building Jevels as their measure.of obj\ectrve reality. The
~ approach taken was similar to an audit in that record-checks were the basis for the validation study. Because of this,
it was difficult for some items to be validated since the type of information elicited by them ,was subjective in
nature. In cases'where the validator could not obtain data fromgbasic records for comparison purposes an attempt'
was made to gain as much rnformatron as possible regarding the types of data sources that did exist to substantrate

or refute the information. provrded by respondents .
¢ As discussed earlier, RMC did not conduct a relrabrlrty analysis of the questionnaire items because the validity ‘
h@rt was, consrdered to be more. important than a reliability check of the responses. The basjs for this was l
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the’ judgment that response erf_ors would be significantly greater than sampling errors-and thus the e'mi)hasis should

be placed on validation as opposed to reliability studies. - ‘ ‘

. Problems were incurred with “soft” data in the validity study conducted on the pretest of the SSES instruments.

Whereas the record-check approach to assessing the accuracy of the data provided by respondents proved very uséful

for those' data items that wer€ not. All school districts maintain extensive records for decisionmaking and reporting
. purposes as a part. of their normal information system. However; many questions vy the SSES instruments request

” information that is not of the. type that has been frﬁaditionally docurdented. Further, much data regarding special

programs are not available until the completion of fhe academic year. The SSES instruments, however, were
implemented in April and, in fiture surveys, will be implemented even earlier. Thus, much of the data. provided by’
respondents comes from a working knowledge of their educational system. This approach is reinforced by- the

" wording on" the SSES instruments, which frequently requests estimates or approximations. Therefore, the approach -

of conducting record checks tG assess the accuracy of the data provided and_ thus the validity of the instrument
posed serious problems for a number of the questionnaire items. ; : :
The SSES instruments that will be used in the full-scale implementation of the survey are basically similar to
those implemented during the pretest. Revisions, of course, have been made based on _what was learned during the
pretest and on changes in user requirements. The instruments include questions that require both “hard” dafa, such

« as the number of schools or pupils in the school system, and “soft” data, such as the number of children from
low-income families and judgmental or opinion ddta such as whether a child’s home environment is educationally

. supportive.-The instruments will again be applied at the school, district, principal, and teacher levels. At the latter
-two levels, there is respectively Jess documentable data, bu’t, on the other hand, there is more initimate knowledge
of. the. respondents’ component=of the elucational system. Since the instruments have two major bases, questions
regarding pupil target groups and questions regarding Federal programs,.the instruments are divided into several

clusters of questions that are related. Therefore, the task of assessing the reliability and validity of the questions .

must employ a multifacetéd approach depending on the type of the question and the precision of the data that the
user requires. It will be impossible to use a single approach {such as the record-chéck validity concept) to agsess the
adequacy of the data provided on the instruments.’ For items “that -cannot’ be validated using a record-check
approach, another method must be employed. Ofie approach that can be used is personal interviews. During
validation interviews, it can be determined whether -the respondent understood the question and the method he .used
to provide the estimate, giving the validator the ability to.determine the level of confidence he has in the data.

The most important question that affects the development of a reliability” and validity study for the SSES
instruments s the desired or tolerable accuracy of the data being produced. From RMC’s point of view, the answer
to this question centers almost entirely on the use to which the data will be pl;t. As represented by figure 13, the

,allowable tange of error (or confidence) is a function of the type of decision that concerns the policymaker. At.one
» extreme, am accurate, indication of program activities or estimated consequences is needed for final decisions
involying the, operation of specific programs. Among these decisions are those related to legislative or funding issues
(excluded from policy-oriented concerns is program auditing where exact data staterp/enﬁ are required). Other
decisions are ,not as 'critircgl/a d Can accept (or may be forced to a%ept) 4 increasing range of error and
uncertainty in data estimates. AY the other extréme, the policymaker who must choose between alternative A and B,

as shown in figure 13, need ﬁly have data allowing him to correctly identify which alternative program is better: In*
y

" other words, the sensitivity of the measuring”instrument or the validity -study’ (with its accompanying cost
.implications) should be matched to the difficulty of the measurement task and the required level of data accuracy.
Spending excgessive time .and money to improve data accurdcy may preclude the policymaker from being able to
" - older and of lower quality, or worse, without relevant data at all. ‘ ,

The key factor in the development of the reliability and validity study is the analysis plan for the questionnaires
themselves. Once the analysis plan has been developed, the analysis rationale will be_known and it will be possible
to determine which jtems or clusters of items,need to be validated. In some cases, it will be necessary to establish
item-by-item validity: for instance, where it is necessary to know the exact number of pupils within a school. system

"or to determine the existence of Federal progtams. In other cases, however, the instruments may have been designed
to elicit generalized feelings or indications of activities: for instance, doés the pupil in question Have needs that are
- being met by the ESEA title I project, or what is the teacher’s attitude towards the child? Questions of this nature

may be validated by analyzing responses to a cluster of items and, relating this aphlysis to the objective reality as

make use of the available data. Instead, the policymaker’would be forced to make decisions pased on data th,at.ig-;

8
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The fact that the SSES is planned for biennial 1mplement;mon and the instruments themselves tend to be static
» in nature {n that instrument. changes tend to be evoluntionary rather than revolutionary, suggest special
consxderatxons in the- development of a reliability and validity study for the full- scale survey. The réhablhty and
validity study over the long penod of time can be an iterative process in which the approach is revxsed as more
becomes known about data accuracy and requnrements For instance, during the first 1mp|ementat10n the key
analysis questjons can be identified for each cluster of questions. The data items from the questions that are’most,
important _can be assessed for their reliability and validity. Then, in succeeding years, other items can be mcluded in
the analysns while the items that have been shown to be religble and yahd in previous years may be just
spot-checked. " Obviously, because an item has been shown to be valid and reliable in | year, it does not necessarily
follow ‘that it will be reliable and valid again 2 years later. Monitoring should be cpnducted on items that prove
reliable and valid to, be certainothat no problems have arisen in the data. Basic stability:i; med, however, unless
**  there are major changes in State or Federal policies. - - _
. Based on the prevxous discussion, there are a number of 1mphcat10ns for the relk 1Ilty and validity study of the '
SSES mstruments fot the full-scale implementation. Briefly,’the maJor implications are: - ; 4 _
. L
o many items on the SSES mstruments cannot be externally valldated through the use of record checks \
] a Iarge-scale but not mtensnve validity study needs to be supplemented with an mdepth analysis of the “
Vahdnty of instruments at a small number of LEA’s; - : ’a .
@ a reasonably snzed but .nor large-scale, rellabxlxty study is requn'ed and Co . .

’

e it is vitally important to know the intended uses and requnred prec1sxon for the data to desxgn an effective
) rehabxhty and vallﬁxty study. , ‘ - . ' :

It was readily apparent from the pretest of the SSES mstruments that. much of the data is not available on-
sourge documents. Smce the statds of the information systems in school districts is .never static “and normally

‘mcreases in scope, if is possxble that this situation will change—especially 1s the SSES is conducted bienmally For

‘ . - "
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the present, the fact that data are not currently alailable must be remembered when planning the reliability and
validity study. For the full-scale’ survey, a number of validity analyses should be performed, one of which will be
the record-check’ approach. The instruments should be reviewed carefully? and those items for which a record check
is feasible should be identified. Then, a subsample of these questions should be selected for validation, depending on -
thg:ir importance to the user for-,anal'y_s‘is and on their importagce to the user as to their precision. Thus, only a
sample of, the questions on the SSES instrumeénts need be selected for external validation through the use of record
chegks. ' . S ~ s . '
- To Successfully complete a valjdation study, the validators must be hig}ily experfenced and familiar with the way
~school districts operate. They must.be‘knowledgeable about infdrmation systems, organizationalsstructure, reporting
“requjrements, and legislative programs about which the SSES is collecting information. In this way, the validators
< will e capable of e_xfracting data~from their assigned school districts that will be ‘useful to-the validation effort.
- Validators should -be knowledgeable about the “ppssible data sources in school districts for various pieces .of
o.  information. They should he familiar with the types of personnel that exist in schgol districts and"the types of
' _information that are available at each level. Most important, they must have the ability to judge the quality of data

that can be obtained from various sources.'Ex-periéncqe and expertise of the validation staff is essential to an indepth

“study-of the validity of the SSES instruments onsite. In the initial implementation of the full-scale SSES, it is likely
that a’ Hirge number of the items will not be record-check validated. These items will be the ones requiring
respondents to make estirhates of quantities they have a reasopal;le feel for, but no recorded supporting data. An

'im"ﬁortant'meémré‘q'f the ddequacy -of this type of data will be_the reliability of the question or the copsi tency of

— - -the Tesponses given by the respondent. Therefore, it is important-to have a reasonably sized reliabil ty study. for

- . “ . .
“W‘*‘_ these types bf quest‘ions%sg._,mfor c‘ques'tépns- soliciting-attitudinal or opinion information, the problem of respondent
memoty garryover from the “first to th£ second implementation will not be as severe as is typically the case for
. .hard-dati qu?:st'lfons. The reason “for &hﬁf_is that whep the respondent does not have a hard basis from which to ,

. " 1y : ,
-answer the question_and must make

~.z§rff§§t»imate from his gerieral knowledge of the situation, he is less likely to
remember the estimate Qgigin:ally pré\"/id@"('\l,_’\fBased on the'reliability coefficient for the items that cannot be validated ,
" _through a fecord-check approach, the dﬁ'i*%?user will have an estimate ‘of the proportion of variability in responscs
caused by random errots versus the population variability or samplifig variability. t i
" As to the size of the full-scale reliability ‘and validity study, the following recommendations are made:.
W, 12 + ;

~ ’

, (1) The reliability study should be“co;_i;ducted. by mailout on a selected number of items to 100 school districts
-.With one school and one teacher'.,.’ématicipating in each. This size is based on the necessity of providing a

X sample large enough to permit. vali§ conclusipns “yet issnot' so large as to impbse a significant respondent
. burden overall. - T : . : '

. (2) The two-stage validity stgdy;sho'uld (ﬁifpsist of (1) & mailout validity instrugient, again using selected items,
to 50,3chool districts with ,one school-and one teacher gach, and (2) an intensive site visit validity study at
30 school districts. This size is required to give thé instruments a thorough analysis and may be reduced in

subsequent .years. . - o v

"+The last major implication for the reliability and va'lidizy studyk of the full-scale SSES is the importance of -
knowing the intended use of the data ands thus the level .of precision required. Only with this information as a
referefice point can a validity study ‘be effectively conducted. The levél of precision required must be explititly
stated, preferably in the questionnaire itself, so that the respondent and’vafidator alike understand what is required.
If this is not dqne, the data reported on the insiruments may be valid by some external definition ands yet not
- usable for the data user’s purposes. Lo P :

A v, - . &

~1 Ly

« . . ,
ERIC - : . S . ,.
. : . . L ” - .

i . ° . M

. . -



. ' . E Chapter 8 S 1&
: » ANALYSIS PLANS FOR THE - :
- . FULL-SCALE SSES: RECOMMENDED PROCEDURES

. " . _ )
. ‘ - / ) .
This chapter provides NCES with a set of ‘procedures for developing thie analysis plans’ for the Statistical Survey
of Elementary Schools (SSES). The chapter has two major coimponents—first, how analysis plans for large-scale
surveys should be developed and, second, how NCES can develop such plans given the current status of the SSES
~development. References to specific question numbers throughout this chapter refer to the pretest questronnarres
and are given for the purpose of example only.

DESIGN AND USE OF ANALYSIS PLANS - .

Without question, the maost impo’rtant comporient of any large survey is the analysis plan, for without it, the
survey developmeht, implementation, and resulting data will be useless. If the data analysis plan is completely and
adequately designed, the writing, revising, ]ustrfyrng, and reportrng of data 1tems can be done with accuracy and
ease. : : o

There are four major steps in analysrs plan development (1) determiration of general data and survey needs

" related to current policy issues; (2) determination of actual data elements and development of the specifications to
define data acceptability; (3) production of data table shells and (4) production and use of data and data tables.
What is important here, is that the design and 1mplementatron ofsurvey questionnaires do not occur.until the first two .
steps are completed. A detailed explanation of each of these steps is provided below."

Step 1: Determination of General Data and Srrrvey Needs

.

. There are three areas of concern when defining the general scope and purpose of a large- scale'survey'*(l
overriding general purpose or purposes (2) the general policy questions to be answercd; and (3) the theories behrnd
the questions to be asked.

In any large -scale study, the user must first determrne why the study is necessary National surveys are often ,
conducted to' evaluate the implementation &r effects of an existing program, to monitor an existing program to
ensure that Federal requirements are being satisfied, to assess current unmet needs or current methods of prograni
implementation so that new legislation can be written or present legislation revised, to uncover what new methods
or theories merit national exposure, or to provide data to the public. Whatever the perceived reasons for a study, it
must be understood by and communicated to all respondents and wusers; all subsequent work should be consistent
with this decision. : .

Once the gencral use of the study is defined, the survey users must determine the specific policy questions that

. the data collection will address. Close attention is necessary here to ensure that these policy questions are consistent

with the study purposes. In instances where the general purpose of thc survey is either evaluation, monitoring, or -

needs asscssment the polrcy questions should be ticd as closely to the current Federal legislation and regulations as

possrble In fact, if the study “is an evaluftion or monitoring survey, all polrcy questions that do not have a basis in ~ .

. the current. legislation or proposed leglsl tive revisions ‘should not be included in the study design~unless the study

" sepves ultrple purposes. In research studies, all questions and theories to be studied should*be clearly defined prior

» ~to Tfther work. The only drfferMﬁ&&hwtrons stated for legislation- based studres andﬁthose stated
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“for research studies is that policy questions for Ecsearch studies need not be restricted to legislati\)e issues. In any .
case, policy questions or theories should be as clearly and completely statel as possible. For studies designed to

provide general needs assessment or general-purpose data, the problem is not one of specifying pelicy questions, but
of limiting” the scope- of the-study. To overcome this, a topic for the general-purpose study, such as *“teachers” o
“expenditures,” should be selected and this decision strictly adhered to. The SSES is basically a monitoring study
for the programs involved. -
With the general purpOSes and policy questions for the study fﬁned all major policy question-related theories
must be specified to ensure that the,study includes questions or optiohs to verify or refute the most important and

relevant theories. P ; .- P e .
- » ' - )
v ' . .. EXAMPLE 1: POLICY-RELATED THEORIES .
“General Purpose of Sur;ey: Monitoring ESEA title I im ple.mentation. -
'lpﬁefQuestion I: ~ To what extent are the ESEA title I participants those children who
P have the most pronounced-educational needs"

- ] Rationale for Policey Question 17 Legislation requires participant children to be selected on the basis of
s Vel educational deprivation and ingome. .
" USOE Policy Theory 1: _' Most children participating in ESEA title 1 programs are educationally

.deprived, but there are still some instances of incorrect targeting be-

_than educational need
Rationale for USOE Theory 1: ~ The ESEA title I legislation has both economic and educational -
‘ selection requirements depending on whether districts, schools, or
. pupils are being selected. There is a history of confusion of these
% " factors resulting in selection' of pupils on the basis of economic rather
than academic need. Testing the USOE-theory would reveal the
extent to which this educatiorialfeconomic confusion still exists.

o

_After these policy-related theories have been stated, only those theories that, if tested, “;%uld reveal correctable

problems or add new essential falcts; should actually result in additional questions options on a data

questionnaire. N

Areas ofCongern in Step 1. . . . "

At ﬁrst glance- it seems that NCES has perfol‘rﬁed several of the required tasks that compnsc step 1. However,
the followmg concerns still exist: W ,

(1) The general purpose of the SSES has\never been clearly defined and communicated to the USOE
parttcxpants The survey has monitoring, {esearch and general questions;. at the same time it is used for
summanzmg LEA needs assessment actm%s Even though the SSES is a consolidated survey, it should still

" be limited to one or two purposes. e o

" (2) Policy questions have. not been developed-for all programs included in the SSES; ‘all survey participants
should be requued to pr0v1de them. In developlng these questions, survey participants should remember that
’ "policy qUestlons need not be legislatively ‘Based if the SSES is to serve research or general data purposes.

(3) No attempt has been made by data users to define pollcy related theories to -ensure that all relevant issues
have been considered in-the survey design. "
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Step 2: Determinatioxi' of Actual Data Elements ‘and De\/elopment of the Specifications to Define Data
Acveptability - a .

e . v
. .

Once the policy issues and general purposes of the survey are known, the next step in developing. analysis plans is °
specxfymg the details of the analysis. Each:policy question requires one or more different data elements ana',
‘bptions;, these should be specxﬁed in as much detail as possnble by the appropnate data user.

o
o,

.
© @

. EXAMPLF. 2 SPECIFICATION OF DATA ELEMENTS

~

\ - Policy .Ques.tion 1: To what extent are the _ESEA title [ participants those children who have the
most prondunced educauonal needs? -

Data’ Elements Required: ,  Pupil participation in ESEA title I by subject area of participation.
Pupil’s educational need by subject.

) \ _ Pupil’s grade level and performance by subject.
. ' a
All data élements necessary for a policy question should be included in the specification of data elements. Note that

Y

the development of more than one question on the survey questionnafreé®
-or ‘may resy)$ in the inclusion of data elements en more than one questionnaire. Once the ddfta elements are -
determined, the data user should idepdify the specific options and/or questions needed to provide the data elements
. and address the\policy questions that are specified in the preceding steps.

\

\ .
\ EXAMPLE 43: SPEC[F[CAT]ONSZDATA OPTIONS AND QUESTIONS
Policy Question To what extent are ESEA titje | pamcxpants those children who havc the most
pronounccd ¢ducatiofial needs?
Data element: g \ Pupit* participationin ESEA title I by subject. .

. Survey Question poic\. xPupiI-participzi;ion in academic subji:_ct in ESEA title 1.

Question Opgions: ~ , )
Mathematics
, Oﬂsanguage .

° Oﬂ\Q. achemic ‘ o

_ Policy Theory 1: . Most childr partncxp'ltmg in ESEA title I programs are educauonally w
‘ but there are\still some instances of incorrect targeting because selec 5

' made on the bagis of the economic need of the entire school rather than the
educational need af an individual pﬁpil. '

Data Element: Pupil’s economic status.

Survey Question Topic: Teacher’s estimate of angual family income.

o

Question Options: Indicate Min/Max Income Levels

e Under $2,000 .
. ® $3,000 °
$4,000 . :
$5,000 -

$6,000 X . :

$7,000 o ' \ . |
$8,000 : "
$9,000 or more '

s
o oo 0 00
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The detail required by the data elements should be easxly provided by the data user (assummg the data user knows
just what data are actually needed ¥

Once the scope ‘of the data needs are fully “defined, the specifications for data accuracy may be written. There
are many factors that contribute to decisions on data acceptablllty, and any decision that is made based on an
accurate uriderstanding of these factors will probably be correct, provided a conscnous decision is made. Amiong the
factors that should be. weighed in this decision are availability of alternate data sources, measures of reliability and
vahdxty, use and mterpretatlon of the data, and effects of sampling errors and other statistical - errors of
measurement. ' - *

In reviewing the effects of these variods facts, onc must remember that, except in cases of extraordinarily

_ inaccurate data, it is possnble to use almost any data with any level of accuracy if one knows how to report and use
it within the framework of an allowable error necessary for user decisionmaking. lnterpretatlon methods that may
be used with potentially inaccurate data are defined in.step 4.

The most important factor governing the development of spegifications for data accuracy is the need for the
data. If information is requiréd to address an urgent issue and no source exists for it, almost any ‘data that can be
. provided for decisionmaking by a study is preferable to a complete lack of data, provided these data are reported

~ cautiously. In this instance, evén-though acctracy is important, availability of data is even more important and some
leniency in ‘data accuracy specifications cgauld be tolerated. On the other hand, if data are available from alternate
sources and if the limits of an issue have been well defined in previous studies, refinement of data accuracy and

~ strong control on statistical error is of paramount importance. Specification for data acceptablhty should then be
stringent.

Reliability and validity are of major m\pgxlance when developmg specifications for data accuracy. If a question -
used in the same reporting situation {30n51steﬂtly provokes the same mean response across a subpopulation in
repeated~trials, the question and, the data that result are reliable. If the response provided to any given question is
_an accurate representation of the condmon being reported, the data are valid. The major problem of the SSES and
"most other large-scale mailout surveys: is that fhe relmbxhty and validity of these surveys cannot be casily
determined cither positively or negatively. *Although the lack of reliability and validity data does not mean that the
survey data are inaccurate, caution should always be used in interpreting data-for which the accuracy is unknown.

The other question concerning reliability and validity is, ‘At what level are rehabxhty and validity required?”
Many survey items that are inaccurate on afi individual respondent basis may be very accurate when reported as a
nationally representative characteristic. As discussed later in Step 4, interpretation of the data may compensate for
some problems in reliability and valldlty, but all specifications of data accuracy should include some mention” of  *.

" agceptable rellablhty and validity measures. :

” EXAMPLE 4 SPECIFICATION OF ACCEPTABILITY OF :
) DATA RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY o
. . . s . o gr
v
Teacher Question 1: ) What is your highest level of academic achievement?

{

s

v

(1) Adoctoral degree  °
o (2) A master's degree or equivalent

o ‘ -+ (3) A bachelor's degree
(4) An associate’s degree
(5) No degree but some college courses . :

N (6) A high schgol diploma } o
' ‘ (7) Other
Statement of Hypothetical Validity: 95% of the responses to teacher 1 must be valid as
. o verified by school district records. ,

95% of the responses to options 1-3 and optjons 4-7 each
' : taken as one unit will be valid as mgasured by reviews of . ‘
school district records. o .

. - 90
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Other alternative data accuracy requirements are possible As this example indicates, different validity statements
may be written ‘depending on the intended use of the questionnaire item. If the analysis requires distinctions
between doctor’s and master's degree holders but distinctions at the bachelor’s level and below are unnecessary, the
validity statement would require 95 percent accuracy in responses fo optrons 1 and 2 separately and options 3-7
taken as one unit. In checking the validity of options 3-7, responses made to option 3 that should have been made
“to optign 4, S, 6, or 7 are not invalid because the analysis treats all responses to these options as the same response.

R developing the specifications. of data accuracy, consideration must be’given to errors caused by sample design
and data analysis. If very stringent or rough estimates are required by the analysis, these requirements must be
considered before sample design. A good example is asking data in terms of percents versus actual numbers. A
respondent may be able to provide rough estimates as percents. However, the accuracy of that,specific item may be”
such that percents are appropriate for user needs and decisionmaking. Once the sample is determined, it is usually
too late to change the sample design to meet the analysis requirements.

* - Any or all of the factors described above contribute to acecuracy specrﬁcatron Almost any level of accuracy is
acceptable as long as the extent of the inaccuracy and .its effects on the analysis are known by the data user.
. Accpracy statements need not be made for every data item individually, but each item should be reviewed against
" the accuracy statements that are developed in advance ‘o ensure that more stringent requirements are not necessary
for specific item uses. Further discussion of the recommended procedures for the development of the reliability and
validity study may be found in chapter 7 of this report . .

.

Areas offoneern in Step 2. ’ . - 3

(1) USOE users should provide the .data optrons and clements to the contractor for each policy questron and
" policy-related theory. Currently, this work is one by both the user and the contractor in a less than fully
efficient manner. | .

2y Data users must specify fequirements for data accuracy. : . .

3) Rel,rabrhty and vahdrty studies that are adequate to define the extent of SSES inaccuracies must be
performed. ' . - N
L. , . . o

Step 3: Production of Data Table Shells

~

lf the data user has provided the specﬂcatioﬁs outlined in steps 1 and 2, the contractor or the Federal project
monitor should be in a good Position to direct the developnfént of the first draft of the questionnaires without -
. undue strain’ During step 3, questionnaire development and table-shell production will run concurrently.
, Since steps | and 2 are now completed, the analysis plan is fairly well defined and is developed to the pornt that
. questionnaires can be designed and the’ data user can specify the actual table shells required. Considerations in this
©  phase include data intervals to be used in analysis, methods for expressing percentages, what to do wrlh missing
‘responses, item combinations or indices, and data accuracy. .
For questions 26, 27, 31, and 33 from the pupil questionnaire used in the pretest, the examples below indicate
., the different types “of specific ana%ysrs tables that can be developed to test the policy questions and4olicy theories -
that are used in the previous examples in this report. Discussions at the end of these examples will give the needed

\ information for understanding how the factors listed above affect table shell design.* )
L To address the policy question regarding educational needs of ESEA trtle I participant children in the srmplest
A format a table like that in example 5 would be used. Lapw
' This table allows the user to quickly and crudely measure the needs of ESEA title I parti s and to providea

rough answer to the policy questron Note the percentages in the table. Percentages are being contputed across the
" row so that the user may readily determine the percentage of all participants who have academic need and the
percentage who do not have these needs. If ithe user wished to report on the percentage of needs being met by~
ESEA title I, the percentages would be computed down the column instead of across the row. Also note that in this
. table, row 2 and row 3 do not answer the policy question rtnder study, but rather provide a comparison standard:
against which ESEA trtl&l data may be compared For instance, of what use is the knowledge that 45 percent of
the ESEA title l partrcrpants ‘have academic needs if the user does not know that 37 percent of the nonpartrcrpants

a
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and 39 percent of the tofal population have academic needs? At the same time that this table is designed, the data
user or analysis designer should designate the exact data element for each cell of data to be provided. -

In providing the details of data item use, the user will note that all responses or combination or responses to
pupil question 26 and to pupil question.31 are accounted for in the:table. This requirement should be' checked very
carefully for every table since programing of these tables will require consideration of and instructions for every
possible combination or responses. '

EXAMPLE §: DEVELOPING TABLE SHELLS
TO ADDRESS POLICY QUESTION 1

Pugpil has Pupxl does not have Total ‘

educational need « educational need

ESEA title I participant .. ... o ‘Z . ;j . IO#(#)%
- - 9 # # # i

- Non-participant . ......... o % % . 100%

- Lo# # #

Total ................ - % . % 100%
Number of missing: i o
Total in population: : N ”

Percent of populz"nion missing:

EXAMPLE 6: SPECIFICATION OF CLASSIFICATION-
' OF RESPONSES IN SIMPLE TABLES

NOTE: The table below is the same as_the table in Example 5, except that information con-
cerning the sources of data for each cell have been provided.

Pupil has Pupil does not have
educational need educational need
Total
, - \ - (pupil question (pupil question i
. 26 = yes) . 26 = no)
ESEA Title | participant ,
(pupil question 31 = yes). . )
& N - [
Nonparticipant e , )
(pupil question 31 = no)'. . °
“Total ................. )

Number of missing: Nonrcsponse to either pupil question 26 OR pu,pxl question 31

Total in populatlon Sum of total and missing .

Percent of population in missing: Missing divided by total of pupulation




In examples 5 and 6 you were shown the simplest possible analyses that would permit -the user to answer the
policy question. This simple analysis leaves one with many unanswered questions, some of which may be addressed
in more specific policy questions or related- theories and some of which should be raised and addressed in the
analysis of this question. In example 5 the user receives data that allow him to determine ‘the extent to- which all
participants have at least one academic need in some unspecified subject in an attempt to provide an estimate of the
number of correctly targeted children. However, the fitst cell (row 1, column 1) also includes any re
participates in ESEA title I réading but only has an academic need in mathematics. Would the dgfa user wish to
count this type of response as correct targeting? Conversely, cell three (row 2, column 1) whiclyincludes children,
who do mot-participate in ESEA title I but do have educational needs, alsa counts children non-ESEA title |
schools and children in ESEA title I schools who have academic needs not served by the particuilar program in their
school, Would the user want to infer that these students were incorrectly excluded from ESEA title I participation?
An example of an additional, moré complex data table that clarifies the analyses for the ESEA title I policy

question is provided in example 7. . /-
o ) "EXAMPLE 7: TABLE SHELL FOR POLICY QUESTION 1
. Pupil ha\s need Pupil has Pupil has
. . Total )
in reading other need no need .
’ ESEA Title I participant in - # # # #
reading . ...... ..o % % % 100%
~ ESEA Title I academic program # # # # )
participant not in reading . . . . .. © % % % 100%
. # # # #
y ’ Nonparticipant .......... ce e % % o 100%
. g . # Ly # # <
Total .......... R S % % % 100% R

\
~ .

. 4%
Number of missing:

.

Total in population:

Percent of population in missing: N

- ¢

Here, pupil needs in reading ar¢ matched to pupil participation in reading. Similar tables can and should be
produced using pupil partioipation in any one or all combinations of reading, mathematics, language, and other
academic participation matched with pupil need in the same subject area.

Policy theory 1, which concerns mistargeting of ESEA title 1 programs to poor pupils rather than nee

£ spupils,
requires review of two dimensions—academic and economic need—since poor children with academis~needs are
correctly selected and poor children with no needs are incorrectly selected. There is a variety of poSsible tablesto
address this, including several variations of example 8 shown below. At ‘tl}&-ﬁery,!qast,' *t‘ljg,.sam‘éwtablc design should _,
be used to produce a table in reading (shown below), mathematics, and language.. Combinations of subjects such as
participation in reading only, mathematics only, language only, reading and matherpitics, reading anfl language,
mathematics and language, and reading, mathematics, and language could be comppred with the same cambination -
of needs. Detailed tables using combination items such as those outlined abgve provide useful insights for the
sophisticated data user, but should not be developed without accompanying siptpler“tables. ‘ ) '

Once the tables have been completed and all options and item instrugtions provided, the datu analysis plan is
essentially complete. Individual quéstionnaire items and thé resulting dafa dnalysis tables should be revised on the
basis of prétest data, but all changes in the study should be made W, th the data needs, analysis plans, -and policy
questions-in mind. - 4 ' : ) \

(A
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~ EXAMPLE 8: DATA-ANALYSIS TABLE SHELLS FOR POLICY THEORY 1 '

. - -t : i
v - , Pupil has reading need Pupll has no readmg need Total '
. (pupil questlon 27a isno, ~
I (pupil question 27, or pupil-quéstion 27 is -
; . option a = yes) is Iégitimate blank),
- - Pupil’s family income is  Pupil’s family income is L
- $3,000 $6,000 53,000 $M h
g / Under to or Under or e
, 53,000 $5,999 more $3,000 $5, 999) more -’ .0
. ESEA Title I participant : o
in reading (pupil . , : ‘ P oS

- question 33a = yes)

Nonpartncnpant in ESEA
__ Title Iréadmg
questlon

qucstlon

o is IegltW - N \

Number in ;mssmg Pupll question ﬁor pupll qucstlon 27 or pupll question 33 is nonrcsponse

e . P A4 //

~_Tota fn ) ulatxon <

Percent of po ion.in missing: / : : L

/ o p— “ \
Arcasnf Conccm in St p 3. -. . .
j ' - -

\

o and table specifi atlonﬁ‘b‘s "nterests should be identified and shouid thcn be enlisted in the
/ detailed table deyelopment.
/ (2) Although a' contractor would be able "ﬁ)\mdependenlly develop table-shells and item analysns spccnﬁcnuons
R details about intefvals, combinations]  Cross* M%ns to be run, and questionnaire, items should be
) developed in ‘canjunttion with the data user-™" T e
™ 13) Survey redevelopment must be-done on the basis o -anMyMuggested "tegisions should be
rciewed\agamst the analysis plan before revision. : T B

/

¥ -

I

. Step 4: P odyﬁﬁn and Usé of Data and Data Tables ° ’_‘ﬁ‘::_f__(:_ iy

SRS S / o g B
| De%c and _pretésting of the survey qu’e‘stte. ires is complctcﬂ/wnh thc devclopMpretc
}' a/c&‘?fties that concurrently with table shell production in § The ﬁrst activities-ih step 4 are those
| “associated with surve entaudn editing, and data tape progfnon Rclm i d validity studies should also
g be completed and the results "Uséd to revise the final analysis p/;m lroﬂghout the Jmple tion phase. of step 4,
| .the data analysis contractor shoyld program and check the prOgrams for-production of the data anaiysig tables.
k Upon complcylpn of thc edited data tape, the ddta anal tables’ should bc produced and the~analytic .

\\~
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(l) Ddta tables $hodld bé reviewed for accuracy in terms of labeling, data aggregation, welghtlng, and correct _,

™
'mput data immediately upon production.In' cases where the data congregate into one or two categories, new : L

ay be required before the analysis proceeds.
Aables should be reviewed and interpreted even if the information presented in a, specnfic table will
not be reportcd This review allows the user to gain a more complete feeling of and understan%ng for the

o f tablM
(2} Al dz%
" (3) Report tables in the clearest and simplest formats possible. Most of the public readmg a report will nOt\have

situation being analyzed.

(4) Report the data acculgtely. Pupil questionnaire responses do not provide data-on pupils but rather data on

teachers lmpresslons oX pupil characteristics. This distinction is lmportant because teachers make many of
d their learning experiences. Careful interpretation and reporting is essential

T
| understanding, and simple formats should ‘be used as much as possible.

sophisticated statisti

4

€.

lysis plans and table shells) to minimize the effects of possible

£ (6) To decrease the effects of data validity or reliability problems, develop analyses that require consistent
reposting across several similar items. For example, before pupils are definitely classified for analysis‘as being
in need of bilingual education, classify them by* developing an index based on race, target group, ability to
speak English, and existence of persistent problems in language. If a pupil is determined to have need in"all
four categories, the user can be fairly ceftain that the pupils in question have definite need for 'bilingual

e
D

-

EXAMPLE 9: USING DATA ACéHRXTELY WITHIN THE BOUNDS OF

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY PROBLEMS
options used for cconomic

pil question 24° on ‘economic need (see Exgm
{nimize the effects of possibly invalid data.

If the user must(analyze
options for the analys:s to

need arg’ ‘

" ®/Definitely poor {fardily mcome'of less than $3 ,000)
Possibly poor (family mcome "of $3 000 to $5,999)

0 Probably fot poor (farmly mcome of $6 000-or more).

These catcgones are tabulated from pupil question 24 as follows:
~ Teacher’s estifat ‘of maximum famlly income is less than $3 000.

2

-
»

ki

- /

Definitely poor
(pupil * ques}oﬂ/lf column 2, optlons 1 or 2 are marked)
- Eith 1/achcr's estimate of minlml?m family income or of mayimum family income

“both estlma&es are within the $3,000 to $5,999 range.
(pupll questlon 24, column 1 or pupll question 24, cqumn 2 havc at least one of

3

Possibly poor
/// optlons 3.5 marked)
) . Probably not poor -~ Teacher’s estunate of minimum family income is $6,000 or more °
T . T (pupll fuestion 24 column 1, at least one of optiops 6-11 is marked) n
Unknown - Teacl?e?&utmdtes not in above categones , »
L 3
By establishmg catego as in thls fashion, the user is analyzing the data in a manneg that measurably
?etatlon of these data and c.atcgomcs will also help
statement made is in the “definitely poor” category

t

Y

increases the likelihood of Valld data Careful inter
ensure valid reporting. Note that ﬁhe orlly definite
and that criteria used to place respondents are not only very stnngent but alse give the benefit of the

doubt to the respondent

) i"“ L .
295




services. Conversely, if the pupil has no needs as measured in all four categories, he can safely be considefed -
as definitely not necding assistance. All other pupils can be classified in an “unknown, but-may be needy™ -
category. ’ - : .

(7) Check questionable data against alternate outside sources such as Census data, HEW Civil Rights data, etc.

Arcas of Concern with Step 4.

(1) There are few users who are likely to write reports on this survey except NCES. All data requestors should
be required to specify how the data will be used and then use it. 7

(2) User proceduses should be developed to ensure release of data collected by the SSES to internal USOE users.

(3) Federal program reports should be written either by or in close coordination with Federal pragram managers
to ensure accurate understanding of the data needs and program purposes of the program being reported.

4

2

PROCEDURES FOR DEVELOPING SSES ANALYSIS PLANS WITHIN CURRENT PLAN

Now that the steps for analysis plan development have been outlined, the problgm becomes one of applying this

. procedure within the currents SSES developmental situation. Much of the wo:)l;ghat should have been done on the
basis of a completely developed nnaky'sis.plan has alrcady been completed wi Hut its benefit. It is still possible to
continue with only mingfy revision of the past efforts, but the first step thatgnust be taken is the development of a
good and complete analysis plan. NCES must take a strong uncompromisig role in requiring USOE data users to
justify cach data item; and NCES and USOE data uscrs must realize ffiat an outside contractor can develop an
analysis rationale only after user need has heen specified. N

or

Once the analysis rationale has been determined, a contractor mayftake the lead mn prepanng the analysis plans
fn doing all table-shell:production, programing, and table preducfion. However, as only USOE users fully know

what is needed, USOE data users must provide a review function fgf/the conteagtor in the following arcas

Id

o -

(1) Determine andqcommunicate "th,c general purpose of the survey. ) . : //”
(2) Designate the policy questions, : i
(3) Specify the policy-related theories.: o /

(4y Review the specifications for data acceptability.
(5) Review the data elements and data options for each policy question
(6) Provide guidance on table-shell spegificatiogs that nglude designation ol urtervals, cross tabulations,
categories, and items used. . '
(7) Review final dita analysis plan against pretest information. _ '
(R) Review edit specifications agminst data analysis plan. @
(9) Review data tables for accuracy and acceptable data vanance.
(10) Review or provide major input or interpretation into data reports ) a

'
To assume 1its pro'pcr role and to assist appropnately in the development of the analysis plans,” NCES, the,
contractor. and USOE data users should convene a meeting of USOE management and data staffs to determine what
the tole of cach will be in the development of analysis plans.

USOE. NCES, and all data users must perférm the tasks luted below at appropnate times during the

developrnent of the analysis plans. v

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(1) Determine the general scope of the survey. Currently. the SSES performs evaluation, monitoring, nceds
assessment, rescafch, and general data collection These multiple usc, can be carned off if necessary, but the
current survey has encountered same design problems because of these multiple usages. The SSES attempts ..
to perform many functions a fact that adds to the survey complexity and problems. Future SSES's should
be more himted in scope. N . T . ' -

(1) Keeping the general survey purpose in rind, USOE users should review the policy questions wijth the
contractor and ensure that all questions are legislatively based and thag a’ll‘mauor Tegislative Lissues are covered.

.

.().,2 ‘ R . o,
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If the survey is a research or general-purpose survey, the scope-should be carefully deﬁned and the duestions
and theories to be addressed should be clearly specified. ‘
(3) All- policy-related issues that are Iegxslatxvely relevant should be defined and clearly stated by US E users.
These theories should have major importance, result in the- possnble exposure of correctable problems, and
require the addition of survey items that would not have been included otherwise.
(4) Data elements and options in a general, unpolished format should be developed by the data users for each
policy question and policy-related theory. These will be used by the contractor to develop the estxonnanre_
\ items and by the USOE staffs in the next Step. If current items are acceptable, USOE users sfould explain

[ the relationship between each questlonnalre item and each policy question.

(5) USOE users should devise general specnﬁcatxons for data accuracy for the data elements and optnons specified
in step 4. These statements need not be devised for every item, but should reflect the statistlcal accuracy
requirements of the survey users. : “r

(6) NCES must develop rules governing the review of data tables and the release of data to internal USOE users

~and release by USOE users to the publk including the issue of whether a feedback system should be
'déveloped and, if so, what it should entail. o K

a

If all of these actxvhmes are performed adequately by USOE data users, the contractor should be in a much stronger
position and should be able to deVeIop data analysis plans, data tables and'data printouts, and write reports with a
high degree .of accuracy and utility. Therefore, the contractor would also be in a much better position to provxde

- NC §\‘d USOE with the desxred support in these‘z;rea? ) . \A_. o
o2 f : . _ ) .

-.‘.. - .
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/ . : o Appendix A j
L ' PRECANVASS REPORT ’
5
PRECANVASS TASK | ‘ ST

)

Several rnformatron elements were taken into consideration in designing the way the $thool sample was selected.
Most were familiar: total number of schools in-the LEA, school enrollment, grades sefved, enrollment by grade and

type of community (urban, suburban, or rural). Since §the SSES conc?'le several specrﬁc programs, the additional |
t

efements of the presence of Federal program funds\and the perce f target groups were consrderatrons for-
stratifying the school sample. To collect this krnd of data, a precanvass of districts was conducted.
" The primary purposé of the precanvass was to provide up-to-date information about specific schools so that the

pretest would be sent to the schools that had the Federal programs of inte est as well as, the target groups needed for ' -

. the supplementary sampling. L

l
" In February 1974, the contractor telephpned each of the nine partr ipating States and spoke with tl}e SSES ¢

survey coordinator. After agreeing on the districts within a State that were to participate in the pretest, a number of -

general questions were asked that dealt with survey logistics and’ the best source in.the State or LEA for specific

"\ information about individual schools. With the exception of Florida, each of }he States indicated that the
- information resrded in State files and that the State education agency (SEA) was the best source of jnformation. In

* late February 1974, prqcanvass form'fand instructions were sent to the SEA offices in the nine States.

; .The precanvass forms were-1n three parts. The first part contained two pages of specific. instructions indicating -

:how the respondents were to complete the information on the forms provrded e second part was a computer -
lrstmg genérated fram the Public School Unrverée File that was current as of October 1971 (the latest available in
l:ebruary 1974). Respondents were asked to make corrections and/or additions td the printout concerning edch of
the elementary schools listed for a-given district. The third part was called the/ Program Informatiéri Form and
respondents were asked to 1ndrcate, by school the following types of information:
r ¥
‘1 Whether the school should be exclu ed from the pretest for any yeason. )
EZ ‘Presence of programs funded by th; Federal sources listed. : Y
,% Approxrmate percent of listed pup; target groups. &
Samples of the rnstructrons and forms appear at the end of this appendix. ‘ .
Respon dents were asked to return data by March 8, 1974, to facilitate the school selection process. '

4RETURN OF PRECANV ASS DATA

1, . .\

*
T

- »

‘ By March 8, 1974 nno State had responded to the precanvass request And in fact, by March 25, only three States 7 .

had mailed in their forms. Telephone calls made or received by the contractor and OE personnel during the
mtervemng period revealed that in several States the data requested were not available at the Staté office—even
though all of the States but one had originally indicated that the precanvass information could be readily provided.
frbm eertrng State records. Consequently, the forms were ¢either mailed to the individual LEA’s or phone calls had
to be made for the missing information (generally percent of target groups), thus causing the delays. In addition, two
States sent written notes with the precanvass forms stating that they were unhappy with the quality of the data they
had been able to supply at the State level. In at least two other States, the problem was only too apparent from the
ina@uracy t incompleteness of the returned forms. One State in particular had apparently supplied numbers
i i

38

97
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instead of percentages for the target g OUpsmhen had to be called to ascertmnfh'hether the ﬁgures
provided by the State office were indeéd percents or numbers, When it was discovered they, were numbers, percent
conversions had to be made. This partic / ular State did not retuffi the precanvass materials until May 13. :
Some States complamed howevef, that the turnaround trme allowed them was too short, ar}d that was certainly
part, of the problem. Dunng the State interviews, which were conducted as past of the valrdatron field work, most
States felt that 2 weeRs to a mon/ ‘would be necessary to complete the precanvass at the State level for the full-scale
survey. This length of time is eeded because, although most States maintain compfterized récords on the type’of
information requested; by the’ precanvass, in many in tances it is not received from the drstncts, processed, and put
onto tape until after several months of the new schogl year have passed. Several States cited this as an argument for
conducting the precanvass ‘at the LEA level: at the trme of the year the SSES would need precanvass mformatron (m
the fall preceding the sp)nng mailout), the LEA’s afre/ still the best current source. : i
_ School safnpling, prpcedures*werer begun on Mirch, 29, 1974, in spite of the fact that three ofthe nine States had
not yet responded._ to the precanvass. As a result school sampling in two States had to be done on the basis of the
2-year-old Public_ School Universe, File 1nformat10n concerging grade span and enrollment. (The third State had
volunteered for dls(nct-only participation and dld not represent a school sampling consideration.) This was to have
repercussjons i’ both of these Statest In on§ State (which did not refurn its precanvags materials until mid-April), a
school rﬂcluded in the sample had closed,::ln the pther State (whrch did not return*its forms until mid-May), one
schéol had }oeen demolished to make way;for a fiew highway. Another had dropped its elementary enrollment and
now served only grades 7 and 8, thereforecfemovrng it from the'Scope of an elementary school survey. Since none of
these problems were uncovered until the walidation field w0rk three schools were lost from the sample—a situation
that might have béen avoided with accamlte precanyass lnformatron The implications for the full-fcale survey should
not Be viewed lrthy in that there wﬂl ‘be & substantial 1nc;éase in the number of districts and schools invglved.

Accufate and curreijt precanvass dat’a ‘are vital if school sampllng procedures are to be conducted with any measure
qf reliability. g oY *
e .‘, ;’ /.
/ RESULTS OF' THE PRECANV A OPERATION
¢ . \ { / - y
) While the .pretest of the precanvass was carr;e’d out with some difficulty, it did in fact achigve 'a more than
".- reasonable rate of completion “ind the necessary data was received from most States in time to be used in the manner
" for which it was iatended.) i (The latter would not have been the case, however, had the pretest marlrng not been
delayed by the OMB clearance procedure. ; The States took much loéer in responding than was expected and, in our
oprmon longer than should- have been necessary ) . ‘
The actual selectiory fschools fol;/fhe pretest was not a strict, stratified, random sampllng of school wrthrn
participating districts. This kmd of seléction was not possible because of the limited size of the pretest sample. The

of each type were selected for testing all aspects of each questionnaire and of the survey operations.
The following sectioris present some of the major findings of the precanvass operations, selected summaries of the

data, and genera.l conclusrons ' , ]
A .
1 . .

Data Presentation /.

1. The distribution of the 1,437 schools in selected’dﬁi’ca in the nine States surveyed is as follows: The number
»  of schools for each'State will vary throughout this presentation of results because: (a) some counts are missing
for the 101 schools that were selected from the master-tape for the pretest mailout, (b) other counts of
schools will change according to the number of schools added or deleted in each State and (c) where States

did not provrde data for some schools, the base number of schools will change. :

.

State " Number of Schools . State Vs . Number of Schools
. Arizoha 31 ' Minnesota 157
"y Colorado ' 91 New Jersey 69
. Florida ‘ 307 Texas 463
Kentucky 69 . Virginia : 124

Michigan 126 : _Total 1,437

L) / Q. ° . . ’ .

information obtained from the precanvass was used in selecting schoqs, however, to make sure that enough schools .

i
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Y Colorado : . . ... e 8 .3 0 3 3 +3?

* 1 Flotida ............ coo.. 345 0 - 38 ' 38 1 -38
Kentucky ....... e 80 .6 17 23 29 ~11
Minnesota ........ e 158 0 1 1 06 -1
New Jersey ............. 67 4 2 ¢ 9 Co+2
Texas ............... o 468 12 17 29 6 -5
Virginia . . . ............. 123 1 0 1 0.8 +1
Total ...ooirrnnniit, 1,358 30 77 107 47

<« _ ‘
Percent ........ e 2 6 8 " -3
~ b. Number of schools reported as having thanges in grade span.

‘State /Schools Number with change . Percent ; ’ ’ K
Arizona/22 3 14
Colorado/76 4 5
Florida/292 N 72 ! 25
Kentucky/51 31 _ 3l
Michigan/120 ‘ I A : 10
Minnesota/157 4 . ' 3
New Jersey /55 8 15
Texas/448 " 208 46 - o
Virginia/l 24 3 _4 :
Total/1,345 347 : ‘26

! s B . ‘ i :
. 2. The following statistics refleet reported changes or updates of information supplied from the Public School
Universe File. E : T i .
+ // : . . “\‘

. L . . a - .
. a, Number of schools that were reported as being added to or deleted from the computer listing supplied.

™~

| ’ b . . B

] N " *

/. State Original Added: Deleted Gross Percent Net -
e . o, change  changed change :

Arizona . . . .. ... e 29 2 6 21 ")

’

0. Number of schools reported as having changes in enrollment-af 10 percent or more.

State/Schools , Number with change Percent

— N -
A

Arizona/22 ' ‘ 10 . 45

Colorado/76 “53 - 70

Florida/292 ‘ 287 : 98

Kentucky/51 . 46 90

Michigan/120 53 44

Minnesota/157 , 9 "6

New Jersey /55 42 76

Texas/448 426 95

Virginia/l 24 . 3 . 2"

B + e

Total/1,345 929 o 69
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d. Number of schools with reported change in the presence of programs for the handicapped.

-State

Colorado~
Florida
Kentucky

Michigan

New Jersey
Virginia

Total
=
-~ Sfate/Schools

Michigan /?26
Texas/463

7 -
~ Total sample/1,437

Added

38
53
10
5
5
6

“

a

Deleted

17 //

3. Schools for which Jﬁtates failed to providc Federal fundmg and target group,mformatron

.
64

~1
(= <] {oww\r

Schools not reported

4

54
1S

69

P

¥

4. Schiools that were reported as having no Federal funding.

/ State/Schools
y ;
‘ "Colorado/91

“ ” Kentucky/69
' Mrch‘iggn/nﬁ

T~ —Florida/307 - -

New Jersey /69

Vrrgrrpaﬂ 24

/
Total sample/1,437

No Federal funding

£

-

51

.

-1

——

24
25
46

158

39 N
117
17

g~

19:>7

'

Percent

e

"’\gercent

6 -
03 .
16
19
36
37

11

AN
\\

<

Wl
5. The following numbers and percentages of schools were reported to have programs fur)c/ied b

sources listed,

$

StntolSchool} No.
_ Arizona/31 14
Colprado/91 34
Florida/307 86
Kentucky/69 54
Michigan/126 8
Minnesotd/157 §7
New Jersoy /69 2
Texas/463 233
Virginla/124 60
Total/1,437 608

. /
ESEA L2~/  Migrant ESEA III ESEA VII /
. Pc‘rwm" _ﬂg Percent N_o. Percent E_ Porcer}t No.
45, - 5 16 17 54 0 e 0
37 9 10 \_ 10 11 0 -~ 0
28 111 36 ¢ 162 53 2 0.65 0
78 5 7 28, 40 0 . 4
30 16 13 24 50 19 5 4 ]
36 1 064 ~ 41 26 o 4 0
46 12 17 5 7. 3 A 1
50 8s 18 1. 02> o0 .- 0
48 12 9 7 5 ¢, -- 27
42 " 256 18 295 20 10 / 0.69 2

100

y the Federal

EHA,B
Percent
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6. The following is a dlstnbutlon by pupil target group of the number of reported schoc{(by State) having one

or more percent for each target population, . _
. /‘
State/Schools * Migrant Bilingual Indian . Handicapped
9

Arizona/31 1 3 3 T2

" Colorada/91 2 5 - 32 67
Floridaj307 S N/R N/R ° N/R N/R
Kentucky/69 . 4 ’ N/R . NR - _ “ 40
Michigan/1 16 : 35 11 ® y 31
Minnesota/157~. N/R N/R N/R N/R
New Jersey/69 N/K 52 NR . 24
Texas/463 -1 5 ¢ 46 - N/R
Virginin/124 6 T3 . 4 . 51
Total/1437 106 ‘ 103 96 * 2215

- . ’ {\.
A\
Percent 1.37 7.16 6.7 15
N———— . .
[N/R means no response provided. ) . . : .
7. Schools excluded fiom the pretest (as indicated in the precanvass form by respondents) occurred in the follolv-

ing States.

. State/Schools - | Schools excluded - Percent i
Kentucky/69 37 54 )
Michigan/126 4 2
Virginia/124 2 3
Total sample/1 437 43 3

8. As part of the validation stud\ﬁ: interviews were conducted with rcpr&cntativcs of the nine SEA's. (Responses
shown are expressed as a percent of those responding to each question.)

-

m Aw,the-who{wxzdlcd the information collections for the precanvass?
78% = YES
(2) Did you have much difficulty providing requested inforrfation?

57%=YES .
(3) Did you have all the necessary information on hand in the State office?

57% = No _
(4) Did you find it necessary to get some or all information from the districts?

50% = YES

(5) Did you contact any schools to obtain some or all of the information requested?

17% = YES : 102
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(6) What do you think is the best place for OE to seék information?
37% = indicated that the school districts would be the best source
Statistical Summary \

1. Of the 1,437 sgho'ols reported on:
a. Information Information on Federal funding and target groups was not provided for 69 schools, or 5
percent. However, the schools not reported on occurred entirely in two States.

b. 158 schools (or 11 percent) were reported as receiving no funding from the Federal sources listed. It should '
/ bc noted that 97 of these 158 schools (61 percent) were from only two States.

4 -

c. Only 3 percent of the schools were indicated for exclusnon from \he pretest. This figure is further
encouraging in that 84 percent of these schools (37 of 44) were from one State.

2. Percent of schools receiving Federal funds in the districts selectcd\.l"/

- N
ESEA | 42% . i
ESEA I1I 20% T
ESEA I Migrant 18% y S —~
EHA, part B 2%* . — N\ - :
—-— ESEAVH . 0.69%— R I
e . - ’ ")' /‘// -

3. Schools were counted that indicated at least 1 percent of a partlcular puplf target group.' As a result of suche_
counts, pupil targef groups are shown to exist in the following ?crccntnges of schools in the districts selected:

v

. Handicapped 14.96% )
Migrant 7.37K% LT
' Bilingual 7.16%
Indian 6.70%

a. The updated data reflected a reported addition or deletion of 107 &chools. Thus the file did not have
current information regarding the existence of 8 pwe schools in the districts selected.

b. Indication of the grade span taught in each school wis changed for 332 schools, or 25 percent.

e. SEA’s were instructed to change the onrollment ﬁgug}lls r each school if it was off by more than 10
percent. The enrollmdnt figures were changed for 929 (or 69 percent) of the schools listed.

d. The listing showed whether or not a school had oﬁ—%gmnﬂﬁr the handicapped. “No” was changed to

“Yes” for 117 schools and the reverse took place forZ8 schools. Thus, this indicator was not up-to-date for \
195 (or 14 percent) of the schools. ) ‘
> "General Conclusiorns - / - ~ /
' i ) // ) / s‘
1. Response ' v

A ‘
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from a number of States would have been too late to be used. As it was, one State did not respond in time
and only partial response was received in time from another State. -
§
b. In the final analysrs mformatron was provided for 95 percent of the schools for which it was requested In
addition, the missing 5 percent was from only two States. The other seven States provrded complete
information. :

c. It would seem that the precanvass achieved its purpose in acquiring fundmg an® pupil target, group
information for 95 percent of the sch&ols iy the selected drstrir’th This wduld certamly be a more than
adequate response for purposes of stratrfymg the school samples. -

2. Information from the Public School Universe File

' 4

* a. A precanvass of sampled districts appears to be necessary for the full-scale survey if only for the purpose of
updating mformatron from OE files necessary for school stratiﬁcatron and for survey controls..’

(1) Eight percent of the schools on the final updated file would have been-in error—either as a result of no
longer being in existence or not having been added to the file. )

.

(2) The grade spans served was in error for 25 percent of the schools. Grade span information is quite
essential for proper sample selection to ensure that all types of schools are included with equal
probability and that only schools with grades prekindergarten through 6 are included. (There were
problems with previous Elementary Schovls Surveys (ESS%) with regard to including schools in the
sample that no longer had the required grades.) Problems of this sort will undoubtedly introduce

. additional concerns abqut response weighting. <

(3) The nine States precanvassed indicated that the enrollment figures provided were wrong by at least 10

percent, for 69 percent of the schools listed. Tiie implications of this finding are obvious.

(4) The indicator for presence of.a program for the handicapped was in error for nearly 15 percent of the S
schools. Use of this indicator, without updating, for school stratification would no doubt present
problems.

\

b. The information available on the Public School Universe File at the-time of the precanvass (February 1974)
was current as of October 1971. The problems experienced with the data on this file are possibly twofold:
the age of the data and errors in creating the file. How much the data on file was incorrect as a result of
either of these factors is hard to evaluate. However, it seems reasonable to presume that to make proper use
of this file In sample selection, the information contained on it should be current as of the school year in
question or at least not more than | year.old.

‘

3. Preoanvab'.rat#re SEA Level . : .

-

a. Interviews were conducted_with representatives of the nine States involved in the precanvass. In seven
States, the interviewdd was the person responsible for the precanvass. In the other two States, the person
re'sponslblc for the precanvass was not available for the interview. (One of these two was the only State
which indicated prior to the precanvass that the preéanvass could and should be done diréctly with the
districts involved. That State later agreed somewhat reluctantly to provide the information from the SEA.)
The responses of these seven States showed:

® 57 percent indicated they had difficulty proyviding the requested information and further indicated that
they did not have all the information in the SEA office. -

® 50 percent indicated that they found it necessary to obtain some of the information from the LEA’s.
"Further, 17 percent indicated that they got information directly from the schools. ‘

103
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e o o . : .
® 37 percent indicated that the LEA’s would be the best source for the information. -

-

- b. It is no wonder, then, that the precanvass tobk much lopger, than expected. There is no doubt' that this

. level for the fill-scale survey. The full-scale survey would necessitate precanvassing upwards of 800 drstncts
The LEA’s could provide the information-much more quickly and efﬁcrently _ &
. 1
c. Provision of target group percentages:

(1) The percentages of schools reporting | or more percent of the four pupil target groups seems quite low.
Among the reasons for this are: ~

® two States reported no pupil targét group percentage’at all, _ S ,
® two States did not report any scHools for two of the categories, and
® many States provided figures for only some of the schools.

L (2) 1t is likely that a number of States had great difficulty providing th at the State level
(even though gight of the nine States polled prior to the precanvass-fidicated that they could, and
preferred to, provide the mfomratrongrom the SEA). This may be another cause for the low
percentages. Perhaps one more inference could be drawn from ‘these low percentages: the numbers of
these target pupils are low and thus do not show in the figures for very many schools. If there is,

¢ / indeed, any validity to this supposition, it further adﬂs weight to the argument that the school sample

must be stratified by program and pupil target group to achieve adequate representation for ‘those
programs and groups that have been so poorly represented in the data from previous ESS's.

' ) 4

(3) The statistics on percent of handicapped puipils are cited as a case in point. “

® It is highly likely that many more than IS percent of the schools have | or more percent
handicapped pupils. (In fact, if this is not the case, then the data on changes of status [195] of
programs for the handicapped is much more significant than pleviously assumed.)

® Three States did not give information on the percentage | handicapped pupils for any of their
schools. And yet, handicapped data was the primg example cited by the CEIS Surveys
Subeommittee in August 1973 of data that could be easily provided-by the SEA.

d. Further argument for eliciting the necessary mfonnatron through tr;,precanvass directly from the school
districts can be made by examining the following sample of problems resulting from the information
provided by the precanvass:

'
'

® A school in one State- was reported* as having no ESEA tjtle VII program and no program for the
handicapped. The LEA office indicated that this school had boﬂr’programs LEA and school records
conflrmed this.

for tompletion.
® Twp schools in one district were indicated as having percentages of Indians in their school populations,
Both schools were subsequently picked for supplementary sampling of Indians. Neither school, according
to'the LEA, had any Indians. ‘" .
o Various other errant indicators of the presence or absence of Federal programs were also seen. -
4, Summary

* 3

a. The precanvass is an essential part of presurvey operations because of the need for updated data on schools
as well as additional information to properly stratify a sample of schools. The stratification is necessary to

o
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’ operation will- take much Ionger and will be a considerable. burden for the States if conduct‘ed at the SEA C .

-

® In at least one instance, the SEA coordinator handed the precanvass materials to the LEA coordinator




a

-

brmation from the Public School Universe File, used in the stratification and selection of the school
ple in the past, is inadequate at best. - : - . ‘

e States provided the precanvass information with considerable difficulty. The time required was longer
than the survey schedule*would normally allow. There were significant gaps in the data and some serious
errors were seen—even without any attempt to verify the data provided.

solicited from the sampled districts: either by mailing to the districts directly or by having the SEA’s
— . distribute the precanvass materials to the districts, with provision for return directly 4o the contractor.

c. Itis recoﬁazzended that a precanvass be conducted early in the 4974-75 school year and the information be

v
SR At providnd b Eic
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~.> ~ INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE PRECANVASS SURVEY

. ‘-
. " /ﬁ/
There are two separate attac‘mnts included here: -
A. A computer listing !
- ) ) ”—
B. The Program Information Form =~ —
“ ™

HE COMPUTER LISTING

The only. schools listed are those that have any or all of the grades Prekindergarten through 6. This lisﬁng is based
on infomration provided for the Elementary and Secondary General Information System (ELSEGIS) for the
»1971-72 school year and may need some updating. -

3
We would like you to make any necessary corrections to the listing.

PLEASE MAKE CORRECTIONS IN THE FOLLOWING WAY: DRAW ONE LINE THROUGH THE
INCORRECT DATA ITEM ANDNPRINT THE CORRECT INFORMATION ABOVE THE INCORRECT IN-
FORMATION. . :

1. USOE School Code: If you are familiar with your USOE School Codes and they are in error, please make
corrections. N

2. Correct the name of any schools that are in error. (It is not necessary to add words such as “Elementary”. or
“School” if they are missing.) W ’

3. At the bottom of the page add any schools having grades Prekindergarten through 6 that are not on the list.
4. Check grade span for each school and correct if in error.

5. If the total number of pupils is wrong by more than 10 percent for any school, please make that correction.
(Exact numbers are not expected; your best estimate will suffice.) ;

6. In the column marked “HDCP PROG” indicate whether or not an individual school has any program for the
handicapped that physically ‘operates in that school. Please correct the “Yes” and “No” designations if they

. are incorrect.

You have completed the first part of th/em'\ccanvass for the p.r'ctcst of the SSES.

B. THE PROGRAM INFORMATION FORM '
1. In column 1, write down all the school codes as they appear on the correct computer listing.

2. In column 2A, write tﬁe name of each school in this district in the order it appears on the computer listing,
including those you have added. (It is not necessary to write the words “Elementary School” behind each
name—for example: Palmdale, Valley View, Sheraton, etc., will suffice.y
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3a.. In column 2B, make an “X” beside ‘any school that you feel should be excluded this pretest of the !
. -Statistical Survey of Elementary Schools (SSES). (On the reverse side of the Progra formation Form,
R please state briefly the reason for excluding this school.)

3b. In column 3, make an “X" beside any school that does not have any programs funde;l by thc followmg
sources: ieg .

® ESEA title I (Children from low-income areas and neglectg or delinquent children) o
® ESEA title I Migrant 4 '
® ESEA title 11l ) B

® ESEA title VII (Bilingual) . " , .

® EHA, part.B (Education for the Hand\ﬁappcd , part B) . ‘ : . D e

4
4. In column 4, indicate for each school (otherfhan those you marked in column 3) the presence of programs
*  funded by any of the five Federal sources maklng an “X” under “YES” or “NO” for each progmm ‘

. l
S. In column 5, estimate for each schoo! pfi¢’approximate percentage ofeach of the listed pupll target groups. If
none, write a “O" in the appropriate cglumn(s). : S w7

' “‘\\ F
Use the following guidelmes as defiffitions for these target groups.

P a. Migrant pupil: a child of a migr ry ngricultural worker who had moved with his family from one LEA to

. another during the past year in ord t\thﬂt a pnrent or other member of"his family might secure temporary
- or seasonal employment.

\\.\ i

- b. Bilingual pupil: any pupil whose dominany langﬁbg%:fngllsh. \\
c. Indian: any pupil who has been classified as a Native Ameticafi Ihdian by local guidelines.

Lt f! .
d. Handicapped pupil: any pupil who has been classified aghandicapped accordin?to State guidelin

6. Please complete the information requested at the bottoffy of the page and sign your name. -

" You ‘have completed t\hc precanvass task. Please enclose tA computer listing and the program
information form in tffe prepaid envelope and mail as soon as possnblc so that the pretest can proceed on“schedule
-and be completed before too late in the school year. We appreciate your cooperation and thank you for the time

. spent on this task. '
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SRR REVISED -QUESTIONNAIRE N\ -

S ., PREFACE

3

BACKGROUND 7

g

“'The qqestion;\contained. in this appendix have been produced and revised as a result-of a comprehensive prdcess ,
of questionnaire revisions and updating. The revisions were necessary to reflect initial user needs and changes in
these -needs .as a result of program shifts, new legislation, and shifting emphasis of analysis issues.. In addition,
changes have been made as a result of a detailed analysis of the spring 1974 pretest described earlier in this report.
The quegtionnaires contained here must be considered draft questionhaires that would require some additional
revision 6efore being implemented as part of a full-scale survey. , B o

The x@mainder of this section presents the following general questionnaire areas that should be addressed prior to
/ful]-scal%” implementation: - : -
! A

Z (l)}%l.ogistics e , _ ’ ' _ TR
(2) Definitions - e . ‘ i . e
(3);; Level of respondent . : p : ' PR
(4)f Numbers versus percents : , . - co
(S)_df Low-income questions . _,
(6)° Racial-ethnic questions

(7) Other (specify) ‘ o »

(Sg Response intervals . 9

(9) Programs for the handicapped . , ,
~ (10) Respondent burden o ’ e S -

K SR 1

LOGISTICS

The following recommendations are made on the questionnaires-as théy affect logistics:

@ The covers -of the questionnaires should be priﬁted in different colors to facilitate distribition-and avoid
confusion about the various levels of respondents.’ =

~ @ Instructions, skip patterns, and words needing definition throughout the questionnaires should be printed -in
red. The item analysis generally showed that the respondents did not give these areas the necessary.attention.
‘This reéult_ed in errors that might have been avoided had instructions, skip patterns, and definitions been in
red. The use of red printing for these areas may reduce these types of errors and facilitate editing and error
resolution once the questiorinaires are returned. ‘ a

® Because -of the large volume of pupil and teacher questionnaires planned for the full-scale survey, the
questioninaires should be prepared for optical scanning to reduce processing time and costs,

e The Schiool List of Special -Programs should be printed on the cover of the teacher questionnaire so that
programs applicable to the specific teachers are identified prior to distribution of the survey materials.
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NUMBERS' VERSUS PERCENTS *_

g : . o
DEFMTIONS . ‘ o oo ST
The!definitions containé in the questionnaires were. developed using OE handbooks as a basis in conjunction
with .users and contractor staff meetings. These definitions should be updated where specific recommendations are.
made asi'pzirt of the item analysis. Among these are: . . / '
S Céﬁkideration should- be given to defining the term “regular school programs/:"
. A N B . Y .
] Acid “including preschool™ to the definition of prekindergarten. R ]
® The term “preservice training” should be revised to include any training given to a teacher by the school
district or school before the school year egins. » / Lo s '

] CbﬁSideration should. be given to clarifying the terms “participating” and “participants’l in Federal programs.
a1 , : ' p .

A copy"-éif the definiti’onvs used for the pretest are included at the end of this preface. The definitions should be pért .

of each questionnaire as a fold-out page in the same manner as they appeared for the pretest.
i . 1

. I . -
LEVEL OF RESPONDENT -

¥

N
PR

In the pretest, certain items were included at multiple levels of response. Therefore, many items were asked of
two, threé, or even four levels of respondents. The item analysis, and the recommendations found there, should be
reviewed with the objective of selecting the optimal respondent. However, it should be rernembered thdt some of

these items appear at-more than one respondent level f8f analysis purposes. In cases where therd /it no clear’

dominance or need for inclusion to satisfy analysis requirements, the item should be duplicated at twq'levels. and

 reanalyzed: based upon the validity and reliability study of the full-scale survey. Chapter S of the teft‘/summarizes"

the analysis of the selection of optimal respondents.’ ‘ ,! :
i+ . ) :

In the pretest, certain items were tested to*determine whether some data were more accurate or readily available
using numbet or percent alternatives on different forms of the same question. Generally, number responses appeared

v . . . : . . el .
to solicit better data. Specific recommendations for each of these items are included in the itém analysis. Where
percents are used or whenever the analysis plan for an item necessitates4’cf)mpUtati0n of percents on.a national basis,

-the_percentage basis "mucst be included as an item on the questionnaires. For available base numbers, such as public
schiool eproliment by grade currently collected as part of the ELSEGIS, NCES has the option to merge files for

acquiring the data. ’

7
E

LOW-INCOMI§ QUESTIONS

The questions on all quéstionnaires that solicited the definitions of low income were ihcluded‘speciﬁcally for the

' pretest. A review of the responses to this item should be made to. determiné whether: there is any consistency

among respon(_ierf'is regarding the concept of what constitutes low income. If there is, the question‘s\asking for the

" definition may be dropped for the full-scale survey. If there is not, consideration might be given to addressing the

entire low-income-issue in another manner. /

RACIAL-ETHNIC QUESTIONS . . L
. . ) C A N .
All racial-ethnic questions should be reviewed to ensure that they réflect the current terminology used by OMB
or the Office of Civil Rights (OCR). The OCR lists might be most useful in terms of lessening respondent burden
since many school districts provide information on the OCR survey yearly and are thus familiar with the

terminology used there. : 4 &

Q
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OTHER (SPECIFY) / T ! ‘ . _ o=
In many questionnaire "itéms, closed 'end response’ alternatives were developed for the pretest.over many months
with the help of the data users. However, to ensure that the full-scale survey would include all possible responses,
“Other (specify)” was added at the end of many pretest items. A review of the frequency distributions for each of
the items-was made to identify high (greater than 10 or 20 percent) response ‘in this category. Wherever “Other
. (specify)” solicited a high response, recommendations were made in the item analysis regarding reviewing the
* written regponses- to identify -additional respor}ée alternatives. This must be done for the teacher and pupil
questionnaires so they Tmay be processed mote efficiently—especially given the projected volume for these
questionnaires on the fulT—scale survey. : -

L]

! K]

. RESPONSE INTERVAL% o - S

4,
ks
RPN

s

% For those items solicihing a number response on the pretest pupil and teacher’ questionnaires, a line was used for .
the respondent-to enter the actual number. In the early stages of questionnaire refurn, intervals were established to '
produce frequency distrilkgut‘ions of the data. The distributions of the pretest data ‘Wwere reviewed and recommenda-

tions about specific inter'Yals were made in the item analysis for every relevant qﬁq:gtio'n ‘on the teacher and pupil
questionnaires. The data fequested on these two questionnaires can be easily reduced to categorical responses. Data

users indicated prior to tR: pretest that the responses provided by categorical responses were precise enough for the
intended analysis requirements and that these items should be.open end only for the pretest to establish response
intervals. Consequently, changing these items to categorical responses will not.only (;ta{ve processing time and money

but will also provide data that is quite adequate for user needs. Y

PROGRAMS FOR THE HANDICAPPED " . R .

1
\
L

A review of the results-of-the validation study indicate tlhat the handicapped section 'contained the greatest
percentage of: ertors (ranging from 22 to 39 percent) of any, section in three of the four questionnaires (schools,
teacher, and>pupil). The item analysis presents some ’§pe§'iﬁc comments for each item and a special paper
highlighting these problems is available for study at NCES. }} . : : :

" Méetings were held With(%hé Bureau of Education for thé‘-ﬁandicaﬁped (BEH) to discuss 't»hé\\pretest results aﬁd ‘

request new data requirements. BEH must obtain information relating to policy issues. for their programs and recent

\

legislative changes. By far the most impoitant . for both of these concems are the court detisions and Stat

legistation requiring school districts to provide services and education for all handicapped children residing in th:\'
school distrigl Until recently, many handicapped children were: receiving services and education from nonpublic \
schools. Owing-to recent and pending legislation, there is reason to believe that there will be dramatic ¢hanges in
the numbers of hardicapped children enrolled in the public school system throughout the country. In addition,
there is an increasing emphasis at the Federal, State, and local levels on placing handicapped pupils into regular
classes (“mainstreanifng”). Therefore, BEH must have data available to address these and other issues. In an effort \
to provide data for the user, numerous questions were included on all questionnaircs to obtain cost information, ‘
description of services and activities for the handicapped, and, in some cases, fine breakdowns of data by type of
handicap, grade level, and type of services offered. Unfortunately, the :pretest results generally showed that there are
significant validity problerhs with these data items as presented in tlie jtem analysis, which shows the error rate on
each question. However, an example might give an indication of the magnitude of the problem. o :

Question 91 of the pretest district questionnaire contained a matrix requesting data on services offered by type

of handicapped (286 cells). As a result of recent revisions, the question now includes. three grade distribution

. categories that increase the number of cells to 858. The field validation for this item was particularly difficult and
the field staff felt there were major problems in the validity of this item. In some cases, extremely low response
rates indicated the failure of respondents to answer the question at all. In addition, there may be a great deal of
editifig_and error resolution required for these items if they are left blank. The revised question contained in this
}lélur_ne' is even more complex and, consequently, respondent burden has increased. - ’ ' .
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Because of the problems discussed above, a series of meetings should be conducted with BEH representatives to
approach the problem in a different way. Simply stated, BEH'has a number of pressing policy issues that need hard
information for decisionmaking. Since this information is fiot currently available, BEH has requested a number of
data items that they believe will satisfy their needs. The cofltractor suggests that the additional meetings with BEH
should focus on:the identification of specific policy issues as/opposed to designing data items. The policy issues may
then. be \developed to obtain, information - requirem nts, discuss data-collection. strategy (i.e., mail survey versus
interviews), provide analysis-rationalé andﬁ‘plans, and design the specific data items. Only those items that have face
validity should be included in the spring survey. Whenever ‘there is doubt about the face validity of a question, its
inclusion ‘'on the SSES should be approached cautiously. If there is doubt about the face validity of many items,

. NCES should consider whether these items are appropriate” for the SSES or could be better obtained through a
differént vehicle or special study. The accuracy required, of specific data items must be addressed within the-

1

framework of its use for decisionmaking (see chapter 7 of the; text). .

v ‘. ‘, 1
t t
o

»

RESPONDENT BURDEN
The pretested version of the four-questionnaires elicited a great deal of useful data from the respondents in the
LEA’s that ‘participated. However, this information was not; obtained without a good -deal of effort on the part of
the respondents. The front of each questionnaire 'asRed for an estimate of the time required for completion. These
figures have been summed and averaged for all respondents to a given questionnaire. It is felt that these averages are
. representative of actudl respondent burden because the LEA’s selected for the pretest were reasonably gpresentative
of the LEA’s across the Nation. ' - : o
B Using the results of the pretest, the respondent burden for a subsample of the four questionnaires is summarized
below:’ , ' : ' '

Average time

" Questionnaire

Number

required fdr completing

Median

- Range

District
School .......
Teacher
Pupil

-------

------

--------

37
63
380
956

10 hrs., 34 mins.
3 hrs., 7 mins. -
.59 mins.
57 mins. -

8 hrs.

|, 2'hrs., 22 mins.

Not computed

. l'.hr., 20 mins. to 40 hrs.

40 mins. to 12 hrs., 30 mins.
10 mins. to 6 hrs., 55 mins.
10 mins. to 6 hrs., 55 mins:

Not computed

LN

The rex;ised versions of the questionnaires contained in this volume are likely to change the respondent burden as
follows: . , .

District Questionnaire: There are 21 fewer item$ in the new version of the district questionnaire than in
the pretest, version. This represents a 10 percent reduction in the total number of items, but is not at all
indicative of the change in respondent burden. RMC estimates that it will take the average respondent to
the district questionnaire gonsiderably longer to complete it because of the complicated items in the
handi¢apped séction. : '

.

School Que‘tvtionnairé.' The new school questionnaire has five more items than the pretested version for
an incréase. of over 8 percent. The principal impact on response burden is likely to be fel} in the
handicapped section where more detailed breakouts of data are now required. : .
" . ' ., ' J

Teacher Questionnaire: Thé new teacher questionnaire has seven additional items, for an increase of over
11 percent. These changes will not necessarily have any effect on the overall response burden, but there

" is some concemn about whether teachers can provide the required information in the program
participation section without closer interaction between the sampled teachers and the principal’s office
than that which occurred dqring the g;c;test. :
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Pupil Questionnaire: The new pupil questionnaire has ten fewer items thap the pretested version. This
‘reduction of over 20 percent is likely to have considerable positive effect on the overall response burden
since 8 of the 10 items that were dropped were difficult questions concerning pupil achievement test scores.
. . /
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LIST OF DEFINITIONS

1. Basic Academic Skills - Any instruction, regardiess of Instruc-
tiona! methods used. in tho subject areas of mathemalics, reading,
English language arts, science, social studies. and similar subject
areas.

2

A

Educationally Deprived - Any pupiis who have need for special
educational assistance in order that their lovel of oducational at-
tainment may bo ratsad lo that appropriate for childron of their age.
The torm Includes pupils who are handicapped or whose noeds for
such spocia! educational assistance result lrom poverty, nogloct,
dolinquoncy, or cultural or linguistic isolation from the community at
largo.

Full-Time Equivalent = The amount of employed time that a
salaried staff membor 1 avallable lo a school (or LEA) retativo o a
full-timo employeo 1t is dorivedeby dividing tne total hours & weok
that an employoe ts available by the number of hours a full-time
omployoo is oxpected to be in a school {or LEAY Several oxamples
tan bost demonstrate this calculation. It will bo assumed in these
examplos that a full-time empioyeo is required to work 40 hours 8
wook. ’

A part-time teachor who works 20 s awook would bo coﬁnlod
as a 20 hours/40 hours ~ 0.5 full-time cquivalent teacher.

A paychotoglst who Is employed full-time by tho LESEER is only
available lo a school for 4 hours a woek would be counted as a 4
hours/d40 hours = 0.1 full-time equivalent on thg School Ques-
tionnaire - . '

Howaver, on the District Questionniiro. this same psychologist
would be counted as a t O full-time equivalent,,

)

Handicapped Pupiis ~ Any puplls who have been classified as
hundicapped azcording to stale guidelines. This includos pupila who
have tho following handicaps and for thal roason could require
spactal educational or rolated services: . vt

a.

Trainable Meutally Retarded - Montally rotardod pupiis
who are cépable of only very limited meaninglul achievement in
the lraditional basic academic ekills but vho aro capable of
profiting lrom programs of training in‘soll-care and simplo job or
vocational skills

Educable Mtnli}%v Retarded — Montally retarded pupils
who are educablo 4 the academic. social. and occupational
areds oven though mederale supervision may be necessary

Serlously Emotionally Disturbed - Pupiis who havo beon
Idontilivd By protossionally qualfiod porsonnel as having an
omotiokal handicap-of such a nature and sovority as lo roquire
ong of Moro special services, particularly with reference to their
aducation, whother or not such services are availablo. Those
sorvicos — for conditions such as au'ism, schizophrenia, and
other psychotic condiions — include but are not himited to
Institutional care other professional treatment:or care, and in-
struction in spocial clasos ior oxceptional pupils on a full- or
part-time basis.

Learulug Disabled - Pupils who have learning dysfunctions
that limit their bility to Icarn or function in a roduiar educalional
prograrn  These pupi's exhibit discrdoss in one or more of the
basic procosses involved in undarstanding of using speken or
wrilton language. These may bo manifested in disorders of
listening, laleing. and the cogniive processes invoived iIndoad-
ing. writing, spoiling, or arithmotic. This includes cond:tions that
have been roforred to 0s perceptual handicaps, brain inury,
minimal brain dysiunclion. dysiexia, devaiopmental aphasia,
otc. This term dous nat inctuue pupils who have learning prob.
fems that are primarily the resulls ol visual, hearing, or motor
handicaps. montal rotardation, ormolional disturbance: or on-
vironmentai disadvamane.
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e. Deaf-Blind — Pupils who have both auditory and visual im-
paiments, tho combination p! which causes such sovore com:
munications and othor oduchtional problems that the individual
cannol be proparly accommodate in spactal educational pro-
grams designed solely for the hearing handicapped pupil or for
-the visually handicapped pupil. .

J. Deaf ~Puplisin whomthe sense of hearing ls nonfunctional for
tho purposes of life (inability to hear connected languago with or
without the use of amplification). This genoral group 1s made up
of congenitally deaf and adventitiously doal.

g "Hard of Hearing — Pupils in whom the sonse of hoaring,
although defective, is functional with or without a hearing aid.
Tho hoaring ioss I8 gonerally of a nature and soverty as o
roquire one or moro spacial oducational services.

h. Blind - pupis who arc sightloss or have severely impaired
vislon, according o the applicable fegal delinihion, Blindness is
commonly definod in ophihalmological favms as follows: Having
conltral visual acuity of 20200 or less in tho betler eyo_with,
cdrrocllng glasses; or having a fiold dofoct in which the
periphoral fiold Is restricted to such an oxtent that the widost
diameter of the visual field subtends an angular distanco no
-greater than 20 degroos. . :

i. Partially Secing — Pupis who have impatred wiston. usually

defined according to the Snellen scale as having better than

* 20/200 centrat visual acudy tn the betloreye after correction but

with a progressive eye difliculty or with a s¢nous hmitation in one

or méro othor visual funclions In most cases, pupils having

between 20/70 and 20/200 contral visual acuity are considered

fo have @ sdrious visual limitation and 10 require a spoctal
oducational program

J. Speech Iinpairca - Pugila wnd have a severe impairment in
omitling sounds. words or phrase s — including extreme difficul-
tios such ag stuttoring. voice disorders. and receplive or oxpros-
sive oral language disordors — that adverscly alfecis the per-
formance of a pupil in the rogular school program  This 15 not 1o
be confused with a language (orgemmunications) difficulty ans-
ing from: lack ol experience wﬂh‘fﬂé\lanuﬁiﬁigo ol instruction.,
Spooch dilliculties expocted o disappear with the.chiid s normal *

" doevolopment ar not included here. O™

y

k. Orthopedically Haundicapped (Crippled) - Pupils who
have an orthopedic condition of a tyga Lha! nught restnct normal
opportunity for education or soll-suﬁﬂigz This tarm 13 genorally
considered to include pupils have |mpu7;,=\§honls caused by n.

* . gonital anomaly (e g.. clubfoot. absonce of some hmb, otc ),
' Impalrmonta causod by disease (o g., polioroyelitis. bone tuber-
culosis, encephaliis. and other neurblogical involvemeont that
may resulls 1n conditions such as cerebral palSy or epllepsy.
elc.), and imparments caused by accident (e g., fractures or
burns that cause contractures. eic.).

tholr educational progress because of limited strength, vitahty.
and altertness duoe 1o chronic health problems such as & heart
.5+ condition, tuberculosis, rheumatic*fevor. nophriis. asthma,
k aickle coll anormira. homophilia, epilepsy, lead poisoning,
toukomia, diabetes, or othor illness. '

>l. Other Health Imipaired - Pupils who aro handicapped in

5. Iuservice Trafuing — Any program proviged.by the LEA thal
contributes 16 the profassional or occupational growth and compe-
tence of stall membears dunng the time of their sorvice to the LEA.
For the purposes of this survey. inservice fraining should include the
major emphasis:gl the training — not one-hour or [0ss courses.
saminars. olc., that aro given on a one-time basls only. Spd algo
Preservice Traiuing.

CONTINUED [ .
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10.

- a

"Multigraded Class — A class including more than one grade and’ -

In which pupils may be identified by grade lovet: e.g.. 8 single class
consisting of some grade 5 and some grade 6 puplis. See aiso
Ungr;{ded Class.

Persistent Academic Problems ~ Any problem n the subject
areas of mathematics, reading, English language ars, science.
social studies. or Similar subjoct areas that has occurred frequently,
or that has been a consistent problam for an extended period of ime.

Prekindergarten — A beginning group of class organized to pro-
vide educational exparience for children during the year or years
precoding kindergarten, which IS a part of the sequentlaf program of
the olemontary school and Is under tho direction of a quaifiad
teacfior.

Preservice Training - Any training provided by the LEA for newly
hired toachers between the time they were first hirod and the timo
they actually began teaching at the LEA. See Inservice Training

for any training that occurs after the teacher has begun teaching in

the LEA.

Special Edutational Services for ihe Handicapped -
Courses of study dosigned for pupits who have been classitiod as
handicapped according 1o state guidelines. This coyrso of study
does notinclude pupils with roading problems, behavioral prgblems.
or other kinds of learning difficuities. unless these are secondary
problems assoclated with one of the handicapping conditions in
deflnition 4,

Handicapped ‘pupils may receive educatianal services In a self-
contained classroom, in a special school, in a resource rogm. in an
{iMGrIMTImachtr progeass, otina combination BT gsd actvities.
Also reportod ln_thls category are pupils who recenv(g;;och correc.
tion theyapy and handicapfied pupils whose needs are meot in the
reguiar classroom. .
s

Related Services for the Handicapped - Special actvittes
undortaken by a LEA, other than those described above. that are
Intendedto enable handicapped puptis to acquire the best education
that they are capable of acquiring. This may tnclude transportatyon.
testing, health services, elc.

. »
Target Groups:

a. Educationally Deprived — Any pupils who have need for
speclal educational assistance In order that their level of educa-
tional attainmeont may be raisedto that appropriate forchiidren of
their age. The term includes pupils who are tandodfpod or
whose noeds for such 5pocl£:l educationg! assistance result
from poverty, neglect. delinquency. of cultural or linguistic i1sola-
tion from the community at'large. '

b. Academically Gifted = Pupils who have boen idonified by
professionaily qualifiod persennel asbeing mentally gifted inthe
subjoct-areas of mathematics. réading. English language ars.
scienco. soctal studies. or similar subject areas.

Migrant Pupils (Child of Migrant Agricultural
Worker) — A child of a migratpry agricultural worker who has
moved with his [amily from one LEA to another during the past
yoear in ordor that a parent or other member of hus family might
socuro temporary or soasonal employment in an agricultural
actlvity. .
o Interstate Migrant ~ As dofinod for federal compensatory
education programs, a chitd who has moved with a parentor
‘guardian within the past.ynar across state boundares in
ordor that o parent, guardian. or other member of his im-
madiate family might socure temporary Of segasonal em-
ployment in an agrcultural activity,

12.

13.

14

o Intrastate Migrant — A8 defined for federalcompensatory
education programs, a child who has moved with a parent or,

* guardian within the pgss_t year across school district bound-

arios within a state in Oidenthat @ parent. guardian, or other

member of his immediate family might secure temporary or

“ . seasonal employment in an agricultural actvity.

o Settled Out or Five-Year Provisional Migrant —
Children of migrant agricultyral workers who have ived in
this school district for at loast five yoars but are receiving
services this year as a migrant pupil.

d. Handicapped Pupils — Any pupil who has beon classifiod as
handicapped according 1o state guidelines. See aiso definition
4,

e Neglected or Delinquent Pupils ~ Adelinquent child is one

who has committed a delinquent act and i8 in noed of care or
rehabilitation, For the purpose of ESEA Title I. such a child must
be in the cuslody of and living in an institution primardy for
delinquent children. ‘

. &,
A negtoglod child is one whose parents. guardian, or cu?todlan :
>~ have neglectad to provide him/her with the support or education
requiredby law. or medical care nocessary to his fior well-being.

or who has beon abandoned by parents or cugiiidian. For the
purpose of ESEA Title |, such a child must the custody of
d children

and living in an institution primarily for negle

Téaching Station — Any pan of the School {usually but not always
a classroom) where (ormal instruction la'kos_ ptace. Open air areas
are not included within this definition, sucfvas outdoor, playgrounds,
basebalt fields. etc. .

Ungraded Class — A class that Is not organized on the basis of
grade and has no standa-d grade designation. This includes regular
classes that have no grade designations and special Classos for
exceptional studonts that have no grade designations. Such aclass
Is tikely to contain students of diflerent ages who are frequently
identiliod according to lovel of performance in one of moréa areas of
instruction rather than dicéording to grade level or age leve! Un-
gradod classes somelimes aro referrod to as “nongraded.” See also
Multigraded Class. S T

Welfare ~ Weltaro as used hore is Intended to mean the systom for
providing goods or services to financially tndigent of physically
incapacitated persons or families for the purpose of sustaining a
minimal lifestyle for an indeterminate pesiod. Engibility requirements
arg ostablishad by law or ordinance at the funding sources: which
may be erther local. state, or federal.
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GENEl?:f CHARACTERISTICS
1. As of October 1, 1974 “how ma.ny public and non-public elementary schools “’-
(schools containing any or all of the grades prekindergarten through 6) and
secondary schools (schools containing any or all of the grades 7 through 12)
are located in this school district? (n "b" and "c," if a school has grades
that overlap elementary and secondary levels, count that school as tﬂ%\tef
mentary and secondary. If there are no schools in a category, write "0.")
s ‘ Public Schools  Non-Public Schools
a. Unduplicated total number ’
OfBChOOIS e & s & 8 8 & s 0 ¢ o o 0
b. Number of elementary schools
(grades prekindergarten-6) . . . o ¢ e s
c. Number of secondary schools
(g'rades7-12).....-.-'. « o o o
2a. On or about October 1, 1974, what was the public school membership fof grades
prekindergarten, kindergarten through 6, and grades 7 through 12 in this school
district? - (Include pupils in Special Education and Head Start classes)
Number of Pupils
-a, 'Membership in prekindergarten . « o o o . ¢ s
. b. Membership in grades kindergarten-6 ,.f « s oe
¢. Membership in grades 7- 12 .. .. e o sy
d. TOt&l membership ® o o s & o o o “""9’1 v: 4
b. On or about QOctober 1, 1974, how many teachers (full- and part—time) are em-

ployed in this school district for grades prekindergarten, kindergarten through 6,
and grades 7-127 .

Number of Teachers

a. Prekindergarten . . ¢ ¢ o0 g a0 0 000000 o0
b. Grades kindergarten-6 . . « « « o o. 6 o o o o o o
C. Grades 7=12 .« ¢ ¢ o o o o ¢ s o s o o s o o o s o s

Total « & & o ¢ o o o 5 o ¢ 3 .6 6 o s e e e 0 .

d.

-

o 123 .-
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3. Which of the following best describes the populatlon of the area in which this
school district is located? (Mark one)

Large city, 500, 000 or more

Large city,- 200,000-500,000 populat‘lon

City or suburb, 50,000-200,000 population

City or town, 10,000-50, 000 population-

Rural area or town with less than 10,000 population

r

DDDDD

.

4. Approximately what percent of the pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6
in this school district are from low-income families? (If none, write "0'")

Percent of pupils in grades prekindergarten-6

5. What is youf definition of low income?

6. Approximately how many of the pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6 in
this school district are members of the following groups ? (If none in a category, !

write ""0'") .
" Number of Pupils
in Grades '
Prekindergarten-6
a. AmerfcanIndian . . v . . e . e e 4 e v e . .. ’
b, Black/Negro . ¢ v ¢ v o o o o o o o o o o .. .
€. Oriental . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 v ¢ 4 ¢« o 0 0 o o o o 0. )
-d., Hispanic ... .. ...
e. wmte/Caucasim. C e e e e C e e e e —
f. Other (Specify): ¥ “ e e e e,
g, Total . . .. ... .5 ..

pils in grades prekindergarten thi‘ough 6 in
s where the primary or dominant language
Ho")

7. Approximately how many of the
this school district are from hom
is other than English? (If mone, v

Number of pupils in gradds prel'c elgarten-6

120
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8a. Have you tested 6th grade reading and received results during this schqo‘; year
(1974-75) to date? A ) /

[J Yes \ . —
O No (Go to 8c) o
8b. (If yes to 8a) During the 1974-75 school year, approximately how many 6th grade
: pupils in this school are reading one or more years below grade level according
to current test data based on national norms ? - !

Number of 6th grade pupilg reading one or more years below -
grade level (Go to Q. 9) . v T .
- 8¢. (If no to 8a) Have you tested r/@mg for any other grade and received results
during this school year (1974-75) to date? . | .

-
. [0 Yes
[J . No (Go to Q. 9)

8d. (If yes to 8c) During the 1974-75 school year, approximately how many pupils
in the nearest grade below grade 6 for which you do have current test data based
on national norms are reading one or more years below grade level? (Please -
specify the number of pupils and the grade for which you are reporting) '

Number of pupils reading one or more years below grade level
Grade for which you are reporting

9, Approximately how many of the pupils in grades brekinclergarten through 6 in
' this school district would you ‘definhe as educationally deprived? (If none, write

IIOII) . ‘ //_/;[/—4’/’

. * Number of pupils in grades prekindérgarten:-é
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10. During school year 1974-75, does this school district provide any programs or
‘ projects funded entirely or partially by the following federa.l sources? . (Mark
all that apply)

Elementary Secbndary No _
Program Program . Program "

a. ESEA Title I (children from

low-income areas, and .
neglected or delinquent -
children) : . . . . ¢ oo . [J..... O..... 0O
b. ESEATitleIMigrant. ... . [ ..., .0..-.. O3
c. ESEATitleI (ibraxlés)y . .. [ .....OQ..... 0O
"d. ESEA Title ITI, Seé¥on306 . . U] .....[..... O
e. ESEATitle VII(ilingual) . . . [J.....O..... O
£, Education for the Handicapped,
Part B (formerly ESEA . ‘
“TitleVI) + « v v v v vw,.. . HD.o....0O..... 0O
g. _Emergency School Aid Act :
T(ESAA) . . . .. A P I O )
" h./ -USDA School Food Programs O.....0..... 3

i. ~ Vocational Education Amend- - ,
. ‘mentsof1968 «+ . . . .. .. [J..... O.....0Od
»7U §, - -Communications Act of 193?1
Lo Title II, Part IV (@rants for -
Noncommercial Educational " : L
Broadcasting; Corporgtion I S

. for Public Broadeasting) - . ... [ .....[O..... [0
- ke Other federal sources (Specify): :

Y
> v
’

11. Does this school district ourrentlyémploy}onprofes}iqnnl personnel (zides) to
work with children in any of the following: _rogmms? (Mark all that apply) )

No nonprofessionals (aides) employed by this school district =~
ESEA Title I '
ESEA Title I Migrant

ESEA Title III, Section 306 _ ;

ESEA Title VII , : ‘ o

;.. Education for the Handicapped Act, Part B (formerly ESEA Title VI)

~

]QQDDDD

-




' - _ » /, S —
12. What were the expenditures in grades prekindergarten through 6 and grades 7 N

through 12 for fiscal year 1974 (i.e., last year) from federal, and state and

" local sources in this school district? Do not include capital outlay and debt -

gervice. Include the 100 ‘through 800 series of accounts, as listed in OE

Handbook II (1957 Edition). s R

' L . S -~ , Federal Stategi Local
. A - . —~
‘a.  Total expenditures for grades prekinder@

.‘ garten" « o s @ « e e @ fe o o . o $ e« e @

b. féﬁ etpenditures for grades 7-12 . ... $ P

¢

13. What was the per pupil- expendlture of federal program money for participating
pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6 for fiscal year 1974 from the fol-
iowing sources? If nons in a category, write "0")

s o $%Per15upi1"

. S : . - in Grades :
‘ R o ' ' ' . Prekindergarten-6 ’ -
- . 'a.y ESEATItlel & ¢« o ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o % & -‘-4 «'e @ '
. b. ESEA TitleI Migrant . . . ... e e e e
c.  ESEA Title III, Section 306 . . . . ¢« ¢« o o . .
d. ESEATitle VIT , . v v v « « « & e e e e e e . ,
e.  Education for the Handicapped-Act, Part B - \ * S

"(formerly ESEA Title VI) *. e e e e e e e e

i

- ‘ '.‘ : .. B,

NEEDS AS“ESSM:ENT T L

-

\14, Hag a formal {(structured) needs assessment apphcable to elementary schools

been conducted by this school district since the 1965-69 school year?' = -, ..

e
] Yes )
[J] No (Go to Section C, page 7 : } , I




15. In what year was the last needs assessment conducted foy each of the fnfloWing_ .

wr1te "0")

A Year Last’
* Needs Assessment

, R ' ' Conducted
"a. /ESEATitlel. . .. .... C~ C e e

- programs (e.g., 1969-70, etc.)?" (If none in a category,

. b. ESEATitle III, Section 306 . . . . . . . . . . .

c.  ESEA Title VI .
¥ Other federal programs . . . . .« v o o o+ o : .
e. Programs ior handicapped children . . .. . .. -

f. Other special state or local progra.ms s e s s e s

.g.' - Other (Specﬁy) ' e e . /\ -

[N

»~

. 16. Which of the followmg methods or standards were used as part of the most

recent needs assessment conducted by this school district? (Mark all that
apply) .
L Confereuce with parents S
Conference with pupils = Ny
Staff or teacher conference’ ' ’
Survey of parénts
Survey of pupils - : . ,
Survey of staff or teacners . . ' -
Pupil standardized test scores : ' )
Pupil grades L ' , Y
Pupil IQ scores ) ' )
Other (Specify): _

VDDDDDDDDG!
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7. A According to the most recent Leds agssessment, which of the fouowmg were
: identiﬁed as major needs in tli)s school distnct? (Mark all that apply) :

[y

O Curr—icul_um revision
Improvement.of pupil achievement in the academic areas of:

. ) *+ [ Reading .
‘ " . [0 Mathematics

O English language arts (excluding reading)

[] Other academic subject area (Specify):

Cultural enrichment programs
- .Guidance and counsehng services
Health services
Food services ' B . \
Other services (Specify) /.
More staff _
Inservice training .
New or replacement of equipment materials, or facilities
Evaluation
Dissemination of existing information
. School library/media center
Othér (Spec:fy) ~

.

DDGDDDDGDDDD'
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' PROGRAM INFORMATION

ESEA TITLE I (children from low-income areas, and neglected or delinquent ch11dren)

Note: Questions 18-31 deal only W1th ESEA ‘Title I projects for educationally deprived '
children (from low-income areas), and neglected or delinguent children. ESEA
Title I Migrant projects will be addressed as a separate section.

18. During school year 1974-75, does this school di'strict have any ESEA Title I
projects for educationally deprived children (from low-income areas), or neg--
lected or delinguent children? (Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here)’

O Yes -
- " [ < No (Go to Q. 32, page 19}

" 129




‘ '190'

Do any of these ESEA Title I projects serve pupils in grades prekindergarten
through 6? ‘(Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here) )

] Yes SER o
O No(GotoQ 32, pagelO) :

'20.

Do _;aﬂ of these ESEA Title I projects operate only in the summer?

[ Yes (Goto Q. 27)
0 No . :

jor

21,

. category, write "0, Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here.)

© -

3

How many elementary public and non—public schools are servmg lig'_lble
attendance areas for ESEA Title I during school year 1974-75? (If none in‘a

' Number of public elementary schools
Number of non-public elementary schools

22.

How were public elementary scheola chosen for participation in ESEA Title I
projects? (Mark one. Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here.)"

-

Schools were selected to participate ou ihe bagis of 2 cognparison of::

] the average number of pupiis from low-income families in the school
district to the number of such pupils in the selected schools

] the average percent reent of pupils from low-mcome families in the school
district to the percent of such puplls in the selected schools

[J Other (Specify):

- 23.

What was the scﬁool district average numbér (or percent) of pupils from low-
income families per school used as the cutoff. point for selection of ESEA .
Title I participant schools? (Provide only one response-~-either a number or

a percent. Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here.)

> Number OR Percent of pupils




, L%‘ S

24,

Dﬁﬂng school year 1974-75, how many elementary public and non-public
schools are participating in ESEA Title I projects? (Do not include schools
where projects operate o nly in the summer.. If none ip a category, write "0,"

- Do not include ESEA Title I T ‘VIigrant here.)

Number of public elementary schools
Number of ngn~public elementary schools

25,

During school year 1974-75, . approximately how many public and non-public
school pupils in grades prekindergarten tln‘ ough 6 are participating in- ESEA
Title I projects ? (Do not include summer sessions. If none in a category,
write 0. " Do not include ESEA Title I Mlgr'mt here.)
Number of public school pupils in grades perkmdergarten-ﬁ
Number of non~public school nupils in grades. prekindeI‘gal‘ten"6

26.

. Estimate, the amount of re\ienue this school district will spend for all ESEA

Title I (excluding ESEA Title I Migrant) projects forfelementary schools dur-
ing fiscal year 1974 75. (Include Parts A, B, and C) .

.

27.

¢

Esﬂmate the amount of revenue this school district W111 spend for ESEA Title T
mmer (excluding ESEA» Titfe 1 Migrant) projects for elementary schools during
£isca1 year. 1974—75. (If none, write "0").

-

$___

28.

Does this school district currently have a district-wide parent advisory council
for elementary-level ESEA Title I projects? (Do not include ESEA Title 1
Migrant here)

O Yes

[C] No (Goto Q. 32)

Fi

29.

Are members of the district wide parenf advigory council selected ny the
parents of the children to be scxrved by the elementary-level ESEA Title 1
project? (Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here)

] Yes

0 _No' ‘ | | : ' .

131
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"'Approximately what iie'rcent of the district-wide parent adv-isory council mem-

30.
bers are parents of children eligible to be served by ESEA Title I projects or
are representative of the attendance areas to be included in the ESEA Title I
project? (Mark one. Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here.)
- [ None
0 1-50%
(O s51-100%
31. What are the major functions of the district-wide parent advisory council? (Mark
all that apply. Do not molude ESEA Title I Migrant here.) -
‘s’.‘ ? d
O Identi.fymg unmet needs through formal needs assessment
[0  Identifying uhmet needs through other means
f7]  Planning programs to meet identified needs J
[0 Review of applications for federal funds
(0 Evaluation of programs. -
(0 Implementation or monitormg of programs M
[J  Other (Specify): _ ' .
~ 3
ESEA TITLE I MIGRANT
32, During s:chool‘ year 1974-75, does this school district have any ESEA Title 1
_Migrant projects for pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6?
O Yes ,
[J No (GotoQ. 38) \ .
33, During what time of the year do the ESEA Title I Migrant projects in this school
'district operate? (Mark all that apply)
0O rFan . . :
B Spring E I - .
0 Summer ] , |
34. During school year 1974-75, how many eleme‘mtary public and non-public schools

are participating in E‘SEA Title I Migrant projects? (If none in a category,
write '"0'") .

-
-

Number of public elementary schools
— ez Number of non-public elementary schools

+

$ ‘ 132
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35.

During school year 1974-75, apprommately how many public and non—public school
pupils in grades prekmdergarten through 6 are participating in ESZA Title.I Migrant
projects in each of the following categories (see defimtion 11c) ? af none in a )

category, write "'0") ’ !

‘r

Y

. Number of Public Number of Non- )
" School Pupils .  Public School Pupils
, in Grades ' in Grades

) Ty - Prekindergarten-6 _Prekindergarten-6

a. Interstatemigrant . . . . . .. 1 . ... . %
b. Intrastate migrant . . . . . . . e e e

c. Settled-out or five-year pro- ; . '
' visional migrant . . . . . . . . -

by

36.

Estimate the amount of revenue this school district will spend for all ESEA
Title I Migrant projects for elementary schools during school year 1974-75
(Include Pa*’ts A, B, and C)

$. s "‘ ’ .

317.

Estimate the amount of revenue this school district will spend for ESEA
Title I Migrant summer projects for elementary schools during school
year 1974-75. (If none, write '"0") :

s

38.-

ESEA TITLE II, SECTION 306

-

Has thie scheol district ever received ESEA Title 111 _func/ls ?

0 Yes - ‘ \‘ - o -

0 _No (Go to Q. 61, page 17)

39, -

i

Is this school district currently parficipating in an ESEA Title III project
‘funded under the state plan?

(0 Yes
(0 No

129
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3 - 40. 1Is this school district currently. participatlng in any ESEA Title II,- Section 306
| projects?

I O Yes : : - ' B
[0 No (Goto Q 57, page 15) - ¥
41. 1s the ESEA Title I, Section 306, in this school district a state facilitator . 3
. or developer/demonstration project funded under ﬁscal year 1974? & . : ¢
. : : ¥

(0 Yes (Go to Q. 61, page 17)
O No :

42. Do any of the ESEA Title III, Section 306, prcjects serve elementary schools? = ° .

[0 Yes cr %
(0 -No (Goto Q. 61, page 17) ¥
- . — ’ < . : —
Note: Questions 43-53 ask about the elementary-level ESEA Title III, Fectlon 306, ‘
. " project ir this school district.. If this school district currently ha,p,&more
than one ESEA Title III, Section 306, project for elementary e‘choole in
operation, answer these questiops in terms of thetgroject mostgrecently
approved and begun with Section 306 funds, - @ :

E

43. During school year 1974-75, how many elementary public schools are partici-
* pating in thé ESEA Title-III, Section 306, project? (If none in a category,
write "0")

Number of public elementary schools.

district designed speciﬁcally for direct pupil participation as opposed to

‘ L44. Is the elemerjtary~level ESEA Title 111, Section 306, project in this school
teacher training?

[0 Direct pupil participation
’. [0 Indirect pupil participation (Go to Q. 47)

45. During school year 1974-75, approximately how many pcbllc school pupils in grades
prekindergarten through 6 are directly participating in the ESEA Title III,
Section 306, project? (If none, write ''0")

Number of public school pupils in grades prekindergarten—6

a
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46,
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What are the three major criteria used in the selection of pupils in grades -
prekindergarten through 6 for direct participation in the ESEA Title I,
Section 306, project in this school district? (Mark the three most important
criteria)

No special criterion employed N
Standardized achievement test scores '
Other standardized test scores '
Pupil grades
Special needs of pupils (€g.s handicaps, problems in discipline, attitude)
Teacher recommendations based on educational needs
Teacher recommendations based on other needs
~ Low income of family
Parent or pupil request = - .
Other (Specitl/_):

47.

_What is the m major criterion used in the selection of elementary schools as

00 00000 000

-

e —
recipients of ESEA Title III, Section 306, projects or.services? (Mark one)

-

Individual schools are not selected, or all schools can participate
Percent of pupils with low achievement in school :
Percent of pupils with special needs in school (e.g., handicaps,
language other than English, attitude) .

Percent of pupils from low-income families in school

Lack of necessary programs from other sources in school

Location of school

Enrollment size of school

Percent of minority pupils in school or percent of non-minority pupils
in school

Teacher request

Other (Specify):

of

48.

00000000

Which of the following best describes the major emphasis of the elementary-
level ESEA Title III, Section 306, project in this.school district? (Mark one)

Prekindergarten or early childhood education i

Education for the handicapped _ o
" En¥ironmental education . ' :

Reading instruction >

Education of the disadvantaged Coor

Child abuse '

Project Information Packages (PIP}\

Other (Specify):

s 131
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49. Which of the following groups are direct recipients of elementary-level services T
. funded by the ESEA Title I, Section 306, project? (Mark-all that apply)

School district and school administrators A )
Teachers ’
Guidance personnel- .

Parents
Teacher aides
Pupils

Other (Specify):

<

000000

50. For which of the following elementary target groups is the ESEA Title II,
Section 306, project specifically designed--either through direct pupil
partlcipation or teacher training, etc.? (Mark all that apply)

No specific target group
Educationally deprived pupils
Academically gifted pupils
‘Migrant pupils

Handicapjped pupils
Neglected or delinquent pupils
Pupils from low-incomeé families
Pupils from homes where the primary or dominant language is other
than English
Prekindergarten children
Other target group (Specify):

0D DO000000 -3

|
0
B "+ 51. To what fiegree does the ESEA Title 1II, Section 306, project serve elementary- ,
' level non-public schools? (Mark all that apply)
(0 Notat all (Go to Q. 54)
(J Direct participation of non-public school pupils in instructional or
other services provided for public school pupils

[} Direct participation of non-public school teachers in training provided

_ for public school teachers :
(J - Provision of materials or portable equipment
(0  other (Specify):

52. During school year 1974-76, approximately how many non-public school
pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6 benefit in any way from the
serviges marked in Q. 617

Number of nonfphblic school pupils in grades prekindergarten-6 |

1.3'@ !
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‘Title II, Section 306, project?

. Number of non-public elementary schools o

54. Does this school district currently have an advisory council for elementary— .
level ESEA Title III, Section 306, projects?
0 Yes : R ,, .
¥ No (Go to Q. 57) N
55. W%ah of the following particiﬁaté as mémbers of the elementary-level
Esg%ggritle III, Section 306, advisory council? (Mark all that apply)
o )
(J* Parents “
[0 Representatives of community organizations
[0 Teachers -
"0 School administrators ' ¢
[J School district personnel -
[J * Representatives of non-public schools
[0 oOther (Specify): N
~ ‘ -:' /
- ' L4 . N
56.. What are the m ajo r functions of?the adj{isory council? (Mark all that apply)
(0 Identifying unmet needs through formal needs agsessment
0O I;ientifying unmet needs through other means <
O Planning program to mépt identified needs :
O Review of applications for federal funds
[0 Evaluation of programs
(0 Other (Specify):
67. Has federal funding ever. béén discontinued for any elementary-level ESEA

Title III, Section 306, .project in this school district because the g'rant
period for the project had expired? :

] Yes

v.

O No(GotoQ. 61, page 17)
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. Note:  Questions 58-60 ask about the discontinuation of federal funding for the
ESEA TitleIII, Section QOG, project because of grant expiration, If :
federal funding has been dis continued‘%r more than one elementary-ievel
ESEA Title ITI, -Section 306, project, answer these questions in terms of

the project that had the highest level of federal funding.

Ve

l

/)’.\S()hool year

(e.g., 1969 70 e;é )

58. What was the last school year of federal,funding for that-project? .

[

continued through state or loca) support?

[J ves ‘ .
00 No (Gotg,Q. 61)

-
59. After federal funding was discbnt'lnued were elementary-level services
similar to those provided by fhe ESEA Title III, Section 3086, project ever

~r

First Year After~

Federal Funding Ended

thool Year
1974-75

60. Compared with the services provided by the federally funded ESEA Title III,
Section 306, project, describe the level of services for elementary schools
provided by state or local funding during the first year after federal funding
was discontinued, and describe sérvices provided during school year 1974-75.
(Mark one for each year. If school year 1974-75 is the first year after federal
funding ended, mark school year 1974 75 only)

A

—-a&; Serviceswereexpanded . . . . . . .
b. Services were continued with approxi-
mately the same level of staff and
participants . « « ¢« ¢« s . 0 0 o s
c. . Services were continued, but with .~
reduced staff or participants . . . . .

(-1 Don't knOW e & o s * » » l» e & & 9

Services were discontinued aitogether. .

ood o

0O

ood d
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ESEA TITLE VII (bilingual)

e1. During school year 19'74-'75 how many ESEA Title va px‘%ct& serve elementary
schools? (If none, write 0" and go to Q. 75, page 22)

e Number.of ESEA Title VII projects for elementary schools

]

& . . L

NOTE: <Questions 62-68 ask about the ESEA Title VII project in this school district.
If you have indicated in Q that this school district currently has more
than one ESEA Title VII projeckfor elementary schools in operation, answer
these questions in terms of the project with the highest level of funding for

, school year 1974-75.

.. 62. For school year 1974-175, indicate: (a)\he number of elementary schools in o
which the ESEA Title VII project physica y-operates,. (b) the number of ‘
P elementary schools from which pupils aregelected for participation in the.

: ESEA Title VII project (regardless of wheth r or not the ESEA Title VI
project is physically located in that school, {c) the number of non-public )
elementary schouols from which pupils are selected for par’f,icipation in ESEA
Title VII projects, (f none ina category, ’write "0")

Ao

/

a. Public elementary schools in which the ESEA Tifle A/WII p/r\oject

. physically operates

b. Public elementary schools from which pupils are selected for\
participation in the ESEA Title VII project ‘

.¢. Non-public elementary schools from which pupils are selected
for participation in the ESEA. Title VII‘projects

—————————

»

d .~

63. During school year 1974-75, approximately how many public and non-public
: . school pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6 are participating in the
T, ESEA Title VII project? (If none in a category, write "oy - .

. ~ Nimnber of public school pupils in grades prekindergarten~6
Number of non-public school pupils in grades prekindergarten-6
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' 64,

O

o o

Indicate below which of the following services are part of the ESEA Title VII

project for pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6 in this school district

. “during school year 1974~75. (Mark all that apply)

.Academic instruction in the basic subject areas of mathematics or
reading

History and cultural heritage agsociated with dominant language
'Non-English language a¥ts , . -
Other academic subject areas” , ,?‘ :

Vocational subjects ,

Guidance and counseling

"Testing services , .

Staff development = = S
Community involvement ’
Other (Specify): ‘ A

*

Nofe-i 'i’Questione 65-68 ask about salaried staff members who provide services on

a regular basis to.the ESEA Title VII project for pupils in grades prekinder-
garten through 6. The term ""ESEA Titlé VII s members'' should include
all staff--no matter what the Source of funding for their ‘'salaries--who pro-
vide services to ESEA- Title VII participants on a regular basis. Internvittent
or unpaid volunteers are to be excluded. If you indicated in Q. 61 above that
this school district currently has more than one ESEA Title VII project for
elementary schools in operation, answer questions 65-68 fn terms of the
project with the highest level of funding for the school year 1974-75.

g *




o

In column A indicate the number of salarled staff members (fu]l- and part-

.. time) in ‘the ESEA Title VII project for pupils in grades prekmdergarten
" - through 6. (Count each staff member only once. If none in a category,

“write "0."). : . - ¥

iy

In column B mdlcate the number of these staff members who are ‘full—time

: only. af none in a category, write "0") o »

In column C, md1cate the number of these sta.ff members who are fluent in
the non-English lang'uage of the ESEA Title VI pro;ect. (f none in a category,
wrlte "0") ' 3 . : .

N . - C. .
T L g Number of Staff
A B- - "Members Fluent iff
Total Number of Number of the ESEA Title VII
'ESEA Title VA ' Full-Time ~ Non-English
Staff Membérs Staff Members: - ‘Language

a. Administrators . . . [o o L e
b. Teachers or-other oy S
" professionals .. . - . L e e o« o .
c. . Other salaried staff ;
: members (teacher - |

aides, parents. serving oy

as aides, other com- T , ‘
_ munity members, and ‘, " N

all paid volunteers). . e e e « e

{

66.

[[J No (GotoQ. 69 -

l

Has this school district provided 1ngerv1ce'tram1ng for ESEA Title VII staff

members relevant to the operation of the ESEA Title VII prOJect for' pupﬂs in
grades preklndergarten through 67/ .

D Yes | ‘ /

A . : o r
w tﬁ. b—«Q’ . . . T
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67.

‘How-many of the following kinds of ESEA Title VII staff members have’ reoeived

, .. ingervice training relevant to the operation.of the ESEA Title VII project for

pupils in grades prekindergarten through 67 (If none in a category, write ""0") -

Number of
- ESEA Title VII
.StaffMﬂ

;8. AJMINISETAtOrS . v v 4 ¢ ¢ e 0 0 e b e e e e e e

b.  Teachers or other professionals . . . . o« « + . o &
¢.  Other salaried staff members (teacher aides, :
« parents serving as aides, other community ‘
members, and all paid volunteers) , ., ., . . . ... .
, S\ .

68.

DDBDDDDD

A

Which of the followmg describe the three m major emphases of the inservice

training provided for ESEA Title VI sta.ff? (Marlg the three most important
emphases)

Theory and néthods relatmg to bilingual language instruction’
Techmques in teaching English as a second language (ESL)
Acquisition of the non-}Enghsh language
Relationship of language to self-concept
Understanding of the learning styles of children from dlfferent cultures
Methods of assessing skill, language, and knowledge acquisition

~ Techniques of individualizing instruction

Subject area courses for staff members taught in the non-English

language

%'! Itural heritage of ch11dren whose dominant language is other than
nglish ! )

l:] Utllizatlon of paraprofessmnals and commumty resources

[0 Development of matetrials

W Other (Specify):

don

D

.69.

Does this school d1str1ct (or, any of its schools) currently have a farem adwsoryk

council specifically for elementarsglevel ESEA Title VII projects?
\ !

O Yes S ‘

[(] No (GotoQ. 72) - '
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‘70, Which of the following is the primary.criterion used to select elementary-
level ESEA Title VII parent advisory council members? (Mark one)

. Appointed by schoolboard or school officials
Elected by parents or community representatives
Volunteered to serve

OtheT(Speity):

'DDMD

71. What are the major functions of t51 parent advisory council ? (Mark a11 that
~ apply)

. O 1dentifying et needs through formal needs aesessment
[0 Identifying unmdt needs through other means
[0 - Planning programs to meet identified needs
(0 Review of applications for federal funds
[0  Evaluation of programs
[0 . Other (Specify): [

1

72. Has federal funding ever been discontinued for any elementary-level ESEA
Title VII project in this school district because the grant period for the
prOJect had expired ? '

(0 Yes . P
[] No (Go to Programs for the Handicapped)

Note Questions 73-74 ask about the discontinuation of federal ftmding for the ESEA

Title VII project because of grant expiration. If federal funding has been dis- .

continued for more than one elementary-level ESEA Title VII project, answer
these questions in terms of the projfct that had the highest level of federal
funding, ) ‘

)

: ' . | :

73. « After federal funding was discontinued,swere elementary-level bilingual
education services similar to those provided by the ESEA Title VII project
ever continued through state or local support? ' , _ N

[0 Yes
(0 No (Go to Programs for the Handicapped)
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4. Ccmpared- with the services provided by the federaily funded ESEA Title VII
. project, describe the level of bilingual education services for pupils in grades’
prekindergarten through 6 ’prov1ded by state or local fundmg during the school

- year. 1974-75 (Mark one)

Services are discontinued altogether ° '

Services are continued, but with reduced staff or participants
‘Services are contmued at approximately the same level of staff
and parhclpants

Services are expanded

s

O ‘DDD

PROGRAMS FOR THE HANDICAPPED

. Note:  Questions 75-102 ask about the handicapped in.this school district.
YHandicapped' refers to pupils who have been classified as handicapped

according to state guidelines. Where questions ask about types of handi-

. ) capped pupils, report multihandicapped pupils according to the1r major

i . handicapping cond1t10n

-

5. Does this LEA provide any special educahonal or related services to handi-

capped pupils? -
[ Yes (Mark all that apply) .
v (] Prekindergarten o _
: [J Kindergarten-6 _ .
[J  Grades 7-12 ‘ /

[ No (Go to Section, D, page 37)

L
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76. In your estimation, what is the number of handicapped pupils who need
special educational or related services but are not receiving them during
school year 1974-75?

- Number of handicapped pupils in prekindergarten
Number of handicapped pupils in grades kindergarten-6
Number of handicappéd pupils in grades 7-12

77.  During school year 1974-75, approximately how many handicapped pupils who
" have the following types of handicaps (see definition 4) are provided special
educational or related services by this school district? (Count each child
only once according to his major handicapping condition If none in a cate-
gory, write "o, ") ‘

m, Other (Specify): .

. ‘ , *Number of Handicapped Pupils
' . - o Kinder- . Grades
.. ) . . - o Prekindergarten garten-6  7-12
a. Trainable mentally retarded . . . . ‘e e
b. Educable mentally retarded. . . . . ' . -
c Seriously emotionally disturbed . . L0
d Learning disabled . « . . . . . . . .
e Deaf-blind . + .« « v v o0 v 0 0. . .
f. Deaf o« & & ¢« v v ¢4 ¢ 6 o o o o @ —
“ . g  Hardofhearing . . .. ... e . ' ..
h Blind. .. ¢« ¢ v v v v v ve e .
i Partiallyseeing. . « . . ¢« . .« . . .
j Speech impaired. « . « « . . . . . .
k. . Orthopedically handicapped . . . . . . .
1. Other health impaired . . . . . . . . e e .
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. 78, From the-iist below, mark the spéclal educational or related services that’
~ this school district'makes available to handicapped pupils. (Mark all that
_, apply for each grade distribution category)
. o Kinder-  Grades
- Prekindergarten garten-6 - 7-12
a. Diagnostic assessment. .. .................. D B U U I DU O
3 _ b. Guidance ar‘1d counseling specifically for
" the handicapped .. ... oi... .. TR O.............. a....... O
c. Parent guidance, a’ﬁd counseling . ........ e L__] ...... . a....... . a
- d Emotional and social development skills ... ........ o a.... ’. I a e O
e. Instruction’in basit academic skills. . ............. O............. a....... O
f.Tutorlng;..‘...................'.- ..... .D ....... D ...... O
g Langu;ge development skills . .. ................ a... . P a....... O
h. Speechtherapy .. ............o .. a.............. a....... a
i: Auditory training. .. ................ e O.............. a... T a
j. Visual motor training . . . ................ SRR O O........ O
. k. Physical therapy. . .*. . ... .. e e a..... (T a........ O
1. Training in rﬁobility skills . . . .. e N I U a....... O -
m. Tra.inlng in selfcare skills . ............ e D .............. O........ 4O
n. Special resources . : . ’ v,
. (e.g., itinerant tutors, aides,_etc.) ........ e a.............. a........ a-
" o. Resourcc‘:‘ room teachers . .. .... e e . D e D ....... - D -
P- Leamihé‘ COMLErS ... ovvvvvnnnne e a..... DT I B .4
. Other special scrvices ) '
*0 lEc.g.f,pro:ision for flexible schedyling) , . ... ..... a.. ... oL a........ O )
r. Pupil transportation . . ... ... ... PR a............. D e a )
.8. Other (Specify): < : ... .4 O O

79. Is there a systematic set of criteria in this school district for recognizing or identi-
fying handicapped pupils who may need to be referred for diagnostic assessment?

[:] Yes
J No- L
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Retarded _Dishirbed Disablsd  Deaf-blfsd

1
Educable  Seriously

Mentally

A 3 Prekinderpartea
B = Kindergarisa-8
C = Grades 7-12
Ie
A B C
a

Mentally

Retarded

ABEC
a

s s e e s 0
s s e e e s 00
.
. s
L A T

tinerant
£.» Drovizion

L1 resasrces (C.£.,
tutors, aides, e1e,) . .

Gutdance and counsellng specifically
Iastruction in basie académlie skills .

Tutortng o

Parcnt guldance and counseling « .
d. . Emotioral azd social development akdlls |

Language development skills . .

Speech ther™py « o o s o

Training In scif-care skdils. .

Trazing In mobtitty skills
Goneral health care

Rescurces room teachers

Learning centers < . o
Owher spectal scrvices fo.

for (exible scbeduling).
Pupdl] tramaportation . o
Otker t(&-cclly): :

B

Visual motor training .« «
Physical thecapy o & &

Auditory training « « .

for the Bandioapped o .

During school year 1974-75, what special educstional or relsted sazvices are provided
alegorisa shown balow? (Mark sl that apply th each vertical cchmea) -

. *'Dizguoitic asgeexmeat, . .

81,

dudd sl idd des ed
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146

In column A, indi¢ate the total number of salaried staff members (fuliF and part-time) in this

school district who provide any special educational or related services to the following types of

‘handicapped pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6. (Staff members may be counted more -

than owce if they teach or provide services to more than one type of handicapped pupil. If none
in a category, write ''0.")

In column B, if possible, provide full-t1me equivalents for these same staff members.

a category, write '"0'")

Trainable mentally retarded . .
EducaEle mentally retarded
Seriously emotionally disturbed

Learning disabled . . . .
Dea-f-blind " & s & . »

Deaf L] . . L] L] L]
Hard of hearing .

Blind' « s e s e

Partially seeing.
Speech impaired

Orthopedically handicapped. -
Other health impaired . . .
_Other (Specify): )

.

Toml..‘........

>

A
Total Number of
« Staff Members
of Grades Prekindergarten~6

B

af noﬁq in

Number of Full-Time

Equivalent Staff Members
of Grades Prekindergarten-6

' Fully Not Fully
Certificated Certificated

AT

1T

Fully

Not Fully

- Certificated

|

AT

|

Certificated
l 1

¢




In column'. A, indicate the totai‘n’umber of salaried staff members (full- and part-time) in this school

* district who provide special educational or related services to the handicapped in grades prekinder- _
garten through 6. .Exclude teachers in regular classes. (Count each staff member only once. If none

ina category, write "0.")

!

" In column B, if possible, provide full-time equivalents for these same staff m.mbers, (If none *»

ina category, write ''0') )
A ~ B.
Total Number of Number of Full-Time
Staff Members . Equivalent Staff Members
of Grades Prekindergarten-6 of Grades Prekindergarten-6
Fully . Not Fully Fully * Not Fully ~
. ‘ Certificated  Certificated Certificated  Certificated
a. Agdministrators . . . . . . . B g
b, Teachers. . « . ¢« « « « « & . 0.
c. Speech therapists . . . . . .
d. - Psychologists o o o« ¢ o » & o __ e e . e
e. Educational diagnosticians . . e o . o s s s s o o &
f.  Social workers . . . . . . . . .o J
g. Physical therapists . . . . . .o e e e e e e
h. Occupational therapists . . , e e e e s s s & ¢ o .
i. Teacher -aides and other ' ‘
) paraprofessionals . .+ . . . , .. e e e e :
“Jeo Other (Specify): .
. . [ L] . L N . L[] .’ . L] L] . .

e

3
<

v i




special educational or related services tq ha.ndicapped pupils. (If none in a

".How many additional staff members does this school district'blan to employ

during the next school year (1975-76) in budgeted positions who will provide
category, write "0 and go to Q. 87)
Prekindergarten

Kindergarten-6 . .. ) . .
.. Grades 7-12 '

4

f. Placement in schools having no -

86. - How many of these do you expect, will be fully certificated by the state to
teach handicapped pupils? (If none in a category, write ''0") '
* ‘ Prekindergarten
Kindergarten-6
Grades 7-12
: : . ‘ - .
87. If this school district had sufficient funds to hire as many additional staff mem- ‘
bers to provide special educational or.related services for the handicapped as it
would like, how many would be hired? (If none in a category, write ''0")
; _ y
Prekindergarten
_Kindergarten-6 N )
Grades, 7-12 : : Co
88. Indicate whether the following activities are part of the services offered in

this school district's programs for the handicapped. (Mark all that apply in E
each grade distribution category) A

E Kinder- Grades ,
Prekindergarten garten-6 7-12

a. Workshopsforteachers. « « « « o o « o] o o o o o [ o « "
b.  Tuition assistance for teachers . . . . .[J . ... .[O
c. Inservice training other than
workshops . . L] L] L] . LN ] L] L] - . L ] L] D L] * * L] L] D
d.  Programs for parents of the _ .
handicapped L] . . L] . [ N ] L] ,. L] . .A . . D . * L] L] L ] D .. L] L]
O
O
Cl

0o 0o ogd

t
i

e. Information dissemination
programga-o_.»a o . rooaooaovo’Drhooolo

0

architeotural barriers . . . .
g. Other (Specify):

OO g

~T
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89,

’bo Educable mentally retardedu L o’

m, Other (Specify):

How many teachers of grades prekindergarten through 6 in this school district
are receiving any special training during this school year in areas that would
aid them in working with the various types of handicapped pupils specified
below? (Teachers may be counted more than once if they are receiving

training aimed at more than one type of ha.ndicapped pupil, If none in a cate-

gory, write '"0")

‘Number of Teachers

Prekindergarten Kindergaften—s

\ :

a. Trainable mentally retarded . + . . . . ‘e e s e

c. Seriously emotionally disturbed . . . . .
d. Learningdisabled « « « « o « « 4 o+ o &
e, Deaf-blind . + v"¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ & o o o &
f. Deaf + ¢ o o v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 0 o o 4 o
g- Hardofhearing . .. .........
h.‘Bl'lnd.......-.--,-...».
i. Partiallyseeing . « « « & ¢ o v o o o o -
e Speech impaired. . e e v e 0 e s
k.  Orthopedically handicapped e e eie
1.~ Other healthimpaired . « « o & & +.0 .

T

R
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90.

_'v_,‘-bov‘ VEA68 llltlll'ltll"'ll.tltltll.ltt‘llll.ll
"V:.":)(-ct ESEATiﬂeI ttttttttlvOOOtt.tt..ttt,.ttttt.

“What was the first year of funding for handicapped pupils in grades prekinder-

garten through 6 in this school district (e.g., 1969-70, etc.)?
First Year
" of Funding

a. ° Education for'the Handicappéd Act, Part B
(formerly’EsEATitle,VI)ll.llil..l.l..l..lll.

do _  ESEATItleIme: cocooensoosnnssososssonosns
e.  Other federally funded programs for the

handicapped «ccesoesoecearccessossscnssnsacs
f. State programs for the handicapped « .+« eqge e s o oo v
g Local programs for, the handicapped « « ¢ e ¢ v e o 00 vn s

-

[

9l.

-0 Yes :
‘"0 No (Goto Q. 93, page 34)

" Do complementary or inferdependent services exist among pgog'ra.mé for
- handicapped pupils in grades prekjndergarten thrgugh 6 and ESEA Title I,

ESEA Title I, ESEA Title VII, or other federal Brograms, including VEA 68?
1 ‘ '

‘

150
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¥ ’ . > " . . i‘ . v . o
'92, For each horizontal row below, mark the approprlate Scolum&ns for federal
program activities that are coordinated with programs for the handicapped

in grades prekmdergarten through 6 in this school dlstrlct (Mark all that «

apply) : o \
- a. f’rograms for the . : T T, Al (;th'. '

. ! ) . . er
ha"d;‘.""ppedd- ate never ' ESEA . ESEA- - ESEA Federal Programs.
,coordinated with other . -Titlel Title - Title VIl  Including VEA 68
federally funded program® o -
aétivities._........................:-’D ...... a:-..... a..... D

+ b. Common’ participants in ' . ) _
needs assessment .. ... ... .... e D ...... D ....... D'. ....... . D
Ve Common information used ‘ . e . .
, inneeds,assessmefit .. ... e [P D cie O U D
. & Coordination in the review . . - - s o
. - and updating of needs .. ........ e DDDD
e. Common %ay‘tici;;)ants in . : . " « ‘
selection of services . . ..., ... L. D ...... D ....... D ...... e D :
f. Coordination in providing ® = e / - ;
sequential services to e ’ 8
follow pupils from .

school to school ... ...... e a...... E] ..

g Staff shared'by more than

T OMESEIVICE ... ... ... SUUURTUI IS FUUEN I PR a..... D

k-3
h. Common information

O

e l,lsed to determine : ! . . A ) - .
- elxgxb:lxty of pupxls ......... e T, D ...... a.....A4Ad. CTe O .
i. Pupils participate in - ] o ~ \_6 . ' \
" more than oge service. ... .. ... PR a...... Oa..... Lk TR O
j.. Joint efforts in setling ) ‘ . : '
prigrities for needs. .*. .. ... ... e a.... a..... I R O
k. Common participants in T . oL . ’
_ pupil selection. ... . ... .. e A I R a. ... D TR
). Joint funding ......... P D‘D AU B A O _
m. Other forms of o ' - '0
coordination . o .
(Specify): __ - e E]D ....... a....... D
4
1 ! ~ o
v s - :
' ' Co . . o
rd —w.




N - e

f
( ~

-

|

To what groups is information about federal, state, or local programs for the
handicapped usually disseminated within and outside tmlé school district?

Mark a11 that apply)

|
{

[ None ,
(] Within this LEA
[] Other LEAs f
- [  Public school staff . . |
[] = Non-public school staff/private or state instrucijional staff
[] Parents of children receiving services |
[] Parents of children needing services g
. O . Business and industry representatives . |
] - State education agency persomiel |
[ General public ‘
[J Other (Specify):
94. Can this schbol district compute per pupil expendi es for the handicapped
on the basis of type of handicap?
[0 Yes : ’ :
O No _ , / E
55. - ,Indicate below the source of funds that pays the mpst toward developing,

initiating, or replicating programs designed to serve handicapped pupils in

grades prekindergarten through 6 in this school district

horizontal row)

|

(Mark one on each

State Funds

Federal Funds Local Funds
a. Developprojects. T I B I e
b. Initiatepro;]ects.........D..‘...D.....D
‘c.  Replicate projccta ., . . . . . .. d

..E}..:~_...|:]..‘.

~ ’ . 156
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: - CONTINUED, EXPANDED, OR REPLICATED PROGRAMS
t . FOR THE HANDICAPPED THAT WERE BEGUN
N : ' WITH EHA, PART B FUNDS

@

96. Have Education for the Handicapped Act (EHA), Part B (or ESEA Tit.le vl
. fumds for handicapped pupils ever been discontinued in this school district
because the grant period had expired? LA

E] Yes (Mark all that apply)

0] _.Prekinderfgarten ‘ o, :
- [ Kindergarten-6 : . g
. [0 Grades 7-12 A _ - et

[0 No(Go to Section D, page 37) ' _ o ‘ ’

.

97. After federal funding was discontinued because of grant exp{ratton, ;vere any
services for handicapped pupils similar to.those provided by EHA, Part B,
continued through state or local support?

[0 - Yes (Mark all that apply)
- [J. Prekindergarten

e . [J Kindergarten-6 -
- ' [0 Grades 7-12
. b

. :
[0 No (Go to Section D, page 37)
Note: Questions 98-102 concerx the continuation,~expansion, or replication of any
¢ services begun with EHA, Part B, funds for elementary pupils by state or
locally supported progra.ms.‘ _ ’
88. During school year 19{t-75, approximately how many ‘pupils, by type of
. handicap, do these co&ued, expanded, or replicated programs serve?
\. (I none in a category, write "G") ,
F . . , Number of Handicapped Pupils
‘ . Kinder- Grades
Prekindergarten garten-6 7-12
a. Trainable mentally retarded . . . . . b « e .
e b. Educable mentally retarded . . . . . o s e .
c. Seriously emotionally disturbed . . . . o e .
d. Learningdisabled « « « « + & o « & & . . . -
’ . Deaf-blind . .'v . v i v v s oo e e .
f. Deaf. . i v o v v o o s o o o s u s s as .
. g. Hardofhearing . . « "+ o o s s & & _ . s s o

h. Bifnd, ¢« % o ¢ s 56 ¢ ¢ s s .5 8 s o

1. Partially seeing, « « « o o o o o o+ »

3. Speechimpaired. « « s o s o o+ o+ »

k. Orthopedically h:mdxcapped s e e b e s

v 1. Other health impaired « « « o o « o &
~ : m, - Other (Specify): “

ERIC E | y

L N N .
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99. For the 1974-75 school year, what are the gxpenditures from state and local .
- sources for continued, expanded, or replictted programs for handicapped
pupils begun with EHA Part B, funds? (If none in a category, write ''0")

$for s $ for $for
Prekindergarten - Kindergarten-6. Grades 7-12
. ao Sta-te Sources_' * o o s s o.ou e o o o e o » :.j
b.  Local sources . . . . .

C.l TO@I. e o s & o & o . . :.. . e - LI} .- .

L

‘ 100, During the yeafrs that EHA, Part B, funding was present in this school dlstriet,
what was the average annual expenditure of EHA, Part B, fu@ for handi-
capped pupils ? (It' none in a category, write "0'")

$ ‘ Prekindergarten _ _ _
- $ ' ~ Kindergarten-6 : : )
$ Grades 7-12 :

101, Without EHA, Part B, funding what is the average annual expenditure for
. continued, expanded, or replicated programs? - (If none in a category,
write 5" .
- " Prekindergarten-
$ Kindergarten-6
$ ‘Grades 7-12

r

Y

102, Generally speaking, what is the m a]or emphasis of the expenditures for .
continued, expanded, or replicated programs for handicappsd pupils?
'(Mark one)

-

Plarning and development
Operations (e.g., services to puplls, teacher training)
Evaluation

©  Parent pr@¢grams )
Dissemination = - : ,

LOoLoo




1030

[0 No (Goto Q. 105)

D S o ’ ’

EDUCATIONAL BROADCASTING

s

Does thig school district currently hold a license from the Federal Communica-
tions Commission to operate television, radio, or other transmittal systems:

for instrucfional purposes ?

[0 Yes

-

" 104.,

Which of the following does this schooi district operate? (Marx all that apply
for each grade distributlon)

L ' A Prekindergarten-6 Grades 7-12

a. UHF or VHF non-commercial telev1sion o A _ : , !
" broadeast station . « « « ¢ e 0 0 b ace 0 s [ e e e e[ 7
b. Translator=-UBFOr VHF + « « ¢ o v oo « o [J . oo oo . d ,
c. Instructional Television Fixed Service - - .
COTES): v e e e e O d
‘d. © Broadcast FM radio station 10 watts
. O Ereater); « o o o o o o o s s v oo o0
e.. Campus carrier radio system . . . « . . . . O.......0
£,  Coaxial cable ("R.F.") (closed circuit) . . . . g.......0
g.. - Community Antenna Television (CATV) .
(closed circuit). « « « « & v . s cesc deee e g
- h, Other (Specify):
. N i I

1

105.

Does this school district currently have o contract with an agency for felevision
or radio programming or, transmittal systems?

O Yes

[J- No'(Goto COMMENTS, page 39)

159 .




" 106.

“DDDDDDDD

Which of the following are' covered under this contra‘c':t? (Mark all that apply)

UHF or VHF non-commermal television broadcast station

Translator--UHF or VHF -

Instructional Television:Fixed Service (ITFS) ' ,

Broadcast FM radio station (10 watts or greater) IR /

'Campus carrier radio system g '
_ Coaxial cable ("R.F.") (closed circuit)

Community Antenna Television (CATV) (closed circuit) . :
Other (Specify) ' ‘ .-

107.

What is the total amount of funds budgeted for all schools (elementary and
secondary) during this school year under this contract? (Report to nearest
$1,000. If none in a category, write '0") -

)

$ Television
$___ Radio

o . .

108.,

-

Which elementary grade levels are covered by the instructional television or
radio programming provided under this gontract? Indicate equivalent grade
levels for ungraded or multigraded classes other than for the handicapped.

(Mark all that apply) B T
: o ! . .

~ If no elementary g-rades are coVered ‘check.lere Dand go to COMMENTS N

page 39, ’ )

‘ ( Television ' : o Radio

a. Prekindergarten .. ... ... ....... N a. Prekindergarten . ... ... .......... O

b. Kindergarten......... e O " " b. Kindergarten. . ... .. e O

c. Gradel .................. L0 ¢ Grade ! ... ..o, O

d. Grade2 ........... L o - a L] dGrade2 ........ ... ... ... OJ

c. Grade3...i ....... e D e. Gradc.;i .................. D

f. Graded .................. , .. D f. Graded .................... ‘. .0

g. GradeS .. ......... ... .. .. .. .. D ' g- Grade5 ........ ... ... .. .. ... D

h. Grade 6 ........ PO O h.Grade6 ............... 0 ...... O
" Ungradccl classes for ) : i. Ungraded classes for

the handicapped .. .., .........[] the handicapped ............ . D
- .

wae : 160




\.

109, Approximately how many pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6 are
served under the television and radio contracts ? (£ none in a category,
write ""0")
Pupiis in grades prekindergarten-6 served by television contracis
Pupils in grades prekindergarten-6 served by radio contracts -

r » COMMENTS

. You have compleied this queéhonnaire. However, if you have any comments you deuld
-+ like to make regarding the clarity of the questions, definitions, and instructions used
in this questionnaire, please use the rest of this pagga THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP .

3
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~ SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE
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A : : - S
GENERAL SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS
— ! {
1. What grades are taught in this school? Indicate equivalent gradevlevels for un-
graded or multig'raded classes other than for the handicapped (Mark all that
apply) ‘

Prekindergarten

Kindergarten

Grade 1 .

Grade 2 : ; X
Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Grade7 :

Grade 8 : P
Grade 9 . - .-
Grade 10 - ) :
Grade 11 ' ‘

Grade 12 ,

Ungraded classe3 for the handicapped

. 000000000000000

4

Note: - The next two questions ask about pupil membership on or about October 1.
Question 2 asks about the current school year (1974 75), while Question 3 -
asks about last year (1973- '74)

2a. What was the total pupil membership in this school on or about October 1, 19747
(Include pupils in Special Edtication and Head Start classes)

Total number of pupils
b. What was the total pupii membership in grades prekindergarten through 6 in this

gschool on or about October 1, 1974? (Include pupils in Special Education and
. Head Start classes) =

Number of pupﬂs in grades prekindergarten-6

165




[N

3.

Please provide the following information about last year's (1973-74) pupil mem-
bership. (Include pupils in Special Education and Head Start classes. If none in
a category, write '0.") : - :

S A B
* ' Total Pupils , o
Including Migrants Migrant Pupils Only
. : A
a. Membership during the period S
from approximately October 1, .
1973, through the end of 1973-74

-schoélyear-......,.,.,.«.

b. ‘Number gf new pupils entering
sc¢hool during the same period
(countse-entries as new
entries) . ... . . . . .0, ., ’

¢, Number of pupils withdrawing
from school during the same
period (include transfers between
schools and dropouts) . . ., . . e o 4

In column A, indicate how many teachers (full- and part-time) of gracies pre-

‘kindergarten through 6 in this school are members of the following groups.

(Chunt each teacher only once. If none in a category, write "0,')

In column B, indicate how many pupils in gradés prekindergarten 'through 6 in
this school are members of these groups. (Count each pupil only once, If none

in a category, write "0,") s

X

) Number o?Teachers Numberl?nf Pupils
of Grades In Grades

. . ‘ Prekindergarten-6  Prekindergarten-6
a.' American Indian , ., .., .. ., e e e
b.Blacfc/Negro.......... : .,
c. Orlental . . . ... ......
d.,ﬁispanic’.’.......'...‘. . '
e. White/Caucasiaﬁ C .. “ e e . ‘N . ‘
f. Other (Specif}’):". | ’ . e :

’




5.

»

Does this school employ teachers aides or other nonpr‘ofessional personngl?‘l
O Yes .
(J No(GotoQ.T)
6. Are any of these personnel specifically assigned to work with chlldren in any of
the following? . (Mark all that apply) -
0 ESEA Titlel
(] ESEA Title I Migrant
ESEA. Title III, Section 306
[J ESEA Title VII
(] Programs for {xhe handicapped
7. Which of the followi’n“g best describes the population of the area in which this-
school is located? (Mark one)
(] Large city, 500,000 or more ‘ o
0 Large city, 200,000-500,000 population . T
B City or suburb, 50,000-200,000 population
Small city, 10, 000-50,000 population
[0 Rural area or town with less than 10,000 population
8. » Approximately how many of the pupjls in this school are from low—dncdme
" families? (If none, write "'0") °
"Number of pupils 7
> 9, What is your definition of low income? .
?
10. Approximately how many of the pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6 in

this schodl are from families where the primary or dominant language is other
than English? (If none, write "'0")

Number of pupils

161
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11,

X O T
Approximately how manjr of the pupils in gi-ades prekindergarten through 6 in
this school are from families earning $3,000 or-less and are also from families
where the primary or dominant language is other than English? (f none,
write "o") - L : . )

~

Number of pupils

o " -

12,

How would you éharacterize the English-speaking ability of most of the pupils ~
in this school ? ~ (Mark one) o

(J Very limited--conduct little or no conversation in English
[J Limited--converse in English, but with-more difficulty than would be ex- °
-pected of children English-gpeaking homes : ' :

‘0] Good--converse in English with little or no difficulty- - - -

13a,

13b.

13c.

13d.

Have you tested 6th grade reading and received results during this school year -

(1974-75) to date?
[0 Yes ‘
(0 Né (Go to 13c)

(If yes to 13a) During the 1974-75 school year, approximately how many 6th .
grade pupils in this school are reading one or more years below grade level
according to current test data based on national norms ? Q -

Number of 6th gr'ade pupils reading one or more years
belpw grade level (Go to Q. 14) :

(If no to 13a) Have you tested reading for any other grade and received results
during this schivol year (1974-7 5) tq date?

(0 Yes - ) L -

[J No (GotoQ. 14) R

(If yes to 13¢) During the 1974-75 school year, approkimately how many pupilé

in the nearest grade below grade 6 for.Which you do have current data based on
national norms are reading one or more years below grade leve] ? (Pleasge
specify the number of pupils and the grade for which you are reporting)

Number of pupils re(ading one or mc;re years below grade level
Grade for which you are reporting '

1€2
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14'

Approximately ‘how many of the pupils in this school would you define as edu-

- cationally deprived? (If none, write '0") .

7 Nuber of pupils ' o

.
Are there any bilingual projects in this school funded by any sources of.her than
-ESEA Title VII?
B ) {
(0. Yes.- o ‘
(0 No

!
i

+ 16,

o DDDGDQBD

During school year 1974-75, does this school provide any elementary-level
programs or projects funded entirely or partially by the followilg sources?
(Before attempting to apswer this question, please check the District List of
Special Programs. Mark all that apply.) ‘

R

ESEA Title I,(children from low-income areas, and neglected-or .
delinguent. children)

ESEA Title.I Migrant

- ESEA' Title II '(libraries)

ESEA Title III, Sectlon 306 -
ESEA Title VII (biltngual) .
Education for the Handicapped Act, Part B (formerly ESEA Title VI)
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)

USDA School Food Programs ' .
Communications Act of 1934, Title III, Part IV (Grants for Non-
commercial Educational Broadcasting Facilities; Corporat:lon for
Public Broadcasting)

Other federal sources T,

17..

0 00000000

During school year 1974-75, does this school provide any elementary-level
programs or projects funded entirely or partially by federal sources that are
specifically designed to meet the needs of the following target groupg? (Mark
all that apply) L ¥

No specific target group

Educationally deprived pupils

Academically gifted pupils

Migrant pupils

Handicapped pupils

Neglected or delinquent pupils

- Pupils fromn low-income families ~

Pupils from homes where the prlmary or dominant language is other

than English v

Other target graup (Specify):
£

a

R S
] 169 _ R
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B
PROGRAM INFGRMATION

e

"ESEA TITLE I (children from low-income areas, and neglected.'or delinquent children)

Note: Queetlons 18-28 deal only with ESEA Title I projects for educationa.lly deprived .
children (from low-income areas), and neglected or delinquent children. ESEA
Title I Migrant projeots will be addressed as a separate section, .

[N

T 18. Doee this echool have an ESEA Title I project for educatlonally deprived children
) (from low-income areas), - or neglected or delinquent children? (Do not include
ESEA Title I Migrant here) co

» [ Yes
(J No (GoteQ. 29, page 10)

Note: If this school- currently has more than one ESEA Title I project component in
operation, answer the remaining questions in this section for all project com-
ponents.

. A}
g

19, What grades does the ESEA Title I project in this school serve? Indicate equiv-
alent grade levels for ungraded or multigraded classes. (Mark all that apﬁ[i;jb
Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here.)

“

Prekindergarten /..,
Kindergarten

Grade 1 '

Grade 2

Grade 3 .

Grade 4

Grade 5 - ,‘3

Grade 6

Grades 7-12

DDIDDDDDD
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~

.

- ” -
. B - ) C3

‘Note: If the ESEA Title I prOJect in this school does not serve puplls in grades pre- ' .

kindergarten through-6 check here [J and go  to Q. 29, page'l 0

-

20.

- 7

Does the ESEA Title I project in this school operate only in the simmer ? (Do "
not include, ESEA Title I Mlgrant here) L o -
O Yes (Go to Q. 29, page 10) ' . - s ) X e

[J No - : °

[}

 ~Migrant here) - . . .

~ ‘During the 1974-75 school year, approximately how many pupils in grades pre-

kindergarten through 6 participate in the ESEA Title I project in this school?
(Do not include summer sessions. If you are answering for more than one
project, do not count any pup11 more than once. Do not include ESEA TitleI .

]

- st

Number of pupils in grades prekihdergarten-G :
. . . \ -~

L . a »

Indicate below those services that are prov1ded as part of the ESEA T1t1e I°

. project in th1s s¢hool for pupils in grades prekmdergarten through 6. (Mark

all that apply. Do not include ESEA T1tLe I M1grant herer) - | B .
/ .
Reading 1nstruct1on o L. v =
Mathematics instruction - ‘ .
English language arts instruction (excludmg readmg) : . T - Co
\lllmgual instruction Lo o S

UQDD

— ~.

English as a- secgnd language St _
. Other academic instruction - Lo . )

(Specify): '

Guidance and counseling services . . - .

Attendance and socijal work services

Health.services (including medical and den’ral exammatmns, 1nstruct1on \
in health and health c\are)’ g } N\ )
Food services ' ' - . )
Other services (Spemfy)\ ’ _ ‘

y

00 '0O0 0O
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23 On what basis wére pupils selected to participate in the ESEA Title I proj ect?
‘Respond offly for those project components in which pupils receive instruction
g as part of the ‘ESEA Title I project. (Mark three in each verhcal column. Do
- not include ESEA Title I Migrant here. ) o :

. o , . © 7 English
e - . . . R . . Lahguage Arts”™
N S . »Mathemat_ics Reading . (excluding
o , . . readin
a. Pupils wexe not selected to : £l

s

-'receive Title I services in o

P

) v this subjectgrea . . ... v .. O ....0 .... O
. b. .Basis of selection is unknown - - O-....g.... O3 v
. c. No Spe'cial criterion employed . 0. .: .. g .... 3 .
v d. Standardized achievement - | - , . I
] + testscores . .. ... . .. O . N;E_l\
e. Other standardized test o
BBOTEE : « v v+ v 4 v 4 o 4 O ‘
. f. Pupllgrades . . ...... B
" g. Special needs of pupils_ o g .
_ (e.g.; handicaps, problems = ~ ~ -
“a . <\1n discipline, attitude) . . ... 0 .
~h. Tea\her,,recommendatlons - ‘
bdsed on-educational needs . .. - .
, i. Teachdr recommendations ™
* based on other need§ . . . . . []'\A N
j. - Low inceme -of famlly C 0 -
™~ -- .
k. Parent or pupil request S ] _
1. Other (Specify):» ' - s '
L] - ’ .\- . D
“‘ - % = : -
’ v . \/;L’" ' -
5 N 166 R =
~ - - 1 . g
h % ) - :,-
| -/ : - .
» \\\ * . .




24. , Howlis instruction provided in the ESEA Title Ipro;ect? (Mark one. Do not
" include ESEA Title I Migrant here.).

O Pupﬂs receive instruction all dax in t.heir regular classrooms as
' part of an ESEA Title I projéect’
'[:] Pupils receive instruction part of the day in their regular class-
rooms ‘as part of an ESEA Title I project -
[] Pupils go outside of their regular classrooms for part of the. day
to receive instruction as part of an ESEA Title I project

i ' 25 Does this school currently have a parent advisory council for the ESEA Title I -
project? (Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here)

- . N I - \ - .
(] Yes . _ ¢ !
[ No (Goto Q. 29) ' ’

]

3
v

26, Are members of the school-level parent advisory council selected by the parents
of the children to be served by the ESEA Title I project? (Do not in\cli}de ESEA
Title I Migrant here) o .

L3
,

D Yés . . \j - ) \\\»
0 No = : 4

™

. “27. Approximately what percent of the school-level parent advisory council mem-

"bers are parents of children eligible to be seryed by ESEA Title I or are repre-
gentative of the attendance areas to be included in the ESEA Title I pro;ect?
(Mark one. Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here. ).

[J None /\ A - o~
- O ..1-50% I S
~ [ 51-100% »

“




. 28, What a‘re. the xilajo: functions of the school-lgvel ba‘fent advisory council ?
(Mark all that apply. - Do not include ESEA Title I Migrant here.)

Identifying unmet needs tﬁrough formal needs assessment
Identifying unmet needs through other means
. Planni'?ﬁg programs to meet identified needs
Review of applications for federal funds
« “Evaluation of programs
. Implementation or monitoring of programs
. Other (Specify):

0000000

L

»

ESEA TITDE I MIGRANT

AN

28. Is there an ESEA Title I Migrant project in this school ?

(0 Yes

to, (J No (Go to Note before Q. 35)

'-80. What grades does the ESEA Title I Mig‘fant project in this school serve? Indi-
cate equivalent grade levels for ungraded or multigraded classes. (Mark all
that apply) ‘ : ’

- [0 pPrekindergarten .
- . (J Kindergarten
. (] Grade1 ’
" [ grade2
, (] <Grade 3 _
(] Grade4 = - ' .
~1 Grade 5
. (] Grade 6 , :
(J Grades 7-12 /
Note: If the"ESEA Title I Migrant project in this school does not serve pupils in
% . =  pgrades prekindergarten through 6, check here " (J and go to‘the Note before
N T Q. 35. - _ : .
31l. . During what time of the year does the ESEA Title I Migrant project ih this
school operate? (Mark all that apply) ‘ »
- (J Fan Tt e
- [J spring .

S .. Summer * .




-

82. During the 1974-75 school year, approximately how many pupils in grades pre-
kindergarten through 6 participate in'the ESEA Title I Migrant -prOJect in this -
school ? .

. : ‘ i - .

Number of pupils in grades prekindergarten-6

33. Indicate below those services'that are provided as part of the ESEA Title I °
Migrant project in this school for pupils in grades prekindergarten through 6.
(Mark "al] that apply)

Reading instruction

Mathematics instruction »

English language arts instruction (excluding reading) .
Bilingual instruction ‘ /

.

English as a second language 7

Other academic instruction - _ /
(Specify): : : : /
Occupational skills familiarization ; /
‘Guidance and counseling services y ' '
Attendance and social work services -

Health services (including medical and dental examimations, instruction

in health and health care)

Food services

Clothing ’ :

Other services (Specify) : _ .

0oo DDDD ]

34. How is instruction provided in the ESEA Title I Migrant project? (Mark one)

/ [ . X . N
O Pupils receive instruction all day in their regular classrooms as -
part of an ESEA Title I Migrant project
(-] ‘Pupils receive instruction’part of the day in their regular class-
Tooms as part £%of an ESEA Title I Migrant project .
[] Pupils go outside of their-regular classrooms for part of the day\

to receive instruction as part of an ESEA Title I Migrant pro;ect

ESEA TITLE I, SECTION 306

Note: Please contact yourdistrict survey coordinator if you do not know the
answers to any of questions 35-41.

5

35. Is there an ESEA Title III, Section 306, project in this school?

~_ N[ Yes
0 No (Goto Q. 42, page 13)




36. Is the ESEA 'I‘itle lII Section 306, project in this school designed specifically
for direct pupil partiéipation as opposed to teacher training? .
[J Direct pupil participation
(L] - Indirect pupil participation (Go to Q. 42)

e
- i d

37 What grades does the ESEA Title ITI, Section 306, project in this school serve ?
Indicate equivalent grade levels for ungraded or multigraded classes. (Mark
_ all that apply) : ‘

Prekindergarten
Kindergarten
Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4’

Grade 5

Grade 6

Grades 7-12

0Oo000ooooa

Note: If the ESEA Title III, Section 306, project in this school does not sérve pupils
" in grades prekindergarten through 6, check here [] and go to Q 42, '

38. During the 1974-75 school year, approximately how many pupils in grades pre-
kindergarten through 6 participate in the ESEA Title III, Section 306, project
in this school?

+

Number of pupils in grades prekmdergarten-—

. 389. Is your ESEA Title III, Section’ 306, project Specifically designed for the follow-
) ing elementary target groups? (Mark all that apply) .

No specific target group
. Educationally deprived pupils
Academically gifted pupils
Migrant pupils
Handicapped pupils
Neglected or delinguent pupils «
Pupils from low-income families
Pupils from homes where the primary or dominant language is other
 than English
Prekindergarten children
Other target group (Specify):

oo

00O DROoOoooOo

170 1"
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Ia

40,

O

O _
‘0 Reading instruction

O

O

O’

[0 other (Specify): o

-1

Which of the following best describes the m ajor emphasis of the ESEA Title III, ,
Section 306 gproject in this school for pupils in grades’ prekindergarten through
6? (Mark one)

Prekindergarten or early childhood ecfucaﬁon
Education for the‘handicapped
Environmental education

a -

Education of the disadvantaged
Child abuse
Project Information Packages (PIP)

O

‘j w o

<J\ - g
What are the three major criféria usedin th eelecfion of pupils in grades pre-

. kindergarten through 6 for direct participa the ESEA Title I, Section -
. 806,-project in this school? (Mark the three most important criteria)

e B
‘Basis of eelec on is unknown - -
No epe criterion employed
Stanidardized achievement test-scores
Other btandardized test scores
‘Pupil grades

Low income of.fa ily ) ' .

Parent or pupilgfequest
Other (Specify): —_

DDDDD”DDDDD

42,

(m / _ .
*/
\ . > ESEA/ZITLE VI (bilingual)

1s ther:e an ESEA Title VII project in this school ?

[J Yes
(O] No (Go to Note before. Q 50, page 16)

d




S - _ =
43, “What grades does the ESEA Title VII project in this school serve? Indicabeg'
equivalent grade levels for ungradgd or multigraded classes. (Mark all ~—— .

o~

O
O Gradetr— — ,
CQE: ‘Grade 2 :
Grade 3 .
[J Grade4 —
(0 Grades .
(] Gradeé6
(] Grades 7-12
ote: If the ESEA Title VII project in this school does not serve pupils in grades o
prekindergarten through 6, check here ] and go to the Note before Q. 50,
page 16, . _—
P - ' -
o, 44? During the 1974-75 scheql year, approximately how many elementary pupils
)L participate in the ESEA Title VII project in this school ?

Number of pupils in grades prekindergarten-6

.. 45. During the 1974-75 school year, approximately haw many of the pupils in
V.2 grades prekindergarten through 6 who participate in the ESEA Title VII proj-
ect in this school speak the following languages as their primary er dominant
- " . langliage? (If none in a category, write J'0)

<~ Number of Pupils
n Grades Prekindergarten-6

ey

a. An Ameri&hﬂn@lan language . . . . . . . . :
b. An Oriental langudge . + « e.ce v ¢ v 4 v v o '

¢c. Spanish . . . .

d. English = . ¢« ¢ v ¢ v v v v v e v o v e v v

_e. Other (Specify):




L

- ’

46. How would you characterize the English-speaking ability of most of the pupils
in grades prekindergarten through 6 who participate in the ESEA Title VII
project in this school ? (Mark-one)

(O Very limited--conduct little or no conversation in English
(0 Limited--converse in English, but with morg difficulty than would be
expected of childréen from English-speaking homes
(] Good--converse in English with little or no difficulty o
47. What are the 'ajor criteria used in the selection of pupils in grades prekinder-

garten through 6 for partioipation in the ESEA Title VII project in this school‘?

- (Mark the major criteria)

Pupils Whose - . Pupils Whose
Primary or ﬁominant Primary or Dominant
Language is . Language 1s Other .

English Than English

a, Pupllsurpame . . . ¢-v v o o o o [J o v e ve.o... O
b. Pupils' English-speaking ability . [ J
c. Scores from tests to determine
language dominance of pupil ... O ........ OO
d.” Scores from standardized :
O

K _.-acifévement-test-writtenn S

English — v v v ¢ v ¢ o o & D
e. Scores from standardized
-achlevement test written in

the primary or dominant
language of the pupil . . .
Pupllgrades . . ... ... .
Teacher recommendations
Low income of family
Other (Specify):

o F@

179
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48. - Indicate below which of the following services are part of the ESEA Title VII
project for pupils in grades prekindergarten through.6 in this school., (Mark
all that apply) -

Academic instruction in the basic subject areas of mathematics or reading
History and.cuitural heritage associated Wwith dominant language
Non-English language arts ' ’

Other academic subject areas

Vocational subjects

Guidance and counseling . &

Testing services : _
Staff development _ ’ o
Community involvement ‘ |

Other (Specify): B y

D0000000004

49, Are the parents of children who participate in the ESEA Title VII project in-
volved in any of the following activities related to the ESEA Title VII project?
(Mark all that apply) | o )

Volunteer tutor .aide (unpaid) T

Community liaison . ! ~

Field-trip aide v

Adult classes in English as a second language (ESL)

Paraprofessional aide (paid)

Planning, implementation, and evaluation of programs

None of the above L

0000000

PROGRAMS FOR THE HANDICAPPED
Note: Questions 50-62 ask about the handicapped pupils in this school. "Handi-
capped'' refers-to pupils who have been classified as handicapped according
to state guidelines. Where questions ask about types of handicapped pupils,
report multihandicapped pupils according to their major handicapping con-
dition. e

. 50. During the 1974-75 school year, approximately how many handicapped pupils
attend this school? (If none, write "0'" and go to Section C, p. 22) j

oL 5 |

Number of handicapped pupils :

o

171




Does this school provide special educational or related services for these

~

.81, L
' ‘pupils ?
[} Yes
(J No (Go to Section C, p. 22)
52. Using the list below, indicate the types of handieapped pupils you serve. (Mark

all that apply for each grade distribution category)

/

a, Trainable mentally
retarded
Educable mentally
retarded
c. Seriously emotionally
disturbed _
Learning disabled . . .
Deaf-blind
f. Deaf
'Hard of hearing

b.

. Partially seeing .
Speech impaired . . . .
.- Orthopedically
handicapped
Other health impaired
Other (Specify):

Prekindergarten Kindergarten-6 = Grades 7-12

0 ..... 0
0 ... 0 - O
O - eep O v -- M
o .-...% 0 ... O]
0 ..... 0 . .-n- 0]
0 ... T 0]
m s B 0
E] <" /D oo e s e E]
0 - v O e O
0 - R B In
0 v eee O «0enn 0
0 ..... O - .. O
0. . O ----- \D




0

' Y4
53. What services for handicapped pupils are provided by this school? (Mark all
- that apply for each grade distrlbution category) .

Prekindergarten Kindergarten-6

a. Diagnostic assessment } . . . . . O ..... 0O
. wance and counseling - <
‘ ; specifically for the . ‘
handicapped . . . . . . “ e e o O .4q... 0
c, Parent guidance and. counseling “ e g ..... 0O
d. Emotional and social develop— ‘ .
mentskills . . . .. ... . e O e O
"e. Instruction in basic academic
skills . ¢ v v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 0 s w g ..... O3
f. Tutoring . . . . . . . . o o 00 a..... 0O -
g. Language development skills . . . Oo..... .0°
h. Speechtherapy . . . . .« . . .. O ..... 0O -
1. Auditarytraining . . . ... .. O ..... 0O
j. Visual motor training . .. O ..... 0O
k. Physical therapy . . . .. . e O ..... O
o - 1. Training in mobility skills . . . . ) e e 0
m. Training in self-cars skills . .". . a..... Q3 )
n. Generalhealthcare ... .. ., [ ... O ’
o. Speclal resourees (e.g., itinerant
tutors, aldes,cetc.) . . « . . o . O ..... 0O
’ . p. Resource room teachers . . . . . a..... 0
g. Learning centers . . . . . e O - O
r. Other special services 4e.g., pro- ‘
' vision for flexible scheduling) . O..... 0O
. s. Pupil transportation . . . . . O ...xw.. O
- t. Other (Specify): e -
L - . . D/,/r". . . D

182
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‘54a. Do the handicapped pupils in gradeé'prekindergarten through 6 in this school
have needs that are not being met at all at the present time? ' -

| Yes :
(] No (GotoQ. 55) .

54b. In your estimation, how many handicapped pupils in prekindergarten and kinder-
- garten through 6 are not receiving any special educational or related gervices,
but should be? (If hone in a category, write ''0")

. Number of handicapped pupils in prekindergarten
Number of handicapped pupils in kindergarten-6

54c. Which of the special educational or related services indicated below are needed
but are not being provided to handicapped pupils in this school? (Mark all that
apply for each grade category distribution) \

_ Prekindergarten Kindergarten-6"

a. Diagnostic assessment. . . . . . . 0 ......0
b. Guidance and counseling ) )
specifically for the

. handicapped . « « « « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o . 0 . <. o 0
c. Parent guidance and counseling . . O . . . 0
d. Emotional and social develop-
mentskills . . . . . . .. e O |
e. Instruction in basic academic
> BRIIIS  « ¢ v e o 0 b e e e e e O . O
f. Tulering’ . % ¢ ¢ v o o w0 .. O . . dJ )
- g. Langubge development skills . 0 . - O
' h. Speechtherapy . « . « « '« o o O . 0O
" 4. Auditorytvaining . . . . . . . ...« 0O . - 0O , .
" §. Visual motor training . . . . . . O . - O .
- k. Physical therapy . . « . ., O . - Od
1. Training in mobility skills O e e d
. m. . Training in self-care skills . . . . 0 - - d -
n. General health care C e e O 0O
' o. Spccial resources (e.g., itinerant ,
tutors, aides, etc.) . . . . . .. O - 0 .
p. Resource roomn téachers . . . . . O - ¥
! q. Learning centers .« . « « ¢« .+ . O - - [ ‘
r. Other special services (e.g., pro-
vision for fle:iblo scheduling) . . A . - 0O
s. = Pupll transportation™ . . . . . . . O - Od
t. Other (Specify): . K )
N - E
477
© 83 e




55.
'3

o o o o

‘Which of the following approaches are employed in this school to serve handi-
capped pupils? (Mark the three major approaches)

Mainstreaming into regular'classrooms. \
Regular classes with special consultants
Regular classes with itinerant teachers
Resource room

Part-time Special Education classes
Full-time Special Education classes -

Other (Specify):

56,

'

Which of the following special equipment or materials are available forluse by
handicapped pupils in this school? (Mark all that apply)

Programmed learning rhaterials - )
Audiovisual equipment or materials ' I 4
Special equlpme)}’cbr materials for speech therapy
.Sensory aids

Physical therapy equipment or supplies.

Mobility aids , '

Special play equipment or materials

Other (Specify):

‘0000000

" o6T.

How many tegchers (full- and part-time) of grades prekmdergarten through 6
in this school provide special educational or related services to handicapped
pupils? (f none, write "o . . . . g

) , a
Number of teachers of grades prekindergarten-6

58.

How many teacherstin this school are certificatcd by this stn.te to teach handi- -
capped pupils? (If none, write "o

Number of teachers '

»

————
-~




59.

L I .
How many. teachers (full— and part—tfnrme) of grades prekindergarten through 6 in
this school provide special educational or related services to’ handicapped pupils
in the following? (Teachers may be counted more than once if they teach or pro-
vide serv1ces in more than one category. If none in a category, write "'0.'")

o Number of Teachers
. ‘ ., ~ . ofGrades
E = , ‘ : Prekindergarten-6

a. “Regular Classes: o o v v o 0 e e e e v e e e eel T -
“spetial classes;for the  handicapped . et e T
Ind1v1dua11zed instruchon e ee e w

o fe

Ce

e o o . e »

e - L s - .

e Au.. ,—_

S ot

»

.
s

. Are any of the follo
. tional sugport'for ha

Speech therapists - | ; \
Psychologists : :

Educational diagnosticifins

Physical therfipists
Occupational-therapists ~

Social workers > °, .

ng specialists on staff in this school ‘to provide instruc-
dicapped pupllS ?. (_Mark all that apply) / .

Other (Specify):

61. -

Is this school physlcally designed to accommodate ch,ilqlren with orthopedic
handlcaps (i. €., washroom faclhtles drmking fountams, ramps)'?

O

O

v - o ' o )
Yes : :

No .
s

—

\

62.

What are the major criteria used in determimng théﬁ eligibility of elementary-

e

iicipants in specigl educational or related services for handicapped

guplls? (Mark the three major critelria)

O

0

O

»

Standardlzed test scores k '

-Grades * ¢

] Parental requests

’

4
_Recommeéndations of teachers or professlonal sta.ff members
—

, [ - Agency rcferrals o ' . _ ,

] Type of handicap ' . 4 . : \
[0 . severity of handicap ‘ ‘ : o
D Medical referrals IR T . . o
[:I Other: (Specify): __° - S
— : (3] -
L \\ > - * "‘\"'; - F'y
. N\
’ ¥ 185 : . o
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EDUCATIONAL BROADCASTING - . -+

1

~

T

{ 63. What is th total number of teaching statmns in this school and how many of
+  these.are bemg used for instructional purposes in this school year?
’ To»tall number of teaching stations .
- Number of teaching stations in use
64. In column A, indicate the total number of tele;)isions and videotape recorders
) in this school that are owned by the school (or the district) for mstruchonal
: purposes. (If none m a category, write "0")

- In column B enter the n,umber of these that are in workmg condition; i.e., the
quality of picture and sqimd are suitable for mstruction. (If none in a category,
write nou) /

'\\ , . v . - .
S - ' - A < : B
‘ - « Number in -
p Total Number  yorking Condition
a. Televisions . . T .
b. Videotape recorders . . .". . .. : )

65, Using your best professional judgment, rate the closed cirduit television

8ystem and programming for your school as of January 31, 1975. (If these
: are not avaiiable to this school mark that alternat'ive. Mark only one choice
« . ineach. horlzsontal Tow.) ‘
“ ', \ ’ - ) N 't ’ i . N
. 'O Excé¥lent Good Fair - Poor
- Available
a. Adequacy (suitability) of closed
‘ circuit television system for .

instruction . L—J.D o.0O. d

b. Quality of closed circuit tele- - ' )
vision grogzammm g for ‘
instructmn O...0.. O.0.0

. DT ; |
3 ) f
+ : 4180 -
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'DDDDDDDDDD@D

For which subject or activity areas does this school use telewswn programming

for in-school instruction for pupile? (Mark all that apply)

None . ) i
Remedial reading
_ Other reading
Other English lang'uage arts _
Languages other than English
Mathematics .
Science - s :
Social studies - ' *
Environmental quality and pollution
Occupational familiarization
Music/art: :
Other (Specify):

-

187
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IR COMMENTS
You have completed this questionnaire. However, if you have any commentsfﬁiu
would like to make regarding the clarity of the questions, definitions, and instruc-

- tiong,used in this quesﬁqmm'r\e, please use the rest of this page, THANK YOU
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. A

What is your current annual salary from this

. T 7.
. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS school dlsmct?
- ',_;'f"/ . $ )
1. What is your highest Ievel of ccademlc achneve- '
ment? (Mark one) .
\ . 8. Are you currently a full-time employee of
O A 'doctortuzl'degree this school district?
O Specialist degree (MA+30) )
- O A master's degree or equivalent O Yes -
O A bachelor's degree  ° O No
O An associate's degree
O No degree, but some college courses: o
O A high school diploma : 9. How many years, including this year, have
O Other (Specify): you lworked at this school? (Mark one)
. @ Less than one year
2. Do you hold a state teaching certificate? * @At least 1 year, but less than 3 years
. . ) : @ At least 3 years, but less than 6 years
O Yes. * @ At least 6 years, but less than 10 years -
O No @ At least 10 years, but less than 20 years
* (® 20 vears or more
3. What is your sex?
O Male 10. Since June 1974, have you received any
O Female ‘ preservice training provided by the school

4. How would you describe yourself? (Mark one)
O American Indian o

QO Black/Negro

O Oriental,

Q Hispanic

O White/Caucasian

O Other (Specify): L

6. How old are you? (Mark one)

~ OuUnder21 + O46-50 :
.O2-25 QO51-55 N
0O 26-30 Q56-60
0O31-35 O 61-65
0O 36-40 Qe66or o|der
QO41-45

6. How many vears, including this year, have you taught in
. any graﬁe prekindergarten through 12? Include both
public and private school experience. (Mark one)

@ Less than one year

@Al least | year. but less than 3 years
@ At least 3 years, but less than 6 vears

@ At least 6 years, but less than 10 vears

® At least 10 vears, ‘but less than 20 vears “
@20 years or more \ )

EMC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

lr

LY

district or school?

'O Yes o
O No (Go to Q¢ 13)

v

11. How many clock hoyrs of Fﬁ?e\gervice training
have you received since June 19742 *if your
- preservice training included college courses,
be sure to indicate clock hours—not semester
or quarter hours. (Mdrk one) -

QO Less than 5 Hours

Qs-10

O11-1s )
,O18-20

'‘O21-26

O2-30 - .
0O 31-35

QO 36-40 :

O More than 40 hours

191 y

184
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

12, In which of the following-areas have you

recelved preserwée fralnlng since JUne
19742 (Limit your responses to the most
important-areas) '

. ¥ . . .
Q) General orientation and administrative information
O Academic instruction in reading .
Q Academic instruction in other subjects
Q Individualized instruction .
O Team teaching_ : o0
QO Identification of pupil problems
Q Treatment of pupil probiems
QO Evaluation methods
Q Dissemination strategies
Q Bilingual/bicultural education
O Education of handicapped pupils
O Other areas (Specify):

13. Have you received any inservice training

*from. the school district or school since

June 19747

) Yes.

'O No (Go.to Q. 17) - o

"
- [

14. How many glock hours of inservice trainjng

have you received singe June' 19742 If your
inservice training included college courses, =

be sure to indicate,clock hours—not semester -

or quarter hours. (Mark one)

.

O Less than 5 hours 0 26-30
Os-10 O Nn-35
O11-18 O3s-40
O 16-20 . QO More ‘than 40 hours
O21-25
L)

192

15.

In which of the following areas have you
received inservice training since June 19747
(Limit your responses to fheg most important
areas)

'

O College courses in using felevtsuon or
radio in instruction

O Academic instruction in reading _ %

O Academic instruction in other sublects

QO Individualized instruction

QO Team teaching

O \dentification of pupil problems

QO Treatment of pupil problems

Q Evaluation methods

QO Dissemination strategies

O 8ilipgual/bicultural education

O Education for handicapped pupils

QO General administrative procedures and " °
. . . recordkeeping ! =3

O Other emphasis (Specify):

For which of the following target groups

was the inservice training in which you
participated specifically desngned? (Mark
all that apply) .

“

O No specific t;rget group

O Educationally deprived pupils

OAcademlcaIIy gifted pupils

O Migrant pupils

O Handicapped pupifs

O Neglected or delinquent pupils

QO Pupits from low-income families

O Pupils from homes where the primary or dominant
language is other than English k__/

QO Other target group (Specify): ) .

»




17. Which of the sources listed below provide
funds for any projects in which you teach?
(Please check with your principal if you
don't know the answer to this.question.
Mayk all that apply.)

O ESEA Title 1 (children from low=-income
_areas, neglected or delinquent
children) ) :
ESEA Title | Migrant
ESEA Title 111, Section 306
ESEA Title VII (bilingual) .
Education for the Handicapped Act,

) Part B (formerly ESEA Title VI)
Other programs for the handicapped
Communications Act of 1934, Title IlI,

Part IV (Grants for Noncommercial
___Educational Broadcasting Facilities;
Corporation for Public Broadcasting)

.

00 0000

—

18. During the course of the school year, yon
may have had to pay extra attdntion to some
aspects of teaching. Please look ot the list ,
below and indicate which items are of special
concern to you. (Mark all that dpply)

O Many pupils enter below grade level and
need special or remedial help

'O The range of ability among pupils is so
farge that it is difficult to prepare
lessons that are suitable for the whole
class

O Many pupils have special or individual
learning difficulties requiring special
curricula or special classes

O Many pupils are so able that they are
bored by the standard class material
or pace ‘ .

O Many pupils have behavioral problems

" that result in a great deal of learning

time being spent on discipline

19. { During an average school day, how much
- Ytime do you have to yourself to prepare
_ Hessons or work with individual pupils
(excluding lunch period)? (Mark one)

O None

O 15 minutes or less

O Between 15 nrinutes and an hour
O An hour or more

‘ B
CLASS CHARACTERISTICS

Note: For all the remaining questions in this
questionnaire, the term "this class"
refers to the class for which you are e
also completing Pupil Questionnaires.

Ay

20.. Indicate below the grade or type of home~ -
room class for which you are reporting.
(Mark one) )

Prekindergarten

Kindergarten

Grade 1

Grade 2 .

Grade 3 . :

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6 . )
“Ungraded class for handicapped pupils
Ungraded class (other than for handicapped

puptls) :

'‘Multigraded class

O 0000000000

21. How many pupils are enrolled Tn this class?

Number of pupils




22, What language —other than English—do you
use to Instruct this class? - Do not include any
instruction yoU might give when teaching a
foreign 1anguage. (Mark one)

- O None (English is the only language used)
O An American Indian language
O An Oriental Ianguage
O Spanish
O Other language (Specify): .-

.1‘\1

23, In what sub|ecf areas do you use the language
that you Indicated ifiquestion 22? (Mark
‘all_that apply)

O Reading
O Mathematics

O English language arts (excluding reading)

O Qther (Spemfy)

“«

24, How mt;ny of the pupils in this class are ‘
members of the following groups? (If none -
in a‘category, write "0") :

- d. American Indian .. ... 0. ... .. e

b. BIack?Negro. .................

c. Oriemtal .. ......... b

d. 'Hispanlc e e

o. White/Caucasian. .............. ‘

f. Other (Suo?hd: | .
ey,

25. Approximately how many of the pupils in this
) \class are from homes where the prima or
- ./dom’inanf language is ofhe)r than English?

- . Number of pup‘lls

Number of Pupils .

-26. In an average week, are most of the below=

average readers in fpﬂs class assigned any of
the following? (Mark all that, apply)

O Additlonal reading time |n class (while
other pupils are engaged In ofher

activities) 3
O Special reading classes autside the regular
class (within school hours) e

O After-school tutoring

O Supplementary homework
O Other (Specify):
O None of the abdve

———

27. Inan average week, are most/of.the below-
average pupils in math ass:{gned any of the
»  following? (Mark all that{apply)

@) Addlflona.f math time in class (while other
" pupils are engaged in other activities)

O Special math classes outside the regular
class (within school hours)

O After-school-tutoring—< ——
- O Supplementary hamework
. O Other (Specify): e/

0 None of the @‘” R 1 .

N

28, Approxlmafefy how many of the pupils in this
class do you expect will be able to work qt
“gradéstevel or above next year?

N

Number of pupils

-~

o o
29, lIn your ludgmenf,'mf the pupils

+  In this class are likely to complete:
. | |
Number of Pupils

.. a. Elementary school....,....... .. ;

"~ b.Highsehool ...............
» .
c Somo college .............. e (SR ,
‘ - .




30.

3].

32.

Note:

0 No (Go-t Q. 34

=

(=

. X C. )
SPECIAL PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

< ‘l ' '
Please-check with your principal If you
don't know the answers to any of the
questions in this section.

The term "this class" refers tothe~elass |
fot which you are also complehng Pupil
Questionnaires.

Do any puptls in this class participate in
projects funded by ESEA Title I? (Do not
include ESEA Title | Miggant here) ™

O Yes

\’1

How is insfrucfio?’;i‘f?ov‘lded in the ESEA
Title | projects? (Mark one. Do not

Include ESEA Title | MIQMEB’.)//

o Puplls receive Instruction cII day in the .

regolar classroom as part of an ESEA

Title | pro]ecf

O Pupils receive instruction Eﬂ'_oﬁhe
d__(ol in the regular classroom as part
of an ESEA Title | project

O Puplils go outside of the regular class-
room for part of the iday to receive
.Instruction as part of an ES ESEA Tntle‘L

pro]ecf §

How many pupils in th{i_}class purﬂclpofe
in projects funded by £SEA Title I? (Do
not include ESE};{”HG | Migrant here) -

N

id

,\_

4

Nuniber of pupils

'

‘9

-

33. How many pupils in this class participate in:
ESEA Title | projegts in the following subject
areas? (Pupils may be counted mord than once
if they participate In more than jone subject
areda. If none in a category, write "0." Do
not include ESEA Title | Migrant here.)

Number of Puplis

il

Reading«seseesssncen
o

Mathematics «oeeessss

English language arts /
(excluding reading). ... |

Bilingual instruction...

i
!

English as a second )
Ionguoge cesssssennns

[

g f::ther (Specify):

,""" u'ﬁ'r”"::‘? ' . .V «
C‘: ,

34. Do any pupils in this closs parﬂcipote in

.projects funded by ESEA Title | Migrant?

-

~

e

© O Yes.

47*<”/® No (Go to Q. 38)

-

35. How is instrbction providbd in the ESEA
Title | Migrant pro]eqts‘? (Mark one)

O Pupils receive instruction all day in the
regular classroom as part of an ESEA
Title | Migrant project
O Pupils receive Instruction part of the day.
. *.in the regular classroom as part of an
ESEA Title | Migrant project
* O Puplls go outside of .the regular classrqom
for part of the day to receive Instruction
e as part of an ESEA Title | Migrant project
] . .

-

36, How many pupils in this class participate In
projects funded by ESEA Title | Migrant?

g Number of puplils.




37. How many pupils in this class participate in
ESEA Title | Migrant projects in the following-
subject areas? (Pupils may be counted more
than once if they participate in more than one
subiect area. If none in a category, write

!. l.lou)
‘\ - >

a. Reading..e...... .

- Numia r of Pupils

Ry

RN

b. Mathematics. veesuees \/

c. English language arts
(excluding reading)...

d. Bilingual instruction”

e. English as a second
language ...........

f. Other (Specify):

38. ‘Do any pupils in this class participate in proj-
ects funded by ESEA Title 111, Section 3067
, . \
O Yes \
. - O No (Go to Q. 40)

o

- 39. How many pupils jn this class participate In
projects funded by ESEA Title Ill, Section 306?

. ~‘ Number of pupils

40. Do any pupils in this glass parﬂcipote in
projects funded by ESEA Title ¥I1?

O Yes i
O No (Go to Note before Q. 45)

41. How many pupils in this class participate in
projects funded by ESEA Title VII?

Number of pupils

44, What percent of the teacher oide s time Is

42. Approximately what percent of the time Is
the instruction in this class provided in the
language of the ESEA Title VI project in
this school ? (Mark one) - .

O None

O 1-25%

O 26—50%

‘O 51-75%

O More than 75%

43. Do you have a teacher,alde who assists you
In the classroom?

“O Yes ,
O No (Go to Note before Q. 45)

. spent in the following activities in the class~
room? (If no time is spent in an activity, '
enter a zero. The total should equal 100%.)

Percent of Time -

a. Clerical or administrative

duties «ceivieeerecereas . '
b. Custodial duties «...... .
c. Preparation of materials .. .
d. Class instruction ....... .
. e. Test administration ......
f. Reinforcement activities
with small groups ........

g. Individual pupil attentlon.
h. Other ( Specnfy

700%

o

-

Note:  Questions 4554 ask about your experience
“teaching handicapped pupils. ‘"Handicapped"
-* refers to pupils who have been classified as
handicapped according to state guidelines.

-k




- 45, Are there any hondlcapped pupils in this
class?

O Yes 7
O No (Go tq‘Q. 48)

46. How many hondlcapped puplls are in this
class?

1 e

Number of hondicapped
pupils

) 4

47, How have these pupilt been classified
according to state guidelines? (Pleose
.check with your principol if you don't
know the answer to this question. Mark
all that apply.) ’

Trainable mentolly retarded
Educable mentally retorded )
Seriously emotionally disturbed
Learning disabled

Deaf-blind

Deaf

Hard of hearing

Blind

Partially seeing .

Speech impaired S
O%opedlcolly handicapped
.Other health rmpo:?id ‘
Other (Spemfy)

ooobooooooooo

»

48. Do you teach ony han(dicopped pupils in
this school? = '

"

O Yes
O No (Go to Section D)

49 How many handicapped pupils 'do you teach
in this school ? '

- ‘ ) Number of handicapped
’ pupils

50.

51.

52,

53.

54,

1

_ special educational or related services to
-handicopped pupils? :

[}

+- O Other (Specify):

. . /J .

Are you certificated by thig state to teach
or provide services f? dicapped pupils?
O Yes : ’
O No-

How mony years have you taught or provided
services for hondicopped pupils? (Mark one) *.
Less thon 1 year,
1—2 yeors &
3—5 years

6—10 yeors .
11—20 years '
More than 20 years e

000000

In the last five years, have you received any.”
speciol troining that prepared you for providing |,

O Yes , -
O No (Go to Section D) . 14

What kind of special troining have you received

to date during, this school year (1974-75) that -
prepared you “for providing speciol educational

or related services to hondicapped pupils? '
(Mark all that applzl) ) -

O None (Go fo Section D)

O Undergraduate Special Education courses
O Postgraduate Special Education courses
O Workshops/institutes/inservice training

4

How many clock hours of special training have
you rec&ived to date during this school year
(1974-75)? If this special training included

* college courses, be sure to indicate clock
pomam—mnlin

hours=-not semester or ﬁuortgr hours.

lock hours




‘ D ' 58. In which of the subject areas below does this
EDUCATIONAL BROADCASTING class use television for in-school instruction?
(Mark all that apply) -
Note: The term "this class" refefs to the class - Oant
for which you are also completing Pupil : O Remedial reading .
Questionnaires. " . O Other reading

O English language arts (exc|uding reading)

O Languages.other than English

O Health and safety in daily living, physical education.
and recreation

O Home economics

55. Is o television set (in good workmg condition, \
to pupils ‘ O Industrial arts

with quality of plcture and sound suitable
for instruction) reladily availabl

in thlf class for instru¢tional pufposes? O Mathematics
. O Music v .
'O Yes - N O Natural sciences = s

O Social sciences/social studies
(@) Specisl Education
O Environmental quality and pollution

O No (Go to Q. 59) /

" Qe N J . - O Public affairs
56. Approximately how many hours d'week during O Occupational familiarization ,
the 1944~75 school year is a television set O Other (Specify):

(in good working condition, with quality of
picture and sound suitable for instruction)
readily available to pupils in this class for

o .

instructional purposes? (Mcrk one) ‘ s ‘
. - 59, Durmg the 1974-75 school yeq'?,q cpproxnmctely
,Oithouror Q10 020 O3 49 hours - whaf percent of this class uses fhe television
o loss 811' 821 831 or more © series Villa Alegre for m-school viewing?
2 0112 22 32 " ' ‘one) «
8 3 813 _ 823 833 (Mark one B ,

4 14 24 34 ’ . ' . ‘ B
Os O1 Oz O35 + O N°"°° ' T -
Os O Q2 QI _— . © 0 1-25% ' A
O O17 O2rr D37 " . |l - O 26~50% : . - e
Os .7 01 Q22 033 ) , O 51=-75% ,

. Oo9 G O2° 039 A . 9 More thcrl 75% g
, . . . . .

‘ ' . “l 0. Durmg the 1974-75 school year, cpproximctely

57. Approximately how mcny hours a week during what percent bf this class uses the television

~ the 1974-75 school yepr does this class use " “series The Electric Company for in-school
television in. school for ‘instructional purposes?: viewing? (Mark one) >

"(Mark one) . |

. A %.“—O‘" Go to Q. 68, page 100 ~

. O None (Go to Q’\{‘?J, ' m P - B

OI hour or *042 i O 26=50% - . N .-
‘less 07 Q13 O 51-75% . e "»
5 02 Os O - r « - O More than 75%
O3 . Os O -.. : Co
Oa4 Ow Q. - ° T -

. Os . On  Ow - 1
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‘ ~
. 61, Approximately how many times a week
during the 1974~75 school year does this
class use the television series The Electric

Company far in-school 'vigwing-'-?- (Mark one)” )

63.

QO None
O Once o week
or less

07

Os
K4

/

Os

Qo9

QO 10 times a

) week or
more

.

W/

s

For which types of pupils in/{his class do you
feel The Electric Company id most useful? -
(Mark one) // Ll o

(0] Pupils with below nverég(e ability

@ Pupils with average ﬁbﬂlty

@ Pupils with abovo,fg'verage ability

@® Equally useful for all types of pupils

® Not very usefyl for any typo of pupil

v ' [ ’ 9
| -
-

To what extent has the use of The Electric
Company television series made this class
use ot;;er television programming more
during: this school year (1974-75) than in
past school years? (Mark one)

B

- (@ A great deal

), Somewhat

Very little

(® Not at all
(® | don't know

! In what setting do most of the pupils in this

. “class view The Electric Company television

series at school? (Mark all that apply)

O Individually : ,
O Some of the pupils view it insmall groups
O The class views it as a unit (for example,
self-contained classroom)
O By “"doubling up" with other classes in
. the. tqachiﬁg,sfof'ion with-the television
set .

O In an auditoriym ot, other large room

. o

O Other (Specify):

RIC /

s v s
65. When viewing The Electric Company, are the r,
pupils in this class free to decide wEere\fhey i
. will sit? ‘

~

O’ Yes .
O No

-

66, Are any df the following acﬂvli}I{as performed’
by the pupils in this class as part.of viewing
The Electric Company? (Mark "Yes" or "No*
for each)

¢

s. Advance preparation . - .
v for example, the pupils are given a
special introduction to the program

or a review of the program guide)

. Active participatiorn during the program-

(for example, pupils sounding out words

- *'or lstters, singing along with the songs, - o
ssking/answering questions while the :

"program Is being viewed, ete) ... ... h s O..

~

. Follow-up after the program S
- {for example, reviewing words or concepts

presented in the program, asking/answering
questions afw\t”he program is over, etc.} ...
o . .

0..0
-’ .. - ‘//

-

--------




67 During the 1975-75 school year, how much
have the pupils in this class learned about
each. of the skills listed below as a result of
viewing The Electric Company television
series? (For each skill, mark the one box
that best describes how much your pupils
have learned and then go to COMMENTS .

page 11)

- ’ Pupils have learned . . .
a. Decoding skills

(i.e., phonetic skills:
strategiés for trans- -

1 2 3 . 4 1
A ' ’ 1
great Some Very Not don't
deal what little at all know

‘lating graphic symbols - — = —/— =—— =/~
into speech 3ounds) . ... .. 0..0. O .0..0
b. Punctuation . - .

(i.e., understanding
-the function of
common punctua- -
tion symbols) . ......... 0..0.-0. .Q..0
c. Reading comprehension .
(i.e., extracting meaning
from sentences or ex-
tended passages) . ....... 0..0.0.0..0
d. Sight words
_ {i.e., phonetically irregular
words taught as wﬂole

yvords) .............. 0..0..0..0..0-
e. Using contexts R -
i.e., utilizing information . .
from the rest of the sen- \ -~
tence to figure out Gn- - :
d familiar words) .. ....... 0..0..0..0..0.

(Go to. COMMENTS, page 11) :

)

é8.

- channels 14-83). - 1
'O The person responsible for instruc ic&

‘O The pragrom is nof}emg shown on a tele

.

Whith of the followif;g'help to explain why
this class is not using the television series
" The Electric Company during the 1974-75

school year for in-school viewing? (Mork
all that.apply)

O There is no te‘fevmon ava |}pb|e for use by.
this class.
vision chonnel that cgn be recelved in
this class.’ w,
O The television recelver‘ ovdd ble to this
' glass is VHF (channels 2-13)\and the
. %lgnol for The Electric Compony is UHF

.

(principal, teacher, or supervisor) inthis
- class does not feel that television very
useful medium for instruction in re’:al\n
-or—othera, instrudtion areas, -
O The person responsible for instruction in this
. class considers the content of The Electrlc
- Company to be inappropriate for the .

instructional needs of the puplls.

. O The pupils in this class are viewing The

Electric Company at home; it's not
~ necessary to use it in school.
O The person responsible for instruction in this
class prefers to have the puplls view a

. television program of local origin rather

than one that is produced elsewhere.
O It doesn't fit in with the regular reading
instruction program in this class.

O The Electric. Company program is not in "good

taste"; i.e., the "tone" and "style" ofr«.
the program is unoceeptoble to the person °
responsible for instruction in this class.

© The person responsible for instruction in this
class lacks sufficient experience to ose a
television approach for the teaching of
reodmg.

O The' program is not on at a sultoble time of
the day.

O The person responsible for instruction in this
class doesn't know enough about The
Electric Company series to arrive at a _ ‘
decision regarding the desirability of using
it in a reading instruction program for the
pupils in this class.

O Other (Spedify):
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| // COMMENTS

You havZ/complefed this questionnaire. However,
\
if you have any comments you would like to make

regording the clarity of the questions, definitions,
and jAistructions used in this questionnaire, please
use the rest of this page. THANK YOU FOR -

YQUR HELP:
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e D -
I/ - '
, . - . . . : . .-‘ - .
: A 6. How many days was thl: pupil absent ﬁ:om school betwnn
¥ GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS the beginning of the current school year and January 31,
' . 19757 (Mark one) .
o - "1~ QONo absences O 16—-20 davs
’ : : O 1-5 days O 21-30 days )
1. In what grade or type of homeroom is this pupil onrollcd O 6-10 days * O More than 30 days
now? (Mark one) N | O 11-16 days "
@® Prekindergarten ® Grade 3 v ’ L
= @ Kindergarten - © Grade 4 6. In your judgment, how likely is this pupil to complets:
@ Grade 1 @ Grade 6 : (Mark one for each horizontal row) )
® Grade 2 ® Grade € _ v . ) Vety likely  Not vary likely
@Ungr.aded class for ' a. Elementary schoo!......... O........ ®
handicapped pupils ) b. Highschool. . . ........... O........0
®U"9"d°d class {other - c. Somo college. . . .......... O........ ®
. than for handicapped ' - o
pupils) ) ;
® Murtigraded class 7. In your judgment, how doos this bupil’s general acadamic
’ performance compare with others in his class? (Mark onhe)
: is academic perfo nsi A
2. If this pupil is in an upgraded or a multigraded OH av,,,gee f':,pms c::;:nce 's consistently botter than the\ AN
class, what is hi? equivalent grade level? If (@ His academic performance is about the same as the N
this pupil is handicgpped, answer in terms of everage for his élass A
reading level. (Mark one) . . ® His academic performanca is bolow the average for
. his class
- QO This pupil is not in an ungraded . *
or multigraded class - 8. Consider this pupil’s goneral acadomic performance at threo
OPr grgartgn . O Grade 3 points in time during this school year: (a) whan the pupil
5 O KI garton ,{" O Grade 4 : entored this class, (b) now, and (c) as anticipatad at the
0 Grads 1 QO Grade 5 :3 ' ond of tho school year. (Mark ongo In each vertical column)
O Grade 2 . O Grade 6 . . i -
[ a b. ‘e
S _ Entering . Now . End of Yesr
. 3. When did th.is pq‘pil first enroll in this school? {(Mark ong) | ». Below grado leval. . . . . . O.... .. Q... [0)
@ At the beginning of this school year b. At grade level . ... .... @...... ®@...... ®
® Aftor tne beginning of this school year ; c. Above grade level. . . . .. @...... O®...... ® .
@ Last year ’
® 2 years ago ' R
3 years ago \ s , L 9. Doos this pupil racsive tho majority of his instruction in
® 4 years ago or more - any of the following arons from you? (Mark all that apply)
® | don’t ignow . _' O Reading
' ‘ : ! O Mathematics
4. NGt counting this school, how many elementary schools O English languago ":’ (excluding reading)
has this pupil ottended sinco beginning first grade? Qther agademic sublect areas
(Mark one) ) ; Q Norfo of these
O None O 4-5 .
O 1 O 6=10 /
O 2 O More than 10 : o
~0 3 O | don't know : J
/
7
. /
205 : .
Q " ‘*S |

ERIC , 196 | o //‘ :
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10. Can this pupil be classified as any of the
following (see definition 11)? (Mark all
that apply) )
O Educationally deprived  °

O Academically-gifted

O Migrant pupil

O Hoandicapped

» O. Neglected or delinquent

O Child from low=income family

O Child from home where primary-or
dominant language is other than
English

O None of these

11. What is this pupil’s sex?

O Male ,
O Female !

.

12. How would you charactorizn this pupil? (Mnrk ono)
© American Indian k
@ Black/Negro
@ Oriental .
® Hispanic oW
® Whita/Caucasian :
® Other (Spacify):

13. Where was this p‘;)p” bom? (}iAark one)

O The United States (50 states plus D.C.)
O Puerto Rico .
- O Canada
O An Oriental Cquntry
O Cuba
o Mexico: ‘
O Central Ameticai tountry
O South American gounfry
O Other Country”(Specify):
O Ildon't know -
' /.
14. How long has this pupil lived in the Unitid States?

. (Mark one)
O Since birth Q-5 years
O Over 11 yoars 1-2 years
Oo-1 years O Less than 1 yaar
Qs-8 years | don’t know

A}
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~
-

' 15 How long has this pupit lived in this srea? “Mark one)

O Since birth O3-5 years

O Over 11 years O 1-2 years

O 9-11 vyears ~ O Less than one year

O 6-8 years O 1 don’t know
16. Has this pupit’s father, mothar, or guardian had a carear

in tha military or foraign service with the U.S. governmant?
2 Yes ‘

® No

® | don't know

17. What is the primaryé_r,‘dominant language
spoken in this pupil’s home? (Mark one)
(o) English
O An American Indian |anguage
O ' An Oriental Ianguage
O Spanish .
O Other (Specify):
O 1don't know

" 18. This puplii’s ability to conversa in English is: (Mark one)
NO) Very limited — he conducts little or no conversation

in English

® Limited ~-he converses in English, but with more
difficulty than would ba expected of a child from
an English-speaking home

(® Good — he converses in English with little or no
difficulty -

19. Counﬂngtthh pupil, how many people are currently living
in this pupil’s housshold? (Mark one) ,

02 Qs

Os Neok;

(o)} O 8 or more RN
O+« QO | don’t know .

20.would you classify this pupi! as one coming from a
low-income family?

O Yos
ONo

21, what is your definition of low-income?

LY




22. 1in your opinion, how educationally supportive Is this .
. pupil’s home. environmant? (Mark one)

@ Very supportive

(@ Moderately supportive
. @ Not very supportive
, @1 don't know

-

23. Does this pupil hava persistent academic problems that
raquire special assistance or placement into # special
program to address his specific needs?

O Yes
ONo(Goto Q. 2

A

24. In what subject areas does this pupil have

‘these problems? (Mark all that apply)

»

O Reading

O Mathematics

O English language arts (excluding reading)
O Other academic subject area (Specify):

-

" 25. s this pupil performing one or more years
below grade leve!l (as measured by standard=
ized achiovement tests) in any of the following
subject areas? (Mark "Yes" or "No" for each)

If this pupil is in prekindergarten or kinder~
garten, mark hore O and go to Q. 26.

Don't
Yes No know
s. Roading . . .........o.vinn 0..60..0
b, MthOMOtIES + . . v v o v e e e ee e ©..0.0
¢. Engllsh language orts
(excluding reading) ccvv0eee e @..@..0
d. Other acadomic subject area (Spocify):
...... 0..0..0

26. Doos this pupil have any parsistent probloms that roquire
professional assistance or othor typos of special assistance?
(Mork oll thot opply) .

O This pup!! does not have any persistent
probloms .

O Physical or sensory handicap

O Social or emotional problem

O Mental handicap .

‘O Maedical or dental proolem

O Otheor (Specify):

ERIC -

. 27.

28.

29,

30.

Noté:

In your judgment, can this pupil be de-
fined as educationally deprived?

O Yes
O No

B
FEDERAL PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

T
-

Please check with your principal if you
don't know the answers to any of the
questions in this section.

oes this pupil participate in any projects
unded by ESEA Title 1? (Do not include/ESEA
itle | Migrant here)

Yes
No (Go to Q. 30)

at are the subject or activity areas of the
ices provided to this pupil through ESEA

se
Tiire 1? (Do not include ESEA Title | Migrant

hete. Mark all that apply.)

ading Imnucnon
themotics Instruction
glish languoge orts instruction
{oxcluding reoding)
Bilingual Instruction ~
lish &3 o second language
d her ocodomlc Instruction
(Spocify);
Gyidance ond counseling services
ttendance ond social work services
Ith services (Including medicol ond dental
sxominotions, instruction in health and health
care)
\

o
o
o
o
OA
OH

d services )
hor sorvices (Specify):

his pupil participate in ony projects funded
by ESEA Title | Migront?

O Yei
O Noi(Go to Q. 32)




31. What cré the subiect or acﬂvify areas of the - 34. On what bosls wos this pupll selected to participate In

services provided to this pupil through ESEA the ESEA Title 1il, Section 308, project? (Mark one)
Title | Migrant? (Mark all that apply) @ Basis of selection is unknown
I8 @ No special criterion employed
/ O Reading instruction (® Standardized achievement test scores
/ O Mathematics instruction ' 83"‘:’" ‘r:‘:o‘i“'dmd test scoros
/ o’ English Icnguc'ge arts instruction © S::cl:: peeds of pupils {0.g., handicaps, probiems
| / : (excluding reading) B - in disgiplino, attitude)
| O’ Bilingual instruction ‘ @ Teacher recommendations based on educational
/- O English as a second language : needs
/ . O Other academic instruction ' » (® Teacher recommendations based on other needs
i (Specify): ® l.aw.lncome of fomily .
| O Occupational skills familiarization gg‘t'r:’:r‘ “;'p:;:’;')_"’q“""
| O Guidance and counseling services . '
1 O Attendance and social work services
1 O Health services (including medical and 35. Doos this pupil participate lf\ any projects funded by
. dental examinations, ihstruction in ESEA Title VII?
\ : health and health care) O Yes
" O Food services o O No (Go to Saction C)
' . 8 Clothing

Other services (Specify): - \
. 36. On what basis was this pupil selected to
participate in the ESEA Title VIl project?
. - (Mark all that apply)

32. Does this pupil participate in any projects

funded by ESEA Title 111, Section 3067 g O Pupil's surname
O Pupil®s English-spooking ability
. . " O Scares from tosts to dotormine longuoge
O Yes domlnance of pupil
O No (Go to Q. 35) O Scores from stondordized ochlovomont tost

writton In English
O Scores from stondordized ochivemeont 1ost

. .. . : writton In the primary or dominont longuoge
. 33. What are the subject or activity areas of the of the pupll

| services provided to this pupil through ESEA 8 1‘,""’""9'“"’ dotl
. Title 111, Section 306, funds? (Mark all O Low tcome of fomlly
e e .ﬂmt apply) . O Other (Specify):

l O Reading instruction
| O Mathematics instruction . . |
| O English tanguage arts instruction (excluding reading) 37. Indicate below the services provided to this

QOther acadumic instruction ~~ pupil as part of the ESEA Title V1| project?
N (Specify):” . ) " (Mark all that apply)
. NOGujgance and counséling services

O Acodemic Instruction in the basic subjoct
orgas of mothomatlcs or reading
O Histgry ond cultural herltage ossocioted

O Atfendance and social wprk services
O Hoalth services {including ‘medjgal and dental

examinations, instruction in health and Ith dominont longucge
. health care) i . O Ngn=English longuoge orrs
, OFood sorvices vt O Othor ocodemic subject oroos
/ OO0ther servicos (Specityl” ” O Vocational subjects ‘

] e A O Guldoncoe ond caunseling
J / e » . O Tosting servicos
y, ‘ ] v ; O Stoff developmont
i “ " -«. O Community involvemont

' ‘ . - O - Othor (Spocify)
3 /




-~

Note:

. C '
PROGRAMS FOR THE HANDICAPPED

- Questions 38-47 ask about this pupil’s
participation|in programs for the handi-
capped. "Hdndicapped" refers to pupils
who have been classified as handicapped
according to state guidelines.

Please check with your principal if you
don’t know the answers to any of the -
questions in this section,

38. s this pupil 'clossifie? as handicapped?

O Yes /
O No (Go to COMMENTS, page 6)

1

- 39, Please $pecify how thls pupil is handicapped

(see definition.4). (Base your answer on state/
guidelines. Please check your principal

if you don't know the answer to this.question.-
Mark all that apply.) ~

-

O Trainable mentally retarded

QO Educable mentally rotarded
-Q Seriously smotionally disturbed
O Learning disabled

O Deat-blind

O Deat

QO Hard of hearing

O8iind

OParlinllv soeing

O Spooch impaired

(O Orthopedically hondicapped

QO Other health imnpaired

O Other (Specify):
O | don‘t know

-t

40, Did this pupil receive any prekindergarten
(early childhood) education?

O Yes
O No
O ! don't know _ 7

ey

41, Has this pupil ever received mstruchon in
’ basic academic skills as part of the regular
school program? -

'O Yes - }
O No (Goto Q. 44)

42, s this pupil currently receiving instruction
in basic-academic sE}iIIs as part of the regular
school program?.

-O Yes
O No (Go to Q. 44)

43, Approximately how much time in this pupil’s
week is spent in Instruchon in basic ocademic

skills?

\ Hours

44, Approximately what percent of this pupil’s day Is spent in
rogular classes? {Mark one)

O None

O- 1=25%
O 26—50%
O 51=75%

O Over 75% but not ail
O 100% (@o to Q. 46)_ .

45, Approximately what percont of this pupil’s day’is spent in
a spacial class for the handicapped? (Mark one)

Nono -
1=25%

26=50%

51=75%

Over 759@3&0! not all
100% /

000000




46. What services designed to meet the needs of
- handicapped children are provided to this
" pupil? (Mark all that apply) =~ *

ODIIgnostic assessment

O Guidance and counseling specifically for the
handicapped

QO Emotional and social davalopment skills

O Tutoring

(@) Language development lki”l

QO Speech therspy

OAuditory training . .

O Visual motor training o

O Physical therapy

O Training in mobility. skills -

Q Training In saif-care skills

OGemuI health care

QO Special tronsportation

+ O Special resources (e.g., itinerant tutors, ufdas stc.)

QO Other special services (e.g., provision for flexible

scheduling)

-

O Other (§pec|w): .

47. What special equipment or materials are used
In the services for the handicapped provided |

to this pupil? (Mark all that apply)

None
Programmed learning materials
Audiovisual materials_or equipment
Special equipment and materials for

» speech therapy
Sensory aids
Physical therapy equ:pmenf ond supplles
Mobility aids
Special play equipment and materials
Other (Specify):

00000 0000

COMMENTS

You have completed this questionnaire. However,
if you have any comments you would like to make
" regarding the clarity of the questions, definitions,
and instructions used in this questionnaire, please
use the rest of this page. THANK YOU FQR
YOUR HELP.




