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Chapterl
Introduction and Methodology

This report is produced by the Federal Consulting Group (FCG) and CFI Group using the methodology of
the American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI). The ACSl is the national indicator of customer
evaluations of the quality of goods and services available to U.S. residents. It is the only uniform, cross-
industry/government measure of customer satisfaction. Since 1994, the ACSI has measured satisfaction
and its causes and effects for seven economic sectors, 41 industries, more than 200 private sector
companies, two types of local government senices, the U.S. Postal Senice, and the Internal Revenue
Senice. ACSI has measured more than 100 programs of federal government agencies since 1999. This
allows benchmarking between the public and private sectors and provides information unique to each
agency on how activities that interface with the public affect the satisfaction of customers. The effects of
satisfaction are estimated, in turn, on specific objectives, such as public trust.

Segment Choice

A total of 36 programs participated in the FY 2019 Grantee Satisfaction Survey for the U.S. Department of
Education. Many of the participating programs survey their grantees each year while others cycle in
periodically.

Data Collection

Each of the 36 participating programs provided a list of grantees to be contacted for the survey. Data
collection took place from May 9 to July 1, 2019 through e-mail invitations that directed respondents to an
online survey. In order to increase response, reminder e-mails were sent periodically to non-responders
and phone call reminders were also placed. A total of 1,485 valid responses were collected for a
response rate of 47 percent. Response rates by program are shown on the following pages.
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Response Rates by Program

Response rates by program are broken out into two separate tables below. Table 1 shows the programs
that had a statistically valid participation rate using an 80% confidence interval of +/- 5 points. Table 2
includes those programs that did not have enough responses to meet that threshold. These results
should be interpreted with caution in making absolute conclusions, however, they still provide valuable

Final Report

insights on the satisfaction and performance ratings provided by many grantees.

Table 1: Completed surveys representative of entire program population (80% confidence interval)

Program Invites Cor\ll1:IIi:tes Re;z:;:se csl
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions 204 116 57% 79
StrengtheningInstitutionsProgram 200 144 72% 77
Indian Education Formula Grantsto Local Education Agencies(LEAs) 200 49 25% 75
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/'Small, Rural School Achievement 76
(SRSA) Program 199 83 42%

Child Care Access MeansParentsin School 198 122 62% 82
EducationInnovationand Research Programs 196 40 20% 75
Paymentsfor Federal Property (Section 7002) 192 47 24% 83
Paymentsfor Federally Connected Children (Section 7003) 185 50 27% 79
GEARUP 153 71 46% 72
National Resource CentersProgram 106 60 57% 77
Demonstration Grantsfor Indian Children/Special Projectsfor Indian Children 103 39 38% 61
National Professional Development Program 93 45 48% 7
RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program 80 38 48% 49
School Climate T ransformation Grants (LEA) 71 40 56% 7
21st Century Community Leaming Centers 65 42 65% 74
IDEA-State Directorsof Special Education (Part B) 60 30 50% 7
Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directorsof Adult Education 57 34 60% 76
Carl D. Perkins Careerand Technical Education State Directors 56 26 46% 78
IDEA-Part C Infantsand Toddlerswith DisabiliiesProgram 56 36 64% 69
EducationforHomelessChildren and Youth Program 55 29 53% 79
Grants for State Assessments 53 32 60% 75
Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies — Title | 52 24 46% 59
Neglected and Delinquent Stateand Local Agency Programs 52 25 48% 55
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Ruraland Low Income School (RLIS) 72
Program 49 31 63%

Migrant Education Programs (Title |, Part C) 46 35 76% 79
Magnet SchoolsAssistance Program 46 29 63% 79
Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter SchoolsProgram (CSP) Grantsto 62
State 39 26 67%

Teacherand School Leader Incentive Grants 27 19 70% 79
Native Americanand Alaska Native Children in School Program 17 16 94% 76
Promise Neighborhoods 11 14 79% 78
Overall 2,924 1,389 48%

2019 5
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Table 2: All other programs surveyed

li R

Program Invites valid esponse csl

Completes Rate
Supporting Effective Educator Development Program 41 14 34% 68
Student Support and Academic Enrichment 51 22 43% 51
English Language Acquisition State Grants(Title Il State Formula Grants) 52 21 40% 61
Charter SchoolsProgram Grantsfor Replicationand Expansion of High -Quality Charter 59
Schools 52 12 23%
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants 52 17 33% 52
Comprehensive Literacy State Development 16 10 63% 86
Overall 264 96 36%

Respondents had the opportunity to evaluate a set of custom questions for each program with which they
worked, as identified by the sample.

Questionnaire and Reporting

The questionnaire used is shown in Appendix A. The core set of questions was developed in 2005, which
has been reviewed annually. In 2019, changes were made that include the removal of questions
measuring performance of the G5 Grants Management System and certain attributes related to technical
assistance.

A new Trust metric was added to the questionnaire in 2019. This “future behavior” rating is a measure of
the level of trust grantees hawve that their program office will work with them to meet their organization’s
needs. This new question was applicable to grantees of all participating programs and is considered an
outcome of satisfaction. That is, as satisfactionincreases, so too will the Trust grantees have in the
Department’s intentions of helping them implement their grant.

Most of the questions in the survey asked the respondent to rate items on a “1” to “10” scale. However,
open-ended questions were also included for some programs. The appendix contains tables that show
scores for each question reported on a 0 to 100 scale. Results are shown in aggregate and by program.
All verbatim responses are included in the appendix with comments separated by program.

Most survey years see a number of programs participate in the survey for the first time. In 2019, this list
includes:

e National Resource Centers

e Child Care Access Means Parents in School

e RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

e Teacherand School Leader Incentive Grants

e Supporting Effective Educator Development Program

e CharterSchools Program Grantsfor Replicationand Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools
e Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State

e Education Innovation and Research Programs

e Magnet Schools Assistance Program

e Promise Neighborhoods
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Chapterll

Survey Results

Customer Satisfaction (ACSI)

Final Report

The Customer SatisfactionIndex (CSl) is a weighted average of three questions: Q32, Q33 and Q34, in
the questionnaire. The questions are answered on a 1 to 10 scale and are converted to a 0 to 100 scale
for reporting purposes. The three questions measure: overall satisfaction (Q32); satisfaction compared to

expectations (Q33); and satisfaction compared to an ‘ideal’ organization (Q34).

The 2019 Customer Satisfaction Index (CSI) for the Department of Education granteesis 74, a
point higher than the 2017 and 2018 measurements and its highest rating at the aggregate level.

Customer Satisfaction Index: 2006 — 2019
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The chart below compares the satisfaction score of the Department with satisfaction scores from other
federal grant awarding agencies recently measured and the most recent annual overall federal
government average, measured in 2018. The satisfaction of the 2019 Grantee Satisfaction Survey is
rated 5 points higher than the 2018 Federal Government Average and compares favorably to several
similar programs that measure satisfaction among government program grantees.

Satisfaction Benchmarks

Fension Benefit Guaranty Corporation

Health Resources and Services
Administration (HRSA) Bureau of Primary
Health Care (BFHC) Grantees (2017)

Department of Education - Grantee
Satisfaction Study

OCS C5BG Local Agency Grantees (2017)

Federal Government Average

OCS Grantees (2017)

62

|

83
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Customer Satisfaction Index - Scores by Program

Comprehensive Literacy State Devaopment 86
Payments for Federal Property ( Section 7002) 83
Child Care Access Means Parents in School fird
National Professional Development Program
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions
Payments for Federally Connected Children {Section 7003)
Migrant E ducation Programs (Tide |, Part C)
Education for Homeless Children and Youth P rogram
Teacherand School Leader Incentive Grants
Magnet Schools Assistance Program

22222 2

=
[==]

Car D. Perking Career and Technical Education State Directors
Promise Neighborhoods

3 3

National Resource Centers Program
Strengthening Institutions Program 7T
School Climate Transformation Grants (LEA) 7T
Mative American and Alaska Native Children in School Program 76
Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors 76
REAP-Small, Rural School Achieverment (SR SA) Program 76
Indian Education Formula Grants to LEAs 75
Grants for 5tate Assessments 75
i3/Education Innovation and Research 75
21st Century Community Leaming Centers 74
GEAR UP T2
REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RUS) Program T2
IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (PartB) Kkl
IDEA-Part CInfants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program 69
Supporting Effective Educator Development P rogram (-3
Charter Schools Program (C5P) Grants to State Entities 62
English Language Acquisition State Grants 61
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children 61
Improving Basic Programs Operated by LEAs - Title | 59
Replication and E xpansion of High-Quality Charter Schools 59
Neglected and Delinguent State and Local Agency Programs [
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants 52
Student Support and Academic Enrichment 51
R 5A Vocational Rehabilitation Program 49
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Customer Satisfaction Model

The government agency ACSI model is a variation of the model used to measure private sector
companies. Both were developed at the National Quality Research Center of the University of Michigan
Business School. Each agency identifies the principal activities that interface with its customers. The
model provides predictions of the impact of these activities on customer satisfaction.

The U.S. Department of Education Grantee Customer Satisfaction model — illustrated below, should be
viewed as a cause and effect model that moves from left to right, with Customer Satisfaction (ACSI) on
the right. The rectangles are multi-variable components that are measured by survey questions. The
numbers shown in the gray ovals alongside each driver represent performance or component scores on a
0to 100 scale. The numbers in the blue boxes represent the strength of the effect of the component on
customer satisfaction. These values represent "impacts.” The larger the impact value, the more effect the
component on the left has on Customer Satisfaction. The meanings of the numbers shown in the model
are the topic of the rest of this chapter.

To the right of Customer Satisfaction in the modelis Trust. This metric, added to the questionnaire in
2019, is considered a “future behavior” or “outcome” of customer satisfaction. Its score is measured
independently from satisfaction or any driver. The score of 81 for Trust is an encouraging result and
demonstrates the high level of confidence that many grantees have in the efforts of their grant’s
sponsoring office.

2019 U.S. Department of Education Grantee Satisfaction Model

Effectiveness of OE 5E in helping you to

leam to implement grant programs echni
Usefulness of ESE’s technical OESE's T nical

assistance services as a model Assistance i
Clarity
Drganization of information
Relevance to your areas of need Documents
Ete.

Responsiveness to your questions m
Accuracy of responses taff!
Sufficiency of legal guidance in ED ? Iy Trust
responses Coordination 42
Ete.
Ease of finding materials online
Ease of submitting information to ED Online

Freshness of content
Ete Resources

Program Purpose

Program Pricrities Information in
Selection Criteria

etc. |Application Package

le B® B® BO HE)

*An impact for the Information in Application Package component could not be calculated at the aggregate level given
its low sample size relative to the total number or respondents
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Attribute scores are the mean (average) respondent scores to each individual question in the survey.
Respondents are asked to rate each item on a “1” to “10” scale, with “1” being “poor” and “10” being
“excellent.” For reporting purposes, CFl Group converts the mean responses to these items to a “0” to
“100” scale. It is important to note that these scores are averages and not percentages. The score should
be thought of as an index in which “0” represents “poor” and “100” represents “excellent.”

A component score is the weighted average of the individual attribute ratings given by each respondent to
the questions presented in the survey. A score is a relative measure of performance for a component, as
given for a particular set of respondents. In the model illustrated on the previous page, Clarity,
Organization, Sufficiency of detail, Relevance, and Comprehensiveness are combined to create the
component score for “Documents.”

Impacts should be read as the effect on the subsequent component if the initial driver (component) were
to be improved or decreased by five points. For example, if the score for “Documents” increased by five
points (77 to 82), the Customer Satisfaction Index would increase by the amount of its impact, 1.7 points,
(from 74 to 75.7). Note: Scores shown are reported to nearest whole number. If the driver increases by
less than or more than five points, the resulting change in the subsequent component would be the
corresponding fraction of the original impact. Impacts are additive. Thus, if multiple areas were each to
improve by five points, the related improvement in satisfaction will be the sum of the impacts. In the same
way that drivers impact satisfaction, Satisfaction itselfimpacts Trust. The impact value of 4.2 associated
with Trust implies that a 5-point improvement in Customer Satisfaction will yield a 4.2-pointimprovement
in the Trust rating.

2019 11 Group



Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Drivers of Customer Satisfaction

Documents
Impact 1.7

The Documents driver continues to have a high impact on satisfaction. In 2019, Documents was rated a
77, which is a 2-point decline from the previous measurement. Three attributes experienced statistically
significant declines: organization of information, sufficiency of detail to meet program needs and
comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues faced. The clarity and relevance of the
correspondence provided by program offices also declined but only by a single point for each attribute.
Despite the modestly lower scores, the area of Documents still receives high marks. The decline should
be viewed as an opportunity to evaluate the documentation provided to grantees to ensure that it is
current and distributed in a timely fashion. With the largescale Department restructuring, certain
resources are prone to contain outdated information which leads to confusion on the part of grantees.
Note that Office of Postsecondary Education respondents were not asked the questions in the
Documents section of the questionnaire.

Documents - Aggregate Scores

Sgoo:g s Sgoo:: s Difference g:g,g iic::;

Documents 79 77 -2 N2
Clarity 78 77 -1

Organization of information 80 78 -2 N
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 78 76 -2 N2
Relevance to your areas of need 80 79 -1
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face 77 75 -2 N%
Sample Size 967 938

Arrows indicate a statistically significant difference from 2018 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix D.

On the next page are the Documents scores by program. Scores range from 60 for the RSA Vocational
Rehabilitation Program to an 89 for Comprehensive Literacy State Development. This is the first year that
the RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program participated in the survey so its scores in 2019 serve as their
baseline.

This wide range of scores suggests that there are best practices being carried out by certain programs
from which other programs could benefit. Leveraging the successes of those with the highest CSI scores
and sharing best practices with those in need of assistance may serve, over time, to level out the
relatively large disparity in satisfaction.

To the extent possible, programs should collaborate to identify best practices being carried out among the

higher scoring programs that can be adopted by programs where the greatest room for improvement
exists.
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Documents - Scores by Program

Program (Documents) Score

Comprehensive Literacy State Development 89
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 88
Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C) 86
Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002) 85
National Professional Development Program 83
Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors 83
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003) 83
Magnet Schools Assistance Program 81
Grants for State Assessments 80
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors 79
21st Century Community Learning Centers 79
REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program 79
Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants 79
Supporting Effective Educator Development Program 79
IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers w ith Disabilities Program 78
Indian Education Formula Grants to LEAs 78
Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program 77
REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program 77
IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (Part B) 76
i3/Education Innovation and Research 74
School Climate Transformation Grants (LEA) 74
English Language Acquisition State Grants 72
Promise Neighborhoods 72
Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State Entities 70
Student Support and Academic Enrichment 69
Improving Basic Programs Operated by LEAs — Title | 69
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants 68
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children 68
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs 67
Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools 65
RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program 60
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions --
National Resource Centers Program --
Strengthening Institutions Program --
Child Care Access Means Parents in School --
GEAR UP --

Scores are not listed for programs where the questions were not asked.
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OESE Technical Assistance
Impact 2.0

The OESE technical assistance driver applies only to the programs within the Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education (OESE) program office that participate in the survey. For grantees of OESE
programs, the technical assistance component is the most influential driver of their overall level of
satisfaction. This is the first time this component has had the highest impact on satisfaction, a result that
can be attributed in part to the removal of other technical assistance components of the questionnaire.

The OESE Technical Assistance score fell 2 points to 72 though the change was not enough to be
considered statistically significant. Respondents rated the effectiveness of the OESE technical assistance
in its ability to help grantees learn how to implement their grant programs (75) notably higher than its
usefulness in sening as a model that can be replicated with their subgrantees (68).

OESE Technical Assistance - Aggregate Scores

OESE Technical Assistance
Effectiveness of OESE in helping you learn to implement grant

2018
Scores

2019
Scores

Difference

78 75 -3
programs
Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance services as a model 69 68 -1
Sample Size 550 526

Significant
Difference

Arrows indicate a statistically significant difference from 2018 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix D.

Technical Assistance scores range from 53 to 85. Student Support and Academic Enrichment scores the
lowest in 2019 while the Comprehensive Literacy State Development program rated OESE’s Technical
Assistance the highest. There does not seemto be any strong correlation between grant program size
and OESE Technical Assistance performance evaluations. This suggests that high scores and a high
level of technical assistance can be carried out across all levels of OESE'’s grant programs.

This particular year carried unique challenges with the organizational restructuring OESE endured. OESE
staff were largely able to combat the reduced bandwidth among available staff and uphill learning curve
caused by new policies, procedures and general reorganization by providing quality technical assistance.
As the dust settles on the organizational changes in FY 2020, the overall technical assistance provided
stands to gain strength as staff become more familiar with the new landscape.
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OESE Technical Assistance - Scores by Program

Program (OESE Technical Assistance) Score

Comprehensive Literacy State Development 85
Indian Education Formula Grants to LEAs 81
School Climate Transformation Grants (LEA) 81
REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program 80
Grants for State Assessments 80
Magnet Schools Assistance Program 79
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 78
21st Century Community Learning Centers 77
Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C) 77
Promise Neighborhoods 77
i3/Education Innovation and Research 76
REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program 71
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children 64
Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools 62
Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State Entities 61
Improving Basic Programs Operated by LEAs — Title | 60
English Language Acquisition State Grants 59
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants 58
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs 57
Student Support and Academic Enrichment 53

Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program --
National Professional Development Program --
Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors -
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors --
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions --
National Resource Centers Program --
Strengthening Institutions Program --
Child Care Access Means Parents in School --
GEAR UP --
IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (Part B) --
IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers w ith Disabilities Program --
RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program --
Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002) --
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003) --
Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants --
Supporting Effective Educator Development Program --

Scores are not listed for programs where the questions were not asked.
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Online Resources
Impact 0.3
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The Online Resources score decreased 5 points in 2019, signaling a need to investigate the reasons for
the lower evaluations of the ED.gov website and putting plans into place to reverse the decline. All
attributes fell in uniform fashion, moving either 4 or 5 points lower than in the previous survey wave.
Grantees reported a more difficult time navigating the site, leading to a decreased ability to accomplish
their intended tasks. The website’s resources should be reviewed to ensure that outdated or obsolete
materials are purged and replaced with relevant and current content. The extensive reorganization of the
Department is likely a factor in the lower scores for this component. Making sure that grantees know
where to direct questions related to the website and the Online Resources available to them is key to
making sure this aspect of the grantee experience is a benefit and not a hindrance. With a new OESE
website forthcoming, grantee comments in Appendix C of this report should be reviewed for an in-depth
look at what grantees like about the current online materials and where there are areas of opportunity for

improvement.

Despite the relatively low impact for this driver, the website does warrant attention as further declines
could increase its impact value and have a pronounced negative effect on grantee satisfaction.

Online Resources - Aggregate Scores

Online Resources

Ease of finding materials online

Freshness of content

Ability to accomplish w hatyou w anton the site
Ease of reading the site

Ease of navigation

Sample Size

2018
Scores

73
72
73
73
74
73
1,429

2019
Scores

68
67
68
68
70
68
1,392

Difference Significant
Difference

-5 N2

-5 N

-5 N

-5 N

-4 N

-5 N

Arrows indicate a statistically significant difference from 2018 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix D.

There is evidence of very beneficial Online Resources as the program-level score reaches as a high 83
for the Comprehensiwe Literacy State Development program. Grantees of three other programs gave a
score of 80 or abowve for this driver. An in-depth evaluation of the sites grantees are using is particularly
prudent among the programs receiving a score in the 40s or 50s.

2019

16

Group




Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Online Resources - Scores by Program

Program (Online Resources) Score

Comprehensive Literacy State Development 83
Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002) 81
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors 80
Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C) 80
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003) 75
Magnet Schools Assistance Program 75
Grants for State Assessments 74
National Professional Development Program 73
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions 71
Indian Education Formula Grants to LEAs 71
REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program 70
REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program 70
Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants 70
Strengthening Institutions Program 69
21st Century Community Learning Centers 69
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 69
i3/Education Innovation and Research 69
Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors 68
Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program 67
Supporting Effective Educator Development Program 67
School Climate Transformation Grants (LEA) 67
IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers w ith Disabilities Program 66
National Resource Centers Program 65
Child Care Access Means Parents in School 65
GEAR UP 64
IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (Part B) 64
Promise Neighborhoods 63
English Language Acquisition State Grants 61
Student Support and Academic Enrichment 60
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children 59
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs 58
Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State Entities 57
Improving Basic Programs Operated by LEA — Title | 55
Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools 55
RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program 53
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants 47

2019 17 Group



sig:g s Sig: s Difference S!gnificant
Difference
ED Staff/Coordination 85 82 -3 N
Know ledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures 88 83 -5 N
Responsiveness to your questions 84 80 -4 Ng
Accuracy of responses 88 86 -2 N%
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 86 82 -4 N2
Consistency of responses withED staff from different program offices 85 80 -5 N
Collaboration w ith other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services 86 80 -6 Ng
Sample Size 1,367 1,406
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ED Staff/Coordination
Impact 0.4

The ED Staff/Coordination driver fell 3 points but maintains a very strong score of 82. This is a particulary
positive result considering the reorganization of the Department, increasing the need for administrative
guidance. While the score changes for all attributes are statistically significant, this component does not
stand out at the aggregate level as an area of the grantee experience that needs significant change. The
accuracy of responses is again a key strength of the federal staff grantees interact with, evidenced by its
2019 score of 86.

ED Staff/Coordination - Aggregate Scores

Arrows indicate a statistically significant difference from 2018 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix D.

The range of ED Staff/Coordination scores range from the lowest score of 62 for Student Support and
Academic Enrichment to the highest score of 94 achieved by the National Resource Centers Program.
With no program recording a score of less than 60 and only five programs below 70, the support provided
by senior level federal staffis meeting or exceeding the needs of grantees across nearly the entire
Education Department grant program landscape.

The organizational restructuring has very likely played a role in the decline this year as personnel has
changed as hawe policies and procedures. This can cause a compounded issue where more guidance is
needed by grantees while new ED staff are simultaneously being reassigned and may not have as firm a
grasp on the legislation, guidelines and protocols associated with each program.
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ED Staff/Coordination - Scores by Program

Program (ED Staff/Coordination) Score

National Resource Centers Program 94
Comprehensive Literacy State Development 92
Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002) 90
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors 89
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003) 88
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 87
National Professional Development Program 86
Indian Education Formula Grants to LEAs 86
Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C) 86
Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors 85
21st Century Community Learning Centers 85
Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program 84
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions 84
Strengthening Institutions Program 84
IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (Part B) 84
REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program 84
Grants for State Assessments 84
i3/Education Innovation and Research 84
Magnet Schools Assistance Program 84
Child Care Access Means Parents in School 83
REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program 83
IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers w ith Disabilities Program 82
Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants 81
Promise Neighborhoods 81
Supporting Effective Educator Development Program 80
Improving Basic Programs Operated by LEAs — Title | 75
School Climate Transformation Grants (LEA) 75
English Language Acquisition State Grants 74
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants 72
Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State Entities 72
GEAR UP 70
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children 68
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs 68
Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools 65
RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program 64
Student Support and Academic Enrichment 62
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Information in Application Package

Final Report

Only respondents representing the Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE) program were asked about
the information in the application package. This component’s score significantly increased in 2019to a
very impressive score of 87. While this has historically been a very high scoring driver, the rating of 87
matches its highest level and gives OPE staff confidence that the application packages provide
comprehensive information that is clear to understand. The result of higher scores for all related
Application Package attributes is evidence that past survey results were used to inform where changes

could be made.

It is important to note that three of the OPE programs sampled in 2018 had not been included in the 2017

suney.

Information in Application Package - Aggregate Scores

Information in Application Package
Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms
Deadline for Submission

Dollar Limit on Aw ards

Page Limitation Instructions

Formatting Instructions
Program Contact

Sample Size

2018
Scores

82
83
83
81
78
79
86
83
82

79
85

269

2019
Scores

87
88
88
85
82
82
91
88
87

85
90

414

Difference | Significant

Difference
5 0N
5 T
5 T
4 0
4 T
3 T
5 T
5 0
5 T
6 T
5 0

Arrows indicate a statistically significant difference from 2017 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix D.

At the program level, the ratings of the Information in the Application Packages ranged from 82 for GEAR
UP to 88 for the Developing Hispanic Sening Institutions and Child Care Access Means Parents in

School programs.

2019

20
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Information in Application Package - Scores by Program

Program (Information in Application Package) Score
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions 88
Child Care Access Means Parents in School 88
Strengthening Institutions Program 87
National Resource Centers Program 86
GEAR UP 82

Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program --
National Professional Development Program --
Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors --
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors --
IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (Part B) --
IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers w ith Disabilities Program --
RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program --
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants --
21st Century Community Learning Centers --
Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002) --
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003) --
Comprehensive Literacy State Development --
Indian Education Formula Grants to LEAs --
Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C) --
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program --
Student Support and Academic Enrichment --
Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies — Title | --
English Language Acquisition State Grants --
REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program --
REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program --
Grants for State Assessments --
Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants --
Supporting Effective Educator Development Program --
Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools --
Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State Entities --
i3/Education Innovation and Research --
Magnet Schools Assistance Program --
Promise Neighborhoods --
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children --
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs --
School Climate Transformation Grants (LEA) --

Scores are not listed for programs where the questions were not asked.
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Satisfaction Benchmark

The satisfaction benchmark question, “Overall, when | think of all of the [Office’s] products and senvices, |
am satisfied with their quality,” was again included in this year’'s survey. Respondents rate their
satisfaction with their program office’s products and senices on a four-point scale. This year, 88%
responded ‘Agree’ or ‘Strongly Agree’. This includes 37% of grantees who fall into the ‘Strongly Agree’

category, the largest share of respondents selecting this option in the history of the survey. As in the past,
only about one in ten respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed.

“Overall, when I think of all of ED’s products and services, | am satisfied with their quality.”

Strongly Agree

Agree
9 55%

58%

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

E2019 02018 2017 32016
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Chapter il

Summary and Recommendations

The owverall ACSI score of 74 marks the highest level of grantee satisfaction recorded by the survey since
its inception in 2007. The 1-point improvement since last year continues a positive upward trend in
satisfaction that dates back to 2015 when ACSI was 5 points lower at 69. In order to identify key
opportunities for continued improvement, components of the program experience that are associated with
relatively lower scores coupled with higher impacts should be considered key action areas, as
improvements in these aspects are likely to yield relatively greater increases in the overall level of
satisfaction.

The chart below shows the performance and impact of each driver area. Thus, those areas in the lower
right-hand quadrant of the grid have the highest impact and are lower performing relative to other scores.
Driver areas in this quadrant are considered key action areas. Lower scoring, lower impact driver areas
are in the lower left-hand quadrant and should be monitored for slippage in score rather than targeted for
improvement since improvements will not yield sizable gains in satisfaction. Higher scoring, lower impact
driver areas in the upper left-hand quadrant are ones where current level of performance should be
maintained rather than targeted for improvement. Lastly, those driver areas in the upper right-hand
quadrant are ones where improvements would impact satisfaction but may not be practical toachieve
since performance is already at a high level.

85 . . Maintain/
Maintain Ed Improve
@® Staff/Coordination
20 H BE, 0.4
Documents: 77, ®
1.7
[
OESE's Technical
Assistance: 72, @
2.0
0 Online
® Resources: 68,
0.3
65
60
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

Performance and Impact of Driver Areas

Performance scores for each of the areas are represented on the vertical axis. These are on a scale of
“0” to “100” with “100” being the best possible score. The impact each area has on satisfaction is shown
on the horizontal axis with the impact representing the expected improvement in the satisfaction index
given a five-point improvement in that area.

Components that approach the lower right-hand quadrant indicate an area with a relatively low score and
high impact, making efforts for improving these aspects more of a priority. For most programs,
Documents approaches the Key Action Areas quadrant. For OESE programs, itis the Technical
Assistance provided that should be considered a Key Action Area, where improvement efforts are
expected to have the greatest impact on driving satisfaction even higher.
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Key Action Areas

The Documents section of the questionnaire applies to all Offices other than OPE. The grantees who
rated Documents generally gave the correspondence very favorable evaluations leading to its strong
overall score of 77. Along with this score, the data analysis reveals an impact value of 1.7 for this driver,
which qualifies it as a Key Action Area for many programs. The lowest Documents attribute rating is
associated with the comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues faced by grantees. Reading
through the verbatim feedback left by respondents to ensure that each program’s grantees are getting
current and topical correspondence sent to them is important in maintaining or improving upon this
influential area. Keeping the communication clear and direct is also helpful to grantees and has been a
strength across the Department in recent years.

For OESE programs, the Technical Assistance provided was found to be particularly influential on overall
satisfaction. OESE staff do a good job of helping grantees learn to implement their programs through the
technical assistance they provide. Responding quickly and finding specific techniques that will be most
beneficial at the grant level can help drive this score even higher. Additionally, OESE leadership should
look for ways to carry out their technical service in a way that can be adopted by programs as a model for
when they in turn provide technical assistance to their grantees.

Monitor

The Online Resources component appears in the Monitor quadrant of the priority matrix chart. Its
relatively low score makes it an area that needs to be monitored and evaluated for “quick wins” that can
improve the score to a level commensurate with most of the other key aspects of the grantee experience.
Its low impact value keeps the driver outside of the Key Action Areas for now, but any further declines
could increase its impact and have a pronounced negative effect on satisfaction. Ensure that content
available on the ED.gov website is current, the homepage kept decluttered and links with commonly
sought-after resources displayed prominently.

Maintain

Consistently the highest rated driver of satisfaction, the Ed Staff/Coordination remains an important area
to maintain to keep the CSl score from slipping lower. There was a slight decline in this driver's score in
2019 but its high score and low impact relative to the other components keep ED Staff/Coordination in the
Maintain category. Extensive improvements will be more difficult to achieve and any increases in driver
score are not likely to yield significant improvements in satisfaction.
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Results by Program

In the Results by Program portion of this report, each specific program’s results are summarized. Both the
absolute score and performance relative to the Department average are considered in identifying the
recommended areas to improve. Additionally, many programs included open ended questions to be
asked of their grantees. These verbatim comments are provided in the appendix of this report.

Office of English Language Acquisition (OELA)

Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program

The Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program satisfaction was rated a very strong
76 in the 2019 surwvey. This is a 13-point decline from the previous measurement but given this program’s
relatively small number of responses, some volatility in the year-to-year changes should be expected. Of
particular note for this program’s 2019 results is that 16 of 17 grantees invited to the survey completed
the online questionnaire, giving a nearly perfect degree of confidence in the results being representative
of the complete grantee population. Ratings of the support provided to grantees by federal staff are
summarized by the ED Staff/Coordination component and its score of 84 shows continued strong
performance in this area. Staff are responsive, clear in their guidance and provide accurate information to
grantees seeking assistance. The Online Resources made available to grantees through the ED.gov
website were rated a 67 and present an opportunity forimprovement as this year’s score represents a 17-
point decline from a year ago. Improving the navigation of the site and keeping the available content
current should be the focus of improvement efforts. The technical assistance provided by the OELA office
and the program officer were each rated 78, demonstrating a level of assistance that meets or exceeds
grantee expectations in most cases. The usefulness of the NCELA website was rated a 77 but the
usefulness of the OELA Facebook page scored a 53. If the Facebook page is meant to be a primary
source of information going forward, more attention should be paid to keeping it up-to-date and more
efficiently promoted to grantees.

National Professional Development Program

Satisfaction among National Professional Development Program grantees increased for the second
consecutive year, this time a 4-point rise to a score of 81. This makes it the fourth highest rated program
in the 2019 surwvey. Like many other programs, its highest rated driver is ED Staff/Coordination, as federal
staff do a great job of providing accurate responses to questions and also carry out very effective
collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant senices. In fact, this collaboration
rating of 91 was the second highest score for this attribute among all surveyed programs and indicates
other programs could investigate the protocols NPD has in place to learn best practices that lead to
positive collaborative outcomes. The high impact driver Documents, which measures the correspondence
and other written resources made available to grantees, was rated an 83. This impressive score
illustrates that the correspondence coming from NPD is relevant, well organized and easy for grantees to
understand. Based on this positive result, no significant changes to the documentation issued by the
program are recommended at this time. The usefulness of the NCELA website was rated an 82 while the
usefulness of the OELA Facebook page was rated much lower at 69. More attention should be paid to the
Facebook page ifit is intended to be a resource for program grantees to gather information or get
questions answered. The overwhelmingly positive survey results for NPD lead to the level of trust
grantees have in OELA working to meet their organization’s needs being rated a 93, verification of a
strong relationship between program staff and their grantees. The following grantee comment
summarizes much of the feedback provided by this program’s respondentin 2019: “The KMS system s
vastly improved and easier to work with. That Webinar was AMAZING!”

Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education (OCTAE)

Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Education

Grantees of the Adult Education and Family Literacy program rated their satisfaction a 76. This is a 1-
point improvement from a year ago and the highest satisfaction score for this program since 2013. The
score of 85 for ED Staff/Coordination demonstrates federal staff are providing efficient and helpful
information to grantees reaching out for assistance. ED personnel are rated highest for their
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responsiveness and knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures. The Adult Ed
program also received very strong scores for the Documents ratings, which consist of positive evaluations
for attributes related to the written correspondence provided to grantees. The written resources
distributed by this program provide clear direction, are well-organized and include relevant information to
help guide grantees through a variety of topics related to their grant. Online Resources receive the lowest
driver rating of 68, which is a 7-point decline from a year ago. An evaluation of the ED.gov website
resources that pertain to Adult Ed should be done to ensure that the content is current and commonly
used pages or tools are easy to find. The federal monitoring process as it relates to AEFLA grants is seen
as well organized and provides adequate pre-planning guidance. The use of state peer reviewers in the
federal monitoring process is also seen as being highly effective as this attribute was rated a 91 iniits
initial measurement. Additional scores to the custom AEFLA questions asked on the survey can be found
in Appendix B.

Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career &
Technical Ed

Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program grantee satisfaction fell 1 point in 2019 but
maintains a very positive score of 78. Additionally, the rating of 92 for how much grantees trust that
OCTAE personnel are working to meet their organization’s needs demonstrates the strong relationship
CTE grantees have with the Department. Overall satisfaction is bolstered by impressive driver scores all
around. ED Staff/Coordination, a measurement of the interactions had with federal staff, is rated an 89.
The written correspondence provided to grantees is measured by the Documents driver, which scored a
79 and Online Resources was rated an 80. The Online Resources score is particularly notable as this is
the third highest rating of the program resources available on the ED.govwebsite. Grantees were very
complimentary of the ease of finding their way around the site and being able to accomplish what they set
out to do when visiting. In general, all survey ratings among CTE grantees were highest for those who
have been a state director for less than a year and those who have held the position for more than three
years. In the custom question section of the survey, CTE directors were asked the Consolidated Annual
Report (CAR) and the Perkins Collaborative Research Network (PCRN). The user friendliness of the CAR
was rated a 72 while the usefulness of the PCRN was scored an 84. Looking for ways to make the CAR
more intuitive for grantees to interpret is likely to have a bigger effect than would improvement efforts
geared toward the PCRN.

Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE)

Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions

Deweloping Hispanic Senice Institutions grantee satisfaction was rated a 79 in 2019. This is a 7-point
improvement from a year ago and an all-time high for the program. The Information in Application
Package was rated an 88, with attribute scores in the 90s for how easy it was to understand the deadline
for submission, dollar limits on awards and page limitation instructions. If there is any area in which to
improve the Information in Application Package driver, it likely exists in providing clearer instructions
around the Budget Information and Forms, which was the lowest scoring attribute in this area. The Online
Resources driver increased its rating 1 point to 71. The modestimprovement is impressive in a year when
many other programs experienced a decrease in the evaluations of the resources available on the
ED.govwebsite. The majority of respondents (61%) said they interact with Hispanic Serving Institutions
staff a few times a year, and just over a third (34%) reported monthly interactions. Satisfaction and its
drivers are rated lower among those contacting more frequently, likely as a result of encountering a
higher number of issues that require program staff assistance. A higher prevalence of issues faced is
likely to cause lower evaluations of several aspects of the grant experience. Custom questions asking
DHSI grantees about the technical assistance they receive from the HSI division reveals very strong
scores in the mid-80s for attributes such as responsiveness, clear communication and timely resolution of
issues. In the interest of making the online materials even more useful and keeping grantees more
informed, one respondent suggested that the “website could provide direct links to webinars and also a
potential newsletter available for recipients to receive on a weekly or monthly basis.”
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National Resource Centers Program

Grantees of the National Resource Centers Program rated their satisfaction a 77 in their first year of
survey participation. This high level of satisfaction is bolstered by overwhelmingly positive evaluations of
ED Staff/Coordination (94) and the Information in Application Package (86) components. The interactions
with senior NRC officers are at an optimal level, with no real opportunity to improve on the mid-90s score.
Likewise, any gains in the rating of the application package will be marginal given its high score. If
opportunities forimprovement exist, they likely lie in making the Budget Information and Forms as well as
the Review Process sections clearer as these were the lower rated attributes, though only in relative
terms. The third driver of satisfaction, Online Resources, stands out as having a lower score and thus, is
likely the strongest candidate for targeted improvements efforts to boost grantee satisfaction. The
component rating of 65 is made up of attribute scores also in the mid-60s, for elements such as the ease
of navigation, freshness of content and ease of finding materials online. A review of the NRC materials
available on the ED.gov website can be performed to ensure that outdated or obsolete resources are
deleted and that the pages grantees visit are free of clutter. Website users want cleanlooking pages with
quick links to visit common subsections of the website. The custom section of the questionnaire asked
NRC grantees about the level of technical assistance they have received from their NRC program officer.
These questions yielded extremely high ratings primarily in the 90s.

Strengthening Institutions Program

Satisfaction among Strengthening Institutions Program grantees was a 77 in 2019 — a significant 13-point
improvement from the previous year's measurement. The score increases were observed throughout the
suney, with improvements in all three drivers as well. ED Staff/Coordination rose 2 points to a score of
84, Online Resources was rated 6 points higher at 69 and the Information in Application Package rating
improved 3 points to 87. Grantee comments speak of some initial glitches with the rollout of a new
reporting system but that those issues have been resolved. Now, operations are moving more smoothly
and when program officers are contacted the response has been swift and helpful. Continuing with
prompt replies that are accurate and consistent will reinforce the improved performance in 2019. The
custom question section of the questionnaire asked SIP grantees to rate the quality of the post-award
guidelines and performance reports. The quality of each was rated higher than a year ago, though the
increase was more pronounced for the post-award guidelines (78, +9) than for the performance reports
(69, +3). The majority of respondents (65%) said they interact with Strengthening Institutions Division staff
afew times a year and another 24% said they interact monthly. When asked about the information
received from the SIP office over the past year, the overwhelming majority (88%) said it has been
consistent. This group rated satisfaction an 80, compared to a score of 54 for the 12% who said the
information received has not been consistent. When asked about the post-award guidance and
performance reports, one grantee remarked that “In regard to performance reports, deadline, contact
information, and email reminders were clear and consistent. What was unclear was formatting and
templates. | was unsure how they wanted to receive budget information (e.g., Excel document, Word
document, etc.)’

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

Satisfaction was rated an 82 by grantees of the CCAMPIS program in its first year of participating in the
surwey. This impressive result ranks it third in satisfaction among all programs participating in 2019. The
Information in Application Package was rated an 88, with especially high marks for understanding the
Deadline for Submission (93) and Program Contact (90) sections. The ED Staff/Coordination also scored
very well at 83. Opportunities to drive this component score even higher include improving the
consistency of responses with ED from different program offices and prioritizing quick response times
when grantees reach out for assistance. The final driver, Online Resources (65), was the lowest rated
driver by a wide margin. This evaluation of the CCAMPIS resources available on the ED.gov website
illustrates some opportunities to improve the ease of finding materials on the site as well as the freshness
of the content by purging outdated information. The website should usher grantees through a decluttered
homepage to the specific information being sought after. Presenting clear links to commonly used tools
and informative materials is the first step in creating a pleasant and intuitive user experience. A
respondent gives wice to the need for these updates: “Make the website simpler. Too many steps to
access material. Most current information is not always reflective on site.” Ninety-three percent of
CCAMPIS grantees said that their institution’s leadership provides the required support for them to
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successfully implement their grant. These respondents provided ratings on the survey generally 10-20
points higher than the 7% who do not receive sufficient support.

GEAR UP

Grantees of the GEAR UP program rated their satisfaction a 72, a 5-point improvement since its last
measurement in 2015. The Information in Application Package was the highest rated driver at 82. The
Deadline for Submission (90) was the highest rated attribute, while the Review Process (74), Page
Limitation Instructions (78) and Formatting Instructions (78) were rated relatively lower and present an
opportunity forimprovement. ED Staff/Coordination was rated a 70, which places it toward the lower end
of the spectrum across all programs measured this year. Improvement efforts should be focused on
ensuring that senior GEAR UP officers are providing consistent information and are able to collaborate
with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant senices. ED staff responsiveness and general
knowledge of relevant topics are relative strengths, but these attributes still have room for improvement
and doing so should be expected to boost satisfaction higher. Online Resources, rated a 64, is the lowest
rated driver and would benefit from replacing outdated materials with fresh content on the GEAR UP
section of the ED.gov website. Additionally, the navigation of the site could be improved by using bold
titles for the subdivision headings to draw the user’'s eye and make using the site more intuitive. A grantee
summarizes the website experience by saying “US ED site reflects old dataand technology and is hard to
navigate around as the regulations are hard to find and sort.” A review of the data shows that satisfaction
and the ED Staff/Coordination ratings are particularly high among GEAR UP grantees who have been in
their role for less than a year. The scores decline slightly for those with one to ten years of experience,
and then fall sharply for the most tenured group of ten years or more. It is important to have senior staff
available for experienced grantees who only need to reach out for assistance with complex issues they
are not able to answer on their own.

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS)

IDEA - State Directors of Special Education (PartB)

After three consecutive increases, State Directors of Special Education rated their satisfaction with the
program lower in 2019. This year’'s score of 71 is a 4-point decline from a year ago and comes as a result
of lower scores for all three drivers. Despite the decrease, the ratings are still quite positive, and the
takeaway should be that efforts can be made to alleviate the decline and put good practices into place
that will lead to improved ratings moving forward. ED/Staff Coordination was rated an 84, led by strong
performance in the responsiveness and accuracy in responses. The Documents rating, which is an
evaluation of the written correspondence provided to grantees, was a 76. Its highest rated attribute came
for the relevance of the written materials, their clarity and organization. Ratings were slightly lower in the
areas of sufficiency of detail and comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues faced. The other
driver, Online Resources, was rated a 64. This measurement of the program’s resources on the ED.gov
website shows an opportunity forimprovement in the ease of navigation and helping users accomplish
carry out their goals of visiting the site. Presenting a decluttered main page with clearly presented links to
frequently visited website tools and materials will help streamline the grantee experience online. Custom
questions were asked of this program’s grantees at the end of the survey. The ratings and open-ended
feedback provided to these questions can be reviewed in Appendices B and C.

IDEA - Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program

Satisfaction among Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators declined 3 points from its previous
measurement for a 2019 score of 69. This slight decline is associated with lower scores for ED
Staff/Coordination and Online Resources. The ED Staff/Coordination driver fell 6 points but maintains a
strong rating of 82. Senior ED staff are rated highest for their accuracy of responses (85) and lowest for
the quality of collaboration had with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant senices (79). The
grantee experience using the ED.govwebsite was rated marginally lower in 2019 at 66, a 3-point decline
from the previous measurement. While the navigation and ease of reading the site actually improved
slightly, the overall Online Resources declines comes as a result of lower scores for the freshness of
content and the ability to accomplish intended tasks when visiting the site. Removing outdated content
and replacing with current materials should be the priority in the effort to improve the Online Resources
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rating. One grantee suggested the need to “improve functionality and ease of finding information,
navigation and linking to other TA websites.” Grantee ratings were markedly lower among those who
have been in their role for one to three years. In the custom question section of the survey, grantees were
asked to rate the clarity of information received in developing applications and reports as well as the
timeliness of responses by the Monitoring and State Improvement Planning (MSIP) Division. Each of
these ratings declined 5 points from a year ago though maintain positive scores on the mid- to high-70s.
Ensuring that MSIP state contacts reply promptly to requests for assistance and work with grantees until
issues are fully resolved will improve these scores and boost overall satisfaction.

RSA Vocational Re habilitation Program

Grantees of the RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program were included in the survey for the first time.
Their satisfaction was rated a 49, indicating a need for improvement as this is the lowest program rating
in 2019. The driver scores range from 53 for Online Resources to 64 for ED Staff/Coordination. Online
Resources can be improved by focusing on purging outdated resources and replacing with fresh content.
The ease of navigation can be improved by presenting a decluttered home page with clear links to
commonly used resources. The priority should be on making the user experience intuitive rather than
attempting to place as much material as possible on the main pages of the website. Additionally, there
are multiple mentions within the open-ended feedback that tell of difficulty in locating the RSA link on the
ED.govwebsite. Look to make the pathto this program’s specific content more intuitive and eliminate the
“loop” grantees speak of that keeps them on the main homepage or OSERS site. The Documents driver,
which measures the quality of the written correspondence provided to grantees, was rated a 60. The
materials are rated positively for their relevance to the grantees’ areas of need (70) but score lower for
their sufficiency of detail (54) and comprehensiveness (53). ED Staff/Coordination was the highest rated
driver but could benefit from increased collaboration with other ED programs or offices and more prompt
replies from senior ED staff. Any “quick wins” like better response time should be taken advantage of but
evaluating the grantee experience on the website in an effort to present an efficient process for accessing
RSA content should be the main focus of improving satisfaction.

Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE)

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants

Satisfaction fell 6 points among grantees of the Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants program.
This is the second consecutive year where satisfaction has fallen by 6 points for this program and signals
a need to put new policies and procedures into place to initiate a rebound in satisfaction so that the
grants’ intentions can be effectively carried out. The clear candidate for where to prioritize improvement
efforts are the Online Resources through the ED.govwebsite. This driver score declined 17 points since
last year to a score of 47. Furthermore, this rating has declined from a strong score of 70 since the 2017
measurement. The navigation of the site to find this program’s materials is in need of a refresh making
the process of using the site more intuitive for grantees. At present, the site is seen by many as simply a
repository of documents, many of which are outdated and the content that is current is difficult to find
either through website navigation or using the search function. This results in confusion on the part of
grantees and increases the frequency with which they reach out to program staff directly for assistance.
The ED/Staff Coordination component, which measures the performance of senior department staff, fell 6
points to a 72. While elements of the assistance they provide, like the sufficiency of detail and
consistency of responses increased, the responsiveness score fell 14 points from a year ago. This
demonstrates that staff are well equipped with the knowledge and skills to assist grantees but perhaps
because of a large volume of requests, are unable to respond as promptly as grantees would like.
Improving the online experience for grantees so that a larger share of the information they need can be
self-served will alleviate the pressure on Department staff and lead to a more satisfactory grantee
experience.

21st Century Community Learning Centers

21st Century Community Learning Centers grantee satisfaction increased 6 points to a score of 74 in
2019. This is now the fifth consecutive year of an increase in satisfaction, improving a total of 21 points
since a low score of 53 in 2014. Persistentimprovement in the content provided to grantees and the
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guidance delivered by dedicated program staff have paved the way for this significantrise in satisfaction.
ED Staff/Coordination was rated an 85, with very impressive scores for the accuracy (90) and consistency
of responses (86). The Documents driver, which measures the quality of the written correspondence
made available to grantees, was rated a 79. This is a 6-point increase from a year ago. Like satisfaction,
this component has improved its score each of the past four years. In 2019, its highest marks are for the
content’s relevance (83), organization (82) and clarity (80). Following the pattern of the positive trends,
OESE'’s Technical Assistance also improved in 2019. Grantees rated the effectiveness of OESE in
helping them implement grant programs an 81, the highest rating for this attribute for this program since
the inception of the survey. In the custom question section of the survey, grantees of this program were
asked to rate the likelihood of recommending the 215 CCLC’s You for Youth (Y4Y) website. With an
overall rating of 91, it is clear that grantees find the website very valuable and a real asset to the program.
A full listing of the ratings to the custom questions can be found in Appendix B.

Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)

Satisfaction among grantees of the Payments for Federal Property program was rated an 83, a 6-point
increase from a year ago. This also represents its highest satisfaction level over the course of the survey
and the second highest satisfaction score of any program for the 2019 survey. This high level of
satisfaction is driven by positive scores across all key components of the grantee experience. There is no
real room for improvement in the area of ED Staff/Coordination as this component was rated a 90 for the
second consecutive measurement. Senior level Department staff do an excellent job of responding to
grantee questions promptly, with accurate guidance that effectively informs those needing assistance.
The Documents driver was rated an 85, with strong scores all around in terms of the written
correspondence delivered to grantees. Online Resources continue to be an asset to this program’s
grantees with a score of 81. In a time where the Online Resources made available on the ED.gov website
is a relative pain point for many programs, the structure and content of these materials for the Payments
for Federal Property program could serve as a model for other programs to emulate. Open-ended
feedback to custom questions asked of this program’s grantees include mentions of quicker wait times for
grant funds to be issued and strong communication from program staff that keep grantees informed.
Program staff should continue to prioritize quick responses that provide grantees with comprehensive
information. Grantees were also complimentary of the webinars and other educational resources with one
respondent saying “all presentations and webinars have been informative. | especially like the semi-
annual conferences of which | have attended 8 over my 18 years.” The success of this program’s
customer senice is a great example of how carrying out dedicated assistance and responding to
grantees to meet their needs leads to higher satisfaction and more effective use of the program’s funds. A
full read-out of the verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C.

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)

Satisfaction of Payments for Federally Connected Children program grantees increased 4 points to a
rating of 79. This program’s satisfaction has enjoyed an upward trend dating back to 2014 and 2015 when
it was rated a 64. The 2019 increase comes as a result of continued improvement in the ED
Staff/Coordination and Documents drivers. Federal staff provide accurate information and respond to
grantees quickly. This combination almost always results in a strong ED Staff/Coordination score and in
turn, high satisfaction. The written correspondence provided to grantees is another strength for this
program. The materials made available are well organized, relevant to grantees’ areas of need and easy
to understand. No major changes should be made to the Documents content at this time. Online
Resources was rated a 75 for the second consecutive year. This positive score puts itin the top five
program-level ratings for 2019. In looking for ways to further enhance the user experience on the ED.gov
website, consider the addition of a simple user guide to walk grantees through the application process
(suggested by a survey respondent). The online payment calculator appears outdated and should be
refreshed if this is the case. In the custom question section of the survey, just under half (44%) of
respondents said that their school district has been contacted by Impact Aid in the past year regrading a
field review. A full listing of the ratings and responses, including open-ended feedback, to the custom
questions can be found in Appendices B and C.
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Comprehensive Literacy State Development

Grantees of the Comprehensive Literacy State Development program rated satisfaction an 86, a 4-point
improvement from the previous measurement and the single highest satisfaction score at the program-
level in 2019. This is especially remarkable considering that this program’s grantees rated satisfaction as
low as 45in 2014 and 2015. While sample sizes are low for this program, the magnitude of that increase
demonstrates real change that has benefitted grantees leading to this high level of satisfaction. ED Staff/
Coordination was rated a 92, supported by exceptional scores for all attributes including accuracy of
responses (94), knowledge of relevant legislation/regulations/policies/procedures (92) and consistency of
responses (92). Documents was rated an 89, illustrating the exceedingly useful correspondence made
available to this program’s grantees. The contentis clear, well-organized and relevant to areas of need.
The Online Resources are also rated very favorably, supported by open-ended feedback that indicates an
intuitive experience for grantees when visiting the website. The custom question section of the survey
asks this program’s grantees to rate the helpfulness of their program officer in providing various types of
technical assistance. These scores are also very high, ranging from 84 to 93. Open-ended feedback
collected mentions the desire to receive additional technical assistance related to evidence-based
practices from meetings and Communities of Practice events. Taking advantage of this feedback by
asking what specific questions grantees have so they can be directly addressed will show that program
staff are actively listening to the feedback and working to make further improvements.

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Age ncies

Indian Education Formula Grants to LEAs grantees rated their satisfaction a 75, a 1-point improvement
from the previous measurement. The highest rated driver for this program was ED Staff/Coordination,
with a score of 86. This demonstrates the exemplary performance of federal staff working with grantees to
provide prompt replies, accurate information and a willingness to work to find all necessary information to
ensure that grants are being carried out effectively. OESE’s Technical Assistance was rated an 81, which
is a 3-point improvement from a year ago. The ratings associated with the custom questions asked of this
program’s grantees are also very positive as they relate to technical assistance evaluations. The technical
support received by grantees was rated an 85 for its timeliness and an 84 for its quality. The Online
Resources score fell 8 points to 71. The user experience on the ED.gov website can be improved by
decluttering the main pages and presenting clear links to the most commonly used resources. The ease
of navigation fell 12 points, more than any other attribute, and could benefit from a website refresh. The
open-ended feedback is largely complimentary of the fine work carried out by the Office of Indian
Education in supporting this program’s grantees. Further improvements could be made possible through
sharing best practices and disseminating success stories to all grantees at development training or
conferences. Hearing how one grantee is having success in implementing their grant can help a host of
others and promote an even higher lewvel of effectiveness for the Indian Education Formula Grants.

Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C)

Satisfaction of grantees of the Title |, Part C Migrant Education Program (MEP) rated their satisfaction a
79, unchanged from the previous measurement and a very positive score overall. All drivers were rated
very high, led by an 86 for both ED Staff/Coordination and Documents. Federal staff do a great job
supporting grantees with accurate responses to questions, prompt replies and knowledgeable guidance
regarding relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures. The written correspondence provided
to grantees, measured by the Documents driver, is rated highest for providing relevant information (88),
being well organized (87) and being comprehensive (86). With such high scores in the ED
Staff/Coordination and Documents components, no significant changes should be made in these areas at
this time. Online Resources was rated an 80, which is the third highest program-level score in the 2019
measurement. The Migrant Education Program uses a contractor-supported website (RESULTS) that can
serve as a model for many others in terms of how material should be organized and effective navigation
of the various webpages grantees frequently use. The other driver of satisfaction, OESE’s Technical
Assistance, was rated a 77 and indicates that the services provided to grantees needing technical
assistance are effective in helping them implement their grant program. Nearly all grantees (94%)
reported they participated in a technical assistance webinar in the past year. The EDFacts Submissions:
Changes for School Year 2017-18 was chosen as the most useful, followed by MPOs to Impact Statewide
Assessment Results and MEP Program Improvement. The webinars are generally very well received as
are the conference calls, in-person presentations and emails as preferred methods for OME to
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communicate pertinent information. Grantees were complimentary of the communication with listserv, with
one respondent saying “It's current method, of the listserv, is wonderful. Very well organized. It is literally
the ONE office at USED that is effective in this manner.”

Education for Homeless Children and Youth — McKinney-Vento

The satisfaction among grantees of the Education for Homeless Children and Y outh program declined by
just a single point in 2019, down to arating of 79. This is a very strong score that continues to trend well
above the average among the combination of all surveyed programs. The Documents and ED Staff/
Coordination components continue to be key strengths of the grantee experience with this program. The
Documents score, which measures the quality of the written correspondence provided to grantees, was
rated an 88. This 5-point improvement was the product of the excellent clarity, organization and overall
content included in the written materials made available to grantees. Federal staff supporting grantees in
carrying out their grant’s charter received exceptional scores for their knowledge, accuracy and
consistency of responses. The ED Staff/Coordination component was rated an 87 and along with
Documents, represents an area where no significant changes are needed at this time. Instead,
improvement efforts should be focused on enhancing the Online Resources available through the ED.gov
website. This component was rated a 69, down 14 points from the 2018 measurement. The ease of
navigation and overall ease of reading the site seem to be particular pain points with significant declines
in these attributes from a year ago. Grantee comments suggest that the site should be simplified with
links to frequently used resources like the NCHE and NAECHY sites clearly presented. The search
engine’s functionality is seen as lacking in that search results often return irrelevant or outdated
information. Investing resources in the online material offered to grantees should be the priority in driving
satisfaction higher and can be expected to offer a good rate of return if a dedicated effort is put forth.

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Grantees of the Student Support and Academic Enrichment program rated their satisfaction a 51. This
score lags well below the overall rating of 74 among all surveyed programs in 2019. The highlight of the
driver scores is the 69 for the Documents component. This represents a 5-point improvement from the
previous measurement and is boosted by substantial increases in the clarity, organization, sufficiency of
detail and relevance of the written correspondence provided to grantees. The only attribute related to
these written materials not to increase its debut score was the comprehensiveness of the documents in
addressing the scope of issues faced. In looking for ways to further improve the Documents score,
special attention should be paid to listening to what information grantees need and finding ways to get
that information to them efficiently. This same idea applies to the Online Resources in that grantees
woiced their desire for more relevant and current information to be made available on the website. The
freshness of content attribute was the single lowest rated aspect of the Online Resources component with
a score of 54. Evaluating the materials currently available and refreshing outdated information should be
expected to spur an increase in this driver and boost satisfaction. The custom question section of the
suney asks SSAE grantees about the level of effectiveness of various technical assistance elements of
their interactions with Department of Education staff. These interactions are rated fairly low for the
effectiveness in helping grantees with meeting program compliance requirements (54), and the website
(57). However, staff are rated very high for their professionalism (82), demonstrating that the opportunity
for improvement likely lies in fully educating staff so they can use their already professional skills to fully
resolve requests for technical assistance.

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies - Title |

Satisfaction for Title | respondents increased 2 points in 2019 to a score of 59. The ED Staff/Coordination
driver remains a key strength as grantees rated this area a 75. The support provided by federal staff was
rated highest for their accuracy of responses (81), knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies
and procedures (78) and consistency of responses (75). This area could be further improved by focusing
on the responsiveness of staff as this was the lowest rated attribute of the federal staff support with a
score of 67. The Documents component measures various characteristics of the written correspondence
provided to grantees. In 2019, this component was rated a 69, a 5-point improvement from 2018. The
attributes in this area with the greatest increases include sufficiency of detail (66, +7) and relevance to
areas of need (75, +10). The technical assistance provided by OESE was rated a 60, which is a 3-point
decline from a year ago. Program staff should focus on being proactive in disseminating information to
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grantees that will be relevant to their tasks in implementing their respective grants. Utilize the Dear
Colleague letters and other correspondence to provide step-by-step instructions on staying compliant and
who to contact for additional questions. Being proactive and demonstrating the availability of a strong
support staff ready to help will give grantees more confidence that they are staying compliant and
properly focusing their efforts on carrying out the intended goals of grant funds. Online Resources was
the lowest rated component in 2019 for this program’s grantees. With the reorganization this year, some
grantees mentioned being unclear regarding the organization chart and where to direct requests for
assistance or where to find pertinent materials. One comment collected in the open-ended feedback
reads “It would be good to have a ESSA section of the website with subsections for each of the Titles
represented in ESSA. This would probably assist with navigation.” Ensure that up-to-date information is
posted to the website with clear links presented to commonly used resources. Look to consolidate
resources by topic so that grantees can more intuitively navigate to relevant materials by category.

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title lll State Formula Grants)

Satisfaction among English Language Acquisition State Grants grantees fell 7 points to a rating of 61.
This decline comes after an 11-point increase the previous year and keeps the 2019 rating at the higher
end of its historical average. The decrease in satisfaction comes as a result of lower scores for three of
the four drivers — OESE’s Technical Assistance, ED Staff/ Coordination and Online Resources. OESE’s
technical Assistance fell 8 points to 59, with a 13-point drop in the rating for OESE’s effectiveness in
helping grantees learn to implement grant programs. Open-ended feedback was collected to investigate
ways the Department couldimprowve its support to help grantees implement their grant. The comments
suggest the need for program staff to offer tailored guidance rather than reading off legal guidelines that
do not provide sufficient practical applications. Grantees feel that the program’s restrictive requirements
can make it difficult to know how to most effectively use their grant’s funds. Consider holding webinars or
utilize time during in person meetings to share success stories and other anecdotes that can spurideas
for other grantees in implementing their own grants. The Online Resources component score can be
improved by refreshing outdated material and presenting a decluttered series of pages that presents
quick links to commonly used resources. The Documents driver increased its score 3 points to 72. The
documents provided to grantees received higher ratings for their clarity (75, +6) and organization of
information (75, +4). Given this positive Documents score, improvement efforts should be primarily
focused on providing effective technical assistance and a more productive experience for grantees using
the program’s Online Resources.

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)

Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program

Satisfaction of the REAP — Rural and Low Income School Program jumped 5 points to a score of 72 in
2019. ED Staff/Coordination was the highest rated driver at 84, a 6-point improvement from the previous
measurement. Federal staff provide knowledgeable guidance that is prompt and consistent across
various ED representatives. The Documents driver was also rated very positively with a score of 79. All
attributes related to the written correspondence provided to grantees increased their scores, with the
biggest improvement being a 9-point gain in the comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues
faced. In a year when the Online Resources driver was rated lower by various program grantees, the
online aspect of the RLIS grantee experience was rated 3 points higher with a score of 70. Grantee
comments that mention specific ways the website could be further improved are included in Appendix C
of this report. The webinars conducted by REAP are seen as very beneficial to informing grantees and
offering useful suggestions for implementing their grants. When asked how often REAP webinars should
be conducted 45% said quarterly, another 45% said semi-annually and just 10% said annually.

Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program

REAP — Small, Rural School Achievement Program satisfaction rose 3 points to a score of 76. This is the
fourth consecutive year satisfaction has increased dating back to 2015 when satisfaction was rated a 64.
This consistent positive trend demonstrates the effect that improvement efforts in the key components of
satisfaction will have. As a product of the high level of satisfaction, the level of Trust that SRSA program
grantees have that their ED office is working to meet their organization’s needs was rated an impressive
82. All drivers of satisfaction are rated positively in the 70s and 80s. The SRSA grant application is called
out in the open-ended feedback as being very straightforward and easy to complete. Appendix C contains
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the full contents of the grantee comments to the open-ended surey questions. SRSA grantees generally
find the webinars offered valuable. Forty percent of respondents said REAP should conduct them
annually, 27% prefer them semi-annually and 29% prefer quarterly. The remaining handful of
respondents prefer a more variable basis that coincides with the grant lifecycle. No matter the cadence,
making the presentation slides ahead of time or at least during the webinar would be welcomed by some
who want to take notes on the slides.

Grants for State Assessments

Satisfaction among respondents of the Grants for State Assessments program was rated a 75in 2019, a
9-point increase from a year ago. This improved rating is the product of increases across all four drivers
of satisfaction. OESE'’s Technical Assistance claims the biggest increase of 9 points to a rating of 80.
Staff providing technical assistance have done a great job of helping grantees implement their grant and
demonstrating how OESE’s technical assistance can be used as a model for their own program. The
Online Resources driver rose 4 points, largely boosted by a 10-point increase in the freshness of content
attribute. Keeping materials current and accurate goes a long way in keeping grantees’ faith in the
website’s resources high. The ease of finding material online rating rose 11 points and acts as a success
story for other programs to investigate the specific actions taken by Grants for State Assessments staff
that has led to these improvements. One respondent summed up the website experience saying that the
“website has a great look and user experience is very positive.” The Documents driver measures the
quality of the written correspondence provided to grantees. This component was rated 4 points higherin
2019 with a score of 80. All attributes are rated consistently high on the upper-70s and low-80s. The
highest rated driver is ED Staff/Coordination with a rating of 84. Federal staff received exceptional ratings
for the accuracy of their responses (90) and their knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies
and procedures (87). The opportunity for improving the ED Staff/Coordination driver lies in enhancing the
consistency of responses (72) and collaboration with ED staff from different program offices (77). Each of
these attributes declined in score from the 2018 survey.

Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants

Teacher and School Leader Incentive grantees rated satisfaction a 79 in its initial measurement. This
excellent score is 5 points higher than that combined average rating of 74 among all programs surveyed
in 2019. However, a closer look at the TSL data shows that satisfaction was rated much higher by those
who were listed in the “TIF’ cohort (87) than those in the “TSL’ cohort (63). Differences in scores between
these two segments can be compared using the online reporting portal but since sample sizes are rather
low in general for this program, scores discussed in the report will focus on the entire set of responses
from both segments combined. The ED Staff/Coordination driver was rated an 81, with attribute ratings
ranging from an 89 for the consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices to a 78
for sufficiency of legal guidance in responses. The Documents driver was also rated very high at 79. This
evaluation of the written correspondence provided to grantees received its highest scores for the
organization and relevance of the materials. In looking for ways to improve the Documents driver, focus
should be placed on making the written materials clearer for grantees. The Online Resources available
was rated a 70 which makes it the lowest rated component for this program but the score still exceeds the
overall average rating among all surveyed programs of 68. The custom question section of the
questionnaire for this program focuses on asking about the technical assistance provided by AEM. The
helpfulness of AEM is rated highest in connecting grantees with other experts or practitioners working on
similar programs (78). Ratings were slightly lower, though still positive (72), for assistance in improving
program planning and implementations as well as providing relevant information and ideas.

Supporting Effective Educator Development Program

Grantees of the Supporting Effective Educator Development program rated their satisfaction a 68 in their
initial year of participation in the survey. Grantees rated ED Staff/Coordination very high (80), with
especially high marks for the sufficiency of legal guidance (92) and accuracy of responses (89). This
component’s score could be improved by focusing efforts on speeding up the responsiveness of staffin
answering grantee questions. The Documents driver also received a very strong score of 79. The written
correspondence produced is relevant to grantees’ areas of need, sufficient in its detail and
comprehensive in addressing the scope of issues faced. The other driver of satisfaction, Online
Resources, was rated a 67. The materials made available on the ED.govwebsite should be evaluated
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and refreshed. The lowest attribute score related to Online Resources was the freshness of content with a
rating of 64. Also investigate the feasibility of restructuring the site to present a cleaner homepage with
drop down menus that direct grantees to specific resources. The user experience can be enhanced
through a decluttered path to commonly used materials that is intuitive even for first time website visitors.
The custom question section of the questionnaire asked SEED grantees to rate the level of ease of
certain activities in meeting the standards of the What Works Clearinghouse. These evaluations found
that gaining helpful technical assistance to conduct a meaningful evaluation (68) was relatively easier
than the actual act of implementing a meaningful and rigorous evaluation (61).

Charter Schools Program Grants for Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter
Schools

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools grantees rated their satisfaction a 59 in 2019.
ED Staff/Coordination and Documents were the highest rated drivers of satisfaction, each with a score of
65. Highlights of the support provided by federal staff include the knowledge they have of relevant
legislation, regulations, policies and procedures as well as their accuracy and sufficiency of legal
guidance they provide. There is an area of opportunity in improving the consistency of responses with ED
staff from different program offices as this was the lowest rated attribute with a score of 51. The
Documents driver, which measures the quality of the written correspondence provided to grantees, was
rated highest for the material’s relevance to grantees’ needs (72). Improvements to the documentation
should focus on making the material clearer and better organized as these attributes received relatively
lower scores. Online Resources was the lowest rated driver with a rating of 55, making it a candidate for
prioritized improvement efforts. Open-ended feedback collected on the survey regarding the website
mentions a broken link on the Oll page and the need for a more intuitive experience when navigating the
site. Ensure that the website is technically sound by eliminating broken links or outdated material.
Enhancing the user experience should then focus on presenting visitors with a clean looking homepage
with clear links to commonly used resources. Busy screens with an abundance of material appear
cluttered and can have an adverse effect on the website experience for grantees. Making these realistic
changes to the written and electronic materials should improve the ratings in these areas and have a
tangible effect on the overall level of grantee satisfaction.

Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter Schools Program

Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter Schools Program grantee satisfaction debuted with a
score of 62. The ED/Staff Coordination component was rated a 72 — which is a positive score but does
lag 10 points behind the overall average among all programs combined in 2019. Ways to enhance this
rating exist in improving the responsiveness of federal staff in answering grantee questions and finding
ways to collaborate with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant senices. The Documents
driver was rated a 70 by this program’s grantees, demonstrating that the written correspondence
published generally meets the needs of this program’s grantees though does offer some room for
improvement. Most notably, the written materials could use clearer language and increasein scope to
address the full complement of issues faced by grantees. The specific types of questions that grantees
contact program staff with should be measured and tracked to better understand the areas where there is
a need for additional information. Online Resources was rated a 57 and also presents an area of
opportunity. Open-ended grantee comments regarding the website indicate a shared desire for a more
robust search engine that returns current and relevant information. At present, there are several mentions
of search results being outdated or not related to the topic being searched. The satisfaction of meetings,
communications, monitoring and technical assistance were evaluated in this program’s custom section of
the survey. Scores for these areas ranged from the upper-50s to mid-60s, with detailed score results
available in Appendix B of this report.

Education Innovation and Research Programs

In its initial measurement on the Grantee Satisfaction Survey, this program’s grantees rated their
satisfaction a 75. This impressive score is a point higher than the overall average among all participating
programs combined in 2019. Leading the way in terms of driver scores was ED Staff/Coordination with a
rating of 84. Federal staff do a wonderful job in providing accurate responses in a timely fashion. OESE’s
Technical Assistance was rated a 76 with grantees reporting a high level of effectiveness of OESE in
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helping grantees learn to implement their grant programs. This positive combination provides grantees
with confidence that they are implementing their grant effectively and have a helpful resource to turn to for
quick information when necessary. The Documents driver was also rated well with a score of 74. While
the written correspondence provided to grantees generally meets their needs, there does seemto be an
opportunity for improvement specifically in increasing the range of topics covered. The
comprehensiveness of the written material in addressing the full scope of issues faced was the lowest
rated Documents attribute with a rating of 69. The Online Resources component was rated a 69, in line
with the overall average among all programs in 2019. All related attributes were rated in a tight range
from 68 to 72. Improvement efforts can span across a number of elements of the online materials made
available to grantees including a cleaner look/navigation menu, more current content and a more robust
search engine that includes only relevant resources in search results. Verbatim comments and ratings to
custom questions for this program’s grantees are available in Appendices B and C.

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

Magnet Schools Assistance Program grantees rated their satisfaction a 79, which is 5 points higher than
the average rating among all surveyed programs in 2019. In addition to the strong level of satisfaction, all
of its drivers were positively rated. Federal staff supporting grantees are performing at a high level,
demonstrated by the score of 84 for ED Staff/Coordination. All of its attributes were rated in the 80s, led
by scores of 89 for the accuracy of responses an 87 for the sufficiency of legal guidance in their
responses. Documents was rated an 81, again with strong marks for all of its attributes. The written
material made available to grantees was rated especially high for its relevance to areas of grantees’ need
(85). OESE’s Technical Assistance received a strong rating of 79, as grantees find OESE to be very
effective in helping them learn to implement their grant program. The final driver, Online Resources, was
rated a 75, which is 7 points higher than the average rating in 2019. Several respondents were
complimentary of the navigation and overall intuitiveness of the website in the open-ended feedback
collected by the survey. One respondent suggested as an opportunity for further improvement saying ,
“the MSAP Center website is difficult to navigate to find the most recent webinars. It would be helpful if
they were organized by date or if there was a keyword search for webinars.” Other specific comments can
be viewed in Appendix C of this report. In the custom question section of the questionnaire, grantees
were asked if they have asked their ED program contact for assistance in areas not related to fiscal or
grant administration issues. Just four respondents (14%) reported that they had and while the sample
size is low, the ratings of this type of assistance were extremely high in the 90s and even a perfect score
of 100 for MSAP Center technical assistance support by this group of four individuals.

Promise Neighborhoods

Promise Neighborhoods grantee satisfaction was rated a 78, a very positive result in this program’s initial
measurement. A very strong ED Staff/Coordination score of 81 shows the federal staff do a great job of
supporting grantees by providing accurate responses in a timely manner. OESE’s Technical Assistance
has also performed at a high level with grantees reporting that OESE has been effective in helping them
learn how to implement their grant program. The written correspondence provided to grantees is
measured by the Documents component and was rated a 72. While this score shows that grantees’
needs are generally being met in this area, the Promise Neighborhoods score does lag behind the overall
average rating of 77 among all programs measured in 2019. Ensure that materials sent to grantees
covers the full scope ofthe issues faced and are clear to understand. Online Resources is another driver
of satisfaction and was rated a 63. Areas of opportunity for driving this score higher include improving the
navigation of the site, making it easier for users to find the content they are searching for. It is also
important that all outdated materials are purged form the site and refreshed with current information to
reduce any confusion on the part of grantees. This is especially important given the recent organizational
restructuring that can lead to the need for additional guidance for website visitors. A respondent to the
suney suggested sending a notification to grantees when new materials are posted to the website to
promote increased awareness of the online materials. This could be mutually beneficial as more grantees
who are able to self-serve on the website will likely reduce the number of calls and emails directed
specifically to federal program staff.
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Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects De monstration Grants

The satisfaction among grantees of the Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects
Demonstration Grants was rated a 61, which is a 9-point decline from the 2018 measurement. A primary
cause of the decrease in satisfaction is the result of a 9-point decline in the ED Staff/Coordination driver
score (68). At a more granular level, the biggest drop offs in scores for the support provided by federal
staff were their knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures as well as their
overall responsiveness. Going forward, a premium should be placed on making sure staff are responding
to grantee requests quickly. Answers do not need to be immediately provided but an acknowledgement of
the request should be provided to give grantees confidence that their request for assistance has been
received and will be answered. Online Resources was rated a 59 and open-ended feedback related to the
website mentions the need to make sure all materials on the site are current and reflect accurate
information. Several other comments, however, are complimentary of the site and the relative ease of
navigation it presents for users. The navigation of the site should be continually evaluated to make sure
that the menus are intuitive and links to commonly used resources are presented clearly to visitors. The
custom question section of the survey asked this program’s grantees to evaluate the Native Youth
Community Projects (NYCP) program. Ratings of the NYCP were generally quite positive, including an 8-
point increase in the usefulness and relevance of webinar-based technical assistance rating. When asked
which topics would be most helpful to cover, Performance Reporting was selected a priority by over half
of the respondents.

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs

Grantees of the Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs rated their satisfaction a 55,
which is the fourth lowest program score in 2019. The 10-point decline in satisfaction comes as the result
of lower scores in each of the four drivers. ED Staff/Coordination fell 13 points to a score of 68. The
biggest opportunities to help this score rebound exist in improving the responsiveness of federal staff
when receiving requests for guidance from grantees and demonstrating a deep knowledge of relevant
legislation, regulations, policies and procedures. OESE’s Technical Assistance score also fell 13 pointsin
2019. When working with grantees to provide technical assistance, make sure that staff have the ultimate
goal of being able to implement an effective grant in mind. Taking this approach will lead to more
productive interactions with grantees and instill a deeper level of confidence that program staff are
working to meet the needs of their organization. Online Resources fell 12 points to a score of 58.
Improvement efforts focused on the website and its resources should be prioritized on ensuring that the
content is current and accurate, especially given the recent organizational restructuring. One grantee
gawve wice to the confusion surrounding the validity of the online materials, saying “it is difficult to
determine which is the latest version of laws or if any changes or amendments have been made to laws.”
Consider adding timestamps or announcing in some way when specific materials were last updated to
inform grantees that they are reviewing content based on the most recent legislation or regulations.
Custom questions asking grantees to evaluate the technical assistance provided by both NDTAC and
USDE staff showed a more pronounced decline in the performance of the NDTAC personnel. This result
could be due in part to the restructuring of the organization.

School Climate Transformation Grants

Local Education Agency

Satisfaction among SCTG Local Education Agency respondents decreased 13 points to a score of 77.
The lower level of satisfaction corresponds to lower driver scores measuring the key aspects of the
grantee experience. However, it is important to remember that while the scores are lower than a year
ago, the ratings are still very positive and reflect efficient support and productive materials made available
to grantees. OESE’s Technical Assistance is the highest rated driver in 2019 with a score of 81. Staff
providing technical support to SCTG — LEA grantees do so in a way that is effective in helping them
implement their grant program successfully. ED Staff/Coordination was rated a 75, which is lower than in
the previous couple of years but generally strong overall. The recent organizational restructuring has
likely had an effect on these scores as the biggest declines came for the sufficiency of legal guidance,
consistency of responses across different program offices and collaboration with other ED offices in
providing relevant senices. Ensuring that grantees are provided with detailed information regarding any
changes to their grant and its related compliance regulations is important in bringing the ED Staff/
Coordination component back to its historically exceptional levels. Other improvement efforts should be
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focused on the Online Resources available on the ED.gov website as this component was rated 23 points
lower with a 2019 score of 67. Audit all content on the site to make sure it reflects current information.
Additionally, look into the feasibility of proactively alerting grantees when new contentis posted to bring
any relevant changes to their attention.
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U.S. Department of Education
2019 Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Introduction

The Department of Education (ED) is committed to serving and satisfying its customers. To this end, we have
commissionedthe CFl Group, an independent third-party researchgroup, to conduct a survey that asks about your
experienceasagrantrecipient of the [GRANT PROGRAM] and the ways we canimprove our service to you.

CFI Group andED will treatall information ina secure fashion. Your answers are voluntary, butyour opinions are
very important. Yourresponses will remain anonymous and will only be reported inaggregate to ED personnel.
This survey is authorized by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget Control No. 1090-0007, which expires on
September 30,2021, and will takeabout 10 minutesto complete.

If you haveany questions about this survey, please contact Blanca Rodriguez at blanca.rodriguez@ ed.gov.

Please note that ALL questions on this survey (unless noted otherwise)refer to yourexperiences overthe PAST12
MONTHS.

Program

NOTE: THE FOLLOWING QUESTION WILLHAVE THE RESPONSE AUTOMATICALLY “PIPED IN” FROM THE
RESPONDENTLIST. THERESPONDENT WILL NOT SEE THE QUESTION Q1. THIS INFORMATION WILLDETERMINE
THE APPROPRIATE COREAND CUSTOM QUESTIONS THE RESPONDENT WILL RECEIVE.

Note that individuals will be asked to respondbased on their experiences with the program (e.g., OELA) vs. the
individual research centers.

Q1.PROGRAM RESPONDENTS WILLBE ANSWERING QUESTIONSFOR:

Office of English Language Acquisition (OELA)
1. Native AmericanandAlaska Native Children inSchool Program
2. National Professional Development Program

Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education (OCTAE)
3. Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors of Adult Education
4. Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical EducationState Directors

Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE)

5. Devel oping Hispanic Serving I nstitutions
National Resource Centers Program
Strengthening Institutions Program
Child Care Access Means ParentsinSchool
GEAR UP

wWooN

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS)
10. IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (Part B)
11. IDEA-Part CInfants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program
12. RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program
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Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE)
13. Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants
14. 21s*Century Community Learning Centers
15. Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)
16. Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)
17. Comprehensive Literacy State Development
18. Indian EducationFormula Grants to Local Education Agencies (LEAs)
19. MigrantEducationPrograms (Titlel, PartC)
20. Education forHomeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities/ McKinney-Vento
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
21. StudentSupportandAcademic Enrichment
22. Improving BasicPrograms Operated by Local Educational Agencies —Titlel
23. English Language AcquisitionState Grants (Title |1l State Formula Grants)
24. Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program
25. Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program
26. Grants forState Assessments
27. Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants
28. Supporting Effective Educator Devel opment Program
29. Charter Schools Program Grants for Replicationand Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools
30. Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter SchoolsProgram (CSP) Grants to State
31. Education InnovationandResearch Programs
32. MagnetSchools Assistance Program
33. Promise Neighborhoods
34. Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian Children
35. Neglected and Delinquent Stateand Local AgencyPrograms
36. School Climate Transformation Grants (LEA)
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When answering the survey, please only thinkabout yourinteractions with [GRANT PROGRAM].

ED Staff
[INTRO IF Q1=1-4,10-36]

Pleasethinkabouttheinteractions you have hadwith the federal staff that you workwith the most closely from
the [PROGRAM OFFICE] Consider times when you sought guidance, clarification, or additional assistance.

[DO NOT ASK OSERS (programs 10-13) RESPONDENTS] PLEASE NOTE: This does not include technical assistance
provided by regional labs, national associations, ED-funded contractors, etc.

[INTRO IF Q1=5-9]

Pleasethinkabouttheinteractions you have hadwithsenior [PROGRAM OFFICE] officers (e.g. the Director of the
Officethatadministers this grant program). [NOTE: Questions regarding yourindividual program officer will be
asked later in the questionnaire..]

PLEASE ALSO NOTE: This does not include technical assistance to states to build state capacity to implement
education reforms, such as regional labs, national associations, contractors —including those thatservice G5,
grants.gov, etc.

[Q2-5 ALL PROGRAMS]

Onascalefrom1to 10, where“1”is “Poor”and“10” is “Excellent,” please rate the quality of the assistance
providedby ED staff.

If a question does notapply, pleaseselect “N/A”.

Q2.Knowledge of relevant | egislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (or ability to gettheinformationthat
you need)

Q3.Responsiveness to your questions

Q4. Accuracyofresponses

Q5. Sufficiencyof guidancein responses

Q6.[DO NOTASK PROGRAMS 10,11, 12,15,16] Consistency of responses with ED staff from different offices

Q7.[DO NOTASK PROGRAMS 15,16] Collaborationwith other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services
(e.g., clarifyissues regarding program policy and regulations, obtainguidance on grants policyand administration,
obtain guidance on financial drawdowns, shareinformation regarding best practices)

2019 43 Group



Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

[Q8-13 ALLPROGRAMS]

Online Resources
Pleasethinkaboutyourexperience usingthe [PROGRAM OFFICE]’s online resources on the ED.gov website.On a
10-pointscale, where “1”is “Poor” and “10”is “Excellent,” pl ease rate the:

Q8. Easeof finding materials online

Q9. Freshness of content

Q10. Ability toaccomplish whatyou wanton thesite

Q11. Easeofreadingthesite

Q12. Easeofnavigation

Q13. Pleasedescribe howthe Departmentcould improveits website.
[ASKQ14-Q18IFQ1=1-4,10-36]

Documents

Think about the documents you receive from the [PROGRAM OFFICE]. Documents include non-regulatory
guidance, frequently asked questions (FAQs), non-regulatory guidance/FAQ addenda, | etters, publications and
blastemails.

Ona 10-pointscale, where “1”is “Poor”and “10” is “Excellent, please rate the documents’:
Q14. Clarity

Q15. Organization of information

Q16. Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs

Q17. Relevanceto your areas of need

Q18. Comprehensivenessinaddressing thescope of issues thatyou face

[ASKQ19-Q28 IF Q1=5-9]

When you were preparing your application, how easy wasitfor youto locate and understandtheinformationin
the application package? Pleaseratethefollowingon a scalefrom“1”to “10”, where “1”is “very difficult” and
“10”is “very easy”.

Q19. ProgramPurpose

Q20. Program Priorities

Q21. Selection Criteria

Q22. Review Process

Q23. Budget Information and Forms
Q24. Deadlinefor Submission

Q25. DollarLimiton Awards

Q26. PageLimitation Instructions
Q27. Formatting Instructions

Q28. Program Contact
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[ASKQ29-30 ONLYTO ALL TO ALLOESE PROGRAMS Q1=13-36]

Q29. [DO NOTASKPROGRAMS 15,16] How effective have the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education’s
(OESE’s) technicalassistance services been in helping you successfully learnto implement your OESE-funded
grantprograms? Pleaseusea 10-pointscalewhere “1”is “Not very effective” and“10” is “Very effective.”

Q30. [DO NOTASKPROGRAMS 15,16] How useful have OESE’s technical assistance services beeninservingasa
model thatyou canreplicate with yoursubgrantees? Pleaseusea 10-pointscalewhere “1”is “Notvery
useful”and“10”is “Very useful.” If you do not have subgrantees or this does notapply, please select “Not
applicable.”

Q31. Howmuchdoyou trust [PRINCIPAL OFFICE] to work with youto meet your organization’s needs? Please use
ascalefrom1to 10, where1l meansnotvery trustingand 10 means very trusting.

[Q32-Q37 ALLPROGRAMS]

ACSI Benchmark Questions
Now we aregoingtoaskyouto please consider ALL of [PROGRAM OFFICE]'s products and services.

Q32. Usinga 10-pointscaleon which“1” means “Very dissatisfied” and “10” means “Very satisfied,” how
satisfiedareyou with [PROGRAM OFFICE]’s products and services?

Q33. Nowpleaseratetheextentto which the products andservices offered by [PROGRAM OFFICE] havefallen
shortof or exceeded yourexpectations. Please usea 10-point scale on which “1” now means “Falls short of
your expectations” and“10” means “Exceeds Your expectations.”

Q34. Nowforgetfora momentabouttheproductsand services offered by the [PROGRAM OFFICE], and
imaginetheideal products andservices. How well do youthink the [PROGRAM OFFICE] compares with
thatideal? Pleaseusea 10-pointscale on which “1” means “Notvery closeto theideal”and“10” means
“Very closetotheideal.”Now pleaseindicate the degree to which youagree or disagree with the
following statement.

Q35. Overall, when I think of all of the [PROGRAM OFFICE]'s products and services, | am satisfied with their
quality.
a.Strongly agree
b. Agree
c.Disagree
d. Stronglydisagree
e. Does notapply

Closing

Q36. Whichofthefollowing best describes your job role?
Project/State Director

School Officer

GrantCoordinator

Superintendent

Business Manager

Other, pleasespecify

D o0 T o

Q37. Howlonghaveyoubeeninthisrole?
a. Lessthanoneyear

b. Between 1-3years

c. Between 3-10years

d. Morethan 10years
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NOTE: EACH RESPONDENTWILLONLY RECEIVE ONE SET OF CUSTOM QUESTIONS CONCERNING THEIRPROGRAM

Again, onlythink about your interactions with of [GRANT PROGRAM] when answering the following questions.

After custom question section DISPLAY: Thankyou again for your time. To complete the survey and submitthe
results, please hitthe “Finish” button below. Have a good day!
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ONLY IFQ1=1 NATIVE AMERICAN AND ALASKA NATIVE CHILDREN IN SCHOOLPROGRAM ASK 1-12 BELOW

NAM1. How often do you receive technicalassistance (webinars, professional devel opment, trainings) from the
OELA office?

a. Atleastweekly

b. Monthly

c. Quarterly

d. Yearly

NAM2. Onascalefrom1to10wherelis“Poor”and 10is “Excellent,” how helpfulis thattechnical assistance?

NAM3. How often do you receive monitoring and/or technicalassistance supportfromyourprogram officer?
a.At leastweekly
b. Monthly

c.Quarterly
c.Yearly

NAM4. Onascalefrom1to10wherelis“Poor’and 10is “Excellent,” how helpful is that monitoringand/or
technical assistance?

NAMS5. How often do you visitthe OELA ed.gov website
(http://www? .ed.gov/about/offices/list/oela/index.html)?
a.Daily
b. Weekly
c. Monthly
d. Every few months
e. Never

NAMS6. Ona scalefrom1to10wherelis“Poor’and 10is “Excellent,” how useful is the OELA ed.gov website?

NAM7. How often do you visit the National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition (NCELA) website or use
the NEXUS newsletter?
a.Daily
b. Weekly
c. Monthly
d. Every few months
e. Never

NAMS8. Onascalefrom1to 10 wherelis“Poor”and 10is “Excellent,” how useful isthe NCELAwebsite and the
NEXUS newsletter?

NAM9. How often doyouvisitthe OELAFacebookpage?
a.Daily
b. Weekly
c.Monthly
d. Every few months
e. Never

NAM10.0nascalefrom1to10wherelis“Poor”and 10is “Excellent,” how usefulis the OELA Facebook page?
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NAM11. What, ifany, improvements haveyouseen in OELA over thelastyear? (open end)
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ONLY IF Q1=2 National Professional Development Program ASK 1-12 BELOW

NPD1. How oftendoyoureceivetechnicalassistance (webinars, professional development, trainings) fromthe
OELA office?
a. Atleastweekly
b. Monthly
c. Quarterly
d. Yearly

NPD2. Onascalefrom1to10wherelis“Poor”and 10is “Excellent,” how helpfulis thattechnical assistance?

NPD3. How often do you receive monitoring and/or technicalassistance supportfromyourprogram officer?
a.At leastweekly
b. Monthly
c.Quarterly
c.Yearly

NPD4. Onascalefrom1to10wherelis“Poor”and10is “Excellent,” how helpful is thatmonitoringand/or
technical assistance?

NPD5. How often do you visitthe OELA ed.gov website
(http://www? .ed.gov/about/offices/list/oela/index.html)?
a.Daily
b. Weekly
c. Monthly
d. Every few months
e. Never

NPD6. Onascalefrom1to10wherelis“Poor”and10is “Excellent,” how usefulisthe OELA ed.gov website?

NPD7. How often doyou visitthe National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition (NCELA) website or
usethe NEXUS newsletter?
a.Daily
b. Weekly
c. Monthly
d. Every few months
e. Never

NPD8. Onascalefrom1to10wherelis“Poor”and10is “Excellent,” how usefulisthe NCELAwebsiteand the
NEXUS newsl etter?

NPD9. How oftendoyouvisitthe OELAFacebookpage?
a.Daily
b. Weekly
c.Monthly
d. Every few months
e. Never

NPD10. Onascalefrom1to10wherelis“Poor’and 10is “Excellent,” how usefulis the OELA Facebook page?
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NPD11. What,ifany,improvements haveyouseenin OELA over thelastyear? (open end)
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ONLY IF Q1=3 Adult Educationand Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed (AEFLA) ASK 1-10 BELOW

1. Thinkaboutthe National Reporting Systemasa wayto reportyourstate’s performancedatato OCTAE.Ona
10-pointscale, where“1”is “Poor” and “10”is “Excellent,” please ratethe NRS’s ease of reporting using the
NRS Web-basedsystem.

2. Thinkaboutthetraining offered by OCTAE throughits contractto supportthe NationalReporting System
(NRS).On a 10-pointscale, where “1”is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the usefulness of the
training.

If you have been monitored, think about the federal monitoring process asitrelates to your AEFLAgrant.Ona 10-
pointscale, where “1”is,” Not Very Effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of the
federal monitoring process on the following:

Being well-organized

Providing pre-planning adequate guidance

Setting expectations for the visit

Using state peer reviewersinthefederal monitoring process

o bk Ww

Think aboutthe national meetings andconference offered by OCTAE. On a 10-pointscale, where “1”is “Poor” and
“10”is “Excellent”, please rate the information provided at these conferences and institutes on the fol lowing:

7. Beingup-to-date
8. Relevanceofinformation

9. Usefulnesstoyourprogram

Think aboutthe national activities offered by DAEL. Ona 10-pointscale, where “1”is,” Poor” and “10” is
“Excellent,” pleaseratetheactivities on the following:

10. Usefulness of the productsin helping your state meet AEFLA program priorities.
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ONLY IFQ1=4 Carl D.Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career & Technical
Ed ASK 1-5 BELOW

(Pleasebeas specificanddetailed as possiblein responding to these questions. Specificity and detail helpthe
OCTAE staff to focus on specificconcerns.)

PERK1. Howlonghaveyou held the position of CTE state director? (Lessthan 1year;1 —2 years;3 or moreyears)

PERK2. In evaluatingthe user friendliness of the Consolidated Annual Report (CAR), on a scaleof 1 —10, where 1 is
poor and 10, is excellent, pleaseratethe CAR’s userfriendliness?

PERK3. In evaluating the usefulness of the Perkins Collaborative Research Network (PCRN),on a scaleof1 —10,

wherelis poorand 10isexcellent, pleaseratethe usefulness of PCRN. Please elaborate on yourresponse
ifthereis a particularaspect of PCRN you want to address.
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ONLY IF Q1=5 Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions ASK 1-12 BELOW

DHSI1.How long haveyoubeen workingon the current grant? (Choose onethat most closelyapproximates the
amountoftime.)
a.lessthanoneyear
b.1-2years
c.2-3years
d.3-4years
e.4 ormoreyears

Think about your experience with receiving technical assistance from the Hispanic Serving I nstitutions Division. On a
10-pointscalewhere “1” means poorand “10” means excellent please rate the Hispanic Serving I nstitutions Division
according to thefollowing:

DHSI2. Responsiveness to questions

DHSI3. Knowledge of relevant | egislation, regulations, policies and procedures
DHSI4. Ability to resolveissues

DHSI5. Use of clearand concise written and verbal communication

DHSI6. Timely resolution of general programmatic and /or financial issues

DHSI7.Whichbest describes howoften you interact with Hispanic Serving Institution Division staff?
Daily

Weekly

Monthly

Afewtimes ayear

Onceayear

Less thanonceayear

D o0 T o

DHSI8. Whenyou interact with Hispanic Serving Institution Division Staff what is the quality of the customer service
provided to you?
a. Excellent
b.Very Good
c.Average
d.Fair
e. Poor
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ONLY IF Q1=6 National Resource Centers Program ASK 1-17 BELOW

NRC1. Howlonghaveyoubeen workinginyourcurrent National Resource Center (NRC)?(Choose onethat most
closely approximates the amount of time.)
a. Lessthanoneyear

b. 1-2years
c. 2-3years
d. 3-4years

e. 4ormoreyears

Think about your experience with receivingtechnical assistance from your NRC program officer. On a 10-point
scalewhere “1” means poorand“10” means excellent please rate your program officer on:

NRC2. Knowledgeof relevantlegislation, regulations, policies andprocedures, including programmatic
knowledge as necessitated by the Higher Education Opportunity Act (HEOA)

NRC3. Responsivenesstoyourinquiries (by email, telephone, letter, etc.)
NRC4. Timelyresolutionof general programmaticandfinancial issues
NRC5. Timelyacknowledgementandprocessing of NRC requests such as travel approval requests

NRC6. Abilitytorespondtoallissuesraisedbased solelyon interpretation of laws, regulations and Department
policies without personal bias or administrative preference

NRC7. The quality of information orfeedback received from NRC program staff

NRC8. Istheprocessforthedissemination of the NRC tracking survey helpful? If not, please provide suggestions
for easingtheprocess. (open ended)

Think about the extentto which the NRC program establishes, strengthens, and operates languageandareaor
international studies centers. On a 10-pointscale where “1” means poorand“10” means excellent please ratethe
extent to which you agree with the following:

NRC9. The NRCprogramis effectivein supportinginstructionin fields needed to provide full understanding of
areas, regions or countries

NRC10. The NRCprogramsupports workin thelanguage aspects of professional and otherfields of study
NRC11. The NRC programsupports research and trainingininternational studies

Ona 10-pointscalewhere “1” means poorand “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which the NRC
grantprogram establishes andstrengthens:

NRC12. Teachingofany modern foreignlanguage

NRC13. Instructioninfields needed to provide full understanding of areas, regions, or countries in which the
languageis commonly used
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NRC14. Researchandtrainingin international studies
NRC15. Languageaspects of professionalandother fields of study
NRC16. Instructionandresearch onissuesinworldaffairs

Ona 10-pointscalewhere “1” means poorand “10” means excellent please rate yoursatisfaction with:

NRC17. The NRC programsel ectioncriteria. (Please provide comments to explain your score.)
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ONLY IF Q1=7 Strengthening Institutions Program ASK 1-15 BELOW

SIP1. Howlonghaveyou been working on the currentgrant?

(Chooseonethat most closelyapproximates the amount of time.)
a.less thanoneyear
b.1-2 years
c.2-3years
d.3-4years
e.4ormoreyears

SIP2. Thinkaboutyour experience with receiving technical support from the Strengtheninglnstitutions Program
(SIP) Division staff. On a 10-point scale where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent” pleaserate the
SIP staffaccording to the following:

a.Responsiveness to questions

b.Knowledge of relevant | egislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
c. Ability to resolveissues

d. Useof clear and concise written and verbal communication

e. Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

SIP3. Overall wereyou satisfied with the service provided by the representative?

SIP4. Whichbestdescribes how often you interact withthe Strengthening Institutions Division staff?
a.Daily
b. Weekly
c.Monthly

d. Afewtimes a year
e.Onceayear
f. Less thanoncea year

SIP5. When you interact with Strengthening I nstitution Division Staff whatis the quality of the customer
serviceprovided to you?
a.Excellent
b. Very Good
c.Average
d. Fair
e. Poor

SIP6. Ona 10-pointscale, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent,” please rate the quality of:
a.Post-award guidelines
b. Performancereports (base your answer on the extent of data collection, analysisandreporting
required and therelevance of dataandanalyses to your projectactivities and outcomes).

SIP7. Briefly describethereason(s) for your rating of theabovelisted postaward guidelines and the
performancereports. (Openend)

SIPS. Aboutwhattopic(s)or purpose(s) do you most often contact Program staff? (Open end)

SIP9. How can weimprove our SIP website, including links, to help you identify program resources and meet
your technical assistance needs? (Open end)
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SIP10. Overthelastyearofyourcurrentgrant, haveyou received consistentinformation fromthe SIP Program
Office?
a.Yes
b. No

SIP11. Pleaseexplainyourresponse..(Captureverbatim response)
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ONLY IF Q1=8 Child Care Access Means Parents in School ASK 1-5 BELOW

CCAMPISL. Ininteracting with the U.S. Department of Education (ED) Child Care Access Means Parents in School
(CCAMPIS) program specialist responsible for overseeing your grant, please rate the service/support
youreceivein thefollowing areas. On a 10-pointscale where “1” is “does not meet expectations” and
“10”is “exceeds expectations,” pleaserate:

a.Your working relationship with CCAMPIS program staff
b. Thelevel of accessibility youhave to CCAMPIS program staff
c. The responsiveness of the CCAMPIS program staff to yourinquiries

CCAMPIS2. How can weimprovethe Child Care Access Means Parents in Schools(CCAMPIS) website (including
links)to helpyou identify program resources and meet your technical assistance needs?

CCAMPIS3. Does theleadershipof yourinstitutionprovide the support requiredfor the successful

implementation of the grant?
a.Yes
b.No
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ONLY IFQ1=9 GEARUP ASK 1-4 BELOW

UB1.Ininteracting with the U.S Department of Education (ED) GEAR UP program specialist responsible for
overseeing your grant, pleaserate service/supportinthefollowing areason a1 to 10 scale where 1 means
Poor and 10 means Excellent. Ifa service area does not apply, please select “N/A”.

a.Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulation, policies and procedures.
b. Ability to provide qualitative technical assistance regarding programmatic issues and challenges.
c. Ability to answer inquiries andconcernsina timelymanner.

UB2. Theterms of the U.S Department of Education (ED)ability to provide adequate guidance and assistance to
grantees regarding the completionand submission of reports, please rate the followingareas, where 1 means
Poor and 10 means Excellent.

a. GEARUP programspecialist knowledge of APR contentand reporting requirements.

b. The accuracy, availability and efficiency of instructions on the reportingsystem;

c. The GEAR UP helpdesk abilityto resolve technical issues relatedto the reporting systeminan accurate
andtimelymanner.

UB3.Think aboutyour experience seeking information from the GEAR UP Program website. Usinga 10 pointscale,
where “1”is poorand “10” is excellent; please rate the website on the fol lowing:
a.Organization of information
b. User friendliness
c.Accuracyof Information
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ONLY IF Q1=10IDEA - State Directors of Special Education (Part B) ASK 1-18 BELOW

IDEAB1. How often do you receive technical assistance and supportfromyour State lead?

a. At least weekly

b. Monthly

C. Quarterly

d. Yearly

e. My State Lead does notcontact me

IDEAB2. In the past 12 months, how often were you a part of (actively or passively) aneducationor special
educationpolicy discussion with OSEP staff?
a.At leastweekly
b. Monthly
c. Quarterly
d.Yearly
e. None

Assistance from OSEP Staff and other Professional Resources

Think aboutthe technical assistance and support provided by state Contacts from the Monitoring and State
Improvement Planning (MSIP) Division of the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). On a 10-pointscale,
where “1”is poorand “10” is excellent, please rate the staff’s:

IDEAB 3. Clarity of informationreceived in developing your state’s applications, annual performancereports and
other required submissions

IDEAB 4. Timelinessof responses (i.e., returning phone calls; responding to emails; forwarding to others when
appropriate)

Think about the types of technical assistance and support provided by OSEP such as Dear Colleague letters,
Question and Answer documents, MSIP monthly TA calls, OSEP-Director’s newsletter, topical webinars, etc.

IDEAB 5. Which types of assistance were most effective in helpingyou meet federal requirements and/or improve
program quality?

IDEAB 6. Whichtypes of assistance were least helpful?

How often do you access the following resources to supportyour efforts to i mplement practices based on evidence
inyour state? (Please usea 10-pointscalein which“1” means “Never” and “10” means “Very frequently”)

IDEAB7. An OSEP-fundedTAprovider

IDEAB8. An EducationDepartment-funded TA provider (fundedby an office other than OSEP)

IDEAB9. Professional associations (including conferences, listservs, and publications)

IDEAB10. Conferences whereresearchis presented
IDEAB11. Books

IDEAB12. Journal Articles

IDEAB13. Personal interactionwith peers
IDEAB14. IDEAS that work website

IDEAB15. The Department’s new IDEAwebsite
IDEABL16. osep.grads360.org

IDEAB17.Describetheimpactit might have ontheStateif OSEP wereto fullyautomate the IDEAformulagrant
submission and approval process. (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1=11 IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program ASK 1-17 BELOW

Assistance from OSEP Staff

Think about thetechnical assistance and support provided by state contacts from the Monitoring and State
Improvement Planning (MSIP) Division of the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). On a 10-point scale,
where “1”is poor and “10” is excellent, please rate the staff’s:

IDEAC1. How often do you receive technical assistance and support from your State |ead?
a. Atleastweekly

b. Monthly

c. Quarterly

d. Yearly

e. My Statelead does notcontactme

IDEAC2. Clarity of informationreceived indeveloping your state’s applications, annual performance reports and
other required submissions.

IDEAC3. Timelinessof responses (i.e., returningphone calls; responding to emails; forwarding to others when
appropriate)

Think aboutthe types of technical assistance and support provided by OSEP such as Dear Colleague letters,
Question and Answer documents, MSIP monthly TA calls, OSEP-Director’s newsletter, topical webinars, etc.

IDEAC4. Which types of assistance were most effective in helping you meet federal requirements and/or improve
programquality?

IDEACS. Which types of assistance were | east helpful ?

How often do you access the following resources to supportyour efforts to implement practices based on evidence
inyour state? (Please usea 10-pointscalein which“1” means “Never” and “10” means “Very frequently”)

IDEAC6. An OSEP-funded TA provider

IDEAC7. An Education Department-funded TA provider (funded by an office other than OSEP)
IDEAC8. Professional associations (including conferences, listservs, and publications)

IDEACY. Conferences whereresearchis presented

IDEAC10. Books

IDEAC11. Journal Articles

IDEAC12. Personal interactionwith peers

IDEAC13. IDEAS that work website

IDEAC14. The Department’s new IDEAwebsite

IDEAC15. osep.grads360.org

IDEAC16. If OSEP wereto fully automate the IDEA formula grant submission and approval process, how

helpful would thatbe to the State? Please usethescale below where 0 is Not Helpful and 5 is Very Hel pful.
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ONLY IFQ1=12 REHABILITATION SERVICES ADMINISTRATION (RSA) VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM
ASK1-10 BELOW

Please consider thetechnical support provided by state liaisons and teams from the State Monitoringand Program
Improvement Division of the Rehabilitation Services Administration. On a 10-pointscale, where “1”is “Poor” and
“10”is “Excellent,” pleaseratethestaff’s:

RSA1.Responsiveness to your questions and requests for technical assistance.
RSA2.Supportivenessinhelping youcomplete your Unified or Combined State Plan.

RSA3. Dissemination of subregulatory guidance including policy directives, information memoranda, and technical
assistancecirculars.

RSA4. Provision of effective training and dissemination of relevant information through webinars, national
conferences, email distribution lists and teleconferences.

RSAS. Ininteracting with the State Monitoring and Program Improvement Divisionteam assignedto your agency,
pleaseratetheservice /supportinthefollowingareasona 1to 10 scalewhere1 meansPoorand 10means
Excellent. If youdidnotreceiveinformationor feedback inan area please select “N/A”.

Data CollectionandReporting
Fiscal/Grant Management
Programmatic

Technical Assistance

oo oo

Ona 10-pointscale, where “1”is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” pleaserate the Rehabilitation Services
Administration website at https://RSA.ED.GOV. If your interactions with the website did notinclude the nature of
the itemlisted, pleaseselect “N/A” for thatitem.

RSAG6. Utility of the website (RSA.ED.GOV) for entering required data, retrieving andrevising reports.
RSA7.Ease of navigating website (RSA.ED.GOV).
RSA8. Usefulness of informationavailable on the website (RSA.ED.GOV).

RSA9. Website (RSA.ED.GOV) technical support.
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ONLY IF Q1=13 Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants ASK 1-6 BELOW
CustomerService and Implementation Support

Think aboutthesupport Department staff provide and your participationin the Department’s technical assistance
activities (e.g., performance reviews, consolidated state performance report, grantee meetings, communities of
practice, responses to State questions, assistance meeting programrequirements). Ona scalefrom1to 10, where
lis notvery effectiveand 10is very effective, please rate the effectiveness of thes e activities to support your State
inimplementation of [PROGRAM NAME from Q1].

SE1. Provides assistance that enhances my capacity to implement Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants

SE2. Provides supportthatisresponsiveto my State’s needs to implement Supporting Effective InstructionState
Grants

SE3. Helps my State address grantimplementation challenges

SE4. Provides information about key changes to requirements (e.g., provisions under ESSA, dear colleague

letters, flexible uses of funds)
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ONLY IFQ1=14 21 Century Community Learning Centers ASK 1-6 BELOW

CustomerService

Think aboutthesupportyou havereceived from the Department staff regarding the 21st Century Community
Learning Centers Grant program (21st CCLC) (e.g., responses to State questions, assistance meeting program
requirements, connecting you to resources, etc.). Onascalefrom1to 10, wherelisnotvery effectiveand10is
very effective, please rate the effectiveness of 21st CCLC program staff in supporting your State’s implementation
of the 21st CCLC program.

21ST1. Provides assistancethatenhances the State’s capacity toimplementthe 21st CCLC program.
21ST2. Provides supportthatistimely and responsiveto my State’s needs to implementthe 21st CCLC program.

Think aboutservices offered inthe previous year to support your State’s implementation of 21st CCLC.

21ST3. How helpful is theinformationandguidance provided to you by the US Department of Educationstaff and
contracted staff in preparing for monitoring activities (monitoring calls, virtual reviews, onsite monitoring
reviews? Pleaseusea 10-pointscale with “1” being “notvery helpful” and“10” being “very hel pful”.

21ST4. How likelyare you to recommend the 21st CCLC program’s You for Youth (Y4Y) website at

https://y4y.ed.gov/ to your State’s grantees as a technical assistance resource? Please usea 10-pointscale
with “1” being notatalllikely and “10” being extremely likely.
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ONLY IF Q1=15 Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002) ASK 1-8 BELOW

Think about your experience preparingandsubmitting your most recent Impact Aidapplication, including
gathering andorganizing data and preparing the e-application.

1. DidyoucontactthelmpactAid Programfor technical assistance?
1. Yes
2. No

[IF PFP1=a,ASKPFP 2-4] On a scaleof “1”to “10”, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent”; rate the Impact Aid
Programstaff’s:

2. Responsivenessto answering questions
3. Supportivenessinhelping youcomplete your application
4. Knowledgeabouttechnical material

PFP5.Haveyou attended any Webinars or in person meetings where | AP staff provided you informationon the
Section 7002 program?
a.Yes
b. No

PFP6. [IF PFP5=a] Did the presentation and/or materialsprepared hel pyou understandyourresponsibilities in
submitting data?
a.Yes
b. No
PFP6a. [IF PFP6=a] Please explain. (Open end)

PFP7. How was the quality of theinteraction with Impact Aid program staff members during the review process?
Pleaseusea scalefrom“1”to “10”, where “1”is “Poor”and“10” is “Excellent.”

PFP8. Whatadditional communications wouldyou like to receive regarding the status of your application, priorto
receivinga payment? (Openend)

ONLY IF Q1=16 Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section7003) ASK 1-15 BELOW
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Think about your experience preparingandsubmitting your most recent Impact Aidapplication, including
gathering andorganizing data and preparing the e-application.

FCC1. Didyouusethewritteninstruction and guidance documents provided fortheapplication?
a. Yes
b. No

FCC2. [IF FCC1l=a]Onascalefrom1to 10, where“l”is notveryeffectiveand“10”isvery effective ratethe
effectiveness of the documents in helping you complete the application.

FCC3. DidyoucontactthelmpactAid Program for technical assistance?
3.  Yes
4. No

FCC4. [IF FCC3=a]Onascaleofl1to10,where“1”is poorand “10”isexcellent;ratethe mpact AidProgram
staff’s performancein answering your questions and helping you to complete yourapplication.

FCC5. Haveyou participated in any Webinars or meetings where | AP staff provided you information on the
Section 7003 programandthereview process?
a. Yes
b. No

FCC6. [IF FCC5=a] Did the presentation and/or materialsprepared helpyou to understand your responsibilities
in completing the applicationor submittingdata?
a. Yes
b. No

FCC7. [IF FCC6=b]Pleaseexplain.(Open end)

FCC8. Has your school district been contacted by the Impact Aid Programinthe pastyear regardinga field
review of your application?
a. Yes
b. No

FCC9. [IF FCC8=a]Did theletter you received provide sufficient explanation of whatandhow you need to
prepareyourdocuments for thereview?
a. Yes
b. No

FCC10. [IF Q9=a] Please explain. (Open end)

FCC11. Did you receive timely communications regarding the outcome of the review?
a. Yes
b. No

FCC12. [IF FCC11=b] Please explain. (Openend)
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Pleaseusea scalefrom1to 10, where“1”ispoorand“10”isexcellentto ratethelmpact Aid staffmembers on
the following.

FCC13. Easeofreachingthepersonwho could address yourconcern
FCC14. Abilitytoresolveyourissue

FCC15. Please provide any additional specificsuggestions forhow the Impact Aid Program can improve customer
service. (Openend)
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ONLY IF Q1=17 Comprehensive Literacy State Development (previously Striving Readers) ASK 1-9 BELOW

Think aboutyourexperience withreceiving technical assistance from your SRCL program officer. On a 10-point scale
where “1” notvery hel pfuland“10” means very hel pful please rate your program officer on:

SR1. Responsivenessto questions.
SR2. Timely resolutionof general programmaticand financial issues.
SR3. Useof clearandconcise written and verbal communication.

SR4. The quality of information orfeedback received from SRCL program officer.

SR5. Frequency of communicationregarding grantinformation, deadlines, expectations, requirements, or other
pertinentinformation

SR6. Your overall level of satisfaction withthe service provided by the program officer.

SR7.Your satisfactionwith the face-to-face SRCLProgram Director’s National Convening.

SR8. How helpfulistheinformation and guidance provided to you by the US Department of Educationstaff and
contracted staff (TALiaisons) inpreparing to implementyour SRCLgrant activities (developing individualized

technical assistance plan, responding to issues thatarise, etc)?

SR9. Whattechnicalassistance topics can the SRCLprogram provide during meetings and SRCLCommunities of
Practice events to support the states more effectively? (Open-ended)
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ONLY IFQ1=18 Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies ASK 1-9BELOW

Think aboutthe particularwaysin which youhave received technical supportand/or assistance from the Office of
Indian Education(OIE). On a 10-pointscale, where “1” is notvery effectiveand “10” is very effective, pleaserate
the effectiveness of technical assistancein:

IEFG1. Responsiveness of OIE staff inanswering questions and/or informationrequests.
IEFG 2. Timeliness of OIE staffin providinginformation to meetyour Title VI application and APR deadlines.
IEFG 3. Qualityof supportandtechnical assistance provided by OIE staff on Title VI program implementation.

IEFG4. Comprehensiveness of guidance documents OIE provides, e.g. Getting Started; Frequently Asked
Questions, website links and EASIE Community website.

Think aboutthe application process when applying for agrantthrough the Electronic Application System for Indian
Education (EASIE). On a 10-pointscale, where “1”is poorand“10” is excellent, pl ease rate the EASIE System on the
following:

IEFG 5. Ease of using the EASIE systemwhen applying fora grant.
IEFG 6. Quality of training via webinars provided by the EASIE system andgrant application process.

IEFG 7. Think abouttheTitle VI formula grant requirements. Sel ect two topics around which you have greatest
need for technical assistance:

a. Establishing parent committees

b. Expanding membership of parent committees

c. Verifying studentinformation

d. Usingthe EASIE system

e. Allowable uses of funds

f. General grant program requirements, deadlines and milestones

g. Usingthe G5 system

Open ended questions foryourcomments:

IEFG 8. What professional development training or conferences do you or your staff attend locally, regionallyor
nationally to improve the performance of your programs (i.e. State Conferences, National Associations,
Federal Program Conferences, etc.)? (Openend)

IEFG9. Over thenextyear, whatcan OIE do to better meetyour technical assistance and programimprovement
needs? (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1=19 Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title I, Part C ASK 1-5 BELOW

MEP1. The CoordinationWork Group (CWG) represents Migrant Education Program (MEP) State Directors across
nineUSregions. The CWG facilitates interstate coordination forthe purpose of gathering voices from all States
in making recommendations to the Office of Migrant Education (OME). In addition, OME works withthe CWG
members to gaininsightinto States’ priorities, challenges, and successes.

MEP2. Which of this year’s technical assistance webinars were most useful to you? [Bl: leave old valuesin, trend
variable]
a.MEP Program Improvement
b. EDFacts Submissions: Changes forSchool Year(SY) 2017-18
c. MSIX Cybersecurity and Accounts Management
d. Measurable Program Outcomes (MPOs) to Impact Statewide Assessment Res ults
e. | did not participatein a webinar thisyear

MEP3. Please check up to three technical assistance topics that you will need in the future, in order to improve the
performance of your MEP. (Checkboxes withthe maximum of three to be selected forthe topics below) [PN:
Multi-select withmax of 3 choices. Randomize]

a.Child Eligibility

b. Comprehensive Needs Assessment

c.Continuation of Services

d. Data ManagementandReporting

e. Fiscal Requirements

f. Identification and Recruitment (ID&R) Methods and Strategies

g. Interstate Coordination

h. Parental/Family Engagement

i.Priority for Services

j.Program Evaluation

k. Identificationand Recruitment (ID&R) Quality Control

I. Records Exchange, includingthe use of the Migrant Student Information Exchange (MSIX)
|. Re-interviewing

n. Service Delivery Models

o. Service DeliveryPlan, including Measurable Program Outcomes (MPOs)
p. Subgranting

g. Service DeliveryStrategies (Instructional and Support)

r.Subrecipient Monitoring

s.Other, please specify[ANCHOR at bottom]

MEP4. Whatisthe most useful method for OME to communicate pertinentinformation, suchas new

developments or policy, to you (e.g. webinars, in-person presentations, listserv, massemails to G5 program
contacts, conference calls, website posting) (Open end)
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ONLY IFQ1=20 Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program —McKinney-Vento ASK 1-7 BELOW

Think about the technical assistance (TA) you received fromindividual US Department of Education program staff
for the Educationfor Homeless ChildrenandYouth program, including coordination with activities arranged by the
technical assistance contractor, National Center for Homel ess Education (NCHE), or independently.

Ona 10-pointscale, where “1”is Poorand “10” is Excellent, please rate the TA provided NCHE staff on the
following:

Put “NA” iftheitemis notapplicableto you or you don’tknow how to respond.

NCHE
EHCYP1.Responsivenessin answering questions.
EHCYP 2.Knowledge of technical material

Onascaleof1to10,where“1”is “Notvery effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of
the TA efforts provided by the US Department of Education and NCHE staff in hel ping youwith the following:

Put “NA” iftheitemis notapplicableto you or you don’t know how to respond.

FORMATTING NOTE - USE 2 COLUMNS FOR EACH QUESTION TO SHOW USDE and N CHE

US Department of Education

EHCYP 3. Meeting program compliance requirements

EHCYP 4. Assisting you (as state coordinators) to impact performance results
EHCYP 5. Devel oping cross-agency collaborations

NCHE

EHCYP 3a. Meeting program compliance requirements
EHCYP 4a. Assisting you (as state coordinators)to impact performance results
EHCYP 5a. Devel oping cross-agency collaborations

Think aboutthe products the Departmentand NCHE providedto you. Ona scaleof 1to 10, where “1”is “Poor”
and “10”is “Excellent,” please rate the products to supportthe Educationfor Homeless ChildrenandYouth
program:

Put“NA” iftheitemis notapplicableto you or you don’tknow how to respond.

FORMATTING NOTE - USE 2 COLUMNS FOR EACH QUESTION TO SHOW QUALITY AND USEFULNESS
Quality
EHCYP 6. Products

Usefulness
EHCYP 6a.Products
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ONLY IFQ1=21 Student Supportand Academic Enrichment ASK 1-8 BELOW

Think aboutthetechnical assistance (TA) you received fromindividual by US Department of Education (ED)
programstaff for theTitlelV, Part Aprogram.

Ona 10-pointscale, where “1”is poorand “10” is excellent, please rate the technical assistance provided by ED
staff on thefollowing:

Put “NA” iftheitemis notapplicableto you or you don’tknow how to respond.
US Department of Education
SSAE1. Responsiveness inanswering questions.

SSAE 2. Knowledge of technical material

Onascaleof1to10,where“1”is notvery effectiveand “10” is very effective, please rate the effectiveness of the
technical assistance efforts provided by ED staff in helping you with the following:

Put “NA” iftheitemis notapplicableto you or you don’t know how to respond.
US Department of Education

SSAE 3. Meeting program compliance requirements

SSAE 4. Website

SSAE 5. Products

Pleaseratethe programstaff on the following attributes, where “1”is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent”.

SSAE 6. Clarity of communication
SSAE 7. Professionalism
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ONLY IFQ1=22 TITLEIPART A — IMPROVING BASIC PROGRAMS OPERATED BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES
(LEAs) ASK 1-6 BELOW

CustomerServiceand Implementation Support

Think aboutthesupport Department staff provide and your participationin the Department’s technical assistance
activities (e.g., performance reviews, consolidated state performance report, grantee meetings, communities of
practice, responses to State questions, assistance meeting program requirements). On a scalefrom1to 10, where
lis notvery effectiveand 10is very effective, please rate the effectiveness of these activities to support your State
inimplementation of [PROGRAM NAME from Q1].

T1PAL. Provides assistance that enhances my capacity to implementyourTitlel grant
T1PA2. Provides supportthatisresponsiveto my State’s needs to implementyour Title| grant
T1PA3.Helps my State address grantimplementation challenges

T1PAA4. Provides information about key changes to requirements (e.g., provisions under ESSA, dear
colleague letters, flexible uses of funds)
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ONLY IF Q1=23 English Language Acquisition State Grants/Title lll State Formula Grant Program
ASK 1-6 BELOW

CustomerService and Implementation Support

Think aboutthesupport Department staff provide and your participationin the Department’s technical assistance
activities (e.g., performance reviews, consolidated state performance report, grantee meetings, communities of
practice, responses to State questions, assistance meeting program requirements). On a scalefrom1to 10, where
lis notvery effectiveand 10is very effective, please rate the effectiveness of these activities to support your State
inimplementation of [PROGRAM NAME from Q1].

ELA1. Provides assistancethatenhances my capacity toimplementyourTitlelll grant

ELA2. Provides supportthatisresponsiveto my State’s needs to implementyour Title 1l grant

ELA3. Helps my Stateaddress grantimplementation challenges

ELA4. Provides information about key changes to requirements (e.g., provisions under ESSA, dear colleague

letters, flexible uses of funds)

Think aboutservices offered inthe previous year (e.g., opportunities for peer learning, collaboration calls, grantee
meetings, communities of practice, webinars, publication of non-regulatory guidance, support transitioning to the
Every Student Succeeds Act, review of State Plans) to support your State’s implementation ofyour Title Il grant.

ELAS. Whatservices provided by the Department have been most hel pful or effective? (Please cite s pecific
examples) (open ended)

ELA6. How cantheDepartment’s services beimproved over the nextyear to better meetthe needs of your State
as youimplementyour Title Il grant? (Please cite specificrecommendations) (open ended)
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ONLY IF Q1=24aRural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Rural Low-Income School Program ASK 1-8
BELOW

RLISI. Howcould we makethe REAP webinars more beneficial to you? (Openend)

RLIS2. How frequently should we hol d REAP webinars?
a) Annually
b) Semi-annually
¢) Quarterly
d) Other (pleasespecify)

Pleaseratethefollowing usinga 10-pointscale, where"1" means poorand"10" means excellent. (Q2 & Q3 only)
RLIS3. Accessibility and responsiveness of REAP program staff

RLIS4. Clarity of information provided by REAP program staff

RLIS5. What could the REAP team do to improve the content of technical assistance? (Open end)

RLIS6. Please check up to 3 topics fortechnical assistance thatyou will need in the futurein order to improve the
performance of your RLIS grant. (Check boxes with the maximum of 3 to be selected for the topics below) [PN:
Multi-select with maxof 3 choices. Randomize]

a) Useofgrantfunds

b) UseofGS5 (i.e., granteeinformation, grantaward notice (GAN), available funds, drawdown of funds, etc.)
c) UseofMax.gov

d) Providing Technical Assistance to Grantees

e) REAP Eligibility Data and Estimating Award Amounts
f) Consolidated grantapplication process

g) Granteligibility datareview & submission

h) Fiscalaccounting procedures

i) Monitoring RLIS grantees

j) Useofgrantfundsfor administrative costs

k) Reportingand useofdata

[) Other (pleasespecify)

RLIS7.How can weimprovethe contentandnavigationof our onlineresource,
http://www2.ed.gov/programs/reaprlisp/index.htmlinorderto make your experience more useful? (Open end)

RLIS8. Whatrecommendations wouldyou like to make to the REAP program staffto assistyou in administering
your grant effectively?(Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1=25 Rural Education Achievement Program/Small, Rural School Achievement Program ASK 1-8
BELOW

Pleaseratethefollowing usinga 10-pointscale, where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent. [Q1 & Q2 only]
SRSA1. Accessibility andresponsiveness of REAP program staff
SRSAZ2. Clarity of information provided by REAP program staff
SRSA3.How could we make REAP webinars more beneficial to you? (Open end)
SRSA4. How frequently should we hol d REAP webinars?
a) Annually
b) Semi-annually

c) Quarterly
d) Other (pleasespecify)
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ONLY IF Q1=26 Grants for State Assessments ASK 1-6 BELOW
CustomerService and Implementation Support

Think aboutthesupport Department staff provide and your participationin the Department’s technical assistance
activities (e.g., performancereviews, consolidated state performance report, grantee meetings, communities of
practice, responses to State questions, assistance meeting programrequirements). Ona scalefrom1to 10, where
lis notvery effectiveand 10isvery effective, please rate the effectiveness of these activities to support your State
inimplementation of [PROGRAM NAME from Q1].

GSAL. Provides assistance that enhances my capacity to implement your Grant for State Assessment

GSA2. Provides supportthatisresponsiveto my State’s needs to implementyour Grantfor State Assessment

GSA3. Helps myStateaddress grantimplementation challenges

GSA4. Provides information about key changes to requirements (e.g., new provisions under ESSA, dear colleague
letters, flexible uses of funds)
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ONLY IFQ1=27 Teacherand School Leader Incentive Grants ASK 1-6 BELOW

Think aboutthetechnical supportandassistance you havereceived fromthe TQP TAprovider, AEM.On a 10 point
scale,wherelisnotvery helpfuland10isvery helpful, please ratethe technical assistance provided interms of
their:

TSL1. Assistanceinimprovingyourprogram planning and implementation

TSL2.  Providingrelevantinformation and ideas
TSL3. Connectingyou withother experts or practitioners working on similar programs

Consider your experiences with your Program Officer and/or other program staff members (through monitoring,
periodicphonecalls,email exchanges, or regularreport review) over the course of yourgrant period. Ona 10
pointscale, wherelisnotveryhelpfuland 10isvery helpful, pleaseratetheassistancethey have provided in
terms of their:

TSL4.  Relevantknowledge of your program activities
TSL5.  Quality andhel pfulness of communication
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ONLY IF Q1=28 Supporting Effective Educator Development Program ASK 1-6 BELOW

Think about the technical supportandassistance you have received from the TQP TA Center/Mathematica/AEM.
Ona 10 pointscale, where1isnotvery helpfuland 10is very helpful, please rate the technical assistance they
providedyourteamin terms of their:

SEED1. Assistanceinimprovingyourprogram planningand implementation
SEED2. Providingrelevantinformation and ideas
SEED3. Connectingyou withother experts or practitioners working on similar programs

Consider the SEED program’s unique focus on having program level evaluations sufficient to meet the standards of
the What Works Clearinghouse. On a 10pointscalewherelisnotatalleasyand10isvery easy, please rateyour
experience:

SEED4. Implementinga meaningful, rigorous evaluation
SEED5. Gaininghelpfultechnical assistance to conducta meaningful, rigorous evaluation
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ONLY IF Q1=29 Charter Schools Program Grants for Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools
ASK 1-6 BELOW

Pleaseratethefollowing questions thatask about meeting and communications. Use a scalefrom1 to 10, where
“1”is “notvery satisfied” and “10” is “very satisfied.”

Meetings/Communications

CSP1. Thedissemination of resources andopportunities the CSP provides

CSP2. Theoverall communicationandinformationis accessibleand is provided by the programistimelyand
responsive manner.

Monitoring/Technical Assistance

CSP3. Thetechnical assistance you receive by the program staffon projectimplementation and budget questions
CSP4. Themonitoring activities, annual performance report, and quarterly calls/reports allow you sufficient
opportunity to provide program staff withan understandingof your project’s practices, challenges, and
accomplishments

CSP5. Howsatisfiedareyouwith the guidance CSP provides on Federalgrant compliance (i.e. Non-regulatory
guidance, EDGAR,OMB CircularA-122, etc.)
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ONLY IF Q1=30 Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants toState ASK1-6
BELOW

Pleaseratethefollowing questions that ask about meeting and communications. Use a scalefrom1 to 10, where
“1”is “notvery satisfied” and “10” is “very satisfied.”

Meetings/Communications

EO1. Thedisseminationof resources and opportunities the CSP provides

EOQ2. Theoverall communication and informationis accessible and is provided by the programis timely and
responsive manner.

Monitoring/Technical Assistance

EO3. Thetechnical assistanceyou receive by the program staff on projectimplementationand budget questions
EO4. The monitoring activities, annual performance report, and quarterly calls/reports allow you sufficient
opportunity to provide program staff withan understandingof your project’s practices, challenges, and
accomplishments

EO5. Howsatisfied areyou withthe guidance CSP provides on Federal grant compliance (i.e. Non-regulatory
guidance, EDGAR,OMB CircularA-122, etc.)
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ONLY IFQ1=31 Education Innovation and Research Programs ASK 1 BELOW

EIRP1. WhattypeofInvestinginInnovationor EducationInnovation and Researchgrant(s)do you currently
have?

a. Developmentor earlyphase

b. Validation or Mid-phase

c. Scale-up or expansion
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ONLY IFQ1=32 Magnet Schools Assistance Program ASK 1-6 BELOW
MSAP1. Did you ask your ED Program Contact, “PROGRAM OFFICER”, for assistancein areas not related to fiscal or
grantadministrationissues?

MSAP2. [IfQ1=Yes] Ona scalefrom1to 10, where“1”is “Poor”and “10”is “Excellent,” pleaserate the Program
Officer quality of assistance.

MSAP3. Onascalefrom1to 10, where“1”is “Poor”and“10”is “Excellent”, please rate the Program Officer
responsiveness.

MSAP4. Onascalefrom1to 10, where“1”is “Poor”and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the MSAP Center
technical assistance support.

MSAP5. Onascalefrom1to 10, where“1”is “Poor”and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the GRADS 360 system.

MSAP6. Onascalefrom1to 10, where“1”is “Poor”and“10” is “Excellent,” please rate the overall effectiveness
of the assistance youhavereceived fromthe MSAP.
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ONLY IFQ1=33 Promise Neighborhoods ASK 1-6 BELOW

PN1.

PN2.

PN3.

PN4.

PN5.
PN6.

2019

Did you ask yourED Program Contact, “PROGRAM OFFICER”, for assistancein areas not related to fiscal or
grantadministrationissues?

a. Yes

b. No

[IfQl=Yes]Onascalefrom1to 10, where“1”is“Poor”and “10”is “Excellent,” please rate the ED
Program Contacts quality of assistance.

Onascalefrom1to 10, where“1”is “Poor”and“10” is “Excellent,” please rate the UrbanInstitute’s
Needs Assessment Quality.

Onascalefrom1to 10, where “1”is “Poor”and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the UrbanInstitute’s
other services.

Onascalefrom1to 10, where“1”is “Poor”and“10” is “Excellent,” please rate the SCORECARD system.
Onascalefrom1to 10, where“1”is “Poor”and“10” is “Excellent,” please rate the GRADS 360 system.
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ONLY IF Q1=34 Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects Demonstration Grants ASK 1-8 BELOW

As itrelates to the Native Youth Community Projects (NYCP) program, please rate the followingusinga 10 point
scale,where “1” means “Poor” and “10” means “Excellent”

DGIC1. Accessibilityand timely responsiveness of program staff

DGIC 2. Usefulness andrel evance of webinar-based technical assistance

DGIC 3. Usefulness andrelevance of project director meeting technical assistance
DGIC4. Usefulness andrel evance of technical assistance resources on the OlE web site.

DGIC5. Assign the priority, 1 being highestand 8 being lowest, that you would assign to the following technical
assistancetopics:

Data Collection

Performance Reporting

Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA)

Capacity Building

ParentEngagement

Partnerships

Cultural Relevance

Allowable Costs and Budgeting Flexibilities

Se e a0 oo
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ONLY IFQ1=35 Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs ASK 1-6 BELOW

Think aboutthetechnicalassistance (TA) you received fromindividual U.S. Department of Education program staff
for the Neglected and Delinquent State Agency and Local Educational Agency Program, including coordinationwith
activities arranged bythetechnical assistance contractor, The National Technical Assistance Center forthe
Educationof Neglected and Delinquent Children and Youth (NDTAC), orindependently.

Ona 10-pointscale,wherelisPoorand10is Excellent, please rate the TA provided by the US Department of
Educationand NDTAC staff on the following:

Put“NA” iftheitemis notapplicable to you or you don'tknow how to respond.

NDTAC
NDTAC1 Responsivenessinansweringquestions.
NDTAC2 Knowledge of technical material

FORMATTING NOTE —USE 2 COLUMNS FOR EACH QUESTION (3-5) TO SHOW USDE and NDTAC

US Department of Education

NDTAC3.Meeting program compliance requirements

NDTAC4 Assisting you (as state coordinators) to impact performance results
NDTACS5. Devel opingcross-agency collaborations

NDTAC

NDTAC3a. Meetingprogramcompliancerequirements

NDTAC4a. Assistingyou(asstatecoordinators)toimpact performanceresults
NDTAC5a. Developingcross-agency collaborations

FORMATTING NOTE—USE 2 COLUMNS FOR QUESTION 6 TO SHOW QUALITY AND USEFULNESS
NDTACS6. Think aboutthe products the Departmentand NDTAC provided to you. On a 10-pointscale,

wherelis Poorand 10is Excellent, please rate the products to support the Education for Neglected and Delinquent
children program.
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Appendix B:
Attribute Tables and Non-Scored
Responses
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Dept of Ed CFO — Aggregate (2018 v 2019)
Score Table

2018 2019 L
Scores Scores Difference S!gnlﬁcant Aggregate
Difference Impact
Sample Size 1,462 1,485
ED Staff/Coordination 85 82 -3 + 0.4
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and 88 83 5 0 _
procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 84 80 -4 NZ -
Accuracy of responses 88 86 -2 NZ -
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 86 82 -4 NZ -
Co.nsistency of responses with ED staff from different program 85 80 5 ¢ _
offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin providing 86 80 6 ¢ _

relevant services
Online Resources

=
)
o
o
,
én
é
S
w

Ease of findingmaterialsonline 72 67 -5 NZ -
Freshness of content 73 68 -5 N2 -
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 73 68 -5 N2 -
Ease of reading the site 74 70 -4 NZ -
Ease of navigation 73 68 -5 N2 -
Documents 79 77 -2 + 1.7
Clarity 78 77 -1 -
Organization of information 80 78 -2 NZ -
Sufficiency of detail to meetyourprogram needs 78 76 -2 NZ -
Relevance to yourareasof need 80 79 -1 -

Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues that

77 75 -2 NE -
you face
Program Purpose 83 88 5 0 -
Program Priorities 83 88 5 T -
Selection Criteria 81 85 4 0 -
Review Process 78 82 4 0 -
Budget Informationand Forms 79 82 3 T -
Deadline for Submission 86 91 5 ™ -
DollarLimiton Awards 83 88 5 ™ -
Page Limitation Instructions 82 87 5 ™ -
Formatting Instructions 79 85 6 ™ -
Program Contact 85 90 5 ™ -
OESE's Technical Assistance 74 72 -2 2.0
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement grant 78 75 3 _
programs
Usefulness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a 69 68 P _
model
ACSI 74 1 N/A
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 79 80 1 -
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 70 71 1 T -
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 68 70 2

Trust -

81 = 4.2
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds ——_—

Native American and Alaska Native Childrenin School

Program

Technical assistance from OELA office - 78 - -
Technical assistance from program officer 91 78 -13 J -
Usefulness of OELA website 85 76 -9 --
Usefulness of NCELA website 88 77 -11 -
Usefulness of OELA Facebook 100 53 -47 J -
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2018 2019 L
Scores Scores Difference g:?f::f;c;lac:t A?r%':ag;te
Sample Size 1,462 1,485
National Professional Dev elopment Program
Technical assistance from OELA office - 80 - -
Technical assistance from program officer 84 82 -2 -
Usefulness of OELA website 79 78 -1 -
Usefulness of NCELA website 86 82 -4 -
Usefulness of OELA Facebook 85 69 -16 -

Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors of
Adult Ed

Ease of reporting using the NRS web-based system
Usefulness of the training offered by OCT AE through its
contract to support NRS

Being well-organized

Providing pre-planningadequate guidance

Setting expectationsforthe visit

Using state peerreviewersin federal monitoring process
Being up-to-date

Relevance of information

Usefulness to your program

Usefulness of productshelping your state meetAEFLA
program priorities

Carl D. Perkins Career & Tech Ed State Directors

CAR's user-friendliness

PCRN'’s usefulness to your program

Dev eloping Hispanic Serving Institutions
Responsiveness to questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clearcommunication

Timely resolution of issues

National Resource Centers Program

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and

procedures
Responsiveness to inquiries

Timely resolution of issues

Timely acknowledgement and processing of requests
Ability to respond to all issueswithout biasor preference
Quality of information orfeedbackreceived from program staff
Effective in supportinginstruction innecessary fields
Supportswork in language aspectsof professional and other
fieldsof study

Supportsresearch and training ininternational studies
Teachingofany modern foreignlanguage

Instruction in necessary fields

Research and training ininternational studies

Language aspectsof professional and otherfieldsof study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs

NRC program selection criteria

82
88

87
85
85

76
79

84
90
84
91
88
87
87

83

72
84

84
85

85
85
84

93

96
94
96
97
94
93

90

92
94
94
93
92
94
83

78
86
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2018 2019 L

Scores Scores Difference g:?f::f;c;lac:t A?r?]':ag;te
Sample Size 1,462 1,485
Strengthening Institutions Program
Responsiveness to questions 76 82 6 T -
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and 81 86 5 _
procedures
Ability to resolve issues 80 87 7 0 -
Use of clearand concise written and verbal communication 78 85 7 T -
Tlmely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial 74 83 9 PN _
issues
Post award guidelines 69 78 9 0 -
Performance reports 3
Working relationship with program staff
Level of accessibility you have to program staff - 81 - -
Responsiveness to inquiries
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulation, policiesand 79
procedures
Ability to provide qualitative tech assistance regarding issues . 77 _ .
and challenges
Ability to answerinquiriesand concemnsin a timely manner - 77 - -
GEAR_ UP program specialist knowledge of APR content and _ 81 _ _
reporting requirements
Accurgcy, availability and efficiency of instructionson the _ 76 _ _
reporting system
Helpdeskability to resolve issuesin accurate and timely . 84 _ .
manner
Organization of information - 71 - -
User friendliness - 69 - -
Accuracy of Information
IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (PartB)
Clarity of information receivedin developing applicationsand 82 75 7
reports
Timelinessof responses 86 79 -7 -
OSEP-funded TAprovider 88 85 -3 -
Education Department-funded T A provider 57 62 5 -
Professional associations 83 81 -2 -
Conferenceswhere research is presented 75 74 -1 -
Books 54 52 -2 -
Journal articles 61 60 -1 -
Personal interactionwith peers 82 80 -2 -
IDEAS that work website 73 61 -12 N2 -
The Department’'snew IDEA website 74 60 -14 J -
osep.grads360.org 85 71 -14 J -
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2018 2019 sianificart | A .
. ignifica ggregate
Scores Scores Difference Difference Impact
Sample Size 1,462 1,485

IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities

Program

Clarity of information receivedin developing applicationsand
reports

Timelinessof responses

OSEP-funded TAprovider

Education Department-funded T A provider
Professional associations
Conferenceswhere research is presented
Books

Journal articles

Personal interactionwith peers

IDEAS that work website

The Department’'snew IDEA website
osep.grads360.org

Responsiveness to questionsand requestsfor technical
assistance

Supportivenessin helping complete Unified or Combined
State Plan

Dissemination of subregulatory guidance

Provision of effective training and dissemination of relevant
information

Data Collection and Reporting

Fiscal/Grant Management

Programmatic

Technical Assistance

Utility of website forentering required data, retrieving and
revising reports

Ease of navigatingwebsite

Usefulness of information available on the website
Website technical support

Providesassistance that enhancescapacity to implement

Providessupport thatisresponsive to my State’sneedsto
implement

Helpsaddress implementation challenges
Providesinformationabout key changesto requirements

Providesassistance that enhancesthe capacity to implement
Providessupport thatistimely and responsive to my State’s
needsto implement

Helpfulnessofinformation provided

Likelihood to recommend Y4Y website

Impact Aid staff 'sresponsiveness to answering questions
Impact Aid staff'ssupportivenessin helping complete
application

Impact Aid staff sknowledge about technical material
Quality of interaction with staff during review process

81

86
90
44
80
70
48
59
79
59
59

67
65

88

94

93
88

74

79
88
46
81
70
55
60
80
60
56

61

64
61
58

56
67
59
59

62

57
57

59
63

77
85

97

97
93

-6

-9
-8

-2
-7

-3

w

(SN

RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)
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2018 2019 Sianificant | A .
. ignifica ggregate
Scores Scores Difference Difference Impact

Sample Size 1,462 1,485
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section
7003
Effectivenessin providing TA orinstructionsregarding 79 80 1 _
performance reports
Staff's performance inanswering questionsand helping 83 86 3
complete application -
Ease of reaching person who couldaddressconcem 75 83 8 -
Impact Aid staff 'sability to resolve issue 78 85 7 -
Comprehensive Literacy State Dev elopment
Responsiveness to questions 94 91 -3 -
Tlmely resolution of general programmatic andfinancial 89 87 2 _
issues
Use of clearand concise written and verbal communication 91 89 -2 -
Quality of information orfeedbackreceived from SRCL

) 92 93 1 -
program officer
Frequency of communication 82 89 7 -
Service provided by the program officer 92 93 1 -
Face-to-face SRCL Program Director'sNational Convening 96 90 -6 -
Information and guidance provided to implement SRCL grant 90 84 6 _

activities
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education

Agencies

Responsiveness of staff in answering questions
Timelinessof staff

Quality of support

Comprehensivenessof documents

Ease of using EASIE system

Quality of training viawebinars

Responsiveness in answering questions-Technical
Assistance Center (NCHE)

Knowledge of technical material - Technical Assistance
Center (NCHE)

Meeting program compliance requirements - US Department
of Education

Assisting you to impact performanceresults - US Department
of Education

Developing cross-agency collaborations-US Department of
Education

Meeting program compliance requirements- Technical
Assistance Center (NCHE)

Assisting you to impact performanceresults - Technical
Assistance Center (NCHE)

Developing cross-agency collaborations- Technical
Assistance Center (NCHE)

Products- Quality

Products- Usefulness

Responsiveness in answering questions
Knowledge of technical material

Meeting program compliance requirements
Website

Products

Clarity of communication

Professionalism

84 83 -1
87 85 -2
85 84 -1
83 82 -1
82 84 2
80 81 1
98 91 -7
97 92 -5
88 88 0
82 81 -1
80 82 2
93 89 -4
89 85 -4
85 85 0
92 90 -2
95 89 -6
59 51 -8
65 61 4
63 54 -9
62 57 -5
58 56 -2
- 58 -
- 82 -

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

N

2

N

Student Support and Academic Enrichment
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2018 2019 sianificant | A .
. ignifica ggregate
Scores Scores Difference Difference Impact
Sample Size 1,462 1,485

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local

Educational Agencies — Title |

Providesassistance that enhancescapacity to implement
Providessupport thatisresponsive to my State’sneedsto
implement

Helpsaddress implementation challenges
Providesinformationabout key changesto requirements
English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Il State
Formula Grants)

Providesassistance that enhancescapacity to implement
Providessupport thatisresponsive to my State’sneedsto
implement

Helpsaddress implementation challenges
Providesinformation about key changesto requirements
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/RLIS
Accessibility and responsivenessof staff

Clarity of information provided by program staff

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/SRSA
Accessibility and responsivenessof staff

Clarity of information provided by program staff

Grants for State Assessments

Providesassistance that enhancescapacity to implement

Providessupport thatisresponsive to my State’sneedsto
implement

Helpsaddress implementation challenges
Providesinformationabout key changesto requirements
Teacher and School Leader Incentiv e Grants

Assistance inimproving program planning and implementation
Providing relevant informationand ideas

Connecting youwith otherexpertsorpractitioners

Relevant knowledge of program activities

Quality and helpfulnessof communication

Supporting Effective Educator Dev elopment Program
Assistance in improving program planning and implementation
Providing relevantinformationand ideas

Connecting youwith otherexpertsor practitioners
Implementing a meaningful, rigorousevaluation
Gaininghelpful techassistance to conduct meaningful,
rigorousevaluation

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter
Schools

Dissemination of resourcesand opportunitiesthe CSP
provides

Commsand info accessible and provided intimely manner

Technical assistance receive on projectimplementationand
budget questions

Assistance givesopportunity to give staff an understanding of
your project
Guidance CSP provideson Federal grant compliance

71 69 -2
64 67 3

60 65 5

67 68 1

76 62 -14
70 64 -6
73 63 -10
77 73 -4
64 82 18
71 83 12
81 81 0

82 81 -1
69 77 8

69 80 11
66 75 9

72 82 10
- 72 -
- 72 -
- 78 -
- 73 -
- 75 -
- 71 ~
- 74 -
- 74 -
- 61 -
- 68 -

59
50

63

54
50
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2018 2019 Lo
Scores Scores Difference g:?f:::‘r:ni:t Aci;)r?::agcatte
Sample Size 1,462 1,485
Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State Entities
Dissemination of resourcesand opportunitiesthe CSP _ 60 _ _
provides
Commsand info accessible and provided intimely manner - 62 - -
Technical ass_istance receive on projectimplementationand _ 65 _ _
budget questions
Assistang:e givesopportunity to give staff an understanding of _ 65 _ _
your project
Guidance CSP provideson Federal grant compliance - 57 - -
Program Officer quality of assistance - 94 - -
Program Officerresponsiveness - 79 - -
MSAP Centertechnical assistance support - 85 - -
GRADS 360 system - 60 - -
Overall effectivenessof assistance received from MSAP - 82 - -
ED Program Contactsquality of assistance - 87 - -
Urban Institute’'sNeeds Assessment Quality - 79 - -
Urban Institute sotherservices - 76 - -
SCORECARD system - 77 - -
GRADS 360 system - 53 - -

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special

Projects for Indian Children

Accessibility and responsivenessof program staff
Usefulness and relevance of webinar-based technical
assistance

Usefulness and relevance of project director meeting technical
assistance

Usefulness and relevance of technical assistance resources
on the OIE web site

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency
Programs

Responsiveness in answering questions-Technical
Assistance Center (NDTAC)

Knowledge of technical material - Technical Assistance
Center (NDTAC)

Meeting program compliance requirements- US Department
of Education

Assisting you to impact performanceresults - US Department
of Education

Developing cross-agency collaborations-US Department of
Education

Meeting program compliance requirements- Technical
Assistance Center (NDTAC)

Assisting to impact performanceresults - Technical
Assistance Center (NDTAC)

Developing cross-agency collaborations- Technical
Assistance Center (NDTAC)

Products- Quality

Products- Usefulness

67
67

78

67

81

82

76

70

67

83

82

78

83
82

66
75

74

67

87

82

60

57

59

80

78

79

82
80
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Dept of Ed CFO — Aggregate (2018 v 2019)

Demographic Table

Program

Native Americanand Alaska Native Children in School Program
National Professional Development Program

Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directorsof Adult
Education

Carl D. Perkins Careerand Technical Education State Directors
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions

National Resource CentersProgram

Strengthening Institutions Program

Child Care Access MeansParentsin School

GEARUP

IDEA-State Directorsof Special Education (Part B)

IDEA-Part C Infantsand Toddlerswith DisabilitesProgram
RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants

21st Century Community Leamning Centers

Paymentsfor Federal Property (Section 7002)

Paymentsfor Federally Connected Children (Section7003)
Comprehensive Literacy State Development

Indian Education Formula Grantsto Local Education Agencies(LEAs)
Migrant Education Programs(Title I, Part C)
EducationforHomelessChildren and Youth Program

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies —
Title |

English Language Acquisition State Grants(Title I11 State Formula
Grants)

REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program
REAP-Small,Rural School Achievement (SRSA)Program
Grants for State Assessments

Teacherand School Leader Incentive Grants

Supporting Effective Educator Development Program
Replicationand Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools
Charter SchoolsProgram (CSP) Grantsto State Entities
i3/Education Innovation and Research

Magnet SchoolsAssistance Program

Promise Neighborhoods

Demonstration Grantsfor Indian Children/Special ProjectsforIndian
Children

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs
School Climate Transformation Grants(LEA)
Number of Respondents

Formula vs Discretionary
Formula

Discretionary

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2018 2019
Percent Frequency | Percent Frequency

1% 9 1% 16
4% 46 3% 45
4% 42 2% 34
3% 30 2% 26
10% 109 8% 116
0% 0 4% 60
11% 120 10% 144
0% 0 8% 122
0% 0 5% 71
3% 32 2% 30
3% 31 2% 36
0% 0 3% 38
3% 28 1% 17
4% 37 3% 42
5% 48 3% 47
5% 49 3% 50
1% 11 1% 10
5% 56 3% 49
3% 32 2% 35
3% 32 2% 29
3% 31 1% 22
2% 23 2% 24
2% 24 1% 21
2% 25 2% 31
8% 79 6% 83
3% 32 2% 32
0% 0 1% 19
0% 0 1% 14
0% 0 1% 12
0% 0 2% 26
0% 0 3% 40
0% 0 2% 29
0% 0 1% 11
3% 32 3% 39
3% 36 2% 25
6% 59 3% 40

1,053 1,485
48% 667 43% 633
52% 736 57% 852

1,403 1,485
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Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2018 2019
Percent Frequency | Percent Frequency

35%
54%
8%
2%
2%
1,462

505

786
120
27
24

37%
51%
8%
2%
2%
1,485

555

750
117
30
33

Job role

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

61%
2%
20%
4%
6%
7%
1,485

902
35
292
58
94
104

Length of time inrole

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

13%
33%
34%
19%

1,485

199
487
510
289
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21st Century Community Learning Centers
Score Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 34 26 29 36 41 37 42
ED Staff/Coordination 76 76 73 71 82 78 85
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 80 78 76 74 83 83 84
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 80 80 68 65 78 77 83
Accuracy of responses 81 80 81 76 84 81 90
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 77 75 76 67 81 76 83
Consistency_ of responses with ED staff from different 67 70 67 72 84 78 86
program offices
CoIIgbpration withothgrED programsorofficesin 74 72 59 73 84 82 84
providing relevant services
Online Resources 66 56 61 60 70 74 69
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 66 53 62 60 71 69 69
Freshness of content 62 52 56 60 68 73 66
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 65 58 62 61 69 70 67
Ease of reading the site 70 57 65 66 72 76 72
Ease of navigation 64 58 65 65 70 76 70
Documents 63 65 63 68 70 73 79
Clarity 61 66 63 69 71 74 80
Organization of information 66 69 66 73 73 76 82
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 58 61 61 67 67 72 77
Relevance to yourareasof need 67 66 67 71 72 76 83
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 61 61 58 63 68 69 74
that you face
OESE's Technical Assistance 67 61 59 64 72 74 77
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement . 67 62 67 75 79 81
grant programs
Usefulness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a _ 54 56 59 69 71 74
model
ACSI 53 54 59
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 69 60 60 65
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 53 48 52 56
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 48 50 56

Trust - - 0

- - - - 8
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds —d——_—

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Providesassistance that enhancesthe capacity to
implement

Providessupport thatistimely and responsive to my
State’sneedsto implement

Helpfulnessof information provided
Likelihood to recommend Y4Y website
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

19%

65%
14%
0%
3%

Frequency

37

Percent Frequency

29% 12

60% 25

12% 5

0% 0

0% 0
42

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

81% 34
0% 0
7% 3
0% 0
0% 0
12% 5

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

Length of time inrole

19% 8
19% 8
43% 18
19% 8
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors of Adult Education

Score Table
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Sample Size 34 20 38 32 31 42 34
ED Staff/Coordination 91 91 85 83 84 89 85
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,

and procedures 94 94 87 85 86 91 89
Responsiveness to your questions 92 92 87 84 85 91 89
Accuracy of responses 93 94 88 86 87 92 88
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 87 86 81 76 81 86 84
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 88 86 86 85 83 87 83

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin 9

- : 93 82 83 81 87 81

providing relevant services
Online Resources 76 79 73 74 75 68
69 74 68 69 69 67

1
76
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 69
77

Freshness of content 79 82 72 72 74 70
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 75 73 79 73 72 75 67
Ease of reading the site 76 76 80 73 74 75 70
Ease of navigation 71 71 74 69 72 73 67
Clarity 81 85 82 78 80 84 84
Organization of information 83 88 82 81 84 84 85
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 80 83 78 73 75 81 81
Relevance to yourareasof need 82 83 80 83 86 87 85
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 77 81 75 70 76 78 81

that you face

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 83 80 82 78 79 81 83
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 73 73 71 73 69 74 74
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 72 72 66 68 71 72
Trust - 93

Level of trust in office to meet your organization'sneeds —d————

Adult Education and Family Literacy to State
Directors of Adult Ed

Ease of reporting using the NRS web-based system

Usefulness of the training offered by OCT AE through its 81 88 79 79 78 80 79
contract to support NRS

Being well-organized - - - - - - 84
Providing pre-planningadequate guidance - - - - - - 90
Setting expectationsforthe visit - - - - - - 84
Using state peerreviewersin federal monitoring process - - - - - - 91
Being up-to-date 92 91 90 86 87 90 88
Relevance of information 91 89 88 89 89 88 87
Usefulness to your program 92 85 87 86 87 88 87
Usefulness.of.p.roductshelplng your state meetAEFLA 85 79 78 79 80 83 83
program priorities
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

33%
60%
5%
2%
0%

Frequency

42

Percent

47%
44%
6%
0%
3%

Frequency

34

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

34

o O O oo

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

Length of time inrole

15%
24%
47%
15%

[e2)
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Carl D Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors

Score Table
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Sample Size 37 28 23 24 24 30 26
ED Staff/Coordination 86 89 83 86 85 93 89
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,

and procedures 89 91 89 88 89 94 90
Responsiveness to your questions 87 90 82 85 90 93 93
Accuracy of responses 88 90 87 88 87 93 93
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 85 87 78 80 74 91 85
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 80 85 82 85 82 93 89

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

L : 74 86 90 85 85 92 86
providing relevant services
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 68 68 66 74 75 80 81
Freshness of content 70 74 72 80 72 81 78
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 69 69 68 74 75 85 81
Ease of reading the site 73 72 70 77 75 84 81
Ease of navigation 70 69 69 77 75 83 76
Clarity 79 81 78 75 79 83 83
Organization of information 80 81 79 81 82 84 81
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 77 80 76 75 81 83 76
Relevance to yourareasof need 78 82 85 79 83 84 84

Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues

75 81 78 75 77 83 72
that you face
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 77 80 77 80 83 83 84
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 67 70 69 68 75 78 75
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 65 70 65 67 72 74 73

Trust

Level of trust in office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

Carl D. Perkins Career & Tech Ed State Directors

CAR's user-friendliness 76 65 68 69 73 78 72
PCRN'’s usefulness to your program 75 76 80 82 81 86 84

2019 101 €51 Group



Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

37%
63%
0%
0%
0%

Frequency

30

Percent

46%
42%
4%
0%
8%

Frequency

26

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

26

o O O oo

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

27%

38%

27%
8%

Length of time inrole

Length of time as CTE state director

Less than one year

1-3 years

3 or more years

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%

27%
50%
23%

26
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2019

Score Table

2019

Sample Size 26
ED Staff/Coordination 72
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 79
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 67
Accuracy of responses 79
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 74
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 74

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

Ease of findingmaterialsonline

Freshness of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Ease ofreading the site

Ease of navigation

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs
Relevance to yourareasof need

Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues
that you face

OESE's Technical Assistance

Effectivenessof OESE in helping you leamn to implement
grant programs

Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance servicesas a
model

ACSI

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations

How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services

Trust
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State
Entities

Dissemination of resourcesand opportunitiesthe CSP
provides

Commsand info accessible and provided intimely
manner

Technical assistance receive on projectimplementation
and budget questions

Assistance givesopportunity to give staffan
understandingof your project

Guidance CSP provideson Federalgrant compliance

s i 68

providing relevant services
Online Resources 57
58

52
7

8

6

t
-

[=2]
N

60

62

65

65
57
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2019

Demographic Table

Ov erall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

Percent

23%

50%
19%
8%
0%

Frequency

N
w @

o N O

26

Job role

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

81%
0%
15%
0%
0%
4%

26

Length of time inrole
Less than one year

Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

15%

54%

31%
0%

26
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2019

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

Score Table

2019
Sample Size 122
ED Staff/Coordination 83
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 84
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 81
Accuracy of responses 89
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 82
Consistency_ of responses with ED staff from different 79
program offices
Coll’?)b.oration with othe'-rED programsorofficesin 85
providing relevant services
Online Resources 65
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 63
Freshness of content 64
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 65
Ease ofreading the site 68
Ease of navigation 67
Information in Application Package 88
Program Purpose 88
Program Priorities 88
SelectionCriteria 86
Review Process 86
Budget Informationand Forms 84
Deadline for Submission 93
DollarLimiton Awards 89
Page Limitation Instructions 90
Formatting Instructions 88
Program Contact 90
ACSI 82
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 89
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 78
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 76
Trust 87
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds 87
Working relationship with program staff 81
Level of accessibility you have to program staff 81
Responsiveness to inquiries 80

105
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2019

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

Percent

50%
45%
2%
1%
2%

Frequency

122

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

49%
4%
27%
1%
2%
16%

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

Length of time inrole

22%
25%
25%
27%

122

Institution leadership provides supportrequired for successful

implementation

Provide required support

Do not provide required support
Number of Respondents

93%
7%

114

122
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey
Comprehensive Literacy State Development
Score Table
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 9 5 5 5 0 11 10
ED Staff/Coordination
s:gvglrsgggl?:erslevant legislation, regulations, policies, 83 78 58 80 _ 89 92
Responsiveness to your questions 91 73 71 84 - 91 91
Accuracy of responses 83 64 50 76 - 96 94
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 83 81 56 76 - 85 91
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 78 75 48 61 _ 89 92
program offices
CoIIgbpration withothgrED programsorofficesin 78 63 30 59 _ 88 86
providing relevant services
Online Resources 71 59 29 66 - 86 83
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 57 61 31 63 - 84 82
Freshness of content 67 64 33 63 - 83 84
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 65 49 31 63 - 84 82
Ease of reading the site 67 69 31 63 - 88 84
Ease of navigation 75 60 31 64 - 91 82
Documents 70 57 42 75 - 88 89
Clarity 67 47 38 78 - 87 88
Organization of information 70 56 40 75 - 87 90
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 70 64 40 75 - 87 89
Relevance to yourareasof need 72 62 51 72 - 90 89
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 69 56 40 75 _ 89 89
that you face
OESE's Technical Assistance 74 60 39 74 - 82 85
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement . 67 44 81 _ 87 90
grant programs
Usefulness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a _ 53 22 50 _ 77 79
model
ACSI 60 45 45 66 - 82 86
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 67 60 60 71 - 85 91
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 57 33 38 64 - 82 82
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 54 40 36 62 - 79 83
Trust - - - - - - 91
Level of trust in office to meet yourorganization'sneeds - - - - - - 91
Responsiveness to questions - - - - - 94 91
Timely resolution of general programmatic andfinancial _ _ _ _ _ 89 87
issues
Use ofclgargnd concise written andverbal _ _ _ _ _ 91 89
communication
Quality of information or feedbackreceivedfrom SRCL _ _ _ _ _ 92 93
program officer
Frequency of communication - - - - - 82 89
Service provided by the program officer - - - - - 92 93
Face-to-.face SRCL Program Director’'sNational _ _ _ _ _ 26 920
Convening
Informati_or) ‘and guidance provided to implement SRCL _ _ _ _ _ 90 84
grant activities

2019
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

64%
36%
0%
0%
0%

Frequency

o O o~ N

11

Percent

70%
30%
0%
0%
0%

Frequency

O O O w~N

10

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

80%
0%
20%
0%
0%
0%

O O ONO ®

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

10%
50%
30%
10%

Length of time inrole

RN IVING ; RSN
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Final Report

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children Special Projects for Indian Children

2019

Score Table

2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 30 32 39
ED Staff/Coordination 75 77 68
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
81 84 71

and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 72 78 67
Accuracy of responses 79 79 74
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 77 80 75
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 84 73 64
program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin 79 67 72
providing relevant services
Online Resources 68 62 59
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 70 63 58
Freshness of content 69 66 57
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 70 62 58
Ease ofreading the site 70 63 62
Ease of navigation 66 58 59
Documents 69 68 68
Clarity 70 68 69
Organization of information 69 71 69
Sufficiency of detail to meetyourprogram needs 68 71 68
Relevance to yourareasof need 69 69 70
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 70 62 66
that you face
OESE's Technical Assistance 67 61 64
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement 68 66 66
grant programs
Usefulness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a 64 53 62
model
ACSI 68 70 61
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 71 76 67
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 68 68 57
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 64 65 57
Trust - - 68
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds - - 68
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special
Projects for Indian Children
Accessibility and responsivenessof program staff 76 67 66
Use:fulness and relevance of webinar-based technical 74 67 75
assistance
Usefulness and relevance of project director meeting 73 78 74
technical assistance
Usefulness and relevance of technical assistance

: 68 67 67
resources on the OIE web site
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

2018 2019
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree 22% 7 13% 5

Agree 69% 22 72% 28
Disagree 9% 3 10% 4

Strongly Disagree 0% 0 5% 2

Does Not Apply 0% 0 0% 0

Number of Respondents 32 39

Job role

Project or State Director - - 64% 25
School Officer - - 5% 2

Grant Coordinator - - 26% 10
Superintendent - - 0% 0

Business Manager - - 3% 1

Other - - 3% 1

Number of Respondents =

Length of time inrole
6

Less than one year - - 15%

Between 1-3 years - - 36% 14
Between 3-10 years - - 28% 11
More than 10 years - - 21% 8

Number of Respondents -

Data Collection

1st 16% 5 15% 6
2nd 23% 7 10% 4
3rd 6% 2 23% 9
4th 6% 2 13% 5
5th 16% 5 13% 5
6th 6% 2 13% 5
7th 23% 7 10% 4
8th 3% 1 3% 1
Number of Respondents 31 39

1st 16% 5 21% 8
2nd 10% 3 31% 12
3rd 10% 3 3% 1
4th 13% 4 3% 1
5th 0% 0 3% 1
6th 16% 5 15% 6
7th 19% 6 10% 4
8th 16% 5 15% 6
Number of Respondents 31 39
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act FERPA
1st

2nd

3rd

4th

5th

6th

7th

8th

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2018 2019
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency
19% 6 15% 6
3% 1 8% 3
6% 2 3% 1
10% 3 5% 2
10% 3 3% 1
3% 1 10% 4
10% 3 10% 4
39% 12 46% 18
31 39

Capacity Building

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

5th

6th

7th

8th

Number of Respondents

10%
10%
13%
23%
13%
16%
6%
10%

WNOOBRENPA,OW

31

10%
13%
8%
21%
5%
18%
15%
10%

A O NDNOOWOD

39

Parent Engagement

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

5th

6th

7th

8th

Number of Respondents

10%
10%
26%
10%
16%
19%
10%
0%

O W o U1 Ww o WwWw

31

10%
8%
8%

18%

26%

15%

13%
3%

N W w b

N
o

- 0 o

39

Partnerships

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

5th

6th

7th

8th

Number of Respondents

3%
16%
6%
26%
16%
16%
13%
3%

= A OO CON OG-

31

3%
3%
28%
5%
31%
10%
13%
8%

[N

11

N
N

w o b

39

Cultural Relevance

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

5th

6th

7th

8th

Number of Respondents

10%
16%
13%
0%
23%
16%
13%
10%

W s O NO DO W

31

8%
15%
13%
18%
21%

5%
15%

5%

N ON N OO W

39
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2018 2019
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

Allowable Costs and Budgeting Flexibilities

1st 16% 5 18% 7
2nd 13% 4 13% 5
3rd 19% 6 15% 6
4th 13% 4 18% 7
5th 6% 2 0% 0
6th 6% 2 13% 5
7th 6% 2 13% 5
8th 19% 6 10% 4
Number of Respondents 31 39
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Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer Final Report
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions
Score Table
2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 111 102 109 116
ED Staff/Coordination 85 91 87 84
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procegdures ? 9 P 90 92 o1 85
Responsiveness to your questions 81 89 85 82
Accuracy of responses 89 91 90 87
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 84 93 91 84
Consstency of responses with ED staff from different 83 90 87 83
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thoth§rEDprogramsorofflcesm 81 90 92 82
providing relevant services
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 72 77 71 69
Freshness of content 74 78 71 70
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 75 79 72 71
Ease ofreading the site 74 78 73 72
Ease of navigation 72 76 71 71
Information in Application Package
Program Purpose 88 90 80 88
Program Priorities 87 88 80 89
SelectionCriteria 84 88 80 85
Review Process 82 86 77 85
Budget Informationand Forms 85 87 77 83
Deadline for Submission 91 91 85 91
DollarLimiton Awards 89 90 84 91
Page Limitation Instructions 89 91 84 90
Formatting Instructions 86 88 82 88
Program Contact 88 92 85 89
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 79 84 78 84
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 71 76 70 77
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 69 74 66 75
Trust - - -
| Level of trust in office to meet yourorganization'sneeds [ - | - | - |
Dev eloping Hispanic Serving Institutions
Responsiveness to questions 80 88 82 84
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 87 92 88 85
and procedures
Ability to resolve issues 87 91 87 85
Use of clearcommunication 87 90 85 85
Timely resolution of issues 83 90 85 84

2019
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Number of Respondents

2018

2019

Percent

Frequency

109

Percent

Frequency

Strongly Agree 30% 33 41% 47
Agree 57% 62 49% 57
Disagree 10% 11 6% 7
Strongly Disagree 3% 3 2% 2
Does Not Apply 0% 0 3% 3

116

Number of Respondents

Project or State Director - - 73% 85
School Officer - - 2% 2
Grant Coordinator - - 22% 26
Superintendent - - 0% 0
Business Manager - - 0% 0
Other - - 3% 3

Number of Respondents

Length of time inrole

Less than one year - - 17% 20
Between 1-3 years - - 35% 41
Between 3-10 years - - 34% 40
More than 10 years - - 13% 15

Number of Respondents

Length of time working on currentgrant - HSI

105

Less than one year 10% 10 24% 28
1-2 years 27% 28 14% 16
2-3 years 42% 44 22% 25
3-4 years 17% 18 26% 30
4 or more years 5% 5 15% 17

116

Number of Respondents

Frequency of interactions with HSI-Div ision staff

105

Daily 0% 0 3% 3
Weeky 0% 0 0% 0
Monthly 32% 34 34% 40
Afew timesayear 60% 63 61% 71
Once ayear 4% 4 1% 1
Less than once a year 4% 4 1% 1

116

2019

15
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Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Quality of customer service from HSI-Division staff

Excellent

Very Good

Average

Fair

Poor

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2018 2019
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency
50% 53 53% 61
36% 38 36% 42
10% 10 9% 10
4% 4 1% 1
0% 0 2% 2

105

116

2019

116

Group



Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Score Table

Final Report

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 33 19 37 35 36 32 29
ED Staff/Coordination 94 89 91 86 93 88 87
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
ang procgdures 9 9 P 26 92 95 91 97 90 90
Responsiveness to your questions 95 88 91 84 93 87 84
Accuracy of responses 95 90 94 93 94 90 88
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 93 88 90 81 87 86 88
Consstency. of responses with ED staff from different 91 84 86 91 95 88 88
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 94 89 86 91 93 85 84
providing relevant services
Online Resources 72 76 70 (1] 76 83 69
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 71 74 68 65 79 85 72
Freshness of content 75 77 74 75 80 81 71
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 72 77 71 66 83 83 69
Ease of reading the site 73 77 71 69 80 84 68
Ease of navigation 67 74 69 66 74 80 65
Clarity 86 78 86 80 91 83 89
Organization of information 88 83 88 84 93 83 90
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 85 83 84 77 86 81 87
Relevance to yourareasof need 89 87 89 84 93 87 89
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 83 82 85 80 86 81 83
that you face
OESE's Technical Assistance 83 85 83 75 85 73 78
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement _ 90 86 77 90 80 82
grant programs
Usefulness of OESEs technical assistance servicesas a _ 80 78 73 82 66 76
model
ACSI 75 77 78 73 83 80 79
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 79 81 83 76 88 85 84
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 73 78 74 71 82 76 76
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 73 73 76 71 79 77 76
Trust
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
Responsivenessin answering questions-Technical
Assistance Center (NCHE) ’ 98 96 96 95 100 98 91
Knowledge of technical material - Technical Assistance
Center(NgCHE) 98 96 97 97 100 97 92
Meeting program compliance requirements - US 93 90 87 84 92 88 88
Department of Education
Assisting you to impact performanceresults - US 90 85 81 81 84 82 81
Department of Education
Developing cross-agency collaborations-US 84 83 83 78 85 80 82
Department of Education
Meeting program compliance requirements - Technical
Assistar?cz Cgenter(NC%E) d 96 96 97 93 98 93 89
Assisting you to impact performanceresults - Technical
Asdidtance Centor (NCHE) 93 95 96 91 94 89 85
Developing cross-agency collaborations- Technical
Assistar?ce%enter(?\lCHé) 84 87 89 82 87 85 85
Products- Quality 93 94 91 90 88 92 90
Products- Usefulness 94 95 97 96 97 95 89
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Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

59%
38%
3%
0%
0%

Frequency

32

Percent

38%
59%
3%
0%
0%

Frequency

29

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

79%
0%
14%
0%
3%
3%

23

0
4
0
1
1

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

7%
24%
41%
28%

Length of time inrole

2

~
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Final Report

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title lll State Formula Grants)
Score Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 27 38 22 30 20 24 21
ED Staff/Coordination 76 82 67 71 76 84 74
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
ang procgdures 9 9 P 80 88 73 72 85 85 73
Responsiveness to your questions 76 85 68 70 70 83 73
Accuracy of responses 81 84 68 78 79 87 78
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 78 82 70 70 79 86 75
Consstency. of responses with ED staff from different 66 75 64 71 71 82 71
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 66 74 59 65 74 85 68
providing relevant services
Online Resources () 64 55 63 60 (1] 61
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 54 60 56 64 59 67 62
Freshness of content 62 64 55 63 59 66 62
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 60 65 54 62 59 66 59
Ease of reading the site 64 65 59 64 62 68 62
Ease of navigation 63 62 52 59 60 66 60
Clarity 71 69 72 74 63 69 75
Organization of information 75 72 70 75 68 71 75
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 61 67 66 69 55 68 71
Relevance to yourareasof need 72 72 69 74 65 72 75
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 62 65 66 67 57 66 64
that you face
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement _ 74 58 64 65 74 61
grant programs
ﬂs;é:llness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a _ 69 51 53 47 59 57
ACSI 63 61 56 55 57 68 61
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 72 67 60 61 61 73 67
How well ED’s productsand services meet expe ctations 57 59 52 50 54 66 61
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 59 57 55 52 54 63 53

Trust

Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds | - |

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Il
State Formula Grants

Providesassistance that enhancescapacity to
implement

Providessupport thatisresponsive to my State’sneeds
toimplement

Helpsaddress implementation challenges
Providesinformationabout key changesto requirements

74

65

66
72

76

70

73
77

62

64

63
73

2019
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Number of Respondents

2018

2019

Percent

Frequency

24

Percent

Strongly Agree 13% 3 10% 2
Agree 71% 17 57% 12
Disagree 13% 3 19% 4
Strongly Disagree 4% 1 0% 0
Does Not Apply 0% 0 14% 3

Frequency

21

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

90%
0%
0%
5%
0%
5%

1

©

-~ O -~ 0O O

Less than one year

Number of Respondents

Length of time inrole

5%

Between 1-3 years - - 29% 6
Between 3-10 years - - 48% 10
More than 10 years - - 19% 4

2019
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2019

GEAR UP
Score Table
2019

Sample Size 71
ED Staff/Coordination 70
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 75
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 75
Accuracy of responses 76
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 69
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 62

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

Ease of findingmaterialsonline

Freshness of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Ease ofreading the site

Ease of navigation

Information in Application Package

Program Purpose

Program Priorities
SelectionCriteria

Review Process

Budget Informationand Forms
Deadline for Submission
DollarLimiton Awards

Page Limitation Instructions
Formatting Instructions

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations

providing relevant services
Online Resources 64

Program Contact 89

How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services

Trust
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

GEAR UP

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulation, policies
and procedures

Ability to provide qualitative tech assistance regarding
issues and challenges

Ability to answerinquiriesand concernsin a timely
manner

GEAR UP program specialist knowledge of APR content
and reporting requirements

Accuracy, availability and efficiency of instructionson the
reporting system

Helpdeskability to resolve issuesin accurate and timely
manner

Organization of information

User friendliness

Accuracy of Information
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2019

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

Percent

35%

46%
13%
4%
1%

71

Frequency

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

87%
0%
8%
1%
0%
3%

71

62

N O -~ O O

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

30%
27%
27%
17%

Length of time inrole

21
19
19
12
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Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer Final Report
Grants for State Assessments
Score Table
2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 17 32 32
ED Staff/Coordination 73 82 84
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 75 84 87
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 70 86 82
Accuracy of responses 79 86 90
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 71 82 83
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
f 69 81 72
program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin
L . 70 78 77
providing relevant services
Online Resources 64 70 74
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 61 63 74
Freshness of content 63 70 80
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 64 67 73
Ease of reading the site 67 70 73
Ease of navigation 63 66 70
Clarity 71 76 79
Organization of information 69 79 81
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 66 73 80
Relevance to yourareasof need 71 77 82
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues
66 71 80
that you face
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement
64 75 82
grant programs
Usefulness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a 59 64 76
model
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 68 74 80
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 61 62 72
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 58 60 70
Trust -- -- 78
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds | - |
Grants for State Assessments
Providesassistance that enhancescapacity to 68 69 77
implement
Providessupport thatisresponsive to my State’sneeds 67 69 80
toimplement
Helpsaddress implementation challenges 60 66 75
Providesinformation about key changesto requirements 71 72 82

2019

123

Group



Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer
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Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

25%
66%
6%
0%
3%

Frequency

—onv N

32

Percent Frequency

34% 11

59% 19

3% 1

0% 0

3% 1
32

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

91% 29
0% 0
3% 1
0% 0
0% 0
6% 2

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

Length of time inrole

13% 4
31% 10
47% 15
9% 3
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2019

i3 Education Innovation and Research

Score Table

2019
Sample Size 40
ED Staff/Coordination 84
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 84
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 83
Accuracy of responses 87
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 82
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 81
program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin 85
providing relevant services
Online Resources 69
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 69
Freshness of content 69
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 68
Ease ofreading the site 72
Ease of navigation 69
Clarity 76
Organization of information 75
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 77
Relevance to yourareasof need 72
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 69
that you face
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement 78
grant programs
Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance servicesas a 67
model
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 80
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 74
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 70
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds 81
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey
Demographic Table
2019
Percent Frequency

Early-phase 74% 23

Mid-phase 23% 7

Expansion 3% 1

Number of Respondents 31

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree 38% 15
Agree 53% 21
Disagree 8% 3
Strongly Disagree 0% 0
Does Not Apply 3% 1
Number of Respondents 40

Job role

Project or State Director 78% 31
School Officer 0% 0
Grant Coordinator 23% 9
Superintendent 0% 0
Business Manager 0% 0
Other 0% 0
Number of Respondents 40

Length of time inrole

Less than one year 3%
Between 1-3 years 35%
Between 3-10 years 45%
More than 10 years 18%
Number of Respondents 40

14
18

Type of InvestinginInnov ation or Education Innov ation and

Research grants

Development orearly phase 68% 27
Validation orMid-phase 30% 12
Scale-up orexpansion 3% 1
Number of Respondents 40
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Final Report

IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program
Score Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Sample Size 27 23 22 34 36 31 36
ED Staff/Coordination 79 77 80 88 85 88 82
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 78 83 86 20 87 89 82
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 81 76 82 87 83 88 82
Accuracy of responses 82 80 81 90 87 89 85
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 78 74 79 87 82 86 81
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 74 67 77 . _ . _
program offices

Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin 78 81 80 89 79

providing relevant services

Ease of findingmaterialsonline

Freshness of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Ease ofreading the site

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs
Relevance to yourareasof need

Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues
that you face

ACSI

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations

How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services
Trust

Level of trust in office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities

Program

Clarity of information receivedin devel oping applications
and reports

Timelinessof responses

OSEP-funded TAprovider

Education Department-funded T A provider
Professional associations
Conferenceswhere research is presented
Books

Journal articles

Personal interactionwith peers

IDEAS that work website

The Department'snew IDEA website

osep.grads360.org

64
62

74 68 75 74 77 76 80
66 64 74 72 73 77 77
76 72 78 70 79 76 78
66 55 63 71 69 72 69
64 53 58 69 66 70 64

67
57

71
65

71
69

65

73
65

Online Resources

75
69

Ease of navigation 59 51 66 63 64 64 65
Documents 71 66 74 71 76 75 78

65

69
64

64

74

79
88
46
81

55
60
80
60
56
70
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Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

29%
65%
3%
0%
3%

Frequency

31

Percent

25%

61%

1%
3%
0%

Frequency

36

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

83%
0%
8%
0%
0%
8%

30

w o o wo

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

1%
31%
33%
25%

Length of time inrole

4
11
12
9

Frequency of technical assistance and support from State lead -

IDEA-PartC

Atleastweeky

Monthly

Quarterly

Yearly

My State Lead doesnot contact me
Number of Respondents

0%
57%
40%

0%

3%

30

3%
47%
33%
14%

3%

36

Helpfulness of fully automating grant submission and approv al

process
1

4
Very Helpful

Don 't know/Not applicable
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O o o

3%
19%
72%

6%

36
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IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (Part B)

Score Table
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Sample Size 27 16 17 38 32 32 30
ED Staff/Coordination 77 78 80 84 87 90 84
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,

ang procgdures 9 9 P 85 83 88 89 88 94 84
Responsiveness to your questions 76 72 79 83 85 89 85
Accuracy of responses 80 79 83 83 91 92 86
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 80 79 76 79 84 89 83
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 77 75 77 _ _ _ _

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

- : 67 81 76 - - 90 81

providing relevant services
Online Resources 56 53 63 65 66 £ 64
9 44 58 59 63 71 63

Ease of findingmaterialsonline 4

Freshness of content 64 58 62 70 68 72 66
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 53 53 63 63 65 72 63
Ease of reading the site 56 51 67 69 66 75 67
Ease of navigation 47 47 58 60 62 72 63
Clarity 72 71 67 73 74 76 77
Organization of information 77 77 75 77 77 79 77
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 72 70 64 74 73 76 73
Relevance to yourareasof need 78 81 71 80 79 82 79

Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues

72 67 64 71 70 77 74
that you face
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 67 73 67 72 77 81 76
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 56 58 59 63 65 72 70
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 55 56 55 62 64 70 67

Trust

Level of trust in office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (PartB)

Clarity of information receivedin developing applications 82 73 _ _ 77 82 75
and reports

Timelinessof responses 79 79 - - 81 86 79
OSEP-funded TAprovider - - - - 82 88 85
Education Department-funded T A provider - - - - 57 57 62
Professional associations - - - - 81 83 81
Conferenceswhere research is presented - - - - 75 75 74
Books - - - - 54 54 52
Journal articles - - - - 66 61 60
Personal interactionwith peers - - - - 87 82 80
IDEAS that work website - - - - - 73 61
The Department'snew IDEA website - - - - - 74 60
osep.grads360.org - - - - - 85 71
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Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

31%
66%
0%
3%
0%

Frequency

N -~
- O

o =~ O

32

Percent

27%
63%
7%
3%
0%

Frequency

_
©o ®

o =~ N

30

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

30

o O O oo

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

20%
33%
30%
17%

Length of time inrole

Frequency of technical assistance and support from State lead -

IDEA-PartB

Atleastweeky

Monthly

Quarterly

Yearly

My State Lead doesnot contact me
Number of Respondents

3%
58%
32%

6%

0%

31

3%
73%
17%

3%

3%

30

How often part of policy discussion with OSEP staff
Atleastweeky

Monthly

Quarterly

Yearly

Never

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

o O O O o

7%
37%
40%
10%

7%

30
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Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies — Title |
Score Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 22 18 15 39 20 23 24
ED Staff/Coordination 86 83 86 70 77 75 75
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
ang procgdures 9 9 P 91 84 88 69 78 74 78
Responsiveness to your questions 85 79 84 66 69 71 67
Accuracy of responses 89 86 89 74 81 76 81
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 87 83 87 71 81 73 73
Consstency. of responses with ED staff from different 82 80 85 72 81 74 75
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 82 82 81 70 81 74 72
providing relevant services
Online Resources 61 62 66 65 68 54 55
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 53 56 60 59 65 48 51
Freshness of content 74 65 67 64 70 49 57
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 59 59 67 64 67 50 55
Ease of reading the site 57 65 67 65 69 54 56
Ease of navigation 51 57 59 63 66 53 54
Clarity 81 72 81 70 78 66 68
Organization of information 83 73 82 72 79 67 69
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 79 69 85 68 76 59 66
Relevance to yourareasof need 85 72 85 70 79 65 75
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 78 68 81 65 78 61 65
that you face
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement _ 74 78 64 71 67 65
grant programs
ﬂs;é:llness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a _ 63 66 58 64 59 55
ACSI 68 63 68 58 66 57 59
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 75 69 76 65 72 61 65
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 63 62 66 55 65 57 54
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 63 59 61 54 61 54 57

Trust

Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds | - |

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local
Educational Agencies — Title |
Providesassistance that enhancescapacity to
implement

Providessupport thatisresponsive to my State’sneeds
toimplement

Helpsaddress implementation challenges
Providesinformation about key changesto requirements

63

61

67
69

71

64

60
67

69

67

65
68

2019
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Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

13%

61%
13%
4%
9%

Frequency

N
N

N =~ W

23

Percent

17%
58%
13%
13%
0%

Frequency

N
N

o W w

24

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

24

o O O oo

Length of time inrole

Less than one year - - 13% 3
Between 1-3 years - - 38% 9
Between 3-10 years - - 29% 7
More than 10 years - - 21% 5
Number of Respondents -
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Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies (LEAs)
Score Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 66 27 58 91 73 56 49
ED Staff/Coordination 85 88 87 87 87 85 86
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
ang procgdures 9 9 P 85 87 87 87 87 85 87
Responsiveness to your questions 84 88 89 88 89 87 88
Accuracy of responses 86 90 88 88 90 88 89
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 83 87 85 86 85 83 83
Consstency.ofresponses with ED staff from different 84 85 88 87 84 85 81
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 84 90 89 85 85 83 80
providing relevant services
Online Resources 83 85 81 82 83 79 71
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 79 80 78 77 82 74 68
Freshness of content 82 84 81 82 84 78 70
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 84 86 83 83 84 80 71
Ease of reading the site 84 87 82 83 84 83 75
Ease of navigation 82 83 81 82 83 82 70
Clarity 79 82 80 82 81 78 79
Organization of information 81 82 82 84 81 81 78
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 81 84 83 83 82 77 79
Relevance to yourareasof need 80 85 83 84 82 79 78
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 78 83 80 83 82 76 78
that you face
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement _ 83 86 82 87 78 81
grant programs
ﬂs;é:llness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a _ 75 81 82 85 77 79
ACSI 79 80 80 80 80 74 75
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 83 84 84 84 84 81 81
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 76 74 79 78 78 70 72
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 76 79 77 79 77 71 69

Trust - -

= = = = 79
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds —d————ﬁ

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education
Agencies

Responsiveness of staff in answering questions

Timelinessof staff - - - 89 90 87 85
Quality of support - - - 88 91 85 84
Comprehensivenessof documents - - - 87 89 83 82
Ease of using EASIE system - - - 89 89 82 84
Quality of training viawebinars - - -- 86 87 80 81
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BCG-

LEA

LEA-C

T-M

T-S

Number of Respondents

Demographic Table

Final Report
2018 2019
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency
0% 0 7% 3
0% 0 74% 34
0% 0 7% 3
0% 0 4% 2
0% 0 9% 4

46

Ov erall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

34%
59%
5%
0%
2%

56

39%

51%
8%
0%
2%

49

Job role

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

8%
6%
53%
14%
4%
14%

Length of time inrole
Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
33%
35%
33%

16
17
16

Establishing parent committees
Expandingmembership of parentcommittees
Verifying studentinformation

Using the EASIE system

Allowable usesof funds

Using the G5 system
Number of Respondents

General grant programrequirements, deadlinesand milestones

9%
41%
21%

9%
52%
43%
23%

5
23
12

5
29
24
13

56

10%
35%
20%
12%
51%
20%
39%

Greatestneed for technical assistance~

5
17
10

6
25
10
19

49

2019
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Magnet Schools Assistance Program
Score Table

2019

Sample Size 29
ED Staff/Coordination 84
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 84
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 80
Accuracy of responses 89
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 87
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 80
program offices

Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin 82
providing relevant services

Online Resources 75
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 75
Freshness of content 73
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 77
Ease ofreading the site 76
Ease of navigation 75
Clarity 79
Organization of information 82
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 81
Relevance to yourareasof need 85

Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues
that you face

OESE's Technical Assistance 79
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement

grant programs 84
Usefulness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a 71
model

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand service s 83
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 78
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 77

Trust 83
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

Program Officer quality of assistance 94

Program Officerresponsiveness 79

MSAP Centertechnical assistance support 85

GRADS 360 system 60

Overall effectivenessof assistance received from MSAP 82
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2019

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

Percent

45%

41%
7%
7%
0%

29

Frequency

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

76%
0%
21%
0%
0%
3%

29

22

-~ O O o o

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

7%
55%
34%

3%

Length of time inrole

2
16
10

Asked for assistance in areas unrelated to fiscal or grantadmin

issues -MSA

Asked

Did notask

Number of Respondents

14%
86%

29

25
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey
Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C)
Score Table
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 22 34 30 33 37 32 35
ED Staff/Coordination 75 83 80 82 87 92 86
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures 83 85 86 86 91 93 88
Responsiveness to your questions 68 81 77 81 85 90 83
Accuracy of responses 79 86 83 82 90 94 91
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 76 85 79 77 87 93 88
Consstency. of responses with ED staff from different 77 82 80 86 90 91 89
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 69 77 72 81 84 92 86
providing relevant services
Online Resources () 66 59 61 75 82 80
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 58 63 55 58 77 83 81
Freshness of content 62 68 57 65 75 79 78
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 62 65 59 62 78 80 79
Ease of reading the site 61 67 59 63 78 82 83
Ease of navigation 56 64 54 61 76 81 79
Documents 74 76 74 78 81 88 86
Clarity 77 76 71 79 83 87 86
Organization of information 77 78 76 79 85 89 87
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 73 75 74 80 77 89 85
Relevance to yourareasof need 74 78 78 79 82 87 88
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 69 74 71 75 78 86 86
that you face
OESE's Technical Assistance 68 70 71 (1) 68 75 77
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement _ 76 74 70 71 78 80
grant programs
ﬂs;é:llness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a _ 64 66 67 64 73 74
ACSI 64 68 64 72 75 79 79
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 70 73 70 79 80 85 85
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 62 65 61 70 72 77 77
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 57 64 59 66 71 75 76

Level of trust in office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

2019
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Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

44%
53%
3%
0%
0%

Frequency

32

Percent

57%
34%
6%
3%
0%

Frequency

35

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

35

o O O oo

Less thanone year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

11%
37%
40%
11%

Length of time inrole

4
13
14
4

Most useful technical assistance webinars~

MEP Program Improvement

EDFacts Submissions: ChangesforSY 2017-18
MSIX Cybersecurity and AccountsManagement
MPOs to Impact Statewide Assessment Results
| did not participatein a webinarthisyear
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

o O O oo

51%
69%
40%
54%
6%

18
24
14
19

35
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2018 2019

Percent Frequency Percent Frequency
Technical assistance topics needed~
Child Eligibility 23% 7 11% 4
Comprehensive NeedsAssessment 10% 3 20% 7
Continuationof Services 20% 6 3% 1
Fiscal Requirements 27% 8 43% 15
Interstate Coordination 17% 5 26% 9
Parental/Family Engagement 10% 3 20% 7
Priority for Services 13% 4 14% 5
Program Evaluation 23% 7 11% 4
Quality Control 7% 2 11% 4
Records Exchange 10% 3 9% 3
Recruitment 17% 5 20% 7
Re-interviewing 10% 3 9% 3
Service Delivery Models 27% 8 11% 4
Service Delivery Plan 7% 2 9% 3
Subgrant Formulas 10% 3 11% 4
Service Delivery Strategies (Instructional and Support) 30% 9 17% 6
Subrecipient Monitoring 30% 9 23% 8
Data Management and Reporting 0% 0 17% 6
Other 7% 2 0% 0
Number of Respondents 30 35
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

National Professional Development Program

Score Table
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Sample Size 51 56 69 64 29 46 45
ED Staff/Coordination 93 85 81 84 91 95 86
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,

and procedures 94 88 86 87 93 94 88
Responsiveness to your questions 92 80 80 83 86 95 83
Accuracy of responses 93 86 82 83 95 96 90
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 93 90 87 84 94 98 91
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 93 83 81 88 95 97 86

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

L : 95 85 90 90 97 95 91
providing relevant services
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 77 78 79 78 66 79 73
Freshness of content 81 79 80 83 72 83 77
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 74 79 78 76 68 78 73
Ease of reading the site 76 81 81 78 68 78 75
Ease of navigation 76 79 80 77 64 75 70
Clarity 82 81 78 79 82 80 84
Organization of information 83 83 81 81 83 81 84
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 81 81 80 80 77 79 80
Relevance to yourareasof need 81 83 82 80 81 83 86
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 80 80 79 79 79 81 81
that you face
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 86 83 79 83 80 82 86
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 72 71 70 75 66 76 78
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 73 70 69 74 66 71 77

Trust

Level of trust in office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

National Professional Dev elopment Program

Technical assistance from OELA office - - - - - - 80
Technical assistance from program officer - - - 72 74 84 82
Usefulness of OELA website - - - 76 70 79 78
Usefulness of NCELA website - - - 78 77 86 82
Usefulness of OELA Facebook -- - -- 62 78 85 69
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

43%

46%
11%
0%
0%

Frequency

46

Percent

47%
42%
7%
0%
4%

Frequency

-
[(e]

45

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

67%
0%
24%
0%
0%
9%

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
42%
27%
31%

Length of time inrole

0
19
12
14

Frequency of tech assistance from OELA office - NPD
Monthly

Quarterly

Yearly

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%

20%
56%
24%

25
11
45

Frequency of monitoring tech support - NPD
Atleastweeky

Monthly

Quarterly

Yearly

Number of Respondents

2%
31%
60%

7%

45

0%
13%
1%
16%

45

Frequency of visiting OELA website -NPD
Weeky

Monthly

Every few months

Never

Number of Respondents

13%

31%

53%
2%

14
24

45

11%

24%

62%
2%

11
28

45
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Frequency of visiting NCELA website -NPD
Weeky

Monthly

Every few months

Never

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2018 2019
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency
16% 7 4% 2
40% 18 44% 20
29% 13 49% 22
16% 7 2% 1
45 45

Frequency of visiting OELA Facebook -NPD
Weeky

Monthly

Every few months

Never

Number of Respondents

7%
4%
20%
69%

© N W

w
-

45

2% 1

9% 4

16% 7

73% 33
45

2019
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2019

National Resource Centers Program

Score Table

2019

Sample Size 60
ED Staff/Coordination 94
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 94
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 95
Accuracy of responses 96
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 96
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 89

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

Ease of findingmaterialsonline

Freshness of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Ease ofreading the site

Ease of navigation

Information in Application Package

Program Purpose

Program Priorities
SelectionCriteria

Review Process

Budget Informationand Forms
Deadline for Submission
DollarLimiton Awards

Page Limitation Instructions
Formatting Instructions

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations

providing relevant services
Online Resources 65

Program Contact 90

How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services

Trust
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

National Resource Centers Program

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures

Responsiveness to inquiries

Timely resolution of issues

Timely acknowledgement and processing of requests
Ability to respond to all issueswithout biasor preference
Quality of information orfeedbackreceived from program
staff

Effective in supportinginstruction innecessary fields
Supportswork in language aspectsof professional and
otherfieldsof study

Supportsresearch and training ininternational studies
Teachingof any modern foreignlanguage

Instruction in necessary fields

Research and training inintemational studies
Languageaspectsof professional and otherfieldsof
study

Instruction and research onissues in world affairs

NRC program selection criteria
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2019

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and services

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

Percent

45%
50%
3%
2%
0%

Frequency

60

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

23%
8%
45%
0%
7%
17%

14

60

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

10%
40%
22%
28%

Length of time inrole

6
24
13
17

Length of time in current NRC

Less than one year

1-2 years

2-3 years

3-4 years

4 or more years

Number of Respondents

8%
28%
12%

3%
48%

60
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program

Score Table

Final Report

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Sample Size 4 11 9 13 12 9 16
ED Staff/Coordination 98 95 96 82 83 95 84
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,

and procedures 97 94 98 85 76 92 83
Responsiveness to your questions 100 96 95 81 89 99 83
Accuracy of responses 100 94 94 81 83 96 84
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 96 94 94 81 79 94 81
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 96 94 95 80 84 94 83

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

Ease of findingmaterialsonline

Trust

Level of trustin office to meet your organization'sneeds | - |

Native American and Alaska Native Childrenin

School Program
Technical assistance from OELA office

Technical assistance from program officer
Usefulness of OELA website
Usefulness of NCELA website

| Usefulness of OELA Facebook

9

- : 7 96 95 78 81 97 84

providing relevant services
Online Resources 83 90 91 67 () 84 67
78 87 90 70 74 81 69

Freshness of content 86 91 90 68 59 88 69
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 86 89 94 68 58 79 67
Ease of reading the site 81 92 92 70 61 83 67
Ease of navigation 81 91 92 67 58 83 66
Clarity 75 88 89 76 73 81 78
Organization of information 83 89 92 76 75 84 78
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 78 89 92 79 77 85 79
Relevance to yourareasof need 89 88 90 79 75 84 77
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 89 86 90 78 69 84 76
that you face

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 92 92 95 81 70 95 81
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 89 83 86 74 65 86 74
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 81 82 89 69 63 85 70

2019
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

56%
44%
0%
0%
0%

Frequency

o O o~ O

9

Percent

44%

44%
13%
0%
0%

Frequency

O ON NN

16

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

63%
6%
19%
0%
0%
13%

10

N OO Ww-=-

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

13%
31%
38%
19%

Length of time inrole

w oo N

Frequency of tech assistance from OELA office - NAM
Atleastweeky

Monthly

Quarterly

Yearly

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O O o

0

6%
50%
31%
13%

N 01 o =

16

Atleastweeky

Monthly

Quarterly

Yearly

Number of Respondents

0%
44%
56%

0%

o o~ O

9

13%
38%
38%
13%

16

Frequency of monitoring tech support - NAM

NOoO ON

Daily

Weeky

Monthly

Every few months

Never

Number of Respondents

11%
22%
22%
44%
0%

oA NN~

0%
6%
38%
56%
0%

Frequency of visiting OELA website -NAM

o O o ~ O
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Frequency of visiting NCELA website -NAM
Weeky

Monthly

Every few months

Never

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2018 2019
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency
33% 3 0% 0
33% 3 31% 5
22% 2 50% 8
11% 1 19% 3

16

Frequency of visiting OELA Facebook - NAM
Weeky

Monthly

Every few months

Never

Number of Respondents

22%
11%
0%
67%

o O - N

0% 0
6% 1
19% 3
75% 12

16

2019
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs
Score Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 20 14 30 32 32 36 25
ED Staff/Coordination 87 88 83 79 75 81 68
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
ang procgdures 9 9 P 90 91 89 79 80 81 66
Responsiveness to your questions 83 85 84 73 70 80 65
Accuracy of responses 88 87 87 80 74 84 73
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 87 88 80 79 73 76 69
Consstency. of responses with ED staff from different 87 89 83 83 80 83 74
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 82 90 78 82 81 83 75
providing relevant services
Online Resources 69 69 70 73 68 70 58
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 66 68 69 72 69 70 58
Freshness of content 72 71 69 73 66 64 49
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 70 70 69 72 66 70 57
Ease ofreading the site 70 67 71 73 73 72 67
Ease of navigation 66 62 67 73 70 71 61
Clarity 78 79 78 72 66 75 70
Organization of information 78 79 81 75 67 75 70
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 77 79 76 70 67 70 63
Relevance to yourareasof need 79 79 77 72 67 71 70
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 77 76 75 71 63 69 60
that you face
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement _ 83 78 71 66 74 61
grant programs
ﬂs;é:llness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a _ 71 70 64 61 67 52
ACSI 72 70 67 62 60 65 55
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 75 73 73 66 67 73 62
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 69 70 64 59 56 60 52
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 62 61 56 62 51

Trust - -

= = = = 70
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds —d————ﬁ

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency

Programs

Responsiveness in answering questions- Technical

Assistance Center (NDTAC) 87 84 81 80 79 81 87
Knowledge of technical material - Technical Assistance

Center (NDTAC) 86 89 84 82 80 82 82
Meeting program compllance requirements - US 86 82 85 81 70 76 60
Department of Education

Assisting you to |mpaqt performanceresults- US 82 77 81 79 64 70 57
Department of Education

Developing cross-agency collaborations-US 81 81 76 77 59 67 59
Department of Education

Meeting program compliance requirements- Technical

Assistance Center (NDTAC) 88 86 86 85 80 83 80
Assisting to impact performanceresults - Technical

Assistance Center (NDTAC) 83 79 84 84 83 82 78
Developing cross-agency collaborations- Technical

Assistance Center (NDTAC) & 80 & 82 4 8 9
Products- Quality 84 89 84 85 81 83 82
Products- Usefulness 82 88 86 84 85 82 80
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

25%

58%
14%
3%
0%

Frequency

o-u Mo

36

Percent

16%

52%

28%
4%
0%

Frequency

-
w B

o -~

25

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

68%
0%
32%
0%
0%
0%

=N
~

O O O © o

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

4%
44%
28%
24%

Length of time inrole

11
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Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)
Score Table
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Sample Size 56 37 48 0 77 48 47
ED Staff/Coordination 83 77 81 - 84 90 90
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
ang procgdures 9 9 P 84 76 82 -~ 85 90 88
Responsiveness to your questions 83 76 83 - 79 90 91
Accuracy of responses 83 76 86 - 85 91 92
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 82 73 76 - 83 90 91
Consstency. of responses with ED staff from different 81 79 77 _ 84 _ _
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 88 75 81 _ 83 _ _
providing relevant services
Online Resources 77 72 74 - 78 81 81
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 74 70 69 - 71 79 78
Freshness of content 79 75 76 - 79 83 83
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 78 74 76 - 80 83 83
Ease of reading the site 78 72 73 - 79 81 82
Ease of navigation 75 70 71 — 78 77 78
Documents 77 75 70 -~ 78 82 85
Clarity 77 75 69 - 76 82 84
Organization of information 80 75 72 - 79 84 85
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 76 77 71 - 79 81 86
Relevance to yourareasof need 75 75 71 - 80 83 86
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 75 76 68 _ 77 82 86
that you face
OESE's Technical Assistance 74 72 73 -~ 78 -~ --
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement

- 72 74 - 79 - -
grant programs
Usefulness of OESEs technical assistance servicesas a _ 69 79 _ 78 _ _
model
ACSI 75 68 70 - 76 77 83
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 80 71 74 - 79 82 89
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 72 65 68 - 75 75 78
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 72 66 66 - 73 75 81
Trust
Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)
Impact Aid staff'sresponsiveness to answering 85 79 81 _ 86 94 95
questions
Impact Aid staff 'ssupportivenessin helping complete 85 79 83 _ 89 94 97
application
Impact Aid staff'sknowledge about technical material 79 80 81 - 90 93 97
Quality of interaction with staff during review process 86 76 83 - 84 88 93
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

31%
60%
6%
2%
0%

Frequency

48

Percent

47%
51%
2%
0%
0%

Frequency

47

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%

6%

9%
26%
40%
19%

-
© oo WO

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

9%
19%
30%
43%

Length of time inrole

Contacted Impact Aid Program for technical assistance
Contacted

Did not contact
Number of Respondents

41%
59%

18
26
44

30%
70%

14
33

47

Attended mtgs where info on Sec 7002 prog app submissionrev

process provided
Attended

Have not attended
Number of Respondents

61%
39%

27
17
44

62%
38%

29
18

47

Presentation and or materials prepared help understand

responsibilities

Helped understand
Did not help understand
Number of Respondents

96%
4%

26

27

97%
3%

28

29
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Final Report

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)
Score Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 59 37 66 81 77 49 50
ED Staff/Coordination 85 81 71 79 85 85 88
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
ang procgdures 9 9 P 86 84 74 78 85 87 89
Responsiveness to your questions 83 79 71 80 84 82 88
Accuracy of responses 87 85 74 81 87 86 89
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 83 78 71 77 81 86 87
Consstency. of responses with ED staff from different 82 80 67 75 82 _ _
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 83 75 67 78 85 _ _
providing relevant services
Online Resources 77 72 72 77 78 £ 75
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 72 68 70 72 73 73 73
Freshness of content 81 76 73 79 78 73 75
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 80 74 73 79 79 75 76
Ease of reading the site 76 72 72 76 77 75 77
Ease of navigation 75 71 71 74 78 74 74
Clarity 77 69 65 76 78 78 83
Organization of information 79 70 67 77 80 80 84
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 76 70 67 75 78 79 82
Relevance to yourareasof need 78 72 68 76 80 79 83
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 75 70 66 76 77 77 82
that you face
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you leamn to implement _ 68 70 73 77 _ _
grant programs
Usefulness of OESEs technical assistance servicesas a _ 58 63 70 74 _ _
model
ACSI 72 64 64 71 74 75 79
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 76 70 69 76 79 80 82
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 71 61 61 67 72 73 78
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 69 60 62 69 71 71 78

Trust

Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds | - |

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section
7003

Effectivenessin providing TA orinstructionsregarding
performance reports

Staff's performance inanswering questionsand helping
complete application

Ease of reaching person who couldaddressconcern
Impact Aid staff'sability to resolve issue

81

85

75
80

74

76

68
72

72

63

69
69

79

78

72
73

82

82

81
82

79

83

75
78

80

86

83
85

2019
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

31%
59%
6%
0%
4%

Frequency

49

Percent

34%
62%
2%
0%
2%

Frequency

50

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

2%
4%
24%
14%
34%
22%

1
2
12
7
17
11

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

Length of time inrole

4%
22%
38%
36%

2
11
19
18

Used written instruction and guidance documents for the Impact

Aid application

Used

Did notuse

Number of Respondents

82%
18%

40

49

98%
2%

49

50

Contacted the Impact Aid Program for technical assistance
Contacted

Did not contact

Number of Respondents

33%
67%

16
33
49

40%
60%

20
30

50

Participated in meetings where info on Sec 7003 prog or rev iew
process provided

Participated
Did not participate
Number of Respondents

59%
41%

29
20
49

76%
24%

38
12

50

Presentation and or materials helped understand responsibilities

Helped understand
Did not help understand
Number of Respondents

93%
7%

27

29

100%
0%

38

38

2019 163

Group



&
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

School district contacted by the Impact Aid Program in the past
year

Contacted
Was not contacted
Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

37%
63%

49

Frequency

18
31

Percent

44%
56%

Frequency

22
28
50

Letter provided sufficient explanation to prepare documents for

review

Provided sufficient explanation

Did not provide sufficient explanation
Number of Respondents

89%
11%
18

86%
14%

22

Receiv e timely communications regarding outcome of review

Received
Did notreceive
Number of Respondents

80%
20%
49

39
10

80%
20%

40
10
50
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2019

Promise Neighborhoods
Score Table

2019
Sample Size 11
ED Staff/Coordination 81
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 82
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 81
Accuracy of responses 84
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 82
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 79
program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin 81
providing relevant services
Online Resources 63
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 62
Freshness of content 64
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 66
Ease ofreading the site 63
Ease of navigation 61
Clarity 70
Organization of information 73
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 72
Relevance to yourareasof need 74
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 70
that you face
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement 83
grant programs
Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance servicesas a 73

model

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services

Trust
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

Promise Neighborhoods

ED Program Contactsquality of assistance
Urban Institute 'sNeeds Assessment Quality
Urban Institute 'sotherservices
SCORECARD system

GRADS 360 system

ACSI 78
81

155

Final Report

Group



Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2019

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

Percent

64%
27%
9%
0%
0%

Frequency

11

O O -~ w N

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

91%
0%
0%
0%
0%
9%

=N
o

- O O oo

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

18%

55%

27%
0%

Length of time inrole

o wWwoN

Asked for assistance in areas unrelated to fiscal or grantadmin

issues -PN

Asked

Did notask

Number of Respondents

45%
55%

11
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program

Score Table

Final Report

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 19 9 23 11 6 25 31
ED Staff/Coordination 87 90 81 87 85 78 84
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
ang procgdures 9 9 P 89 92 82 86 85 85 82
Responsiveness to your questions 85 88 76 87 78 70 79
Accuracy of responses 89 94 85 88 89 79 88
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 87 89 77 84 94 77 84
Consstency. of responses with ED staff from different 87 91 82 89 78 79 84
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 85 82 78 83 83 75 80
providing relevant services
Online Resources 67 76 71 79 71 67 70
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 60 64 70 78 74 68 73
Freshness of content 65 81 67 79 67 63 67
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 65 77 73 81 69 68 68
Ease of reading the site 70 78 74 79 69 69 74
Ease of navigation 65 77 71 78 70 67 71
Clarity 80 77 70 72 65 74 79
Organization of information 81 74 71 75 69 76 80
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 77 69 66 72 67 73 78
Relevance to yourareasof need 81 73 66 74 69 78 81
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 77 79 60 68 57 70 79
that you face
OESE's Technical Assistance 73 79 (Y (1) 51 67 71
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement _ 83 65 70 53 74 75
grant programs
ﬂs;é:llness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a _ 75 59 63 50 63 64
ACSI 71 74 62 64 64 67 72
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 79 79 69 69 69 72 76
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 68 70 57 63 61 64 70
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 65 70 59 61 63 63 71
Trust
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/RLIS
Accessibility and responsiveness of staff - - - 83 74 64 82
Clarity of information provided by program staff - - - 81 78 71 83
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Demographic Table

Overalll am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

24%

52%
16%
8%
0%

Frequency

-
w @

o N b

25

Percent

29%

52%
10%
3%
6%

Frequency

-
o ©

N =~ W

31

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

74%
0%
23%
0%
3%
0%

23

o =~ O NO

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

16%
29%
35%
19%

Length of time inrole

How frequently should REAP webinars be held -RLIS

Annually

Semi-annually

Quarterly

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%

0

10%
45%
45%

14
14

31

Use of grantfunds

Use of G5

Use of Max.gov

Providing Technical Assistance to Grantees
REAP Eligibility Data and Estimating Award Amounts
Consolidated grant application process
Grant eligibility data review & submission
Fiscal accountingprocedures

Monitoring RLIS grantees

Use of grantfundsforadministrative costs
Reporting and use of data

Other

Number of Respondents

32%
16%
32%
40%
44%
4%
28%
8%
64%
12%
12%
0%

N NN
P SN =R N )

o W w

25

45%
16%
35%
35%
35%
6%
26%
16%
55%
3%
16%
3%

Future technical assistancefor RLIS Grant~

o NI o

N
~

31
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REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program
Score Table

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 15 8 29 46 45 79 83
ED Staff/Coordination 78 85 88 84 83 83 83
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
ang procgdures 9 9 P 78 93 88 84 83 85 84
Responsiveness to your questions 80 81 88 84 80 82 83
Accuracy of responses 83 81 92 90 85 88 87
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 75 89 90 82 81 87 86
Consstency. of responses with ED staff from different 71 79 88 85 81 84 85
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 72 72 82 86 82 85 86
providing relevant services
Online Resources 75 79 75 73 64 73 70
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 67 78 68 69 60 72 68
Freshness of content 78 83 75 73 71 78 75
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 77 81 75 73 66 76 75
Ease of reading the site 73 81 77 71 64 73 69
Ease of navigation 75 73 75 70 61 70 68
Clarity 72 89 74 73 70 75 75
Organization of information 76 90 75 74 72 77 75
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 70 89 71 73 71 77 76
Relevance to yourareasof need 66 89 77 75 74 77 80
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 66 89 73 73 70 77 79
that you face
OESE's Technical Assistance 75 87 71 68 70 74 80
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement _ 85 72 70 69 75 81
grant programs
ﬂs;é:llness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a _ 83 65 63 74 72 80
ACSI 61 83 64 69 72 73 76
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 70 88 66 72 75 77 80
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 58 82 64 68 71 71 73
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 56 78 63 67 70 72 73
Trust
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/SRSA
Accessibility and responsiveness of staff - - - 77 77 81 81
Clarity of information provided by program staff - - - 78 75 82 81
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Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

35%
54%
4%
0%
6%

Frequency

79

Percent

46%
47%
6%
0%
1%

Frequency

83

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
2%
5%
35%
52%
6%

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

4%
14%
45%
37%

Length of time inrole

How frequently should REAP webinars be held - SRS
Annually

Semi-annually

Quarterly

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O O o

40%

27%

29%
5%

33
22
24

83
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2019

Score Table

2019

Sample Size 12
ED Staff/Coordination 65
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 81
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 64
Accuracy of responses 78
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 77
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 51

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

Ease of findingmaterialsonline

Freshness of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Ease ofreading the site

Ease of navigation

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs
Relevance to yourareasof need

Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues
that you face

OESE's Technical Assistance

Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement
grant programs

Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance servicesas a
model

ACSI

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations

How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services

Trust
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter
Schools

Dissemination of resourcesand opportunitiesthe CSP
provides

Commsand info accessible and provided intimely
manner

Technical assistance receive on projectimplementation
and budget questions

Assistance givesopportunity to give staffan
understandingof your project

Guidance CSP provideson Federalgrant compliance

s i 63

providing relevant services
Online Resources 55
54

61

Documents 65
59

(=]
N

a
©

59

50

63

54
50
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2019

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

Percent

17%
67%
8%
0%
8%

Frequency

- O -~ 0N

12

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

58%
0%
33%
0%
0%
8%

-~ OO O~

12

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
67%
33%

0%

Length of time inrole

o b~ 0O
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RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

Score Table

2019

Sample Size 38
ED Staff/Coordination 64
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 70
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 59
Accuracy of responses 68
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 63

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

Ease of findingmaterialsonline

Freshness of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Ease ofreading the site

Ease of navigation

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs
Relevance to yourareasof need
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues
that you face

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services
Trust

Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds

RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program
Responsiveness to questionsand requestsfor technical
assistance

Supportivenessin helping complete Unified or Combined
State Plan

Dissemination of subregulatory guidance

Provision of effective training and dissemination of
relevantinformation

Data Collection and Reporting

Fiscal/Grant Management

Programmatic

Technical Assistance

Utility of website forentering required data, retrieving and
revising reports

Ease of navigatingwebsite

Usefulness of information available on the website
Website technical support

5

providing relevant services 6
Online Resources 53
52

52
55
56

2

5
Documents 60
9

5

65
54
70

53

ACSI 49
57

46
42
56

61

64
61
58
56
59
59
62

57
57
67
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2019

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

Percent

8%
53%
26%
11%

3%

Frequency

38

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

87%
0%
3%
0%
5%
5%

33

N NO -~O

38

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

Length of time inrole

8%
45%
37%
11%

3
17
14
4
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School Climate Transformation Grants (LEA)
Score Table
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 45 57 55 59 40
ED Staff/Coordination 94 94 96 96 75
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures 93 92 95 96 79
Responsiveness to your questions 95 95 97 96 76
Accuracy of responses 95 95 97 96 86
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 96 94 93 97 74
Consstency of responses with ED staff from different 93 94 95 97 76
program offices
Collgb_oratlon wnthothe_rED programsor officesin 94 93 95 94 72
providing relevant services
Online Resources 78 83 86 90 67
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 81 87 86 89 71
Freshness of content 81 89 89 91 69
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 79 85 89 89 65
Ease ofreading the site 80 85 88 88 71
Ease of navigation 77 83 87 88 69
Documents 78 88 88 91 74
Clarity 77 87 88 91 75
Organization of information 79 88 88 91 78
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 78 87 89 92 75
Relevance to yourareasof need 79 88 89 93 77
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope ofissues 78 87 88 92 72
that you face
OESE's Technical Assistance 81 88 90 91 81
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement 82 90 91 93 82
grant programs
Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance servicesas a 78 85 88 20 77
model
ACSI 75 84 87 90 77
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 80 88 91 95 80
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 73 83 84 87 76
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 71 81 84 88 74
Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds - -- - -- 76

2019
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Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

86%
12%
2%
0%
0%

Frequency

59

Percent

45%

43%
10%
3%
0%

Frequency

-
~ 0o

o -~ b

40

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

43%
0%
53%
0%
0%
5%

17
0
21

N O O

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

10%
20%
57%
13%

Length of time inrole
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Strengthening Institutions Program
Score Table
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Sample Size 102 0 0 120 144
ED Staff/Coordination

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,

83 - - 86 84
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 70 - - 79 81
Accuracy of responses 83 - - 87 90
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 76 - - 84 86
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 82 . _ 83 85
program offices
Collaboration withother ED programs or officesin 85 B 87 86

providing relevant services

Online Resources - - 63 69
- - 64 69

72

Ease of findingmaterialsonline 67 -

Freshness of content 72 - - 60 67
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 72 - - 62 69
Ease of reading the site 71 - - 65 71
Ease of navigation 72 - - 66 70
Program Purpose 85 - - 86 88
Program Priorities 85 - - 84 88
Selection Criteria 81 - - 84 85
Review Process 79 - - 83 82
Budget Informationand Forms 82 - - 80 83
Deadlinefor Submission 88 - - 86 90
DollarLimiton Awards 86 - - 87 88
Page Limitation Instructions 87 - - 85 87
Formatting Instructions 85 - - 81 85
Program Contact 86 - - 86 90
ACSI 67 - - 64 77
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 73 - - 73 84
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 65 - - 61 74
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 62 - - 58 71
Trust - - - - 85

Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds - 85

Strengthening Institutions Program

Responsiveness to questions - - - 76 82

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, _ . _ 81 86
and procedures

Ability to resolve issues - - - 80 87
Use of clearand concise written and verbal 78 85
communication - - -

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or 74 83
financial issues - - -

Post award guidelines 74 - - 69 78
Performance reports 72 - - 66 69
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Demographic Table

84.031A

84.031F
Number of Respondents

Final Report
2018 2019
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency
0% 0 84% 121
0% 0 16% 23

144

Ov erall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

23%

57%
15%
3%
3%

120

42%
49%
3%
1%
5%

144

Job role

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

58%
7%
31%
0%
0%
4%

Length of time inrole
Less than one year

Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

26%

36%

32%
6%

37
52
46

Length of time working on currentgrant - SIP

Less than one year

1-2 years

2-3 years

3-4 years

4 or more years

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

o O O oo

30%
13%
25%
22%
10%

43

19

36

32

14
144

Satisfaction withservice

Satisfied
Not Satisfied
Number of Respondents

88%
12%

100
14
114

94%
6%

136

144

Frequency of interaction with staff
Weeky

Monthly

Afew timesa year
Once a year

Less than once a year

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O oo

1%
24%
65%

4%

5%

144
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Quality of customer service provided
Excellent

Very Good

Average

Fair

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O O o

Final Report

47%

35%
15%
3%

68
50
22

144

Receiv ed consistentinformation from the program office
Received consistentinformation from the program office

Did not receive consistentinformation from the program office
Number of Respondents

82%
18%

114

94
20

88%
13%

126
18
144
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2019

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Score Table

2018 2019

Sample Size 31 22
ED Staff/Coordination 69 62
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 77 68
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 70 54
Accuracy of responses 81 69
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 76 69
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 79 65
program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin 74 57
providing relevant services
Online Resources 64 60
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 61 60
Freshness of content 63 54
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 62 60
Ease ofreading the site 67 69
Ease of navigation 64 61
Clarity 66 74
Organization of information 69 73
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 61 66
Relevance to yourareasof need 65 73
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope ofissues

60 57
that you face
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement 66 58
grant programs
Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance servicesas a

55 48
model
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 61 56
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 52 47
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 54 51

Trust

Level of trust in office to meet yourorganization'sneeds
Student Support and Academic Enrichment
Responsiveness in answering questions

Knowledge of technical material

Meeting program compliance requirements

Website

Products
Clarity of communication
Professionalism
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Demographic Table
2018 2019
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Number of Respondents

31

Strongly Agree 6% 2 9% 2
Agree 68% 21 68% 15
Disagree 10% 3 18% 4
Strongly Disagree 13% 4 5% 1
Does Not Apply 3% 1 0% 0

22

Number of Respondents

Project or State Director - - 86% 19
School Officer - - 0% 0
Grant Coordinator - - 14% 3
Superintendent - _ 0% 0
Business Manager - - 0% 0
Other - - 0% 0

Length of time inrole

Less than one year - - 9% 2
Between 1-3 years - - 59% 13
Between 3-10 years - - 27% 6
More than 10 years - - 5% 1
Number of Respondents -
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2019

Score Table

2019

Sample Size 14
ED Staff/Coordination 80
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 85
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 72
Accuracy of responses 89
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 92
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 75

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

Ease of findingmaterialsonline

Freshness of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Ease ofreading the site

Ease of navigation

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs
Relevance to yourareasof need
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues
that you face

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services
Trust

Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds
Supporting Effective Educator Dev elopment Program
Assistance inimproving program planning and
implementation

Providing relevantinformationand ideas

Connecting youwith otherexpertsorpractitioners
Implementing a meaningful, igorousevaluation
Gaininghelpful techassistance to conduct meaningful,
rigorousevaluation

s : 77
providing relevant services

8

70

6

ACSI 68
75

6

64
67
68

7

78
79
81

79

65
63
74
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2019

Demographic Table

FY 2015

FY 2016 Evaluation Extension
FY 2017

FY 2018

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2019
Percent Frequency
23% 3
8% 1
31% 4
38% 5

13

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

43%
50%
0%
7%
0%

14

o ~0O0NO

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

57%
0%
21%
0%
7%
14%

N =~ O wo o

Length of time inrole

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

7%
43%
29%
21%

14

w b o -
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Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants
Score Table
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Sample Size 50 57 19 31 24 28 17
ED Staff/Coordination 88 86 69 74 74 78 72
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
ang procgdures 9 9 P 89 85 71 73 81 79 75
Responsiveness to your questions 89 87 68 70 69 78 64
Accuracy of responses 91 90 71 75 78 83 80
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 91 85 66 71 72 74 79
Consstency. of responses with ED staff from different 81 83 64 80 80 75 79
program offices
Collgb_oratlon W|thothe_rED programsorofficesin 81 84 65 79 78 80 72
providing relevant services
Online Resources 67 64 55 63 4\ 64 47
Ease of findingmaterialsonline 65 59 49 59 65 65 48
Freshness of content 68 66 53 65 72 60 51
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 67 63 53 62 71 66 48
Ease of reading the site 67 66 58 63 70 62 50
Ease of navigation 62 63 50 58 66 61 45
Clarity 77 77 61 69 78 73 70
Organization of information 79 79 60 73 83 74 71
Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs 78 76 52 66 76 67 64
Relevance to yourareasof need 81 79 59 73 80 70 72
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues 76 74 58 67 74 67 64
that you face
OESE's Technical Assistance 71 68 48 63 67 64 58
Effectivenessof OESE in helping you learn to implement _ 74 52 64 70 71 65
grant programs
ﬂs;é:llness of OESE s technical assistance servicesas a _ 60 38 60 64 60 52
ACSI 66 65 50 61 64 58 52
How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services 72 69 58 65 68 67 58
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations 62 64 46 59 61 51 49
How well ED compareswith ideal productsand services 61 61 44 57 61 54 48
Trust
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants
Providesassistance thatenhancescapacity to _ _ _ _ 66 68 59
implement
Providessupport thatisresponsive to my State’sneeds _ _ _ _ 65 67 59
toimplement
Helpsaddress implementation challenges - - - 66 67 65 63
Providesinformation about key changesto requirements - - - - 74 73 66

2019 175

Group



Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall l am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2018

2019

Percent

14%

54%

25%
0%
7%

Frequency

-
o &

N O N

28

Percent

6%
35%
35%
6%
18%
1

Frequency

w =20 o -

7

Project or State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

94%
0%
0%
0%
0%
6%

=N
(o]

- O O oo

Less than one year
Between 1-3 years
Between 3-10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

Length of time inrole

0%
29%
41%
29%

g N oo
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2019

Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants

Score Table

2019

Sample Size 19
ED Staff/Coordination 81
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 82
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 82
Accuracy of responses 81
Sufficiency of legal guidance inresponses 78
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 89

program offices
Collaboration withother ED programsor officesin

Ease of findingmaterialsonline

Freshness of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Ease ofreading the site

Ease of navigation

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meetyour program needs
Relevance to yourareasof need
Comprehensivenessin addressing the scope of issues
that you face

How satisfied are you with ED’s productsand services
How well ED’s productsand services meet expectations
How well ED compareswith ideal products and services
Trust

Level of trustin office to meet yourorganization'sneeds
Teacher and School Leader Incentiv e Grants
Assistance inimproving program planning and
implementation

Providing relevantinformationand ideas

Connecting youwith otherexpertsor practitioners
Relevant knowledge of program activities

Quality and helpfulnessof communication

8

providing relevant services 1
Online Resources 70
71

73
70
72

70
Documents 79
6

7

80
78
80

78

ACSI 79
84

76
75
85
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Demographic Table

2019
Percent Frequency
Formula v s Discretionary
Formula 0% 0
Discretionary 100% 19
Number of Respondents 19

TIF5 61% 11
TSL 39% 7
Number of Respondents 18

Ov erall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and serv ices

Strongly Agree 37% 7
Agree 58% 1
Disagree 5% 1
Strongly Disagree 0% 0
Does Not Apply 0% 0
Number of Respondents 19

Job role

Project or State Director 58% 11
School Officer 0% 0
Grant Coordinator 37% 7
Superintendent 0% 0
Business Manager 0% 0
Other 5% 1
Number of Respondents 19

Length of time inrole

Less than one year 5% 1

Between 1-3 years 53% 10
Between 3-10 years 37% 7

More than 10 years 5% 1

Number of Respondents 19
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Verbatim Responses by Program
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U.S. Department of Education
Grantee Satisfaction Survey 2019

Verbatim Comments

The comments reported in this section have been edited so that identifying information and names of
individuals given in comments have been omitted.

Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors of Ad
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

It needs to be organized by contentarea. |[ELCE, IET, Allowable costs, Procurement, etc.
Overall excellent
Organization. Large Topics - subtopics. Better search capability.

The search feature needs to have more capability when attempting to find items or guidance.

The websiteis sufficient for my needs. Thereisalways an opportunityto improve user interfaceanduser
experience, including video snapshots of news andinformation.

I thinkit's already pretty user friendly. The 'what's new' section isn't updated veryfrequently and has oldstuff.
Alsotherearesomebroken links occasionally.

Clarity on various approvals and programs Less busy/wordy
Moresubjectsearch responsive.

Givetrainingon howitissetup andwaysto navigatethissite. Especially add this to the New Directors training.

Itwould be hel pful to have links to the NRS website and other places where materials from State Directors'
meetings and other trainings are housed. (Much like NASDAE posts everything fromthe NTI.)

None. Itis pretty user friendly.
Almostanything will help. Very pleased to learnabout proposed website changes.
Thereis too much information and text.

The Virginia staff have experienced high-quality technical assistance in all service areas. Continue to maintain
awareness of best practices across theregionandcountry.

Continueto sharerelevantfederal grants administrationdata withstates.
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Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Makeituser friendly by ensuring that current topics are easily accessible and availablein less than three 'clicks'.

Thereis a lotof useful andimportantinformation - | think the websiteis fine. I1tis making surethe users (me)
thinkand search inthe sameterminology thatyou use.

Nothingtorecommend inthisarea.

Not always clear in answers esp with Perkins V guidance

Keep up the good work!

N/A

No suggestions

Itwould be hel pful if they posted current state data in a more timely manner

Difficultto find public comment documents and resources, needs to be moreclear

the RTl siteis quitegood, hopethatiswhatyouareaskingabout...dontuseed.gov

Don'tknow, becausel amnota web developer. | shouldbeabletotypeany Perkins granttermand geta
response.

Makeiteasier to findrelevant content. The navigation is toughto getto programs you want, andthen often,
whatyou needis notthere.

| can'tthinkof anything.

CUSTOM QUESTIONS

PERKS3. In evaluating the usefulness of the Perkins Collaborative Research Network (PCRN), on a
scale of 1—10, where 1 is poor and 10 is excellent, please rate the usefulness of PCRN. Please
elaborate onyour response if there is a particular aspect of PCRN you want to address.

| find the PCRN easy to useand very useful.

NA

Is notused frequently

the data explorerisagreattool; the webinars have helped new staff,
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National Professional Development Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Please keep things updated. Ifa reportchanges (suchasadding a new question to G5 thatapparently wedid
not need to answer butsentourteaminto a week of panic), please post NEW and UPDATED instructions. Atthe
very least, please let the program officer know (she was alsoconfused). Butoverall, what| find ontheED siteis
either difficultto findor what| findseems to be several years old.

The Clearinghouse (NCELA) website could be updated moreregularly. | have had success with the Manhatten
group working with the KMS for quarterly reporting--they are resoureceful, professional, and friendly.

The websites for quarterly and annual reporting(KMS and G5) are clunky and often slow. For the KMS site, itis
sometimes unclear howto reportthe numbers. In the past, once we enter someitems indraftformand
wanted to revise before submitting, we had to call a KMS customer rep to do this for us. Both websites are
generally slow and difficult to navigate.

Offer the mostrecentstatistics for ELs andbilingual studentsinthe U.S. with thereferences.

Makeitmoreintuitive
Some of theinformation is outdated and someitems are hardto find.
I amnota websiteexpert. From my professor perspective, its justfine.

Easeof navigationcanalways be streamlined.

Looked for abstracts forprior grants..... hardto find and isincomplete. Looked firbasicinfo on ELdemographics
- couldn'tfind.

Improve navigation, narrow down topics.

Itcould follow web design best practices and provide information inan intuitive, visually appealing manner.
I'mnotsure. Theresources there are excellent

Provide explanations anddefinitions that are connectedto federal reportingrequirements.
Updatedesignanddeclutter eachpage. Reducethe number of layers to go through to find information.
Update with news andannouncements more frequently. Regular features on NPD projects (ona rotating basis)
would bea niceaddition, and wouldshow others who visit the site that we're actually doing this work (and not
justthatwewereawardedthefundsforit).

lamgenerallyOKwithitanditdoes generally work for me quite well. | didn'tuseit much atfirst, but now
returntoitmorefrequently.

Website seems fine. | have more difficulty getting communications directly

| appreciate having copies of successful grant applications available.

| often find it easierto google the specificinformation| wantto findversus going to the OELAwebsiteto find it.
For example, getting the staff directory is easier if | simply search 'OELA staff directory' or 'NPD staff directory'
rather than goingto the websitedirectly. ltwould also be helpful of OELAhad a page with differentheaders
fromthe Dept. of Education, as the needs of those seeking information on studentloans, for example, is likely
quitedifferentfromtheinformationthatgrantees, grant seekers, and educators are trying to findwhen
navigatingtothe OELAand/or NPD page.

Havea placespecificto NPD grantees with updates and infosuch as deadlines, calendars, etc.

No suggestions

N/A

Have had difficulty logging in to G5.Govfor Annual Performance Report. Problem solved quickly. However,
major problem with Knowledge Mgmt System. Have still not been able to uploadaccurate budgetfigures.
Seems likeitrequires more clicks thannecessary to locateresources on the site. Maybe si mplifying the number
of pages connected to OELA's mainwould help.

Ithinkitisaboutthelookofthesite, thesearchabilityof thesite, and intuitive nature. | justthinkitneedsan
upgrade.
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None

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Project Director
University faculty
ProjectInvestigator
Pl1/Professor

CUSTOM QUESTIONS
NPD11. What, if any, improvements have you seenin OELA over the last year?

Noneobserved.

I think thatthe budget mechanismfor the KMS site couldbe more user -friendlyas you must take youroverall
budgetand deductandadd to come up with theaccurate numbers. They should have a calculation allowing
you to enter your lastyear, newyear, new expenditures, projected so that the calculationwill happen thesame
waythatwecalculateit

Our program officer, [redacted], is just wonderful. He has the right mix of providing support, but also maintains
a critical eye. Its hard to improve on whathedoes.

Appreciatethe work on Gifted ELs, the Family Toolkit,and the ELData Resources. Very useful and accessible
resources.

I haveseen animprovementin KMS.

They areworkingtoimprove the quarterly reporting system, KMS.

The onlinereporting system appears to have stabilized (hopefully).

moreresponsive POs

Webinars are more frequent, but seemto be focused on technical issues of reports. Manyof thoseon the
webinars seemto havevery little knowledge of grantreporting processes. Manyseemto havelittle knowledge
of onlinereporting systems of any sort. Theirquestions becometiringto me, as | havemuchgrant
writing/management/reporting experience (even with NPD itself)anddon't need the sametype of detailed
informationthatthey do. As a result, | don't findthe webinars to be helpful to me. | would rathersee webinars
thatfocus on some of the working features of NPD projects, with collaboration on conceptualization, content,
and even management. Thistype of collaborative time could lead to someinteresting possibilities for research
acrossinsitutions/projects, and wouldserve to advanceourfield and the NPD programitself. Somesuch
webinars mightbe optional--and might focus on just onetype of project component. The program officers
mighteven look across projects to suggest that certaindirectors participate in certain topic-focused webinars
based on commonalities they seeamongthose projects or research questions that might come about by
comparison of different approaches to the various components.

At firstthe entering of data on the OIE PDPDCSwebsite was challenging, probablybecause so many of us were
tryingto getinto thesiteatonceto enter critical data. Each monththis became easieras meand staff became
more familiar withiit.

OELA has published some excellent publications this yearand conducted seminars about reportingandbudget
reallocationrequests. | amlooking forwardto the Directors Meetingin November. | have nothad any problems
atall.

The new KMS monitoringsystemis a bigimprovement.

Not applicable
Excellentvideo presentation.
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Have notseen any improvements. However, my project officer is excellent.
No improvements to suggest
The KMS systemis vastly improved and easier to work with. That Webinar was AMAZING!
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Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Modernizethe website. The platformis very outdated.

Not sure

Found information helpful, and easyto navigate online

lamstill uncertain why weareworkinginKMS and G5. for report submissions. Thesites are not extremely
difficultto workin, however they tend to log out quickly whilel amlooking through documents or rewording a
sentence, etc. Justaninconvenience, butnota majorissue.

Updatelinksto grant programs

Information needs to be morecurrent.

Itis the most confusing and unfriendly sitel have used. | don'tknow whereto click to find our grant sites. Too
many clicks.

| find the KMS reporting tool extremely confusing.

No comment

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Districtfederal programs Director
School Principal

CUSTOM QUESTIONS
NAM11. What, if any, improvements have you seen in OELA over the last year?

Hugeimprovementin technicalassistance and accuracyof information.

I have notrecognized any major changes then it seems morefriendlier in doing thereports.

Wewere given a new program manager a couple of monthsago andithas made a tremendous positive
differenceinthefeedback andsupportwearereceiving. | wouldhave scored the services muchhigher,
however over the pastyear,andin reality theterm of thegrant, we wereon our own. [redacted]isour
program manager nowandis always so professional, positive andvery helpful.

KMS seems to bea good tool.

KMS has improved, thanks!

Responsiveness to tribal need for languageinstruction, notjust English Language Learner programs.
Increased communications

No comment.
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21st Century Community Learning Centers
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Updateinformation and resources more frequently.

Makeitmoreuser friendly.

Overtime keep the toolkits updated. Currently they arevery relevantand up to date.

Nothing

I haven'tspentenoughtimeonitto beableto provideimprovementsuggestions

More updated resources such as a non-regulatoryguidance.

Mixed messages about old21st CCLC guidance from 2003. We weretold (by priordirector) thatitwouldcome
down.ltremainsup. Notsurewhether to refer toitor not. ED has done a better job recently posting items that
areshared withSEA coordinators on the websitein a reasonable amount of time. My scoreisanimprovement
fromhow | would have scored itinthe pastbecauseitseems that moreinformation is available (guidance,
resources, events) thaninthe past.

The fontis smalland notvery user friendly. The website has notchanged ina while. Thecontentshouldbe
refreshed and offer moretechnicalassistance.

Current website offers minimal resources, but contracted websiteis being used ina helpful way.
Moreinformationcan beavailable on the web

Providea directtabto 21st CCLC on thehomepage.

n/a

Instead of sending us to the document with the CFR, send us to the searchable e-CFR. MUCH much friendlier to
navigate. https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-

idx?SID=6214841a79953f26c5c230d7 2d6b70al &tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title02 /2cfr200_main_02.tpl

buildsearch terms, check for outdated links

Conferences, SEA meetings, presentations, etc.

Placingallthe necessaryprogram guidance andtemplates for SEAand Sub-Grantees in one area.

Ittakes months forcontentto be updated andincluded on thesite.

Links to contractor websites with resources

No suggestions

Updateresources, include | egislative updates related to whatis happening on Capital Hillas it pertainsto 21 st
CCLC.

Pleaseadd linksto Y4Ysiteeverywhereonthe USEd 21stCCLCsite! Pleasecontinueto doa wonderful job.
The 21st CCLC US Department of Ed staffisthebest!

Less textand simply easyto read links to relevant sections of ESSAand the Uniform Grants Guidance

The websiteis difficult to navigate. It wouldbe hel pful if specifictabs were available for after school programs
orifstaff could belocated by name.

I imaginetherearelimitations asfar aslook and layout. However,itis notveryuserfriendly. Maybeif
informationwas provided ina tool barstructure based on content. Therearetoo many links to everything. You
clickonelink, haveto scrolldownandclickanother. Thenit's hardto getbackto whereyou started. Notsure if
this helped........... justthatitisnotuserfriendlyatall.

Would like to see guidance on key administrativeissues relatedto 21st CCLC programes.

Makeiteasier to gettothe 21st CCLC page. IfI didn'tknowthat| needed to do a searchfor 21st CCLC oncel get
to the ed.gov webpage, | would notknow how to get to this information.

Itjustneeds moreinformation, documents, guidance, etc. It's kind of bare.
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Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

LEA Staff
Assistant Superintendent - supervises program director

Assistant Program Manager
Program Specialist
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Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State Entities
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

The websiteis goodbutcouldbea bitmoreintuitive. | wantittoread my mindmore. | knowthatsounds
ridiculous but -you asked.

A common thing | amlooking forare applications and feedback from past CSP SEA/SE grant competitions. |
know atonetime, | could find this information, but manytimes, | have attempted to find this informationon the
siteand cannotfind it. Itseems like certain pages getrefreshedandthen the old contentdisappears. Italso has
feltthatway attimes interms of historic policyguidance (Dear Colleague Letters and such). | know that we have
the SE/SEAExchange. If some content gets pulled off the public site, perhaps it could be moved/archived to the
SE/SEA Exchange?

Presentlyl amtryingto complete the self pace courses. Thesite has notbeen accessiblethelasttwo times i
triedtoaccessitMay2 and3,and 6th. If thereisa navigationissuel don'tseeany instructions on how to
maneuver around it.

It's user pretty user friendly.

Morelinksto drilldownon specificinformation.

so much information and having to search differentterms and theresults aren'talways relevant. Also the
readingthrough the Register is difficult

Havea reallygood search function. Keep it updated. Explainwhat each office does.

My only complaintis|wishl could link to all of thefund/awards on one page. Maybe a searchable database or
site. Otherwise, thelayoutiseasyto follow.

lama newgrantmanager and have not hadthe opportunity or need to go to the website.
Improve search function to refine results. Post updates ina timely fashion.

The websiteshouldbe kept currentand be updated regularly. Itis also difficult to navigate when searching for
specificinformation.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

GrantManager
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Comprehensive Literacy State Development
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Itcanbehardto findresourcesifyou don'tknow the specificname of the programwheretho seresources lie.
I have been ableto locate resources and assistance without difficulty. When | have usedthe hel p/support, |
havereceived excellent support.

None

I haveno problem with the website.

The websitefor thegrantis organized well. Pretty easy to get to where we need to go withouttoo many clicks.
The Department websiteasa wholeis more clunky- takes many clicks to get where you need to know.
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CUSTOM QUESTIONS

SR9. What technical assistance topics can the SRCL program provide during meetings and SRCL
Communities of Practice events to support the states more effectively?

The TA assigned to my state has not provided high-quality assistance. When we attend other TACoPs, they are
much more effective.

Early Learning Evidence Based literacyinstructionandassessment

Our current TAprovider is exceptional. Ourcalls are meaningful and wereceive supportas needed in atimely
fashion.

Our CoPs provide examples and evidence-based practices for several topicareas. Theseare much appreciated!
Clarification response on Questions

we arestill struggling with how to insist on evidence-based practices in a local control state. | think thisis a topic
plaguing manyofus.

moreinformationon adolescent literacy supports
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Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian
Children
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Granteeshouldonly receive direct accurateinformation fromtheirassigned FPO. Multiple emails from
different persons are confusing. Mid-year APR putthegranteeina difficultsituationhavingto predict meeting
yearly goals and objectives.

With accurateandup-to-dateinformation and contacts.

Itis the most cumbersomesite. Itdoesn't pointto granteeinformationon the front page. You mustclick
numerous times to getanywherethatgrantees need. Puta hyperlinkplease.

Ensureall formsthat need to be submitted for Annual performancereports areaccessibleinthereporting
section. Makesuredirections are clearfor annual performance reports and all other required reporting. Make
sureprogram coordinatorinformation is accurate.

Continuous updates

I have mostlyusedthe department's technical assistance provider cOp website for assistancein grant
operations. | used thedepartment's website while writingthe grant, butthatwas overa yearago.
Ensurethatall informationis up to dateandcorresponds with informationreceived with grantapplications.
The websiteis easy to maneuver and caneasily findwhatyouneed. Justtakesa little timeto getused to as you
would with any kind of changes. Greatjob...

Updated information. Post upcoming training that would benefit effective program evaluation. More
explanation of howto report GPRAmeasure on Annual Report.

The websiteisgoodasis.

n/a

The links work quite well, and thatis how | normally access what| need to get. Thereis a lotto read to getto
the links, somaybe streamline that somehow. The navigation boxes off to the side are very helpful asis.

I have notsuggestions on this at this time

No recommendations.

| find itsomewhat busyandvisuallycluttered.

Please make a separate section for OIE with all the links available and easy to use. Updateregularly contacts and
upcominginformation.

Perhaps separatingthe programs withinthe websitesoitis apparent when you get to the websitethat you are
indeed accessing the appropriate information. The websiteis not user friendly and not easyto navigate.

I haven'tused the website.

The siteisclean-cutand concise. It's easy to navigate and findinformation.

As an example of how 'unfresh' the Office of Indian Education Demonstration grant pageis, on the Legislation,
Regulations, and Guidance page the Notice of InvitingApplications is from April of 2015. Most of theitems on
the Resource pagearefrom2015,anditrefersto TitleVIIl, not Title VI. In the Key Staff directory, our previous
program officer [redacted]is listed, and our currentone [redacted] is not - so this has dated informationas well.
The Performance Planpagehas 2009 as the mostrecentinformation. Has the Performance P lan been updated
sincethen? You wouldthinkitwouldhave been updatedin 10yearstime. The Awards page hasn'tbeen
updated since 2016. The Funding Status page hasn't been updatedsince 2017. These examples are just whatis
seen on the website. With regards to knowledge, the former Program Officer [redacted] told us we had to go
outto bid on contracts with our grant consortium partners - the co-applicants of the grant who were LEAs.
Thereis only one Humboldt County Office of Education, and one School Di strict serving the highschoolsinour
grantprogram, yetsheinsisted we go through aformal bidding process when these contracts were with our co-
applicants, asif therewas anotherschool district serving our schools, or another office of education. Th at email
debatedelayed our project three months. So, no, information provided by staff was NOT good. [redacted] is
MUCH better, moreresponsive, and less antagonisticthan [redacted] who was impatient and hostile with our
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Program Directoron the phone, sighing heavilyeachtimea questionwas asked. Thank you forthis opportunity
to providefeedback on the Office of Indian Education. We are very pleased with our new Program Officer and
look forwardto workingwith her.

Have up to date contactinformation for employees.

Therearesome missing links forsomeitems

Layouttheinformation by grant/program with s pecific related information/resources.

Provide correctreporting dates. Do not do updates during hi volume access times necessary for getting
informationon reporting.

Whatl waslooking for was how to acknowledge OIE on outreach materials. | think it would be very hel pful if
you organized your site (with regard to this particular grant) in aclearand lineal searchpattern, e.g. Dept. of
Ed/OIE/grants/Indian Demo Grant. On that page, in addition to general info about that grant program, | would
askifthesitevisitorisacurrentgrantee or a potential applicant. The next window would have searchoptions
such as: Acknowledgement Requirements/Forms/Reporting requirements /Upcoming dates (meetings,
conferences, reportdeadlines, etc.)/Contactinfo.

I'mnotsurewhat! would say to howtoimproveit, butithada steep learning curve for me. Itwas hard to
know whereto look for whatl was searchingfor.

Do notuseitmuch.

| a OKwiththesiteasitis now. Nothing| thinkneeds amajoroverhaul.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Director of Education
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Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

I havenotused thewebsiterecentlybecauseitis not easy to navigate.

Pleaseadd links to NCHE and NAECHY sites everywhere on the USEd 21st CCLCsite! Pleasecontinuetodoa
wonderful job. The 'Education for Homeless Children and Youth' US Department of Ed staffisthe best!

Why can'tl havedirectaccess to my federal program manager? | feel positive thathe knows the program
better than the person | haveto go throughwho will determinewho | cantalk to/what| need. | havebeenin
this positionfor several years - | already know what | need and whocanhelpme.| willusetheresources that|
already know andtrust - notthis system. Whatareyou guys thinking??Sorry...

Easiernavigation.

Would liketo seea moresimplified wayto searchfor | egislative information.

Add dates of items posted Moreclearly labeled content Back button

Itis too convoluted. It'shardto usethesearchengineandeven harder to find what I'mlooking for.

n/a

More user friendlyto navigate to various programs.

nothing comesto mind

Itwould be mosthelpful to include more up-to-dateinformation on monitoring and prior monitoring reports to
ensureimprovementforprograms across the nation.

searchoption does notbring up mostrelevant, recent links

Text is too small and navigation is confusingso | avoidthis website.

Removeall yourold links. 90% of the time when | do a googlesearchfor something, thelinkistoan oldlink
fromyour website. It gets frustrating, so | end up usingother sources to find theinformation | need.

Posta copy of TitleIX, Part Aon thesite. Ifitis there, | cannotfindit. Itwasreauthorizedin 2015and yet, no
copyonthesite.

The lowratingis notreallythe fault of USED; rather the changeinadministration that negated so much of the
non-regulatoryguidance following reauthorizationwe had received initial access to. Now when you open most
NR guidance, it will havethe caveaton thetop of thefront pageaboutrescinding, butthenitis up totheSEAto
gothrough andtrytoconnectitto statutedo discernwhatis currentlyapplicableand whatis not. It would have
been better for me if USED deleted or struck throughthe parts of NR guidance that wasn't current, or rewrote
the NRsoitis current. | primarily findinformationon the ED TA center, NCHE, which hastheability to be
moreliberal user friendly.

Itis very difficult trying to find program pages on the website. Aheader/hyperlinkshouldbelocatedon the
home pagealongside 'Student Loans, Grants, Laws, and Data'.

itcanbehardto gettowhatyouwantifyoudon'tknowthe exact wording of whatyou arelooking for.
Difficultto findinformationusing the key phrases.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

State Coordinator Homeless Education
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English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill State Formula

Grants)
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Add tabs for thedifferentaudiences. Send emails to highlight new information posted such as allocationtables,
etc..

Increased organization of materials and accessibility on small screens
Listall newest mostrelevantarticles first or hideitems notincurrentyearinan archivesection by year

The website works well for my needs.

Removeoutdated material. Enhancesearchfeatures. If outdated materials remain, atleaststrike out
incorrectorsupersededinformation Where pieces of information relate to others, list related materials
Having oneallencompassing section thatlists all the relevant|aws, guidance and policies that apply to Titlelll
would be especially helpful. This has been discussedfor several years and we were informed thatworkwasin
process butsucha pagehasnotyetbeen provided.

Thankyou for theamendmentto theTitle !l part Aguidance regarding assessment, it was very muchneeded.
The website could offer enhanced search capabilities. Continueto providespace holders for documents which
arebeingvetted.

At this timel have no suggestions. | have been ableto find what | need fromthe website. | really do likethe
toolkits thathave been created.

More user friendlymay makeiteasier to locateinformation.

Very difficultto |ocateall relevantinformationabout Title Il on the ed.gov website including the current text of
the law.

When | havesearched thesite using searchterms, the searches tend to yield older statutory information rather
than updated resources. However, at other times, | am able to access the updated resources, so | have found my
experience withthe website to be somewhatinconsistent.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

ESSA Director

CUSTOM QUESTIONS

ELAS. Think about services offered in the previous year (e g , opportunities for peer learning,
collaboration calls, grantee meetings, communities of practice, webinars, publication of non-
regulatory guidance, support transitioning to the Every Student Succeeds

TherearenoTitlelll/ELcommunities of practice offeredto all states
Presentations sharedat CCSSO meetings. In person meeting.
Communication when questions are sent to the Department; guidance documents for implementation of Title Il

Grantee meeting

I havenoteven heard of mostof theservices above. | attended a meeting regarding the transition to ESSAand it
was somewhat helpful, but was not nearenough information forwhat we needed. | alsoattended a meeting on
peer review whichwas alsohel pful, but could have been better with follow up overtime as we were working on
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itsuch assupporting peer learning and conversations. Non-regulatory guidanceis challengingto refer to dueto
administrative inconsistencies.

The Combined Programs meeting was an opportunityto bring thetitles together to hear about each other.
Involvementin NCSTIIID, NABE, La Cosecha, TESOL, SCASS, etc. has been very beneficial to relationship building
and sharing of information. Thecollaborationwith OELAisinvaluableand provides solid supportand
resources.

Publication of guidance documents that expandon interpretation of allowable and supplemental.

Timely responses with examples through emailand personal attentionduring the Combined Meetings--this
provides balanced technical assistance.

Iamnotinthehabitof contacting the federal government for support butfund the ELtool kit veryvaluable.
English Learner Toolkits are very hel pful.

[Redacted] while providing guidance on Title 1l has been responsive, accurate, and very timely inassisting with
specificsituations regarding questions not easilyfound on the USED website, statute, or non reg guidance. Her
assistance has been invaluable.

The onesession forTitle !l staff that was faceto faceatthe earlyDecember meetingin DC.
presenceatcombined federal meeting

Webinars and non-regulatory guidance have been particularly hel pful.

Contactwith OESE has generally been positive.

ELAG6. How can the Department’s services be improved over the next year to better meet the
needs of your State as you implement your Title Il grant? (Please cite specific recommendations)

Createin person sessions andwebinarsforTitlel andTitlelll to coordinate efforts to serve ELs.
Draft sample communication that SEAs can share with LEAs, schools, and parents

Webinars, podcasts -so hard to getaway foran expensivetripto DC

Our districts struggle to expend Title Il funds because the requirements are extremely restrictive. Wouldbe
helpful to see how other states and districts are using these funds.

Offer realisticprogram support ratherthan legal adviceand quoting the law. We work with real kids andreal
teachers inreal schools. Thelaws inplace should havereal solutions on how to implementthemin schools. For
example, topics on ELs with disabilities have been discussed for manyyears andthe USDE has provided what the
law requires but nothinginrealisticsolutions as to how to identify, serve, or exitthem. When wecreate laws,
we need to be abletoimplementthemas well. | realize thisis monumentally challenging, but extremely
important! It's easy to pass laws when you don'thave to deal with how they areimplemented or enforced.
Offer more opportunities for states to get together for networking and peer learning. Communities of Practice
aregreatforthosewho are participating; whatabout all of the others? Webinars? What webinars?

Offeringa onestop shopfor allthings relevantto Title |1l on the web would beinvaluable. Maybe a walk
through thelegislationwith hyperlinks to additional information whichsupports theimplementationor oversite
of the information. (Title VI, OCR, NCELA, Lauetc.) Relationshipbuilding between statestaffandprogram
administratorat USED couldincreasetrustlevels. Morefaceto face opportunitiestointeractand hearfrom
experts and network. Updated guidance on topicsimpacted by ESSA (foreignexchange students, family
engagement, clarificationon thechanged indirectandindirect costs and help communicating to finance, etc.)

Would need more guidanceintopics related to Section1.4: -Supporting the developmentand implementation
of pre-school programs -Offering programs to help ELs achieve success inpost-secondaryeducation -
Improvinginstructionof ELs with disabilities -Providing recognition, which mayinclude providing financial
awards, to recipients of subgrants undersection 3115 that have significantly improved the achievementand
progressof ELs Thankyou!

Continuing to keep up with thechanges is a huge challenge, thanks for doing yourbest!
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| justneed toreach outmorebecausel have never made contact

Title Il specificwebinars.

Continuewith timelyandaccurateresponses when a questionis posed. This has been instrumental in assisting
districts withsituations that| have been unableto findinstatute or non reg guidance.

Havinga resourcefornew Titlelll Directors on a timeline for what needs to be accomplished with links to
resources for those tasks.

Need resources andfaceto facetraining, peer structure, feedbackfromfield. Use OME asa model for service.
The reorganization of the OESE has weakened a system that was going well.
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Grants for State Assessments
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Itreally wasn'ttoo badonceyou gotinandhadto useitmorethana fewtimes. Onceyou enter thesite,
finding yourgrantrequired knowingthe DUNS# (LONG NUMBER) or other complicated identifiers--which was
cumbersome. HOWEVER, itis understandable that this would be the case on a FEDERALDATABASE. Onceyou
were into your personal fileset, the site was fairlyuserfriendly and intuitive. Itwasa matter of usingthetools
often vs. 'stoppingin' to do something after having been awayfor a longtime and trying to remember whatyou
were supposedto do. Familiarity is key,andhonestly, thatisn'tthe'site's' fault.

Sincethereis so muchinformationanditis notalways clear how to navigate, a really good search capability that
allows us to go right to documents needed without navigating s hel pful.

Havinga clearlink off of the main ESSA page would be very hel pful.

Structure with the end user in mind - specifically, order of items, tasks, information and resources should flow
fortheend user.

The layout of the website andthe navigation could be vastlyimproved through a new Ul/UX design. Currently,
itis very reminiscent of Web 1.0 interfaces.

PleaseincludeTitleVinformation on the website and provide internal coherenceto access all titles (Title| - Part
C, partD.)

| went to locate 'required federal assessed subjects areas for students' found an FAQ page, and there was no
questionon whichsubjects areas wererequiredto beassessed. This portioncould be more publicfriednly so
the statecan direct stakeholders to sourceinforation forcommonly asked quesitons.

From main pages, | frequently have to make too many clicks to getto the desiredinformation. For thatreason, |
shutter to think whattheimpactwould beifl lost my bookmarks.

no suggestionsatthistime

Website has a greatlook and user experience is very positive...maybeinclude an optional navigation panel but
notreally necessary

I havenotfound a way to get to the Standards, Assessment, and Accountability webpage from the main site
without doing a searchandsifting through. Luckily | have this bookmarked, but often haveto shareitwith
others in my Agency.

The initial registration process was difficult. | used my nameintheemailanditwassetup using my fullname. |
hadto have my password reset beforel could getinto thesiteinitially. | wasableto find thedocuments
needed for the grantoncel gotinto the system.

| find mostitems by googling...| do not navigatethesiteas| do notfinditto beintuitive.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Assistant State Superintendent
Directorsacrossthe programareas
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i3/Education Innovationand Research
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

The Department does a good job making the denseinformationrequired as userfriendly as possible.

Provide opportunities to receive hardcopies of materials...as well as electronic..

I think by running periodically this type of survey where grantees would have the opportunities to make future
recommendations forimprovement.

Ease navigation. More white space. Designitto be user friendly.

Improvethe navigationsystem

Improvefilestructure/navigation to makeinformation easierto find.

If someoneis newto the Department of Ed, they havea difficult time understanding the short descriptions and
abbreviations. The contentis communicated through the eyes of someone with anunderstanding of how the
Department works andsomeone who knows exactly how to navigate the site for theinformation they need.
Noviceusers struggleto findclearinformationon thesite.

Moresearchable maybe -- the organization by programs can be confusing.

Itwould begreatifthesite had updated content.

Program office arealways trying to make sureyou succeed. Thankyou

Itjustseems likea lot of information is presented at once; perhaps a strong searchfunction canhelpas well.
1.Keep itup-to-date. 2.Planitfromtheuser's perspective.

I have no difficulty locating information on the website.

For grantees, having critical information in3 or 4 different places (federal register, RFP, FAQ, supporting online
resources) makesitvery cumbersome.itwouldhelpfulif all of the relevant guidance for anapplicant could be
putinto a single placeor resource. This would save time and lead to higher qualityapplications for funds.

The website provides a clear map to eachsection of information. The searchfeatures appear limited butthe
informationavailableis currentand helpful.

Insurethatcontentis current. [Not necessarilyi3/EIR-related, but projections of fundingpossibilities seems out-
of-date.]

Havea section for current grantees withinformation on various webinars, reports, requirements, etc.
I don'tusethe website much, butthe navigation is somewhat clunkyanddoesn't always seemintuitive.
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Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agency
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Updateall guidancethatisno longer required. Old guidance documents still popup when donga search and
this confuses state and LEAstaff when trying to answer questions.
Make current material easier to locate. | often find myselfimmersedin old NCLB content.

I'mnotsurel knowthatthe departmenthasa websiteandwhereitislocated.

Up to dateinformation

When using the website, all you getin searches arelists of pages. It's basically just posted documents.
Archiveold guidance, etc., thatis no longerapplicable to optimize the search engine. Sometimes when
searchingitpulls up a lot of information thatis really not what you need.

Itwould begood to havea ESSAsection of the website with subsections for eachof theTitles represented in
ESSA. This wouldprobablyassist withnavigation.

Easierto navigateto specific offices and better searchresults

Asitemap mighthelp. Asitemap thatisactually easy to use (most site maps are not helpful). Cur rentlythere
appearstobenoorganization to thesite.

Updateinformation and provide more meaningful guidance.

Given the complexity of information, | do not think a website can necessarily be easily navigated. My ranking of
your siteis probably notanindicationof USED specifically. | thinkitis difficultinanycapacity to provide
information, flow of information, freshness of content, etc. on any website.

Multiple clicks before | get to specificinformation regarding grants--i.e. grantallocations - even when | 'search’
the informationis notalways the mostcurrentavailable.

The orgchartfor OESEis not updated; withthereorganization itis notclearwho isleadingwhich office.

Directlinks to needed materialrather than going threw so many layers to getthere

2019 199 e



Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies (LEAS)
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Not sure

Itis really hard to navigate the website, wish they could make things a | ittle easieranduser friendly.

The outlay s a little confusing. Maybe highlighted or features should beatthethetop. Also morenews on
proactive schools andstudent success stories.

no suggestions

No problems atthistime.

its good

I think more emailsto programs that the website has updated information and how to accessit.

Provide upcoming webinars early sothatdates canbe added to our school calendars.

I have no suggestions forimprovementatthis time. The website meets my needs very well.

I have needed very little personal contact, but the onlineresources couldn'tbe any more helpful!!! Greatjob.

Morevideo conferencing.

The logintimein needs to be extended when working on the grant. It times outto quick. Also, thelist of
personnel needs toinclude 'Specialist' as a choice.

| amsatisfied.

I don'tlikethese web sites where partofitis managed on onesiteandpartofitonanother and youhaveto go
to a third placeto requesta drawdown. Another peeveis having to change passwordevery 90 or120days. Pain
intheneckwhen | only goonthesite 2-4 timesa year. Seems each year | haveto re-acquaint myself withthe
process because Indian Ed is differentthan Impact Aid whichis differentthan REAP (SRSA), CARS, Erate, and
other state or federal grants. They all seemto be on a differenttime schedule, too. Nice to spreadthe workload
through-outtheyear, buthardto remember all the steps.

N/A

no suggestions atthistime.

I am familiar with systemandcurrentlyhavel issues or suggestions

Whenever | haveto change my username andpassword, the program will not accept my new information (even
though | amfollowing all therequirements) and | haveto callthe helpline. They alwaysresettheinfofor me
anditalwaysworks. So,itwould beto havethe programwork when thatinfo hasto be changed.

1)Internet Explorer is completely outdated andit was very inconvenient and time-consuming to haveto borrow
a PCeverytimel hadtogointotheapplication.2)Theamount of timeittook to participateinthe webinarsand
siftthroughthe mountainoftextfor such a shortapplicationwas nota good use of my timeas publicemployee.
I'msureall of this could be remedied by creatinga more modernwebsite. | do havetosaythatl ended up
calling customersupport more than referring to all the manuals and lengthy FAQs. Everyone was incredibly
responsiveand friendly.

Almosttoo much goingon...reallyhaveto read each little thing to discover, no that's notwhatl amlooking for.
You havetoclickona lottabsitwould be easier ifitwas justone or two clicks. Alsosometime things are under
a sectionthatmay make senseto Ed butto theend user you wouldn'tknow a departmentis goingunder a
certainoffice. In other words moretransparency on where departments arelocated with ED.

| have been satisfied withthe Department fortheinformation/help | have needed inthe past.

No needs atthis time
It's good!
By making the materials more user-friendly and easierto locate on thesite.

No sure; maybe FAQ's reference by subject. | may need to usethe sites more to become familiar with where to
find things.
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Itwould be helpful to haveall resources availableinone place, rather than separate sites for the Application,
and theresources/materials. Also,the number of links and articles are so vast, thatitcan become
overwhelming and tedious to try to sort through to figure out whatis relevantandapplicable. Perhapsa
different way of organizing the materials so they are sorted by category.

Createa tasklistfor whatneedsto bedoneand dates due. Thestatedepartmentputsouta calendarwithdue
dates and tasks.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Grants Developement Officer
Federal Programs Director

resource coordinator

Specialist 1

Director of Grants

Tribal Education Dept Director
Program Director of the department
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CUSTOM QUESTIONS

IEFG8. What professional development training or conferences do you or your staff attend locally,
regionally or nationally to improve the performance of your programs (i.e., State Conferences,
National Associations, Federal Program Conferences, etc.)?

NIEA, MIEA
Not Sure

State conferences

New Mexico stakeholders wouldappreciate moreinputand knowledge on what OIE works on to provide
equitable opportunities to students. How those are measured and how other states manage funds.

StateJOM Conference and NIEA Conference
Local trainings pertaining to instruction.
nonetodate

State Conferences and National Associations

State Conferences

Would liketo attend National Indian EducationAssociationfor PD. This allows programto see other programs
nationwideandwhatthey aredoing. State conferences arefineto attend, butwetend to seesomeof the same
trainingin state. Itwouldbegreatto seea nationalTitle VI Indian Education conference.

ESEA Federal Programs conferencein AK

Noneatthis time

state conferences

NA

Thereis nota lot of professional development training on culturallyrelevant pedagogy.

Someout of statetraining.

Anything pertainingto Indian EducationTitle VI.

none

State conferences to address federal programs would be very beneficial.

noneatthis timebutareinterested inattending.

Stateand Federal Conferences

State conferences national conferences

Not awareofany

state conferences andnational associations

State Dept. of Education Conferences, State School Board Association Conferences

The G5 websiteistoo busy,too muchgoingon onthemainpage.

Indian Ed regionalconferences

State Conferences/attend meetings pertaining to federal programs.

NONE

California Conference on AmericanIndian Educationand National Indian Education Association Convention
State conferences

National conferences as well aslocal conferences

California Conference on Indian Education

National Indian Education Association yearly conference. Utah State Board of Education monthly Title VI
meetings. District policy supports travel to 1 out of state conference a yearout of district funds with exceptions
atthe discretionof a supervisor who mayor may notbe familiar withIndian Education;; that may limit
professional development training because there are limited Title VI Indian Education professional development
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opportunitiesinUtah.Indian educators have hadto create professional development for educators atour
expensewith little or no financial support from state or district. entities. State provided professional
development workshops may be a solution. Diversity maybe addressed inother offerings not s pecifically
targeting Indian Education.

State conferences sponsored/hosted by our SEA.

NIEA Conference, NC Indian Unity Conference, attend NC State Advisory Council on Indian Education meetings
and/or workshops/summits. Thedistrict's ED Camp Equity Conference.

Bureau of Indian Education Summer Conference International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE)
Conference

NJOM and StateJOM

IEFG9. Over the next year, what can OIE do to better meet your technical assistance and program
improve ment needs?

Unsure

Not sure

I always felt supported and was grateful forthe s taff and their knowledge. It was awesome to speakto someone
who was familiarwith ourareaandcould support mein a positive way.

Pleasetry to getcorrespondences andsurveys to schools by May as most Oklahoma schools andstaff are out for
the summer atsome pointinMay.

No problems atthistime.

the onlyissueihaveisthatOlEis easterntimezone, wearein the pacific zone. by thetime we get into the
officethe OlEis already halfwaythrough theday. Otherthanthatits great

Technical assistanceis fine. Programimprovement needs are for additional fundsto servetheTribelocatedina
ruralandremotesection of California with challenges for access to many services needed.

Increased informationabout the website and availably of information.

OIE can provide meetings to grantees on successful programs and what they are doing.

Improving the EASIE siteso thatitcanbeused on more browsers.

Noneatthis time

Stay exactly thesameas thisyear- it went better then ever.

NA

Conductregional workshops forTitle VI programs.

Give moretimefor submission.

notsure-only beeninprogram 2 years. Will have to negotiate first 'annual report' this fall so not sure what that
will bring.

N/A

I have no suggestions at this time.

none

Na

N/a

I thoughtthe human, one-on-onetechnical assistance was wonderful-the reminders of due dates, the
responsiveness over the phone, everyone was great. It was justsucha clunky process that | think updating your
technologywould benefit participation.

| believethestaff and assistanceis of good quality.

N/a

Continue doing whatyou are doing now. OIE has been helpful to mein the past.

No needs atthis time

Would lovetoseea list of projects that other schools/tribes areimplementing. Best practice models.
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I have nothingspecificatthistime. OIE has always been pleasantand veryhelpful any timel have contacted
them throughouttheyear.

Better communication

Our parentcommittee struggles with thefactthat we cannotserve student's whose families self-identifyas
Native. Notallfamilies are able to get membershipcards, butare deeply connected with their heritage.
Responsesto my questions have been timely and offer the policyreferences needed to address concerns. There
is always the offer for further responseifmy questions require moreinformation or clarification. The offer for
further discussion is always made andappreciated. Since my professional development opportunities are
limited, | appreciate the specificworkshops offeredat NIEAwhich occurs beforethegrantdeadlines, or a pre
conference workshopspecifically dealing with changes, direction and questions about theTitle VI grantand
program.

I cannotthink of any improvements right now. OIE has been very responsive and helpful. Thankyou!

Grasp a better understanding of urban LEA's, where the Indianstudent population represents dozens of Indian
tribes vstribal community LEA's, where the population is normallylarger and there may bejust several different
tribes. Taking notethaturban districts mayhave some different program needs as opposed to those tribal
community LEA's.

Havea clearstraight answer forthe qualifyingstudents and OIE do presentations atthe NJOM instead of us
hearingfrom Lobbyist
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Magnet Schools Assistance Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Mostrecently (it has been about 2 weeks since | checked), the website had not even been updated with the new
staff. Also, outside of when wewereinitiallyinterestedin applying, thereis noinformation on thesitethat|
find useful. Butl amhonestly unsure what to suggest, sincethe MSAP Center siteseems to be whereweare
directed for mostinformation. | thinkthatthings wouldbe more confusingif we had to access two different
sites, andneeded to figure out/rememberwhatinformationwe could access on each site.

Moreresources for grantees, informationabout best practice
lamnotclear sincethere-org whatisactually happening.
The websiteis easy to navigate. Atthis timel have no suggestionstoimprove.

Greater depth of information

The MSAP Center websiteis difficult to navigate to find the most recent webinars. It would be hel pful if they
were organized by dateor if there was a keywordsearchfor webinars.

The link foreligibility is a bit skimpy; it would be nice to link to documentationwith more details. Also, the
'resource' link is not hyperlinked.

Nothingatthistime.

At times, thedirections or content might be phrased more directly.

Thereis so much contentitis sometimes overwhelming.

A better way of searchingthe site Manyitems welook forseemto beembedded withinthesiteand takea

longer timethan necessary to searchfor and find

Thereis always need for improvementand| seethe department's best strategy for improvementis to provide
relevantand recentresearchandscholarlyarticles as well as updated information forall grantees to access. |
soughtassistance with arecruitmentidea and the only information | found was from 2009in a blog postformat.
All other resourcesaregreat, butanupdateto what's available as well as the validity of the information would
help all grantees.

The websiteis user friendly and provides the ability to navigate throughwith ease. Thereis not much that
needs to be donetoimprovethe website.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

admin
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Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C)
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Onthe MEP policyQ&As, please add the date of publication, per answer.
No comments at this time

Placedocuments wherethey can beeasytofind.

Makethe page more user-friendly. When looking for particularinformationyou have to 'click'too many times
beforeyou getto the content.

My responses arerelative to RESULTs website.
More update program material.

So much information to siftthrough. Itwouldbe greatif general questions could beadded ina searchbox
rather thanjusta wordor two to pointoneinthecorrect direction to locate answers more quickly.

- Increase flow/logic, facilitate navigation and more updated guidance and information

On top of monitoring, provide time for 'office hours' whereindividual States can sign up forone-on-one meeting
time with OME via video conferencing.

Postnew contents ina timely fashion.

Resources toimprove or enhancethe Migrant EducationProgram.

Over thelast12 months | have foundthe websiteimprove. Itis very user-friendly, easy to navigateand has a
wealth of information.

moreuser friendly, more appealingandaddingkids andeducation related pictures

Continueto promoteitduringthe ADM and actually demonstrate new featuresin the general session.

The amount of information is overwhelming, so if ED canconsolidate guidance ratherthancitethatprior
guidanceisstill active, sothatcertain topics area one-stopshop ratherthanneeding to access multiple

differentdocuments. This would greatly reduce the number of resources that then makes items easierto
access.
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CUSTOM QUESTIONS

MEP1. The Coordination Work Group (CWG) represents Migrant Education Program (MEP) State
Directors across nine US regions. The CWG facilitates interstate coordination for the purpose of
gathering voices from all States in making recommendations to the Office of Migrant Education
(OME). In addition, OME works with the CWG members to gaininsight into States’ priorities,
challenges, and successes.

Given thatnew MEP Directors comein atvarious pointsin time, we suggestthatall states have the opportunity
to jointhe CWGon any given year.
No comments atthis time.

I wasn'taware of the CWG until very recently, and didn't know who my representative was. It would have been
helpful to have spoken with them as part of an orientation to the position.

As difficultitseems, the CWG leader needs to report back to theregionthey representsoeveryone knows the
outcome of the meetings.

I think communication between states and CWGin my regionandneeds to improve.

Setting priorities for CIG grant competitions which assist smaller states with programimplementation
Noneatthe moment. | appreciate the opportunity to communicate withthe CWG and OME

I thinkthe CWGis a veryeffective model andallows for efficient communication and planning.
Morefaceto face meetings andvirtual meetings. Better sel ection of representatives.

Provide support/resources to hel p CWG Representatives in gathering needs from strayers they represent

Hearing fromthe CWG directlyduring trainingsis helpful, es peciallyas a new director, in learning whatis
working wellin other places.

unknown as | amstillvery new to my position
- increase coordination and targeted outreach efforts with new directors.
Ourregionisrepresented well,andourinputis sought.

Keep this group going. | look forwardto my interaction withthe CWG and whatinformationthey have to offer.
The CWG members do not necessarilyrepresent the voices of all component States given the absence of
consistentand comprehensive sharing of information.

Allow moretimeto respond or provide feedback.

None

Continueengaging the CWG with OME and maybe have sometimeata national meeting to havethe CWG leads
meet with their statesinan effortto build a relationship and discusstheirrolesoitisnotso hard fortheleads
to gather thebusy peopletogether to discusstopics on aregularbasis.

Whilethe CWG meetings area goodidea, perhaps Skype or other technologywould work justas well.

more frequent meetings andcreating online group forgo to questions

Schedule meetings with CWG during IMEC and/or NASDME Conference to be more time efficient.

Itis greatthat OME reaches outto these representatives to make suggestions and give guidance. TheADMiis
much better because of this group!

Itwould be hel pful to have written expectations of CWG leads. Whatshould they be doing? How often should
they communicate withteam members? Conceptually, | think thisisanimportant support mechanismand has
greatpotential. I'mjustnotsurel'vereallyseenitinactionin thelast 12 months.

Structured opportunities for CWG members to better facilitate discussionwiththeir respective states. Providing
facilitator materials sothat those members know when/how to interact with the other states to make this
coordination more effective (consideringthatthe members all have a lot on their plates)
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MEP4. What is the most useful method for OME to communicate pertinent information, such as
new developments or policy, to you (e.g., webinars, in-person presentations, listserv, mass emails
to G5 program contacts, conference calls, website posting)?

Listservandwebinars.

webinars listserv website posting

webinars, listserv

Itis greatto havethese options-Webinars, in-person presentations, listserv, mass emails to G5 program
contacts, conference calls, website posting, conferences, etc.

Webinars, Listserv, emails, and conferencecalls.

Email

Webinars provide visual informationwhichis veryhel pful to follow the discussionand understand the topic.
Emailsarevery helpfultoo since | don't frequentlycheck the Results website unless | am looking for a resource
orinformation.

Webinars; conferencecalls; in person

All modes of communicationhavetheir place, but | especially like webinars and OME staff participation in face-
to-face meetings and ADM.

inpersonandlistserve

In-person presentations and follow-upwebinars
Website, conferences----in person

Mass emails, webinars andin-person presentations.

Createa consistent mode of delivery. Clarify purpose and result and resolve technical difficultyissues on
webinars, etc. Possibly create regional convening that have robust professional development and coaching
session for states. Shepard cohort of states more purposefully w/support from OME (regional convenings, etc).
Webinars and in-person presentations are very helpful.

email

Listserv, webinars, in-person training, res ults website

| appreciatetimetoreadaboutit, thentalkaboutit. | seemto need it multipletimesindifferent modes.
All of theabove, including one-on-one consultationas necessary.

In-person presentation is ranked #1 and email is #2 sinceit's not required traveling and time constraints.
email

In-person

Webinars, conference calls, postingto Web sites

All of the methods work well. | enjoy webinars andin-person. Maybe the webinars canbe held insmaller groups
with states that have similardemographics or by regions.

webinars has been great. especially having them recorder to watchlater as well.
in-person presentationandwebinars.

Webinarsand in person presentation. Emails arealso good.

Listservs andwebinars

listserve andwebinars. Always lovein-personbut sometime thatis notalways ideal.
listserv, confdrence calls, webinars

1) Faceto face meetings - ADM, NASDME, Title | conference. Having theteamoutavailableand sharing. 2)
emailswith attachments 3) follow up opportunities with webinar discussions

It's current method, of the listserv, is wonderful. Very well organized. Itis literally the ONE office at USED thatis
effectivein this manner.
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Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

it's fine

Updating thereference material fortheTitlel, Part D, Subpart 1-2 program. Provide topical webinars such as
transition, trauma, education infacilities. Assistance with data reportingto the U.S. Department of Education.
| honestly don't use the Department website very often.

Whatisthewebsite? Maybe someone communicates the websiteisthereasa resource?

Updated materials andresources.

Websiteis clearandconcise.

Relevantguidanceis notavailable from USDE to support LEAs and SEAs intheir work.

The Departmentcanmakethesite moreuser friendly. Itis difficultto determinewhichisthelatestversion of
laws orifany changes or amendments have been madeto laws.

na

Upload recent monitoring reports and new monitoring materials. Update Non-regulatory Guidance.

Working withNDTAC has not been successful. Answers or responses to emails have been minimal. Some
answers even incorrect. The previous USED contactfor N & D never returned a call or email when posed with a
question. Thus far with the reorganization of USED, theresponses | have received regarding guidance from the
new program officers has been excellent. They have provided quick and thoroughresponses, whichhas been
much appreciated. Improvement to the NDTAC website could be made by providing currentinformation. There
aresomedead links. Withinthe USED website, a more user friendly website may assist with obtaining the
informationnecessaryto obtainguidance without having to send anemail to the USED contactforthe program,
thus providing more efficiency. Overall, | am satisfied with the USED website and my ability to navigateit.
Itwould benicetoreceivean overview of the overallorganization of it becausethathelps when searchingfor
items.

?

I have been searching for thelatestTitle | Part D informationfor 30 minutes and no such luck. Lots of broken
links on the web page. Maybeiftherewas TitleID under ESSApageit'dhelp...?? Include some collaborative
partner website links, ED Title ID monitoringtemplate/state monitoring results (if they are somewhere| can't
find them), State Plans for TitleID in oneplace, list of ED Title ID program contacts (never could findit), etc.
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Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Makeiteasier toviewthe pagesasyouareworkingonthem. Makeiteasier to getfrom pageto page.
Automatic save pageindraftform, then submit when complete.

I havenever had anyproblems withthe website and have always been ableto submitmyreport. Theonly
timel hadanissuewasthesecondyearl hadto submit. Beingrelatively new | was following what| had done
lastyear. Wellforsomereasonthere had been an extension to submitthereportthatprior year. | followed the
extended date. Well anyway, itmade my reportlateanddocked us 10%. | corresponded with theagency and
basicallyitwastoughluck. No discussion. Despitethefactitwastheoneandonlytime. | believetherewere
numerous people who hadsubmitted theirreportlatethatyear. Well anyway. Hard lesson learned, butl
makesurel knowwhen theduedateis now.

the websiteis notuserfriendly. Itshoulduselessjargonso that people understand whattopics apply to them
and whereto go (whereto click) on the website.

Itworks finefor meatthistime!

I would liketo beableto printoutalltheinformationwith oneclick...nothaveto open eacharea.
I'mnotsureifthe problems we had wereduetothesiteor our poorinternetconnectivity. We were unableto
accesstheinternetattimes dueto weather andthe damage caused by the CarrFireto theinternet
infrastructure that passes through Whiskeytown National Recreation Area.

You guys do a superjobofsupportingisinthe fieldwith Impact Aid issues. Weappreciateallyoudoin
administering these funds.

I knowit's probablyasking a lotfroma security standpoint but having to consistently re-establish passwords for
those of us who usethesiteonly a few times a yearandthen requiring us to establisha password unique to the
24 previously used passwords can be difficult to track. Especiallyif you don't write them down which | don'tand
knowyoushouldn't.

I'vebeen ableto find what | needed as applicable to Impact Aid

I listing of all the federal properties on the website.

Simplifygrantsearchengine.

I donothaveanysuggestions. Itiseasyto use.

Keepitsimpleas possible.

Inshort,itlooks like a website froma decadeago. Sometimes hard to find information. Itjustneedstoactand
look likea modernwebsite.

Clearer navigation routes

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Chief Financial Officer
Accountant

Accountant
Assistanttothe Bus. Admin.
Director

Assistant Superintendent
Accounting Manager

Staff Accountant
Treasurer/CFO
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CUSTOM QUESTIONS
PFP6a. Please explain.

Webinars were well presentedandthere was timeallotted for Q&A

the websiteis hard to follow but sitting through a webinar helped me findsome answers

Previously theamount of informationrequired changed almost yearly. The set parameters for information
makes workingwith thelocal assessor to garnertheinformationmuch easier.

All presentations and webinars have been i nformative. | especially like the semi-annualconferences of which |
haveattended 8 over my 18 years.

The info was very clearandthankfully, little has changedin the pastfew years

I walks you through thesiteandhowtofill outthe forms.

Itwas very hel pful.

Very detailed and clear.

The webinarl attended provided detailed informationabout the application process.

we were ableto ask questions andget clarityseeingthemin person.

We havebeen doingthis forover a decade, so weknowwhatto do. Atfirstdoingadjustments to thefederal
property hadit's challenges. The ImpactAidstaffinthe pastwas notalways as knowledgeableas| wouldhave
hoped. | worked with [redacted] directly in the past,aswell as [redacted]to getthe answers| needed.

PFP8. What additional communications would you like to receive regarding the status of your
application, prior to receiving a payment?

| feel the departmentis communicating well

I am pleased withthe communication.

Therearethreefederal propertiesin my school district butonly one namefor all three. | am always a bit anxious
when | submittheapplicationthat!'m not submitting for all three properties. However, thetotal acreagel
submitisforall three properties. I'malso no sure howto increasethe number of acres for which weare
claiming Impact Aid. Recently, the federal government purchased moreland inmy districtand I'm unsure how
to go aboutclaimingaid.

Noneatthis time.

I would like to receive notificationthatthe applicationwas completeandapproved inadditionto the
confirmation of receipt upon submission.

fineasis

Thank you for yourassistance.

Would liketo havetraining sessions offered for new people andestablished emailedto us
Likeall of usl knowtheyarebusy,ifturnaround timewas a little shorter thatwouldbe great.

Inthe pastthe payments werereceivedlate (spring, sixmonths afterthe Federal Budget was approved) and you
were never sure whatyou would get. Sincethe new language wentinto effect 6-7 yearsagoour paymentsare
consistentin valueand weactually received our payment one month after the budget was passed. Thatis huge
progress fromthe past.

Email will be sufficient.
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Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Nothingatthistime

Having theinformation refreshed on timely matter. Having a boxwereyou areableto lookup informationand
itis responsiveandaccurate.

It's a good website.

I havea hardtime determining a projection of what the award will be for budgeting. The online payment
calculatorintheresources section is extremelyoutdated (I think2000-2004 aretheyearsinthedrop downifl
remember correctly). Thereisa page with the weighted studentunitbutthereisnoinformationon thelocal
contributionrate. | have nowayto even estimate whattheaward could possiblybe. Thereare many outdated
resources on theresources page.

If oneis notfamiliarwith Impact Aid, the process is murky, and the site only offers cursory information. In -depth
informationabouttheapplication (evenifitrequiredthelog-in thattheactual application does) wouldbe
helpful. We also wentthroughour firstfield review this spring, and there was absolutelyno information on that
onthe web site; the only informationwe had was a memo thatcamethrough e-mail, so there were times we
hadtorelyona paidconsultant who has been through multiple Impact Aid reviews, applications, etc. to address
questionsthatcould have easilybeen answeredon the website, ifithadthatinformation.
Organizationofthesite.

Its fine, | justwouldrather talkto someoneinpersonwhen | haveissues. When | do, they are always very
helpful. Thankyou, [redacted] Superintendent Browning PublicSchools

Itshows no representation of the population weserve. Itwouldbegreatto have quicklinks to other states to
allow for ease of informationaccess (we currentlygo to FLDOE to navigate). Thewebinars are perfect. AQ&A
could benefit.

Easiertolocatethegrantpagesand downloadableforms.

I havenothingto add here

I have notexperienced any issues sincel have been working withImpact Aid. | have been in my positionfor two
(2) years, and thus far, everything has been smoothly.

Up to dateinformation Logical searching for program content

The State of Illinois has changed the fundingformula to Evidence Based Funding. The School District's fundingis
based uponenrollmentratherthanattendance. The District continues to trackattendance for theregularand
summer school, butitis notrequired or submitted to the State of lllinois. The attendance averages for the
school year and summer school yeararesstill required forthe Impact Aid application. The District will continue to
compiletheinformationfor futureapplications. If the application will not need this information, please let us
knowinthesummer monthsthattheinformation willnolonger be needed.

you haveto shareso much informationithardfor a specificquestion to be easy to find not matter whatyou do.
| feel the websiteisaseasyasitcan be.

Moredetailed informationabout Impactaid program and the school District's itimpacts such astheannual
reportthatdetailshow much eachstatereceived and how mucheach schoolin a statereceived. Next wouldbe
accesstoa Portal.

By makingthelook up moreresponsive. Having the menu lists more comprehensive

n/a

N/A

The informationon the websiteis difficultto find. Therearetoo many links to other areas withinthe
Department of Ed thatareon each page. Itmakesitseemasifthelinks aregoingto helpanswerquestions
regarding Impacted Schools butinstead|ead away from thatarea into totally unrelated areas.

Itwould be helpful to havea simple users guide that walks through the application along with the rel ated
documents thatneed uploaded. An'ldiots Guide to Completing the Impact Aid Application'would be hel pful.
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notsure
X
Moredirectlinks

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Assistant Superintendent
Admin Asst

Assistant Superintendent
Director of Student Services
Chief Financial Officer
Assistant Superintendent, School Choice
Assistant Superintendent
Admin Asst.

Business Secretary

Student AttendanceData
Principal
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CUSTOM QUESTIONS
FCC10. Please explain.

| was very impressed that | received a phone call fromthe D.C. office at 5pm my time, knowingthey were two
hours aheadof my time zoneregardinginformation for the Impact Aid audit. The person whocalled was so
pleasantandl appreciated her desireto finish her taskso we couldget back on track for payments.

The consultant was confusing and did not provide accurate information. Responses and feedback was not timely
resultingin difficulty correctingproblems.

We were ableto communicate by phoneto clarify and understand how to prepare forthe conferencecall.

Yes, the letter explained what was needed for thefield review.

Wehad to send documentation of the students and the process that was used to collectthe data. Everything
was included intheletter of whatwas needed, and we were ableto layout the exhibits accordingly.

They letus know of whatthey needed So we prepared it andeverything wentsmooth
a formatof whatwasrequested was provided.
Yes - plenty of information

FCC12. Please explain.

The field reviewis next month.

Had to repeatedly contact person to get the outcome and guidance then theinformationwas conflictingamong
whatwas saidon site, viaphone,andin thereport.

lamunawareof any reviews as| amnewto this position. | haveonlybeen in this positionfor 2 years now.

No communication has been made with our district.
Our districtdidnothave a review.

Did nothavereviewinthelastyear.

noidea

Was notcontacted atthistime

FCC15. Please provide any additional specific suggestions for how the Impact Aid Program can
improve customer service.

| prefer an email so | can better understandwhat's required from me.

List of specificquestions andanswers regarding the Program.

I havealways foundthe Impact Aid Program staff to be efficientand pleasant.

I haveto emphasizethat, whilethe Impact Aid staff does a fantastic job of addressing anyquestion we have, I'd
loveto beabletofind some of those basic informational questions on the website. Therealso was somereal
confusion on Table 5 in the instructionmaterialsfor the application and how/when students with disabilities are
counted. Clarification on that would have hel ped us throughout the process and we would have been better
ableto streamline our organizational process for the application. It was also confusing fora couple of sites
where peopleareemployed by thefederal governmentand itappeared to be a federal building(e.g. Social
Security Administration), butthe property itself was notfederal property. Some help inthis arenafor future
applications would be greatlyappreciated. Thank you!

Timelines forcommunicationwith audit. Ensure all individuals are trained and provide the sameinformation to
districts.

2019 214 (&= Group



Department of Education Office of the Chief Financial Officer Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

ImpactAid staffisawesome, the G5 system has someissues withregards to submittingthrough them.
Wearepleased withtheservicelevel.

More ability to reach someonein customer service when needed.

| did notexperienceanyissues. Based on whatwasrequested, | was ableto getall supporting documents and
send them back.

beingabletolookatlastyearsapplication without having to go back and fourth to review andcompare. havea
documents side by side when completing form. Everything | have hadto do with thesupport has been great.

Certify button is deceptive

WEarejuston different timezones.

n/a

The person conducting my review was very helpful in directing me to the proper source for our missing
information.

N/A

Provide moretraining opportunities forthe applicationprocess, moretimely response of status and overview of
application.

I have noted inconsistencies inapplicationinstructions concerning dates. Also, thereshouldbe more detail
availableeitherin theinstructions, website, or in FAQs that could help districts determine exactly what students
to count. | havemy own 'applicationpreparationnotes'that| need to refer to each year to complete the next
application.

I havenone. In my experience, thestaffdoes a greatjob in assisting customers.
Employees are always helpful!
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Promise Neighborhoods
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

I don'tfrequently use the website. Perhaps ED might consider sending emails when new contentis added.

User interface could use a refresh. Also, perhaps reorganizing pagesina way that's designed from the grantee's
perspective. For example, we wereatsome pointlookingfor guidance on a particularissueand had to do some
searchingaround, whichwasn'ttoo difficult to find, butin the process noticed thatitseemed to be more
designed from the perspective of DOE. In other words, the most visible content was that which seemed more

relevantinthesphere of Department of Education.

Createan easierway to access theonlinedrawdowns rather than the current process used of needing to create
a new codeso frequently

refresh content more often

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Pl
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REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Responding quickly and providing information thatallows SEA's the time they need toimplementatthestate
level. Districts submittheir applications for SRSAgrants by the end of April. Itisthesecond week of Juneand
SEA's do nothavea final list for LEAs eligible for RLIS grants so that SEA's can get allocations out to districts for
the July 1 date.

The non-regulatory guidance could be re-written. However, they did place the power point about what SEAs and
LEAs need to know, soitis sufficient.

Solicitthe help in navigation from someone fresh and new to educationor the specific program.

The website has been useful. | would like to see the websiteinclude the mostrecent updates to Guidance
(dated) and a means for accessing outdated Guidance and previous webinars and archived resources for SEA's.
There have been times when there has been informationthat| was looking forandcould notfind iton the
website. Thereare outdated Guidance documents.

By providing more timely updating of eligibility spreadsheets.

When | started astheTitle V Coordinator, the website was a bit confusing. Possibly making it user -friendly
would help outa lot. Eventually, | did grasphow to navigate, butimprovements could be made.

More FAQs posted sothatwedon'thaveto ask aquestion thathas alreadybeen addressed multiple times.

| get many, many emails about things being added, edited to the sitethat do notapply to me. | still do not know
when or whatinformation youneed from meatthestatelevel.Putkey datesandinformation needed on the
website. Ifithas been there, makeit noticeable, sincel missedit!l can'tbetheonlyone.|trytostayontop of
this grant, butitis noteasy. Helpyourstatefolks, please! We are often in charge of much more than this grant.
Do things and do them again to communicate early with us. Thankyou.

Thereis very littleinformation atthesite. | usethe MAX.gov resources for this program muchmorethan the
ED.govsite.

Itwould begreatto haveemails answered.

Thereis some portionof the REAP contentthatis very outdated. Much of thetime, currentresources are not
available. The REAP team does include some of its current resources on our Max.gov web pages butthings are
hardtofind on Ed.gov. USDE should try and keep the website more current.

currentreal timetechnical assistance, updated Q &Aeasyto access

To be morespecificindefining searchcriteria

If therewas a way to haveitupdated morefrequentlyandhavean 'table of contents' of some sortto make
finding things easier would be hel pful.

Generally,itiseasytouse. | mightsuggestthateachpagebea bitmorestreamlined. Thissurvey, for example,
has areally 'clean'look. Thatis pleasant. Sometimes thereis justa lot of information on the page onthe
websiteas itis.

| feel thatbetter menu options and links to division pages would be hel pful.

Itshouldbe more user friendlywith access to historical informationandallocations.
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CUSTOM QUESTIONS
RLIS1. How could we make the REAP webinars more beneficial to you?

The webinars are helpful. Itwouldbe helpful to havethe Powerpointinadvanceso that notes canbetaken.

I am completelysatisfied with the webinars and other customerservicel receive fromthe REAP team. Theonly
thing | think that couldimprovethemis having more examples of allowable activities. Inthe pastyear or two, it
seems they have been working hard to improve, and | think they are succeeding.

They arealreadyvery beneficial

Provide more comprehensive andfrequent guidanceasitrelates to RLIS.

Include walk throughof application process for districts - never getto seethis, though districts ask aboutit.
Include examples of use of funds by applicants and what's allowable and notallowable. Include common
problems to avoidwhen applying and drawing funds andhow to avoidthem.

More examples about uses of funds
| amsatisfied withthe webinars.

They areexcellent! Keep up thegood work.

The only areathat| thinkneedsimprovementis the promptness with which ED staff reply to staff at the state
level. The REAP team may not be adequatelystaffed, soitmaynotbetheir faultthatitsometimes (notalways)
takes a longtimeto respond to emails and phone calls.

I get many, many emails aboutthings being added, edited to thesitethatdo notapply to me. | stilldo notknow
when or whatinformation youneed from meatthestatelevel.Putkey dates andinformation needed on the
website. Ifithas been there, makeitnoticeable, sincel missedit! | can'tbetheonlyone. | trytostayontop of
this grant, butitis noteasy. Helpyourstatefolks, please! We are often in charge of much morethan this grant.
Do things and do them again to communicate early with us. Thankyou.

better organization

They arefine.

Postimmediatelyafter webinarfor easyaccess.

The webinars are greatespeciallythe 'What the SEANeeds to Know' presentation thatis annually given. They
arevery well presented and informative.

examplesand/or Q&Arequests from other SEAs section of webinar

Talking more about the financial prospect would be more hel pful to me

If somesortof agendawas sentoutahead of timeso folks would know what to expecttoseeifitwas
somethingthey needed to be sureto attend or review would be very hel pful

Itis always hel pful when their is informationabout fiscal compliance in the webinars.
Expand on uses of funds.

Provide moreguidance around the state definition of rural. Whatislooked for? Whatare somecriteria?

Moreinformationabout HOW allocations are created would be hel pful; the whole system of using MAX.gov to
get allocationsis unlike any other grantand is cumbersome and unnecessary. Additional support on how to
createallocations and determine eligibility would be hel pful.

RLIS5. What could the REAP team do to improve the content of technical assistance ?

I have had a new consultantthisyear. Thereis very little communicationfrom my consultant unless | call with a
question. Occasional updates would be helpful.

I thinkthey aredoinga greatjob.the phonecallmeetings and the newsletter are great. My program officer is
knowledgeableandalways takes thetimeto talk withmeifl havea question. The Rural Outreach office
([redacted]) has been a greataddition. | love the newsletter that was recently initiated.

They do a good job

Provideface-to-face technical assistance sessions atleastannually.
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Provide examples of howthegrantsareactually being used by applicants.

Nothing. They meetour needs.

| get many, many emails about things being added, edited to the sitethat do notapply to me. | stilldo notknow
when or whatinformation youneed from meatthestatelevel. Put key dates andinformation needed on the
website. Ifithas been there, makeitnoticeable, sincel missedit!I can'tbethe onlyone.| tryto stay on top of
this grant, butitis noteasy. Helpyourstatefolks, please! We are often in charge of much more than this grant.
Do things and do themagain to communicate early with us. Thankyou.

Currentcontentis very straight forward.

The REAP team has always provided timely answers to my emailandphonerequests. | appreciatetheteam
members' responsiveness. This helps meto do myjob hereatthestatelevel. Thankyou.

Againit's keeping the REAP section of the Ed.gov up to date. Things like the presentations from the REAP
webinarsshouldbeaccessiblethereas opposed to just on the Max.gov site.

pleasecontinueto respondin a timelymanner (verymuch appreciated)

Some questions posed on the MAX.gov site go unanswered which is unfortunate as those folks would like a
reply of somesort. When othersare beingreplied to it makes people wonder aboutthe choice of who to
respond to.

Sometimes, the callsdo notseemto relateto my state or problems. Itis more helpful to haveinformation that|
canrelateto my subgrantees ratherthanhearing about community programsin astatethatis very far away and
dissimilar.

The application process in grants.gov was much clearer to the LEAs this year. However, this area canstillbe
improved.

I haven'tasked many questions, buttheresponsivenessto the questions have been slow.

Improvethe use of MAX.gov and streamline the allocation and eligibility processes.

RLIS6. Other (please specify):Please check up to 3 topics for technical assistance that you will
need in the future in order to improve the performance of your RLIS grant.

| get many, many emails about things being added, edited to the sitethatdo notapply to me. | stilldo notknow
when or whatinformation youneed from meatthestatelevel. Put key dates andinformation needed on the
website. Ifithas been there, make

RLIS7. How can we improve the content and navigation of our online resource,
http://lwww2.ed.gov/programs/reaprisp/index.html, in order to make your experience more useful?

N/A
Makesureitis current.
When updates are available, provide them more quickly.

The siteworks great for us.

| get many, many emails aboutthings being added, edited to thesitethatdo notapply to me. | stilldo notknow
when or whatinformation youneed frommeatthestatelevel. Putkey dates andinformation needed on the
website. Ifithas been there, makeit noticeable, sincel missedit! | can'tbetheonlyone.| trytostay ontop of
this grant, butitis noteasy. Helpyourstatefolks, please! We are often in charge of much morethan this grant.
Do things and do them again to communicate early with us. Thankyou.

Noresponse

Keepitupto date!

Please update the REAP grant performance measures guidance/expectations

No modifications needed.
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RLIS8. What recommendations would you like to make to the REAP program staff to assist you in
administering your grant effectively?

Timing of thegrants wouldbe hel pful. | know they have been working onit, but we still are getting our final lists
late for funding applications for the following year.

I think the REAP programstaffis doinga goodjob. My program officer, [redacted], is greatto work with.
Technical assistance on howandwhatto provide technical assistance to LEAs on.

Nothing morethan what's already mentioned. The programstaff are very hel pful.

Nothing. Their responses are timely and information is relayed ina very ea syto understand format.

| get many, many emails about things being added, edited to the sitethatdo notapply to me. | still do notknow
when or whatinformation youneed from meatthestatelevel. Put key dates andinformation needed on the
website. Ifithas been there, makeitnoticeable, since | missedit!l can'tbetheonlyone.l tryto stay ontop of
this grant, butitis noteasy. Helpyourstatefolks, please! We are often in charge of much more than this grant.
Do things and do them again to communicate early with us. Thankyou.

Noresponse

Noneatthis time.

continueto respond intimely manner please

Faster responsetoourinquiries

Provide drawdown balances to the SEAs automaticallystarting afterthe school yearor June 1st.

Hold more, quarterly, capacity building webinars regarding the REAP program.

Revisithow you help SEAs navigate MAX.gov and the eligibility process (State definition, best practices for
formulas, etc.)
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REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

No improvements needed

mappingsystemto locate information

Itis noteasy to navigate. Too many steps to get where you wantto go. The grant websiteis even more
cumbersome.

The website currently meets our needs.

I like consistencyin the websites, where there are similarityin sites that makes navigation easier.

The workspace putintotheactual grantapp is confusing. Couldbe much easier.

howto actuallyaccessthegrant,itisdicussed and shownbutthe whole managethinggets meeveryyear.

The peoplethat! worked with did a verygood job. My concern was that| attempted to complete the REAP
applicationon a number of occasions but could not. | though these were errors on my partand didn't contact
anyoneby email. When | realized thatthe DUNS | was working under had expired | didn't have time to make
corrections. | was unawarethat my DUNS had expired inthat| had several emailsstating thatit was to expire
on Aug. 19th whichwas overthree months fromthe May REAP deadline. An expired DUNS is what prevented
me from moving forward in the system.

You aregoingfine.

It's very confusing overall, and there's no re-submit button when you need to make a change.

Less repetitiveness.

Tryingto getfromonethingto another is notvery smooth attimes. Instructions are not always completely clear
butlwas ableto figureitout.

The initial applicationprocessis a difficult first step. Therest of theapplicationis easy to use.

Fewer steps to get to the applicationoncelogged in.

Wheninstructing on a webinar showhowto getintoan actual grant. Every yearthis takes me 30 minutes to get
to thecorrectarea after watching the webinar and asking questions.

I would likea wayto loginand have my grant show up under my account or my grants section. | havetrouble
findingthegrantifl don'thavea directlink.

| absolutelylovethe SRSAapplication becauseitis sostraightforward. | have never hadto call forassistance
becauseitisso easy to follow... especially the document that tells you exactlywhatto putin each of the boxes.
Why can'tevery grantapplication belikethat? My requestwould beto havea spaceon Grants.govwherea
school could enter its BEDS code andthe applications thatapplyto them would automatically appear. 1twould
eliminate the searching for grants, opportunity numbers, etc.

Oncethewebinargavethelocation of thewebsiteandl was ableto find it, the website was veryeasy to use

| found thewebsiteclearandeasyto use.

| found iteasierwhen others shared theissues they had with the program. Alsofinding our NUMBER in all
schoolsin 50states took forever on the EXCELform....I think youcould makeiteasier thanthat.
Probably not necessarily the Dept of Ed site, but tryingto access the SRSAfunds haveto deal with the
Grants.govandtheg5.govandlogin.gov.... how many sites does it take to make things happen?

n/a

Nothingthat! know of.

Itis noteasytostarttheapplication process andgo out of the websiteandthen come back and find whereyou
cangettothe application formagainto continue. Another Business Manager and myself spent quite a bit of
timefiguringthatout. Was easier oncewe knew howtodoit!

Difficulttofindapplications

Findinga phone contactnumberwasn'tthe easiest.
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Makeitmoreuser friendly and intuitive.

addstatus Whathappens after submission?

Thereareattimes too many clicks to navigate to needed sites.

Changing passwords too often causes trouble, and there are many websites connected to the whole process.

For example we haveto have AGrants.gov account, a G5.govaccount, and a Sam.govaccount which seems like
way too many for thesame program.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Principal

Board Clerk
Principal/Curriculum
Administrative Assistant
Board Clerk

CUSTOM QUESTIONS
SRSA3. How could we make REAP webinars more beneficial to you?

No change, are given many opportunities with days. Dueto availability.

Havethematerials priorto thewebinarsothatthey canbe printed and notes taken on the materials during the
webinar.

Sufficient

noissues

Whole process used to be simple, nowits a bunch of paperwork. Then extended deadlines for those wh o do not
complete process. Why havea deadline?

Havethemavailable on lineand break by content, access g5, access your area of grantandgrantaplication

My situation fell outside the normal bounds. The prioryear| hadfiled our paperwork out correctly monthsin
advancebutitwas deleted because the vast majority of schools failed to file the paperwork by the deadline.
Weresubmitted and metdeadlines. | believe thatthe circumstances under which wefailed to meet the
deadlines was theresult of bl ocked access dueto aninvalid DUNS number whichhadexpired but | was under
the assumption thatit was not to expire until several months from now based on severalemails that| had
received.

Let us have power points ahead of time so we can make notes.

Useanactual applicationandenter thedata and add to a you tube channel so youcan repeatandwatch as
needed. Again hardestpartisaccessingthegrant, even watching the first webinarand the questions people
were struggling with access andhow to create.

I did likethe webinar. It was veryinformativeand| was glad to receive a copy afterwards that| couldreference.
I was unableto watch the webinarthisyear. | registered foritbutwhen | triedtologin,itwould never connect.
I wonderedifitwasbecausel workona macathomeinsteadofa pc. | don'tknowifthatwastheissue, butl
was irritated that| couldn'twatchit. Sol guess myresponse wouldbe.... makesureyou havea fool proof way
to viewthewebinar. Please makesurethey'rerecorded and availableto watch ata laterdate for peoplelike
me thatmissed theonesheregisteredfor.

The webinars go through the process step by step, just keep up the good work

More explanation of whatis needed to navigate associated online government systems would be hel pful.
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n/a

Onel watched wastouted as 'howto' but seemed to include a lot of 'thisis goingto be updated' and 'this might
change'sowasn'treal clear

n/a

It's always hel pful to have a choice of morning. Maybe 9 or 10 am EST.

They havebeen very hel pful - to the pointwherel didn't need the webinar this yearinorderto complete my
grantapplication....Ithas become mucheasier in the pastfiveyears. Thankyou

Makesurethatwe canviewthematother times ifwe cannot makeitto thescheduled webinar.
Webinarsarevery helpful

theyaregreat.

I would like a list/print out of what EXACTLY REAP funds can be usedfor. Thereis no good literature on the
subject

I thought! had completed submission, but kept receiving emailsto submit. | submitted two moretimes, then |
calledinand found outwhatwaswrong. | submitted again. | wasworried if | hadsubmitted correctly. Itwould
be nicetojustbetoldthereareerrors please resubmitand then informed | have submitted correctly with a
description of when andhow | will know if | will receive the grant. Thanks

Theyaregood.............
Webinarsaregood
I don'tknow.

SRSAA4. Other (please specify):How frequently should we hold REAP webinars?

When applications are open for submission to assistinthe process
by grantavailability

The attached directions sent were the most hel pful.

a few when the app season approaches...
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Replicationand Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

OntheOll page, thereseems to be a dead link for office contacts.

Whatis provided is either dense or vague language thatis open to interpretation. It's notenoughto provide the
written regulation--ifit's nottranslated into whatthat means for your grantthenit's notthat hel pful.

N/A

Faster content posted.

Makeitmoreuser friendly to navigate,moreintuitive, and able to click on less things to get to where | need.
It works well.

I haven'taccessed ed.govinyears

Encourage State REAP coordinators to shareinnovative use of funds by LEAs.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Grants Manager
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School Climate Transformation Grants (LEA)
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Makeiteasier to navigate/search fortheinformation.

Please make upgrades to the G5 systemto makeit moreuserfriendly.

Moreinfo aboutgrants.

No comment.

Websites arealwaysabittricky and thereis always some room for making them easierto navigate.
Havenotvisitedityet.

Website has been very helpful.

includelinks to other resources

| feel the websiteisvery easytouseatthistime.

respond to my emailsandtelephonecalls.

Itis extremely difficult to just gain access letalone navigate oncethere.

| actuallycannotfind what| need mostofthetime. | wish there was more on there.

Please make a better attempt to keeep grantees informed of changes in the departmentso thatwe can plan for

future programming moreaccurately.
Havelivefeeds, notifications when things have been updated and clearheadings. It doesn'tlooklive or
interactive.

The G% systems needs to be modernized. User interface could be moreintuitive.

Provide updated informationregularly, add better graphics and links to content. This informationneeds to be

moretime-sensitive. Much of theinformation is from 2017.
| wishitwas easierto login--muchtoo restrictive

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

District Director over Grant
Assistant Superintendent
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Student Support and Academic Enrichment
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Materialisveryold. Surely thereare newer references available to be posted.

The AIR website created for Title IV-Ais easier to usethanthe USED websi te. It would be hel pful to havea
crosswalkdocument with examples of usingmultiple Titles andfunding sources to builda research-based
program.

Includeinformationregarding TitleIVAand Equitable services regulations. Reporting requirement, and
monitoringguidance.

Itwould be beneficialto have easier access to updated responses to questions throughan easy-to-locate FAQ
section orsimilar.

Therearenotmany resources relatedthis programto locate on the website.

Updating with any new and relevant documents.

I do notusetheseresources.

It's not clear of theaudience. Isitforstate grantees or the general public? Maybe put stuff that state grantees
needinoneplaceand group by granttypes.

Create multiple ways to access/obtainresources. One way by topics (allowances, tools, resources, etc); another
by state collaboratives so we cansee eachothers applications and ways of monitoring.

By making the program searchable by Title IV-Aaswell as student supportandacademicenrichmentgrants. By
linking to national technical assistance websites.

The website needs to be updated with morerelevantinformation and be more user-friendly. Information on the
SSAE programandupdated FAQs wouldbe extremely helpful.
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Supporting Effective Educator Development Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

none
I don'thave any recommendations at this time.

I think with therecentre-orgthere somethings were notwherel firstlooked.

I don'treallyusethe website.

Makeituser-friendly, easier to search. Allow userstoadd contentthatcould bevetted -such asawiki.
I think the websiteis well-designed and provides critical information.

Dataisoutdated andthelookof thewebsiteisold

Update content. Streamline navigation.

Havesomedrop down tabs

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Scientist
Pl
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Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Makeiteasier to access the ESEAlegislationas authorized by ESSAas o pposed to theversionthatwas
generated by congress.

Providing relevant up-to-dateinformationfor search topics

Itis notuser friendly, allthe contentis documents, itis notintuitive, anditis ugly.

The search functionis almost worthless. When youinputa topic, information is returned thatis out of dateand
notrelevant. | only usethe ED websiteto goto the ESSA page. | don'ttakethetimeto digaroundandfind this
office'sweb page. Noteasyto find.

Improve navigation.
It's time to provide examples of how LEAs canblend funds.
intuitive wayto find material - labels don't make sense always

Itis recommendedthat NCLB information be archived. Much of theinformationfor TitleIlis out dated.

Truly | couldn'tfindthe website! Tried. Whynotjustlistthe names of the websitesin onearea, andhavethem
linked to the correct pages?

Remove outdated NCLB content.
Provide up to dateinformation

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

IIAgrant Administrator
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Child Care Access Means Parents in School
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Havean FAQs section thatanswers questions about basic CCAMPIS grant management/rules and points
grantees to appropriatesectionsin the Uniform Guidance/EDGAR that supporttheanswer.

Key words search engine

| was notaware a website existed with resources for programs with CCAMPIS. An orientation for programs new
to CCAMPIS would be hel pful.

Itworks well for meas is.

The websiteis user friendly. No recommendations at this time.

more currentinformation; content organizedintosections under headings; more user-friendly language and
directions; lessacronyms.

I havefound the Dept's websiteto bevery good in the past, | have had OFSDS Grantsinthe past. Thisis my first
CCAMPIS grant,andl findthatthe website has nothing up to date. | would love to have a dedicated page for
grantees, with model programs etc. As a new grantee, | have been fortunateto rely on current grantees as well
as the Deptof Ed staff for guidance. Thanks

Differentlinks take you to outdated information andthen the user is forced to navigate back to thehome page
and try to find updated information. Itcan befrustrating.

New Grant Recipient-sorry. Very unfamiliar with the website- so perhaps an overview for new grantees.
N/A

I can notthink of anything s pecific.

The websiteis a little cumbersome to deal with, but| think the realities of security areimportant. Sincel do
most of my reports by sending directly to my program person, | rarely use the website.

The Dept. of Educationgrantinformationshouldbe up to date. When | was seeking CCAMPIS grantinformation
therewas only old information regarding the CCAMPIS.

Greater informationabout the specifics of applyingfor the grant. More frequent updates.

As a new programwe were not provided any informationor guidanceforstart-up. We havetried to access
informationon the web withoutsuccess. We have also been unsuccessful in trying to find similar programs.
Itis confusing if you don't know exactlywhatyou arelooking forandthe exactname

I have notas yet needed to usethe website

itwould be helpful to have most asked questions

At this point, | have not used the website, other thanto searchfor contactinformation.
Somehow show upcoming grant opportunities andanticipated rel ease dates.

No need.

Offer an up to datenews areaaroundthetimewhen reports aredue or when new grantcyclesare up for
renewal, budget cut, or other major happenings. Otherwise, werely on rumors (so skepticismsetsin about
knowing whatis coming).

I amnotsurewhereto find information. Forexample, | have been given no directions on how to writean
interimreport--is there a template? Whereis thetemplate housed, etc.

I cannotthink of anything right now

Updatedata, more comprehensive data

Improve userinterface and design. Help grantees connect to other grantees and share projectinformation.

I don'treallyusethewebsiteatall

No suggestions at this time.

Placing colors to everything that corresponds to the same program. To not only find by theme but also by color.
I do nothaveany suggestions atthistimeas| haveonly used ita few times.
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Itis notuser friendly. Itis veryintimidating as well, usually, | leavetheciteas| do notwantto clickon
somethingthatisirreversible or problematic for the Grant. The opportunities | have visited the cite, navigation
requirestoo may clicksandsome pages aretoo wordy. While| have notcompleted theannual report, when
prompted, | did gointotheciteandwasnotableto getveryfar.l was not prom pted to notcompletethereport
as | had notbeen a partof CCAMPIS fora yearyet. | could notunderstandwhy | was told to complete the
annualreport. | attempted to find outif | was invited to the US Dept Ed Conference, again therewasno
informationfor meto seeifl was cleared for travel. It has been a bumpy transition to visit the website without
feeling uncomfortable.

| find thatlinks do not consistently work.

Have had littleinteractionwith the website.

Better searchfunction

| find itdifficultto access currentinformation about the CCAMPIS grant online, outside of the full language of
the grantapplication or explanationof the grant. And sometimes a searchtakes me all of the Department of
Education website.

Keep it currentand more expediently.

The website appeasers to be easy to navigate we justhave not the need to navigate the website.
Moredetailed informationabout programmatic expectations

Continueto improve navigation forinformation.

I have no specificsuggestions.

The department couldimprove the website by creating TABS clearly |abeled witharea Grant Directors will need
to navigate.

NA

make navigation easier
Better instructions and guidance on what needs to be submitted for programs at different |evels. Examples of
items to compareand review to help in processes as well.

Less clutter on the main page.

Improved tools to navigate importantresources. Redesign of site so resources are easily found.
Separateinformationout, feels overwhelming to read- so many topics and informationgoing on
Not applicable

Itis difficultto access thesiteandhard to navigate.

clearer; easier access fromthestart

I don'tneed to accessthesitevery often buteach timel findthat| haveto huntto find whatI'mlooking for. Not
surewhatthefreshness of content would include?

makethe site more user-friendlyandorganized

I haveaccesstoa G5 userdatabaseasa grantawardee. | have noidea whatl am supposed to do with this
access,orwhyihaveit, buti do knowitexpires fromtimeto time. explain the purpose of this website and howi
amsupposed to useit.i imaginethereis either a requirementor a benefitthati am unaware of.

Make the website simpler. Too many steps to access material . Most currentinformation is notalways reflective
onsite.

No concerns for improvementat this time.
No comments. Gladthat| was ableto access CCAMPIS via one click through the search engine.

More up to dateinformation. Specificinformationon how to use funds andreceive support.

By frequently updating the website so thatitshares:status of CCAMPIS grant current funding; new grant
awards, APR/interim reports going out, webinars. In the past| have received information about CCAMPIS from
others sources beforelearningfromthe DOE. Other sources include: IWPR or the National Coaliti on for Campus
Children's Centerslistserve.

I think moreadvanced notice and informationaboutapplicationand reportingdeadlines. Thankyou.

Makingiteasytofindtheinformationandthe documents.
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Updated data from previous performance measures. Updated forms. Coordinated release of info with RFPs on
grants.gov

More updates on upcoming grant opportunities/awards. If noneare availablethen possibly a noteindicating
the siteis beingupdated as much as possible.

Providinginformation relating to the CCAMPIS Program; as a new grantee the information was limited or non-
existent; Aspecific CCAMPIS site wouldbe hel pful. Thankyou

For firsttime CCAMPIS recipients, this is overwhelming! | highly recommendfor aninformational orientation @
Washington, DC. Ex.accessto GAN, vouchering system, criteriafor properexpenditures,and APR.

Considering the number of times | haveusedit, whichisfew. | have notsuggestions.
Break up thetext-itis textheavy and a bitdifficultto sort through.
As a wholel think thatitis easyto uses this website.| don'tseeanyissues concerningthe website.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Child Care Director

Principal Investigator
Faculty-Grant Director
Program Director
Executivedirector

College Project Manager
Center Director

Center Director
Administrator

Center director/PI

Center Director/Project Director
Acting Center Director
Director, Children\'s Center
CoPI

program manager

Program Director

Asst. Dean/Department Chair
Pl

Project
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CUSTOM QUESTIONS

CCAMPIS2. How can we improve the Child Care Access Means Parentsin Schools (CCAMPIS)
website (including links) to help you identify program resources and meet your technical
assistance needs?

Two very importantthings: 1) We need training for new CCAMPIS directors similar to whatthereisfor TRIO
programs (UBand SSS).2) Thereshouldbea listserve so that CCAMPIS directors from different CCAMPIS
programs caneasily communicate witheachother to getideas for their programs andbudgets.

key words search engine

| was notawarethereisa specific website for CCAMPISresources. An orientationand FAQ page wouldbe great
for new programs. Anon-linegroupfor programsin CCAMPIs to share projects, resources, challenges would be
helpful too.

It works well for meas is.

| recommend the website offering contacts to other CCAMPIS grantees who are willing to give technical
assistance on various CCAMPIS program components, such as parent support group. | think the website should
offer best practices on various CCAMPIS program components, suchas parent supportgroup, etc.

Highlight CCAMPIS programs activities thatare unique or effective; posta calendar of due dates; provide
informationon the data to be collected forreporting atthe beginning of the grantinstead of receivingitin the
annualreportformattheend of theyear; postideas for 'allowed' expenses that might provideinnovative
services to supportstudent-parents.

See my previous response
Alist of frequently asked questions would be hel pful.

Continueto grow andfund the program. Building a stronger network of quality early learning programs on site
on college campuses helps strengthen ourvoice for qualityearlylearningin ourstate. Not to mention how
criticalitisfor studentsuccess.

N/A

| can notthink of anything specific.

Not sure.

Assureitisuptodate

Greater detailin informationregarding application process andrequirements.

As a new program, the program specialist should have providedinitial information about available groups (N4C)
andonlineresources plus scheduled monthlycalls.

no currentsuggestions

I have no suggestions forthis question

common questions. info required in annual report. who to call when have questions. infoon when should

expectreturn call or email...isita week, a month, never? Website needs to definewhateachofthedrop
downs takes you too. Takes several attempts to findwhat | amseeking.

I havenothad anyissuesthusfar.

I'mnotsurehowthe website could beimproved.

No suggestions at this time.

The bestsupportthat! could getare expectations forwriting reports, e.g., is there a template or s pecific
format? I've hadtwo contacts share different expectations.

| cannotthink of anything

Makeitmoreclearthatthereareresources available.

Links to accreditors for differentage groups Links to other projects Linksto information about upcoming grant
competitions

technical assistanceis fantastic!!

NO suggestions at this time.
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| would like to know when reports aredue - and the preferred format - well inadvance of the due date.

Place photos on top of thetitlesandcolors by theme Puttheinformationin several languages to helpdiversity
I do nothaveany suggestions atthistime.

Not user friendly, very intimidating and questions posedare notclear.

Updateinformation; check all links to ensure they are working;

We need to explorethe website further to give a detailed answer.

Better instructions related to reporting requirements

It's notthe website, butthe emails.l always worry about missinga CCAMPISonein the hundreds | getdaily. | did

notget onefor the interimreport. And, | kept getting ones tofill outthissurvey, butdidn'tgetthesurvey until
now. Thatwas confusing.

The website for mewas user friendly.

N/A

Satisfied with all services.

No suggestions atthis time.

Maybea training for new Directors on whatthe programrequirementsandneedsare, as well as deadliness and
reports dueitems.

timely replies to email and phonecalls. Itwouldbenniceifwe could have a mentor program personto speak
with atthecollegelevel. | fondmy own atN4Cbutitwould have been very hel pful to much earlier inthe
learning process.

Directlinks to individuals assigned specifically to our program (Identifying whattheindividual roleisinthe
processand protocol to discuss and askquestions)

Not sureyet, maybe after another 6 months | will have moreinput

N/A

includelinksto reports, etc

Respond to emailswhen questions are asked.

| would like clearerinstructions for when | hitwalls or obstacles, whether i can pivot or change courseto use
funds to supportthe same mission.i would love examples of whatother schools have done. vouchers. how does
thatwork?i also think there's a huge burden of thison meas anew person, to justreachoutto my contact
more.

Perhaps givea tutorial relating to accessing resources on the website.

The program officer changes frequently. It would benefitour programifit was consistent.

No suggestions for improvement at this time.

Perhapsaddinga CCAMPIS linkto the landing/home page would provide quicker and easyaccess to
information.

Provide detailed informationina timely manner. Be more approachable. Don"tassume we know all the answers
especiallywhen new recipients of this grant.

Morefrequentupdates as stated previously

Wearethrilled withthis grantand grateful for the services weare able to provide to our students. Thank you.

Moredirect contact withgrantees by doing site visits andannual conferences

Resources to providetechnical assistancein managing thegrantfunds. Partof thegrant criteria requires
technical assistanceandtrainingto projectdirectors. This requirement couldbe confusing. If a program has
never received grant funding how would they know what type of training to seek. Mostinstitutions do not have
specifictraining for grant administration and reports

Simplifiedlist of program resources and technical assistance needs.
haven'tevenlooked atit-notsurel knewaboutit

No opinion.

Reallyjustaesthetics. Headings thatlead directly to the specificcontent.
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No comments
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Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Ifinditsimpleto usealready.

Makethe website moreuser friendly.

Links to documents usually don'twork. There should aneasy access link to the rules and regulations for each
program.The RFAand applicationinstructions should be easily accessible from the Program website.
Provide more up-to-dateinformation.

Thereis nothingtoimprove. Itisgoodasitwas.

Continuecurrent practices

Easierto find specificcontent

The websiteis quite user-friendly.

| get confused between the G5 site andthe Ed.Gov site when it comes to program reporting versus financials
Greater concision in representing budget requirements andregulations.

Moreinformation, more examples, morecurrent.

I do notusethewebsitevery often,so | haven'texplored itvery thoroughly. From my limited experience, it
seems well-designed.

| have nothad any glitches on the website.

Better navigation and more detailon thelinks toimprove accuracy of search.

Moreinformationand resources. Information about successful programs and hel pful data. Also, more
informationaboutwhat thereporting formatis for IPRand APR's thatis accurateand more readilyavailablein
advance.

I would liketoseeifit's possible to have more detailed examples of allowable costs. | believe | wouldn't have to
reach outto DOE for verification if | could find the information myself.

Updates

Itwould bea niceaddition to list fellow HSIs and what their projects are about to encourage networking.

I have no recommendation, weare pleased with the website.

Itwould be hel pful to have separate links to the very different aspects that the Department of Education
websitefocuses upon, e.g., It wouldbe good to haveseparatelinksandresources for TitlelllandV grant
materials.

I don'tthink you need to.

Keep the information more up to date

The siteneeds to beclearand user friendly

The lack of response by the PO has been a challenge, rarelythose this personpickup the phone or responds to
emails.

The websiteis very dated. Would be greatto have moreinteractive resources, chat features, andability to have
informationandresources thatare downloadable. Really beneficial to have copies of presentations, standard
operating procedure manuals, and first year materials for new awardees and first time Directors.

Improve user friendliness.

The websitetakes foreverto load - upgradethe DOE servers forstarters! Thereis a significant lack of resources
for institutions, programs and project directors that support ongoing work to devel op Hispanic serving
institutions. There should belinks to exemplary DHSI grant programs atvarious institutions thatcanserveas
exemplars forothers, current publications representing a variety of sources (white papers, works inprogress,
peer reviewed journal publications)that can serve to support this work and other multi-media resources (video
vignettes, etc.) thatserveas guides and exemplars for all that are doing this development work at theinstitution
level.
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When using the 'Search'feature, it would be very hel pful to have the results listed in the most relevantand/or
mostcurrentorder. IntheForecastof Funding page (https://www2.ed.gov/fund/grant/find/edlite-
forecast.html?src=ft) needs to be updated, with actual competitions that have a projected date of release (a lot
of old, outdated, past competitions arestill posted). Forcontinuation awards/funding, thoseshouldbeclearly
defined and notleft without application open andclosing dates, and other pertinentinformation. Continuation
award listings should notbeintertwined with forecasted grant competitions.

Keep the information updated withannouncementandless textthat needs to beread to get to links to
resources.

The model of the pageis functional, easy to use, a bitheavydueto thelarge volume of informationthat
contains.

user freindly

Createa site map or key to hel p users find things quicker.

N/A

Provide easier access to a calendar of events with related upcoming webinars/trainings and previouslyrecorded
trainings.

The website canbeimprovedby having updates and scheduled deadlines for HSI recipients

No commentatthis time

Itis very hard to findinformation. It should be more user friendly.

better site navigation

I don'thaveany problemsearching the DE website. For me,itis easyto find information oniit.
Several times, the site wouldn'tload; the Ul and UE are mediocre at best.

keepingitup todate, visuallyithas a lot of text to read throughto findwhatyou arelooking for.
often tines the security controls seema bitmuch, buti understand the concern.

No suggestions.

pretty easy to navigateandfindthings

Topic headings are notalways straightforward. Sometimes must dependon process of elimination to find what
I amlookingfor.

Improvethesearchengine.

Itis difficultto find needed links.
N/A

Keepitcurrent.

The content needs to be morestreamlined. The sections are too dense, es pecially when reading on a mobile
site.

The informationsometimes lags behind publicresources.

NA

The Departmentsends out notices when time-sensitive materials are freshlyposted. Thisisa help. Perhaps

when therearechangesin policyor procedure, these canbe contrasted with what the previous ones wereto
give us some perspective as to thereason forthe changes, etc.

Update websiteinformationas soon as new proposals are released. Sometimes theinformationis dated.

The designis awful - very cluttered and very text heavy - too many elements to try and read and follow. Links
and pagenamesarenotintuitive.

It's fine.
Thereis too much detailinthe'navigation' portionwhen oneis trying to locate whatis needed. The detail
should be providedina 'read moreor to learn more' clickoption.

I think that website could provide direct links to webinars andalso a potential newsletter available for recipients
to receive on a weekly or monthly basis

Display contactinformation on the website.
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none
Inthe past, | haveattempted to find archived copies of webinars regarding APR submission and | have not been
ableto find them. Itwouldbe most hel pful forthese types of webinars to be made availableand accessiblevia
the department website.

Makeitway moreuser friendly. Itisa mess.

| found navigation a little confusing, but was ableto findwhat| needed inthe end.

createa portal systemto organize the materials/information by category

Honestly, | have worked with the different funding agencies for solongthatl amused to the websites and the

idiosyncrasies. Onesuggestion is having atemporarybanneron the mainpageannouncing the grants, as they
arereleased. By farthe Department of Educationgrantis much better than NIH!

No suggestions.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

GrantDirector
University Administrator
Faculty/GrantPI
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GEARUP
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Helpful hints for narrowing searches. Relevant FAQs.

Makeitmore comprehensiveto includeresources related to GEARUP

Make materials more straightforward, easier to find

n/a

Include moreresourcesanda web chatso one could getimmediate responses to questions.

I really feel likel am flying blind withregardto this grantandbeing a new awardee. Es pecially with the G5
system. It's cumbersome anddoesn'tlettheinstitution adequately manageits grant processes. Thereshould be
a Master account for each entitythat can manage the other accounts. | have occasionally been ableto find
information| needed.

n/a

| honestly don'teven know what's available.

n/a

I amnota websitedesigner and do notfeel qualified to answer. Thankyou anyways.

Utilize best practicesinweb design thatisfocused on user needs.

Moreintuitive content

Perhapsupdateitweekly, if appropriate.

Siteis solargethatl| found it difficult to quicklyfind the GEAR UP information needed. Possibly haveclearer
divisions by departments andwithinthose, bold the subdivisions.

Other federal grants I've worked on (AmeriCorps) had a searchable database that would pull policies, share
resources, andprovide guidance. It would be very helpful if something similar could be created for GEAR UP so
we can better access policyinformation when needed. | often feel | amsifting throughvery fine printtofindan
answer to whatseems likea simple question.

Keep itupdated with the mostcurrentinformationthatweshould know.

Makeitmoreuser friendly. Easierto searchfor things.

I havenotuseditmuchatallasithas notbeen helpful. Maybe have a super user group meet with the USDOE to
figurethisout?

The GEAR UP Annual Performance Reportsite reflects the fol lowing: Fantastic support & high marks for quick
responses to ITissues; The APRitself has numerous errors on the sitethatdon'talign well with what we were
told was required; the US ED site reflects olddataand technology & is hardto navigate around as the
regulationsarehardtofind & sort.

The websitelayoutisfine. Typically, | can findout wherethings are by clicking the links to relevantinformation
such asaward lists, | egislation and regulations, etc. It would be hel pful to have the program specialists'
responsible grantee match available so that grantees mayfind out which program specialistis working with
which grantees.

Make Gear Up resources easier to find. Add specificstrategiesfor reaching Gear Up objectives. Providea place
for sharingideas for grantees.

Moreinformationabout other GEAR UP projects - contactinfo, project design information and resources.

N/A

The website for the Department of education is actuallyreallyeasy to work through!!

Itjustis notuser-friendly. Thetimeoutfeatureandpasswords are notconducive to goinginto specificsystems
onanirregular basis. Thewebsiteis textheavy with unnecessary instructions instead of having a landing page
with links to requiredresources.

PostFAQ fromgrantees, soeveryonecanseetheanswers
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Noneatthis time.

| believethe headlines could be bolderfor older eyes to see. Theformatseems to befairly simple but needs to
be bolder to catch theattention of thereaders.

Actually, | am pleased that | have been ableto obtain whatl need. Thewebsiteis easytouseandithasthe
resources thatl need.

Itwould begreatto havea portal where grantees could loginto view program data, budgetinformation, and
have a placeto submit Grant Adjustment Notices...similar to the U.S. Department of Justice portal.

Itwould be greatto have some quick tips sheets that clearly interpretandoutline things like match, allowable
expenses and other topics where guidance tends to vary.

Onelistofallgrantees, their awardyearandthe updated Pl contactinformation. Everything regarding awards is
so outdated. When writing for new grants, you need to be aware of who hasa grantand who they arecurrently
partnering with.

n/a

Many of the documents seem dated and repetitive. Itwould be good to do a general refreshof thesite.

Better headers. It's difficult to know what the headers mean without reallychecking all of them out.

FAQ section could probably fuse several questions before searching.

The websiteis user friendly and provides up to dateinformation. At this time, | do not have a recommendation
forimprovement.

Less clicks to get where you need to go.
Provide easily accessible programpolicies applicable to GEAR UP.
The websiteshouldbe updated atleast on an annual basis.

Clearly defined unallowable GEAR UP activities and services.

This couldbe on our end butthe website siteloads slowly. As such, sometimes | give up andlook for answers
onothersites.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Principal Investigator
Director of Curriculumand Instruction
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National Resource Centers Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Fewer blocks of text - including hyperlinked text. Integratingdrop down menus.

| find the new home page more difficultto read thanthe old one, dueto design, fontsize, colors used, etc. The
need to change passwords sofrequentlyisveryannoying. | knowit's for security reasons, but!'mnot convinced
that SO MUCH security is necessary for this site.

Sometimes finding directions within the website takes work. Also, we have had problems with things not being
changed when we have hadto un-submita report. Forinstance, when we marked in some PMF forms
erroneously, we could not fullychange the responses and just had to alert the program officer. Furthermore,
some of the changes | made when another report was un-submitted did notactually change on thereport when
the reportwas released again. The nice partaboutthereporting systemis how youare guided from one screen
to the next as you complete the form.

No complaints!

Better searchengines; clearer links between program description pages and application access screens; more
user friendly in general

Makingita bitmoreuser friendly. Not requiring constant changes to IRIS passwords would be hel pful.

1.The PAM shouldbeonlineandinteractive - every reference to another document should be underscored with
aliveandactivelinkto thereference,and anindication of whereto find the material (ratherthanjusta linktoa
200-page document, a referenceto a sectionwherethematerialis). 2. Themaps of IFLE programs should bein
a moreaccessibleformatfor referenceandreporting. Right nowifyou wantto know how many NRCs thereare
inthe US you need to countby hand. 3. Thewebsite needs to be more updated; for example, thecontactlistis
currently outof date, thereis application information forthe last Title VI competition still posted inpresent
tense, etc. 4.The website needs to be more navigable - sometimes the only wayto retraceone's stepsis
through the backspace key. 5. Information needs to be more 'findable'. Title VI applications are notintuitively
located on the website - you haveto digaround for them.

Material about ED grant programs on the site does notalways seemto be easy to findor updated regularly.
Particularlywhen waiting fora competition to open - as with the NRC/FLAS programs lastyear - it would be
helpful to post prominent updates on the site about when Requests for Proposals are expected to be published.
The websiteis good. More suggestion on items to search would help.

Navigation streams are hard to follow, informationis frequently out-of-date, information hardto find, not easy
to navigate

Provide a bitmoreinformation--and ifol der material still applies (suchasa PAM) atleastindicate that.
Importantlinksshouldbein a largeror bold font. Textboxes should be expandablesothatwecanread all of
our entryatonce.

Don'tremoveinfo justbecauseitbecomes politicallyexpedientto do so!

Ensurethatlinks are updated and relevant documents related to grant competition guidelines, regulations, and
outcomes are posted in a timelyfashion.

Not a resource generallyfrequented.

| feel like somethings arevery difficult to find, even when googling for s pecific documents.

Some of theresources are outdated or contradict themselves, suchas the Program Administration Manual,
which last we checked has notbeen updated sincethe 2014-17 edition. We understandthatan updateisin
developmentand look forward to its release.

Not always clear howup to date materials on the siteare, need to berefreshed more actively or dated more
clearly.

Update content, results available from a Google search, better navigation.

Itwould begreatifthe FLAS program couldstart each cycle with a webinar for new managers to better
understandwhatis required for reporting on the grants.
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I was recently on yourwebsite trying to findthe applications of the 2018-2022 Title VI NRCawardees and had
difficulty tracking them down. | foundthe navigation pathways notasintuitiveas| hadhoped.

Information on International Programs is fairly jumbledtogether and notintuitively organized. Surelya web
designer couldcome up with amore user-friendly website that promotes ease of navigation.

More program officers

Whileitisoverallan easysiteto navigateonceoneisoriented, | believe visual cues could be madesimpler.
Addinga section on upcoming competitions would be good.

The website couldbe more user friendly by improving the navigationsystem.

Updatingthe grantee guidebook

I don'tusethewebsiteand so cannotsay.

Better informationon travel rules and regulations (e.g. Fly America Act)

I don'thaveany problems with the web site.

Updatethe program administrator's manual and makeiteasierto find. Make theiris system moreintuitive.

Provide a map of theinformationprovided, andcross link pages so there are multiple paths to various kinds of
information.

A comprehensive FAQ for NRC- and FLAS- related issues for current grantees. Interactive, ifpossible.

Better navigation and fresher content though | amnotsurethisis specificto OPE butrather a largerissueatthe
DoE

I would be wonderful if the Department couldposta list of current TitleI11and Title Vinstitutions. Itisrather
difficultto findanupdated and reliable listing of those institutions andit wouldfacilitate grantees' efforts to
develop new or expandexisting partnershipsin response to Title VI priorities.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Assistant Director
Associate Director

Title VI outreach director
Assistant Director
Associate Director
programmer
assistantdirector of center
OutreachDirector
Assistant Director
Associate Director
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CUSTOM QUESTIONS

NRCS8. Is the process for the dissemination of the NRC tracking survey helpful? If not, please
provide suggestions for easing the process.

I amnoteven entirely surewhatis meantby NRC tracking survey.

N/A

I'mnotsurewhatis meantby NRCtracking survey. Isthatthissurvey? Ifso,itwasvery confusing. | kept
receiving messages informing me aboutthesurvey, saying that noteveryone wouldbe asked to completeit,
etc., butl keptreceivingthe messages. Today's messageindicated a low responserate. | wrotebacksaying|
had never been sentthelinkand wonderingiflshouldcompleteit. I'mdoingthatnow, butonlybecausel was
pro-activeandletthemknow | had notreceived thelink. Communicationcouldbeclearer.

Itwas fine.

Yes

Assuming this questions refers to the FLAS tracking survey, itcould beimproved by: 1. the survey should be
administered directly by the Office of Postsecondary Education, not theindividual NRC programs; and 2.
Detailed results should be shared with theindividual NRC programsin a clearandtimely manner.
lamnotsurewhatyou mean by trackingsurvey. We have theinterimreports forboth NRC and FLAS, final
reports for both NRCand FLAS, and this satisfaction survey. | do notrecall a tracking survey.

I amnotsurewhatsurvey this questionrefers to, unless perhapsitis a referenceto the FLAS alumni tracking
survey? Ifso, the processis generally helpful, although having to track FLAS alumni from oth erinstitutions for a
number of years who only ever cameto our institution fora single summer programis somewhat burdensome.

I thinkitis helpful.
Unawareof NRC tracking survey

Not surewhatthis question refers to--IRIS???
With regard to thereporting of results after thesurvey is conducted, it would be more hel pful to havea
breakdownby Center rather thanby University (although|'m awarethisisa manpower and resourceissue).

Yes

?

The timing of the survey was complicated as it coincided with the end of the AcademicYear.
Itwould be helpful to beableto getthe survey data by awardnumber (Center).

No. The expectations of each university/center in this regard are too high.

Yes.

yes

Yes, itis helpful.

Yes, itis very helpful.

The processisfine.

NRC17. The NRC program selection criteria. (Please provide comments to explain your score.)

I am newto working with the NRC program and am therefore unfamiliar with the program selection criteria.
Not sure. | thinkfor thelast competitionthe questions were groupeddifferentlyandthatsometimes led to
confusion forthose of us who have been writing these proposals for a long time (this was my 9th competition!).
I think theselectionfor scoringisveryclear. | think thatthe guidanceregarding moneycouldbea bitclearer,i.e.
someschools askedfor morethanthe maximumamountlisted in the RFP for NRCandFLAS and receivedit. Our
center remainedwithinthe parameters of the RFP.
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Wearesatisfied within ourown NRC, but have heardfrom some colleagues in unsuccessful applicant centers
thatthe reasons for their rejection weren't completely clear.

Thereis aninherent contradiction in the criteriathat require the NRC applicants both to demonstrate capacity
andtoapplyfor funds to build capacity in the given world area.

This ishardtosay.As a current NRC| am pleased we were chosen - we obviously met thecriteria. However, part
of meetingthe criteriaisalso ensuringthatyourfacultyare doing things that align with the priorities, and
oftentimes therearegreat projects happening thatdo notfall under the stated DOE priorities and therefore get
shortshriftduring the application process.

| would suggest that other sections of the selectioncriteria, suchaslanguageinstruction and area studies
instruction, should have greater weight relative to theimpactand evaluationsection, which seemsto havean
excessivelyhigh weightrelativeto all othercriteria. Foreign language andareastudies training are among the
corefunctions of NRCs.

I thinkthe programis excellent butlimited only in the amount of funds provided. So much more couldbe
accomplished with more funding. Given the gl obalization of our world, more funding and focusis need in this
area.

Morespecificfeedback on howto improveapplication, how scores aretranslated into budget received

Thereis a tension between supporting the strongest centers vs. wantingto use federal funds to support the
establishmentand expansionof newer centers.

The NRC program sel ectioncriteria are exceptionally clearandeasy to understand. Moreover, they address the
areas of interestand need whichour Center believes to beimportant.

When applying as a consortiumthe page limit restricts our capacityto demonstrate the full strength of
participatinginstitutions.

Sincethe[redacted]budgetcutsinthe NRC programwe have been less ableto supportth e core NRC program
areas of language andcourseinstruction although the program continues to provide a vital support to our
campus programs.

We were unsuccessful with our FLAS application, and the reasons for notreceivingitwere unclear.

The NRC proposalasks a lot of the people who are writing the proposal--we are experts in the work of our
center and in the work of other relevant departments (regionally relevant) butthere are many other areas we
need to report on fromthroughout the university where we are not experts (andabout which wehaveno
control).Soto ask us usto commenton thingsthatare notdirectlyapplicable to regional studies is often
difficultand tedious andirrelevant.

The selectioncriteriaareoutdated andnotin syncwiththe realities and challenges facing universitiesinthe
21stcentury.

lamsogladthatthereisfunding forforeignlanguage study and for resource centers focused on area studies.
This isa key area forour country and | have been very impressed with how the NRC/FLAS grants work.

My problemisnot withtheselection criteria, per se, but rather with the way the point system, whichis sorigid,
resultsina vastamount of busy workthatis useless for any purpose other thangetting these grants. Worseyet,
a VAST amount of work goes into a course list and faculty directory thatare noteven scored! Whatastounds me
aboutthis grantisthat DoE requires a huge amount of busy workinorderto get funds whose useis then
incredibly restricted, or pigeonholed i nto activities (MSI collaborations! Teacher institutes! Collaborations with
schools of education!)thatitis veryhard to find engaged partners for. So we do all this workto get funds that
then haveto be directed toward activities that MSls/teachers/schoolsof educationare not particularly
interestedin, all so that we can justify why wearegetting thegrantin ourreports (and do noteven get me
started on the absurdity of the amount of information requiredin the October reports) and hopefully position
ourselvestoreceivethegrantagain...exceptthatif wegetitagain,itwillhaveto bespentonthesame
restricted programs thatit's very hard to get people engaged with. It's this endless feedback loop.

The criteriawere aligned to the needs of our nation.

The selectionprocessis well explainedandthe points arefairlydistributed.

Whilethecriteriais clear, the evaluation parameters muddy the waters, because programs are designed to suit
whatcanbemeasured.

The NRC program selectioncriteriaare, on the whole, clearly stated and rationally conceived to maximize the
effectiveness of language and area/international studies research and instructionandenhancetheirsocietal
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impactinpositiveways. Thereis, however, considerable ambiguity where the absolute priority is concerned.
Any comprehensiveinter- or multidisciplinary researchor instructional programming on any world region - all of
which have been arbitrarily partitioned forinvestigative and political expediency - will reflect and engage
diverseviews andperspectives. Applicants and reviewers will naturally interpret theintent behindthis priority
ina multitude of ways, some of which may bediscordant. Isintenttoilluminatetheviews of thesocially,
racially, ethnically, linguistically, and politically diverse societies corres ponding to a world region? To reflectand
engagediverseintellectual and political perspectives among researchers andinstructors atthe NRC? How do
peer reviewers, program officers, and other US Department of Education personnelinvolved in thereview
processinterprettheintentof the priority, and how do they evaluatetheapplicants' responsetoit?

The selectioncriteriais clearly outlined andavailable. We do have a question about thea mountto apply for.
Some NRCs ask for amounts above the stated high awardlevel, and we seethatin some cases they areawarded
thator higher. Wedo appreciatethetransparencyin reporting NRCawards.

Selection criteriafavorsinstitutions thathavelongstanding area studies programs

I assumethe competition resultsina very complexselection process and thereis no perfect approach. As
would bethecaseinanypeer-reviewed competition, bias, lackof understanding of Title VI, compressed
timelines, etc., may resultinirregularities. Overall, however, | am really satisfied with selection criteria and the
departmentdoes a greatjob managing such a complexpublic program.
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Strengthening Institutions Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Updatethelook and feel of the User Interface (Ul).

Not sure.

Itis notvery intuitive, thinkof it fromthe user experience, es pecially someone who does not visit thesiteona
regularbasis.

I find itdifficultto locateinformationspecific to Title 1.1 also struggle with clarity of information related to my
specificgranttype.

test

The Titlelllwebpageis good. Submitting theinitial grantapplication was a challenge because the system
required veryspecificcomputer settings andbrowsers. We had a difficult time finding a computer that would
allow us toinputand upload the grantapplication.

Links to needed material are not clearly delineated.

I think the Department of ED website is fine, theonethatis confusing to navigateis the G5.

Makeitsimpler to navigateto arriveatyour designation.

Clarity and easier navigation

Maintaining the site with the most up-to-dateinfo

Timeliness of information regardingnewly issued RFPs on ed.gov would be very hel pful.

Beinga firsttime user | wouldhave found it better to have had someonelead me through a short training.

no suggestions. | thinkthe websiteis very useful.

Overall, I thinkitis very good.

Providea linkfromthe website to access the Annual Report. It would make it easier.

Better navigation tools and clearer directionto access certain information.

I amvery happy with the website. Itis fresh, informative, well designed and relevant. No i mprovement
recommendations atthis time.

I rarelyusethewebsite, so | don'thave any recommendations for improvement.

As a grantee (ratherthan justanapplicant), itwouldbe hel pful to have a password -protected portal thatlet me
loginandviewinformationrelatedto draw-downs, links to s pecificlegal guidance, etc.

My maininteractionwiththe DOEis in thefiling of theannual report. | found thereporta littlearduous, andl
often had toreporton thingsthathaveno relevanceto my grant.

No noted improvement suggestions at this time.

Itwould be good to havea morerobust bank of questions whichare asked by the SIP managers with the
accurateanswers. Oftentimes, SIP managers don't know how to phrase questions or whatterms tousein
searches.

Information couldbe updated more frequentlyanddisplaycurrentversions of guidance.
Updateinformation provided. Add fresh content.

Noneapplicable

Send updated information directly to grantees instead of requiring a search

I haveno recommendations atthistime. | thinkitisa great websiteand | useitextensively.

Thus far afterworking with this programover the lasttwo years, | have seen improvement of thesite
constantly. Keep up thegood work!

FAQs, a moderated community site for grant recipients

N/A

Perhaps puttheinformationaboutthe security on thefirst page along with thelog-in--instead of the next.
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Works finefor me.

Itwould begreatto see how other institutions are using grant money. Beinspired, learn from others and
perhapsintegratetheideas.

No suggestions atthis time. | findthe siteto be well organized and easyto use.

I amnewto the system, so | think that most of my challenges are notrelated to the siteas much asthey are
related to my familiarity with the site.

My main challenge, and | suspectfor all,is thesheer volume of regulatory information. | rely on ourinstitutional
program officer to assist here, but often need to diginto the websiteand links myself. Not sure whatthefix is
here, other than reducing thesheervolume of rules, or atleast streamlining them.

Itwas difficultto find the APR thisyear. The APRsite, | think, was separate from the usual Departmentsite. A
link fromthe DOE site to the APR would have been hel pful, or some clear messaging about wher eto access the
APRforms.

Reducetheamountofinformation or, ata minimum, categorizeit better. For example, the home page could
read somethinglike... lama...(chooseone) College Representative Government Representative Grant
Writer Grantee

Moreclearanddirect communication

Alistof All allowableandunallowableactivities wouldbe great.

At this timethewebsiteis user friendly as it relates to my specificjob duties andresponsibilities.

Better navigation through website; perhaps an org-typechartto beableto clickon a topicandgetto the
answers quicker

| generally use the website to searchfor grant opportunities. Some of the competition -specific sites (like UISFL,
Titlell1 SIP)don't seem to be updated frequently. The chart of opportunities from all the ED offices is not
updated often enough--many are'TBD' as faras deadlines. Since most opportunities only have a few months
between the timethe competitionopens to the submission deadline, it would beincredibly helpful to havea
decentidea inadvanceasto possibledeadlinedates.

I havenothad to usethedepartment of Ed site.

n/a

The websiteis noteasy to navigate and is notintuitive for someone who does not get on the website often. In
addition, resources shouldbe easierto navigate to and have pages thatintroduce purpose, and content.

the siteis OK. As | gained familiarity with the programs it was easier to navigate.

I ama new projectdirector so | haven'tused thesiteyet.

Better layout and more consistent use of font style/size

The website contains a ot of information. The websiteis organized well but mayneed to be broken down into
smallsubsets to makeitflowa little easier.

N/A

Improved search-ability through use of dropdown menus, FAQs, categorized information. Also perhaps
summarycontentratherthan havingto readthefulllegalese.

No concerns.
Noideas for improvementatthe moment.
I havefounditeasy to navigate

Itis difficultto log-in especially when | need to continually update/change my password.

| believethewebsiteisfine. Therewas a challenge submitting our annual reportatthe beginning of theyear
when the governmentwas shutdownbuttheissue was explained to us with plentyof notification.

When | haveneeded the websiteitis easyto useonceyou getpastall the securitymeasures.

A moreuser friendly interface.

Webinars or Conferences regarding Title Il reporting posted on website.
| have notused the website sufficiently to comment.
Moresampleresources
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With theeasein beingableto contact 'real knowledgeable people’ the website works well. However, muchon
the contentis often confusingand contacthasto be madeto clarify issues.

Two things: 1) Expand therangeand number of resources provided. Even if only listing links to other articles on
the web by titles that might be of interest to Title I1I SIP recipients, that would be useful andwould increase my
usageof thesite. Examples of potentially hel pful sources for such links: eCampus, EvolLLLution, Educause, IMS
Global, etc. 2) Frequency of new content needs to be improved; often, entering the site means seeing nothing
new for the pastyear orso.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Dean
SiteGrantDirector
projectdirector
Project Director
Project Mgr/Dir
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CUSTOM QUESTIONS

SIP7. Briefly describe the reason(s) for your rating of the above listed post award guidelines and
the performance reports.

Clear and concise guidelines as to expectationsaremade by the DOE. Wethinkthattherequirementsforthe
performancereports arereasonable.

Our biggest frustration with the annual performancereportistherequirementto reportatleasttwo targeted
outcomes for allfour focus areas (academic quality, student services, institutional management, andfiscal
stability). Our project does not haveinitiatives directlyaddressing all four areas, whichmakes establishing
measures for these areas challenging, particularly sinceinstructions indicate we shouldreport on outcomes that
are'mostreflective of your activities supported by Title 11I/V funds.'

There havebeen problems withthe APR site.

I was notpartofthegrantapplication or thefirstyearafter receivingthe grant. Itwould be helpful to know
whattheperformancereportisgoingto request/requireatthebeginning of theyear ratherthantheend. At
times we found ourselves scrambling for data or unable to answer questions because we didn't know we were
goingtobeaskedto reporton particular activities.

The postaward guidelines areclearand concise. The postaward conference call allowed our college
administrators to askpertinent questions and move forward to projectactivities. Monthly performance
reportingis appropriate for staying on taskwith data collectionto accuratelygauge project activities.

I wasn'taround when wereceived Post-award guidelines, norhavel ever seenthem. Thereportis confusing,
the questions don'tseem directly related to the work our projectisfocusedon,andwehaven'treceivedany
feedback after submission.

Therewas a bitofa gap between theaward and when a program officer was confirmed. The PPT deck was
helpful as a starting point. Performancereports areimportant. Perhaps it would make senseto develop
separate guidelines for Interim Performance Reports sinceit wasn't always clear what fromthe Annual
Performance Report would not need to beincluded inthe IPR. Separate guidelines wouldsave time for both
program officers andgrantees.

| found theinstructions forthe IPR slightly confusing fora first year Project Director. Theinstructions were
written for theannual reportandfinal reportanddidn'tall appear to apply to the IPRreport. | would
recommend specificinstructions on the completionof the IPR.

The performancereportquestions (atleastin thefirstand second year)seemsomewhatredundantandlam
notalwayssurewhatdataisbeing requested.

The postaward guidelines were actionableandeasy to do and the performance reports werefairly straight
forward (althoughthere was nota placeto put some of theinformation that | was asked for).

| feel thatl amanswering the similar questions multiple times

I haven'treceived post-award guidelines andourgrantendsin a matte of months. | also believethe APR system
is incrediblyfrustrating and the timelines have been challenging.

The reporting guidelines aren'talways clear,andsometimesit's hard to tell if theinfois accurate. For example,
onequestion asked meto reference something from 2009, and | didn'tknow ifthatwas a typoorifl was
actuallysupposed to pullinfo from 2009. In addition, the reporting guidelines made reference to 2 different
types of reporting: annual and final. However, | was completing the midterm, soit was difficult to understand
how to answersome of the questions, especially since we had yetto complete our firstyear and had verylittle
data togivethus far. The midtermreport didn't seem to be consistent with what | would have expected.
Instead, | am guessing that we were asked to completethesamereportthatwill also bedueasour annual
reportattheend of the year, butbecause of that, manyof the questions were difficult to answer given where
we were atwith our project.

I think the expectations of Strengthening Institutions are very clearin terms of reporting the format of the APR
was somewhat daunting,

My university isits fifthyearof a SIP grant. Duringthat4 1/2 periods of time, we have been assigned three
different program officers. Thefirst was generally supportive and responsive to initial questions as we
transitioned into the program. Thesecond onereally hadlittle communication, positive or negative, with the
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local grant project manager (i.e., largely absentin information and support). Thethird typically responded
fairly quickly to communication. In the 'meeting the program officer'telephonecall, it was clearthat the new
officer had notread the grant application carefully (only scannedit),andhadnotreadanyof the previouslyfiled
interimor annual performancereports). Effective feedback to the university was lacking.

SomeAcronyms | knew nothing aboutand had to go other places to discover what they mean

I think theitems thatwearerequiredto reporton arerelevantandhelpful in assessing the performance on the
grant.| believeitwould be hel pful to have better directions on completing all sections of the APR. Some
questions or parts of the APR are difficultto complete dueto a lack of understanding of what you are wanting
us to measureor how youwantusto measurethemin order to fityour matrix.

Much of the Annual Reportdoesn'tapplyto our grant. We would have to manipulate our wording to fitthe
specificsections, so we couldreport on our goals and achievements.

Lackingin clearguidelines and directions with limited time to preparereports. Also,theformisdifficultto use
and/or duplicate offline; not user-friendly.

Inregardsto performance reports, deadline, contactinformation, andemail reminders wereclearand
consistent. What was unclear was formatting andtemplates. | was unsure how they wanted to receive budget
information (i.e Excel document, Word document, etc.).

Directions andinformation was clearand concise.

Althoughitisa lot of datacollectionl thinkitis useful and purposeful. The Performance Reporting hel ps the
institutionto maintain focus and remain on track. The data collected provides insights intotheinstitution's
progressand is reflective of theimprovements being made as a result of the program.

The grantisvery new andthereforereporting has been limited atthis time.

Some confusionabout what activities are permissible under guidelines. Difficulty inmatching ouractivities to
reporting categories.

| find the performance reports difficult to fill out and the directions are confusing and hard to follow. Some of
the data beingasked fordoes notapply to my grantgoals and objectives, anditis difficult to come up with this
data toreportitina meaningful way.

| wasn'there when wewereawarded thegrant,so | can'tspeakto postaward guidelines. My program officer
has been helpful when I'm had questions about the APR.

I had notknown to expectto need to be prepared foran interim performance report. Fortunately, | hadalready
donesurveysthat provided me with responses thatallowed meto answerthe questions on thereport. Itcame
to us very near theend of theschool yearso had | not completed the surveys | took, there would not have been
sufficienttimeto capture information.

Whileitmustbedifficultto design a 'onesizefits all' document | think theannual reporting dataand document
still needs some work.

When | became a new director, there was no outreach or even acknowledgement when | reached out. The APR
did notaskfordatarelevantto our projectand did not give enoughguidelines to accuratelycollect data.

| was surprised by the nature of the questions in the performancereport, because | amrequir ed to choose and
reporton measuresthathave no relevanceto my grant.

The Titlelll Interim Performance Report was clear, easyto navigate, andstraightforward in the information
required.

| appreciate the ability to enter my grant's objectives into the APR to show what we areaccomplishing. | don't
remember beingableto do that with ourprevious grant. However, some of the questions that haveto be
answered arevery genericand sometimes difficult to determine the bestanswer.

| find theannual reportsto belogical andreasonable.

The 6 mo report was easy to completeand detailedinstructions were provided.

The Annual Performance Reportis designed to serve a broadrange of projects. Thereby, makingit challenging
to align projectactivities with theresponses thatare requested.

Limited experience. We have only submitted an initial 6-month report.

I'mnotaware of ANY post-award guidance, updates, news, etc. from ED, and have receivedZERO
communicationother thannotifications about the APR site opening, due date, APR reminder.
The award guidelines are well stated and provide clearinstructions for completion.
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have notbeen happy with the transitioning to anotherreporting tool. Annual inconsistencies make it difficult to
measure our success.

We'reinyear 4 ofa 5 yeargrantandl don'tcurrently have post-award guidelineinformation. I'massuming that
will comeaswenear theend of thegrant. | feel the performancereportquestionsand analysisarein linewith
what! would expect.

N/A

The interim/annual reports arevery hard to navigateandare notuser friendly. In addition, itisveryhard to
determine what questions to answerandhow to answer them. Thefinancial sectionseems like it asks the same
questions 3 different ways andalways comes outto thesameend. Itis a hard formto complete.

Itwas odd to haveto change our goals during the tenure of our grant. We had to make up goalsina sensein
order tofitin each of the many boxes.

The guidelines were clearandwe have just submitted our first performancereport.

| understandthedifficulty of creating a reportthat covers the diversityof SIP grants - but currentreportis
repetitiveandsometimes difficult to adapt to project activities.

Superiorperformance overall.

Weareonly 6 monthsinto grantand have very little performanceto reportatthis timeregarding data
collectionandanalysis.

For theformer, theshear scale of materials can be overwhelming. When | have a specificquestion, | need to rely
on our campus post-award personmost of thetime. When | have had a need to getinfo frommy program
officer, thetimelinessis uneven, probably as a function of workload on theirend. As for performancereports, so
far thathasbeen mostly OK, althoughthe performance objectives section was somewhat confusing to
complete.

I amunaware of post-awardguidelines (our grant will end nextyear). The performance reporthas changed
over the pastseveral years. Being made aware of thechangesin advance would be hel pful to assistusin
accessing supporting data beyondwhatisin our program objectives.

Our projectteamwas ableto easilyreadandreview theinstructions and to complete the forms. If wehad a
question, our program officer responded quickly to our questions. She was very attentiveand was able to
explainwhatinformationwasto beincluded.

The reporting process doesn't feel very hel pful. HOwever theinstructions areclear.

We havenothad an official conversation about our APR and very little discussionaboutbudgets. | recommend
we havea monthlyor quarterly scheduled conference call to discuss project status. | amalso interested in
collaborating with colleagues across the country on effectivelymanaging grants. I've suggested we have
qguarterly callsto checkinwith othergrantrecipient projectdirectors. | trustmy Program Manager and
appreciate her supportin administrating this grant. Itis my understanding she has alarge caseload and could
usesome help or redistribution of work load to provide a stronger level of service. We need feedback on our
APR buthaveyet to receive anythingandhopethey understand administering this grantis challenging
especiallywhen we can notalways anticipate challenges to manage the grant. Weare working towa rd our goals
and making progress. However, sometimes therearesetbacksthatareoutof our control. Sheis very
professional andl hopethereisa chanceto meetin person later thisyear ata conference hosted by the DOEin
DC.

The postaward guidelines are good and the performancereports werea little hard tofillinthefirsttime. Our
educational contact gave usanindepth training session on how to fill out the first performancereport which
was extremely helpful.

The onlyreason | did not give this section a '10'is because directors have to input someinformationbefore
gaining access to other sections of thereport.

Information on best practices from other awardees is always wel comed.

Not always clear whatis needed intheannual reportbasedon theformatthatis used. Would liketo beableto
show accomplishments and ongoing activities and whether they are on target more easily thanfillingout boxes
with specificquestions that might not be completelyrelevant to the project.

I haveonly had to submitan interim progress report, butit was very unclearto me whatthe expectations were.
The guidelines seem clearfortheannual reports, but notsomuch fortheinterim.| havenoideaif whatl
submitted was acceptable!
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Perhapstheinterimreportinthefirstyearofthe project could benefitfroma change of focus. All of our project
efforts to that pointwererelated to hiring new personnel andplanning and beginning to implement project
activities. Therefore, some of theinformationthatwas asked forin this reportdid not make sense (data related
to goals, for example). This madethe process of completing the reporta bit confusing, although my project
officer did anexcellentjob answering my (andother project directors') questions about this.

The post-award guidancein the GAN was very specificand helpful. The data collectionandanalysis required for
the annual performance reporttracks our regularinternal reporting and is relevant to our project outcomes.
Clear, systematicandlogical guidance

New annual reportsystemis easy to use. Prompts for thevarious areas arestable. Sofarthe post-award
guidelines have been straightforward.

I wasn'ttheoriginal project directorso there mayhave been other guidelines I'm notaware of. To befair, |
haven'tdonea search of thewebsite. Theonly thingl haveright nowisa copy of powerpointslides froma
webinar forgrantees. | think the performance reportasks appropriate questions.

APR shouldbe made available within30 days of theend of thecurrentyear

Information and directions have been very clear.

| would have preferred more guidance on completing my firstannual evaluation.

A number of reporting requirementsinthe APR areredundant. Further, thereare broad institutional questions
thatarenotapplicableto our specific project but neverthel ess require data collectionandthe perceptionthat
this datarelates to our objectives.

No concernsto this point.

I amstillin process of determining what feedback/reporting is needed to 'finish-out' our 1-year extensionto a
Titlelll-Agrant. Also the performance reportseemed focusedon grantoutcomes andguidelines.

Post-award guidelines appear straightforward; program directors from SIP have emailed information a bout
specificreports. | justwishthe contactaboutreportingwas earlier in order to have moretimeto collectthe
requested data. | alsowish there was feedback after submission of reports. I'massuming no newsis good
news.

When | have needed to ask a question/s to our Federal Program Officersheis always promptand thorough in
her responses.

Itwould be helpful to beableto downloada pdf of the questions thatarein the portal before we startentering
responsesinto thesystem.| hadto doscreenshotsto beabletoread allquestions. Some of us prefer towrite
outourresponsesina word document. Nothing worse than working on a response - then havingto go to
another screen to answer more questions andhavingto click out of that pageto go back to re-read yourearlier
response. Would be easier to know all questions up front before entering themintothe portal.

Many if not most of the categoriesin the performancereportdo NOT apply to our Strengthening Institutions
grant.| havetoreally stretchto complete the mandatory categories.

The guidelines are clearandwhen we havea question orwhen weare unsure about certain fundingissues, we
alwaysreceivea response.

The data required to meet the objectives areclear.

Therewas a glitchon openning up the APR reports for the past two years, but everything was understandable
onceitopened. | wishtherewould bea conferenceon TitlelI1awards that dealswith FAQ, reporting
information, etc. Itwould have been hel pful when we first received the grant.

Post-award guidelines were clearandconcise, any questions | had regardingthator performance reports were
answered in a timelymanner and ina waythatwas understandable.

Sincel amso newto this process,| amnotsurel understandall thatis expected by my program officer. | have
notreceived any feedback retheinterim reportsubmitted before April 30,so | amassumingthatis goodnews.
Very clear directions

Anytimel have had a question or needed clarificationsomeone has been ableto assistmein a quickand
knowable manner.

Itseems liketheworkload is so great for the Program Officers that they are unableto provide feedbackor
suggestions proactively. They do respondwhen questions are asked of them.
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There seems to be a square-peg-round-hole aspectto theinformation and formatting requested in the APRs
(though the mostrecentrevision was animprovement!). Thereasonl| feel this way is that manyof the questions
read likewhatonewould expecttoseeinan APRfor aresearchgrantinthesciences, whereas our grant ---
whilecertainlyincluding aspects of research to determine our effectiveness in providing the services which the
grantsupports --- requires much more performance reporting as opposed to research findings. Consequently, it
sometimes feels we can'tadequately sharethe success we're having because the success criteria are skewed
toward researchresults. Onethingthathelpedin thisregard, though, inthe mostrecent APR update, is the
ability to upload attachments where these things can be shared. | hope the attachments are actuallyconsidered
and examined as they were definitelythe best way for us to shareabout oursuccessin the mostrecent APR.
Outcomes related to grades, infrastructure, etc. notapplicable to our project, butthereare options to indicated
‘other' data as needed

SIP8. About what topic(s) or purpose(s) do you most often contact Program staff?

Questions aboutreallocatingbudget funds.
Budget questions, changeinpersonnel
Policy questions are mosttypical.

Budget adjustments and travel approval.

Approval to make minorchanges to a position's qualifications andfor budget modifications (mostly requests to
move dollars from staffing to make purchases).

none... Other than a couple of technical problems with our APR, we have had no contact with staff beyond the
occasional interactionwith our Program Officer. Wehad3 Program Officers during thefirst4 years of our grant.
I amwondering now whatadditional support or resources there might have been

Conference/Training Approvals Reactivate access codes/passwords to portals

General questions. | thinkthey do thebestthey can, butthey seemto be understaffed (nottheir fault). There
is sometimes a lagintheresponsetimeor notall questions are answers.

Grant modifications- interpretation of objectives and allowable cost and budget modifications (allocations)
To reset my password.

Proposed changes andquestions aboutreporting.

Adjustments to original proposal and clarificationon federal policies.

Questions regarding policy

to request budget modifications and provide updates

| contactourliaison to ask clarifying questions aroundwhatis required to fulfill our grant.

Budget matters.

Grantquestions, budget changes, travel approvals

Sofar,theonly contactwe've attempted is to changethe projectdirector on record. We haveyettoreceive a
responseas of today.

Budgetary issues.

When the university developed its SIPapplication, we haveincluded travel to Title l1I SIP project directors
conferences, whichwereformerlyheld, to assurethatlocal activities and processes complied with fed eral
regulations and practice. To our knowledge (andbased upon communication with the assigned program
officers), no such director's conference had been conducted, which was a disappointment and left local
personnel'inthedark' aboutSIP good practices.

Interim Progress Reportandthe APR

| rarelycontactthe program officer. However, | have contacted him before concerning budget related questions
and APR clarifications.

Clarifyspending regulations
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budget adjustments forrollover dollars, or questions on the Annual Report, especially how to report on the final
year after myjobisdone

Endowmentregulations; program changes and guidance.

Budgetrelated questions. | mostly reach out to request budget amendments thatarein alignmentwith grant
activities and objectives.

Questions concerning grant expenses.

Budget and staffing recommendations in support of the objectives.

Clarification of permissible activities. Permission forbudget reallocations Approval forlarger expenditures.
Budget modifications

Questions aboutwhatthegrantwillcover.

Budget adjustments.

Guidancefor whethersomethingis allowable; information about the need for budgetrevision.
Explanation (clarification) of data requested

APR questions; updating our GAN

Changes and approvals

Questions about policies and requirements

Budget questions.

budget

Travel Authorizations

Changes needed to our grant.

Specific processes.

Budgetrevision requests

Requestto modify project activitiesandbudget revisions.

Mostly about deadlines andreporting timelines.

Reportduedates, modification requests

With budget revisionrequests.

Questions regarding modifications to budget or timeline.

General informationabout program deliverables.

Travel andchange of objecives

Generally has to do with needing further explanationregarding a question on the performance report.
Basically, for clarificationor a problem gettinga section to complete to move on.

Changes to budget, personnel, and goals.

Budget, APR, etc.

Revisions to budget

guestionontheannual reports

Changes to projectfromoriginal grantapplication.

To date, havenothad much, if any contact with Program staff, other thanour program officer.

budgetcarryover

Whatisallowedandnotallowedin terms of funds. Wewrotethegrantinlan2017anditwasawardedinSep
2018. Things havechanged a bitandthe SIP staff aregreatin helping us with those changes.

Budget adjustments/questions
budget
Varies
Budget
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Financial expenditure and need to move funds from one source to anotherbased on new circumstances.
Help accessing the website or findinginformation on the website

Logistics

We contactprogram staffwhen wearerequesting prior approval for expenditures or to make budget

adjustments. Wealso contact our program officer when making a hiring decisionto ensure we areincompliance

with the expectations of the program. Our programofficer provides great technical assistance!!!
Changein budgets, priorities, timelines.

Deadlines, extensions, etc.

Questions about carryoveramounts Personnel

Budgets. APR clarification.

Budget questions

Budgetrelated topics.

Budget Modifications

Budget questions

No-costextension and guidelines on end of grantissues andre-submissions or new submissions.
Policy and Procedure, Financial, Budget Modification

Reporting

Processes and information related to reports and budget change questions
General questions to clarify information thatis being requested.

budget changerequests

Deadlines

Budget Augmentation APR

extending sub-project timelines; budget reallocation

Changes in grant personnel, allowability of s pecific activities, budget.

Approval of funding requests

Budget

APR, login information.

technicalissues

Allowable expense, budget amendments, clarificationon policy.

Monthly reports aresentto update Program Officer on a new program.

Useof funds - allow-ability.

Either to confirmreporting details or to request a budget amendment etc.
-Amendments to budgetitems -Clarification aboutreport questions -Completion of eligibilityeachyear
Programchanges.

Questions regarding the appropriate use of budget funds

Budgetrevisions

Requestchangesto grant proposal.

Completingthe performancereportand/or request for out-of-statetravel.

Our mostrecentinquires has been related to a request for a no-cost extension.
Questions asking forapproval to hirea position, or to rarely makea changein the budget.
regulations

Reportingissues, budget discussions, and allowable expenses.

Requestfor changes, interpretations of EDGAR
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Questions pertaining to grantcompliance

General questions about program guidelines.

Requesting minimal changes inimplementation. | have submitted budget changerequestforms,andthe
program officer was very helpful with those.

When APR portal access will occur

The firstyeartechnical issues with the site werean issue. Currently, | often contact my Program Director for
clarification on grantrules and APR questions. They (| have had two ) have been very helpful, pleasantand
patientwith my questions and understanding of theissue we are working to clarify.

Approval of travel or changein personnel.
Permissions to make adjustments that will help us function better to meet the goals of thegrant.

SIP9. How canwe improve our SIP website, including links, to help you identify program
resources and meet your technical assistance needs?

N/A

| justtried clicking on this link from the Grants Forecast page of the USDOE website: https://ies.ed.gov/funding/
andthelinkfailed.

Itwould begood to havea webinar forall the people with new Title 11 grants andthen a twice per yea rwebinar
for thosewho are continuing with the grant.

I'mnotsurewhy | wouldever go there.

See earlier response. Perhaps sample reports would be helpful in the resource section.
FAQs for postawards

I thinkitisfineasis.

Makeiteasier to navigatethroughthesections.

Clear and easy navigation

For reporting, itwouldbe helpful to have maybe a FAQs section that would collect questions asked by other
institutions that could possible be hel pful to everyone with similar questions. Also, maybei nclude some
examples of finished reports to show whatis expected.

Again, timeliness of information, es pecially regardingnew competitions.

I do nothaveany constructive suggestions hereas | amjust getting started

n/a

Itwould benice,ifinthelastyear of the grant, the director would receive an Annual Reportto complete before
the grantrunsout. All data would have been collected previously, so itwouldbe easier on grant recipients to
finish thereport beforethefunds for their job ends.

Templates wouldbe great. Better guidance on report submissions. Also, knowing when reports will be expected
duringtheyear.

I thinkallis provided.Just needs to be easier to navigate for new users.

Maintain currentinformationin the What's New link. The current link takes you to the Supplemental Award
letter from April 2018. Supplemental award submissions were closed May 2018.

I've never used thissite.

I think you shouldpromotetheresources youhave on the SIP website, because frankly I've never ref erenced
the resources. | didn'tknowaboutthem.

I would very muchappreciate direction to guidelines related to expenditures that are allowable vs disallowed,
and opportunities for training. | have previous Title I11 history, butam always eagerto be awareifanything has
changedsothatl can besuretoremainin compliance. | realize the website cites which EDGAR statues are
applicable, butthereis somuch information containedin the forms we are sent uponnotificationthatitwould
be very easy to miss somethingimportant. Additionally, uponreceiptofa grantaward, it would be helpful to
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receivesomesortof a 'welcome' document beyondjustthe basic notificationletter andforms. These projects
areapttobequitelargeandinvolvea lot of detail, record-keeping, spending, etc.,and some form of
professional development for project directors on the front end of their award - andfollow-up conferences -
would behelpful. Thewebinars provided forapplicants during the application process areso very helpful.
Perhapstreating each year's new awardees as a cohort and offering something similar for each year of their
funding wouldbe good. For instance, a webinar priorto theinterim progress report we submitted in April
explaining what we needed to be preparedto answer, etc., allowing for some Q&Atime, would've been
fabulous.

Links or contacts for other institutions with similar grant objectives

I don'tknow how to answer this question -sorry!

Nonenoted atthis time.

Pleasehavea largeset of questions which SIP coordinators askedin the past withcorrectanswers.
NA

Nothingidentified, so far.

a sectionon new guidance wouldbe helpful. a sectionwith more information on expanded authorities would be
helpful.

Postrecorded webinars thataddress FAQs.

Noneapplicable

Larger printwould be good, decrease amount of information on pages
Can'tthink of anything atthis time.

Offer a SIP conference or workshopatleastoncea year.

Itwould beniceto beableto save without the pageclosing or starting over.
FAQs, a moderated community site for SIPgrant recipients

N/A

notsure

Can'treally think of anything.

I didn'teven know there were program resources. | would love to know what others are doing withthe grant
money.

The websiteisfine.

No obvious changes are needed.

I amtoo new to the systemto haveany suggestions at this time.

Perhapsricher examples onwhat constitutes a good vs. a poor answer in a section.

Itis a really good website now. Can't thinkof anything right now.

I thinkitwouldbehard to putthetypes of budget/program change questions on the website. Eachareso
unique.

N/A

lamnotsure. | did notrealizewe had a SIPsite other than whatisinthe G5.

I think thatitwould be hel pful to have more practical info. Sometimes when reading through the CFR the
languageisnotclearandyou feel thatitdidn'treally answeryour question.

At this time very satisfied with the technical assistance | have received from SIP/DOE
Revamp the websiteinto anorg-like chart with links to more directly mapto questions.
n/a

searchof USDOEsitefound SIPsite quickly. Navigation and info OKon thesite

| haven'tspenttimeonthesitesol'mnotqualifiedto comment.

Notification when program officer changes with contact.
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The SIP website contains alot of information. | mightsuggest a little more organization of breaking the content
into smaller pieces.

N/A

Nothingatthistime.

No suggestions or ideas on thatatthistime. Thankyou.
None..ithas worked well for us

As noted for thereporting question - havea downloadable pdf of all questions available so one can prepare
offline-then enter responses into the portal.

No comment.

To my knowledge, the SIP websiteisfine.

I havenothad anissuewith this.

N/A- the websiteis sufficient for our needs

No improvements to suggest.

Updatedates ina moretimely manner.

Always allow us to contacta 'real’ person.

Provideinformation on the site about SIP exemplary projects along with commentaryabout why the projects

aregood.Reading a few of these could helpgrantrecipients better understand ED's intents andjudgments
abouthowgrantprojects are proceeding and about whatkind of results stand out to ED and for what reason(s).

SIP11. Please explain your response.

All communications from our Program Officer are consistent over time.

Our program officer has responded quickly to ourinquiries and has been clearabout any additional information
needed.

I'mnotsurewhatinformation | shouldbereceiving. Primarycontact has been aroundtherelease of the APR,
questions/clarifications regarding submitted APR, andthen review of a spending reallocation proposal.
Program Office has been helpful, butslowinresponding.

My Program Officer communicates updates promptly.

I only receive feedbackwhen I'm being askedto submita report.

Our representative has been helpful andresponsive and a pleasure to work with.

Yes, | havereceived information thatis relevantto our grantand making us aware of key deadlines, etc.

The onlyinfo/correspondence that we've received were theinstructions forthe midtermreport.

The Program Officer has been very clear and consistent when responding to questions.

The university has had three different program officer during the grant's timeframe. Thefirststrivedto provide
timely information as the university transitioned into the program. Therelationwas generallycollegial and
helpful, but wouldnotbedescribed as 'warmor supportive.! Thesecond was essentially AWOL. Thethird did
establish a telephone conference callasa 'getto know each other,' which | appreciated. The program officer
had scanned the original grantapplication, but had not review previous program officer communicationfiles,
nor reviewed interimor annual performancereports. Thelastonewas unaware of previouslyapproved
strategiesto achieve stated activities and outcomes.

Our Program officeris very goodaboutrelaying informationto us

our program officer is always responsive and provides consistent information to our questions.

I havenotreceived responses to questions and/or responses to requests for meetings.
Duringreporting periods and updates from the Department of Ed, communication has been clear.

[redacted] has been greatto work with. Sheis thorough, knowledgeable, professional, understanding, patient,
and quicktorespond.Sheis consistentin her advice, recommendations, and feedback.
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Generally I would say'yes'butthere have been a couple of times when I've requested better understanding and
received a cut-and-paste of statutes and / or guidelines. My problem had been tha t| needed hel pinterpreting
them to determineif a specific expenditure was allowable. | mustsay thatthe currentSIPstaff has been more
responsive and given better responses than| have ever received from this office. | have had occasion to need
their assistance as both an applicantandaward recipient a number of times over the past 15years,andthe
improvementis markedandnoticeable even from what | experienced 3-4 years ago.

I remain unsure of howto reportcarryoverfundsin the budgetaspect of the APR. | did as directed by my
projectdirectorbutitdidn'tseemto bethe bestwayto handleit.

I've never received contradictory information

Onthefew questions thathavearisenthe SIP Program Office has answered.

lamuncertainasto what would constitute 'consistent Information.' | rarelyhearfromtheSIP Program Office, |
assumethat meansthatthereisnoinformationto beshared.

Therewas aninstance when | received an email thatexplained | hadneglacted a due date, buttheinformation
was notcorrect.

The only information received fromthe SIP program office was regarding the APR and submission system. There
was barelyenough information about that, since there was no communicationtellinggrantees thatitwould be
late, EDwas stillworking oniit, etc. | constantly feel that| am missingimportantinformation, might notbeup to
dateon guidance,and mightnotbelisted on all the distribution lists.

[Nameredacted]isa wellinformed program officer who provides accurate infor mation and always provide
timely responses to inquiries. His guidanceandsupport has and continues to play animportantrole with our
project's successful fulfillment of the stated goals and objectives.

Always responding
I received littleinformation from the office. Only areminderto completereports.

No surewhatyou mean by consistent. Would this be considered not having to prompt communicationfirst?
The first contactusually beings onceitistimeforthe APR.

The SIP staffis very responsive andtimely inansweringquestions.
Itis consistent whether itis on the website or throughemail.
Havenothadto contact the SIP Program Office

I have notreceived muchinformationatallin terms of thelastyear.
The answersto ourquestions arevery clearandconsistent.

Our Program officer has been very responsive.

Generally we get what we need when.

The only communications | receive are regarding the opening of the APR.

Our program officer takes thetime to explaintheinformationif wedo notunderstand. Shealso provides
guidance on howto structure ourinformationor prior approval requests and e-mails. Above all, she has never
seen us as a nuisance. Every timeweinteract withher, wearelearning best practices to do our worktheright
way. She has always been consistentinher deliveryof information and her timeinresponding.

Yes. Even though we changed program officers - they have been outstanding. Sometimes follow up on emailis
a littleslow, however | understand the volume of questions they are working with.

I don'thaveanyreasonnotto believethatl have notreceived consistentinformation.

Our original contact was totally unresponsive but we were assigned a new person([Nameredacted]) and sheis
fantastic!! Thank youfor rectifyingthe problem.

When questions have been raised, she has responded promptly.

Received informative responses to questions we asked and and thatthe PO could anticipateto help us.
Clear and useful information

| have notreceived consistentinformation, communication, or emails.

I havereceived official updates. The only weirdcontact was a letter statingthe granthad notspenta specific

percentage of funds thisyear. Ourcollege had spentthe appropriate amount -- query to my Program Officer
confirmed this.
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I'veonly been workingon the grantfor 3+ months, soit's hard to comment on this at this point.

I'vehad thesame program officer and the person has given me consistentinformationandhas been extremely
helpful.

This is not necessarily inconsistentinformation, but we did have multiple communications ineffort to update
contactinformationwhen our institution's president changed. After a number of communications throughour
APR and directlywith our program officer, our former president was still receiving grantinformation.
emailsand phonecalls

I am notified of pending changes, protocols and any relevantinformation needed for my grantor our APR
Always helpful and knowledgeable

Sometimes theinformation sentto me does notapplyto our grant.

Typically receive the award announcement each yearand recentlya request aboutinformation related to the
SIP budget.

[redacted] has always responded ina timely manner to questions and often takes the initiative to keep us
informed of program updates. It's been anabsolute pleasure working with her. When | attend grant
conferences, I'msimply amazed atall the problems | hearfrom other grantees, and canhappilybrag how
wonderful my Education Program Specialistis. She's a rock star! During the pastyear, | don'tremember
receivinginconsistentinformation.

I answered yes, because of the consistent contact I've had with our program officer. | also havereceived
consistentinformationregarding deadlines.

Sincel haveonlyhadthegrant for afew months, | haveto believeitis consistent and meets expectations. But|
do nothave something to benchmarkitto.

Our program officer [redacted] has been absolutely wonderful with conveying information, expectations, and
her responses to requests for approvalemails have been very timely.

My Program Officeris amazing and has always answered emailsand worked with me through grantissues we
haveencountered orquestioned. | cannotimagine tryingto figure this process out with their inputand
kindness.

SIP explainedthedelayin the online APR submission process due to the siteand form updating.

timelyinfoon progress report due dates, notification of grant renewal, etc
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IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Is thereanindexof whatis posted where (ed.gov vs. GRADS vs. TAcenters vs. IDEASTHATWORK)?
Idon'treallyuseit

The websiteis pretty easy to navigateanduserfriendly. | can pretty muchunderstandall the content| need
fromthewebsite.

Would itbepossible to have moreresources related to practiceinearly intervention? More Part Cresources.
add links to researchbased evidence, compile list of FAQs states ask OSEP withresponses, provide access to
relevantjournal articles to assist with policyandguidance, addlinks for OSEP TA Centers and theircurrentfocus
Moreeasilysearchable.

The prominence of USDOE on the website causes the intermingling of too many topics notrelevantto IDEA Part
Cincluding K-12 general andspecial ed, studentloans, etc. Italso, from thelanding page doesn't allow the user
to clearly knowtherouteto PartC,PartB619, or Part BK-12information. Because of thelackof an organization
structurethatbreaks downaccordingto IDEA parts and theinclusion/prominence of non-special education
information, significant navigationis required to findtheinformation that one needs. From my experience,
there's a lot of guess workinvolved indetermining what to clickand a | ot of time wasted going down rabbit
trails.

USDOE has madeimprovements in locating things more centrally, but some things are stillinseveral places and
finding updatesis noteasy. The GRADS360systemis noteasy to navigateand thereports generated forthe
Annual Performance Reportare notstakeholder-friendlyatall.

I do notusethis website.

Havean easiertimefindinginformation quickly. Should beno morethan2 clicks of hemouse.

Ithas already been greatlyimproved fromits previous version.

| often haveto usethesearch windowto findexactly what| need, butoncel knowwheretogotofinditl can
easilygetitnexttime.

States arestrugglingto keep their programs running. Weare needingto re-evaluate our programs to ensure we
areas efficientas possible. | wouldlikethis siteto include a real descriptionof State PartC programs. Staff
qualifications (forservice coordinators and providers); percentage of staffthatare shared with other programs;
funding structure (we wouldlove to have someone propose a common method to determine cost per child);
etc...

Sofari feel thatthewebsiteis easyto maneuver.| findwhati need and have notcomeacrossany issues

the searchfunctiondoesn'talways show the topicl enter

Lots of resources thatare notorganizedin a way thatis meaningful to me. | appreciate when the PartC
resources are groupedtogether.

Decreasethe number of clicks to find information Thenew Ideas That Work site for new Part C Coordinators is
comingtogether, however moreresources could be used hereto expandandimprove the experience

improve functionality and ease of finding information, navigation and linking to other TAwebsites.

The main websiteis clunky and confusing. After the update/changes, theinformation has become more
cumbersometo siftthrough. Also, whilethey are separate websites, Grads360 and Max.gov areawful. They are
notuser-friendly for new staff and Grads has substantial issues/bugs during the APR development and reporting
processeveryyear. |willsaythatthenew collaborativespaceisgreatandthenewresourcesarevery helpful.
| do appreciatethe effortand collaboration that wentinto creating this resource.

This survey is notclearon which websiteyou arereferring to. www.ed.gov or areyour referringto Grads3607?
Grads360 is not easy to navigateand notuser friendly, many glitches and errors canhappen. When submitting
SPP/APR halfway throughitrandomlysigned mein as another stateand | accidentally submitted their SPP/APR
for them, ittook a few hours to fixthatglitch.

Separateoutagegroups soviewers can relate to contentbased on theagegroup.
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| don'thave any suggestions at this time.

Searchingis sometimes difficultandit brings outdated material.
NA

lamnewto thesitesol'mnotsureatthistime.

The pages of GRADS 360interface well, but the headings and informationfor links to other
programs/information could perhaps be more consistent with regard to fontsize, color, and bold/regular text.
Thereareseveral subprograms off to the right which areimportantly provided, but perhaps a link or brief
listings that simplytakes oneto those programs wouldlessen what appears to be overcrowdingon the Home
page. Submitting APR entriesinto GRADS 360can be challenging with the formattinginthetext boxes. Setting
parameters thatlimitthetextto a singlefontor size could be hel pful, or allowing the text to be highlighted and
then formatted in a preferred font/size would allow for a mor e professional-looking s ubmission.

Putnew and relevantinformation on front. Make terms easier to search.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Part C Coordinator
Part C Coodinatorfor State
program coordinator
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CUSTOM QUESTIONS

IDEAC4. Think about the types of technical assistance and support provided by OSEP such as
Dear Colleague letters, Question and Answer documents, MSIP monthly TA calls, OSEP-Director’s
newsletter, topical webinars, etc. Which types of assistance were most effective in helping you
meet federal requirements and/or improve program quality?

TA calls, emails, face to face workshops and leadership meetings

OSEP newsletter, TACalls

the informationis generallynot presented inan interesting manner and thereis often too muchcontenton the
webinarsandthedirectors calls. Itis often presented Ina vacuum according to federal guidelines which do not
always matchthe needs of thefiled.

Written documentation andinstructions

Dear Colleague lettersand Q & As are typicallyhel pful and canbe used to support policy development but there
havenotbeen anyrecentlyfocusingonPartCthatl amaware of.

TA calls and topical webinars were very effective for me. The TAs assigned to our stateareamazing and they
usuallyrespond backrightawaywhen | email them for assistance.

Monthly TAcall, webinars, Dear Colleague letters

Qand Adocuments helpful. Most webinars arerelevant -- need more on currentissues like eligibility and
service provider capacity

The 'dear colleague' letters are especially helpful as arethe monthly TAcalls.

Although | haven't hadsignificant experience with the above technical assistance, the monthly TAcallsand
topical webinars thatI've participated in have been informative. My most valuable experiences have been
through the OSEP Leadership Conference and the sessions presented by OSEP. Everyonethat!'veinteracted
with at OSEP has been well-informed, supportive, friendlyand have helped me to wade through the TA-
speak/legalese whichso often bogs downdocuments, communications, and tools issued by OSEP.

Monthly calls. Program quality improvements occur mostly throughthe federally-funded TA centers

MSIP monthlyTAcalls, topicalwebinars, calls with OSEP state contact person

Monthly TAcallsand FAQs.

monthly webinars/conference callled by [redacted], assistance by Team Lead [redacted], Dear Colleague | etters

Planning and following upon any changes in guidance or requirements for federal reports

| would haveto say ourmonthlyTAcalls are the most beneficial. However, overthe past 10 yearsthere has
been a shiftat OSEP from working with states to a pure compliance organization. Everything runs through legal.
Everything must be submitted inwriting. | was hopingto seea 'kinder /gentler' OSEP, but have not seen this.
Our families feel overwhelmedby the huge parentrights document, the beyond awkward OSEP transition
guidance, prior written notices, etc.... | would loveto see some guidance written withPart C Coordinators and
families onhow we can support our familiesin accordance with IDEA without overwhelming them.

The communication withthe State Lead. Sheassusts by providindclb. Aridicationznd guidance when i come
acrosssituations thati amunsureabout.

My state contactisthoroughinrespondingto my questionsand does soina timely manner. He keeps up with
whatis happeninginmy state.

Calls with the State Lead wherein she desribes many of the resources available that would be i mpactful for
Montana. Sheknows the PartC programinMontanaverywellincluding the State's strengths andthe State's
areasthatneed improvement. Sheis veryintentional in providing technical assistance that will be of great
benefit.

Our statelead makes timefor us as needed. Sheisvery responsive, answers questions, and seeks other subject
matter experts when needed to provide TAto our state. | would notsay thattheitems listed aboveareall that
helpful in meetingour federal requirements. If 1 hadto pick onel would say the MSIP TAcalls.

Dear Colleagueletters
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Dear Colleague letters are hel pful for historical information. Monthly TAcallsare helpful with timelines and
processes. Thebestsupportand information| getis from our designated lead - sheisincredibly hel pfuland
encouraging. Wecould notaskfor a better OSEP leadandwithout our connection to her none of the other
supports/resources wouldbeas helpful.

Monthly phone calls with [redacted], Alabama State Contact, have been the most beneficial, as she has been a
greatsupportto our state!

Supportfrom Technical Assistance agencies (i.e., DaSy, ECTA, ITCA, etc.) Webinars

Joint Statements regarding collaboration were very hel pful.

Monthly call have workedas thisis ouropportunity to review, discuss, a nd ask questions on various topics.
Additionally, we alsocommunicate via email which also helps meetingour needs (i.e., ability to ask questions
andreceivea response).

Topical webinars

Consistent contact would help. Response to questions. My state | ead does not follow up. Hardlyanycontact
duringtheyear.

na

TA calls

Monthly TACalls

IDEACS5. Which types of assistance were least helpful?

The Part C Application formisa MS WORD document...and a bad oneatthat...

I don'treallyfindthe assistance that helpful.

N/A

N/A

none

anythingthatl canread froma letter or powerpoint myself

Some of the webinars have been | ess hel pful.

Hands down, DMS. Ithasn't provided any practical benefitto my program, is often confusing, and sometimes
viewed by external stakeholders as 'findings against' or deficits.

Topical webinars when provided instead of monthlycalls

ed.gov website

SSIP guidance.

State Contactrarely contacts meexceptifthereisa problem.

monthly calls with OSEP, the topics have not been relevantto the work weare doing

The TA calls.

I have notreceived assistance that was least helpful

nothing

Dear ColleaguelettersforPartB.

Callswith ourstatelead calls with TAcenters ITCA

monthly calls

Because Grads360andMax.gov aresoclunky it reduces theamount of hel pthe assistance providers cangive.
Many times bugs/issues are not fixable and a workaround is necessary. In addition, some problems remain

unfixed after multipleyears.
Thosethatdid notindicatethe unique build of the state's but rather grouped ideasin a way that couldbe taken
outof contexttoread 'required'rather than'recommended'.
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Nonethatl can think of because when needed, we will move from email to phone conversations.
Justrespond.Understand my program.Take the time to know the stateinfrastructure. more communication.
Statelead response.

FAQs
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IDEA-State Directors of Special Education (Part B)
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Information specificareas need to berefined.
Coordinatethevarious sites to facilitate the location of data, | egislation, and information.

*Improved SearchVehicle *Alternative Response when website or portions of the website are unavailable

I understandthe Department makes changes to its website to makeiteasier forusersto access multiplessites in
oneplacebuteverytimea changeis madeit's harder for meto find the site | need to finishmy work. | think it
will be hel pful if users are provided frequent awareness to understandthe new changes aheadof timeto
navigatethe website better. Thankyou.

ifyoudon'tknow exactly whatyou arelooking forit is hard to find. Arepositoryfor OfficialMemos thatis
searchablefor key words would be of tremendous benefit!

The search tool does notseemto capture whatl amlooking for attimes. Itseemsasiflsearchfor a longtime
withouttrulyfinding whatl amlookingfor.

Fresher content, organized in intuitive ways

Get some professional help inorganizingfor people who are trying to find answers without bothering
individuals. Itseemsthatphonenumbers of people who couldbe contacted are now missing.

It needs thelaws, regulations and guidancein one placethatis easy to navigate.
I seemto havedifficultylocating certain sets of information, even when using the 'Search' feature.

Too many clicks. | don'tknowtherightsearchtermstofindwhatl need. Maybea list of search terms right off
the dashboard would help.

I likeit. Easy to navigate. easy to find things. thank you, [redacted]

na

How abouthavinga separated resources/page for Part Band PartC, etc. Under those, wecan find all r elevant
guidance and updated regulations undereach part. Maybeto also include or linkto staterelatedresources and
initiatives that can be shared with other states or entities. Ifthereisa link or resource page for parents, thenits
good.

Provide notices viaemail of new postings or announcements.

improve links and search capabilities

| would liketo see a better searchfeature.

CUSTOM QUESTIONS

IDEABS. Think about the types of technical assistance and support provided by OSEP such as
Dear Colleague letters, Question and Answer documents, MSIP monthly TA calls, OSEP-Director’s
newsletter, topical webinars, etc. Which types of assistance were most effective in helping you
meet federal requirements and/or improve program quality?

Discussions withour state contact.

Monthly TAcallsand Q & A

Information dissemination documents suchas Dear Colleague | etters and webinars.
Calls

Dear Colleague Letters and Q and Adocuments are most effective inimproving program qualityand
compliance. TAcalls(monthly).
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Sincel'mnewatmy positionl'm notaware of or how to access Dear Colleague letters or Question and Answer
documents. Monthly TAcalls and topical webinars are not practical because of time differences due to our
geographical location. Directcommunicationwith ourState Lead or OSEP staff through email or specifically
scheduled TAcalls to accommodate the time differences have been most effective for us.

Discussions aroundSPP/APR data

[redacted] goes aboveandbeyondin providing supportto states. When sheis not personally able to answer a
question, shefinds the answerfromwith USDOE and then repliesina timely fashion.

Monthly TAcalls withour State Lead and others brought to the conversation.

Dear Colleagueletters arethe MOST hel pful

Therearea few critical pieces of informationrelated to the process for applying that should be stated directly or
elselinked directly ratherthanstatinginformation related to'...' can befound'...' which generally is not a direct
link to theinformation buta generallinkwith references that do not totally match the words used in the
directions.

Wehopethatwe can continueto access thesupportfromall of the technical assistance centers. They arealso
incredibly helpful.

Direct, person-to-personhelp. However, my state lead only contacts me when there's a problemor | initiate.
I'mnotthrilledwith that TA. Documents are more helpful butl something need clarification and have trouble
gettingit.

Dear Colleague Letters are most helpful as they provide states a backbone from which to provide theirown
guidance. Calls with state OSEP contact are always helpful as we havea greatone.

All of them are helpful. Dear Colleague |l etter provide essential policy implementation considerations --which
arenotwidely available.

MSIP monthlyTAcalls andtopical webinars.

QandAdocs, Dear Colleague letter, TAcalls

Often, thereis a lengthy amount of time beforereceiving a response to policyinterpretation questions.
Dear Colleague Letters, OSEP Director newsletter.

IDEAB6. Which types of assistance were least helpful?

Information thatis posted to the website and notdirectly sentto statedirectors.

All were helpful.l can't say thatany was least hel pful.

Technical Difficulties which impact the delivery of the monthly TAphonecalls.

Topical Webinars that targets all the States because of time differences. When thetimeis good for everyone
it's usuallyisn'tfor us becauseitwould be 4:000r 5:00am. | understand the situation sol usuallyrequest for
recordings and they have been good at making them available.

webinars

Dear Colleagueletters.

TA calls aretheleast hel pful. Theinformation is not new, the communication is toughandgenerally, they area
waste of time.

blogs. random website posts.
SSIP

Oneof the most effective types of faceto face sessions are those offered by USDoE and OESE and OSEPatthe
National ESEAConference. Thosearegreat.

The Directors' | etters because we often have follow up questions thatcan'tbeaddressedin such letters.
n/a
Monthly calls.
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IDEAB17. Describe the impact it might have on the State if OSEP were to fully automate the IDEA
formula grant submission and approval process.

Itwould reducethe burden on staff timerequiredto complete the application and gather signatures.
Timesaving and more efficient

Itwould simplify the submittal process.

Itwould bevery hel pful. Submission by mail has been cumbersome andexpensive.

Itwould be wonderful.

This would be a welcomed initiative to assist withthe process however, we would need to review/revise
internal approval processes currently in place.

I thinkthatwill begood for it will savetimeand papers butitwill bea bigadjustmentforus ifithappensinthe
near future for we havelimited access to fastand reliableinternet.

It depends on how the automation process would berolled out and the type of technical assistance available.

onlyifitkeeps up with staffturnover would itbea good thing forus.

This would makeiteasier to gettheinformationto OSEP. We are always rushing with our Superintendent to
haveitsigned andgetin the mail for overnightservice.

The IDEAformula grantsubmissionprocessis notoverly cumbersome, | am notsurethatthis will havea huge
impact.

Automating typically works out well when the technologyworks. Would this remove the need for a wet-ink
signature?

It would make the process much more efficient.

itwould be helpful, aslongasreal person help was available.

Great

Good luck with that

Itwould make everythingmuch more easier for states to prepareandsubmit grants. | hopethis will happen
soon.

efficient
Aligning the IDEA grant submission with other requirements (APR/SSIP) would assist states in connecting the

work with theresources. Having all requirements accessed through one portal would make the work more
meaningful and manageable.

Itwould be much appreciated and much more efficient.
Hel pful, efficient.
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RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program
CORE QUESTIONS

Q13. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

The Departmentsometimes relies on emails sentto SLA's as guidance. Arepository of those emails wouldbe
beneficial.

Makethesearch function easierto use.

Not so much scrollingaround. Usefontsizeand stylethatis clearer.

Itis really difficultto searchthesite because of thewayitis embedded inDOE. | wonderifitcouldhavea more
stand alonelook and feel Somesectionsareoutof dateor theguidanceisnotavailable -you getanerror
clickingonthelink

Makethe Ad Hoc Query content current.

Reports couldbe morerecent

It needs an overhaul, things are archived. You need to start over so people caneasily findtheinformationthey
need.

Itis accessible butfriendly for blind users.

Whatweneed fromRSAis solid guidance on issues that the state fa ces with regard to administering the VR
Program. AFAQsectionwould begreatasitseemsthattheissues statesfaceare often universal. Right now
we haveto digthrough each state's monitoring reviewto seeif we can findonethathasthesameissues weare
having.

Thereis a disconnectfromthetechnical assistance thatis available on the TAFunded sites like WINTAC, YTAC,
etc. and theinformation thatis on the RSAwebsite. Maybethatis purposeful? Butitcreates an image of RSAas
the compliancearm of the programand thatthe TAcenters arethe ones providing practical technical
assistance. And whilethe TAcenters are wonderful, and we value their support, they do not always carry the
authority of informationthatis vetted on the RSAwebsite. Thiscreatesa divide between therelationship
between state programs and RSA. Atthe end of theday wewould liketo have a better stateand federal
partnershipto support people with disabilities.

Itis very easyto attractive and easy to navigate. | am always able to find theinformation that | need.

1) Ad Hoc Data queries are extremely difficult to performand the available reports are not well formatted. 2)
sub regulatory guidanceis not available on the website, andformal guidanceisincomplete. Howeveritdoesn't
matter as RSAtakes literally years to issue formal guidance, and when finallyissued, that guidanceis overly
narrow and restrictive, based on a narrow read of the statute rather than based on sound practices, and any
strategicvisionfor the program.

provide guidanceregarding how to findinformationon thesite update stateinformation

Would recommendusing data analytics to feature those items most accessedin more prominentlocations.
Search feature functionality with key terms could be improved.

Providing clearsearchcriteriaso when we arelooking for something published in 2019, weonly getthatyear,
notthe past10yearsall jumbled together.

Better labeling of topics. Group topicsintocatagories that make sense.

Oncel getto RSA's pages | canusually findwhat| need (although the siteisn't verydynamicinterms of updated
resources andguidancefor states). Itis getting stuckinthe ED siteloop and OSERS thatis clunky. The ED home
pagegives noindicationthateither VR or AELareintheagency. Ifl clickontheHow Do | Find linkittakes meto
the Top Tasks page, VR doesn'teven show up and neither does AEL, just OSERS. If | didn't have the direct linkfor
RSA or use Google,itwouldnotbeeasy orintuitive to findinformation about these two WIOA programs.
update promising practices and add more FAQs or guidance on specificways pre-ets funds canbe used for
authorized services, perhaps with some s pecific examples.

Provide more currentinformationon monitoring reports andstate data. Makeiteasier to findnational level
data. Ad Hoc queries don'talways work.
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Makethesite moreintuitiveanduser friendly. Alsouse key wordsearches to bring up materialsespecially as it
relates to use of Grants, rules, procedures etc.... Finally, for Federal reporting have definitions related to subject
guestionfor ease of interpretation and answers.

No specificrecommendations

Provide timelyinformation; update information more frequently; provide information inone spot or better
descriptors of whereinformationcan be found-currentlyhaveto click aroundto find whatyou arelooking for

Make relevantinformation more assessible

Have more currentinformation. The data thatis availableis not timely, therefore not beneficial.
Cumbersomeloginprocess, updating passwords hard to find, slow reset time. Notan easy interface.
Organized better, userfriendly.

Q36. Other (please specify): Which of the following best describes your job role?

Policy
seniormanagement
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Appendix D:
Explanation of Significant
Difference Scores
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Explanation of Significant Difference Scores

There are tables depicted throughout this report that compare 2019 to 2018 scores and note significant
differences. The following provides some background on how CFI calculates and reports significant
differences.

Whether a significant difference exists between two scores (mean scores reported on a 0 to 100 scale)
depends on the sample size, the standard deviation and the level of significance selected. CFl employed
a 90 percent level of confidence to check for significant difference on all questions. This is the standard
level used in most of our studies. However, standard deviation and sample size vary from question to
question. Therefore, some questions may show a small difference in scores as being significant, while
others show a much larger difference not being significantly different.

In CFI's studies standard deviation, which is a measure of how dispersed scores are around the mean,
typically ranges from 15 to 30 points for any given question as reported on a 0 to 100 scale. A higher
standard deviation results in a larger confidence interval around a score (less precision), so a larger
difference in scores would be required to be significant.

To further illustrate how the dispersion of scores affects significance testing between two sets of scores,
two examples are provided. In the first example, for a given question, 350 responses were collected in
both year one and year two. Ratings for the question were very similar among respondents in both years
so the standard deviation was 15 points in both years, e.g. there was little dispersion around the mean. In
this case if we used a 90 percent level of confidence to test for significance, a difference in scores
between years one and two of less than 2 points would be required to be significant.

Now in the second example, the same number of responses (350) is collected each year but for this
question the ratings are not very similar among respondents. In fact, the standard deviation is 30 points
instead of 15 in both years, so scores are more dispersed around the mean. Now using the same 90%
level of confidence to test for significance would require nearly a four-point (3.7) difference in scores
between years one and two to be significant.

With respect to sample size, larger sample sizes resultin smaller confidence intervals. Thus, larger
sample sizes require smaller differences in score to be significant.
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