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Chapter |
Introduction and Methodology

This report was produced by CFI Group using the methodology of the American Customer Satisfaction
Index (ACSI). The ACSI 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, its causes and effects, for seven
economic sectors, 41 industries, more than 200 private sector companies, two types of local government
services, the U.S. Postal Service, and the Internal Revenue Service. 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 45 programs participated in the FY 2011 Grantee Satisfaction Survey for the U.S. Department of
Education. Thirty of these programs were participating for the first time.

Data Collection

Each of the 45 participating programs provided a list of grantees to be contacted for the survey. Data
were collected from July 7, 2011 to August 30, 2011 by e-mail. In order to increase response, reminder e-
mails were sent periodically to non-responders and phone call reminders were also placed. A total of
1,749 valid responses were collected for a response rate of 51%. Response rate by program is shown on
the following page.
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Response Rate by Program

Valid Response
Program Completes Invites Rate
Race to the Top 8 24 33%
Race to the Top Assessment 2 4 50%
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 17 51 33%
Education Jobs Fund 11 50 22%
National Professional Development Program 69 127 54%
Charter Schools Program (SEAs) 23 31 74%
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 27 49 55%
Promise Neighborhoods Program 5 21 24%
Transition to Teaching 56 92 61%
TRIO Student Support Senvices 67 105 64%
TRIO Talent Search 55 111 50%
TRIO Upward Bound 69 119 58%
GEAR UP 111 201 55%
FIPSE — Comprehensive 36 61 59%
International National Resources Centers 77 127 61%
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 57 71 80%
International _Centers for International Business Education 25 33 76%
Physical Education Program (PEP) 46 100 46%
Readiness and Emergency Management Senice (REMS) 40 99 40%
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS HS) 52 100 52%
Lead Agency Early Intenention Coordinators 41 73 56%
State Directors of Special Education 22 68 32%
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 43 87 49%
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career &
Technical Ed 41 54 76%
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation
activities with the RMS MIT 10 31 32%
21st Century Community Learning Centers 40 70 57%
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 34 53 64%
Striving Readers 23 31 74%
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 68 124 55%
Teacher Incentive Fund 19 33 58%
Smaller Learning Communities Fund for the Improvement of Education 77 117 66%
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 37 100 37%
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 54 199 27%
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 43 100 43%
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 36 44 82%
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 33 52 63%
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities 41 58 71%
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local 37 51 73%
Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 38 58 66%
English Language Acquisition State Grants Title lll State Formula Grant Program 41 51 80%
School Improvement Fund 23 52 44%
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology
State Grants 23 52 44%
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Small, Rural School Grant Achievement
(SRSA) program 17 200 9%
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers 13 21 62%
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Rural and Low Income School Program 42 96 44%
Overall 1749 3451 51%

*Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators response rate is 62%, and State Directors of Special Education
response rate is 37%, if calculated as a percentage of states responding.
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Respondents had the opportunity to evaluate a set of custom questions for each program with which they
worked, as indentified by the sample.

Questionnaire and Reporting

The questionnaire used is shown in the appendix. A core set of questions was developed in 2005; in 2010
additional questions were added to the core questions to address Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education (OESE) technical assistance. Additional questions were added in 2011 to address Office of
Postsecondary Education’s (OPE) online information. In addition, each program had the opportunity to
include a set of questions specific to their program.

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 within the core set of questions, as well as open-ended
guestions designed to be program specific. The appendix also contains tables that show scores for each
guestion reported on a 0 to 100 scale. Results are shown in aggregate and by program. All verbatim
responses are included in the back of the report, towards the end of the appendix. Comments are
separated by program. At the end of the appendix, there is an explanation of significant differences in
reporting.
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Chapter I
Survey Results

Customer Satisfaction (ACSI)

The Customer Satisfaction Index (CSI) is a weighted average of three questions: Q33, Q34 and Q35, 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 (Q33); Satisfaction compared to
expectations (Q34); and Satisfaction compared to an ‘ideal’ organization (Q35).

The 2011 Customer Satisfaction Index (CSI) for the Department of Education grantees is 72. This is
unchanged from 2010. From 2005 to 2007, the ACSI remained in the low 60s for the Department. In 2008
the score reached 65 and in 2009 it gained 3 points to 68. However, the largest gain was the four-point
increase from 2009 to 2010.

Customer Satisfaction Index
2005 - 2011

2011

2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

2005

EACSI

BHow satisfied are you with ED’s products and services
OHow well ED s products and services meet expectations
OHow well ED compares with ideal products and services
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The chart below compares the satisfaction score of the Department with satisfaction scores from other
federal grant awarding agencies taken over the past three years and the most recent (January 2011)
annual overall federal government average for benchmarking purposes. The Department is now seven
points above the federal government average (65). Other benchmark grantee providers score within one
point of the Department.

Satisfaction Benchmarks

Administration for Children & Families OCS Assets for

Independence Grantees 3

Department of Education 72

Corporation for National and Community Service
Grantees

Health Resources & Service Admin - Bureau of Primary
Healthcare Grantees

Federal Government
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On the next two pages are satisfaction scores by program. As the overall CSl for the Department of
Education was 72, many programs are scoring in the low-70s and above. Promise Neighbordhoods
Programs and International: Undergraduate International Students and Foreign Languatge have the
highest satisfaction scores — both are in the mid 80s. Only seven of the programs are scoring in the 50s,
with Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State

Grants lowest at 50.

Customer Satisfaction Index - Scores by Program

Promise Neighborhoods Program

International: Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS)

Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS/HS)

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies

Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed
Education for Homeless Children & Youth Grants for State & Local
Activities/McKinney-Vento Education Homeless Children & Youth Program

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)
/Rural and Low Income School Program

GEAR UP

Transition to Teaching

Mathematics and Science Partnerships
International: National Resources Centers
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) -Migrant Education

Smaller Learning Communities/Fund for the Improvement of Education

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

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants

Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously
engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS/MIT

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Small,
Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program

International: Centers for International Business Education
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local

School Improvement Fund

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003)
TRIO: Upward Bound

National Professional Development Program
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Customer Satisfaction Index (cont.) — Scores by Program

FIPSE—Comprehensive

Title I, Part Almproving Basic Programs Operated by
Local Educational Agencies

Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers/Comprehensive Centers

Investing in Innovation Program (i3)

English Language Acquisition State Grants/
Title Il State Formula Grant Program

Physical Education Program (PEP)

Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators
TRIO: Student Support Services

TRIO: Talent Search

Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002)
Migrant Education Program (MEP) --Titlel, Part C
Striving Readers

Race to the Top

Charter Schools Program (SEASs)

State Directors of Special Education

Teacher Incentive Fund

Race to the Top Assessment

Education Jobs Fund

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Enhancing Education Through Technology
(Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants

2011
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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. Whereas the model for private sector, profit-making companies measures Customer
Loyalty as the principal outcome of satisfaction (measured by questions on repurchase intention and price
tolerance), each government agency defines the outcomes most important to it for the customer segment
measured. Each agency also 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 satisfaction (ACSI) in the middle.
The rectangles are multi-variable components that are measured by survey questions. The numbers in
the upper right corners of the rectangles represent performance or attribute scores on a 0 to 100 scale.
The numbers in the lower right corners represent the strength of the effect of the component on the left on
the one to which the arrow points on the right. These values represent "impacts.” The larger the impact
value, the more effect the component on the left has on the one on the right. The meanings of the
numbers shown in the model are the topic of the rest of this chapter.

2011 U.S. Department of Education Grantee Satisfaction Model

Responsiveness to your questions 85
Accuracy of responses ED Staff/
Consistency of responses with ED-staff Coordination
Etc.

Responsiveness to your questions
Accuracy of responses ED-Funded Tech{ 84

Sufficiency of legal guidance in response Assistance
Etc.

Clarity

Organization of information
Relevance to your areas of need
Etc.

Documents

BC 86

Effectiveness of OESE in helping you to
learn to implement grant programs OESE’s Tech. (74 —
Usefulness of OESE’s technical assistance Assistance
services as a model

ED’s quality of assistance

Expected reduction in federal paperwork Technology
Etc.

[y

Customer
Satisfaction

Ease of finding materials online Online 71 Overall ]
Ease of submitting information to ED via the Compared to expectations
web Resources % Comparedtoideal E—
Program Purpose
Program Priorities Info.in App 87
Selection Criteria Package

= ON: 9

Etc.

Field Reader System Website and ( 84

et 9% Ipatabase Problem
Etc. Mitigation
Field Reader System Website and 80
crants.gov Database
e-Grants
Etc. Overall
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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 5
points (77 to 82), the Customer Satisfaction Index would increase by the amount of its impact, 1.2 points,
(from 72 to 73.2). 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 5 points, the related improvement in satisfaction will be the sum of the impacts.
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Drivers of Customer Satisfaction

Technology
Impact 1.0

Technology has one of the stronger impacts on grantee satisfaction, with an impact of 1.0. Technology
overall has decreased a significant two points since last year. The Department’s effectiveness in using
technology to deliver its services remains the highest rated item in the area of technology, though it has
also decreased a significant two points, to 76. Effectiveness of automated process in improving
states’/LEA’s reporting had a statistically significant drop of 5 points as did ED’s quality of assistance.
Expected reduction in federal paperwork remains the lowest rated item in Technology with a score of 63,
unchanged since 2010.

Technology - Aggregate Scores

2010 2011 Difference | Significant
Sample Size 512 1,760 Difference
Technology 73 71 -2 <
ED'’s effectiveness in using technology to deliver its services 78 76 -2 *
ED’s quality of assistance 75 70 -5 *
Effectiveness of automated process in improving state/LEA reporting 73 67 -6 *
Expected reduction in federal paperwork 63 63 0

* Statistically significant difference from 2010 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix.

On the next page are the Technology scores by program. Scores range from 42, for Race to the Top
Assessment, to 83, for Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS). The majority of
programs provided Technology ratings in the 60s and 70s, with only two above 80 and five below 60.
Programs with scores in the 60s and below should especially focus on the area Technology to improve
customer satisfaction.
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Program Technology
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) 83
International_ Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 81
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 79
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 78
Promise Neighborhoods Program 78
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Rural and Low Income School Program 78
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 77
TRIO_ Upward Bound 77
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-

Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 76
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS_HS) 76
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with

the RMS MIT 75
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 75
International_ National Resources Centers 74
English Language Acquisition State Grants_Title lll State Formula Grant Program 73
National Professional Development Program 73
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 73
GEAR UP 72
Transition to Teaching 72
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career &

Technical Ed 71
International__ Centers for International Business Education 71
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local 71
TRIO_ Student Support Services 71
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 70
Title I, Part A- Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 70
Charter Schools Program (SEAs) 68
School Improvement Fund 68
Smaller Learning Communities_Fund for the Improvement of Education 68
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 67
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 67
Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators 67
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, PartC 67
FIPSE — Comprehensive 66
Physical Education Program (PEP) 66
Race to the Top 66
Striving Readers 66
TRIO_ Talent Search 66
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers_Comprehensive Centers 61
Education Jobs Fund 61
Teacher Incentive Fund 61
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA)

program 60
State Directors of Special Education 57
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 57
21st Century Community Learning Centers 54
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State

Grants 52
Race to the Top Assessment 42
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Documents
Impact 1.2

Documents was identified as the top driver of grantee satisfaction, with an impact of 1.2. Documents was
also one of the higher scoring areas and had a one-point increase from last year. As in 2010,
respondents gave the highest ratings to documents being relevant to their areas of need and the
organization of information, though scores are down slightly to 79 and 78 respectively. Organization of
information has dropped significantly. No other score changes are significant. Because of its high impact,
Documents performance should be maintained. Overall ratings for Documents remain relatively strong,
indicating that respondents find the documents clear, relevant and containing sufficient detail.

Documents - Aggregate Scores

| 2Ulu | ¢ull |uiTTerence | signiticant
Sample Size 512 1,760 Difference
Documents

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs
Relevance to your areas of need
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face

* Statistically significant difference from 2010 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix.

For many programs, scores for Documents were strong, with the majority scoring at least 70, or higher.
Only nine programs score below 70. Readiness and Emergency Management Services (REMS) and
Promise Neighborhood Program had the two highest ratings in Documents with scores of 87 and 86,
respectively. For those programs where Document scores are in the low 70s and below, additional focus
should be given to this high impact area. Please note that these questions were not asked of OPE
respondents.
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Program Documents
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) 87
Promise Neighborhoods Program 86
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-

Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 84
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Rural and Low Income School Program 84
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS_HS) 83
Smaller Learning Communities_Fund for the Improvement of Education 83
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 82
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 82
Transition to Teaching 82
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 81
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 81
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 80
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 79
School Improvement Fund 79
Title |, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 79
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers 78
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local 78
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career &

Technical Ed 77
National Professional Development Program 76
Physical Education Program (PEP) 75
Race to the Top 75
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 74
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with

the RMS_MIT 73
Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators 73
Charter Schools Program (SEAs) 72
English Language Acquisition State Grants_Title lll State Formula Grant Program 71
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 71
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA)

program 70
State Directors of Special Education 69
Education Jobs Fund 68
Striving Readers 68
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 67
Race to the Top Assessment 67
Teacher Incentive Fund 65
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 61
21st Century Community Learning Centers 54
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State

Grants 54

FIPSE — Comprehensive

GEAR UP

International Centers for International Business Education

International National Resources Centers

International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language

TRIO_ Student Support Services

TRIO_Talent Search

TRIO_ Upward Bound
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ED Staff/Coordination
Impact 0.8

ED Staff/Coordination continues to be rated as a strength by Department grantees and has increased a
significant two points from last year. Its impact on satisfaction remains relatively strong at 0.8. All areas
have improved since 2010; Responsiveness to your questions, Sufficiency of legal guidance in
responses, Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices, and Collaboration with
other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services have improved significantly. Scores across all
attributes are strong and indicate that grantees find ED Staff/Coordination to be quite responsive in
providing them knowledgeable, accurate guidance.

ED Staff/Coordination - Aggregate Scores

2010 2011 Difference | Significant
Sample Size 512 1,760 Difference
ED Staff/Coordination 83 85 2 .
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures 86 87 1
Responsiveness to your questions 82 84 2 *
Accuracy of responses 86 87 1
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 82 84 2 *
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices 78 81 3 *
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services 78 82 4 *

* Statistically significant difference from 2010 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix .

At the program level, the majority of grantees are finding the Department's staff and related coordination
are effectively providing them support and guidance. Thirteen programs gave ratings of 90 and over,
while an additional eighteen programs gave ratings in the 80s — indicating a high performance. Only
TRIO: Talent Search and 21> Century Community Learning Centers provided ratings below 70. For very
few programs is the area of ED Staff/Coordination an issue. Only those programs with scores in the mid
70s and below should focus on improving performance in ED Staff/Coordination.
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ED Staff/Coordination - Scores by Program

Program ED Staff/Coordination
International  Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 96
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA)

program 95
Promise Neighborhoods Program 93
Transition to Teaching 93
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS_HS) 93
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-

Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 93
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 92
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 91
Smaller Learning Communities_Fund for the Improvement of Education 91
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers_ Comprehensive Centers 91
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Rural and Low Income School Program 91
International National Resources Centers 90
International_ Centers for International Business Education 90
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 89
GEAR UP 89
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 89
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 88
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local 88
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) 87
National Professional Development Program 86
Title |, Part A- Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 86
FIPSE — Comprehensive 85
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career &

Technical Ed 85
School Improvement Fund 85
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 84
English Language Acquisition State Grants_Title |ll State Formula Grant Program 84
Race to the Top 83
Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators 83
TRIO_ Upward Bound 80
Physical Education Program (PEP) 80
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 80
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with

the RMS MIT 79
Striving Readers 79
State Directors of Special Education 76
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 76
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title I, Part C 76
Race to the Top Assessment 74
TRIO_ Student Support Services 74
Charter Schools Program (SEAs) 73
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State

Grants 73
Education Jobs Fund 72
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 71
Teacher Incentive Fund 71
TRIO_Talent Search 69
21st Century Community Learning Centers 60
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Online Resources
Impact 0.8

Online Resources again has one of the lowest ratings, with a score of 71. This is a drop of two points, and
erases the gain in score shown in 2010. Ease of finding materials online improved two points since 2010.
However, ease of submitting information to ED via the web declined five points; this change is significant.
Overall, Online Resources has a moderate impact of 0.8 on customer satisfaction, and is an area to
consider for future improvements.

Online Resources - Aggregate Scores

2010 2011 Difference | Significant
Sample Size 512 1,760 Difference
Online Resources 73 71 -2 -
Ease of finding materials online 68 70 2
Ease of submitting information to ED via the web 78 73 -5 *

* Statistically significant difference from 2010 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix.

Online Resources was one of the lower rated areas with many of the programs rating it in the 60s or
lower. Overall, only six programs rated Online Resources 80 or above. Readiness and Emergency
Management Service (REMS) provided the highest rating, at 84, while State Fiscal Stabilization Fund and
Migrant Education Program (MEP) — Title |, Part C gave the lowest ratings. For most programs, Online
Resources and in particular ease of submitting information to ED via the web is an opportunity for
improvement.
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Online Resources - Scores by Program

Final Report

Program Online Resources
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) 84
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 83
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS_HS) 82
GEAR UP 81
International_ Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 80
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 80
Promise Neighborhoods Program 79
FIPSE — Comprehensive 78
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 78
TRIO_ Upward Bound 77
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 76
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 74
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career & Technical
Ed 74
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with
the RMS_MIT 74
Striving Readers 74
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA)
program 74
National Professional Development Program 73
TRIO_ Student Support Services 73
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Rural and Low Income School Program 73
Race to the Top Assessment 72
TRIO _Talent Search 72
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers_Comprehensive Centers 72
International_ Centers for International Business Education 70
Transition to Teaching

69
International_ National Resources Centers

69
Physical Education Program (PEP) 69
Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators 68
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 68
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local 68
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 67
School Improvement Fund 66
Teacher Incentive Fund 63
Smaller Learning Communities_Fund for the Improvement of Education 63
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-Vento 63
Race to the Top 62
Charter Schools Program (SEAs) 62
State Directors of Special Education 61
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 61
English Language Acquisition State Grants_Title Il State Formula Grant Program 59
Education Jobs Fund 58
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State
Grants 58
21st Century Community Learning Centers

56
Title I, Part A- Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies

56
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 55
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 54
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ED-funded Technical Assistance
Impact 0.1

ED-funded Technical Assistance is one of the highest rated areas for the Department. Though it has a
small impact (0.1), this should not be interpreted that ED-funded Technical Assistance is unimportant to
grantee satisfaction, but rather that an improvement in this area will not significantly improve satisfaction
at this time. Scores remain unchanged since 2010. Grantees found the ED-funded providers of Technical
Assistance to be knowledgeable, responsive and they provided grantees with accurate and consistent
responses. Collaboration of both Department staff and other Department-funded providers of technical
assistance was found to be effective. The lowest rated attribute, Sufficiency of legal guidance, still rated
well at 81, and is up one point since last year. ED-funded Technical Assistance continues to be perceived
as a strength, and the current level of effort should be maintained.

ED-funded Providers of Technical Assistance - Aggregate Scores

2010 2011 Difference | Significant
Sample Size 512 1,760 Difference
ED-funded Technical Assistance 84 84 (0]
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures 84 85 1
Responsiveness to your questions 86 85 -1
Accuracy of responses 85 85 0
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 80 81 1
Consistency of responses with ED staff 84 83 -1
Collaboration with ED staff in providing relevant services 84 84 0
Collaboration with other ED-funded providers of technical assistance 84 84 0

* Statistically significant difference from 2010 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix E.

ED-funded Providers of Technical Assistance was rated highly by many of the programs. Physical
Education Program (PEP) provided the highest rating, at 97 and seven other programs rated ED-funded
Providers of Technical Assistance in the 90s. Only four programs provided ratings below 70; Race to the
Top, State Fiscal Stabilization Fund, Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in
risk mitigation activities with the RMS_MI and Education Jobs Fund. Only for these few programs should
this area be an area of focus.

2011 20



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

ED-funded Providers of Technical Assistance - Scores by Program

Program ED-funded Technical Assistance
Physical Education Program (PEP) 97
National Professional Development Program 95
Promise Neighborhoods Program 95
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-

Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 95
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 93
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS_HS) 92
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) 91
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers_Comprehensive Centers 90
Transition to Teaching 89
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 88
International Centers for International Business Education 88
School Improvement Fund 88
FIPSE — Comprehensive 87
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 87
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local 87
GEAR UP 86
Smaller Learning Communities_Fund for the Improvement of Education 86
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 85
International National Resources Centers 84
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career &

Technical Ed 84
English Language Acquisition State Grants_Title Ill State Formula Grant Program 84
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA)

program 84
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Rural and Low Income School Program 84
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 83
Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators 83
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 83
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 83
TRIO_Upward Bound 82
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 81
TRIO_ Student Support Services 80
State Directors of Special Education 80
TRIO_ Talent Search 79
Striving Readers 79
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 79
Title I, Part A- Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 78
Charter Schools Program (SEAs) 76
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 76
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State

Grants 75
21st Century Community Learning Centers 70
Teacher Incentive Fund 70
Race to the Top 68
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 65
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with

the RMS MIT 59
Education Jobs Fund 46
Race to the Top Assessment --

*Note there were not enough responses from Race to the Top Assessment respondents to produce a
reliable score.
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OESE Technical Assistance
Impact 0.9

This component was asked of the twenty programs within the Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education (OESE) program office participating in the survey. OESE Technical Assistance has a high
impact on satisfaction with an impact of 0.9. Ratings remain higher for the effectiveness of OESE in
helping programs implement grant programs (down a significant three points to 76) and lower for the
technical assistance serving as a model that they can use to replicate with their subgrantees (up two
points, to a score of 70).

OESE Technical Assistance - Aggregate Scores

2010 2011 Difference | Significant
Sample Size 512 1,760 Difference
OESE's Technical Assistance 76 74 -2
Effectiveness of OESE in helping you learn to implement grant programs 79 76 -3 *
Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance services as a model 68 70 2

* Statistically significant difference from 2010 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix.

There was a wide range of scores for OESE Technical Assistance by program, from a low of 50 for 21°*
Century Community Learning Centers, to a high of 81 for Improving Teacher Quality State Grants and
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities/McKinney-Vento
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program. Lower scoring programs in this high impact area
imply this should be an area of focus. In particular, the five programs with scores of 70 and lower should
view OESE Technical Assistance as a priority.
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OESE Technical Assistance - Scores by Program

Program OESE's Technical Assistance
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 81
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-

Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 81
Smaller Learning Communities _Fund for the Improvement of Education 80
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 80
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Rural and Low Income School Program 80
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 78
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 78
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local 78
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers 78
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 77
Title I, Part A- Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 75
English Language Acquisition State Grants_Title |ll State Formula Grant Program 73
School Improvement Fund 73
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 72
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)_Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA)

program 72
Striving Readers 70
Teacher Incentive Fund 66
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 64
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State

Grants 52
21st Century Community Learning Centers 50
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OPE Additional Questions
Websites and Databases Overall

This component is newly measured this year and was asked of the eight programs within the Office of
Postsecondary Education (OPE) program office participating in the survey. Though all areas perform well,
GEAR UP Web Pages overall, GEAR UP Database overall, TRIO Online APR System overall and TRIO
Web Pages overall have emerged as the highest scoring websites and databases. Lowest rated is G5
Overall and IFLE Web Pages overall.

Websites and Databases Overall - Aggregate Scores

2011
Websites and Databases Overall 80
Field Reader System overall 78
Grants.gov overall 78
e-Grants overall 79
G5 overall 73
FIPSE Online Database overall 80
FIPSE Web Pages overall 79
GEAR UP Database overall 83
GEAR UP Web Pages overall 84
IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) overall 77
IFLE Web Pages overall 75
TRIO Online APR System overall 83
TRIO Web Pages overall 81

Scores for Websites and Databases Overall, by OPE program, range from 73 to 84. International —
Centers for International Business Education and International — National Resources Centers provided
the lowest ratings, while International — Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language and
GEAR UP gave the highest.

Websites and Databases Overall - Scores by Program

Program Websites and Databases Overall
International_ Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 84
GEAR UP 82
TRIO_ Talent Search 81
TRIO_Upward Bound 81
TRIO_ Student Support Services 79
FIPSE — Comprehensive 78
International_ Centers for International Business Education 74
International_ National Resources Centers 73
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Website and Databases — Problem Mitigation

Measured for the firs time this year, Website and Databases — Problem Mitigation was asked of the eight
programs within the Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE) program office participating in the survey.
With an overall component score of 84, Websites and Databases — Problem Mitigation is a clear strength
among OPE respondents. Highest rated was GEAR UP Database — Problem Mitigation, GEAR UP Web
Pages — Problem Mitigation, IFLE Web Pages — Problem Mitigation and TRIO Web Pages — Problem
Mitigation. Lowest scoring is G5 — Problem Mitigation.

Websites and Databases — Problem Mitigation - Aggregate Scores

2011
Websites and Databases - Problem Mitigation 84
Field Reader System - problem mitigation 82
Grants.gov - problem mitigation 84
e-Grants - problem mitigation 84
G5 - problem mitigation 79
FIPSE Online Database - problem mitigation 84
FIPSE Web Pages - problem mitigation 85
GEAR UP Database - problem mitigation 88
GEAR UP Web Pages - problem mitigation 87
IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) - problem mitigation 86
IFLE Web Pages - problem mitigation 87
TRIO Online APR System - problem mitigation 85
TRIO Web Pages - problem mitigation 87

Scores for Websites and Databases — Problem Mitigation, by OPE program, range from 73 to 90.
International _ Centers for International Business Education provided the lowest rating, 76, while
International — Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language gave the highest, 90.
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Websites and Databases — Problem Mitigation - Scores by Program

Program Websites and Databases - Problem Mitigation
International_ Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 90
GEAR UP 87
FIPSE — Comprehensive 86
TRIO _Student Support Services 85
TRIO Talent Search 84
TRIO _Upward Bound 81
International_ National Resources Centers 81
International  Centers for International Business Education 76
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Information in Application Package

Measured for the first time in 2011, Information in Application Package questions were asked only of
respondents from the eight programs within the Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE) program office.
All areas score well, especially Deadline for Submission, Page Limitation Instructions and Program

Contact.
Information in Application Package - Aggregate Scores
2011
Information in Application Package 87
Program Purpose 88
Program Priorities 87
Selection Criteria 85
Review Process 82
Budget Information and Forms 82
Deadline for Submission 91
Dollar Limit on Awards 87
Page Limitation Instructions 89
Formatting Instructions 87
Program Contact 89

All programs provided excellent ratings for Information in Application Packages. International — Centers
for International Business Education and International: Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign
Language gave the highest scores, while TRIO: Student Support Services gave the lowest.

Information in Application Package - Scores by Program

Program Information in Application Package
International_ Centers for International Business Education 92
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 91
GEAR UP 89
International_ National Resources Centers 88
TRIO_ Upward Bound 86
FIPSE — Comprehensive 86
TRIO Talent Search 83
TRIO_ Student Support Services 82
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Satisfaction Benchmark

The satisfaction benchmark question “Overall, when | think of all of ED’s products and services, | am
satisfied with their quality” was included in the survey for the 7" year. Respondents rated their satisfaction
with all of the Department’s products and services on a four-point scale. This year 87 percent responded
‘Agree’ or ‘Strongly Agree’. This is up down just slightly from 2010. However, 26 percent strongly agree
this year compared to only 23 percent last year.

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

26%
23%

Strongly Agree

61%
67%
71%
Agree 68%
68%
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| 69%

Disagree

Strongly
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Complaints

As in 2010, only 1 percent of all respondents reported that they had formally complained to the
Department within the past six months.
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Results by Program

TRIO: Student Support Services

Satisfaction with TRIO: Student Support Services (67) was slightly below the Department average.
Websites and Databases — Problem Mitigation (85) and Information in Application Package (82) were
rated highly overall. Online Resources (73) and Technology (71) were on par with or slightly above the
Department average. However, ED Staff/Coordination (74) appears to be an opportunity to improve, in
particular, with consistency of responses from different program offices and responsiveness to questions.

TRIO: Talent Search

Satisfaction with TRIO: Talent Search (65) was also below the Department average. Websites and
Databases — Problem Mitigation (84) and Information in Application Package (83) were rated as
strengths. Technology (66) as it relates to delivering services should be a focus. For TRIO: Talent Search
ED Staff/Coordination (69) should be a high priority for improvement. In particular, the focus should be on
collaboration with other ED programs in providing services, consistency of responses from different
program offices and responsiveness to questions.

TRIO: Upward Bound

Satisfaction with this program was on par with the Department average (72). Information in Application
Package (86) was rated as the program'’s strength. Ed-funded Technical Assistance (82) received solid
ratings. Online Resources (77) were six points above the Department average. However, ED
Staff/Coordination (80) may be an area for focus and especially with the consistency of responses from
different program offices.

GEAR UP

GEAR UP had 111 responses to the survey and its grantees were among the most satisfied (76).
Information in Application Package (89) and Websites and Databases — Problem Mitigation (87) are
program strengths. Online Resources (81) for GEAR UP outscored the Department average by 10 points.
In addition to high scores in areas related to technology, ED Staff/Coordination (89) and ED-funded
Technical Assistance (86) were also rated very highly for GEAR UP.

FIPSE — Comprehensive

Satisfaction with FIPSE — Comprehensive (71) was close to the Department average. Information in
Application Package and Websites and Databases — Problem Mitigation were both rated as strengths,
with scores of 86. ED Staff/Coordination (85) and ED-funded Technical Assistance (87) were rated highly
as well. Both areas scored high in knowledge of policy and ED-funded Technical Assistance collaborated
well with other ED-funded Technical Assistance providers.

International: National Resources Centers

Grantees from this program were quite satisfied (75), with a CSI higher than the Department average. ED
Staff/Coordination (90) and Information in Application Package (88) were International: National
Resources Centers’ strengths. Staff were rated as knowledgeable, responsive and provided accurate
responses and guidance. Online Resources (69) with respect to finding materials on line is an opportunity
for improving satisfaction.

International: Undergraduate International Studies and Foreigh Language

With an index of 85, this program’s grantees were among the most satisfied. Grantees thought that the
program excelled in the area of ED Staff/Coordination, with a score of 96. Technical and information
areas, Websites and Databases — Problem Mitigation and Information in Application Package, also rated
in the 90s. Maintaining current levels of performance should be the objective for International:
Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language.

International: Centers for International Business Education

Satisfaction for this program’s grantees (73) is on par with the Department average. Information in
Application Package (92) and ED Staff are viewed as program strengths. ED-funded Technical
Assistance is also rated highly (88) with knowledge of policy among the higher scoring attributes for both
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areas. With scores in the 70s Websites and Databases, both overall and with respect to problem
mitigation, appear to be opportunities for improvement.

Physical Education Program (PEP)

With a satisfaction score of 67, grantees of PEP are less satisfied than the Department average. While
scores excel in the area of ED-funded Technical Assistance (97), ED Staff/Coordination rates quite a bit
lower (80) with responsiveness to questions and opportunity to improve. The higher impact area of
Technology (66) should be a focus. The Federal Project Officer site visit was rated of low importance (38).

Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS)

REMS grantees were highly satisfied with a CSI of 81. The high impact area of Documents (87) was a
particular strength for the program with clear, well-organized relevant documents. Online Resources (84)
was also highly rated. In addition to performing well in those technology-related aspects, ED
Staff/Coordination (87) and ED-funded Technical Assistance (91) provided grantees with their knowledge
of policy and accurate responses. Maintaining current levels of performance should be the program
objective.

Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS/HS)

Safe Schools Healthy Students grantees were among the most satisfied (79). Strong performance in the
high-impact areas of Documents (83) and ED Staff/Coordination (93) are key to driving their satisfaction.
Grantees rate program documents as being clear, well-organized and relevant. Staff are considered
knowledgeable, and highly responsive in providing guidance and support. Ed-Funded Technical
Assistance (92), while less of a driver, also received high ratings for responsiveness, consistency of
responses and collaboration with ED staff and other ED-funded providers. Maintaining current levels of
performance should be the program objective.

Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators

Satisfaction improved two points to 67, which is still slightly below the Department average. A seven-point
improvement in Documents (73) with significant improvements in the areas of detail and clarity, have
driven up this area’s score. ED Staff/Coordination (83) and ED-funded Technical Assistance (83) remain
the program’s strengths with response accuracy and staff knowledge among the higher rated attributes.
Technology (67) and Documents should remain the focus to improve grantee satisfaction. Additionally, in
the area of Online Resources the 10-point drop in ease of submitting information to ED should be
monitored.

State Directors of Special Education

Program satisfaction fell among State Directors of Special Education grantees, with a six-point drop to 59.
A drop in Technology, particularly the significant drops in quality of assistance and effectiveness of the
automated process, brought scores down in this area. Online Resources fell seven points to 61. Both of
these higher-impact drivers remain areas to address. Additionally, ED-Staff/Coordination received a
modest rating of 76. Sufficiency of guidance, consistency with different program offices and collaboration
with other programs or offices to provide services should be targeted to improve satisfaction.

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

Program satisfaction improved three points to 78 for Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State
Directors of Adult Ed. Performance improved in the higher impact area of ED Staff/Coordination (91) by
six points with knowledge and accuracy of responses having significant increases. Documents (82) were
rated high for being clear, well-organized and relevant. Online Resources dipped slightly (74) with ease of
finding materials online scoring lower (66). Technology (77) was rated six points above the Department
average with effectiveness of automated process improving eight points.

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

Program satisfaction was nearly the same as last year, up just one point to 74. While not quite a
significant difference, ED Staff/Coordination was up five points to 85 with accuracy of response and
knowledge the highest rated attributes. Ed-Funded Technical Assistance fared nearly as well with a rating
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of 84 and highest scores for collaborating with ED Staff and other ED-funded providers. The high-impact
areas of Technology (71) and Documents (77) were both on par with the Department averages for those
scores. Career and Technical Ed should focus on those two areas for improvement to drive customer
satisfaction. For Technology, expected reduction in paperwork was the lowest rated attribute and for
Documents it was comprehensiveness.

Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with
the RMS/MIT

Satisfaction with this program (73) was just above the Department average. Scores reflect the evaluation
of 10 respondents so scores should be interpreted with some caution. The high-impact areas of
Documents (73) and Technology (73) and ED Staff/Coordination (79) were all rated in the 70s. ED Staff
responsiveness and consistency of responses with other program offices may be opportunities to improve
in this area. ED-funded Technical Assistance (59), while not a high-impact area, appears to be another
area where improvement can occur, particularly with accuracy and consistency of responses.
Collaboration with ED staff and other ED-funded providers were among the lowest scoring attributes as
well.

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Grantee satisfaction with 21st Century Community Learning Centers (53) was among the lowest of all
programs. With the exception of ED-funded Technical Assistance (70) all drivers were rated in the 50s or
60. Given the lower scores across most areas, the focus should be on the high-impact areas as a priority.
Documents (54) that are clearer, comprehensive and meet the program needs should be one priority.
Additionally, using Technology (54) to effectively deliver services and providing high quality of assistance
will improve satisfaction. OESE’s Technical Assistance (50) could be more effective in helping implement
grant programs and serving as a model.

Mathematics and Science Partnerships

Grantee satisfaction with the Mathematics and Science Partnerships program (75) is above the
Department average. Performance is strong in the high-impact areas of Documents (81) and Technology
(78). Additionally, ED Staff/Coordination (92) and ED-funded Technical Assistance (93) are rated as
strengths. Both areas provided grantees with knowledge of policy, responsiveness to their questions and
high quality guidance. Maintaining current levels of performance should be the program’s objective.

Striving Readers

Striving Readers’ grantees had lower satisfaction (63) compared to most Department programs. Relative
to other programs Online Resources (74) was a relative strength. However, the high-impact area of
Documents (68) should be an area of focus and in particular, improving their comprehensiveness and
clarity. Knowledge of policy should also be a focus ED Staff/Coordination and ED-funded Technical
Assistance. Contractor’s written guidance on evaluation report preparation (73) is another potential area
of focus.

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants

Satisfaction with this program did not change significantly from last year, although it's current CSI of 73 is
slightly above the Department average and some drivers did have significant increases. The high-impact
area of Documents (82) had a five-point improvement with comprehensiveness and relevance of
documents showing significant improvements. ED Staff/Coordination (89) was rated as a strength, with
significant improvements in multiple areas including: responsiveness, accuracy of response and
collaboration with other offices. Technology (67) slipped four points and should be an area of focus.

Teacher Incentive Fund

Grantee satisfaction with the Teacher Incentive Fund (58) program was among the lowest compared to
other programs. Satisfaction slipped a significant 12 points from last year. The high-impact areas of
Documents (65) and Technology (61) remain high priorities for improvement. Quality of assistance and
effectiveness of automated reporting process were particularly low scoring attributes in the area of
Technology. In the area of Documents, address their clarity, comprehensiveness and relevance. ED
Staff/Coordination (71) dropped nine points from last year responsiveness, consistency of response with
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other program offices and collaboration with other programs are opportunities for improvement. The
Online Resources (63) attribute ease of submitting information via the web also had a significant drop
from last year.

Smaller Learning Communities/Fund for the Improvement of Education

This program had a five-point dip in grantee satisfaction (74) but still is above the Department average.
The staff-related areas of ED Staff/Coordination (91) and ED-funded Technical Assistance (86) remain
strengths and maintaining current levels of performance should be the objective in both areas. However,
the technological areas of Online Resources (63) and Technology (68) had significant drops in scores.
Ease of submitting information to ED via the web is particularly problematic. In the area of Technology,
Smaller Learning Communities/Fund for the Improvement of Education should focus on quality of
assistance and the effectiveness of the automated reporting process.

Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002)

Satisfaction with Payments for Federal Property (65) was below the Department average. While Online
Resources (76) is a strength relative to the Department average, and ED-funded Technical Assistance
(83) received solid ratings, there are key driver areas which should be priorities for improvement. In
particular, Documents (67) should be clearer, more relevant and more comprehensive. ED Staff should
focus on being responsive and providing sufficient and accurate guidance.

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003)

Grantee satisfaction with Payments for Federally Connected Children (73) was a point above the
Department average, with a one-point increase from last year. While Documents had a significant five-
point drop with significant drops in scores for clarity, organization and relevance, OESE Technical
Assistance was up two points and ED-funded Technical Assistance improved by nine points. In addition
to addressing the lower scoring items mentioned in Documents, the program should focus on
improvements in ED Staff/Coordination related to responsiveness and sufficiency of guidance, as well as
consistency and collaboration with other programs.

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies

Grantees in the program remain highly satisfied (79) with no change from last year’s CSI. The high-impact
areas of Documents (79) and Technology (79) continue to score high relative to other programs despite
dropping slightly from last year. The program should monitor these areas to ensure scores do not slip
significantly. Online Resources (83) is a particular program strength with grantees finding submitting
information via the web to be easy. ED Staff/Coordination (88) was also highly rated with knowledgeable
staff providing accurate and responsive guidance.

High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education

HEP grantees were among those most satisfied (75) with the Department. Relative to other Department
programs performance is strong in the key drivers of Documents (80) and Technology (75). HEP is
effectively using technology to deliver its services. ED Staff/Coordination (84) is on par with the
Department average with knowledge of policy a particularly high scoring attribute. Despite high ratings for
Technology, Online Resources (61) appears to be an area of focus. In particular, HEP should focus on
the ease of submitting information via the web. Usefulness of EMAPS for submitting the Annual
Performance Report (52) was one of the program’s lowest rated items.

Migrant Education Program (MEP) - Title I, Part C

Grantee satisfaction with the Migrant Education Program fell five points to 64. Online Resources (54) had
a significant drop in score from last year, with ease of finding materials online 15 points lower. This area
should be a priority. The high-impact area of Documents (74) provided relevant information but there may
be an opportunity to improve comprehensiveness. In the area of Technology (67), target improving quality
of assistance and effectiveness of the automated reporting process. ED Staff/Coordination (76) provides
opportunities to improve in responsiveness to questions as well as consistency and collaboration with
other programs.
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Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities/McKinney-Vento
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Grantees are highly satisfied with the program (78). ED Staff/Coordination (93) and Ed-funded Technical
Assistance (95) are particularly strong areas with both providing knowledgeable, highly responsive
support. Scores in the high-impact area of Documents (84) indicates they are clear, well-organized and
relevant to grantees. The OESE Technical Assistance (81) is effective and useful as a model. The area
for improvement is with Online Resources (63). In particular, improving the ease of finding materials
online is an opportunity to improve program satisfaction.

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local

Satisfaction with Neglected and Delinquent State and Local (72) is on par with the Department average.
ED Staff/Coordination (88) and ED-funded Technical Assistance are program strengths. The OESE
Technical Assistance (78) is effective. Documents (77) and Technology (71) were on par with the
Department average. Given that both are high-impact areas focus on improving scores in these areas. In
particular, reduction in paperwork and effectiveness of automated reporting are lower scoring attributes.
Improving ease of finding materials online in the area of Online Resources (68) should also be a focus.

Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies

Grantee satisfaction with Title I, Part A is down slightly (70) from last year with a three-point drop. Online
Resources (56) had a significant drop from last year with ease of finding materials online scoring lowest.
ED Staff/Coordination (86) remains a strength with the highest scoring attribute, knowledge of policy,
improving significantly from last year. In the area of Technology (73), quality of assistance and
effectiveness of automated process in reporting fell significantly and should be areas of focus. Documents
(79) was a relatively strength for the program as well.

English Language Acquisition State Grants/Title Il State Formula Grant Program

Satisfaction with the program fell one-point (68) and remains slightly below the Department average.

ED Staff/Coordination (84) improved significantly from last year with highest ratings for knowledge of
policy and responsiveness. The high-impact areas of Technology (73) and Documents (71) are also
below the Department average and should be areas of focus. In particular, quality of assistance and
effectiveness of automated process in reporting. Additionally, Online Resources (59) and particularly ease
of finding materials on line should be targeted for improvement.

School Improvement Fund

Grantee satisfaction with School Improvement Fund (72) is on par with the Department average. ED
Staff/Coordination (85) is a strength with highest ratings for policy knowledge and responsiveness as is
ED-funded Technical Assistance (88) with highest ratings for responsiveness and collaboration with ED
Staff. Online Resources (66) is an opportunity for improvement with ease of finding materials online the
main issue in this area. The high-impact area of Documents (79) scores well, while Technology (68)
should be a focus. Effectiveness of automated process in reporting and expected reduction of paperwork
were rated lowest in that area.

Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State
Grants

This was the lowest rated program within the Department (50). OESE Technical Assistance (52),
Documents (54), Technology (52) and Online Resources (58) all rated in the 50s. While these scores
indicate there is opportunity to improve across multiple areas, EETT (Ed-Tech) should focus on improving
the two highest impact areas of Technology and Documents as a first priority. Improve quality of
assistance related to Technology and provide Documents that are clearer, comprehensive and relevant.
Areas related to staff and technical assistance fare better. ED Staff/Coordination (73) was rated highly for
policy knowledge and ED-funded Technical Assistance (75) scored highly for responsiveness.
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Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA)
program

Grantee satisfaction with REAP SRSA (73) is one point above the Department average. ED
Staff/Coordination (95) is rated as a great strength, while the high-impact areas of Technology (60) and
Documents (70) should be areas of focus. For Technology, expected reduction of paperwork is an issue.
Providing clearer, more relevant and detailed documents should also be a priority. Usefulness of OESE’s
Technical Assistance serving as a model is another opportunity to improve. Online Resources (74) are
rated slightly above the Department average and should not be a priority for improvement at this time.

Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers/Comprehensive Centers

Grantee satisfaction with Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers/Comprehensive Centers (69) is
just below the Department average. ED Staff/Coordination (91) and ED-funded Technical Assistance
(90) are strengths of the program. The high-impact area of Documents (78) received a solid rating and
Online Resources (72) was also basically on par with the Department average. Improvements in these
areas will impact satisfaction. Technology (61) and in particular, effectiveness in using it to deliver
services also should be a focus.

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Rural and Low Income School Program

Program satisfaction improved five points (77). ED Staff/Coordination (91) had a significant nine-point
improvement with strong scores across all attributes. The high-impact area of Documents (84) had a
significant six-point improvement. Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Rural and Low Income
School Program is performing well in Technology (78) and using it effectively in delivering services.
OESE Technical Assistance (80) was effective. Overall the program should strive to maintain the
performance gains that were made.
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Summary and Recommendations

In 2011, the satisfaction with the Department remained unchanged (72). Given that 30 new programs
were included in this year's measure the result of no change in score is somewhat unexpected.
Regardless of which programs are included in the satisfaction measure, to improve satisfaction, focus on
improving the higher-impact, lower-performing areas as first priorities.

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
guadrant are ones where improvements would impact satisfaction but may not be practical to achieve
since performance is already at a high level.

Performance and Impact of Driver Areas

Maintain I}/Iaintain/
. . mprove
£D Staff/Coordination £
ED-fundedTlech. Asst. 85,0.8
84,01 °
[ ]
80
77, 1.2
[ J
75 OESE Tech. Asst. Documents
[ J
74’2'9 Technology
70 71,0.8
OnlineResources
65

0.5 1.0 15 2.0
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.

Circles and arrows indicate recommended action for each area based on score and impact values. For
example, Documents (77, 1.2) should be a key action area. By improving the performance of Documents
by five points (from 77 to 82) a 1.2-point gain in the customer satisfaction index (from 72 to 73.2) would be

Key Action Area

In the Results by Program write up of this report, key action areas are identified for each program. The
following recommendations are based on aggregate level scores. The area of Documents continues to
have the most impact on satisfaction. The score (77) remained unchanged from last year, performance in
this area is good but there likely is an opportunity to improve. Additionally, organization of information
had a significant two-point drop. Sufficiency of detail and comprehensiveness of Documents remain the
lowest rated attributes in this area. Technology (71) has an impact of 1.0 and had a significant two-point
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drop in score. Quality of assistance and effectiveness of automated process had five and six point drops,
respectively. While the lower ratings may be more a function of having a different composition in
programs than a decline in performance, these areas should be a focus to improve satisfaction.

Monitor

OESE Technical Assistance was also found to be a relatively strong driver of satisfaction for those
grantees working with programs in the OESE Office with an impact just under 1.0. This score dropped
two points from last year. Technical Assistance’s effectiveness in helping grantees learn to implement
programs slipped three points and should be monitored against further decline. There remains an
opportunity to improve in OESE technical assistance serving as a model that can be replicated with
subgrantees. Online Resources (71) remains among the lowest performing areas and ease of submitting
information to ED via the web slipped five points from last year. For many programs improving ease of
finding materials online should be a focus.

Maintain

The areas of ED Staff/Coordination and ED-funded Technical Assistance continue to be program
strengths with ratings well into the 80s for both drivers. Most programs in the Department only need to
maintain the current level of performance and support they provide grantees. Knowledge of legislation,
regulations, policies and procedures, and accuracy of responses are particularly strong attributes for the
staff. Consistency with ED staff from different program offices and collaboration with other programs and
offices have both had significant improvements from last year. With an impact of 0.8, programs scoring in
the 70s or lower should make improving the area of ED Staff/Coordination a priority.

In addition to the quantitative findings in this report, each program asked a series of custom questions to
their grantees. Many of the responses were verbatim commentary. Reviewing the commentary in the
Appendix D of this report will provide additional insight to the findings presented.
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Introduction

The Department of Education (ED) is committed to serving and satisfying its customers. To this end, we
have commissioned the CFI Group, an independent third-party research group, to conduct a survey that
asks about your satisfaction with ED’s products and services and about ways that we can improve our
service to you.

CFI Group and the Department of Education will treat all information in a secure fashion and will only
provide aggregate results to Department personnel. All information you provide will be combined with
information from other respondents for research and reporting purposes. Your individual responses will
not be released. This brief survey will take about 15 minutes of your time.

If you have any questions about this survey, please contact Jeanne Nathanson at
Jeanne.Nathanson@ed.gov.

This interview is authorized by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget Control No. 1090-0007.

Please note that ALL questions on this survey (unless noted otherwise) refer to your experiences over the
PAST 12 MONTHS.

Program

NOTE: THE FOLLOWING QUESTION WILL HAVE THE RESPONSE AUTOMATICALLY “PIPED IN”
FROM THE RESPONDENT LIST. THE RESPONDENT WILL NOT SEE THE QUESTION Q1. THIS
INFORMATION WILL DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE CORE AND CUSTOM QUESTIONS THAT
THE RESPONDENT WILL RECEIVE.

Q1. PROGRAM ABOUT WHICH RESPONDENT WILL BE ANSWERING QUESTIONS:
Race to the Top
Race to the Top Assessment
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund
Education Jobs Fund
National Professional Development Program
Charter Schools Program (SEAS)
Investing in Innovation Program (i3)
Promise Neighborhoods Program
Transition to Teaching
. TRIO: Student Support Services
. TRIO: Talent Search
. TRIO: Upward Bound
. GEAR UP
. FIPSE — Comprehensive
. International: National Resources Centers
. International: Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language
. International: Centers for International Business Education
. Physical Education Program (PEP)
. Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS)
. Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS/HS)
. Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators
. State Directors of Special Education
. Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed
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24. Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career &
Technical Ed

25. Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with
the RMS/MIT

26. 21st Century Community Learning Centers

27. Mathematics and Science Partnerships

28. Striving Readers

29. Improving Teacher Quality State Grants

30. Teacher Incentive Fund

31. Smaller Learning Communities/Fund for the Improvement of Education

32. Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002)

33. Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003)

34. Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies

35. High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education

36. Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C

37. Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities/ McKinney-
Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

38. Neglected and Delinquent State and Local

39. Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies

40. English Language Acquisition State Grants/Title Il State Formula Grant Program

41. School Improvement Fund

42. Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State
Grants

43. Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA)
program

44. Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers/Comprehensive Centers

45. Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Rural and Low Income School Program

When answering the survey, please only think about your interactions with [ANSWER FROM Q1]

ED Staff
[INTRO IF Q1=1-9; 18-45]

Please think about the interactions you have had with senior ED officers (e.g. the Director of the Office
that administers this grant program) and/or other ED staff.

PLEASE NOTE: This does not include ED-funded technical assistance providers, such as regional
labs, national associations, contractors, etc.

[INTRO IF Q1=10-17]

Please think about the interactions you have had with senior ED officers (e.g. the Director of the Office
that administers this grant program) and/or other ED staff.

PLEASE NOTE: This does not include ED-funded technical assistance providers, such as regional
labs, national associations, contractors — including those that service G5, e-Grants, grants.gov,
the OPE Field Reader System, etc.

[Q2-8 ALL PROGRAMS]

On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the senior ED officers’
and/or other ED staff’s:

If a question does not apply, please select “N/A”.



Q2. Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures

Q3. Responsiveness to your questions

Q4. Accuracy of responses

Q5. Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Q6. Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices

Q7. Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services
(Ask Q8 only if Q7 is rated<6)

Q8. Please identify a good example of collaboration across programs and/or offices that you would offer
as a model for ED.

ED-funded Technical Assistance
[ASK Q9a IF Q1=1-9; 18-45]

Q9a. Do you have interaction with ED-funded providers of technical assistance (e.g., regional labs,
comprehensive centers, equity assistance centers, national associations, U.S. Department of
Education-funded contractors, etc.) separate from ED staff?

1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q17)
3. Don’t know (SKIP TO Q17)

[ASK Q9 IF Q1=10-17]

Q9b. Do you have interaction with ED-funded providers of technical assistance (e.g., regional labs,
comprehensive centers, equity assistance centers, national associations, U.S. Department of
Education-funded contractors such as those that service G5, e-Grants, grants.gov, the OPE Field
Reader System, etc.) separate from ED staff?

1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q17)
3. Don’t know (SKIP TO Q17)

[Q10-16 ALL PROGRAMS]

Please think about your interactions with ED-funded providers of technical assistance. On a 10-point
scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate their:

If a question does not apply, please select “N/A”.

Q10. Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures

Q11. Responsiveness to your questions

Q12. Accuracy of responses

Q13. Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Q14. Consistency of responses with ED staff

Q15. Collaboration with ED staff in providing relevant services

Q16. Collaboration with other ED-funded providers of technical assistance in providing relevant services



[Q17-18 ALL PROGRAMS]

Online Resources

Please think about your experience using ED’s online resources. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor”
and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the:

Q17. Ease of finding materials online

Q18. Ease of submitting information to ED via the Web (e.g., grant applications, annual reports, and
accountability data)

[ASK Q18.1a-l, Q18.2a-l and Q18.3 IF Q1=10-17]

The following are online databases and Web sites that you may have used in your interactions with the
Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE). Please rate your experience with each one that you have used
on a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent.”

If you have not used the resource, please select “N/A”.
Q18.1a.Field Reader System

Q18.1b.Grants.gov

Q18.1c. e-Grants

Q18.1d. G5

Q18.1e.FIPSE Online Database

Q18.1f. FIPSE Web Pages

Q18.1g. GEAR UP Database

Q18.1h. GEAR UP Web Pages

Q18.1i. IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE)
Q18.1j. IFLE Web Pages

Q18.1k. TRIO Online APR System

Q18.1l. TRIO Web Pages

How effective were contractors and/or staff in mitigating any problems you may have encountered with
databases and Web sites?

Please rate your experience with each one that you have used on a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1”
means “poor” and “10” means “excellent.”

If you have not used the resource, please select “N/A”.
Q18.2a.Field Reader System

Q18.2b.Grants.gov

Q18.2c. e-Grants

Q18.2d. G5

Q18.2e.FIPSE Online Database

Q18.2f. FIPSE Web Pages

Q18.2g. GEAR UP Database



Q18.2h. GEAR UP Web Pages

Q18.2i. IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE)
Q18.2). IFLE Web Pages

Q18.2k. TRIO Online APR System

Q18.21. TRIO Web Pages

Q18.3. Please provide suggestions on any of the databases or Web sites that you have used that would
help us to improve your experience with them. (Open end)

[Q19-20 ALL PROGRAMS]

Technology

Q19. Now think about how ED uses technology (e.g., conference calls, video-conferencing, Web
conferencing, listservs) to deliver its services to you. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Not very
effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate ED’s effectiveness in using technology to deliver
its services.

(Ask Q20 only if Q19 is rated<6)

Q20. Please describe how ED could better use technology to deliver its services.

[ASK Q21-23b ONLY IF Q1=1-9; 18-45]

Q21. Think about how ED is working with the states and LEAs to develop an automated process to share
accountability information. Please rate the quality of this assistance from ED. Use a 10-point scale
where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent.”

Q22. How effective has this automated process been in improving your state/LEA reporting? Please use
a 10-point scale where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective.”
Q23a. What reporting system do you use for reporting accountability data?
1. EDEN/EDFacts
2. Other electronic system (Specify)

3. Do not use electronic system, submit hard copy

Q23b. How much of a reduction in federal paperwork do you expect over the next few years because of
ED’s initiative to promote the use of technology in reporting accountability data (e.g.
EDEN/EDFacts)? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” is “Not very significant” and “10” is “Very
significant.”



[ASK

Docu
Think

Q24-28 ONLY IF Q1=1-9; 18-45]

ments
about the documents (e.g., publications, guidance, memoranda, and frequently asked questions)

you receive from ED.

On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent, please rate the documents’:

Q24.
Q25.
Q26.
Q27.
Q28.

[ASK

When
inform

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs

Relevance to your areas of need

Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face

Q28.1a-l IF Q1=10-17]

you were preparing your application, how easy was it for you to locate and understand the
ation in the application package? Please rate the following on a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is

“very difficult” and “10” is “very easy”.

Q28.1
Q28.2
Q28.3
Q28.4
Q28.5
Q28.6
Q28.7
Q28.8
Q28.9
Q28.1

[ASK

Q29.

Q30.

Q31.

Q32.

Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms
Deadline for Submission
Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions
Formatting Instructions

0 Program Contact

Q29-32 ONLY TO ALL TO ALL OESE PROGRAMS Q1 = 26 — 45]

How effective have the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education’s (OESE’s) technical
assistance services been in helping you learn to implement your OESE-funded grant programs?
Please use a 10-point scale where “1” is “not very effective” and “10” is “very effective.”

How useful have OESE'’s technical assistance services been in serving as a model that you can
replicate with your subgrantees? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” is “not very useful” and
“10” is “very useful.” If you do not have subgrantees or this does not apply, please select “not
applicable.”

Describe your best customer service experience during the past 12 months with the U.S.
Department of Education staff who work on this program. (Open end)

Describe your worst customer service experience during the past 12 months with the U.S.
Department of Education staff who work on this program. (Open end)



[Q33-Q38 ALL PROGRAMS]

ACSI Benchmark Questions

Now we are going to ask you to please consider ALL of ED’s products and services and not only those
we just asked about.

Q33. Using a 10-point scale on which “1” means “Very Dissatisfied” and “10” means “Very Satisfied,” how
satisfied are you with ED’s products and services?

Q34. Now please rate the extent to which the products and services offered by ED have fallen short of or
exceeded your expectations. Please use a 10-point scale on which "1" now means "Falls Short of
Your Expectations" and "10" means "Exceeds Your Expectations."

Q35. Now forget for a moment about the products and services offered by ED, and imagine the ideal
products and services. How well do you think ED compares with that ideal? Please use a 10-point
scale on which "1" means "Not Very Close to the Ideal" and "10" means "Very Close to the Ideal."

Now please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statement.
Q36. Overall, when I think of all of ED’s products and services, | am satisfied with their quality.
1. Strongly Agree
2. Agree
3. Disagree
4. Strongly Disagree
5. Does Not Apply

Closing

Q37. In the past 6 months, have you issued a formal complaint to ED to express your dissatisfaction with
the assistance you've received from an ED staff member?

1. Yes
2. No

Q38. Finally, please describe how ED can improve its service to you.

Thank you again for your time. To complete the survey and submit the results, please hit the “Finish”
button below. Have a good day!



NOTE: EACH RESPONDENT WILL ONLY RECEIVE 1 SET OF APPROXIMATELY 8-12 CUSTOM
QUESTIONS CONCERNING THEIR PROGRAM

ONLY IF Q1= 1 Race to the Top, 2 Race to the Top Assessment, 3 State Fiscal Stabilization Fund
or 4 Education Jobs Fund ASK 1-7 BELOW

Please rate the following using a 10-point scale, where 1 means “poor” and 10 means “excellent.”

1.
2.
3.

4
5.
6

Accessibility of the ISU staff.

Responsiveness of the ISU staff.

Your working relationship with the ISU staff.

The clarity of information provided by the ISU staff.

The usefulness of information provided by the ISU staff.

Through web-based and other means, the support provided to you by ISU staff in developing and
implementing a high-quality program.

Please share any comments on how the ISU can better support your work.



ONLY IF Q1=5 National Professional Development Program ASK 1-7 BELOW

Please rate the following using a 10-point scale where “1” means “not very useful” and “10” means “very
useful.” If a question does not apply, please select “N/A”".

1.
2.
3.

How useful were grantee meetings in providing you with information to carry out your grant?
How useful were application materials in assisting you in preparing an application?

How useful was the 2011 Webinar for prospective applicants in assisting you in preparing an
application?

How timely is your NPD program specialist in responding to your inquiries? Please use a 10-point
scale where “1” means “not very timely” and “10” means “very timely.”

How helpful is the technical assistance from your discretionary grant program specialist on grantee
requirements? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” means “not very helpful” and “10” means “very
helpful.”

How helpful is the NCELA website in assisting you and/or NPD participant students with resources
related to English language learners? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” means “not very helpful
and “10” means “very helpful.”

What recommendations would you make for improving OELA's technical assistance to or grantee
meeting with NPD applicants? NPD grantees? (Open ended)



ONLY IF Q1= 6 Charter Schools Program (SEAs) ASK 1-10 BELOW

Please rate the Charter Schools Program (CSP) staff on the following three factors. Use a
10-point scale, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent.”

Ease of reaching the person who could address your concern
Timeliness of CSP staff response
Ability to resolve your issue

wn e

4. How would you describe your working relationship with the Charter Schools Program staff?
Use a 10-point scale, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent.”

5. Please provide specific suggestions for how the Charter Schools Program staff can
improve their working relationships with grantees and improve customer service. (Open end)

6. What additional service(s) could the Charter Schools Program provide that would help
meet your technical assistance and program improvement needs? (For example, information
posted on-line, webinars, analysis tools, etc.) (Open end)

7. How useful is the annual project directors meeting for Charter Schools Program State
Education Agency grantees? Please rate the usefulness of the meeting on a 10-point scale,
where “1” is “not very useful” and “10” is “very useful.”

8. What could the Charter Schools Program staff do to improve the annual project directors
meeting for Charter Schools Program State Education Agency grantees? (open end)

If you were monitored by WestEd, the Charter Schools Program monitoring contractor, during
the past 12 months, think about the federal monitoring process as it relates to your CSP
grant. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “not very effective” and “10” is “very effective,” please
rate the effectiveness of the federal monitoring process in:

9. Identifying and correcting compliance issues in your state

10. Helping you to improve program quality

10



ONLY IF Q1= 7 Investing in Innovation Program (i3) ASK 1-10 BELOW

Think about the technical support Program Officers from the Investing in Innovation (i3) Program provided
you. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the staff's:
1. Responsiveness to answering questions

2. Dissemination of accurate information

3. Dissemination of information in a timely manner

4. Supportiveness in helping you complete your required quarterly ARRA reporting
5. Supportiveness in helping you with the private sector match requirements

6. Added value of the monthly monitoring calls to your project

7. What can the i3 Team do over the next year to meet your technical assistance and program
improvement needs? (Open end)

Think about the evaluation Technical Assistance provided by Abt Associates Inc. related to your
independent project evaluation. In consultation with your independent evaluator, on a 10-point scale,
where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate Abt’s:

8. Responsiveness to answering questions
9. Support to positively impact on your project’s evaluation design and performance objectives

10. What can Abt do over the next year to help you improve your project’'s performance results? (Open
end)

11



ONLY IF Q1=8 Promise Neighborhoods Program ASK 1-14 BELOW

1.

2.

3.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Does ED staff do a good job in communicating their expectations of grantees?
1. Yes
2. No

How useful is ED staff technical assistance as a model for your program? Please use a 10-point scale
where “1” is “not very useful” and “10” means “very useful”.

Which best describes how often you interact with ED staff?
1. Daily
2. Weekly
3. Monthly

4. Afewtimes a year

5

Once a year or less

About which topics or purposes do you most often contact ED staff? (Open end)
Is technical assistance customer-focused and responsive to your needs?

1. Yes

2. No

How useful are webinars as a format for providing technical assistance? Please use a 10-point scale
where “1” is “not very useful” and “10” means “very useful”.

What additional formats would you prefer technical assistance be provided? (Open end)

How useful was the Promise Neighborhoods (PN) New Grantee Meeting in November 20107 Please
use a 10-point scale where “1” is “not very useful” and “10” means “very useful”.

How useful are quarterly calls with PN staff? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” is “not very
useful” and “10” means “very useful”.

What additional topics would you like to have discussed during meetings and conferences, either in-
person or by phone? (Open end)

What could PN do to improve the structure of meetings and conferences, either in-person or by
phone? (Open end)

How useful is the PN information you receive from ED? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” is “not
very useful” and “10” means “very useful”.

Share your suggestions on technical assistance topics that would be most helpful in implementing or
managing your project? (Open end)

What type of additional information would you like to receive from the PN staff or office? (Open end)

12



ONLY IF Q1=9 Transition to Teaching ASK 1-15 BELOW

Think about the one-on-one consultations you have had with program officers. On a 10-point scale, where
“1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of the one-on-one
consultations in ...

If a particular question does not apply, please select “N/A”.

1. Providing you with an interpretation of the Transition to Teaching (TTT) Authorizing Legislation
Assisting you with completing your Annual Performance Reports

Assisting you with completing your Interim Evaluation Report

(If applicable), assisting you with completing your Interim Online Survey

(If applicable), assisting you with completing your Final Evaluation Report

(If applicable), assisting you with completing your Final Online Survey

Providing you with targeted assistance and support to better meet your project’s goals and objectives

© N o o~ 0N

What can TTT do over the next year to meet your project’s technical assistance and program
improvement needs?

Think about your experience completing and submitting Annual Performance Reports. On a 10-point
scale, where “1” is “Not very user-friendly” and “10” is “Very user-friendly,” please rate the user-
friendliness of the APR and Data Verification documents in ...

9. Reporting GPRA measures and project specific objectives using the ED 524B form
10. Reporting budgetary information using the ED 524 Budget Summary form

11. Verifying previously reported data using the Data Verification Sheet

Think about your experiences seeking information at the TTT website
(http://www?2.ed.gov/programs/transitionteach/index.html). On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Not very
effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of the Web site in...

12. Providing you with the information needed to inform your work and better understand the program

13. What can TTT do over the next year to improve the TTT website to better meet your needs? (Open
end)

Think about your experiences receiving information from the TTT listserv. On a 10-point scale, where “1”
is “Not very useful” and “10” is “Very useful,” please rate the usefulness of the information shared through
the TTT listserv in ...

14. Providing you with information that is relevant and useful to meeting your project’s goals and
objectives

15. Informing you of recent developments in the area of Teacher Quality

13
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ONLY IF Q1=10 TRIO: Student Support Service (SSS) ASK 1-10 BELOW

In interacting with the U.S. Department of Education (ED) Student Support Services (SSS) program
specialist responsible for overseeing your grant, please indicate whether service/support in the following
areas.

(1) Exceeds expectations — provides greater than anticipated levels of support

(2) Meets expectations — provides anticipated levels of support

(3) Does not meet expectations — provides lower than anticipated levels of support

If a service area does not apply, please select “N/A”.

1. Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures, including updated
programmatic knowledge as necessitated by HEOA

2. Responsiveness to your inquiries (by email, telephone, letter, etc.)

3. Ability to assist you in interacting with institutional officials, if necessary, in the resolution of critical
internal SSS program issues

4. Ability to interpret legislation and regulations, specifically, on the administration (including calculation
of correct institutional match, if applicable) and assistance with procedures for distribution of grant aid
monies

5. Knowledge of the SSS annual performance report and ability to assist with questions about the
completion and submission of the report

6. Ability to conduct the post-award conference in a competent and collegial manner

7. Providing a successful resolution of program and other issues encountered during and after the post-
award conference

8. Processing of administrative action requests, including change in key personnel and budget revisions,
within 30 days

9. Ability to respond to all issues raised based solely on interpretation of laws, regulations and
Department policies without personal bias or administrative preference

10. Please provide any additional comments on your assigned SSS program specialist. (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 11 TRIO: Talent Search ASK 1-7 BELOW

In interacting with the U.S. Department of Education (ED) Student Talent Search (TS) program specialist
responsible for overseeing your grant, please indicate whether service/support in the following areas.

(1) Exceeds expectations — provides greater than anticipated levels of support

(2) Meets expectations — provides anticipated levels of support

(3) Does not meet expectations — provides lower than anticipated levels of support

If a service area does not apply, please select “N/A”.

1. Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures, including updated
programmatic knowledge as necessitated by HEOA

2. Responsiveness to your inquiries (by emalil, telephone, letter, etc.)

3. Ability to assist you in interacting with institutional officials, if necessary, in the resolution of critical
internal programmatic issues

4. Knowledge of the annual performance report and ability to assist with questions about the completion
and submission of the report

5. Processing of administrative action requests, including change in key personnel and budget revisions,
within 30 days.

6. Ability to respond to all issues raised based solely on interpretation of laws, regulations and
Department policies without personal bias or administrative preference

7. Please provide any additional comments on the Talent Search program specialist who worked with
you. (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 12 TRIO: Upward Bound ASK 1-7 BELOW

In interacting with the U.S. Department of Education (ED) Upward Bound (UB) program specialist
responsible for overseeing your grant, please indicate whether service/support in the following areas.
(1) Exceeds expectations — provides greater than anticipated levels of support

(2) Meets expectations — provides anticipated levels of support

(3) Does not meet expectations — provides lower than anticipated levels of support

If a service area does not apply, please select “N/A”.

1. Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures, including updated
programmatic knowledge as necessitated by HEOA

2. Responsiveness to your inquiries (by emalil, telephone, letter, etc.)

3. Ability to assist you in interacting with institutional officials, if necessary, in the resolution of critical
internal programmatic issues

4. Knowledge of the annual performance report and ability to assist with questions about the completion
and submission of the report

5. Processing of administrative action requests, including change in key personnel and budget revisions,
within 30 days.

6. Ability to respond to all issues raised based solely on interpretation of laws, regulations and
Department policies without personal bias or administrative preference

7. Please provide any additional comments on the Upward Bound program specialist who worked with
you. (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 13 GEAR UP ASK 1-4 BELOW

In interacting with the U.S. Department of Education (ED) GEAR UP program specialist responsible for
overseeing your grant, please indicate whether service/support in the following areas.

(1) Exceeds expectations — provides greater than anticipated levels of support

(2) Meets expectations — provides anticipated levels of support

(3) Does not meet expectations — provides lower than anticipated levels of support

If a service area does not apply, please select “N/A”.

1
2
3.
4

Your working relationship with GEAR UP program staff
The level of accessibility you have to GEAR UP program staff
The responsiveness of the GEAR UP program staff to your inquiries

The quality of information or feedback received from GEAR UP program staff over the next year
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ONLY IF Q1= 14 FIPSE - COMPREHENSIVE ASK 1-14 BELOW

1. In the course of preparing your successful application to FIPSE, which of the following did you do?
(Please check all that apply.)

NogkrwbdE

8.
9

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

| read the guidelines.

| consulted with a FIPSE program officer by e-mail.

| consulted with a FIPSE program officer over the telephone.

I met with a FIPSE program officer in person.

| consulted with prior FIPSE grantees.

| consulted with faculty at my institution regarding the purpose and/or design of the project.

| consulted with administrators at my institution regarding the purpose and/or design of the
project.

| consulted with leadership at my institution regarding the purpose and/or design of the project.
| consulted the FIPSE Web site for information on past awards.

| consulted the FIPSE database for information on past awards.

| conducted a literature review to see if my project would be considered innovative.

| asked a colleague to review and give me feedback on my grant proposal before | submitted it.
| reviewed the readers' comments from a previously unsuccessful application.

Other (please specify)

2. Please react to the following statement: "The program specific guidelines were clear and helpful." Use
a 10-point scale, where “1” means “strongly disagree” and “10” means “strongly agree.”

During the past year, how would you characterize the quality of the information and/or feedback that
you've received from FIPSE staff in the following areas? Please use the following answer categories:

1. Exceeds expectations — provides greater than anticipated levels of support

2. Meets expectations — provides anticipated levels of support

3. Does not meet expectations — provides lower than anticipated levels of support
4. It is not useful — provides no support

If you did not receive information or feedback in an area please select “N/A”.
3.

4
5
6.
7.
8
9
1

0.

Compliance Issues

Fiscal Issues

Grant Management Issues
Evaluation Issues

No-cost Extensions
Annual Report

Final Report

Project Directors' Meeting

Please think about the outside evaluator that you hired to advise you on your FIPSE Comprehensive
Grant. Please rate the usefulness of evaluator’'s advice on the following using a 10-point scale with “1”
being "Not very useful" and “10” being "Very useful." If you did not receive advice in an area please select
“N/A”.

11. Advice on Evaluation Design

12. Advice on Data Collection

13. Data-driven Feedback to Help You Fine-tune the Project
14. Overall
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ONLY IF Q1= 15 International: National Resources Centers (84.015A) ASK 1-14 BELOW

In considering the support you have received from the U.S. Department of Education (ED) National
Resource Center (NRC) program staff, please indicate whether service/support in the following areas...

1. Exceeds expectations—provides greater than anticipated levels of support
2. Meets expectations—provides anticipated levels of support
3. Does not meet expectations—provides lower than anticipated levels of support

If Not applicable—services not requested, please select “N/A”

Timeliness to answering questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve your issue

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Providing reliable and accurate technical assistance

International Resource Information System (IRIS) System Help Desk response
IRIS System User Manuals

IRIS Frequently Asked Questions

N~ WNE

©

Have you utilized the NRC performance data that is publically available on the IRIS website
(https:/firis.ed.gov)?

1. Yes

2. No

(If Q 9 = yes, ask Q10: If Q9 = No, skip to Q11)

10. If yes, the quality of the data ...
1. Exceeds expectations—provides greater than anticipated levels of support

2. Meets expectations—provides anticipated levels of support
3. Does not meet expectations—provides lower than anticipated levels of support
4. Is not useful—provides no support

11. Please address the following items regarding the Program Administrative Manuel (PAM): Usefulness
of document, clarity of information provided for NRC project administration, relevance to all
prospective users (directors, administrators, fiscal offers), and describe any other information you
would like to see explained in the PAM. (Open end)

12. What additional service could the program provide that would help you? (Check all that apply)
Post more information online

Post sample applications online

Post frequently asked questions online

Offer webinars with technical assistance on program requirements

Offer webinars on reporting through IRIS

Share more program performance data from other centers

Other [Please specify]

NoohkwprE

13. Are the NRC selection criteria still relevant for identifying centers that strengthen U.S. capacity for
language, area and international studies training?
1. Yes
2. No
(IF Q13 =NO, ask Q 14).

14. Please list suggestions for future selection criteria (Open end).
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ONLY IF Q1= 16 International: Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language
(84.016A) ASK 1-12 BELOW

In considering the support you have received from the U.S. Department of Education (ED) Undergraduate
International Studies and Foreign Language (UISFL) program staff, please indicate whether
service/support in the following areas...

1. Exceeds expectations—provides greater than anticipated levels of support
2. Meets expectations—provides anticipated levels of support
3. Does not meet expectations—provides lower than anticipated levels of support

If Not applicable—services not requested, please select “N/A”

Timeliness to answering questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve your issue

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Providing reliable and accurate technical assistance

Usefulness of documents in the award package — “Congratulatory Memo”, “How to Administer Your
UISFL Grant”, “Expanded Authorities” and “Reviewers’ Comments” for UISFL project administration.

ogakrwnE

7. What additional services could the program provide that would help you? (check all that apply)
Post more information online

Post sample applications online

Post frequently asked questions online

Offer webinars with technical assistance on program requirements

Offer webinars on reporting through IRIS (International Resource Information System)
Other [Specify]

ogkrwpE

Please note the extent to which the following:
1. Exceeds expectations — provides greater than anticipated levels of support
2. Meets expectations — provides anticipated levels of support
3. Does not meet expectations — provides lower than anticipated levels of support
4. Is not useful — provides no support

8. IRIS Help Desk
9. IRIS User Manuals

10. How relevant are the UISFL IRIS reporting screens in helping you “recapture” your accomplishments
and challenges during the life of the project? [Open end]

11. How useful is the annual project directors’ meeting? Why? [Open end]

12. Why is UISFL funding so important to the internationalization of your undergraduate program? [Open
end]
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ONLY IF Q1= 17 International: Centers for International Business Education ASK 1-13 BELOW

In considering the support you have received from the U.S. Department of Education (ED) CIBE staff
responsible for overseeing your grant, please indicate whether service/support in the following areas...

1. Exceeds expectations—provides greater than anticipated levels of support
2. Meets expectations—provides anticipated levels of support
3. Does not meet expectations—provides lower than anticipated levels of support

If Not applicable—services not requested, please select “N/A”

1. Timeliness to answering questions

2. Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

3. Ability to resolve your issue

4. Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

5. Providing reliable and accurate technical assistance

6. International Resource Information System (IRIS) Help Desk response

7. IRIS System User Manuals

8. IRIS Frequently Asked Questions

9. Have you utilized the CIBE performance data that is publically available on the IRIS website

(https://iris.ed.gov)?
1. Yes
2. No

(If Q 9 = yes, ask Q10: If Q9 = No, skip to Q11)

10. If yes, the quality of the data ...
1. Exceeds expectations—provides greater than anticipated levels of support

2. Meets expectations—provides anticipated levels of support
3. Does not meet expectations—provides lower than anticipated levels of support
4. Is not useful—provides no support

11. What additional service could the program provide that would help you? (Check all that apply)
Post more information online

Post sample applications online

Post frequently asked questions online

Offer webinars with technical assistance on program requirements

Offer webinars on reporting through IRIS

Share more program performance data from other centers

Other [please specify]

NoggkrwdbE

12. Are the CIBE selection criteria still relevant for identifying schools of business that strengthen
curriculum development, research, and training on issues of importance to U.S. trade and

competitiveness?
1. Yes
2. No

(If Q12=No, ask Q 13)

13. Please list suggestions for future selection criteria. (Open end)

21


https://iris.ed.gov/�

ONLY IF Q1= 18 Physical Education Program (PEP) ASK 1-10 BELOW

Think about the one-on-one communications (via phone or email) with your Federal Project
Officer. On a 10-point scale, where “1" is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please
rate your FPO'’s:

1. Responsiveness to questions about PEP program requirements

2. Responsiveness to questions about applicable Department of Education (EDGAR) and other
Federal regulations

3. Timeliness in returning phone calls and responding to emails

4. Effectiveness in providing technical assistance or instructions regarding annual performance
reports

5. Effectiveness in providing technical assistance or guidance regarding budget development,
revisions, and reporting

6. Frequency of communication regarding grant information, deadlines, expectations,
requirements, or other pertinent information

Think about the written guidance, meetings, webinars, conference calls, and presentations from
the PEP Federal Team. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Not Very Effective” and “10” is “Very
Effective,” please rate the following:

7. Instructions and guidance regarding GPRA data collection and reporting

8. Relevance and usefulness to your program and program activities

9. Relevance and usefulness to your program'’s sustainability

10. How important is it that your Federal Project Officer conducts a site visit of your program to

observe grant activities and monitor grant compliance and progress. Please base your
response on a 10-point scale, where “1” is, “Not Very Important” and “10” is “Very Important.”
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ONLY IF Q1=19 Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) ASK 1-10 BELOW
Think about the one-on-one communications (via phone or email) with your Federal Project
Officer. On a 10-point scale, where “1" is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please
rate your FPO'’s:

1. Knowledge of relevant regulations, policies, and procedures

2. Timely responsiveness to your questions (e.g., within 30 days)

3. Accuracy of responses

4. Helping you to improve performance results

5. Quality of documents (e.g., publications, listserv messages, guidance, memoranda) you

receive from ED.

6. Do you have interaction with ED-funded providers of technical assistance (i.e., REMS
Technical Assistance Center and/or American Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities)?
1. Yes (CONTINUE TO Q7)
2. No (SKIP TO END)
Please think about your interactions with ED-funded providers of technical assistance. On a 10-
point scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate them on the
following:
7. Responsiveness to your questions
8. Accuracy of responses
9. Ease of finding materials on their Web sites

10. Quality and usefulness of materials on their Web sites
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ONLY IF Q1= 20 Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS/HS) ASK 1-10 BELOW

Think about the one-on-one communications (via phone or email) with your Federal Project
Officer (FPO). On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate your
FPO'’s:

1. Responsiveness to answering questions about Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS/HS)
program requirements and applicable Education Department General Administrative
Regulations (EDGAR) and other federal regulations

2. Timeliness in returning phone calls and responding to emails

3. Usefulness of feedback on annual performance reports

Think about the written guidance, webinars, and presentations from the SS/HS Federal Team.
On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Not Very Effective” and “10” is “Very Effective,” please rate the
following:

4. Instructions regarding annual performance reports

5. Guidance regarding budget development, tracking, and reporting

6. If your Federal Project Officer has conducted a site visit for the purpose of monitoring grant
compliance and progress, think about the site visit outcome and how it contributed to
program or grant administration improvement. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is, “did not
contribute to improvement” and “10” is “contributed a great deal to improvement,” please rate
how much the site visit contributed to program or grant administration improvement.

7. s your Federal Project Officer a Department of Education employee?
1. Yes
2. No

Think about the technical assistance you receive from the SS/HS TA providers. On a 10-point
scale, where “1” is “Not Very Effective” and “10” is “Very Effective,” please rate how effectively
the following technical assistance providers addressed the needs of your SS/HS project:

8. The National Center
9. The Communications Group

10. Think about the guidance and assistance received by the National Evaluation Team related
to submitting data for the SS/HS National Evaluation (this includes GPRA data). On a 10-
point scale, where “1” is “Not Very Useful” and “10” is “Very Useful,” please rate the
usefulness of the guidance and assistance.
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ONLY IF Q1= 21 Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators ASK 1-8 BELOW

Think about the technical support provided by State Contacts from the Monitoring and State Improvement
Planning Division of the Office of Special Education Programs. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor”
and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the staff's:

1.
2.

Responsiveness to answering questions

Supportiveness in helping you complete your state’s federally required performance plans, reports
and applications

Accuracy of information

Dissemination of information in a timely manner

Think about the Technical Assistance and Dissemination Centers from OSEP. On a 10-point scale, where
“1”is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the centers’:

5
6
7.
8

Responsiveness to answering questions
Usefulness of information
Support to positively impact on your State’s SPP improvement targets

What technical assistance can OSEP provide over the next year to meet your state’s program
improvement needs? (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 22 State Directors of Special Education ASK 1-8 BELOW

Think about the technical support State Contacts from the Monitoring and State Improvement Planning

Division of the Office of Special Education Programs provided. On a 10-point scale, where “1" is “Poor

and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the staff's:

1.
2.

Responsiveness to answering questions

Supportiveness in helping you complete your state’s federally required performance plans, reports
and applications

Accuracy of information

Dissemination of information in a timely manner

Think about the Technical Assistance and Dissemination Centers from OSEP. On a 10-point scale, where
“1"is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the centers’:

5
6
7.
8

Responsiveness to answering questions
Usefulness of information
Support to positively impact on your State’s SPP improvement targets

What technical assistance can OSEP provide over the next year to meet your state’s program
improvement needs? (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 23 Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed ASK 1-12
BELOW

1. Think about the National Reporting System as a way to report your state’s performance data to
OVAE. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the NRS’s ease of
reporting using the NRS Web-based system.

2. Think about the training offered by OVAE through its contract to support the National Reporting
System (NRS). On a 10-point scale, 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 as it relates to your AEFLA grant.
On a 10-point scale, where “1” is,” Not Very Effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the
effectiveness of the federal monitoring process on the following:

3. Being well-organized

4. Providing pre-planning adequate guidance

5. Setting expectations for the visit

6. Using state peer reviewers in the federal monitoring process

Think about the national meetings and conference offered by OVAE. On a 10-point scale, where “1" is
“Poor” and “10” is “Excellent”, please rate the information provided at these conference and institutes on
the following:

7. Being up-to-date
8. Relevance of information
9. Usefulness to your program

Think about the national activities offered by DAEL. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is,” Poor” and “10” is
“Excellent,” please rate the activities on the following:

10. Usefulness of the products in helping your state meet AEFLA program priorities.
11. How well the technical assistance provided through the national activities address your program
priorities and needs? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” means “does not address needs very

well” and “10” means “addresses needs very well.”

12. What can DAEL do over the next year to meet your state’s technical assistance/program
improvement needs? (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 24 Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of
Career & Technical Ed ASK 1-9 BELOW

Think about the Consolidated Annual Report (CAR) as a way to report your state’s performance data to
OVAE. On a 10-point scale, where “1" is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the CAR’s:

1. User-friendliness

2. Compatibility with state reporting systems

If you were monitored by OVAE within the last year, think about the federal monitoring process as it
relates to your Perkins grant. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very
effective,” please rate the effectiveness of the federal monitoring process in:

3. Identifying and correcting compliance issues in your state
4. Helping you to improve program quality

5. Think about the national leadership conferences and institutes offered by OVAE last year (i.e.,
NASDCTECc/OVAE Joint Spring Leadership Meeting in Washington, DC; Rigorous Programs of Study
Grantee Meeting in Washington, DC; Quarterly State Director’'s Webinars). On a 10-point scale,
where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the effectiveness of these sessions on helping
you to improve the quality of your career and technical education programs and accountability
systems.

6. Think about the Perkins Collaborative Resource Network (PCRN) administered by OVAE. On a 10-
point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate PCRN'’s usefulness to your
program.

If you used the state plan submission database last year, think about this process as a way of submitting
your five-year state plan to OVAE. (If you did not use the state plan submission database please select
“N/A.”) On a 10 point scale, where “1” is Poor” and “10” is Excellent,” please rate the database on its:

7. User-friendliness

8. Compatibility with state reporting systems

9. What can OVAE do over the next year to meet your state’s technical assistance and program
improvement needs? (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 25 Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk
mitigation activities with the RMS/MIT

Please use a 10-point, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent” to rate the Risk Management
Service Management Improvement Team (RMS/MIT) staff on the following...

1.

2
3.
4

10.

11.

Accessibility of the RMS/MIT staff
General responsiveness of the RMS/MIT staff
Your working relationship with RMS/MIT staff

If your State received a site visit by the RMS/MIT in fiscal year 2011 (which started October 1, 2010),
please rate the usefulness of the technical assistance provided. Use a 10-point scale, where “1”
means “not very useful” and “10” means “very useful”. If you were not visited, please select “N/A”.

Overall, how would you rate the customer service you have received from the RMS/MIT in the past
year? Please use a 10-point scale, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent”.

Now, how would you rate the customer service you have received from the RMS/MIT in the past three
years? Please use a 10-point scale, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent”. If this
question does not apply, please select “N/A”.

How has your understanding of internal controls and enterprise risk management increased as a
result of working with members of the Department’s Risk Management Service Management
Improvement Team (RMS/MIT)? (open-ended)

Are there any instances where the RMS/MIT has NOT been helpful? If so, please explain. (open-
ended)

To what extent has your work with RMS/MIT positively impacted the following ...
Please use a 10-point scale where “1” means “not very much” and “10” means “very much.”
Grants administration and fiscal management of Federal financial assistance at the State-level

Grants administration and fiscal management of Federal financial assistance at the Local-level (sub-
recipients)

What can the RMS/MIT do over the next year to help your State or LEAs/school districts improve its
fiscal management and grants administration? (open-ended)
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ONLY IF Q1= 26 21st Century Community Learning Centers ASK 1-9 BELOW

1. We are specifically contacting two types of SEA State 21st CCLC coordinators: new 21st CCLC
coordinators (less than 18 months in the position), and SEA State 21st CCLC coordinators with more
than 18 months of experience in the position.

Please indicate if you are the following:
1. Anew 21st CCLC SEA State coordinator (less than 18 months in the position)
2. A new SEA State 21st CCLC coordinators with more than 18 months of experience in the
position.

2. Have you or any of the 21st CCLC State staff, received technical assistance or individualized support
during the past year?
1. Yes
2. No

IF2=1 YES ASK 3

3. Where and how the technical assistance or support take place? (Select all that apply)
Project Directors’ meeting sponsored by the Education Department

Conference call/email exchange with your Project Officer

Project Officer

Other Program (or other Department) staff site visit

Monitoring contractor (Please specify)

National association meeting (Please specify)

Other (Please specify)

NogkrwdE

4. How would you rate the quality of the technical assistance you received? Please use a 10-point scale
where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent”.

5. Please name the area(s) that the technical assistance or individualized support received helped you
improve. (Open end)

6. Describe any concerns about the quality of the technical assistance received by your program officer.
(Open end)

7. Did you receive timely and accurate feedback from your current Program Officer?
1. Yes
2. No

8. How would you rate your current Program Officer's knowledge of applicable statutes, regulations, and
policies? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” is “not very knowledgeable” and “10” is “very
knowledgeable.”

9. How would you rate your current Program Officer's knowledge of grant fiscal matters? Please use a
10-point scale where “1” is “not very knowledgeable” and “10” is “very knowledgeable.”
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ONLY IF Q1= 27 Mathematics and Science Partnerships ASK 1-10 BELOW

1.

Please rate the responsiveness of the U.S. Department of Education staff. Please use a 10-point
scale with “1” being “poor” and “10” being “excellent.”

Please rate the knowledge of the U.S. Department of Education staff on math and science issues and
on program administration issues as they assist the states. Please use a 10-point scale with “1” being
“poor” and “10” being “excellent.”

How helpful are the annual meetings for MSP state coordinators and project directors? Please use a
10-point scale with “1” being “not very helpful” and “10” being “very helpful.”

How helpful is the information on the MSP website? Please use a 10-point scale with “1” being “not
very helpful” and “10” being “very helpful.”

How easy to navigate is the MSP website? Please use a 10-point scale with “1” being “not very easy
and “10” being “very easy.”

How helpful is the information on the web-based annual performance report? Please use a 10-point
scale with “1” being “not very helpful” and “10” being “very helpful.”

How easy to navigate is the web-based annual performance report process? Please use a 10-point
scale with “1” being “not very easy” and “10” being “very easy.”

Do you have suggestions for improving the annual performance report process? (Open-ended)

How helpful and knowledgeable is the contractor support for the program? Please use a 10-point
scale with “1” being “poor” and “10” being “excellent.”

10. What can OESE do in the next year to support the states more effectively? (Open-ended)
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ONLY IF Q1= 28 Striving Readers ASK 1-14 BELOW

1.

Please indicate your role.
1. Project Director (ASK Q9-14)
2. Evaluator (ASK Q2-9)

Think about the evaluation technical assistance provided by Abt Associates, the contractor overseen by
the Department’s Institute of Education Sciences (IES). On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10”
is “Excellent,” please rate the contractor’s:

ONoO~WN

Technical assistance on the design of your study

Technical assistance on your analyses of impact and implementation data

Written guidance and input on evaluation report preparation

Technical assistance provided through annual Striving Readers meetings

Overall helpfulness with solving evaluation challenges and issues

Assistance in communicating with ED and grantee staff when appropriate

Overall helpfulness in building your organization’s capacity to do high-quality impact and
implementation studies

On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” how would you rate the extent to
which Department of Education Program Officers, IES staff, and Abt Associates coordinated their
efforts?

On a 10-point scale where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent”, please rate the Department of Education
Program Staff Skills, Knowledge and Responsiveness in the following areas:

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Resolution of problems by your current Program Officer

Timeliness of response to questions or requests by your current Program Officer
Current Program Officer’s knowledge of applicable statutes, regulations, and policies
Current Program Officer’s knowledge of relevant program content.

Current Program Officer’s knowledge of program evaluation issues
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ONLY IF Q1= 29 Improving Teacher Quality State Grants ASK 1-7 BELOW

1.

Please rate the accessibility of the U.S. Department of Education Title 1, Part A program staff. Use a
scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent.”

Please rate the responsiveness of the U.S. Department of Education Title I, Part A program staff.
Use a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent.”

How would you describe your working relationship with ED’s Title Il, Part A program staff? (Open
end)

How useful is the annual meeting for Title 1l, Part A grantees? Please rate the usefulness of the
meeting on a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “not very useful” and “10” is “very useful.”

What could the Department of Education do to improve the annual meeting for Title I, Part A
grantees? (Open end)

If your State received a Title I, Part A /HQT monitoring visit during the past year, please answer the
following questions.

6.

How useful was the technical assistance provided during the monitoring visit? Please rate the
usefulness of the technical assistance on a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “not very useful” and
“10” is “very useful.”

How informative was the visit in terms of establishing and explaining compliance requirements?

Please rate the visit on a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “not very informative” and “10” is “very
informative.”

33



ONLY IF Q1= 30 Teacher Incentive Fund ASK 1-12 BELOW

Think about your experience preparing and submitting your most recent Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF)
application.

1. Did you use the written instruction and guidance documents provided for the application?
1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q3)

2. On a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “not very effective” and “10” is “very effective” rate the
effectiveness of the documents in helping you complete the application.

3. Did you contact the TIF program office for technical assistance?
1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q7)
On a scale from “1” to 10, where 1 is “poor” and 10 is “excellent”; rate the TIF program staff's:
4. Responsiveness to answering questions
5. Supportiveness in helping you complete your application
6. Knowledge about technical material

7. How would you rate the overall experience of preparing and submitting the TIF application? Please
use a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent.”

8. Do you have any suggestions for improving the e-application? (Open end)

Think about your contacts with the TIF Program over the past year that did not involve technical

assistance. If you have not contacted the TIF Program for a reason other than technical assistance during

that time please answer not applicable.

Please rate the Teacher Incentive Fund Program staff on the following. Use a scale from “1” to “10”,
where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent.”

9. Ease of reaching the person who could address your concern
10. Ability to resolve your issue

11. What additional service could the program provide that would help you? (For example, information
posted on-line, webinars, analysis tools, etc.) (Open end)

12. Please provide specific suggestions for how the TIF program can improve customer service. (Open
end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 31 Smaller Learning Communities/Fund for the Improvement of Education ASK 1-14
BELOW

Please rate your Program Officer on the following. Use a scale from “1"to “10”, where “1” means “poor”
and “10” means “excellent.”

1. Timeliness of responses to your requests by your current Program Officer

2. Resolution of problems by your current Program Officer

3. Current Program Officer's knowledge of applicable statutes, regulations, and policies

4. Current Program Officer's knowledge of relevant program content

5. Have you attended one or more national meetings sponsored by the SLC program, such as annual

project director meetings?
1. Yes (Proceed to Q6)

2. No (Skip to Q9)

3. Don’t Know (Skip to Q9)

On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent”, please rate the information provided at
these meetings on the following:

6. Being up-to-date
7. Relevance of information
8. Usefulness to you in managing and implementing your project

The SLC program requires grantees to collect and submit data on the percentage of high school
graduates who enroll in postsecondary education. Using a rating scale from “1” to “10”, with “1” being
“low need” and “10” being “high need,” please rate your need for technical assistance with the following
activities:

9. ldentifying sources of valid and reliable postsecondary placement data

10. Using postsecondary data to inform and guide your high school reform efforts

11. Communicating the implications of the postsecondary data to administrators, teachers, and the
community

12. Building the capacity of your school leaders to analyze and use postsecondary data

13. Building the capacity of your teachers to analyze and use postsecondary data

14. The SLC program is planning the areas in which it will focus its technical assistance efforts. Please

share your suggestions on technical assistance topics that would be most helpful in implementing
and/or managing your project. (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 32 Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) ASK 1-10 BELOW

Think about your experience preparing and submitting your most recent Impact Aid application, including
gathering and organizing data and preparing the e-application.

1.

o akO

~

8a.

10.

Did you use the written instruction and guidance documents provided for the application?
1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q3)

On a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “not very effective” and “10” is “very effective” rate the
effectiveness of the documents in helping you complete the application.

Did you contact the Impact Aid Program for technical assistance?
1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q7)

n a scale of “1" to “10”, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent”; rate the Impact Aid Program staff's:

Responsiveness to answering questions
Supportiveness in helping you complete your application
Knowledge about technical material

Have you attended any Webinars or in person meetings where 1AP staff provided you information on
the Section 8002 program, application submission, or the review process?

1. Yes

2. No (SKIP TO Q9)

Did the presentation and/or materials prepared help you understand your responsibilities in submitting
data?

1. Yes

2. No (ASK Q8a)

Please explain. (Open end)

How was the quality of the interaction with Impact Aid program staff members during the review
process? Please use a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent.”

What additional communications would you like to receive regarding the status of your application,
prior to receiving a payment? (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 33 Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) ASK 1-17 BELOW

Think about your experience preparing and submitting your most recent Impact Aid application, including
gathering and organizing data and preparing the e-application.

1. Did you use the written instruction and guidance documents provided for the application?
1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q3)

2. Onascale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “not very effective” and “10” is “very effective” rate the
effectiveness of the documents in helping you complete the application.

3. Did you contact the Impact Aid Program for technical assistance?
1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q5)

4. On ascale of “1”to “10”, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent”; rate the Impact Aid Program
staff's performance in answering your questions and helping you to complete your application.

5. Did you contact the G5 Helpdesk for technical assistance?
1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q7)

6. On ascale of “1” to “10”, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent”; rate the G5 Helpdesk’s
performance in resolving your problem.

7. Have you participated in any Webinars or meetings where IAP staff provided you information on the
Section 8003 program and the review process?
1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q10)

8. Did the presentation and/or materials prepared help you to understand your responsibilities in
completing the application or submitting data?
1. Yes
2. No (ASK Q9)

9. Please explain. (Open end)

10. Has your school district been contacted by the Impact Aid Program in the past year regarding a
monitoring or field review of your application?
1. Yes
2. No (SKIP TO Q13)

11. Did the letter you received provide sufficient explanation of what and how you need to prepare your
documents for the review?
1. Yes
2. No (ASK Q12)
12. Please explain. (Open end)
13. Did you receive timely communications regarding the outcome of the review?
1. Yes
2. No (Ask Q14)

14. Please explain. (Open end)
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Please use a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent” to rate the Impact Aid staff
members on the following.

15. Ease of reaching the person who could address your concern
16.  Ability to resolve your issue

17. Please provide any additional specific suggestions for how the Impact Aid Program can improve
customer service. (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 34 Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies ASK 1-13 BELOW

Think about the particular ways in which you have received technical support and/or assistance from the
Office of Indian Education (OIE). On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Not Very Effective” and “10” is “Very
Effective”, please rate the effectiveness of technical assistance in:

Helping you with your implementation of Title VIl Formula grant program in your State/LEA
Responsiveness to answering questions and/or information requests

Disseminating accurate information

Timeliness of providing information to meet your application deadlines

o > N

Think about the guidance documents (E.g. Getting Started; Frequently Asked Questions; Additional
Program Assurances, Web Sites) provided by OIE program office. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is
“Not very useful” and “10” is “Very useful”; please rate the usefulness of the information in the
guidance documents.

6. Think about your working relationship with the Title VII, Office of Indian Education program office. On
a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Not Very Effective” and “10” is “Very Effective”, please rate the
effectiveness of this relationship.

Think about the process for applying for a grant through the Electronic Application System for Indian
Education (EASIE). On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent”, please rate the EASIE
System on the following:

7. Ease of using system in applying for a grant
8. Disseminating information in a timely manner
9. Training provided on the EASIE system and grant application process

10. Overall user-friendliness of the EASIE application system

Think about the support and technical assistance provided by OIE during grant application process.

11. Please rate the support and technical assistance on a 10-point scale, where “1” means “poor” and
“10" means “excellent”.

12. If you have been monitored, please comment on the effectiveness of the federal monitoring process
in such areas as providing guidance and/or improving program quality. (Open end)

13. What can OIE do over the next year to better meet your school district’s technical assistance and
program improvement needs? (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 35 High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education ASK 1-7 BELOW

1. Please rate the usefulness of the pre-application webinar for the purpose of preparing your
organization’s HEP application. Use a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “Not very useful” and “10” is
“Very useful”. Select “N/A” is this question does not apply.

2. Please rate the usefulness of EMAPS for the purpose of submitting your project’'s Annual
Performance Report. Use a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “Not very useful” and “10” is “Very
useful”.

3. How essential is a fully-functioning electronic submission tool for HEP Annual Performance Report
data to the management and analysis of APR data. Use a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “Not
very essential” and “10” is “Very essential”.

4. How useful was the Listserv for receiving important information regarding the HEP program. Use a
scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “Not very useful” and “10” is “Very useful”.

5. Please provide at least one important informational topic that the Listserv provided to you, and also
provide at least one important topic that you would like to see from the Listserv in the future. (Open
end)

6. How have you received technical assistance during the past year? (Select all that apply)

OME-sponsored Directors Meeting
Email

List serve

Telephone call

Association meeting

Webinar

Other (Specify)

NogakrwpdpE

7. Please provide at least one technical assistance topic that has been useful to you, and at least one
technical assistance topic that you will need in the future, in order to improve the performance of your
HEP project. (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 36 Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title I, Part C ASK 1-16 BELOW

Think about the Office of Migrant Education’s (OME) technical assistance efforts. On a 10-point scale,
where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of OME’s
technical assistance efforts in helping you...

1. Meet program compliance requirements

2. Improve performance results

3. Meet Migrant Education Program (MEP) fiscal requirements

On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor”, and “10” is “Excellent,” how would you rate the usefulness of the
following Technical Assistance activities:

If an area does not apply, please select “N/A”
Annual Directors Meeting

New Directors Meeting

OME Conference

MEP WebEx Workshops

MSIX Help Desk

REACTS Listserv

©CoN O A

10. Please select two of the following six areas in which you would like technical assistance.
Child Eligibility/Identification & Recruitment

Provision of Services

Parental Involvement/Parent Advisory Committee

Comprehensive Needs Assessment/Service Delivery Plan

Program Evaluation

Fiscal Requirements

oukrwpnrE

Think about the staff in OME. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” please rate
your current program officer on his or her...

11. Resolution of problems

12. Accuracy of responses

13. Responsiveness to questions or requests

14. Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures

15. Knowledge of relevant program content

16. Think about the guidance documents (e.g., updates to the Non-Regulatory Guidance, the Technical
Assistance Guide to Re-interviewing, New Directors Handbook) provided by OME. On a 10-point
scale, where “1” is “Not very useful” and “10” is “Very useful,” please rate the usefulness of the
information in the guidance documents.
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ONLY IF Q1= 37 Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities/
McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program ASK 1-10 BELOW

Think about the technical assistance (TA) you received from individual ED program staff for the
McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth (EHCY) program, including coordination
with activities arranged by the technical assistance contractor, the National Center for Homeless
Education (NCHE), or independently.

On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent,” please rate the technical assistance
provided by program staff on the following:

1. Responsiveness in answering questions

2. Knowledge of technical material

On a scale of 1 to 10, where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the
effectiveness of the office’s technical assistance efforts in helping you with the following:

Meet program compliance requirements

3

4. Improve performance results

5. Develop cross-program collaborations
6

What can the McKinney-Vento EHCY program office do over the next year to meet your State’s
technical assistance, program improvement and coordination needs? (Open end)

7. The program office is revising its monitoring process. Please share any comments on how to improve
the overall and onsite monitoring process. (Open end)

On a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “poor” and 10 is “excellent,” please rate the following items
concerning NCHE and its staff:

8. The courteousness and professionalism of NCHE staff

9. Your overall satisfaction with the TA provided to you by NCHE

10. Please comment on the quality of TA provided to you by NCHE and any suggestions for
improvement. (Open end)

42



ONLY IF Q1= 38 Neglected and Delinquent State and Local ASK 1-10 BELOW

Think about the technical assistance (TA) you received from individual ED program staff for the Title |,
Part D program, including coordination with activities arranged by the technical assistance contractor,
Neglected or Delinquent Technical Assistance Center (NDTAC), or independently.

On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent,” please rate the technical assistance
provided by program staff on the following:

1. Responsiveness in answering questions

2. Knowledge of technical material

On a scale of 1 to 10, where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the
effectiveness of the office’s technical assistance efforts in helping you with the following:

3. Meet program compliance requirements

4. Improve performance results

5. Develop cross-program collaborations

6. What can the Title I, Part D program office do over the next year to meet your State’s technical
assistance, program improvement and coordination needs? (Open end)

7. The program office is revising its monitoring process. Please share any comments on how to improve
the overall and onsite monitoring process. (Open end)

On a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1" is “poor” and 10 is “excellent,” please rate the following item
concerning NDTAC and its staff:

8. The courteousness and professionalism of NDTAC staff

9. Your overall satisfaction with the TA provided to you by NDTAC

10. Please comment on the quality of TA provided to you by NDTAC and any suggestions for
improvement. (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 39 Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational
Agencies ASK 1-11 BELOW

Think about the technical assistance (TA) you have received from individual Title | program staff
regarding specific questions that you have had regarding Title |, Part A. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is
“poor” and “10” is “excellent,” please rate the technical assistance provided by program staff on the
following:

1. Timeliness of response
2. Clarity of information
3. Knowledge of program

Think about the TA you have received from individual Title | staff. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “not
very effective” and “10” is “very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of this TA in terms of:

4. Providing you an interpretation of the Title | statute and/or regulations
5. Helping with your implementation of Title | in your state

Think about the TA that you have received from Title | staff including monthly webinars, other activities
including use of technology enhanced communications (for example, listservs). On a 10-point scale,
where “1” is poor and “10” is excellent, please rate this type of TA on the following:

6. Relevance of information
7. Clarity of information
8. Usefulness to your program

9. What can the Title | program staff do over the next year to meet your State’s technical assistance
and program improvement needs? (Open end)

10. What additional services could Title | staff provide that would help you? (For example, information
posted on-line, etc.) (Open end)

11. Title | staff is revising the monitoring process. Please share any comments on how to improve the
onsite monitoring process. (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1=40 English Language Acquisition State Grants/Title Il State Formula Grant Program
ASK 1-15 BELOW

Think about the technical assistance (TA) you have received from the Title Il program staff. In particular,
think about the individual TA you have received from the Title 1l program officer assigned to your state.

On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent,” please rate the technical assistance
provided by the program officer assigned to your state on the following...

1. Timeliness of response
2. Clarity of information
3. Usefulness to your program

Think about the one-on-one consultations, (including email, telephone, and other interactions), you have
had with your Title 1l program officer over the last year. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “not very
effective” and “10” is “very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of the one-on-one consultations in...

4. Providing you an interpretation of the Title Ill statute and/or regulations
5. Helping with your implementation of Title Ill in your state

Now think about all of the technical assistance you have received through Title Il webinars, or other TA
activities, including use of technology enhanced communications (e.g. listservs).

On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent,” please rate this type of technical
assistance on the following...

Method of delivery
Clarity of information
Usefulness to your program

© N

9. What can the Title Il program staff do over the next year to meet your State’s technical assistance
needs? (Open end)

10. Have you received a Title Il onsite monitoring visit in the past 2 years (e.g. 2009-10 or 2010-11)?
1. Yes (ASK Q11-12)
2. No (SKIP TO Q13)
3. Don't know (SKIP TO Q13)

Please rate the effectiveness of the Title 11l monitoring process on a 10-point scale where “1” is “not very
effective” and “10” is “very effective” with respect to...

11. Helping your State comply with Title Il requirements
12. Helping your State improve programs for English learners

13. Please share any comments on how to improve the Title Il onsite monitoring process. (Open end)
Think about your experiences seeking information at OELA’s National Clearinghouse for English
Language Acquisition’s Web site (www.ncela.gwu.edu). On a 10-point scale, where “1" is “Not very

effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of the Web site in:

14. Providing you with the information you needed
15. Helping you inform programs serving ELLs in your state
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ONLY IF Q1= 41 School Improvement Fund ASK 1-12 BELOW

Think about the technical assistance (TA) you have received from the Title | program staff regarding
School Improvement Grants (SIG).

On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent,” please rate the technical assistance
provided by program staff on the following...

1. Timeliness of response
2. Clarity of information
3. Usefulness to your program

Think about the one-on-one consultations, (including email, telephone, and other interactions), you have
had with Title | program staff regarding SIG. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “not very effective” and “10”
is “very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of the one-on-one consultations in...

4. Providing you an interpretation of the SIG statute and/or regulations
5. Helping with your implementation of SIG in your state

6. What can the Title | program staff do over the next year to meet your State’s technical assistance
needs regarding SIG? (Open end)

7. Think about the SIG application process. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is not easy to understand
and “10” is very easy to understand, please rate the ease of the SIG application process.

8. What can ED do to improve the application process? (Open end)
9. Have you received a SIG onsite monitoring visit in the past year?
1. Yes (ASK Q10-11)
2. No (SKIP TO Q12)
3. Don't know (SKIP TO Q12)

Please rate the effectiveness of the SIG monitoring process on a 10-point scale where “1” is “not very
effective” and “10” is “very effective” with respect to...

10. Helping your State comply with SIG requirements
11. Helping your State improve SIG programs

12. Please share any comments on how to improve the SIG onsite monitoring process. (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1=42 Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education
Technology State Grants ASK 1-9 BELOW

Think about the particular ways in which you have received technical assistance from the Enhancing
Education Through Technology Program (EETT).

First, consider the one-on-one consultations with EETT program officers. On a 10-point scale, where “1”
is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of the one-on-one
consultations in:

1. Providing you an interpretation of Title I, Part D (Enhancing Education Through Technology)
2. Helping you with your implementation of Title Il, Part D (Enhancing Education Through Technology)

Think about the guidance document provided by the EETT program office.

3. On a 10-point scale, where “1" is “Not very useful” and “10” is “Very useful,” please rate its
usefulness.

Think about the Educational Technology State Directors' national meetings (i.e., national technology
conferences, SETDA meetings) where the EETT program office made a presentation

4. On a 10-point scale, where “1" is “Not very useful” and “10” is “Very useful,” please rate the
usefulness of the information presented at these meetings.

Think about the federal monitoring process as it relates to the Enhancing Education Through Technology
program office. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please
rate the effectiveness of the federal monitoring process in:

5. Helping you with your compliance efforts

6. Helping you to improve performance results

Think about your working relationship_with the Enhancing Education Through Technology program office.

7. Ona10-point scale, where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the
effectiveness of this relationship.

(Ask Q8 only if Q7 is scored <6)
8. Please describe how your working relationship with EETT could be improved. (Open end)

9. What can EETT do over the next year to meet your state’s technical assistance and program
improvement needs? (Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 43 Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Small, Rural School Grant
Achievement (SRSA) program ASK 1-16 BELOW

Think about the occasions when you have contacted the REAP program office for answers to your
REAP/SRSA-related questions. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent”, please
rate the REAP Program staff in:

If a question does not apply, please select “N/A”.

1. Being available to take your call/inquiry

2. Understanding the nature of your request(s)

3. Answering your question(s) correctly

4. Answering your questions in a timely manner

5. Please provide any comments about the REAP program office answering your REAP/SRSA-related

guestions.

Think about the one-on-one consultations you have had with individual REAP program officers. On a 10-
point scale, where “1” is “not very effective” and “10” is “very effective”, please rate the effectiveness of
the REAP staff in:

If a question does not apply, please select “N/A”.

Providing you with an interpretation of REAP/SRSA legislation/regulations

Providing accurate guidance on SRSA eligibility, application, use of funds, or other program
requirements

8. Helping you to fully participate in the REAP/SRSA Program

6.
7.

9. Please provide any comments about your one-on-one consultations with REAP program
officers.(Open end)

Think about your experiences seeking information from the REAP/SRSA Program Website. On a 10-
point scale, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent”, please rate the website’s:

If a question does not apply, please select “N/A”.

10. Usefulness in providing the information you needed
11. Clarity and User friendliness
12. Relevance to your needs

Think about the monitoring outreach and targeted technical assistance provided to you, as an SRSA
grantee, by the REAP Program Office. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “not very effective” and “10” is
“very effective”, please rate the effectiveness of the REAP/SRSA in:

If a question does not apply, please select “N/A”.

13. Desk monitoring, as a means for you to describe/demonstrate your compliance with program
requirements

14. Desk monitoring, as an opportunity to inform the Program Office of your district’s unique situation
and needs

15. Available fund balance notices/telephone calls, as a means to ensure you access and draw your
grant funds within the specified time frame

16. Please provide any comments about outreach and targeted technical assistance provided to
you.(Open end)
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ONLY IF Q1= 44 Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers/Comprehensive Centers ASK 1-12
BELOW

1. Please rate the accessibility of U.S. Department of Education (ED) Comprehensive Centers program
staff. Use a 10-point scale, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent.”

2. Please rate the general responsiveness of ED Comprehensive Centers program staff. Use a 10-point
scale, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent.”

3. Please rate the level of understanding ED’s Comprehensive Centers program staff has demonstrated
regarding the technical assistance needs of States and the strategies your Center employs to
address these needs. Use a 10-point scale, where “1” means “low” and “10” means “high.”

4. How would you rate your working relationship with ED’s Comprehensive Centers program staff? Use
a 10-point scale, where “1” means “poor” and “10” means “excellent.”

5. Please provide any suggestions on ways to improve these relationships.(Open end)

How would you rate the usefulness of the following meetings? Please use a 10-point scale, where “1”
means “not very useful” and “10” means “very useful.”

6. Semi-annual Directors meetings

7. Annual Leveraging Resources meeting

8. What steps could the ED Comprehensive Centers program office staff take to improve these
meetings? (Open end)

Think about the services you have received from the ED Comprehensive Centers program. On a 10-
point scale, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent,” please rate the services provided by the
Comprehensive Centers program office staff on the following:

9. Timeliness
10. Clarity of information
11. Usefulness to your Center

12. What additional services could the ED Comprehensive Center program office provide that would help
meet your technical assistance and capacity building needs?
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ONLY IF Q1= 45 Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Rural and Low Income School
Program ASK 1-15 BELOW

Think about the one-on-one consultations you have had with program officers. Using a 10-point scale,
where “1” is “not very effective” and “10” is “very effective” please rate the effectiveness of the one-on-one
consultations in:

1. Providing you with an interpretation of Rural Low Income Schools (RLIS) legislation/regulation
2. Providing guidance on eligibility and/or other reporting requirements
3. Helping you with the implementation of the Rural Low Income Schools Program

Think about the guidance document provided by the Rural Low Income Schools program office. Using a
10-point scale, where “1” is “not very useful” and “10” is “very useful” please rate the guidance documents
on:

Helping you with compliance efforts

Helping you improve performance results

Helping you provide guidance and oversight to sub-recipients
Helping you provide technical assistance to sub-recipients

No gk

Think about your experiences seeking information from the Rural Low Income Schools Program Web Site
http://www2.ed.gov/programs/reaprlisp/index.html. Using a 10-point scale, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is
“excellent”; please rate the website on the following:

8. Usefulness in providing the information you needed.
9. User friendliness

Think about the monitoring and technical assistance provided by the program office. Using a 10-point
scale, where “1” is “poor” and “10” is “excellent”; please rate the monitoring and technical assistance on
the following:

10. Responsiveness to information requests

11. Helpfulness in resolving implementation/eligibility issues

12. Supportiveness in helping you complete eligibility spreadsheets
13. Supportiveness in helping you meet annual reporting requirements

Think about the REAP pre-award and post-award teleconferences as a mode of technical assistance.
Using a 10-point scale, where “1” is “not very effective” and “10” is “very effective” please rate the
effectiveness of the teleconferences in:

14. Helping you with program implementation for RLIS
15. Helping you complete and submit accurate eligibility spreadsheets for RLIS
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study

2010-2011

Significant Difference Table - Aggregate

2010 | 2011
Scores

Sample Size 512 1,760
ED Staff/Coordination 83 85
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures 86 87
Responsiveness to your questions 82 84
Accuracy of responses 86 87
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 82 84
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices 78 81

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions

Accuracy of responses

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Consistency of responses with ED staff

Collaboration with ED staff in providing relevant services

CoIIaboratlon with other ED-funded providers of technical assistance

Ease of finding materials online
Ease of submitting information to ED via the web

Field Reader System overall

Grants.gov overall

e-Grants overall

G5 overall

FIPSE Online Database overall

FIPSE Web Pages overall

GEAR UP Database overall

GEAR UP Web Pages overall

IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) overall
IFLE Web Pages overall

TRIO Online APR System overall

TRIO Web Pages overall

Websites and Databases - Problem Mitigation
Field Reader System - problem mitigation
Grants.gov - problem mitigation

e-Grants - problem mitigation

G5 - problem mitigation

FIPSE Online Database - problem mitigation
FIPSE Web Pages - problem mitigation

GEAR UP Database - problem mitigation

GEAR UP Web Pages - problem mitigation

IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) - problem mitigation
IFLE Web Pages - problem mitigation

TRIO Online APR System - problem mitigation
TRIO Web Pages - problem mitigation

86
85
80
84
84

85
85
81
83
84

78
79
73
80
79
83
84
77
75
83
81

82
84
84
79
84
85
88
87
86
87
85
87

Difference

@~ W N P N - S

=

0
0
-2

2
-5

Significant
Difference

Impacts

ED-funded Technical Assistance

Websites and Databases Overall

* Significant Difference at 90% confidence level

CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study

2010-2011

Significant Difference Table - Aggregate

2010 | 2011
Scores
Sample Size 512 1,760
Technology 73 71
ED’s effectiveness in using technology to deliver its services 78 76
EDs quality of assistance 75 70
Effectiveness of automated process in improving state/LEA reporting 73 67

Expected reduction in federal paperwork
Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs

Relevance to your areas of need

Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face

Information in Application Package
Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms
Deadline for Submission
Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions
Formatting Instructions
Program Contact

Effectiveness of OESE in helping you learn to implement grant programs
Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance services as a model

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services

How well ED’s products and services meet expectations

How well ED compares with ideal products and services

Complaint

Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staff member

80
75

69
68
1
1

78
76
79
74

88
87
85
82
82
91
87
89
87

69
67
1
1

Difference

-3
2

Significant
Difference

Impacts

OESE's Technical Assistance -2
ACSI 0

* Significant Difference at 90% confidence level

CFI Group

9/19/2011 - Page 2



Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Demographics

Program

Race to the Top

Race to the Top Assessment

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

Education Jobs Fund

National Professional Development Program

Charter Schools Program (SEAS)

Investing in Innovation Program (i3)

Promise Neighborhoods Program

Transition to Teaching

TRIO: Student Support Services

TRIO: Talent Search

TRIO: Upward Bound

GEAR UP

FIPSE — Comprehensive

International: National Resources Centers

International: Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language

International: Centers for International Business Education

Physical Education Program (PEP)

Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS)

Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS/HS)

Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators

State Directors of Special Education

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

Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career & Technical Ed
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS/MIT
21st Century Community Learning Centers

Mathematics and Science Partnerships

Striving Readers

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants

Teacher Incentive Fund

Smaller Learning Communities/Fund for the Improvement of Education

Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002)

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003)

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies

High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education

Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities/ McKinney-Vento Education for Hom
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local

Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies

English Language Acquisition State Grants/Title 1l State Formula Grant Program

School Improvement Fund

Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers/Comprehensive Centers

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Rural and Low Income School Program

Number of Respondents

2010 2011
Percent | Frequency | Percent [ Frequency
- - 0% 8
-- -- 0% 2
11% 56 1% 17
- - 1% 11
- - 4% 69
- - 1% 23
- - 2% 27
- - 0% 5
- - 3% 56
- - 4% 67
- - 3% 55
- - 4% 69
- - 6% 111
-- -- 2% 36
- - 4% 77
- - 3% 57
- - 1% 25
- - 3% 46
- - 2% 40
-- -- 3% 52
6% 29 2% 41
6% 33 1% 22
6% 32 2% 43
8% 42 2% 31
-- -- 1% 10
-- -- 2% 40
-- -- 2% 34
- - 1% 23
19% 96 4% 68
3% 17 1% 19
7% 38 4% 77
-- -- 2% 38
11% 54 4% 69
25% 126 2% 43
-- -- 2% 36
14% 70 2% 33
-- -- 2% 41
- - 2% 37
31% 158 2% 38
20% 103 2% 41
14% 70 1% 23
- - 1% 23
16% 80 1% 17
- - 1% 13
-- -- 2% 42
512 1,755

CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Demographics

2010 2011
Percent | Frequency | Percent [ Frequency

Interact with ED-funded providers of technical assistance separate from ED staff

Have interaction 68% 350 54% 685
Do not have interaction 26% 132 38% 476
Don’t Know 6% 30 8% 97
Number of Respondents 512 1,258
Interact with ED-funded providers of tech assistance separate from ED staff -OPE
Have interaction -- -- 34% 169
Do not have interaction -- -- 55% 274
Don’t Know -- -- 11% 54
0 497

Number of Respondents

Reporting system used for reporting accountability data

EDEN/EDFacts 71% 364 54% 674
Other electronic system 20% 100 28% 357
Do not use electronic system, submit hard copy 9% 48 18% 227
Number of Respondents 512 1,258
Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and services

Strongly Agree 23% 118 26% 458
Agree 67% 343 61% 1,079
Disagree 8% 39 9% 166
Strongly Disagree 1% 7 2% 41
Does Not Apply 1% 5 1% 16
Number of Respondents 512 1,760

Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staff member
Issued complaint

Have not issued complaint 99%
Number of Respondents 512 1,760

1% 4 1% 17
508 99% 1,743

CFI Group 9/8/2011 - Page 2



Interact with ED-funded providers of technical assistance separate from ED staff
Have interaction
Do not have interaction

Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Demographics

2005 2006 2007
Percent Frequency | Percent Frequency | Percent Frequency
85% 282 76% 279 78% 280
14% 46 23% 84 20% 70
2% 5 2% 6 2% 7
333 369 357

Interact with ED-funded providers of tech assistance separate from ED staff -OPE
Have interaction
Do not have interaction

Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

Reporting system used for reporting accountability data
EDEN/EDFacts

Other electronic system
Do not use electronic system, submit hard copy
Number of Respondents

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

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

14%

69%

15%
2%
1%

228

333

11%

68%

18%
2%
1%

40
252
66

(o]

369

13%

68%

14%
2%
3%

47
243
51

10
357

Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staff member
Issued complaint

Have not issued complaint

Number of Respondents

3%
97%

324
333

3%
97%

12
357
369

3%
98%

348
357

~ Total percentage may exceed 100 due to multiple responses

CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Demographics

Interact with ED-funded providers of technical assistance separate from ED staff
Have interaction
Do not have interaction

Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

2008 2009
Percent Frequency | Percent Frequency
80% 258 79% 258
18% 59 18% 57
2% 5 3% 11
322 326

Interact with ED-funded providers of tech assistance separate from ED staff -OPE
Have interaction
Do not have interaction

Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

Reporting system used for reporting accountability data
EDEN/EDFacts

Other electronic system
Do not use electronic system, submit hard copy
Number of Respondents

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

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

15%

68%

12%
2%
2%

220

322

18%
71%
9%
2%
1%

232

326

Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staff member
Issued complaint

Have not issued complaint

Number of Respondents

2%
98%

316
322

2%
99%

321
326

~ Total percentage may exceed 100 due to multiple responses
CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Demographics

Interact with ED-funded providers of technical assistance separate from ED staff
Have interaction
Do not have interaction

Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

2010 2011
Percent Frequency | Percent Frequency
68% 350 54% 685
26% 132 38% 476
6% 30 8% 97

512

1,258

Interact with ED-funded providers of tech assistance separate from ED staff -OPE
Have interaction
Do not have interaction

Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

34%
55%
11%
497

169
274
54

Reporting system used for reporting accountability data
EDEN/EDFacts

Other electronic system
Do not use electronic system, submit hard copy
Number of Respondents

71%
20%
9%

512

364
100
48

54%
28%
18%
1,258

674
357
227

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

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

23%
67%
8%
1%
1%

512

118
343
39

~

26%
61%
9%
2%
1%
1,760

458
1,079
166
41
16

Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staff member
Issued complaint

Have not issued complaint

Number of Respondents

1%
99%

512

508

1%
99%
1,760

17
1,743

~ Total percentage may exceed 100 due to multiple responses
CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Attribute Table - Programs - ED Staff/Coordination

Program ED Staff/Coordination
Race to the Top 83
Race to the Top Assessment 74
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 71
Education Jobs Fund 72
National Professional Development Program 86
Charter Schools Program (SEAS) 73
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 89
Promise Neighborhoods Program 93
Transition to Teaching 93
TRIO Student Support Services 74
TRIO Talent Search 69
TRIO Upward Bound 80
GEAR UP 89
FIPSE — Comprehensive 85
International National Resources Centers 90
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 96
International Centers for International Business Education 90
Physical Education Program (PEP) 80
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) 87
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS HS) 93
Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators 83
State Directors of Special Education 76
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 91
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career & Technical Ed 85
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS MIT 79
21st Century Community Learning Centers 60
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 92
Striving Readers 79
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 89
Teacher Incentive Fund 71
Smaller Learning Communities Fund for the Improvement of Education 91
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 76
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 80
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 88
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 84
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 76
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 93
Neglected and Delinqguent State and Local 88
Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 86
English Language Acquisition State Grants_Title Il State Formula Grant Program 84
School Improvement Fund 85
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants 73
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program 95
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers 91
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Rural and Low Income School Program 91

CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Attribute Table - Programs - ED-Funded Technical Assistance

Program ED-funded Technical Assistance
Race to the Top 68
Race to the Top Assessment --
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 65
Education Jobs Fund 46
National Professional Development Program 95
Charter Schools Program (SEAS) 76
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 83
Promise Neighborhoods Program 95
Transition to Teaching 89
TRIO Student Support Services 80
TRIO Talent Search 79
TRIO Upward Bound 82
GEAR UP 86
FIPSE — Comprehensive 87
International National Resources Centers 84
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 88
International Centers for International Business Education 88
Physical Education Program (PEP) 97
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) 91
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS HS) 92
Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators 83
State Directors of Special Education 80
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 87
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career & Technical Ed 84
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS MIT 59
21st Century Community Learning Centers 70
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 93
Striving Readers 79
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 85
Teacher Incentive Fund 70
Smaller Learning Communities Fund for the Improvement of Education 86
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 83
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 76
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 81
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 79
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 83
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 95
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local 87
Title |, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 78
English Language Acquisition State Grants Title lll State Formula Grant Program 84
School Improvement Fund 88
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants 75
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program 84
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers 90
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Rural and Low Income School Program 84

CFl Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Attribute Table - Programs - Online Resources

Program Online Resources
Race to the Top 62
Race to the Top Assessment 72
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 55
Education Jobs Fund 58
National Professional Development Program 73
Charter Schools Program (SEASs) 62
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 67
Promise Neighborhoods Program 79
Transition to Teaching 69
TRIO Student Support Services 73
TRIO Talent Search 72
TRIO Upward Bound 77
GEAR UP 81
FIPSE — Comprehensive 78
International National Resources Centers 69
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 80
International Centers for International Business Education 70
Physical Education Program (PEP) 69
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) 84
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS HS) 82
Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators 68
State Directors of Special Education 61
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 74
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career & Technical Ed 74
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS MIT 74
21st Century Community Learning Centers 56
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 80
Striving Readers 74
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 68
Teacher Incentive Fund 63
Smaller Learning Communities Fund for the Improvement of Education 63
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 76
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 78
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 83
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 61
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 54
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 63
Neglected and Delinguent State and Local 68
Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 56
English Language Acquisition State Grants Title Il State Formula Grant Program 59
School Improvement Fund 66
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants 58
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program 74
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers 72
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Rural and Low Income School Program 73

CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Attribute Table - Programs - Websites and Databases Overall

Program

Websites and Databases Overall

Race to the Top

Race to the Top Assessment

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

Education Jobs Fund

National Professional Development Program

Charter Schools Program (SEAS)

Investing in Innovation Program (i3)

Promise Neighborhoods Program

Transition to Teaching

TRIO Student Support Services 79
TRIO Talent Search 81
TRIO Upward Bound 81
GEAR UP 82
FIPSE — Comprehensive 78
International National Resources Centers 73
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 84
International Centers for International Business Education 74

Physical Education Program (PEP)

Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS)

Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS HS)

Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators

State Directors of Special Education

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

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

Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS MIT

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Mathematics and Science Partnerships

Striving Readers

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants

Teacher Incentive Fund

Smaller Learning Communities Fund for the Improvement of Education

Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002)

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003)

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies

High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education

Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Neglected and Delinqguent State and Local

Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies

English Language Acquisition State Grants Title Il State Formula Grant Program

School Improvement Fund

Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program

Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Rural and Low Income School Program

CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Attribute Table - Programs - Websites and Databases - Problem Mitigation

Program

Websites and Databases - Problem Mitigation

Race to the Top

Race to the Top Assessment

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

Education Jobs Fund

National Professional Development Program

Charter Schools Program (SEAS)

Investing in Innovation Program (i3)

Promise Neighborhoods Program

Transition to Teaching

TRIO Student Support Services 85
TRIO Talent Search 84
TRIO Upward Bound 81
GEAR UP 87
FIPSE — Comprehensive 86
International National Resources Centers 81
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 90
International Centers for International Business Education 76

Physical Education Program (PEP)

Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS)

Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS HS)

Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators

State Directors of Special Education

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

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

Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS MIT

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Mathematics and Science Partnerships

Striving Readers

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants

Teacher Incentive Fund

Smaller Learning Communities Fund for the Improvement of Education

Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002)

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003)

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies

High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education

Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local

Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies

English Language Acquisition State Grants Title Ill State Formula Grant Program

School Improvement Fund

Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program

Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Rural and Low Income School Program

CFl Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Attribute Table - Programs - Technology

Program Technology
Race to the Top 66
Race to the Top Assessment 42
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 57
Education Jobs Fund 61
National Professional Development Program 73
Charter Schools Program (SEAS) 68
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 67
Promise Neighborhoods Program 78
Transition to Teaching 72
TRIO Student Support Services 71
TRIO Talent Search 66
TRIO Upward Bound 77
GEAR UP 72
FIPSE — Comprehensive 66
International National Resources Centers 74
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 81
International Centers for International Business Education 71
Physical Education Program (PEP) 66
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) 83
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS HS) 76
Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators 67
State Directors of Special Education 57
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 77
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career & Technical Ed 71
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS MIT 75
21st Century Community Learning Centers 54
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 78
Striving Readers 66
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 67
Teacher Incentive Fund 61
Smaller Learning Communities Fund for the Improvement of Education 68
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 70
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 73
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 79
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 75
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 67
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 76
Neglected and Delinqguent State and Local 71
Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 70
English Language Acquisition State Grants Title Il State Formula Grant Program 73
School Improvement Fund 68
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants 52
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program 60
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers 61
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Rural and Low Income School Program 78

CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Attribute Table - Programs - Documents

Program Documents
Race to the Top 75
Race to the Top Assessment 67
State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 61
Education Jobs Fund 68
National Professional Development Program 76
Charter Schools Program (SEAS) 72
Investing in Innovation Program (i3) 71
Promise Neighborhoods Program 86
Transition to Teaching 82
TRIO Student Support Services --
TRIO Talent Search --
TRIO Upward Bound --
GEAR UP --
FIPSE — Comprehensive --
International National Resources Centers --
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language --
International Centers for International Business Education --
Physical Education Program (PEP) 75
Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS) 87
Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS HS) 83
Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators 73
State Directors of Special Education 69
Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed 82
Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career & Technical Ed 77
Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS MIT 73
21st Century Community Learning Centers 54
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 81
Striving Readers 68
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 82
Teacher Incentive Fund 65
Smaller Learning Communities Fund for the Improvement of Education 83
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 67
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 81
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 79
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 80
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 74
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 84
Neglected and Delinqguent State and Local 78
Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 79
English Language Acquisition State Grants_Title Il State Formula Grant Program 71
School Improvement Fund 79
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants 54
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program 70
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers 78
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Rural and Low Income School Program 84

CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Attribute Table - Programs - Information in Application Package

Program

Information in Application Package

Race to the Top

Race to the Top Assessment

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

Education Jobs Fund

National Professional Development Program

Charter Schools Program (SEAS)

Investing in Innovation Program (i3)

Promise Neighborhoods Program

Transition to Teaching

TRIO Student Support Services 82
TRIO Talent Search 83
TRIO Upward Bound 86
GEAR UP 89
FIPSE — Comprehensive 86
International National Resources Centers 88
International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language 91
International Centers for International Business Education 92

Physical Education Program (PEP)

Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS)

Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS HS)

Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators

State Directors of Special Education

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

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

Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS MIT

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Mathematics and Science Partnerships

Striving Readers

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants

Teacher Incentive Fund

Smaller Learning Communities Fund for the Improvement of Education

Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002)

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003)

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies

High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education

Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Neglected and Delinguent State and Local

Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies

English Language Acquisition State Grants Title lll State Formula Grant Program

School Improvement Fund

Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program

Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Rural and Low Income School Program

CFI Group
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Attribute Table - Programs - OESE's Technical Assistance

Program

OESE's Technical Assistance

Race to the Top

Race to the Top Assessment

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

Education Jobs Fund

National Professional Development Program

Charter Schools Program (SEAS)

Investing in Innovation Program (i3)

Promise Neighborhoods Program

Transition to Teaching

TRIO Student Support Services

TRIO Talent Search

TRIO Upward Bound

GEAR UP

FIPSE — Comprehensive

International National Resources Centers

International Undergraduate International Studies and Foreign Language

International Centers for International Business Education

Physical Education Program (PEP)

Readiness and Emergency Management Service (REMS)

Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS HS)

Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators

State Directors of Special Education

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

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

Grant Recipient Agencies that are currently or previously engaged in risk mitigation activities with the RMS MIT

21st Century Community Learning Centers 50
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 78
Striving Readers 70
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 81
Teacher Incentive Fund 66
Smaller Learning Communities Fund for the Improvement of Education 80
Payments for Federal Property (Section 8002) 72
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 8003) 77
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies 78
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 80
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title |, Part C 64
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities_ McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 81
Neglected and Delinguent State and Local 78
Title I, Part A - Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 75
English Language Acquisition State Grants Title Il State Formula Grant Program 73
School Improvement Fund 73
Enhancing Education Through Technology (Ed-Tech) State Program Education Technology State Grants 52
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Small, Rural School Grant Achievement (SRSA) program 72
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Comprehensive Centers 78
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Rural and Low Income School Program 80
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - Race to the Top
Attribute Table

2011

Scores

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions

Accuracy of responses

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions

Accuracy of responses

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Consistency of responses with ED staff

Collaboration with ED staff in providing relevant services

Ease of finding materials online

Field Reader System overall
Grants.gov overall

e-Grants overall

G5 overall

FIPSE Online Database overall
FIPSE Web Pages overall

GEAR UP Database overall
GEAR UP Web Pages overall
IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) overall
IFLE Web Pages overall

TRIO Online APR System overall
TRIO Web Pages overall

Sample Size 8
ED Staff/Coordination 83
88

7

6

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services 83
ED-funded Technical Assistance 68
67

80
0

Collaboration with other ED-funded providers of technical assistance 8
Online Resources 62

58

Ease of submitting information to ED via the web 69
Websites and Databases Overall ==
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - Race to the Top
Attribute Table

2011

Scores

Sample Size

Websites and Databases - Problem Mitigation
Field Reader System - problem mitigation
Grants.gov - problem mitigation

e-Grants - problem mitigation

G5 - problem mitigation

FIPSE Online Database - problem mitigation
FIPSE Web Pages - problem mitigation

GEAR UP Database - problem mitigation

GEAR UP Web Pages - problem mitigation

IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) - problem mitigation
IFLE Web Pages - problem mitigation

TRIO Online APR System - problem mitigation

ED’s effectiveness in using technology to deliver its services
ED's quality of assistance
Effectiveness of automated process in improving state/LEA reporting

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs
Relevance to your areas of need

Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms
Deadline for Submission
Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions
Formatting Instructions

Effectiveness of OESE in helping you learn to implement grant programs
Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance services as a model

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services
How well ED’s products and services meet expectations
How well ED compares with ideal products and services

TRIO Web Pages - problem mitigation
Technology

56

Expected reduction in federal paperwork

78
72

Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face
Information in Application Package

Program Contact
OESE's Technical Assistance

ACSI

60
57
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study

2011
Program - Race to the Top
Attribute Table
2011
Scores
Sample Size 8
Complaint 0
Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staffmember | 0
Race to the Top 86
Accessibility of ISU staff 86
Responsiveness of ISU staff 84
Working relationship with ISU staff 89
Clarity of information provided by ISU staff 78
Usefulness of information provided by ISU staff 76
Support provided by ISU staff to develop and implement a high-quality program 70
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - Race to the Top
Demographics

Interact with ED-funded providers of technical assistance separate from ED staff
Have interaction

Do not have interaction
Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

2011
Percent | Frequency
88% 7
13% 1
0% 0

Interact with ED-funded providers of tech assistance separate from ED staff -OPE
Have interaction

Do not have interaction
Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%

o o

Reporting system used for reporting accountability data
EDEN/EDFacts

Other electronic system
Do not use electronic system, submit hard copy
Number of Respondents

38%
38%
25%

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

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

0%
88%
0%
13%
0%

O, O~NO

Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staff member
Issued complaint

Have not issued complaint

Number of Respondents

0%
100%

~ Total percentage may exceed 100 due to multiple responses
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - Race to the Top Assessment
Attribute Table

2011

Scores

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions

Accuracy of responses

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions

Accuracy of responses

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Consistency of responses with ED staff

Collaboration with ED staff in providing relevant services

Ease of finding materials online

Field Reader System overall
Grants.gov overall

e-Grants overall

G5 overall

FIPSE Online Database overall
FIPSE Web Pages overall

GEAR UP Database overall
GEAR UP Web Pages overall
IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) overall
IFLE Web Pages overall

TRIO Online APR System overall
TRIO Web Pages overall

Sample Size 2
ED Staff/Coordination 74
78

78

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services 72
ED-funded Technical Assistance --

Collaboration with other ED-funded providers of technical assistance --
Online Resources 2
6

7
5

Ease of submitting information to ED via the web 78
Websites and Databases Overall =
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - Race to the Top Assessment
Attribute Table

2011

Scores

Sample Size

Websites and Databases - Problem Mitigation
Field Reader System - problem mitigation
Grants.gov - problem mitigation

e-Grants - problem mitigation

G5 - problem mitigation

FIPSE Online Database - problem mitigation
FIPSE Web Pages - problem mitigation

GEAR UP Database - problem mitigation

GEAR UP Web Pages - problem mitigation

IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) - problem mitigation
IFLE Web Pages - problem mitigation

TRIO Online APR System - problem mitigation

ED’s effectiveness in using technology to deliver its services
ED’s quality of assistance
Effectiveness of automated process in improving state/LEA reporting

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs
Relevance to your areas of need

Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms
Deadline for Submission
Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions
Formatting Instructions

Effectiveness of OESE in helping you learn to implement grant programs
Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance services as a model

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services
How well ED’s products and services meet expectations
How well ED compares with ideal products and services

TRIO Web Pages - problem mitigation --
Technology 42
50

39
56

Expected reduction in federal paperwork 56

6

61
61
72
72

Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face 67
Information in Application Package --

Program Contact --
OESE's Technical Assistance --

ACSI 58

61
50
61
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study

2011
Program - Race to the Top Assessment
Attribute Table
2011
Scores
Sample Size 2
Complaint 0
Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staff member | 0
Race to the Top Assessment 72
Accessibility of ISU staff 72
Responsiveness of ISU staff 72
Working relationship with ISU staff 72
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - Race to the Top Assessment
Demographics

Interact with ED-funded providers of technical assistance separate from ED staff
Have interaction

Do not have interaction
Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

2011
Percent | Frequency
0% 0
50% 1
50% 1

Interact with ED-funded providers of tech assistance separate from ED staff -OPE
Have interaction

Do not have interaction
Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%

o o

Reporting system used for reporting accountability data
EDEN/EDFacts

Other electronic system
Do not use electronic system, submit hard copy
Number of Respondents

50%
0%
50%

o

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

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

0%
100%
0%
0%
0%

OO onNO

Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staff member
Issued complaint

Have not issued complaint

Number of Respondents

0%
100%

~ Total percentage may exceed 100 due to multiple responses
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

Sample Size
ED Staff/Coordination

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions

Accuracy of responses

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions

Accuracy of responses

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Consistency of responses with ED staff

Collaboration with ED staff in providing relevant services

Ease of finding materials online

Field Reader System overall

Grants.gov overall

e-Grants overall

G5 overall

FIPSE Online Database overall

FIPSE Web Pages overall

GEAR UP Database overall

GEAR UP Web Pages overall

IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) overall
IFLE Web Pages overall

TRIO Online APR System overall

TRIO Web Pages overall

Websites and Databases - Problem Mitigation
Field Reader System - problem mitigation
Grants.gov - problem mitigation

e-Grants - problem mitigation

G5 - problem mitigation

FIPSE Online Database - problem mitigation
FIPSE Web Pages - problem mitigation

GEAR UP Database - problem mitigation

GEAR UP Web Pages - problem mitigation

IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) - problem mitigation
IFLE Web Pages - problem mitigation

TRIO Online APR System - problem mitigation

ED'’s effectiveness in using technology to deliver its services

ED's quality of assistance

Effectiveness of automated process in improving state/LEA reporting
Expected reduction in federal paperwork

2010 2011
Scores Scores
10 17
75 71
76 78
82 75
76 75
78 71

62

65

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services 67 69
ED-funded Technical Assistance - 65
-- 67

64
61
67
67

67
Collaboration with other ED-funded providers of technical assistance - 56
70 51

Ease of submitting information to ED via the web

81 56

83
65
67
72

TRIO Web Pages - problem mitigation - -
Technology 75 Y4

69
51
52
38
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

2010 2011
Scores Scores
Sample Size 10 17
Documents 76 61
Clarity 72 61
Organization of information 77 64
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 72 58
Relevance to your areas of need 80 62

Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face
Information in Application Package

Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms

Deadline for Submission

Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions

Formatting Instructions

Program Contact

OESE's Technical Assistance

Effectiveness of OESE in helping you learn to implement grant programs
Usefulness of OESE's technical assistance services as a model

ACSI

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services
How well ED’s products and services meet expectations
How well ED compares with ideal products and services
Complaint

Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staff member ““

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

Accessibility of ISU staff

Responsiveness of ISU staff

Working relationship with ISU staff

Clarity of information provided by ISU staff

Usefulness of information provided by ISU staff

Support provided by ISU staff to develop and implement a high-quality program

o~
U~
i
U 0O

73
73
73
70
68
63
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - State Fiscal Stabilization Fund
Demographics

Interact with ED-funded providers of technical assistance separate from ED staff
Have interaction

Do not have interaction
Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

2010 2011
Percent | Frequency | Percent [ Frequency
45% 25 24% 4
48% 27 59% 10
7% 4 18% 3

56

17

Interact with ED-funded providers of tech assistance separate from ED staff -OPE
Have interaction

Do not have interaction
Don’t Know
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%

o o

Reporting system used for reporting accountability data
EDEN/EDFacts

Other electronic system
Do not use electronic system, submit hard copy
Number of Respondents

54%
27%
20%

30

15

11
56

53%
41%
6%

17

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

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

Number of Respondents

13%
73%
9%
4%
2%

56

17

Issued a formal complaint about assistance received from ED staff member
Issued complaint

Have not issued complaint

Number of Respondents

2%
98%

55
56

Used written instruction and guidance documents for the TIF application
Used

Did not use
Number of Respondents

100%
0%

=

0%
0%

Contacted the TIF program office for technical assistance
Contacted
Did not contact

Number of Respondents

0%
100%

0%
0%

Attended one or more national meetings sponsored by the SLC program
Attended

Have not attended
Number of Respondents

60%
40%

0%
0%

~ Total percentage may exceed 100 due to multiple responses
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study

2011

Program - State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

Demographics

Used written instruction and guidance documents for the Impact Aid application
Used

Did not use
Number of Respondents

2010 2011
Percent Frequenc Percent Frequenc
79% 15 0% 0
21% 4 0% 0

19

Contacted the Impact Aid Program for technical assistance
Contacted

Did not contact
Number of Respondents

32%
68%

19

0%
0%

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

Was not contacted
Number of Respondents

47%
53%

19

10

0%
0%

Receive timely communications regarding outcome of review
Received

Did not receive
Number of Respondents

56%
44%

(&)

0%
0%

Received a Title lll onsite monitoring visit in the past 2 years
Received visit
Have not received visit

Don’t know
Number of Respondents

38%
56%
6%

16

[(o e}

0%
0%
0%

o o

~ Total percentage may exceed 100 due to multiple responses
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - Education Jobs Fund
Attribute Table

2011

Scores

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions

Accuracy of responses

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions

Accuracy of responses

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Consistency of responses with ED staff

Collaboration with ED staff in providing relevant services

Ease of finding materials online

Field Reader System overall
Grants.gov overall

e-Grants overall

G5 overall

FIPSE Online Database overall
FIPSE Web Pages overall

GEAR UP Database overall
GEAR UP Web Pages overall
IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) overall
IFLE Web Pages overall

TRIO Online APR System overall
TRIO Web Pages overall

Sample Size 11
ED Staff/Coordination 72
78

6

7

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services 54
ED-funded Technical Assistance 46
48

48
Collaboration with other ED-funded providers of technical assistance 48
56
Ease of submitting information to ED via the web 62
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Department of Education - Grantee Satisfaction Study
2011
Program - Education Jobs Fund
Attribute Table

2011

Scores

Sample Size

Websites and Databases - Problem Mitigation
Field Reader System - problem mitigation
Grants.gov - problem mitigation

e-Grants - problem mitigation

G5 - problem mitigation

FIPSE Online Database - problem mitigation
FIPSE Web Pages - problem mitigation

GEAR UP Database - problem mitigation

GEAR UP Web Pages - problem mitigation

IRIS (Used by International Programs — IFLE) - problem mitigation
IFLE Web Pages - problem mitigation

TRIO Online APR System - problem mitigation

ED’s effectivenes