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283.  The Department�s employee performance agreements and bonuses/awards will
link to the Department�s Strategic Plan, Blueprint for Management
Improvement, and Culture of  Accountability Team Report.

284. Establish a panel in each PO to review all probationary employees before they
are allowed to receive �career� status.

285. Make it clear that managers are responsible for performance and conduct in
their work units, including modeling a proper work ethic and appropriately
addressing employee performance and conduct problems.

286. Develop and implement a new appraisal system to replace the General
Performance Appraisal System.

287. Develop and disseminate a Department-wide core values statement.

288. Just as we do for Contracting Office Representative, require certifications for
certain positions, such as grants specialists and system accountants, and tie the
certification to promotions, Quality Service Increment, and awards.

289. Revise and publicize new �disciplinary standards� to help ensure that discipline
is applied consistently.

290.  Establish a process to ensure that rating officials annually review the position
description of  their staff  to ensure that they accurately cover the employee�s
duties and responsibilities.

Improve core processes related to human capital management

291. Create a national recruitment network with key university programs, especially
graduate programs in public affairs, public administration, financial management
and information technology.

292. Expand innovative strategies to recruit mid-level employees, including
notification in trade publications and state agencies.

293. Establish a process to ensure that when supervisors are recruited �content
knowledge� is balanced with �management skills.�

294. Seek authority to provide managers with expanded personnel flexibilities.

Improve the use of competitive sourcing

295. Complete the competitive sourcing plan.

296.  Initiate competitive sourcing of  appropriate tasks performed by employees,
consistent with the FAIR Act.
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FY 2002 FY 2003

Performance
TargetsMeasures

297. Plans will be completed to implement competition between interagency
reimbursable support service arrangements and the private sector.

298. All such interagency arrangements will be competed with the private
sector on a recurring basis.

Performance Measures for Objective 6.2

* Performance measure recommended by OPM Human Capital Scorecard. Data collection instrument currently
being developed by OPM. Adoption and use of this instrument will allow for updated baselines and benchmarking
for purposes of setting targets using data gathered from other federal agencies, government-wide averages and
highs and private sector survey participants.

1 survey respondents who agree �employees have a feeling of personal empowerment and ownership of work
processes.�
2 survey respondents who favorably responded to, �Overall, how good a job do you feel is being done by your
immediate supervisor/team leader?� Government-wide high score reported at 71%.
3 survey respondents who agree �managers set challenging and attainable performance goals.�
4 survey respondents who agree �employees receive the training they need to perform their jobs.� Government-
wide high score reported at 75%.

Objective 6.2 Strategic Management of Human Capital

ED employees are focused on results and show interest in improving the services of
their organization. *

ED employees hold their leaders in high regard. *

ED employees believe that their organization has set high but realistic results-
oriented work expectations for them. *

Employees believe that their organization supports their development and expects
them to improve their skills and learn new skills to do their jobs better. *

ED meets skills gap reduction targets included in its human capital management
plan.

The percentage of managers satisfied with services received from OM when hiring
staff.

ED meets its annual goals for competitive sourcing.

56%

60%

65

72%

TBD

70

Compete
86

positions

52%1

56% 2

62%3

71%4

Baseline

Baseline

Compete
43

positions
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The Department must leverage information technology
to perform its business functions more efficiently and to
better serve our partners, internal customers and external
customers. Improved Department accountability requires
that we effectively manage IT investments, protect data
integrity and confidentiality, improve data management and
increase our effectiveness in the use of  technology in
customer service. We will use information technology to
support effective business processes and we will improve
and simplify ineffective business processes before applying
information technology. We will prioritize IT investments
across program offices based on our prioritization of  the
Department�s business needs. Re-engineered business
processes will ensure that state and local educational
institutions and institutions of higher education can
communicate effectively with the Department without
undue burden. We will assure confidentiality and accessibility.

Strategies and Action Steps for Objective 6.3

Encourage customers to conduct business with the Department on-line

299. Work with the community and Department offices to implement the capability
to receive all grant applications electronically.

300. Develop easy-to-use technology that allows peer reviewers to review grants
online.

301. Provide customers the option of  electronic data provision and data exchange�
pursuant to the Government Paperwork Elimination Act.

302. Utilize electronic media, i.e. websites, listservs, and email to disseminate
information and provide technical assistance to grantees.

303. Improvethe Department�s web site to better serve our customers in Congress.

304. Begin implementation of  Case Management System to permit end-to-end
electronic processing of  complaints.

305. Increase the number of  self-assessment tools and amount of  information for
recipients and parents accessible on website.

306. Increase the number of  FAFSA�s Filed electronically to 5.5 million.

307. Implement government-wide On-Line Access for Loans Initiative.

308. Install web conferencing and video conferencing technology.

Objective 6.3

Manage information
technology resources, using
e-gov, to improve services
for our customers and
partners
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Ensure security of the IT infrastructure

309. All general support systems and major applications will be certified and
accredited or receive interim approval to operate, and the Department will
develop and test disaster recovery plans that are updated annually.

310. Complete remedial actions on all  problems identified in the recently completed
security reviews of  all Department IT systems under the Government
Information Security Reform Act reviews and Critical Infrastructure Protection
assessments.

311. Complete the Department�s vulnerability and threat assessment; and begin
remedial action plans, which are expected to be completed by spring 2002.

312. Conduct a Department-wide IT security awareness campaign, including
mandatory completion by all employees of  a new computer-based security
awareness training program, and a computer security day.

313. Establish a core of  project management professionals with the necessary
training and skills to manage the Department�s IT initiatives.

314. Develop training curricula and a program to train executives on their IT
investment management responsibilities.  New leadership will receive IT
investment management training within two months of  arrival.

315. Department IT staff  and managers will complete specialized IT security training
curricula.

Reduce our partners� data reporting burden

316. Implement a short-term pilot project to collect school-level achievement data
and align it with financial and demographic information. Consolidate several
ongoing data and technology projects.

317. Implement the long-term Performance-Based Data Management Initiative to
centralize and dramatically reduce reporting burden; align data definitions and
collections with it.

318. Review all data collection plans of  program evaluation studies to minimize data
burden, focus on student results, and utilize data from Performance Based Data
Management Initiative.

319. Certify at least 50 percent of  major agency and program databases for data
quality.
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Complete enterprise architecture

320. Make known the approximate amount of  funding available for significant IT
initiatives at the beginning of  the IT investment management process.

321. Identify technology infrastructure and adopt technology standards necessary to
support the Department�s Government Paperwork Elimination Act (GPEA)-
identified electronic transactions.

322. Put in place a robust enterprise architecture along with a well-defined capital
planning and investment control program and an agency-wide performance
measurement process.

323. The Investment Review Board (IRB) will review, approve and prioritize 100
percent of  the Department�s enterprise-wide significant information system
investments.

324. Fully integrate the IRB process with the budget and procurement processes.

325.  The contracting officer, project sponsor, and project manager will approve the
business cases for significant IT initiatives before consideration by the IRB.

326. Contracting Officers will ensure 100 percent of  significant IT procurements,
(e.g., hardware, software, and services) are tied to an approved business case
before processing.

327. Ensure appropriate integration of  the IT investment management process with
the acquisition process.

328. Existing and new IT initiatives will have reasonable and reliable cost, schedule,
and performance data in their business cases.

329. Appropriately integrate IT investment management process with the budget
process by the time the FY 2004 budget is submitted to OMB.

330. Ensure that 100 percent of  significant IT projects are consistent with the target
architecture and its implementation plan.

331. Track significant IT initiatives against cost, schedule, and performance goals
with the target that variances will be below 10 percent.
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FY 2002 FY 2003

Performance
TargetsMeasures

Objective 6.3 Manage Information Technology Resources

The percentage of significant IT investments that achieve less than a 10% variance
of cost and schedule goals.

Percent customer ratings of ED IT services �good� or better.

The OMB burden hour estimates of Department program data collections per year.
(2001 baseline = 40.5 million)

60

Baseline
+ 5 PP

38M

50

Baseline

40M

PP = Percentage Points
M = Million

Performance Measures for Objective 6.3
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Objective 6.4

Modernize the Federal
Student Assistance programs
and reduce their high-risk
status

While Federal Student Assistance (FSA) has made some
progress in recent years in modernizing its systems, it
remains on the General Accounting Office�s high-risk
program list. It is also the only Department program
identified for corrective action by the President�s
Management Agenda. The Department, in partnership with
FSA, will continue to improve and integrate its financial and
management information systems to manage the student aid
programs effectively. We will reduce the programs�
vulnerability to fraud, waste, error and mismanagement.

Strategies and Action Steps for Objective 6.4

Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

332. Release version 2 of  School Portal to provide a common look to FSA websites
for schools, enhance query capabilities, and development of  regional presence.

333. Establish web portal for financial partners to provide one stop access to FSA
services and information.

334. Develop a �single sign-on� capability for the School Portal that will allow
schools to access Title IV databases with just one sign-on.

335. Implement Phase II of  our eCampus Based modernization project by replacing
the mainframe system with a new Oracle-based system.

336. Implement improved Direct Loan (DL) servicing infrastructure to better
support DL financial management reporting.

337. Implement a common business process and system for aid origination and
disbursement of  Pell Grants and Direct Loans to provide the infrastructure to
improve school reporting, cash management and internal control processes.

338. Improve reliability of  lender billing data through a redesigned lender payment
process.

339. Develop a design for providing consistent data across FSA from modernized
systems to deliver consistent answers to customers and provide consistent
information to employees for program oversight. This will be accomplished by
consolidating the number of  toll-free numbers and customer service functions
into one logical customer contact center that utilizes a common data platform.
Additionally, this effort will seek to implement proven customer relationship
management tools and practices.
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340. Implement Phase II of  the Financial Partners Data Mart.  This phase will
provide self-monitoring and oversight tools and focus on the data load, and link
with the new FMS to provide a continuous stream of  financial data and selected
NSLDS elements necessary to augment data comparisons and lender risk
management assessment.

341. Implement Phase III of  the Financial Partners Data Mart.  This phase will
provide augmented monitoring tools and oversight ability.  The release will
focus on the data load and links from Financial Management System,
Postsecondary Education Participant System, National Student Loan Data
System, and an evaluation of  any newly implemented processes or systems that
may replace existing legacy links.

342. Electronically integrate drawdown information with disbursement reporting
data to track cash balances at schools.

343. Retire the DLOS and REMS systems.

344. Retire the FARS system.

345. Implement Internet billing and online correspondence as part of  the Direct
Loan e-Servicing initiative.

346. Integrate the PEPS system with Consistent Answers project.

347. Integrate the MDE functionality into the CPS system.

348. Integrate the DMCS system into the common borrower system (a system that
will have the functionality of  the DL servicing system, DMCS and the
Consolidation system).

Improve Program Monitoring

349. Institute eligibility check for valid ISIR on file for all Direct Loan recipients
(except PLUS).

350. Improve institutional records by developing a design for electronic school
financial statements and compliance audits, and improve FSA record keeping by
imaging current and future records in the DRCC and better deployment of
workflow. Benefits realized will include a more effective and efficient process to
identify institutions that are not compliant with Title IV program regulations
through the elimination of  backlogs, shortened cycle times, minimized errors,
reduced paper, and the elimination of  lost documents.

351. If  authorized by Congress, implement legislation providing increased authority
to match applicant income information with the Internal Revenue Service to
prevent over-awards.
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352.  Develop and Implement Phase IV of  the Financial Management System,
providing a reliable tool to improve the internal controls and financial
management of  the programs.

353. Strengthen FSA�s internal controls and financial integrity.

354.  Identify areas for improving compliance effectiveness and take the appropriate
steps toward improvement.

355.  Review baseline budget data for student aid administration and develop a
framework for budget requirements using the single appropriation that has been
agreed to by the Department and OMB.

356. Identify trends in risk areas and provide targeted technical assistance to schools.

357. Prepare action plans within 60 days of  OIG issuance of  final reports.
Implement 95 percent of  accepted OIG and GAO recommendations using
action plans within the committed timeframes.

358. Review FSA�s current strategy for monitoring schools, lenders, guaranty agencies
and third-party servicers; identify the various levels and types of  monitoring,
including where performed and by whom. Determine which kinds of
monitoring are linked to the basic administration of  the student financial aid
programs.

359. Increase the number of  FSA program reviews by 10%. The schools targeted for
review will be identified through risk analysis.

Government likes to begin things�to declare

grand new programs and causes. But good

beginnings are not the measure of success. What

matters in the end is completion. Performance.

Results. Not just making promises, but making good

on promises. In my Administration, that will be the

standard from the farthest regional office of

government to the highest office in the land.

�President Bush

(opening letter to the President�s Management Agenda)

�

�
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�02 �03

Performance
TargetsMeasures

Objective 6.4 Modernize Federal Student Assistance Programs

M = Million
* Defined as the sum of FSA�s collections on defaulted loans�less consolidations�divided by the
outstanding default portfolio at the end of the previous year.
** System and operational plans to be developed in FY 2002; targets will be set for 2003 and 2004 upon
completion of these plans.

By 2003, Federal Student Assistance will leave the GAO high-risk list and will
not return.

Default recovery rate.*  (2001 Baseline=7.8%)

Pell Grants overpayments. (2001 Baseline = 138 Million)

Timeliness of FSA major system reconciliations to the general ledger.

Customer service (measures of service levels of targeted FSA transactions
with public).

Integration of FSA systems.

Leave
GAO High
Risk List

7.6%

110M

TBD**

TBD

TBD

Accomplish
FSA High
Risk Plan

7.2%

138M

Reconciled
within 45

days of the
end of the
calendar
month.

TBD

100% of
2002

integration
targets met;

goals
established
for 2003-

2007.

Performance Measures for Objective 6.4
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Objective 6.5

Achieve budget and
performance integration to
link funding decisions to
results

The Department will seek funding for programs that
work, and will seek to reform or eliminate programs that
do not. The budget execution process will be linked to the
Secretary�s strategic plan to ensure that high priority
activities are funded. The Department will have standard,
integrated budgeting, performance, and accounting
information systems at the program level in order to
provide timely feedback for management that will be
consolidated at the agency and government levels.

Strategies and Action Steps for Objective 6.5

Align Budget and Planning Processes

360. Prepare and implement instructions that require Principal Offices to include
evidence of  program effectiveness in the FY 2004 budget submission to the
Secretary. (This is the same evidence used for GPRA reports.)

361. In the Congressional Justifications, document program effectiveness, propose to
reform or eliminate ineffective programs, and include outcome targets.

362. Combine 2002 Annual Financial Report and 2002 GPRA Performance Report.

363. Align budget execution processes, like preparing spending plans, with Strategic
Plan Action Steps.

Document program effectiveness

364. Develop and implement an
evaluation plan that will produce
rigorous information on the
effectiveness of  Department
programs, as well as the effectiveness
of  interventions supported by
federal funding streams.

365. Revise program performance
indicators to focus on results
and integrate them into the
Performance Based Data
Management Initiative.
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�02 �03

Performance
Targets

Objective 6.5 Budget and Performance Integration

The percentage of Department programs that demonstrate
effectiveness in terms of outcomes, either on performance
indicators or through rigorous evaluations.

The percentage of Department program dollars that are in
programs that demonstrate effectiveness in terms of
outcomes, either on performance indicators or through
rigorous evaluations.

Base
line

+5 PP

Base
line

+10 PP

Base
line

+10 PP

Base
line

+20 PP

Program
Effectiveness

*For more deatiled program information, visit the Department�s website: www.ed.gov/pubs/annualreport2001
PP = Percentage Points
The baseline year is FY 2001.

Performance Measures for Objective 6.5



Annual Plan 2002 - 2003114

Objective 6.6

Leverage the contributions
of community- and faith-
based organizations to
increase the effectiveness of
Department programs

America is richly blessed by the diversity and vigor of
neighborhood heroes: civic, social, charitable and religious
groups. These quiet champions lift people�s lives in ways that
are beyond government�s know-how, usually on shoestring
budgets, and they heal our nation�s ills one heart and one act
of  kindness at a time. The indispensable and transforming
work of  charitable service groups� including faith-based
groups�must be encouraged. These organizations bring the
spirit of  compassion, volunteerism and close connection to
communities to their work. The Department will encourage
their active participation in its programs.

Strategies and Action Steps for Objective 6.6

Provide technical assistance and outreach and implement novice
applicant procedures

366. Plan and execute the Department�s technical assistance and outreach summits.

367. Develop partnerships with Historically Black Colleges and Universities to deliver
technical assistance.

368. Host 25 meetings to explain the mission of  the Initiative to key leaders of
community- and faith-based organizations.

369. Develop user-friendly materials�in print and electronic�explaining grants
process and specific information on grant programs available on web site and in
packets.

370. Train Secretary�s Regional Representatives in concept of  level playing field and
equip them to provide technical assistance to community- and faith-based
organizations in surmounting barriers.

371. Communicate to the senior officers, program heads, and general public, the
Secretary�s support for the initiative.

372. Establish a clearinghouse of  best practices by community- and faith-based
organizations, featuring members of  the Partnership for Family Involvement in
Education.

373. Provide technical assistance on the Migrant Education Even Start Program to
community- and faith-based organizations on an equal basis as traditional
participants and implement novice applicant procedures.

374. Provide technical assistance on Early Reading First to community- and faith-
based organizations on an equal basis as traditional participants and implement
novice applicant procedures.
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375. Provide technical assistance on the Even Start Family Literacy Program to
community- and faith-based organizations on an equal basis as traditional
participants.

376. Provide technical assistance on the 21st Century Learning Centers Program to
community- and faith-based organizations on an equal basis as traditional
participants.

377. Provide technical assistance on the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act to
community- and faith-based organizations on an equal basis as traditional
participants.

378. Provide technical assistance on the Upward Bound Program to community- and
faith-based organizations on an equal basis as traditional participants and
implement novice applicant procedures.

Remove barriers to the full participation of community- and faith-
based organizations

379. Publish grant announcements in non-traditional publications read by
community- and faith-based organizations.

380. Ensure that grant announcements in the Federal Register clarify that
community- and faith-based organizations are eligible to apply provided that
they meet all statutory and regulatory requirements.

381. Recruit highly qualified peer reviewers for amenable programs (those listed
above) from community- and faith-based organizations and provide appropriate
training.

382. Inform Congress of  programs operated by community- and faith-based
organizations that have demonstrated successful educational outcomes.

Performance Measures for Objective 6.6

�02 �03

Performance
Targets

Objective 6.6 Leverage Community- and Faith-Based Organizations

The percentage of non-statutory barriers relating to technical
assistance and outreach identified in the Report on Findings
that are removed.

The percentage of appropriate programs in which the novice
applicant procedures are implemented.

50

25

75

50

Community- and
Faith-Based
Organizations
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Objective 6.7

By becoming a high performance,
customer-focused organization,
earn the President�s Quality Award

As a result of  implementing the Blueprint for
Management Excellence, the President�s Management
Agenda, the recommendations of  the Culture of
Accountability team and our Strategic Plan, the
Department will be in a position to compete for and win
the President�s Quality Award by FY 2004.

Strategies and Action Steps for Objective 6.7

Earn the President�s Quality Award

383. Put structure and process in place to apply for the Award.

Performance Measure for Objective 6.7

* Agencies may not re-apply for five years after winning the award.

FY 2002 FY 2003Measure

Objective 6.7 President�s Quality Award

President�s Quality Award Apply for the Award
and gain insight.

Put structure and
process in place to
apply for Award.
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A Appendix
Opportunities for Collaboration
with Other Federal Agencies

To reach our strategic goals, we must build strong partnerships and alliances with
our counterparts across the federal government.  Below is a brief  overview of  the
highlights of  some of  our collaborative initiatives with partnering agencies.

Creating a Culture of Achievement

We work closely with the Department of  the Treasury to expand parental options
in education.  For example, we collaborate with Treasury to promote Coverdell
Education Savings Accounts and to develop the proposed education tax credit for
children trapped in failing schools.

Improving Student Achievement

We will continue to work closely with the Department of  Health and Human
Services to improve educational services to preschool children, especially those from
underserved populations.   We participate with HHS in a joint task force to translate
research on early cognitive development and pre-literacy into action through federal
preschool programs.  Additionally, we participated with the Child Development and
Behavior Branch of  the National Institutes of  Health in a summit on early childhood
cognitive development.

We will continue to partner with the National Science Foundation to promote
improved instruction in mathematics and science, and to coordinate our professional
development programs for teachers.  NSF also cooperates with us on research and
international assessments related to mathematics and science.

Education has worked with NASA to emphasize the importance of  math and
science education and the need to work more closely with our neighbors around the
world by holding live discussions between elementary school students and astronauts
aboard the International Space Station.
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Education will continue to work with the Department of  Defense Education
Activities team, which will better inform the Pentagon and DOD schools in serving as
a laboratory for the President�s education
initiatives.

We partner with the Department of
Interior�s Bureau of  Indian Affairs to
promote equitable access to high quality,
standards-driven education for all American
Indian and Alaska Native students.
Additionally, we cooperate in an interagency
agreement with the Departments of  Health
and Human Services and Labor to improve
collaboration with Indian tribes.

Developing Safe Schools
and Strong Character

Our Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities Program in our Office of
Elementary and Secondary Education works in partnership with the Departments of
Justice and Health and Human Services to promote drug and alcohol education
programs and information dissemination to schools and private organizations.  We
coordinate closely with the White House Office of  National Drug Control Policy.
Education works closely with the Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Programs to share innovative ideas and promote prevention strategies and
programs.

Transforming Education into an Evidence-Based Field

The Department of  Education�s Office of  Educational Research and Improvement
collaborates with other federal research agencies, such as the National Science
Foundation and the National Institute for Child Health and Development, to support
and disseminate high quality research on a number of  topics, including reading
comprehensive and science education.

Enhancing the Quality of and Access to
Postsecondary and Adult Education

The Department will continue to collaborate with several federal agencies,
including Labor, on issues including adult literacy, career awareness, access to quality
postsecondary education, and school completion among students from diverse ethnic
and socioeconomic backgrounds.  For example, we partner with the U.S. Department
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of  Transportation to create career awareness in aviation at the elementary and
secondary school levels and to improve skills in math, science, technology, and
computer literacy.

Establishing Management Excellence

The Department will continue to work closely with the Office of  Management
and Budget, the General Account Office, and the Office of  Personnel
Management to address longstanding management challenges and establish
management excellence.

To improve strategic management of  the Department�s human resources, we
work with the Office of  Personnel Management to develop core competencies for
our workforce, especially those in the Senior Executive Service.   The Department
participates in forums with the National Academy of  Public Administration and
the Human Resources Consortium on issues such as work force planning, human
capital management, and results-based performance planning.

Education participates in electronic government initiatives with the Federal CIO
Council to better direct the strategic management of  federal information

technology resources and to modernize our
information technology resources.  We work with the
Office of  Federal Procurement Policy and the Small
Business Administration to maximize the use of
performance-based requirements in financial
management, research and analysis, and information
dissemination.

The Office of  Student Financial Assistance
(OSFA) conducts data matches to ensure that only
eligible students receive financial aid.  Agencies with
whom the Department matches applicant
information include the Selective Service System, the
Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Internal
Revenue Service, and the Department of  Justice.  In
tracking defaulters on student loans, OSFA works
with a wide range of  federal agencies including the
Social Security Administration, the U.S. Postal
Service, and the Departments of  Defense, Justice,
Housing and Urban Development, Treasury, and
Health and Human Services.
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The Department of  Education and each of  its program offices maintains a close
relationship with state and local educational agencies.  The work of  the Department
would not be possible without the advice and collaboration of  educators at the state
and local levels.  Secretary Paige has instituted a series of  meetings with chief  state
school officers to build partnerships for the implementation of  �No Child Left
Behind� and other Departmental priorities.  The Secretary�s Regional Representatives
maintain communication with state and local partners on these priorities.  The highly
successful Improving America�s Schools regional conferences provide an opportunity
for Department outreach to and dialogue with education practitioners at all levels in
the field of education.

The Department participates as part of  the Center for Faith-Based and
Community Initiatives that includes the departments of  Health and Human Services,
Justice, Housing and Urban Development and Labor and works closely with the
White House Office of  Faith-Based and Community Initiatives to improve student
achievement and promote strong character and citizenship among our nation�s youth.
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B Appendix
Program to Objective Crosswalk
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Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
Education for the Disadvantaged

Basic Grants
Concentration Grants
Targeted Grants
Education Finance Incentive Grants
Reading First State Grants
Early Reading First
Even Start
Literacy Through School Libraries
Migrant
Neglected and Delinquent
Comprehensive School Reform
Evaluation
Close-up Fellowships
Advanced Placement
Dropout Prevention Programs
Migrant - High School Equivalency Program
College Assistance Migrant Program

Impact Aid
Basic Support Payments
Payments for Children with Disabilities
Facilities Maintenance
Construction
Payments for Federal Property

School Improvement Programs
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants
School Leadership
Advanced Credentialing
Early Childhood Educator Professional Development
Mathematics and Science Partnerships
Troops-to-Teachers
Transition to Teaching
National Writing Project

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

D
D
D
D
D

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

7,172,971
1,365,031
1,018,499

793,499
705,000
75,000

250,000
12,500

396,000
48,000

235,000
8,900
1,500

22,000
10,000
23,000
15,000

982,500
50,000
8,000

48,000
55,000

1,700,000
10,000
10,000
15,000
12,500
18,000
35,000
14,000

7,175,901
1,365,031
2,018,499

793,499
805,000
75,000

200,000
12,500

396,000
48,000

235,000
8,900

0
22,000

0
23,000
15,000

982,500
50,000

8,000
45,000
55,000

1,700,000
0
0

15,000
12,500
20,000
39,400

0

x
x
x
x

x

x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x

FY 2002

Program to Objective Crosswalk

Office/Program Objectives
2003

President�s
Budget

2002
Appro-
priation

6.76.66.56.46.36.26.15.55.45.35.25.14.24.13.23.12.42.32.22.11.41.31.21.1

Cat.

(in thousands
of dollars)

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x

x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x
x

x

x

x
x

x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x
x x

x

x
x

x
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Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
School Improvement Programs

Civic Education - We the People
Civic Education - Cooperative Education Exchange
Teaching of Traditional American History
Educational Technology State Grants
Ready-to-Learn Television
Preparing Tomorrow�s Teachers to Use Technology
21st Century Community Learning Centers
State Grants for Innovative Programs
Charter School Grants
Credit Enhancement for Charter School Facilities
Voluntary Public School Choice
Magnet School Assistance
Choice Demonstration Fund
FIPSE - Programs of National Significance
FIPSE - Character Education
FIPSE - Reading is Fundamental/Inexpensive

Book Distribution
Elementary and Secondary School Counseling
Smaller Learning Communities
Javits Gifted and Talented Learning Communities
Star Schools
Ready to Teach
Foreign Language Assistance
Physical Education for Progress
Community Technology Centers
Exchanges with Historic Whaling and Trading Partners
Arts in Education
Parental Assistance Information Centers
Women�s Educational Equity
Safe and Drug-Free Schools State Grants
National Programs - Federal Activities and Evaluation
Project SERV
National Coordinator Program
State Grants for Community Service

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

16,200
10,800

100,000
700,500
22,000
62,500

1,000,000
100,000
200,000

0
25,000

110,000
0

383,955
25,000
24,000

32,500
142,189
11,250
27,520
12,000
14,000
50,000
32,475
5,000

30,000
40,000
3,000

142,017
134,733

0
37,500
50,000

0
0

50,000
700,500
22,000

0
1,000,000

100,000
200,000
100,000
25,000

110,000
50,000
35,000
25,000
24,000

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

142,017
145,000
10,000
17,233

0
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Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
School Improvement Programs

Alcohol Abuse Reduction
Mentoring Program
State Assessments and Enhanced Instruments
Education for Homeless Children and Youth
Education for Native Hawaiians
Alaska Native Education Equity
Training and Advisory Services
Rural Educaiton

Indian Education
Grants to Local Education Agencies
Special Programs for Indian Children
National Activities

Office of English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement for Limited English Proficient Students
English Language Acquisition

Language Acquisistion State Grants

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services
Special Education

Grants to States
Preschool Grants
Grants for Infants and Families
National Activities - State Improvement
Research and Innovation
Technical Assistance and Dissemination
Personnel Preparation
Parent Information Centers
Technology and Media Services

Rehabilitation Services and Disability Research
Vocational Rehabilitation Grants to States
Vocational Rehabilitation Grants for Indians
Vocational Rehabilitation Incentive Grants

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

D
D
D

D

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

M
M
D

25,000
17,500

387,000
50,000
30,500
24,000
7,334

162,500

97,133
20,000
3,235

665,000

2,456,533
390,000
417,000
51,700
78,380
53,481
90,000
26,000
37,710

2,455,385
25,998

0

0
0

387,000
50,000
18,300
14,200

7,334
0

97,133
20,000

5,235

665,000

3,456,533
390,000
437,000
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78,380
53,481
90,000
26,000
32,710

2,589,521
26,804
30,000

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

FY 2002

Program to Objective Crosswalk

Office/Program Objectives
2003

President�s
Budget

2002
Appro-
priation

6.76.66.56.46.36.26.15.55.45.35.25.14.24.13.23.12.42.32.22.11.41.31.21.1

Cat.

(in thousands
of dollars)

x

x

x
x

x

x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x

x
x

x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x

x
x

x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x
x
x



A
nnual Plan 2002 - 2003

126

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services
Client Assistance State Grants
Training
Demonstration and Training Programs
Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers
Recreational Programs
Protection and Advocacy of Individual Rights
Projects with Industry
Supported Employment State Grants
Independent Living State Grants
Independent Living Centers
Independent Living Services for Blind Individuals
Program Improvement
Evaluation
Helen Keller National Center for Deaf-Blind Youth

and Adults
National Institute on Disability and

Rehabilitaiton Research
Assistive Technology
Access to Telework Fund

American Printing House for the Blind
American Printing House for the Blind

National Technical Institute for the Deaf
Operations
Construction
Endowment

Gallaudet University
Operations
Endowment

Office of Vocational and Adult Education
Vocational and Adult Education

State Grants
National Programs

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

D

D
D

D

D
D
D

D
D

D
D

11,897
39,629
21,238
2,350
2,596

15,200
22,071
38,152
22,296
62,500
25,000

900
1,000
8,717

110,000

60,884
20,000

14,000

50,000
5,376

0

96,938
0

389,000
12,000

11,897
42,629
17,492

0
0

15,200
0
0

22,296
69,500
25,000

900
1,000
8,717

110,000

30,884
0

14,000

49,414
1,600
1,000

93,446
1,000

389,000
12,000
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Office of Vocational and Adult Education
Vocational and Adult Education

Occupational and Employment Information
Tribally Controlled Postsecondary Vocational and

Technical Institutions
Tech-Prep Education State Grants
Tech-Prep Demonstration
Adult Education State Grants
National Institute for Literacy
National Leadership Activities
State Grants for Incarcerated Youth Offenders
Literacy Programs for Prisoners

Office of Student Financial Assistance Programs
Student Financial Assistance

Federal Pell Grants
Federal Supplemental Educational

Opportunity Grants
Federal Work-Study
Federal Perkins Loans - Capital Contributions
Federal Perkins Loans - Loan Cancellations
Leveraging Educational Assistance Partnerships
Loan Forgiveness for Child Care Providers

Federal Family Education Loans Liquidating
Family Education Loans

Federal Family Education Loan Program
Loan Subsidies

Federal Direct Student Loan Program
Loan Subsidies

Student Aid Administration
Salaries and Expenses (primarily OSFA)

D
D

D
D
D
D
D
D
D

D
D

D
D
D
D
D

M

M

M

D

9,500
6,500

108,000
5,000

575,000
6,560
9,500

17,000
5,000

10,314,000
725,000

1,011,000
100,000
67,500
67,000
1,000

(744,810)

3,781,230

(731,300)

887,484

0
6,500

108,000
0

575,000
6,617
9,500

0
0

10,863,000
725,000

1,011,000
100,000
67,500

0
1,000

(625,162)

4,124,260

(613,212)

936,386
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Office of Postsecondary Education
Higher Education

Strengthening Institutions
Strenghtening Tribally Controlled Colleges

and Universities
Strenghtening Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian-

Serving Institutions
Strengthening HBCU�s
Strengthening Historically Black Graduate Institutions
Minority Science and Engineering Improvement
Developing Hispanic-Serving Institutions
International Education and Foreign Language

Studies - Domestic Programs
Overseas Programs
Institute for International Public Policy
Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
Demo. Projects to Ensure Quality Higher Ed. for

Students with Disabilities
Interest Subsidy Grants
Federal TRIO Programs
Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for

Undergraduate Programs
Byrd Honors Scholarships
Javits Fellowships
Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need
Thurgood Marshall Legal Educational Opportunity

Program
B.J. Stupak Olympic Scholarships
Child Care Access Means Parents in Schools
Teacher Quality Enhancement
GPRA Data/HEA Program Evaluation
Underground Railroad Program

Howard University
Howard University Hospital
General Support
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D
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D
D

D
D
D
D
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D
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D
D
D
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D
D
D
D
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D

73,625
17,500
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206,000
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85,200

11,800
1,500

180,922
7,000

5,000
802,500
285,000

41,001
10,000
31,000
4,000

1,000
25,000
90,000
1,000
2,000

30,374
207,100

76,625
18,130

6,734

213,415
50,764

8,500
89,096
88,000

13,000
1,500

39,138
0

3,000
802,500
285,000

41,001
10,000
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Office of Postsecondary Education
Higher Education Facilities Loans Liquidating

Higher Education Facilities Loans

College Housing and Academic Facilities Loans Liquidating
College Housing and Academic Facilities Loans

College Housing and Academic Facilities Loans Program
Federal Administration

Historically Black College and University Capital
Financing Program

Federal Administration

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
Education Research, Statistics, and Assessment

Research and Dissemination
Regional Education Laboratories
Statistics
National Assessment
National Assessment Governing Board
Eisenhower Regional Mathematics and Science

 Education Consortia
Regional Technology in Education Consortia
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers

Office for Civil Rights
Office for Civil Rights

Salaries and Expenses

Office of the Inspector General
Office of the Inspector General

Salaries and Expenses

Multiple Offices
Program Administration

Salaries and Expenses

M

M

D

D

D
D
D
D
D
D

D
D

D

D

D

(1,243)

4,553

762

208

121,817
67,500
85,000

107,500
4,053

15,000

10,000
28,000

79,934

38,720

364,761

(1,287)

4,371

787

211

175,000
67,500
95,000
90,825

4,598
0

0
0

89,710

43,722

423,291

x
x

x
x
x
x
x

FY 2002

Program to Objective Crosswalk

Office/Program Objectives
2003

President�s
Budget

2002
Appro-
priation

6.76.66.56.46.36.26.15.55.45.35.25.14.24.13.23.12.42.32.22.11.41.31.21.1

Cat.

(in thousands
of dollars)

x x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x x x



Annual Plan 2002 - 2003130

C Appendix
Data Quality Standards

These draft data quality standards are intended to assist ED managers as they
collect, analyze, and report data about Federal education programs and the programs�
performance.  Although no single document can anticipate the entire range of  data
uses, we designed these standards to have broad applicability.

Program managers can use the standards as a tool when monitoring grantees and
evaluating the quality of  the reported data and preparing submissions for the GPRA
annual report.

To fully evaluate the quality of  program data, data managers must ask themselves:
�� Have I selected the appropriate measures? (Standard 1: Validity)
�� Am I collecting sound data on those measures? (Standards 2 through 5: Accurate

Description, Editing, and Calculation)
�� Am I reporting the data in a timely fashion (Standard 6: Timeliness)
�� Am I reporting the measures accurately? (Standard 7: Reporting)
�� Am I minimizing respondent burden in collecting data? (Standard 8: Burden

Reduction)
These standards are an attempt to provide criteria against which to evaluate these

aspects of  program DQ.  Not every example or item on the checklist is relevant to
every indicator, or appropriate for every program.

How the Standards are Used within ED

Programs systematically review the quality of  their data collection systems.
Program managers use these standards to review performance indicators for their
program.

Program managers examine the GPRA indicators and data for their programs to
determine their accuracy and validity, and to develop plans for their improvement.  In
addition, the Office of  Inspector General (OIG) independently monitors the reliability
of  its data quality (DQ) in high-priority areas.
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Managers attest to the reliability and validity of  their performance measures or
submit plans for data improvement.  Program managers and division directors, assert
that they are aware of  any DQ limitations and concur with the recommendations
and plans for improvement.

How this Document Is Structured

The document consists of  eight standards for judging program performance DQ:
validity, accurate description, accurate counts, editing, calculation, timeliness,
reporting, and burden reduction.  Associated with each standard are definitions,
examples, and possible checks for application of  that standard.

The DQ checklist for each standard consists of  a series of  questions that both
primary data providers and secondary data managers should ask themselves as they
evaluate the quality of  the data.  A primary data provider is a person or organization
who carries out all or part of  the study design, data collection, data processing, and
initial reporting.  A secondary data manager is someone who sponsors or requests a
primary data collection or who uses data from the reports for other purposes.  Not
every item on the DQ checklist might be appropriate for every study; however, each
represents a step that can be taken to ensure the quality of  program data.
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 Standard 1: Validity
Validity: Data align with goals. Data are measuring (a) what is most important and

(b) the same constructs as the goals. Goals, objectives, indicators, and measures all align.

Examples Meeting the Standard
� The performance indicators measured the goal or objective of  interest.
� The data �matched� the performance indicator because they measured the same

phenomena.
� The indicators and data were a useful guide to policy decisionmaking.

Examples Failing the Standard
� The program objective did not have a realistic, measurable performance indicator.
� The measures assessed a different phenomenon than the indicator. (E.g., Safe

environment: vandalism; Japanese teachers verses American teachers)
� The indicators provided data about aspects of  the program that were  unrelated to

policy questions.

Question-by-question Explanations

1. Do the objective, indicator, and data all describe the same phenomena of
interest, and do they all align?

You will want to measure exactly what your objective describes. For example, if
your objective is to improve school safety, what you mean by �safety?�  Do you
mean that kids feel safe or that there are fewer crimes perpetrated?  Do you mean
violent crimes or any crimes including vandalism?   Counting the number of
vandalism incidents alone probably is not the meaning of  school safety, as
described in your objective.

2. Do the indicators, and data address the core goals of the program?

If  you had to take away every part of  your program but one, what would it be?
Chances are this is your defining strategy and, as such, should be what is measured
first and foremost. Also, if  you have multiple objectives, such as safe and drug free
schools, make sure you measure BOTH aspects (I.e., safe AND drug-free).
Otherwise, do not bother writing them into your goal; if  they are not worth
measuring, they are not worth being a part of  your objectives.

3. Do the indicators, cover aspects of the program that are useful and important
for policy decisionmaking?

If  you will not USE the data, do not waste everyone�s time collecting that data. If
you do, you are asking for low quality data because the collectors will wonder why
they should work hard to make it right when no one will even notice.
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4. Are the instruments (e.g. surveys used to collect the data) statistically reliable
and valid?

Is your survey measuring what you think it is measuring? A good example of  a
mismatch would be a survey of  bad habits. If  you asked people how often they
leave dishes in the sink, sit endlessly in front of  the television, and eat fast food
every meal, you probably would not get accurate answers. You would get an
accurate estimate of  social desirability, the extent to which people saw these
behaviors as undesirable and therefore denied practicing them. So, your survey
was not measuring what you might have thought it was measuring. If  your
measuring tools are not valid, obviously your results will not be either.

5. Is a realistic plan in place to improve data validity and collection (especially
to resolve any mismatches addressed in question # 1)?

Data can always be improved, and often, by making small systems changes, the
quality of  the data can improve significantly. It may or may not be true for you,
but make sure to set aside time to ask that question.

 Standard 2: Accurate Definitions
Accurate definitions: Definitions are consistent. All data providers and users are

using the same, agreed-upon definitions for all terms.

Examples Meeting the Standard
� A page of  definitions was given to all data collectors that clearly defined each term

on the data collection sheets. For example, the sheet defined �program
participants� as people who came more than half  the time (dosage) and for whom
their first and last visits were at least 5 weeks apart (duration).

� Data sent from one grantee were for the same time period as data from another
grantee.

� Stakeholders helped to develop the reporting forms and definitions pages.

Examples Failing the Standard
� Each data provider used her/his state�s definition of  who was or was not limited

English proficient, instead of  using the program�s given definition.
� Grantees were not given opportunities to give feedback on the definitions that

they used.
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Question-by-question Explanations

1. Have clear written definitions of term (including exclusions/inclusions) been
communicated to data providers?

Often terms that seem self-explanatory are not. A simple example is the word
�participants.�  Almost all programs collect data on who their participants were,
e.g., demographic information. But is everyone defining participants in the same
way?  If  you have an eight week program and someone only comes the every other
week, is she a participant?  What if  someone came the first four weeks then never
again?  If  you do not clearly define the population, the data providers will use their
own definitions, which may be different for every provider. Why is that a concern?
One good reason is that your program may be working, but the data does not show
it!  In the above example, it might be that someone who attends all eight weeks
shows significant improvement, but anyone who attends less shows little or no
improvement. If  you average all of  these people together, the improvement
disappears in the mix!  So, clearly define who you want to be included in the
population on which you are collecting information.

2. Do reporting forms provide spaces for data providers to report deviations
from definitions and uses of estimations at the same time they provide the
data?

No matter how detailed and comprehensive your definitions and instructions, you
will not be able to anticipate every definitional variation. That is why it is critical to
leave a space for data providers to write in any deviations. If  enough providers
used the same variations, you may consider changing your reporting format.

3. Have you solicited feedback from data providers about data collection issues
and possible problems?

Sometimes data providers have good reasons for collecting data one way over
another, for example, state mandates that define terms for them or old systems that
can only handle data the same way. Before you request data, it is useful to ask your
future data providers in what form they already collect the data, and if  they do not,
in what form it would be easiest or most beneficial for them to collect it.

4. Have definitions been communicated in sufficient time for data providers to
prepare their system to properly implement them?

Data providers often started collecting data long before the final reporting forms
are released. They set up computer and management systems around data
collection and often these systems are difficult and costly to change. To the extent
possible, keep data providers involved and informed about any possible data
requests or definitional changes. For example, if  a proposed change to the
authorizing legislation is in Congress, keep them updated on the progress and the
potential changes it could have.
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5. Have respondents been involved in setting definitions for key terms?

This question is along the same lines as question #2 and simply points to the
importance of  involving those people who will be filling out your forms in the
development of  those forms. The best way to test your forms is to pilot test them.
Ask a few of  your grantees to try to complete the forms with you (or preferably
an unbiased third party) there, so you can listen and understand each step of  the
process and any problems that come about. Do not ask them to try to use the
forms and then get back to you. In that situation, they may have problems that
cause a lot of  frustration, but that they eventually figure out and therefore may
not report as problems.

 Standard 3: Accurate Counts
Accurate counts: Counts are correct. The raw data are an accurate reflection or

estimate of  reality.

Examples Meeting the Standard
� Each data point represented one individual with no double-counts.
� The program accurately reported that 15 different people participated in each of

the 10 classes for a total of  150 unique participants.
� Samples were of  sufficient size to generalize to the population.
� Since the data changed by more than 10%, two administrators and one contractor

reviewed the data for accuracy.
� For a survey, a sub-sample of  the non-respondents was completed to determine

(a) whether their answers differed significantly from non-respondents and (b) why
they did not answer the survey.

Examples Failing the Standard
� Achievement tests, used as outcome measures, were given to all participants

except the LEP students even though they represented 50% of  participants.
� In a survey, 90% of  the respondents were high-income families when only 50% of

the surveys sent out went to these families. No one interviewed a sub-sample of
low-income families who were sent the survey but did not reply.

� Estimates were used to fill in the remaining 20% of  the raw data.

Question-by-question Explanations

1. Have entities for which counts have change more than 10% since the
previous report been double-checked?

If  a school has the highest test scores in the state for five years, and then that
school drops to the lowest scoring school in the state, you would take a second
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look at the data, right?  Why? Because, in general, change takes time. That�s why
we recommended double-checking the accuracy of  your data if  it jumps by more
than 10% in either direction.

2. Have estimates been used for no more then 10% of the phenomena counted,
and are estimates clearly differentiated from actual counts?

In some cases we find that we do not have all the data that we need. For example,
we may get surveys back where people filled out all but one question. We want to
use their data, but for various statistical reasons, we need a complete survey.
Rather than throw that survey out, some analysts will choose to estimate the
missing number based, for example, on that person�s other responses. This is an
accepted procedure, but we recommend that you do it for no more than 10% of
your data. If  you do it for more than 10%, you may be creating  a self-fulfilling
prophesy of  sorts. That is, you are estimating so much of  your data that you are
creating the data�and therefore your results�through that estimation process.

3. Are independent under and over-count checks in place?

Built-in over and under count checks are a simple, effective, and efficient way to
ensure the accuracy of  your data. If  you are collecting data by computer, simply
build in validity checks. For example, if  in one part of  the forms you ask for
individual class attendance totals and in other you ask for the aggregate number,
then you could build in a check that makes sure that the sum of  the classes equals
the number entered and gives an error message to the enterer if  it does not. If  you
are using paper reporting systems, simply outline a similar checking procedure for
the data administrators. Ideally, you also want an independent check of  the data;
have someone outside the project go through the same procedure that the
administrator would go through.

4. Have counts been tallied at least twice and totals agree?

This question relates to question #3 and reiterates the importance of  double-
checking counts, preferably at every step in the data chain (e.g., data collectors,
contractors, and administrators).

5. Have samples been drawn randomly (otherwise specified) and from the most
up-to-date population lists?

Often the ideal sample is the random sample, where everyone in the defined
population has an equal chance of  being selected into the sample. Think of  it as a
lottery. For example,  let�s say that a teacher has a project for only five students but
there are thirty in her class. To make the process fair, she gathers all the students�
names, puts them in a hat, and selects five students. Every student had an equal
chance of  being selected. In studies, this sampling method is usually ideal because
you will a range of  people in your sample. If  the teacher had asked for volunteers,
she would have gotten students who all had something in common: they were
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more likely to volunteer. It may be impossible for you to select samples randomly.
In these cases, take with experts on how to do stratified, matched, or other
sampling methods that best meet your goals.

6. Have weights been properly applied and reported?

Let�s say that a teacher has three volunteers for a special and fun project that
requires only one person. One of  those students got to do a fun project yesterday,
while a second got to done one last week. The third has not done a fun project in
several weeks, so she picks her. The teacher was implicitly applying weights to her
decision, the greatest weight for the longest period of  time. Statisticians have
other reasons for applying weights, often because a group is over or under
sampled. For example, if  in a study of  schools, too many principals replied
proportional to the number of  teachers, we may weight the teachers answers more
heavily to balance out the data to match the existing proportion (I.e., there are
more teachers than principals).

7. Have non-responses or data gaps been followed up?

If  people did not complete your data request or survey, it may be extremely useful
for you to find out why. Often it is because the survey was too confusing,
complicated, or had some other problem that made it prohibitive to complete. If
you find out what the problems are, you can fix them. Another good reason to
track down non-respondents is because they may be different from your
respondents in important ways. If  they are, you have a biased sample; your results
are questionable;  and you may be missing information that will help you to more
successfully implement your program.

 Standard 4: Editing
Editing: Data are clean. The data collected from sources is cleaned, edited, and

stored accurately.

Examples Meeting the Standard
� After merging all of  the data into one data file, frequency distributions were

calculated for every variable. These distributions were reviewed to make sure that
all values were in the expected ranges (e.g., if  the answer scale ranges from 1-7,
there should be no �12�s). One variable was identified as incorrect and examined.
It was found that there was an extra space in this file, which was removed.

� Data elements were hand-entered from original sources and randomly checked by
two administrators for accuracy.

� A print out of  the data file was made so that the administrators could scan the
columns and make sure that there were no obvious problems with the integration
of  the data sets from all sources.
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Examples Failing the Standard
� Data are entered into a database but no checks, such as frequency distributions,

were made. When analyses were performed, the results did not make sense. When
forced to go back to the data set, the analysts found multiple entries were out of
range.

� The total of  the percentages of  the aggregated sets did not sum to 100%.
� Grantee data was reviewed for accurate counts then merged into one large data

file. No review of  the aggregate file was made.

Question-by-question Explanations

1. Have you “eyeballed” the data (e.g. looked at frequency distributions to make
sure data are in proper range?

You know that the counts from each of  your data sources are correct, so you
merge all the individual files into one large master data file. In that merging
process, something may have, and often does, go wrong. If  data from one of  the
sources is entered wrong (e.g., a common occurrence is an extra space shifting the
data one space to the right), all of  your results will be incorrect. There are two
easy ways to check your data:  1. Print out the data file. Scan it for any uneven
columns. Randomly check to make sure that the numbers are all in the appropriate
range (e.g., if  response options ranged from 1-7, there should not be any numbers
above 7 or below 1). 2. Do what are called frequency distributions. These
distributions show all the answers clustered together and make it easy to tell
whether there are any numbers out of  the possible range. If  a contractor is
handling your data, ask to see and verify the data set using frequency distributions.

2. Have you discussed large changes or unusual findings with the primary data
providers to see if they might be due to editing errors?

Similarly to Standard #3, always keep an eye out for unusual findings. Sometimes
findings really are unusual, but always double check your data set first.

3. Have data errors been traced back to their original source and mistakes
corrected?

When you do find a data error, and everyone does, make sure you find out where
it came from. For example, it may be that certain types of  data files always cause
the same problems. By identifying these problems, you can address them and
possibly change your system so they do not happen again.

4. Has the data been collected electronically with checks?

Just like you can build in checks to your electronic grantee data collection, you can
also build in checks to your overall database. For example, when disaggregating
data, always check to make sure that those numbers, when aggregated, match the
aggregated numbers in your database.
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5. Has an electronic program been used to clean or flag problems with the data?

This question builds on #4. To the extent possible, try to build in data editing
checks. If  you can program checks into the software, it will mean that no one will
forget to make that second check.

 Standard 5: Calculation
Calculation: The math is correct. The data are manipulated and analyzed correctly,

and the hypotheses are tested correctly.

Examples Meeting the Standard
� The data administrator requested that the contractor give a detailed description of

how they coded and dealt with missing data in the creation of  each new variable
for analysis. The administrator requested frequency distributions of  all new
variables created.

� Measured amounts (numbers, percentages, ratios, etc.) were accurately computed
using the right numbers and formulas.

� Since the data were not independent, the analyst used the appropriate statistical
tests for non-independent data.

Examples Failing the Standard
� The increase from 3% to 13% was reported as a �10 percent increase� rather than

an increase of  10 percentage points.
� Non-responses (blanks in the data set) were included in the �responded yes�

category because the data analyst did not account for the default method of
dealing with missing values in the statistical software she was using.

� The significance level (e.g., .05) was not modified (i.e., made smaller) when the
analyst did multiple t-tests using the same variables and data.

Question-by-question Explanations

1. Are missing data procedures applied correctly?

Statistical software programs have different default ways to deal with missing data.
Sometimes they automatically exclude missing values from your analysis, but
sometimes they require you to specify that the missing values should be removed.
In fact, you may find that missing values are actually included as actual values. This
often happens when recoding or creating new variables. For example, let�s say that
a question on a survey asks how many times in the last seven days the respondent
read a newspaper. There are five answer choices: 1= none, 2= one day, 3=two
days, 4=two to six days, and 5= everyday. You may want to recode this variable to
be dichotomous where 1= did not read the paper and 2= did read the paper.
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Respondents will have selected a number, 1 through 5, or they may have skipped
this question (missing data). To recode this variable, a programmer will instruct
the software to make all the respondents who answered 1, stay a �1� and all the
respondents who answered anything other than 1 to be a �2,� In this way, all the
missing data may become a �2;� all the people who skipped this question are now
people who read the paper!  What does all this mean?  It is important to be
mindful that missing data may cause problems. Be aware of  how all variables are
coded and recoded. Ask for frequency distributions of  all new variables and ask
how missing values were handled.

2. Have the “+” and “-” confidence intervals been reported for sample data?

Confidence intervals are really error rates. They show that, with 95% probability,
the accurate value is in this range. For example, let�s say that in a survey  candidate
X got 45% approval and candidate Y got 47% approval, BUT the confidence
interval for the survey was 4%.  In this case, the candidates are EQUAL. Since
candidate X�s real value ranges from 43 to 47% and Y�s from 45 to 49%, there is
not a statistically significant difference between the candidates� approval ratings.

3. Did you double-checked that the right formulae were used and that variable
coding was done and reported correctly (e.g., through frequency
distributions)?

If  you�re not a statistician, it never hurts to have one check over the analysis plan
that you intend to use or to double-check the analysis or statistical program. There
are many assumptions in statistical testing (e.g., assumptions of  heteroscedasticity
or independence) that must be addressed if  violated.

4. For sample data, has the data analysis plan been reviewed by outside experts
to ensure that appropriate formulae and procedures are applied?

Again, having outside experts review your analysis plan and performance can only
enhance your project�s quality. Sample data raises additional statistical concerns
and a statistician will be able to account for the various issues (e.g., weights).

 Standard 6: Timeliness
Timeliness: The data are recent. The data are recent enough to address current

policy concerns and to be used to improve the program.

Examples Meeting the Standard
� Data were reported in time to inform policy action.
� Data were collected and reports were forwarded as soon as possible after the close

of the data collection period.
� Automated electronic processes were used to speed data collection, analysis, and

reporting.
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Examples Failing the Standard
� Data from 1997 were used to determine whether or not programs met their 2002

targets.
� Data were available only years after-the-fact.
� Paper records were copied out by hand.

Question-by-question Explanations

1. Are data relevant to the policy period of interest? That is, are the data recent
and timely? Is the period in which the data was collected similar to the period
for which policy decisions are to be made?

Data are meaningful to the extent that they are relevant to the time period for
which decisions are being made. For example, if  our latest national literacy data
come from 1992, how able are we to assess accurately and made decisions about
literacy policy with that data in 2002, ten years later?  Literacy data may have
changed significantly over that time and the policy decisions made off  of  old data
may be misguided. In some areas, timeliness will be a greater concern than in
others. For example, in studying technology, an area that changes rapidly, recent
data are more important than in areas such as school construction, where changes
usually evolve over years in steady trends.

2. Is a regularized schedule of data collections in place to meet policy
information needs?

When is the data most useful?  This question can be asked for any of  the data
users. For example, if  the schools use your data to set curriculum, then getting that
data out to schools by August may be important. Think about when your data
collection should optimally occur and then schedule it appropriately. Think about
all the different users of  your data, too, and consider having different data
collection and release cycles for each.

3. Are improvements to data systems in place so that data may be reported as
soon as possible after collection?

The focus is always on moving up the data quality continuum: how can we collect
and use data more efficiently and effectively?  The best time to think about
improvements is while you are going through the process. Have your data
collectors keep running notes, e.g., on the intranet, about how to improve the
systems. Give stakeholders rewards for suggesting improvements.

4. Are the data entered and processed in electronic machine-readable form?

Computer-accessible data come up here again because electronic data collection
usually means a faster turn-around time.
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5. Are respondents involved in setting time schedules?

Following up on question #2, try to involve the stakeholders, those who use your
data and those who collect it in the first place in data scheduling decisions. If  they
use the data, they will be more interested in increasing the quality of  that data. So,
if  we can make the data more useful for them, it benefits everyone to do so.

6. Are review processes designed to ensure that findings are made public in a
timely fashion?

Data help to identify successes (to replicate) and problems (to fix before it is too
late). The release of  data to the public, which often motivates change, may be a
central part of  improving your program and getting the resources you need.

7. Are time schedules for providing data enforced with clear and frequent
reminders?

Data collection is a process that takes time and often cannot be accomplished
after-the-fact. Even if  you give out your data collection forms in the beginning of
the year, do not expect that people are reviewing the forms periodically to make
sure they are tracking all the information that you need. Keep your data collectors
informed and reminded of  data requirements and their importance as well as
collection timeliness. Reminders throughout the funding cycle will only serve to
refocus everyone on the importance of  high-quality data.

 Standard 7: Reporting
Reporting: Full disclosure is made. Since data quality is a continuum, all data

should be reported with notes about their quality and limitations.

Examples Meeting the Standard
� For each figure or chart in the report, there was a box of  limitations that described

the limitations of the data presented.
� The details of  the survey�s sampling procedure was presented in the appendix of

the report.
� Every table was labeled with source, time frame, error rates and cell sizes.

Examples Failing the Standard
� It was difficult to tell which years the charts covered and from where the data

came.
� Confidence intervals were omitted as extraneous when sample data was presented.
� States each defined �participants� differently, but were all presented together

without any notes about the different definitions.
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Question-by-question Explanations

1. Are the data quality problems described in detail with suggestions for
improvement?

If  you were describing your results to a researcher in the field, how would you
describe them? What caveats would you attach to the results? Was the sample on
the small side? Was the test slightly different in year 1 and year 2? Whatever the
potential issues with your data, you will want to report them wherever your data
appear. Also, for the sake of  improving your data, think about how those
limitations could be addressed in revised future data collections.

2. Are data quality problems reported together with the findings?

Building on the first question, this question asks you to make sure to attach the
data limitations to every presentation of  the results. If  a table from your study is
used in another report, be sure to put all of  the data quality information in a
footnote or on the table.

3. Are reports designed for and effectively disseminated to intended users and
used for program improvement?

We collect data so we can USE it. Did you get the data out to all of  the potential
users? For example, likely the people who collected the data would benefit from a
summary comparing them to others who collected similar data.

4. Are the data collection method, year, and sample size clearly stated?

Whenever data are presented, make sure to include how it was collected, the year it
was collected (and, of  course, the years for which the data apply), and the sample
sizes, where appropriate. For example, you may have collected paper survey data
from 3,000 randomly sampled teachers in seven states in the year 2000 for the
1998-1999 school year. All of  these aspects of  your collection should be reported.

5. Have significant changes in program definitions been noted with suggestions
for improvement?

When changes in data definitions do occur, report them along with your data. For
example, let�s say that you report on two years of  data (2001, 2002) on the numbers
of  students with disabilities in each state. In 2002, before your data collection that
year but after 2001 collection, �students with disabilities� is broadened to include
more categories of  disabilities than in 2001. So, although your data use the same
terms, they have different meanings  each year When these data are reported, there
should be a clear note explaining the change in definitions and how it likely
affected the data.
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6. Is each step in the data collection process required to report deviations and
problems in data quality?

Since data quality is often a chain (from the schools, to districts, to states, to
USED), it is useful to make sure that there are opportunities for suggestions for
improvement to come from any part of  that chain. Just like CEOs will sometimes
visit factory floors to get ideas for improving business practices, we can go to any
level of  our data chain and see how we can improve our data processes.

7. Are good graphics techniques used (e.g. axes begin at zero and charts are
clearly labeled with year and cell sizes?

Standards for graphs exist (e.g., NCES� standards for graphs and tables) because
graphs, like statistics, can be misleading and lack critical information. For example,
graph axes should always begin at zero unless clearly marked (�//�); bar graphs
should show the exact values next to or on the bar; and tables should include error
rates and cell sizes.

8. Have the types of exclusions and amount of non-response been clearly
described?

Who is missing from your sample?  Were types of  people, places, or things
intentionally or otherwise excluded?  Make note of  any missing subpopulations.

9. Are data collection, cleaning, and analysis procedures documented in writing?

You care about data quality or you would not have read this far.  So, you probably
have developed or will develop a data system that accounts for data quality issues.
Make sure to document that system and have those documents accessible to
everyone on your team at headquarters and in the field.

 Standard 8: Burden Reduction
Burden Reduction: Data collected is used.  Seek opportunities for making data

collection more efficient, e.g., coordination, and less burdensome, e.g., do not ask for
data not used.

Examples Meeting the Standard
� Data collected is used in program management decisions.
� Grantees and other key stakeholders, such as states, were included on the data

collection decisions.
� There was and continues to be on-going communication with offices providing

similar services or targeting similar customers/grantees.
� Upon a review of  decisions made last year and after discussions with stakeholders,

one-quarter of  the required reporting was eliminated.
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Examples Failing the Standard
� Before collecting data, the program office failed to ask whether someone else was

already collecting that data.
� The program administrator argues that the data is being used because pie charts are

made of  the data and are distributed.  People find the data interesting, but no one
actually uses the data to make decisions.

Question-by-question Explanations

1. Are ALL the data that are requested used for either reporting to Congress,
management improvements, or technical assistance within two years of
collection?

Go through your annual reporting forms and ask yourself, over the last year, what
data from those forms have you, Congress, or your stakeholders used to make
decisions about your program?  Eliminate any questions that provide data that have
not been used.  Do this review every year.

2. Before requiring any data, was there a review of data already available being
submitted by the same grantees through other federal programs?

If  you need data, the first option should be to look for it somewhere else. Does
some other program in the Department have it?  Would another agency collect it?
What about a not-for-profit group? If  you still cannot find the data you need, the
next step is to approach programs in or outside of  ED that serve the same
customers and ask to coordinate a data collection with them.  As a last resort,
collect the data in isolation.

3. Is there on-going communication with offices providing similar services or
targeting similar customers/grantees?

Who is serving the same customers you are? Or who is providing similar services to
different customers?  There may be opportunities to share data collection or have
common indicators (i.e., ways to measure) across programs. For example, Congress
has identified Head Start and Even Start as programs that could and should
coordinate more. They could develop common indicators, for example, about
school readiness.

4. Were grantees and other key stakeholders, such as states, included on the data
collection decisions?

Since a major objective of  data collection is to USE it to IMPROVE the services that
we provide, asking people involved in the provision of  those services what data
should be collected is a useful exercise.  Have a few focus groups and ask grantees
what would be the most useful data for them to provide. What data are they already
collecting for their own use?  What data are they required to collect for other ED or
federal grants or state funds?  Determine with providers what data are necessary to
collect to meet both local and national needs and collect nothing more.
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DAppendix
Acronyms

ABE Adult Basic Education
BP Blue Print
CAMP College Assistance Migrant Program
CBO Congressional Budget Office
COR Contracting Office Representative
DL Direct Loan
DLOS Direct Loan Origination System
DRCC Document Receipt and Control Center
ED Education Department
ELL English Language Learners
EMT Executive Management Team
ESEA Elementary and Secondary Education Act
ESL English as a Second Language
FAFSA Free Application for Federal Student Aid
FAIR Act Federal Activities Inventory Reform Act
FFEL Federal Family Education Loan
FMFIA Federal Managers Financial Integrity Act
FSA/SFA Financial Student Assistance/Student Financial Assistance
FSA Family Support Act
FY Fiscal Year
GAO General Accounting Office
GEAR UP Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness  for Undergraduate Programs
GPAS General Performance Appraisal System
GPEA Government Paperwork Elimination Act
GPRA Government Performance and Results Act
HEA Higher Education Act
HBCU Historically Black Colleges and Universities
HQ Headquarters
HSI Hispanic-Serving Institutions
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IDEA Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
IDUES Institutional Development and Undergraduate Education Programs
IHE Institute of Higher Education
IPA Instructions for (SFA/FSA) Program Audits
IPEDS Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
IRB Investment Review Board
ISIR Institution eligibility data in Direct Loan Process
IT Information Technology
MAP Mobility Assignment Program
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
NCES National Center on Education Statistics
NCLB No Child Left Behind
NICHD National Institute of  Child Health and Human Development
NIDRR National Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research
NSLDS National Student Loan Data System
OCR Office for Civil Rights
OCFO Office of the Chief Financial Officer
OCIO Office of  the Chief  Information Officer
ODS Office of  the Deputy Secretary
OELA Office of  English Language Acquisition
OERI Office of  Education Research and Improvement
OESE Office of  Elementary and Secondary Education
OET Office of  Education Technology
OGC Office of the General Counsel
OIG Office of the Inspector General
OIIA Office of  Interagency and Intergovernmental Affairs
OLCA Office of  Legislative and Congressional Affairs
OM Office of  Management
OMB Office of  Management and Budget
OPA Office of Public Affairs
OPE Office of  Postsecondary Education
OS Office of  the Secretary
OSERS Office of  Special Education and Rehabilitative Services
OUS Office of  the Under Secretary
OVAE Office of  Vocational and Adult Education
PD Position Description
PMI Presidential Management Intern
PO/POC Principal Office/Principal Operating Component
QSI Quality Step Increase
RSA Rehabilitative Services Administration
SES Senior Executive Service
TCU Tribal Colleges and Universities




