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Archived Information

Objective 1.1: Link Federal Funding to Accountability
	1.1.1 Percentage of states with complete accountability systems as required by the 

No Child Left Behind Act

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	---

	2003
	100

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 40.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE), Program files.

Data Quality.  OESE, which administers the Title I program, maintains records of peer reviews and final approvals of state accountability systems.

Related Information.  Final regulations for No Child Left Behind (NCLB) state accountability systems are available at http://www.ed.gov/legislation/FedRegister/finrule/2002-3/070502a.html. 

Additional Information.  The NCLB establishes the framework for a school accountability system for all states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

Actual data for measure 1.1.1 reflect the percentage of states that have accountability plans that were approved by the Department by June 2003.  These plans are currently being implemented by all states on a continuous basis.

	
1.1.2 Percentage of Department programs reviewed under the PART process that demonstrate effectiveness


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	22

	2003
	Target is 40.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


	1.1.3 Percentage of Department program dollars associated with programs reviewed under the PART process that demonstrate effectiveness


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	46

	2003
	Target is 60.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Analysis of Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) findings.

Data Quality.  Only programs for which PART reviews are complete are eligible to be identified as effective.  PART analysis began in 2002.  Over the five-year period 2002 through 2006, the Department will conduct PART analyses on all programs. 

Effective is defined as a score of at least 50 percent on Section IV of the PART, which evaluates program results.  Measure 1.1.2 compares the number of effective programs to the total number of programs that were reviewed under the PART.  Measure 1.1.3 compares the appropriations for the effective programs to the appropriations for all programs that were reviewed under the PART.  FY 2002 data reflect FY 2002 appropriations and programs that had PART reviews conducted during FY 2002.  Appropriation amounts include only program budget authority and exclude salaries and expenses budget authority.  FY 2003 data, when available, will reflect FY 2003 appropriations and programs that had PART reviews conducted during or prior to FY 2003.  Data for 2002 have been revised to reflect final PART scores.  (The FY 2002 Performance and Accountability Report used preliminary PART scores.)

For many programs that do not demonstrate effectiveness, the Department has not yet collected sufficient performance data.  No conclusion should be drawn that programs that did not meet this standard for effective are ineffective.  

Related Information.  Information about the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) PART process is available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budintegration/part_assessing2004.html.
Additional Information.  Data for FY 2003 are expected in February 2004.  The NCLB made significant changes to most of the Department’s elementary and secondary education programs.  We expect to see major improvements in performance information over the next two years as performance measures are improved, data on the first full year of implementation of NCLB become available, and the Performance-Based Data Management Initiative becomes operational. 

Objective 1.2: Flexibility and Local Control

	1.2.1 Percentage of school districts using Local-Flex, Transferability or Rural Flexibility


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	---

	2003
	Target is to set the baseline.


	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, Consolidated State Performance Reports.

Data Quality.  Department of Education staff review Consolidated State Performance Reports submitted by state educational agencies and local educational agencies (LEAs).  Data are validated against internal review procedures.  An aggregate percent of school districts using Local-Flex, Transferability, or Rural Flexibility will provide an unduplicated count of districts across these three initiatives.

Related Information.  More information on flexibility programs is available at http://www.ed.gov/nclb/freedom/local/flexibility/index.html.
More information on Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) is available at http://www.ed.gov/programs/reapsrsa/index.html.
Additional Information.  Baseline data for 2003 will be available April 2004.

These measures are based on the provisions for the REAP, the Local Flexibility Demonstration Program (Local-Flex), and Local Transferability Provisions.  Although REAP was initially implemented under the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA) in 2001, its provisions were modified under NCLB.  Under NCLB, eligibility for REAP was expanded to include multiple criteria and the programs covered by this flexibility authority were changed to encourage states and LEAs to apply for REAP.  Since school year (SY) 2001–02 REAP activity was based on IASA provisions, the Department decided to collect data starting with SY 2002–03, when regulations under NCLB were fully implemented. 

The Transferability Authority was authorized under NCLB and available to districts starting with SY    2002–03.  (The Department published guidance for this activity in the fall of 2002.)  The baseline year for this activity is SY 2002–03; data will be reported in the spring of 2004.

The Local-Flex program was authorized under NCLB and available for SY 2002–03.  However, the first recipients will not be approved until the fall of 2003.  The baseline year is SY 2003–04.

	1.2.2 (Discontinued
) Number of states approved for Ed-Flex

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	12

	2000
	13

	2001
	9

	2002
	10

	2003
	10

	We did not meet our 2003 target of 20.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, Consolidated State Performance Reports.

Data Quality.  The Department did not receive any new Ed-Flex applications during FY 2003, but existing approvals remained valid; thus, the actual data for 2003 is the same as the actual data for 2002.

Related Information.  Information on Ed-Flex Partnership Act Resources is available at http://www.ed.gov/nclb/freedom/local/flexibility/index.html#edflex.
Additional Information.  Ed-Flex was first enacted in 1994 as a demonstration program in the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and was limited to 12 states.  By statute, states receive Ed-Flex authority for up to five years.  The Education Flexibility Partnership Act of 1999 allowed any state educational agency that met the eligibility criteria to receive Ed-Flex authority.  In 1999, states participating in the demonstration program lost the Ed-Flex waiver if the stronger accountability provisions of the Education Flexibility Partnership Act were not met.

States are eligible to apply for the Ed-Flex waiver if Title I standards and accountability requirements such as Adequate Yearly Progress and approved accountability systems are met.

The Department discontinued this measure effective FY 2004 and we are focusing our flexibility efforts on the flexibility provisions provided in NCLB, which are measured by 1.2.1.

	1.2.3 OMB burden hour estimates of Department program data collections per year

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	42.07 M

	2000
	40.93 M

	2001
	40.65 M

	2002
	38.40 M

	2003
	39.06 M

	We did not meet our 2003 target of 38 M.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO), program files.  

Office of Management and Budget (OMB), Burden calculations.

Data Quality.  Data are validated by internal review procedures of the Regulatory Information Management Group of the OCIO.  Data are estimated for all of the Department’s data collections from the public.  The Department makes initial estimates, and OMB later confirms those estimates or provides revised estimates.  In the table above, data for 2003 are based on the Department’s estimates.  OMB will confirm these estimates or provide revised estimates in late November 2003.

Related Information.  The information collection document that outlines all OMB-approved collection efforts, as well as those collections waiting for OMB approval (pending), are available at http://edicsweb.ed.gov.  

Additional Information.  Overall, the Department reduced the burden hours for collections compared to FY 2002 collection requirements and regulations.  The 39.06 million figure includes 1.01 million hours that resulted from new data collections required for NCLB and other Department programs and an increase in the number of loan and grant applicants during FY 2003.  These factors and others have and will most likely continue to result in an increase in burden hours for existing collections.  In light of these factors, the Department plans to revise its targets for FY 2004 and FY 2005.

	1.2.4 Percentage of Department grantees that express satisfaction with ED customer service

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	63

	2003
	68

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 65.



Source.  Department of Education, Survey on Satisfaction of Chief State School Officers, 2002. 

Department of Education, Survey on Satisfaction with the U.S. Department of Education, 2003.

Data Quality.  The Department collected data for this measure from a questionnaire distributed to the Chief State School Officer, the Title I State Director, the Adult Education State Director, the Career and Technical State Director, the State Director of Special Education, and the Coordinator of IDEA Early Intervention in each state, for a total of over 300 surveys.  The questionnaire asked about satisfaction with customer service, technical assistance, Web utilization, and documentation.  The survey was developed and results were tabulated and processed by a contractor with expertise in survey development and analysis.

Additional Information.  Data for this measure were collected and reported as disaggregated statistics for each of the six groups surveyed and as an aggregated statistic.  The statistic the Department used to measure against the FY 2003 target of 65 was the Chief State School Officers’ statistic of 68 percent satisfaction.  The FY 2002 baseline of 63 percent as well as the FY 2003 target were set using the Chief State School Officers’ response to the 2002 survey, the first year the survey was administered.  To measure change over time in reporting on the FY 2003 target, the Department used equivalent populations.

The aggregated statistic of the six groups’ satisfaction with the Department was 77 percent satisfaction, which provides the most comprehensive picture of satisfaction with the Department.  The Department plans to revise its targets for FY 2004 and FY 2005.  The new targets will reflect the survey’s larger universe of respondents and represent a more complete measure.  
Objective 1.3: Information and Options for Parents

	1.3.1 Percentage of parents who report having the information they need to determine the effectiveness of their child’s school

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	---

	2003
	---


	Data are unavailable and not expected.


Additional Information.  The Department did not develop a measurement tool for this measure and plans to discontinue the measure effective FY 2005.

	1.3.2 Percentage of students in grades K–12 that are attending a school (public or private) that their parents have chosen


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	26

	2000
	NA

	2001
	26

	2002
	---

	2003
	Target is 19.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), National Household Education Surveys Program (NHES), Parent Survey, 1999.  

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Household Education Surveys Program (NHES), Before- and After-School Programs and Activities Survey, 2001.

Data Quality.  NHES is a national random digit dialed telephone data collection program sponsored by the NCES.  When properly weighted, the data are representative of all civilian, noninstitutionalized persons in the United States.  The weighted response rate for the Parent Survey, 1999, was 65 percent.  The weighted response rate for the Before- and After-School Programs and Activities Survey, 2001, was 60 percent. 

Data for 2003 will provide data on K–8 only, not the specified K–12 population of the current measure.  Data for K–12 are no longer available.

Related Information.  The NHES Web site is http://nces.ed.gov/nhes/.

Information on the Parent Survey, 1999, is available at http://nces.ed.gov/nhes/surveytopics_school.asp

. 

Information about the Before- and After-School Programs and Activities Survey, 2001, is available at http://nces.ed.gov/nhes/surveytopics_school.asp

. 

Additional Information.  The NHES 2003 data will be available in February 2004.

Actual data for 1999 were revised because updates include both public and private schools while the previously reported figure included only public schools.

	1.3.3 Number of children attending charter schools

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	252,000

	2000
	478,000

	2001
	546,000

	2002
	575,000

	2003
	684,495

	We made progress in meeting our 2003 target of 828,000.


Source.  Center for Education Reform, National Charter School Directory 2002–2003 (2002 and 2003 data).  

Department of Education, Program files (2000 and 2001 data).
Department of Education, State of Charter Schools 2000: Fourth-Year Report  (1999 data).

Data Quality.  Initially, the Department collected charter school enrollment data through a four-year national study of charter schools.  The 1999 data were taken from the last such study entitled State of Charter Schools 2000: Fourth-Year Report.  For FY 2000 and FY 2001, the Department used data that were collected, validated, and reported by the states.  States have varying methods for collection and varying standards for defining charter schools and enrollment.  FY 2002 and 2003 data have been provided by the Center for Education Reform, which collected data by a telephone survey using methods similar to those used by the Department in FY 2000 and 2001.

Related Information.  The Center for Education Reform’s statistics and highlights page offers current-year enrollment figures.  They are available at http://www.edreform.com/index.cfm?fuseAction=stateStatChart&psectionid=15&cSectionID=44.

The Department sponsors an independent Web site that provides information about charter schools.  It is available at http://www.uscharterschools.org/.

The NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) collects information on charter schools as part of its Public School Universe data collection.  Information on the CCD is available at http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/.

The State of Charter Schools 2000: Fourth Year Report is available at http://www.ed.gov/pubs/charter4thyear/.

Additional Information.  The Center for Education Reform counts enrollment at the beginning of each school year.  FY 2003 data for this measure are taken from the Center for Education Reform’s statistics for SY 2002–03.  SY 2002–03 data are used because they measure actual enrollment in FY 2003, which covers October 2002 to September 2003.  The Center published updated enrollment statistics for SY 2002–03 in January 2003.

The growth in the number of children enrolled in charter schools and the number of new charter schools has continued over the last five years, although not as dramatically as in the early days of the charter school movement.  This trend is dependent largely on state legislatures, who maintain authority to pass laws authorizing the creation of charter schools.  Although some states have successfully amended their state statutes to either increase or remove the cap on the number of charter schools, other states have not been as successful.  In states and cities where there are large numbers of charter schools, it has become increasingly difficult for charter school developers to secure adequate facilities.

The Department continues to employ a number of information-sharing strategies to assist states in furthering their charter school efforts, including providing testimony by Department staff to state legislatures, providing information to state charter school organizations, and inviting state legislators to attend the Department’s Annual Charter School Conference.  The President’s 2004 budget request also included a substantial increase in funds for the Credit Enhancement for Charter Schools Facilities Program.

	1.3.4 Of eligible children, the percentage using supplemental educational services under the provisions of Title I

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2003
	Target is to set the baseline.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE)—Survey Question D56.

Data Quality.  Data from TASSIE are from a nationally representative sample of local educational agencies.

Related Information.  Information on TASSIE is available at http://www.tassieonline.org/.

Additional Information. Eligible children are low-income children who attend a school in its second year of  “school improvement” status under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Title I or in a school where supplemental services are being offered during the school’s first year in “school improvement” status.  This provision went into effect September 2002 for SY 2002–03.  Data will be available in April 2004.

Objective 1.4: Use of Scientifically Based Research

	1.4.1 (Discontinued
) Percentage of Department programs that have developed and disseminated research-based “what works” guides to their grantees

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	0

	2003
	0

	We did not meet our 2003 target of 25.


	1.4.2 (Discontinued
) Percentage of “what works” guides that are deemed to be of high quality by an independent review panel of qualified scientists

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	0

	2003
	0

	We did not meet our 2003 target of 95.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of English Language Acquisition, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, Institute of Education Sciences (IES), and Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, Program files.  

Additional Information.  The Department did not implement the “what works” guides project and discontinued this measure effective FY 2004.  Also see measure 4.2.2 on page 209 for a related measure.

Objective 2.1: Reading Achievement
	Fiscal Year
	2.1.1–2.1.6 Number of states meeting their targets for third-grade reading achievement

	
	All

Students
	Low-Income

Students
	African American

Students
	Hispanic

Students
	Students with Disabilties
	English Language Learners

	2002
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2003
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.

	
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Consolidated State Performance Reports.

Data Quality.  States submit Consolidated State Performance Reports to the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education for review.  Internal review standards guide review and reporting of data from these reports.

Related Information.  Information on the Consolidated State Performance Reports can be obtained at http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html#csp.  

Information on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) can be obtained at http://www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.
Additional Information.  First-year data for 2003 are expected to be available in January 2004. 


Starting with SY 2002–03, each state is required to set the same annual achievement target for all students and for several student subgroups.  State targets are based on assessments from SY 2001–02.  The first tests that measure against these targets were administered in the spring of 2003 for SY 2002–03.  Therefore, FY 2003 is the first year for which state-level data will be available.  Some states have issued a State Report Card that includes their annual assessment and achievement data.  

Under NCLB, state targets must increase at least every 3 years for the next 12 years, when 100 percent of all students within all subgroups are expected to achieve proficiency.  Therefore, although the targets listed above are stable, student achievement will actually need to improve steadily to meet these targets.

States are not required to administer reading assessments for third graders until SY 2005–06; therefore, the targets and data reflect elementary school reading achievement until FY 2006.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
	Fiscal Year
	2.1.7–2.1.12 Percentage of fourth-grade public school students scoring at or above the Proficient and Basic levels on the NAEP reading assessment

	
	All Students
	Low-Income Students
	African American Students

	
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic

	2000
	28
	57
	13
	38
	9
	34

	2001
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2002
	30
	62
	16
	46
	13
	41

	2003
	30
	62
	15
	44
	12
	39

	
	We met our 2002 target of 30. 

We did not meet our 2003 target of 31.
	We met our 2002 target of 60.

We met our 2003 target of 61.
	We met our 2002 target of 14. 

We met our 2003 target of 15.
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 40. 

We exceeded our 2003 target of 41.
	We met our 2002 target of 11.

We met our 2003 target of 12.
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 36. We met our 2003 target of 37.


	Fiscal Year
	2.1.13–2.1.18 Percentage of fourth-grade public school students scoring at or above the Proficient and Basic levels on the NAEP reading assessment

	
	Hispanic Students
	Students With Disabilities
	Limited English Proficient Students

	
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic

	2000
	13
	36
	8
	23
	3
	18

	2001
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2002
	16
	45
	9
	29
	5
	24

	2003
	14
	43
	9
	29
	7
	28

	
	We met our 2002 target of 14.

We did not meet our 2003 target of 15.
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 37. We exceeded our 2003 target of 38.
	We met our 2002 target of 9. 

We did not meet our 2003 target of 10.
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 24. 

We exceeded our 2003 target of 25.
	We met our 2002 target of 4. 

We met our 2003 target of 5.
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 19. 

We exceeded our 2003 target of 20.


Source.  Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), The Nation’s Report Card: Reading, 2002.

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), The Nation’s Report Card: Reading Highlights, 2003.

Data Quality.  NAEP data are validated using rigorous NCES statistical standards and only significant differences are discussed in the NAEP reports.  However, the differences between 2003 actual percents and target percents have not been tested for statistical significance.  Small differences may not be statistically significant, especially for smaller subgroups.

NAEP scores are based on samples.  Beginning in 2002, the NAEP national sample was obtained by aggregating the samples from each state, rather than by obtaining an independently selected national sample.  As a consequence, the size of the national sample increased, and smaller differences between years or between types of students were found to be statistically significant than would have been detected in previous assessments.  To provide the ability to compare progress over time, NCES re-computed prior year results based on this new methodology.  The FY 2000 scores in the table above have been revised from our prior performance report to reflect these updated data.

Student reading performance is reported in two ways: 1) average scale scores and 2) achievement levels.  NCES reports achievement levels as below Basic, Basic, Proficient, and Advanced.  As provided by law, NCES, upon review of a congressionally mandated evaluation of NAEP, has determined that the achievement levels are to be used on a trial basis and should be interpreted and used with caution.  However, both NCES and the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) believe that these performance standards are useful for understanding trends in student achievement.  NAEP achievement levels have been widely used by national and state officials.  Detailed descriptions of the NAEP reading achievement levels can be found on the NAGB Web site at http://www.nagb.org/pubs/readingbook.pdf.  

The Department’s strategic and annual performance measures report at or above Proficient and at or above Basic for public school students.

Beginning in 1998, assessment procedures allowed for the use of accommodations by students with disabilities or limited English proficient students who required accommodations to participate in NAEP.  The Department of Education uses the data tables on the NCES Web site for Grade 4 achievement of public school students with “accommodations permitted.”  To reconstruct the data tables in this report, go to http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/ and select NAEP data.  Use the search option to select the following factors: reading, grade 4, national (public), all students, achievement tables, accommodations permitted.  

NAEP results for students with disabilities represent results for a sample of students classified by their schools as having a disability.  Results from this sample cannot be generalized to the total population of such students.  

NCES publishes NAEP race/ethnicity scores in the Report Cards in two ways:  based on student responses to two background questions and on school records.  Through 2002, the Department reported race/ethnicity results based on student responses.  Beginning in 2003, the Department reports race/ethnicity results based on school records.

Related Information.  Additional information on NAEP results including sample questions and student answers, is available at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.

Additional Information.  The NAEP data for fourth-grade reading achievement are collected biennially and have traditionally been analyzed and released in the spring of the year after collection.  With NCLB, NAEP reading and mathematics results are released six months after the assessment.  Future NAEP fourth-grade reading assessments are scheduled for 2005, 2007 and 2009.

Objective 2.2: Mathematics Achievement

	Fiscal Year
	2.2.1–2.2.6 Number of states meeting their targets for eighth-grade mathematics achievement

	
	All

Students
	Low-Income

Students
	African American

Students
	Hispanic

Students
	Students with Disabilties
	English Language Learners

	2002
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2003
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.

	
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Consolidated State Performance Reports.

Data Quality.  States submit Consolidated State Performance Reports to the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education for review.  Internal review standards guide review and reporting of data from these reports.

Related Information.  Information on the Consolidated State Performance Reports can be obtained at http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html#csp. 

Information on NAEP can be obtained at http://www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.
Additional Information.  First-year data for 2003 are expected to be available in January 2004.

Starting with SY 2002–03, each state is required to set the same annual achievement target for all students and for several student subgroups.  State targets are based on assessments from SY 2001–02.  The first tests that measure against these targets were administered in the spring of 2003 for SY 2002–03.  Therefore, FY 2003 is the first year for which state-level data will be available.  Some states have issued a State Report Card that includes their annual assessment and achievement data.
Under NCLB, state targets must increase at least every 3 years for the next 12 years, when 100 percent of all students within all subgroups are expected to achieve proficiency.  Therefore, although the targets listed above are stable, student achievement will actually need to improve steadily to meet these targets.

States are not required to administer mathematics assessments for eighth graders until SY 2005–06; therefore, the targets and data reflect middle school mathematics achievement until FY 2006.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

	Fiscal Year
	2.2.7–2.2.12 Percentage of eighth-grade public school students scoring at or above the Proficient and Basic levels on the NAEP mathematics assessment

	
	All Students
	Low Income Student
	African American Students

	
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic

	2000
	25
	62
	10
	41
	5
	30

	2001
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2002
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2003
	27
	67
	11
	47
	7
	39

	
	We met our 2003 target of 27.
	We exceeded our 2003 target of 64.
	We met our 2003 target of 11.
	We exceeded our 2003 target of 43.
	We met our 2003 target of 6.
	We exceeded our 2003 target of 31.


	Fiscal Year
	2.2.13–2.2.18 Percentage of eighth-grade public school students scoring at or above the Proficient and Basic levels on the NAEP mathematics assessment

	
	Hispanic Students
	Students with Disabilities
	Limited English Proficient Students

	
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic

	2000
	8
	40
	4
	20
	2
	21

	2001
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2002
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2003
	11
	47
	6
	29
	5
	26

	
	We met our 2003 target of 11.
	We exceeded our 2003 target of 40.
	We met our 2003 target of 5.
	We exceeded our 2003 target of 29.
	We met our 2003 target of 3.
	We exceeded our 2003 target of 26.


Source.  Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), The Nation’s Report Card: Mathematics Highlights, 2003.

Data Quality.  NAEP data are validated using rigorous NCES statistical standards and only significant differences are discussed in the NAEP reports.  However, the differences between 2003 actual percents and target percents have not been tested for statistical significance.  Small differences may not be statistically significant, especially for smaller subgroups.

NAEP scores are based on samples.  Beginning in 2002, the NAEP national sample was obtained by aggregating the samples from each state, rather than by obtaining an independently selected national sample.  As a consequence, the size of the national sample increased, and smaller differences between years or between types of students were found to be statistically significant than would have been detected in previous assessments.  To provide the ability to compare progress over time, NCES re-computed prior year results based on this new methodology.  The FY 2000 scores in the table above have been revised from our prior performance report to reflect these updated data.

NAEP results for students with disabilities represent results for a sample of students classified by their schools as having a disability.  Results from this sample cannot be generalized to the total population of such students.

NCES publishes NAEP race/ethnicity scores in the Report Cards in two ways:  based on student responses to two background questions and on school records.  Through 2002, the Department reported race/ethnicity results based on student responses.  Beginning in 2003, the Department reports race/ethnicity results based on school records.

Related Information.  NAEP data are available at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.

Additional Information.  The eighth-grade NAEP mathematics assessment is scheduled to be given every two years.  The next assessment is scheduled for 2005. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Objective 2.3: High School Achievement

	Fiscal Year
	2.3.1–2.3.6 Number of states meeting their targets for high school reading achievement

	
	All

Students
	Low-Income

Students
	African American

Students
	Hispanic

Students
	Students with Disabilties
	English Language Learners

	2002
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2003
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.

	
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Consolidated State Performance Reports.

Data Quality.  States submit Consolidated State Performance Reports to the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education for review.  Internal review standards guide review and reporting of data from these reports.

Related Information.  Information on the Consolidated State Performance Reports can be obtained at http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html#csp. 

Information on NAEP can be obtained at http://www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.
Additional Information.  First-year data for 2003 are expected to be available in January 2004.

Starting with SY 2002–03, each state is required to set the same annual achievement target for all students and for several student subgroups.  State targets are based on assessments from SY 2001–02.  The first tests that measure against these targets were administered in the spring of 2003 for SY 2002–03.  Therefore, FY 2003 is the first year for which state-level data will be available.  Some states have issued a State Report Card that includes their annual assessment and achievement data.  

Under NCLB, state targets must increase at least every 3 years for the next 12 years, when 100 percent of all students within all subgroups are expected to achieve proficiency.  Therefore, although the targets listed above are stable, student achievement will actually need to improve steadily to meet these targets.

	Fiscal Year
	2.3.7–2.3.12 Number of states meeting their targets for high school mathematics achievement

	
	All

Students
	Low-Income

Students
	African American

Students
	Hispanic

Students
	Students with Disabilties
	English Language Learners

	2002
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2003
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.
	Target is 45.

	
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.
	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Consolidated State Performance Reports.

Data Quality.  States submit Consolidated State Performance Reports to the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education for review.  Internal review standards guide review and reporting of data from these reports.

Related Information.  Information on the Consolidated State Performance Reports can be obtained at http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html#csp.  
Information on NAEP can be obtained at http://www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.
Additional Information.  First-year data for 2003 are expected to be available in January 2004.

Starting with SY 2002–03, each state is required to set the same annual achievement target for all students and for several student subgroups.  State targets are based on assessments from SY 2001–02.  The first tests that measure against these targets were administered in the spring of 2003 for SY 2002–03.  Therefore, FY 2003 is the first year for which state-level data will be available.  Some states have issued a State Report Card that includes their annual assessment and achievement data.
Under NCLB, state targets must increase at least every 3 years for the next 12 years, when 100 percent of all students within all subgroups are expected to achieve proficiency.  Therefore, although the targets listed above are stable, student achievement will actually need to improve steadily to meet these targets.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
	Fiscal Year
	2.3.13–2.3.16 Percentage of 12th-grade public school students scoring at or above the Proficient and Basic levels on the NAEP reading assessment11

	
	All Students
	African American Students

	
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic

	2002
	34
	72
	15
	51

	2003
	///
	///
	///
	///

	
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 39.
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 76.
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 17.
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 57.


	Fiscal Year
	2.3.17–2.3.22 Percentage of 12th-grade public school students scoring at or above the Proficient and Basic levels on the NAEP reading assessment

	
	Hispanic
	Students With Disabilities
	Limited English Proficient Students

	
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic
	Proficient
	Basic

	2002
	21
	58
	6
	31
	5
	30

	2003
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///
	///

	
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 24.
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 61.
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 8.
	We met our 2002 target of 31.
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 9.
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 28.


Source.  Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP), The Nation’s Report Card: Reading, 2002.  

Data Quality.  NAEP data are based on samples and are validated using rigorous NCES statistical standards; only significant differences are discussed in the NAEP reports.  However, the differences between 2003 actual percents and target percents have not been tested for statistical significance.  Small differences may not be statistically significant, especially for smaller subgroups.

NAEP results for students with disabilities represent results for a sample of students classified by their schools as having a disability.  Results from this sample cannot be generalized to the total population of such students.

Related Information.  The 2002 12th-grade reading assessment report is available at http://www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.
Additional Information.  The 12th-grade national NAEP reading assessment is scheduled to be given every four years; the most recent assessment was in 2002.  The next assessment will be in 2005, a change in the every-four-years schedule caused by NCLB requirements. 

The Department did not meet its 2002 target for 12th-grade NAEP reading scores; in fact, reading scores fell below levels seen in 1992 and 1998.  NAEP scores for 4th graders, however, showed improvement, and as these cohorts of students move through the school system, NAEP scores for secondary students should begin to show improvement.  The accountability requirements NCLB establishes for all high schools and the improvement strategies it directs low-performing, high-poverty schools to implement should also improve the academic performance of high school students in reading/language arts and mathematics.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
	2.3.23–2.3.25 Percentage of 12th-grade students who took at least one Advanced Placement exam

	Fiscal Year
	All Students
	African American Students
	Hispanic Students

	
	Actual
	Actual
	Actual

	1999
	11.7
	3.4
	6.4

	2000
	12.4
	3.9
	7.4

	2001
	13.2
	4.1
	8.1

	2002
	14.2
	4.5
	8.9

	2003
	14.8
	4.9
	10.0

	
	We made progress toward our 2003 target of 15.0.
	We made progress toward our 2003 target of 5.0.
	We met our 2003 target of 10.0.


	Fiscal Year
	2.3.26–2.3.29 Percentage of all 12th-grade students who scored 3 or higher on at least one Advanced Placement exam

	
	English
	American History
	Calculus
	Science

	1999
	4.2
	0.20
	2.8
	2.1

	2000
	4.5
	0.27
	2.9
	2.3

	2001
	4.4
	0.25
	3.1
	2.3

	2002
	4.8
	0.29
	3.4
	2.6

	2003
	4.8
	0.26
	3.5
	2.7

	
	We did not meet our 2003 target of 5.9.
	We did not meet our 2003 target of 0.40.
	We made progress toward our 2003 target of 4.4.
	We made progress toward our 2003 target of 3.6.


Source.  College Board, Advanced Placement Program National Summary Reports, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003. 

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Digest of Education Statistics, 2002. 

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Private School Universe Survey: 1999–2000.  (See Table 10.  Number and percentage distribution of private school students, by grade level and National Center for Education Statistics typology.)  

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Projections of Education Statistics to 2012.  (See Table 3.  Enrollment in public elementary and secondary schools by grade.) 

Data Quality.  The College Board and NCES each validate data according to their own statistical standards. The Department calculates the Advanced Placement (AP) performance measures by using College Board AP reports as they are available on the College Board Web site and NCES enrollment data as they are available on the NCES Web site.  Working from the publicly available data, the Department provides transparency in these data and allows them to be easily replicated.  The baseline percentages provided in the FY 2002–2003 Annual Plan resulted from a series of special analyses done by the College Board for the Department. 

AP participation indicators and achievement indicators are calculated by using data from the Advanced Placement Program National Summary Reports, 12th-grade candidates; the Digest of Education Statistics, 2001; and Private School Universe Survey: 1999–2000.  

The numerator for determining the percentage of all 12th-grade U.S. students who took at least one AP exam is the total of all 12th-grade U.S. students, in both public and private school, who took at least one AP exam.  The denominator is the total of all U.S. students, in both public and private school, enrolled in 12th grade for the year of the AP test. 

The numerator for determining the percentage of all 12th-grade U.S. African American and Hispanic students who took at least one AP exam is the total of all 12th-grade U.S. African American students and Hispanic students, respectively, in both public and private school, who took at least one AP exam.  The denominator is the total of all U.S. African American and Hispanic students, respectively, in both public and private school, enrolled in 12th grade for the year of the AP test.

The formula for determining the percentage of all 12th-grade U.S. students who scored 3 or higher on the AP exams is the total number of the 12th-grade U.S. candidates who scored 3, 4, or 5 on the particular test divided by the U.S. enrollment for 12th-grade students, in both public and private school, during the school year of the test.

The numerator for both sets of indicators is obtained from the Advanced Placement Program National Summary Reports, 12th Grade Candidates (available on the College Board Web site).  For the denominator, 12th-grade public school enrollment is obtained from the Digest of Education Statistics, 2001, and 12th-grade private school enrollment is obtained from the Private School Universe Survey: 1999–2000 (both available on the NCES Web site).
Public and private school enrollment figures for SY 1999–2000 are actual counts.  Public school enrollment figures for the 1998–99, 2000–01, 2001–02, and 2002–03 school years are projected on the basis of actual counts, using data from Projections of Education Statistics to 2012 (NCES).  Private school enrollment figures are imputed by using the annual projected counts for the public schools and the ratio of actual public/private school enrollment (10.1:1) from SY 1999–2000 (we assume here that this ratio is constant).  The annual projected count for the private school enrollment is given by

Private enrollment projection = 1/9.9 ( Public enrollment projection

            = 0.101 ( Public enrollment projection.

African American and Hispanic student enrollment figures for SY 1999–2000 are actual counts.  We estimated the 1998–99, 2000–01, 2001–02, and 2002–2003 public school enrollments for these subgroups on the basis of the percent distribution in 1999–2000, which was 17.2 percent African American and 15.6 percent Hispanic.  We estimated the 1998–99, 2000–01, 2001–02, and 2002–03 private school enrollments on the basis of the percent distribution of African American and Hispanic students to total private school student enrollment in 1999–2000, which was 9.4 percent and 8.3 percent, respectively.  In calculating the 1998–99, 2000–01, 2001–02, and 2002–03 figures, we assume the percentages are constant.

Related Information.  The Digest of Education Statistics is available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2003060.
The Private School Universe Survey: 1999–2000 is available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2001330

.  (Publication #2001-330.  See table 10 for enrollment statistics.)

The Projections of Education Statistics to 2012 is available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2002030

.  (Publication #2002–030.  See table 3 for enrollment projections.)

Additional Information.  The Department experienced mixed results in its efforts to meet targets for AP participation and achievement.  We met our participation goals for Hispanic students and made progress in participation goals for all students and African American students.  Since 1999, the Department’s Advanced Placement Incentives Program has provided funds to states for the payment of AP test fees for low-income students.  Appropriations for this program have continued to increase slightly over the years, and the fee payment is expected to continue to help increase participation in AP exams.  Progress was made toward our AP achievement targets for Calculus and Science exams, but English and American History exam achievement targets were not met.  AP achievement depends on more than AP participation because students are expected to draw from strong academic backgrounds in the subject areas of the AP exam.  One year of participation in an AP class may not provide the depth of experience in a subject required by a rigorous AP exam.  To improve the achievement of students on AP exams, the Department will continue to focus on Goal 2.3 activities designed to create a more rigorous academic curriculum for high school students.

	2.3.30 Percentage of all 18–24-year-old students who have completed high school

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	85.9

	2000
	86.5

	2001
	86.5

	2002
	Target is 86.1.

	2003
	Target is 86.5.

	Data for 2002 and 2003 data are pending.


	2.3.31 Percentage of 18–24-year-old African American students who have completed high school

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	83.5

	2000
	83.7

	2001
	85.6

	2002
	Target is 84.0.

	2003
	Target is 84.5.

	Data for 2002 and 2003 data are pending.


	2.3.32 Percentage of 18–24-year-old Hispanic students who have completed high school

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	63.4

	2000
	64.1

	2001
	65.7

	2002
	Target is 64.0.

	2003
	Target is 66.0.

	Data for 2002 and 2003 data are pending.


Source.  U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey, October 2000–01.

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Dropout Rates in the United States (2000–2001).

Data Quality.  Data validated by Bureau of the Census review procedures and by NCES validation procedures.

Related Information: Dropout Rates in the United States—2000 is available at http://www.nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2002114.

The Common Core of Data survey system of the NCES annually collects information about public school dropouts and completers from states that report dropouts.  Public High School Dropouts and Completers from the Common Core of Data: 2001 is available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2002382.

Additional Information.  Data for 2002 will be available in April 2004, and data for 2003 will be available in October 2005. 

High school completion rates represent the proportion of 18–24-year-olds not currently enrolled in high school or below who have completed a high school diploma or an equivalent credential, including a General Educational Development (GED) credential.  Completion rates rose slightly from the early 1970s to the late 1980s but have remained fairly constant during the 1990s.
Objective 3.1: Safe and Drug-Free Schools

	3.1.1 Rate of violent crimes experienced at school by students ages 12–18


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	33/1000

	2000
	26/1000

	2001
	28/1000

	2002
	Target is 24/1000.

	2003
	Target is 24/1000.

	Data for 2002 and 2003 are pending.


	3.1.2 Rate of serious violent crimes experienced at school by students ages 12–18


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	7/1000

	2000
	5/1000

	2001
	6/1000

	2002
	Target is 4/1000.

	2003
	Target is 4/1000.

	Data for 2002 and 2003 are pending.


Source.  U.S. Departments of Education and Justice, Indicators of School Crime and Safety.  

Data Quality.  The primary source of new data that provides information on the experiences of victimization at school is the Indicators of School Crime and Safety report, which is released annually and includes a special analysis of the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS).  The Indicators of School Crime and Safety report uses a variety of independent data sources from federal departments and agencies including the Census Bureau, the NCES, the Bureau of Justice Statistics, and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.  Each agency uses its statistical procedures to validate the data.  Survey estimates are derived from a stratified, multistage cluster sample of schools.

Related Information.  Data from the school crime supplement to the NCVS are available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2002/quarterly/winter01/q3.asp.  

The Indicators of School Crime and Safety report is available at http://www.nces.ed.gov/pubs2004/2004004.pdf.
Additional Information.  Violent crime includes serious violent crime and simple assault.  Serious violent crime includes rape, sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault.  Most NCVS data are reported the year after collection, but in-school victimization data come from a special analysis with a delayed release.  The most recent available data are for 2001, which were just recently released.  Data for 2002 are expected in November 2004, and data for 2003 in November 2005.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
	Fiscal Year
	3.1.3–3.1.7 Percentage of youth ages 12–17 who reported using the following substances in the past 30 days

	
	Alcohol
	Tobacco (Cigarettes)
	Marijuana
	Cocaine (Discontinued14)
	Heroin (Discontinued15)

	1999
	16.5
	14.9
	7.2
	0.5
	0.2

	2000
	16.4
	13.4
	7.2
	0.6
	0.1

	2001
	17.3
	13.0
	8.0
	0.4
	0.0

	2002
	17.6
	15.2
	8.2
	0.6
	0.0.

	2003
	Target is 12.2.
	Target is 10.3.
	Target is 5.3.16
	Target is 0.37.
	Target is 0.15.

	
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 13.2.

Data for 2003 are pending.
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 11.2.

Data for 2003 are pending.
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 5.8.

Data for 2003 are pending.
	We did not meet our 2002 target of 0.40

Data for 2003 are pending.
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 0.16

Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  The Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA), The National Survey on Drug Use and Health (formerly called the National Household Survey on Drug Abuse). 
 
 
 
Data Quality.  National Survey on Drug Use and Health data are validated by SAMHSA.  Data are updated annually.  The project interviews approximately 70,000 people age 12 years or older, in every state, over a 12-month period.  Because of the size of the sample, it is possible to make relatively precise estimates of many variables of major interest.

Related Information.  Data from the National Survey on Drug Use and Health are available at oas.samhsa.gov/nhsda.htm.

Additional Information.  The Department’s Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools is targeting its efforts toward improving these outcomes.  FY 2003 data are expected in September 2004.  The variable for “Marijuana” is now listed in the survey as “Marijuana and Hashish.”

	3.1.8 Percentage of high school students who report any alcohol use on school property in the previous 30 days

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	5

	2000
	///

	2001
	5

	2002
	///

	2003
	Target is 5.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


	3.1.9 Percentage of high school students who report any cigarette use on school property in the previous 30 days

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	14

	2000
	///

	2001
	9.9

	2002
	///

	2003
	Target is 14.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


	3.1.10 Percentage of high school students who report any marijuana use on school property in the previous 30 days

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	7.2

	2000
	///

	2001
	5.4

	2002
	///

	2003
	Target is 7.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


	3.1.11 Percentage of high school students who report being offered, sold, or given an illegal drug on school property in the previous 12 months

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2001
	30

	2002
	///

	2003
	Target is 29.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Centers for Disease Control (CDC), Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS).

Data Quality.  YRBSS surveys students about issues associated with youth morbidity and mortality, including violence and drug and alcohol use.  The system includes national, state, and local school-based surveys of students.  The national survey, conducted for the CDC, provides data from a nationally representative sample of high school students in public and private schools in the United States.

Related Information.  Data from the YRBSS are available at http://www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dash/yrbs.

Additional Information.  Actual data values for 1999 were adjusted from the Strategic Plan 2002–2007 to match the year reported to the year in which data were collected—baseline data in the Strategic Plan were for 1999, not 2001.  Data for 2001 shown above are new data, but we did not have targets for 2001.  Data are collected biennially, usually during the spring semester, and are analyzed and reported on the year following collection.  Data for FY 2003 are expected in September 2004.

Objective 3.2: Character and Citizenship

	3.2.1 Percentage of students in grade 12 who participated in community service or volunteer work


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	75.3

	2000
	75.2

	2001
	77.4

	2002
	---

	2003
	Target is 81.

	Data are unavailable and not expected.


Source.  University of Michigan, Survey Research Center, Monitoring the Future.

Data Quality.  Monitoring the Future is a repeated series of surveys in which segments of the population (8th, 10th, and 12th graders) are presented with the same set of questions over a period of years to see how answers change over time.  Data were collected from students during the spring of each year; however, data for this measure will not be collected in 2003 or thereafter.  Further, there is no other source that provides these data.  Therefore, the Department plans to discontinue this measure.

Related Information.  Information about Monitoring the Future is available at: http://www.monitoringthefuture.org/. 

	3.2.2 Percentage of 14- to 18-year-olds who believe cheating occurs by half or most students

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	43

	2000
	41

	2001
	///

	2002
	---

	2003
	50

	We did not meet our 2003 target of 39.


Source.  The Horatio Alger Association, State of Our Nation’s Youth Survey.

Data Quality.  On the basis of a telephone survey of about 1,003 students across the country, about 505 geographic points were selected randomly and proportionate to the population of each region and, within each region, by size of place.  Individuals were selected in accordance with a probability sample design that gives all telephone numbers an equal chance to be included.  The data’s statistical margin of sampling error is +/–3.1 percentage points.  Minimal weights were applied to sex and year in school.

Related Information.  Information on this survey may be obtained from the Horatio Alger Association at 703-684-9444 or is available at http://www.horatioalger.com/.

Additional Information.  The survey question on cheating was not asked in 2001 or 2002.  Data may not be comparable to previous years because the question and response options were changed for the 2003 survey.  Previous measures aggregated data about students who believe that cheating occurs in either no or few students or in half or most students.  The 2003 measure asked respondents from what they know, what proportion of students cheat using the following categories:  just a few, about 25 percent, about half, about 75 percent, near all, or not sure.  The figure reported is the aggregate of the responses for about half, about 75 percent, and nearly all categories.  Targets for 2003 are no longer valid due to the question change on the 2003 survey.  Actual data from 2003 will be used to set new targets for future years.

	
3.2.3 (New
) The percentage of students in grade 12 who would dislike it if a student intentionally did things to make his/her teachers angry

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	33.6

	2000
	32.1

	2001
	30.6

	2002
	Pending; no target


	2003
	Target is 34.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


	3.2.4 (New
) The percentage of students who think that most students in their classes would dislike it if a student cheated on a test

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	14.8

	2000
	12.2

	2001
	13.5

	2002
	Pending; no target


	2003
	Target is 17.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  University of Michigan, Survey Research Center, Monitoring the Future.

Data Quality.  This project is a repeated series of surveys in which segments of the population (8th, 
10th, and 12th graders) are presented with the same set of questions over a period of years to see how answers change over time.  Data are collected from students during the spring of each year.  Each year’s data collection takes place in approximately 420 public and private high schools and middle schools selected to provide an accurate representative cross section of students throughout the contiguous United States.

Related Information.  Information about Monitoring the Future is available at http://www.monitoringthefuture.org/. 

Additional Information.  Monitoring the Future, begun in 1975, has many purposes, including studying changes in the beliefs, attitudes, and behavior of young people in the United States.  Data for FY 2003 will be available in December 2003.

Objective 4.1: Education as an Evidence-Based Field

	4.1.1 Percentage of new IES and OSEP research and evaluation projects funded by the Department that are deemed to be of high quality by an independent review panel of qualified scientists

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2001
	40

	2002
	53

	2003
	66

	We made progress toward our 2003 target of 90.


	4.1.2 Percentage of new IES and OSEP research and evaluation publications that are deemed to be of high quality by an independent review panel of qualified scientists

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2001
	0

	2002
	100

	2003
	Not applicable

	There were no 2003 publications to review.


Source.  Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences (IES), Independent external review panels.

Data Quality.  Review panels composed of senior scientists with expertise in various content areas evaluated a random sample of newly funded proposals for IES and OSEP (Office of Special Education Programs) projects.  Reviews are standardized using criteria developed by IES.

Additional Information.  Independent review panels convened by the Department to evaluate the quality of new projects and publications are independent of peer review panels that oversee the selection of projects.  These panels are convened after the close of the fiscal year to review projects and publications of the prior year.

	4.1.3 Of new IES and OSEP research and evaluation projects that address causal questions, the percentage that employ randomized experimental designs

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2001
	46

	2002
	78

	2003
	94

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 71.


	4.1.4 Of new IES and OSEP research and evaluation publications that address causal questions, the percentage that describe studies that employ randomized experimental designs

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2001
	0

	2002
	100

	2003
	Not applicable

	There were no 2003 publications to review.


Source.  Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences.

Data Quality.  Research staff evaluate all newly funded research proposals.  Quality review standards were developed by IES.  Each product and proposal is reviewed to determine if the project includes questions of effectiveness (i.e., causal questions) and, if so, whether the project employs randomized experimental designs. Inter-rater reliability checks are completed to ensure the reliability of the data.

Additional Information.  Presence of a causal question is defined as a study in which one variable is hypothesized to affect a second variable.

A randomized experimental design is defined as instances in which there is an experimental treatment group and one or more comparison groups with random assignment of participants to treatment or comparison conditions.  If a proposal or publication included a design in which two or more groups of participants were compared but did not explicitly indicate that random assignment procedures would be used, the proposal was recorded as not using a randomized experimental design.

Objective 4.2: Relevance of Research

	4.2.1 Percentage of new research projects funded by the Department that are deemed to be of high relevance to educational practice as determined by an independent review panel of qualified practitioners

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2001
	24

	2002
	53


	2003
	Target is 54.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Panel Reviews.

Data Quality.  An external panel of qualified practitioners evaluated the relevance of a random sample of newly funded research proposals submitted in 2003.  The inclusion of only experienced practitioners and administrators in education and special education on the panel promotes the quality of the data.

Additional Information.  Data for 2003 are expected to be available in November 2003.  The independent review panel referenced here is different from the peer review panels that oversee the selection of projects.  The panel was convened at the close of the fiscal year to review projects and publications as a way to judge the effectiveness of the Department’s quality control mechanisms.

	4.2.2 Number of hits on the What Works Clearinghouse Web site


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	---

	2003
	1,522,922

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 1,000,000.



Source.  Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, What Works Clearinghouse Web site.

Data Quality.  Automated Web software enables an accurate count of Web hits, exact items receiving the greatest number of hits, and time intervals of Web visits.

Related information.  Additional information on the What Works Clearinghouse is available at 

http://w-w-c.org/ or call 301-519-5444.

Additional Information.  The What Works Clearinghouse Web site was created in October 2002.

	4.2.3 Percentage of K–16 policy makers and administrators who report routinely considering evidence of effectiveness before adopting educational products and approaches

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	42

	2003
	---

	Data for 2003 are unavailable and not expected.


	4.2.4 (Discontinued
) Percentage of K–16 policy makers and administrators who report that they use research products of the Department in policy-making decisions

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	41

	2003
	---

	Data for 2003 are unavailable and not expected.


Source.  Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, The Decision Maker Survey, 2002.

Data Quality.  The sample for the Decision Maker Survey included individuals across levels in the decision- and policy-making process—district and state level decision-makers for K–12 and higher education, state and national policymakers, and leaders of national associations of education.  The decision-makers were distributed across high-, low-, and average-achieving districts and states, across urban and rural areas, and across all regions of the country.

Small sample size, however, limited the reliability of the data.  Additionally, it became clear that the individuals surveyed could indicate whether they used research products in their policy-making decisions but did not know whether the Department was the source of those research products.

Additional Information.  Although the Department set a target for 2003, it was later determined that the next Decision Maker Survey will be conducted in 2005 and that the identification of using Department materials will not be included.  Thus measure 4.2.3 will be next reported in FY 2005, and measure 4.2.4 has been discontinued effective FY 2004.

Objective 5.1: College Access and Completion

	Fiscal Year
	5.1.1–5.1.4 Percentage of 16–24-year-old high school graduates enrolled in college the October following graduation

	
	Overall
	White
	Black
	White-Black Gap

	1999
	62.9
	66.3
	58.9
	7.4

	2000
	63.3
	65.7
	54.9
	10.8

	2001
	61.7
	64.2
	54.6
	9.6

	2002
	Target is 63.8.
	Target is 66.9.
	Target is 59.6.
	Target is 7.3.

	2003
	Target is 64.1.
	Target is 67.0.
	Target is 60.3.
	Target is 6.7.

	
	Data for 2002 and 2003 are pending.


	Fiscal Year
	5.1.5–5.1.9 Percentage of 16–24-year-old high school graduates enrolled in college the October following graduation

	
	Hispanic
	White-Hispanic Gap
	Low Income
	High Income
	Income Gap

	1999
	42.2
	24.1
	49.4
	76.0
	26.6

	2000
	52.9
	12.8
	49.7
	77.1
	27.4

	2001
	51.7
	12.5
	43.8
	79.8
	36.0

	2002
	Target is 50.0.
	Target is 16.9.
	Target is 51.5.
	Target is 76.9.
	Target is 25.4.

	2003
	Target is 51.5.
	Target is 15.5.
	Target is 53.5.
	Target is 77.0.
	Target is 23.5.

	
	Data for 2002 and 2003 are pending.


Source.  Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, October 2001, released in December 2002. 
Data Quality.  Information includes those ages 16–24 completing high school in a given year.  Actual values are one-year averages calculated from the Current Population Survey.  Data are subject to both Census and NCES validation procedures.

Related Information.  The Department of Education’s Condition of Education is available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2003067. 

Additional Information.  FY 2002 data will be reported in late December 2003.  FY 2003 data will be reported in late December 2004. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

	Fiscal Year
	5.1.10–5.1.15 National percentage of full-time, bachelor degree-seeking students 

who graduate from four-year institutions within six years

	
	Overall
	White
	Black
	White-Black Gap
	Hispanic
	White-Hispanic Gap

	1999
	53.0
	56.0
	35.4
	20.6
	40.9
	15.1

	2000
	52.4
	55.4
	35.7
	19.7
	41.5
	13.9

	2001
	Pending; no target28
	Pending; no target
	Pending; no target
	Pending; no target
	Pending; no target
	Pending; no target

	2002
	Target is 52.7.
	Target is 56.0.
	Target is 37.0.
	Target is 19.0.
	Target is 41.0.
	Target is 15.0.

	2003
	Target is 53.1.
	Target is 56.1.
	Target is 38.9.
	Target is 17.2.
	Target is 42.5.
	Target is 13.6.

	
	Data for 2002 and 2003 are pending.



 

	Fiscal Year
	5.1.16–5.1.21 Percentage of full-time, degree- or certificate-seeking students at two-year institutions

 who graduate, earn a certificate, or transfer from a two-year school within three years27

	
	Overall
	White
	Black
	White-Black Gap
	Hispanic
	White-Hispanic Gap

	1999
	34.4
	35.3
	29.5
	5.8
	32.5
	2.8

	2000
	32.7
	34.0
	26.5
	7.5
	30.1
	3.9

	2001
	Pending; no target28
	Pending; no target
	Pending; no target
	Pending; no target
	Pending; no target
	Pending; no target

	2002
	Target is 32.5.
	Target is 34.0.
	Target is 26.3.
	Target is 7.7.
	Target is 30.5.
	Target is 3.5.

	2003
	Target is 32.7.
	Target is 34.1.
	Target is 27.0.
	Target is 7.1.
	Target is 30.8.
	Target is 3.3.

	
	Data for 2002 and 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Graduation Rate Survey (GRS), part of the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).  

Data Quality.  Data are subject to NCES validation procedures.  Years represent rates of graduation for graduating cohort.  For example, the percentage of the 1994 cohort that graduated from a four-year institution by 2000 is reported in 2000; the percent of the 1997 cohort that graduated, earned a certificate, or transferred from a two-year institution by 2000 is reported in 2000.

Although the survey can provide information on whether the students transferred from a two-year school, the data do not distinguish the students who transferred to a four-year school from those who transferred to another two-year school.  The reported numbers reflect any student who successfully transferred out of the school within three years.
Related Information.  NCES’s postsecondary survey site (including IPEDS) is available at http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/SurveyGroups.asp?Group=2.

Additional Information.  Both FY 2001 data and FY 2002 data will be reported in February 2004.  FY 2003 data will be reported in November 2004.  

Note: FY 2002 is the initial year for which the GRS is mandated.  As soon as the 2002 data analysis and release are completed, work will proceed on the 2001 data.  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
	Fiscal Year
	5.1.22–5.1.25 (Discontinued29) Percentage of parents of students in middle school who talked with a counselor about the availability of financial aid for postsecondary study30

	
	Overall
	Low Income
	High Income
	Income Gap

	1999
	27
	23
	30
	7

	2000
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2001
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2002
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2003
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	Data are unavailable and not expected.



 
 
 

	Fiscal Year
	5.1.26–5.1.29 (Discontinued31) Percentage of parents of students in high school who talked with a counselor about the availability of financial aid for postsecondary study32

	
	Overall
	Low Income
	High Income
	Income Gap

	1999
	48
	39
	52
	13

	2000
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2001
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2002
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2003
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	Data are unavailable and not expected.


	Fiscal Year
	5.1.30–5.1.33 (Discontinued33) Percentage of parents of students in middle school who talked with a counselor 

about the academic requirements for postsecondary study34

	
	Overall
	Low Income
	High Income
	Income Gap

	1999
	10
	8
	12
	4

	2000
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2001
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2002
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2003
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	Data are unavailable and not expected.


	Fiscal Year
	5.1.34–5.1.37 (Discontinued35) Percentage of parents of students in high school who talked with a counselor about the academic requirements for postsecondary study36

	
	Overall
	Low Income
	High Income
	Income Gap

	1999
	38
	28
	48
	20

	2000
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2001
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2002
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2003
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	Data are unavailable and not expected.



 
 
 

Source.  Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), National Household Education Survey (NHES), conducted in 1999 and reported in May 2001.  

Data Quality.  This survey no longer asks questions that provide data for the above measures, and there is no other source for the data.  These measures have not been reported since 1999.  

Related Information.  Further information about the NHES survey is available at http://nces.ed.gov/nhes/.

Additional Information.  The survey has introduced new, similar questions in its family awareness section.  Accordingly, new measures with a similar purpose have been developed and included in the Department’s FY 2004 Annual Plan, and these measures have been discontinued effective FY 2004.

Objective 5.2: Accountability of Postsecondary Institutions

	5.2.1 Percentage of states and territories submitting Title II reports with all data reported using federally required definitions

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2001
	63

	2002
	80

	2003
	Target is 100.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Title II Data System, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).

Data Quality.  Data are reported by the institutions and are subject to NCES verification and validation.
In anticipation of the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, the Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE) prepared a report that identified weaknesses in Title II reporting and proposed possible changes to address them.  A review of state reports suggests that states continue to have problems using the federal definition of waivers in reporting on teacher characteristics.  Therefore, the Department may have difficulty in achieving our FY 2003 target of 100 percent.

Additional Information.  Data for FY 2003 will be available in April 2004.

	5.2.2 (Discontinued
) Percentage of states with comprehensive reporting systems for colleges and universities that include student retention data and graduation rates for four-year degree seekers after four, five, and six years; graduation rates for two-year degree and certificate seekers after two and three years; and transfer rates for students at two-year and four-year institutions, disaggregated by student demographic factors such as race, gender, ethnicity, disability, and federal aid versus nonfederal aid recipient

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2001
	0

	2002
	0

	2003
	0

	We did not meet our 2003 target of 60.


Source.  Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).

Data Quality.  IPEDS data are reported by the institutions and are validated by NCES.

Related Information.  IPEDS is available at http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds.

Additional Information.  Successfully meeting this objective will require the cooperation of the postsecondary community, the states, and the Congress.  OPE is participating in a series of panel meetings to discuss the institutional reporting system.  We are seeking the advice and input of the panel about the additional reporting requirements needed to achieve the objective of this performance measure.  Also, OPE and the National Postsecondary Education Cooperative (NPEC) are looking into definitional issues related to persistence, degree completion, and job placement to further refine the appropriate approaches for supporting state-level efforts.  

However, to date, states have not modified their data collection and reporting systems to be able to report student persistence and completion with the necessary levels of disaggregation and with the required multiple time frames.  It is unlikely that states will make the necessary changes to comply with the requirements of this measure. Therefore, the Department discontinued this measure effective FY 2004.

Objective 5.3: Funding Postsecondary Education

	5.3.1 Average national increases in college tuition, adjusted for inflation

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	5.4%

	2000
	4.5%

	2001
	3.1%

	2002
	6.4%

	2003
	Target is 3.0%.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, Fall Enrollment Survey and Institutional Characteristics Survey.

Data Quality.  Survey data are for the entire academic year and are average charges paid by students.  Tuition and fees were weighted by the number of full-time-equivalent undergraduates but were not adjusted to reflect student residency.  The data have not been adjusted for changes in the purchasing power of the dollar over time. 

Related Information.  College Board statistics on increases in tuition costs are available at http://www.collegeboard.com/press/cost02/html/cost02a.html.
Additional Information.  The College Board recently reported that from the 2001–02 school year to the 2002–03 school year, tuition and fees increased by 5.8 percent at four-year private institutions (average $18,273) and by 9.6 percent at four-year public institutions (average $4,081), the largest increase in a decade (see additional information on the Web site for the College Board report).  Despite the rising tuition and fees, the College Board report stressed that over the last decade, tuition growth at four-year colleges and universities was less than 40 percent, after adjusting for changes in consumer prices—much lower than the increase of about 60 percent during the preceding decade.

Department data on tuition and fees for 2003, which are used to determine our performance on this measure, are expected in December 2003.

	5.3.2 Unmet need as percentage of cost of attendance for low-income dependent students

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2000
	43.1

	2001
	///

	2002
	---

	2003
	---

	Data are unavailable and not expected.


	5.3.3 Unmet need as percentage of cost of attendance for low-income independent students with children

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2000
	60.6

	2001
	///

	2002
	---

	2003
	---

	Data are unavailable and not expected.


	5.3.4 Unmet need as percentage of cost of attendance for low-income independent students without children


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2000
	46.2

	2001
	///

	2002
	---

	2003
	---

	Data are unavailable and not expected.


Source.  The National Postsecondary Student Aid Survey (NPSAS) released as Student Financing of Undergraduate Education: 1999–2000, June 2002.

Data Quality: NPSAS data are available in intervals of four years. Data are subject to NCES verification and validation.

Related Information.  NPSAS information is available at http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/npsas/.

Additional Information.  For the following reasons, data on these measures will not be reported for 2002 and 2003:

· The NPSAS, the source for this measure, is available only every four years.

· The measurement is derived from students who receive aid; therefore, it is unclear what impact the “unmet need” is having on access.

· Unmet need can most effectively be reduced by appropriating more funding for student aid and, therefore, mirrors levels of student aid appropriations.

The Department plans to discontinue these measures effective FY 2005.

	5.3.5 Borrower indebtedness (expressed as average borrower payments) for federal student loans as a percentage of borrower income


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	6.5

	2000
	6.4

	2001
	  ///


	2002
	---

	2003
	---

	Data are unavailable and not expected.


Source.  Department of Education, National Student Loan Data System (NSLDS) records merged with income data from the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) (analysis conducted by the Department’s Policy and Program Studies Service).

Data Quality.  IRS data are validated by the Department of the Treasury and NSLDS data are validated by Office of Federal Student Aid (FSA) and the reporting state agencies.

Related Information.  Information on student aid as compiled by the College Board is available at http://www.collegeboard.com/press/cost02/html/cost02b.html.

Additional Information.  Data for 2001 will be available December 2003.  

In prior years, the banking community used this measure as a barometer for what constituted an acceptable level of debt and the Department used this measure as well.  In recent years, however, the banking community has embraced “credit scoring.”  We no longer have a meaningful benchmark to assess a reasonable debt ratio.  Thus, we plan to discontinue this measure effective FY 2005.

Objective 5.4: HBCUs, HSIs, and TCUs

	5.4.1 Percentage of HBCUs, HSIs, and TCUs with a positive fiscal balance

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2000
	67

	2001
	71

	2002
	69

	2003
	Target is 79.

	We did not meet our 2002 target of 74.

Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).

Data Quality.  Data are self-reported from institutions and estimate the total universe in this measure.  Nearly all Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs), Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs), and Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs) participate in the IPEDS Financial Report and are, therefore, represented by the data.  An institution’s status as an HSI is determined by Hispanic and low-income student enrollment, which can fluctuate from year to year and cannot be exactly determined from IPEDS enrollment data.  However, a reasonable approximation can be based on the IPEDS enrollment data.

Related Information.  Information on the White House Initiative on Historically Black Colleges and Universities is available at http://www.ed.gov/about/inits/list/whhbcu/edlite-index.html. 

Information on the White House Initiative on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans is available at http://www.yesican.gov/. 

The NCES report Hispanic Serving Institutions Statistical Trends 1990–1999 is available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2002/2002051.pdf.

Information on the White House Initiative on Tribal Colleges and Universities is available at  http://www.ed.gov/about/inits/list/whtc/edlite-tclist.html. 

IPEDS description and data are available at http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/.

Additional Information.  Data from IPEDS is collected annually by NCES.  Data for FY 2003 will be available in September 2004.  

Our status on this measure reflects the economy.  The President’s economic recovery plan is expected to help more of these institutions achieve a positive fiscal balance.  The financial situation of a school is largely related to the financial situation of its graduates, who would make donations to the school.

	5.4.2 Percentage of HBCUs, HSIs, and TCUs with evidence of increased technological capacity (such as wireless systems, high speed Internet connections, distance learning programs, or other evidence of technological innovation)

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	---

	2003
	---

	Data are unavailable and not expected.


Data Quality.  The Department intended to obtain data from OPE’s Annual Performance Report.  However we determined that the information obtained from this report was not adequately aligned with this measure.

Related Information.  Information on the White House Initiative on Historically Black Colleges and Universities is available at http://www.ed.gov/about/inits/list/whhbcu/edlite-index.html. 

Information on the White House Initiative on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans is available at http://www.yesican.gov/.

The NCES report Hispanic Serving Institutions Statistical Trends 1990–1999 is available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2002/2002051.pdf.

Information on the White House Initiative on Tribal Colleges and Universities is available at http://www.ed.gov/about/inits/list/whtc/edlite-tclist.html . 

Additional Information.  Because there is no viable data source, the Department plans to discontinue this measure effective FY 2005.

Objective 5.5: Literacy and Employment of American Adults

	5.5.1 Percentage of all persons served by state vocational rehabilitation (VR) agencies who obtain employment

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	62.5

	2000
	62.5

	2001
	60.7

	2002
	60.2

	2003
	Target is 63.5

	We did not meet our 2002 target of 63.0.

Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, RSA-113 Quarterly Cumulative Caseload Report.

Data Quality.  Data for this measure are derived from the RSA–113, the Quarterly Cumulative Caseload Report.  This report is submitted by the 80 state vocational rehabilitation agencies to the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) on a quarterly basis, with the fourth-quarter report containing cumulative data for the entire year.  Data are validated first by RSA regional office staff for accuracy and reasonableness and then by Department staff at headquarters who perform additional edits.  RSA’s management information system, which was recently implemented, will automate much of this editing process.  This information is cross-checked against information that state Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) agencies provide to RSA from the RSA–911, a report on individuals closed out of the VR program in a given fiscal year.  The agreement between the summary report (the RSA–113) and the individual case report (RSA–911) is determined and resolved before databases are considered final.  If RSA identifies systematic problems through the edit process, state agencies are required to correct any data submission problems. The 2001 actual data value has been corrected to reflect corrections submitted to RSA by state agencies.

Related Information.  VR publications and reports are available at http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/osers/rsa/products.html.

Additional Information.  This measure identifies the rate at which individuals with disabilities benefit from VR services in terms of employment.  In recent years, because of a statutory mandate, the program has been refocused to serve increasingly larger numbers of individuals with significant disabilities who require more extensive services over an extended period of time.  Performance on this measure increased gradually until FY 2001.  However, in FY 2001, the percentage began to decrease.  This decrease is believed to be due to the weak economy and the fact that individuals placed in extended employment are no longer considered to have achieved an employment outcome under this program.  Because of these factors, performance on this measure is not expected to increase significantly.  Data for 2003 are expected in April 2004.

Objective 6.1: Financial Integrity and Management and Internal Controls

	6.1.1 Achievement of an unqualified audit opinion

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	Qualified

	2000
	Qualified

	2001
	Qualified

	2002
	Unqualified

	2003
	Unqualified

	We met our 2003 target of an unqualified audit opinion.


Source.  Independent Auditors’ FY 2003 Financial Statement and Audit Report.

Data Quality.  Independent auditors follow professional standards and conduct the audit under the oversight of the Office of Inspector General.  There are no data limitations.

Related Information.  The FY 2002 Performance and Accountability Report is available at http://www.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/2002report/index.html.  

The FY 2003 Performance and Accountability Report is available at http://www.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/2003report/index.html.

Additional Information.  The Department received our second consecutive clean for FY 2003.  The clean opinion was a crucial milestone in the Department’s efforts toward creating a permanent culture of accountability.

	6.1.2 Financial management grade received on “report card” by the Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial Management and Intergovernmental Relations

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	D-

	2000
	D-

	2001
	D-

	2002
	---

	2003
	---

	Data are unavailable and not expected.


Source.  Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial Management and Intergovernmental Relations of the House Committee on Government Reform.

Data Quality.  The Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial Management and Intergovernmental Relations issued a “Report Card” grade based on published criteria.  There are no data limitations.

Related Information.  Information about the House Committee on Government Reform is available at http://www.house.gov/reform/gefmir/.

Additional Information.  The Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial Management and Intergovernmental Relations is no longer issuing a report card on financial management.  The last report card issued by the subcommittee was for FY 2001.  The Department plans to discontinue this measure effective FY 2005.  However, the Department continues to focus on and is making progress in financial management.  

	6.1.3 Number of audit recommendations from prior year financial statement audits remaining open

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	48

	2000
	18

	2001
	19

	2002
	8

	2003
	3

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 7.


Source.  Department of Education, Audit Accountability and Resolution Tracking System.

Data Quality.  Data are drawn from the electronic system identified above.  Managers with responsibility for the affected areas provide updates to the status of all open audit recommendations in this system.  When the corrective actions have been implemented and the manager determines that the recommendation has been completed, the Office of the Chief Financial Officer makes a final determination that the recommendation can be closed.

Additional Information.  The Department has made a concerted effort over the last several years to implement audit recommendations from prior year financial statement audits to improve financial management and obtain a clean audit opinion.  The Department closed 181 of the 184 prior year audit recommendations dating back to the FY 1995 audit; 15 of the recommendations were closed during FY 2003.

Examples of significant achievements resulting from closure of the audit recommendations include the following:

· Applied standard methodologies to perform timely (within 30 days of month-end) reconciliations of significant program accounts.

· Developed procedures regarding the resolution of unmatched schedules within Fund Balance with Treasury.

· Reconciled the Budget Clearing and Suspense Accounts on a timely basis.

· Enhanced data mining activities (an analysis of existing data to identify patterns) and developed other approaches to search for duplicate and potential improper payments.

· Developed a plan for meeting accelerated time schedule for producing interim and year-end financial statements.
· Improved financial reporting related to credit reform.
	6.1.4 Number/percentage of performance-based contract actions 

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	72 

	2000
	110 

	2001
	414 

	2002
	44% 

	2003
	45%

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 25.



	6.1.5 Percentage of eligible service contract dollars in performance-based contracts

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	20

	2000
	43

	2001
	52

	2002
	59

	2003
	60

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 50.


Source.  Department of Education, Central Automated Processing System (EDCAPS) and Federal Procurement Data Source

Data Quality.  Data are drawn from Department systems.  The Department began computing the percent of actions in 2002.  Prior data are available only for the number of actions.  Contract dollars include only new contracts and modifications to existing Performance-Based Service Contracting contracts awarded in a year identified.  
Additional Information.  Since FY 2001, the Department has exceeded the governmentwide objective to apply performance-based contracting to at least 50 percent of its annual acquisition dollars.  In addition, the Department has set and exceeded its targets for the percentage of contract actions that are performance based.  The Department is also improving the performance measures being used in these contracts to focus on more challenging results.

	6.1.6 Percentage of erroneous payments


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	---

	2003
	Set benchmark of 2.5

	We set a benchmark in 2003.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of the Chief Financial Officer.

Data Quality.  Based on OMB’s guidance for the implementation of Public Law (PL) 107–300, the Improper Payments Information Act of 2002, significant erroneous payments are defined as annual erroneous payments in the program exceeding both 2.5 percent of program payments and $10 million.  Because the programs for which the Department has historical data show dollar amounts that are generally above the $10 million threshold, the Department determined that using 2.5 percent as the baseline for erroneous payments was the most pragmatic and efficient means to obtain a starting point.

Related Information.  OMB guidance on implementing the Improper Payments Information Act of 2002 can be found at http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/memoranda/m03-13.html

.
Additional Information.  The Department uses data mining (an analysis of existing data to identify patterns) to identify potential misuse/abuse of both purchase and travel cards.  Software applications are used 

to seek and identify weekend purchases, inappropriate purchases, and use of the travel card and/or ATM withdrawals when employees are not in travel status.  In addition, the span of control for purchase cards was reduced; travel card limits were lowered across the board; and travel cards that have not been used in more than one year are being deactivated. 

	

6.1.7 Federal administrative cost per grant transaction

	Fiscal Year
	Discretionary Grants

Actual 
	Formula Grants

Actual 

	2002
	---
	---

	2003
	$8,128
	$4,065

	We set a baseline in 2003.
 


Source.  Department of Education, Financial Management System Software (FMSS).  

Data Quality.  The baseline calculation is not limited to a single transaction in the grant award process; it includes time spent on the Planning, Reviewing, and Pre-Award and Award functions of discretionary and formula grants.  Discretionary and formula grants do not include grants that are provided under the Student Financial Assistance programs.  In addition, the baseline calculation does not make a distinction between new awards and continuation awards.

The costs calculated by the Department reflect the costs per grant award, not the cost per single grant transaction.  The Department intends to modify the language of this performance measure.

Additional Information.  During FY 2003, the Department expended approximately $130 million to award 21,044 grants totaling $38 billion.  The Department determined that one full-time equivalent (FTE) produces approximately 23 discretionary grants or 42 formula grants.

Administrative costs generally rise every year.  Therefore, it is most likely that the cost of awarding grants will correspondingly rise each year.  The three variables that primarily affect the administrative cost of grant awards are

· amount of appropriations, 

· number of staff, and 

· number of grants.  

Knowing that federal salaries increase some amount every year illustrates this point.  In addition, despite vast improvements as a result of technological advances (e.g., the governmentwide e-grants initiative), the savings are seen in time rather than directly in dollars.  The Department is tracking the grant award schedules and hopes to be able to demonstrate this type of savings by the next reporting period. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Objective 6.2: Management of Human Capital

	Fiscal Year
	6.2.1–6.2.4 (Discontinued44) Percentage of ED Employees with certain beliefs

	
	Employees are focused on results and show interest in improving the services of their organization
	Employees hold their leaders in high regard
	Employees believe their organization has set high but realistic results-oriented work expectations for them
	Employees believe their organization supports their development and expects them to improve their skills and learn new skills to do their jobs better

	2000
	52
	56
	62
	71

	2001
	///
	///
	///
	///

	2002
	55
	66
	77
	83

	2003
	---
	---
	---
	---

	
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 52.

Data for 2003 are unavailable and not expected.
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 56.

Data for 2003 are unavailable and not expected.
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 62.

Data for 2003 are unavailable and not expected.
	We exceeded our 2002 target of 71.

Data for 2003 are unavailable and not expected.


Source.  Department of Education, ED Employee Survey, administered December 1999–January 2000 using a modified version of the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) Organizational Assessment Survey (FY 2000 data).

Office of Personnel Management, Federal Human Capital Survey, administered May 2002–August 2002, results released to federal agencies March 2003 (FY 2002 data).

Data Quality.  The wording of the questions on the two survey instruments differs, but the underlying concepts are similar.  No similar survey was conducted in FY 2003.

Additional Information.  These indicators were replaced with new indicators in the revisions to the Strategic Plan that were published in the FY 2004 Annual Plan.  The employee surveys measure perception of the Department’s human capital management strategy, but did not provide information on the progress or results of its implementation.  The new measures provide annual, objective information that the Department can use to direct its management activities and reforms.

The 2002 data represent respondents who provided favorable or neutral responses to the following: 

6.2.1:
“Employees have a feeling of personal empowerment and ownership of work processes.” 

6.2.2:
“I hold my organization’s leaders in high regard.”

6.2.3:
“I am accountable for achieving results.”  

6.2.4:
“Employees receive the training they need to perform their jobs.”

	6.2.5 Percentage of principal offices that have identified recruitment needs in their principal office recruitment plan and that are taking actions to fill critical positions with needed skills


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	///

	2003
	89% of offices identified recruitment needs. 

No data are available on actions to fill critical positions.

	We made progress toward our 2003 target of 50% of offices identifying recruitment needs and taking actions to fill critical posistions with needed skills.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of Management (OM), Human Resources Service, Analysis of 2003 Recruitment Plans submitted as of August 2003. 

Data Quality.  The status of “made progress” is assigned based on the percentage of offices that identified recruitment needs. Data will be available on actions to fill critical positions in the third quarter of FY 2004. 

When the recruitment plans are updated in FY 2004, data will be available on actions taken to fill leadership and mission critical positions, as identified in the initial recruitment plan.

Additional Information.  The Department exceeded expectations on the completion of recruitment plans, but does not yet have data to determine whether offices are taking actions that result in closing critical skills gaps.  Seventeen of 19 offices have recruitment plans; 2 offices are completing their plans.  One office, IES, is reorganizing; it is excluded this year and will be included next year.  The analysis of the first recruitment plans will be carried out in the third quarter of FY 2004.  This will allow the Department to track separations and appointments over time.

	6.2.6 (Discontinued
) Percentage of managers satisfied with services received from OM when hiring staff

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	52

	2003
	---

	Data are unavailable and not expected.


Source.  Department of Education, Managers’ Survey, November–December 2003. 

Data Quality.  The Department’s Office of Management sent the FY 2002 HRS Satisfaction Survey to 589 managers in the Department.  The overall response rate for the Managers’ Survey was 22 percent. 

Additional Information.  This measure is being replaced by measures that are more consistent with the Department’s overall human capital plan.

	6.2.7 Number of positions for which solicitations are issued under the revised A–76 guidelines


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	///

	2003
	25.4% 

of the 2000 Fair Act Inventory

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 15% of the 2000 Fair Act Inventory.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of the Chief Financial Officer.

Data Quality.  The number of FTE is based on the statements of work that were issued for the two business functions being competed under the A–76 guidelines.  There are no data limitations.

Related Information.  The request for proposal (RFP) for Human Resources/Training can be found at www1.eps.gov/spg/ED/OCFO/CPO/ED-03-R-0016/listing.html.  

The RFP for Payment Processing can be found at www1.eps.gov/spg/ED/OCFO/CPO/ED-03-R-0015/listing.html. 

Information about the A-76 guidelines is available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a076/a76_incl_tech_correction.html.

Additional Information.  On June 30, 2003, the Department issued RFPs for both the Human Resources/Training and Payment Processing competitions.  The Human Resources/Training RFP includes services currently being performed nationwide, including staffing, classification, hiring, employee relations, and training and development activities.  The Payment Processing RFP includes services currently being performed nationwide, including timely and accurate processing and issuance of funds to satisfy obligations for nongrant/loan requests for payment. The responses to both RFPs were submitted on August 14, 2003.  The Department expects to finalize the competitions in FY 2004.

	6.2.8 (New
) Percentage of performance, cash, and time-off awards that are given to employees with ratings in the top three levels in the EDPAS system

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	///

	2003
	100

	We met our 2003 target of 100.


Source.  Department of Education, Federal Personnel and Payroll System, Education Department Performance Appraisal System (EDPAS), Awards data and ratings of record. 

Data Quality.  There are no data limitations. Data reflect awards granted between May 1 and August 9, 2003; 99.8 percent was rounded to 100 percent.

Additional Information.  Of 1,117 awards, 1,115 were given to employees who were rated successful or higher (99.8 percent).  Two awards (time off) went to an employee rated minimally successful (MS) (0.2 percent).

	6.2.9 (New
) Percentage of personnel in the lowest two EDPAS rating levels who have performance improvement activities under way

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	///

	2003
	55

	We did not meet our 2003 target of 70.


Source.  Department of Education, Federal Personnel and Payroll System (to identify employees with ratings of minimally successful [MS] and unacceptable [U]) and data submitted by Principal Offices (on performance improvement activities for these employees).

Data Quality.  There are no data limitations.

Additional Information.  Fifty-five percent (36) of the 65 employees who were rated MS or U have performance improvement activities under way (29 do not).  Organizations that have not initiated improvement activities are being advised to do so and provided guidance as to what could be done.  Fifteen percent (10) of the 65 employees are either retiring, have new positions, are under a proposal for removal, or have long-term illnesses, which impacted the managers’ ability to have performance improvement activities under way.

	6.2.10 (New
) Percentage of EDPAS employees who have documented ratings of record

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	///

	2003
	86

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 80.


Source.  Department of Education, Federal Personnel and Payroll System ratings for the Education Department Performance Appraisal System (EDPAS) rating period from January 1–April 30, 2003.

Data Quality.  There are no data limitations.  Data reflect information in FPPS as of August 2003.

Additional Information.  A new rating system, EDPAS, was developed and implemented for General Schedule employees, linking their performance standards to the Department’s strategic priorities and presenting five levels of performance.  Of 4,233 employees eligible to receive an EDPAS rating, 3,637 employees have ratings on file. 

This first shortened rating cycle of EDPAS indicates that ratings better reflect differences in employee performance.  Under the prior pass-or-fail system, only 7 to 10 employees nationwide (0.2 percent) would receive a rating of fail.  Under EDPAS, 1.5 percent of employees who were rated received a less than successful rating.  
Objective 6.3: Information Technology

	6.3.1 Percentage of major IT investments that achieve less than a 10% variance of cost and schedule goals


	Fiscal Year
	Cost Variance Actual
	Schedule Variance Actual

	2002
	94.4
	83.3

	2003
	Target is 60.

	Target is 60.

	We exceeded our 2002 target of 50.  

Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of the Chief Information Officer, Earned Value Management System Workbook.

Data Quality.  The data are collected as part of the Information Technology (IT) Investment Management process Select and Control phases.  Project managers provide cost and schedule information for their development milestones and operational expenditures.  The project managers formulate estimates of remaining work based on actual costs to date, the percentage of milestones complete, their own knowledge of the initiative, and contractor feedback where applicable.

Additional Information.  The data for FY 2003 will be available in November 2003.

During FY 2003, the Department instituted a cost and schedule of milestones baseline change management process.  Project managers’ requests to modify a baseline are considered by the Planning and Investment Review Group Leadership Team (PIRWG LT).

	6.3.2 (Discontinued
) Percentage of customer ratings of ED IT services “good” or “better”

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	90

	2003
	92.3

	We made progress toward our 2003 target of 95.


Source.  Department of Education, information derived from customer service help desk survey results. 

Data Quality.  Data are generated from an automated survey system.  Survey is administered by e-mail.  There are no data limitations.

Additional Information.  This performance measure was discontinued effective FY 2004 because it does not measure the progress the Department is making in implementing the President’s Management Agenda
e-government initiative.  

The Department surveys every fifth customer that receives IT related customer service.  In 2003, 5.3 percent of customers that filled out the survey did not answer the one question regarding the overall service received from OCIO.  In researching the comments received, most complaints were about help desk procedures.  The Department has updated these procedures and is continuously reviewing ways to improve customer service.

	6.3.3 OMB burden hour estimates of Department program data collections per year

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	42.07 M

	2000
	40.93 M

	2001
	40.65 M

	2002
	38.40 M

	2003
	39.06 M

	We did not meet our 2003 target of 38 M.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO), Program files.  

Office of Management and Budget, Burden calculations.

Data Quality.  Data are validated by internal review procedures of the Regulatory Information Management Group of the OCIO.  Data are estimated for all of the Department’s data collections from the public.  The Department makes initial estimates and OMB later confirms those estimates or provides revised estimates.  In the table above, data for 2003 are based on the Department’s estimates.  OMB will confirm these estimates or provide revised estimates in late November 2003.

Related Information.  The information collection document that outlines all OMB approved collection efforts, as well as those collections waiting for OMB approval (pending), are available at http://edicsweb.ed.gov.  

Additional Information.  Overall, the Department reduced the burden hours for collections compared to FY 2002 collection requirements and regulations.  The 39.06 million figure includes 1.01 million hours that resulted from new data collections required for NCLB and other Department programs and an increase in the number of loan and grant applicants during FY 2003.  These factors and others have and will most likely continue to result in an increase in burden hours for existing collections.  In light of these factors, the Department plans to revise its targets for FY 2004 and FY 2005.

	6.3.4 (New
) Percentage of loan programs providing online application capability

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2003
	100

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 95.


	6.3.5 (New
) Percentage of grant programs providing online application capability

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2000
	5

	2001
	20

	2002
	29

	2003
	57

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 15.


Source.  Department of Education, Federal Student Aid Title IV Systems and Office of the Chief Financial Officer, Grant Administration and Payment System (GAPS).

Data Quality.  There are no data limitations.

Additional Information.  All of the Department’s Title IV loan programs provide online capability.  In addition to the fact that the eligibility application, Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA), is available online, students and parents can also complete and sign loan applications/promissory notes online.  

Three formula grant programs and 106 or 57 percent of discretionary grant programs used e-Application to receive electronic applications.  This is an increase of 54 discretionary programs over 2002 and 73 programs since 2001.  This is the fourth year that the Department’s e-Application system for grants has been available. The e-Application system supports all of the Department’s standard forms and has been modified to support additional program specific forms and requirements for programs that do not use the Department’s standard forms and application process.

	6.3.6 (New
) Percentage of currently identified Tier 1 and 2 systems that complete Certification and Accreditation

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2003
	10

	We met our 2003 target of 10.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO), Program files.

Data Quality.  There are no data limitations.

Additional Information.  The Department completed Certification and Accreditation for the following six Tier 2 systems, which represent 10 percent of all Tier 1 and 2 systems:

· OCIO GISRA POA&M Database 

· OCR Elementary and Secondary School Civil Rights Compliance Report—Major Application 

· OCR Elementary and Secondary School Civil Rights Compliance Report—General Support System 

· OCR Case Management System

· OM Security Tracking System

· FSA EZ-Audit System

The certification and accreditation of all Tier 1 and 2 systems will be completed no later than December 31, 2004.  The Department expects to complete the certification and accreditation for all Tier 3 and 4 systems by December 31, 2003.  


Objective 6.4: Student Assistance Programs

	6.4.1 Student Financial Assistance programs will leave the GAO high risk list and will not return
 

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	Completed 94% of the High Risk Plan

	2003
	The audit opinion is clean; 

SFA programs remain on the GAO High Risk List.


	We made progress toward our 2003 target of a clean opinion and leaving the GAO High Risk List.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of Federal Student Aid (FSA) High Risk Plan and Progress Reports.

Independent Auditors’ FY 2003 Financial Statement and Audit Report.
Data Quality.  Independent auditors follow professional standards and conduct the audit under the oversight of the Office of the Inspector General.  In addition, internal quality control procedures are followed to ensure that the data are correct.

Additional Information.  The Department and FSA each received a clean opinion on their financial statements for FY 2002 and FY 2003.  The clean opinions are important milestones in the Department’s efforts toward creating a permanent culture of accountability and are crucial to FSA’s efforts to have the Student Financial Assistance (SFA) programs removed from the General Accounting Office (GAO) High Risk List.  

On June 9, 2003, GAO denied the Secretary’s request for a special “off-cycle” reconsideration of the designation of SFA programs as high risk.  GAO reviews the programs it designates as high risk on a biennial basis.  The past assessment was conducted in FY 2002 with publication in January 2003.  The next assessment opportunity will be in FY 2004 with publication of the final report in January 2005.  FSA has made considerable progress in FY 2003 in building on its foundation for management.  Improvements have been made in financial management, in program integrity, and in the strategic management of human capital.  In addition, FSA is improving its management of information technology resources to improve services 

for customers and partners and is moving forward with its modernization of FSA programs to improve their integrity.  FSA will continue to work with GAO staff to ensure that they are informed of our progress towards resolving Department management issues and sustaining improvement in the SFA programs.

	6.4.2 Default recovery rate in percent

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	1999
	8.0

	2000
	7.5

	2001
	7.8

	2002
	7.6

	2003
	9.5

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 7.6.


Source.  Department of Education, Debt Collection Management Systems (DCMS) Management Information System (MIS) reports.

Data Quality.  Internal quality control and auditing procedures are followed to ensure that the data are correct.

Additional Information.  As of September 30, 2003, FSA had recovered $1.33 billion of the $13.975 billion in defaulted loans held by the Department.

	6.4.3–6.4.4 Percentage of Pell Grants overpayments
 and erroneous
 payments

	Fiscal Year
	Overpayments

Actual
	Erroneous Payments

Actual

	2001
	3.4
	///

	2002
	3.3
	///

	2003
	3.1
	4.9

	We met our 2003 overpayment target of 3.1.  We did not meet our 2003 erroneous payment target of 3.6.


Source.  Analysis of sampled Internal Revenue Service income data to data reported on the Department of Education’s Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) reported by FSA and Recipient Financial Management System.

Data Quality.  The overpayment measure is determined by dividing the estimated dollar amount of overpayments by the total dollar value of Pell Grants awarded in FY 2003.  The erroneous payments measure is determined by totaling the dollar amount of estimated overpayments and underpayments and dividing by the total dollar value of Pell Grants awarded in FY 2003.

Additional Information.  FSA has implemented numerous strategies for reducing erroneous payments in the Federal Pell Grant Program.  We continue to use applicant data from the Central Processing System (CPS), Pell payment data from Common Origination and Disbursement (COD) system, and IRS data to refine and improve our verification selection criteria to better identify applicants who are likely to have made income-reporting errors on their FAFSA that would result in significant over-awards in the Pell Grant Program.  In addition, we continue to review MIS reports, as well as customized queries of the CPS, to identify and analyze fields on the FAFSA that are frequently corrected and, therefore, potentially most error prone.  In combination with these efforts, we continue to conduct usability testing on the FAFSA to identify questions that applicants and their families have difficulty understanding.  These questions have been reworded on the 2004–05 FAFSA to be clearer and, therefore, easier for applicants to answer accurately.  We have also added additional logic to our Web applications that is designed to detect and point out to applicants potential mistakes before application data is transmitted to the CPS.  FSA has also taken additional steps to inform students and parents who estimate income information on the FAFSA that they must compare their FAFSA answers to their tax returns once they have completed them and to promptly make any necessary changes to their FAFSA data to avoid losing or having to repay federal student aid they have received.  Most important, we are continuing to work with OMB and Treasury in support of proposed legislation to revise the IRS Code to authorize the matching of Title IV SFA applicant data to tax return data.

	6.4.5 Timeliness of FSA major system reconciliations to the general ledger in days

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	45

	2003
	Oct–Mar: 35 days

Apr–Sept: 24 days

	We exceeded our 2003 target of Oct-Mar: 40 days and Apr-Sept: 30 days.



Source.  Department of Education, Internal System Reports.

Data Quality.  Internal quality control and auditing procedures are followed to ensure that the data are correct.

Additional Information.  On the average during FY 2003, FSA reconciled its program accounts to supporting detail within the time targeted.

	6.4.6 Customer service (measure of service levels of targeted FSA transactions with public)

	Fiscal Year
	FSA Product or Service Being Measured
	Actual

	2002
	---
	---

	2003
	FAFSA on the Web
	86

	
	Direct Loan Servicing
	77

	
	Common Orgination & Disbursement (COD) System
	66

	
	Lender Reporting System (LaRS)
	71

	We set baselines in 2003. 



Source.  FY 2003 American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) survey.  

Data Quality.  ACSI scores are indexed from 1–100.  ACSI provides a national, cross-industry, cross-public and -private sector economic indicator produced by a partnership of the National Quality Research Center (at the University of Michigan Business School), CFI Group, and the American Society for Quality.  The ACSI uses a widely accepted methodology to obtain standardized customer satisfaction information.

Additional Information.  FSA customer surveys were not undertaken during FY 2002 so that the Department could evaluate prior survey efforts to make certain that methodologies were valid, that satisfaction efforts were aligned to the appropriate business processes or products, and that the obtained information warranted the resources expended.  The FY 2003 FSA customer service surveys are more focused than in the past to obtain only the most pertinent information about the most high profile, frequently used products.

FAFSA on the Web is the Web-based product that applicants complete to determine their eligibility for federal student aid.  As of October 1, 2003, about 7.7 million out of a total of 11 million applicants have used FAFSA on the Web.  Direct Loan Servicing is the process by which loans are repaid and includes the issuing of monthly statements; collecting of loan balances; and offering customer-service help and Web-based help and information.  As of September 2003, there were approximately 4.1 million borrowers in a repayment status with a combined outstanding principal balance of $55.5 billion.  The Common Origination and Disbursement (COD) system is the mechanism that schools use to receive and account for federal funds used in the Direct Loan and Pell Grant Programs.  Nearly 5,300 schools participating in the Pell and/or Direct Loan Programs used the COD during the 2002-2003 academic year.  Altogether, $23.7 billion in grants and loans were processed through this system.  The Lender Reporting System (LaRS) is the mechanism that lenders and servicers use to receive interest and special allowance payments from the Department on their active Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL)  Program loan portfolios.  Approximately 4,000 lenders and/or their servicers use LaRS. 

FSA ACSI scores (indexed from 1–100) are generally good and are in the range of national benchmarks including the national ACSI that stands at 74; federal agencies with a score of 70; and the banking industry with an average of 74.  The FAFSA on the Web score is exceptional and compares favorably with amazon.com, which, with a score of 88, is the highest rated company in the ACSI index.  Scores for COD and LaRS are lower than the student and borrower customer groups, but are in line with business-to-business satisfaction results, which tend to run 5-10 points lower (65–74 for banking and telecommunications).

	6.4.7 Integration of FSA processes and systems that work together to support FSA program delivery functions


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	100

	2003
	Met 100% of the targets in FSA’s sequencing plan; updated integration plan through the data strategy effort

	We met our target of meeting 100% of the targets in FSA’s sequencing plan and re-evaluating our targets for 2004–2007.



Source.  Department of Education, Internal FSA Progress Reports.

Data Quality.  Internal quality control and auditing procedures are followed to ensure that the data are correct. 

Additional Information.  FSA has made considerable progress in furthering its integration goals. Notable accomplishments for FY 2003 include the following:

· Enhancing Forms 2000

· Retiring RFMS and DLOS

· Stabilizing LAP/LaRS

· Implementing ezAudit

· Creating an integrated project management oversight group

· Implementing an electronic PLUS master promissory note

· Starting the procurement of the Common Services for Borrowers (CSB) solution

In FY 2003, FSA also began defining a comprehensive Enterprise Data Strategy and implementation approach to address system integration needs. 

Objective 6.5: Budget and Performance Integration

	6.5.1 Percentage of Department programs reviewed under the PART process that demonstrate effectiveness


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	22

	2003
	Target is 40.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


	6.5.2 Percentage of Department program dollars associated with programs reviewed under the PART process that demonstrate effectiveness


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	46

	2003
	Target is 60.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Analysis of Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) findings.

Data Quality.  Only programs for which PART reviews are complete are eligible to be identified as effective.  PART analysis began in 2002.  Over the five-year period 2002 through 2006, the Department will conduct PART analyses on all programs. 

Effective is defined as a score of at least 50 percent on Section IV of the PART, which evaluates program results.  Measure 6.5.1 compares the number of effective programs to the total number of programs that were reviewed under the PART.  Measure 6.5.2 compares the appropriations for the effective programs to the appropriations for all programs that were reviewed under the PART.  FY 2002 data reflect FY 2002 appropriations and programs that had PART reviews conducted during FY 2002.  Appropriation amounts include only program budget authority and exclude salaries and expenses budget authority.  FY 2003 data, when available, will reflect FY 2003 appropriations and programs that had PART reviews conducted during or prior to FY 2003.  Data for 2002 have been revised to reflect final PART scores.  (The FY 2002 Performance and Accountability Report used preliminary PART scores.)

For many programs that do not demonstrate effectiveness, the Department has not yet collected sufficient performance data.  No conclusion should be drawn that programs that did not meet this standard for effective are ineffective.  

Related Information.  Information about the OMB PART process is available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budintegration/part_assessing2004.html.
Additional Information.  Data for FY 2003 are expected in February 2004.  The NCLB made significant changes to most of the Department’s elementary and secondary education programs.  We expect to see major improvements in performance information over the next two years as performance measures are improved, data on the first full year of implementation of NCLB become available, and the Performance-Based Data Management Initiative becomes operational.

Objective 6.6: Faith-Based and Community Organizations

	6.6.1 (Discontinued
) Percentage of non-statutory barriers relating to technical assistance and outreach identified in the Report on Findings that are removed

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	60

	2003
	80

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 75.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of the Secretary, Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives.

Additional Information.  This performance measure was removed effective FY 2004 because there is only one nonstatutory barrier identified in the Report on Findings that needs to be removed.  This barrier is the lack of technical assistance and outreach.  Eighty percent of this barrier has been removed through the following outreach efforts:

· Seven regional conferences explaining grants process to 10,000 faith-based and community organizations  (FBCOs).  

· Eight workshops on becoming a supplemental service provider attended by 883 FBCOs.

· Web cast tutorials for each discretionary grant program.  

· Two workshops on after-school programs attended by 150 FBCOs. 

· Web site that provides user-friendly catalogue of grant information and detailed guidance on seeking grants.  

	6.6.2 Percentage of programs amenable to participation by FBCOs in which novice applicant reform is implemented


	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	62

	2003
	100

	We exceeded our 2003 target of 50.


Sources.  “Community Technology Center,” Federal Register, Vol. 68, no. 119 (June 20, 2003): 37059.

“Carol M. White Physical Education,” Federal Register, Vol. 68, no. 62 (April 1, 2003): 15912.

“Early Reading First,” Federal Register, Vol. 68, no. 47 (March 11, 2003).

“PIRC Grant,” Federal Register, Vol. 68, no. 131 (July 9, 2003): 40913–40914.

Data Quality.  There are no data limitations.

Related Information.  Information on initiatives of the Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives at the Department of Education is available at http://www.ed.gov/faithandcommunity/.

Additional Information.  Novice applicant reform was implemented in the four Department grant programs open to FBCOs. 

	6.6.3 (New
) Number of grant applications from FBCOs in discretionary grant programs

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	///

	2003
	Target is setting a baseline.

	Data for 2003 are pending.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of the Secretary, Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives.

Additional Information.  The data for FY 2003 will be available by December 2003.

Objective 6.7: President’s Quality Award

	6.7.1 President’s Quality Award

	Fiscal Year
	Actual

	2002
	 Applied for the award and gained insight

	2003
	 Applied for the award and gained insight

	We met our 2003 target of applying for the award and gaining insight.


Source.  Department of Education, Office of Management, Application materials. 

Office of Personnel Management (OPM).

Data Quality.  Award status is reported by the OPM. 

Additional Information.  The Department submitted three applications for the President’s Quality Award on September 5, 2003.  
Key to Tables in Appendix A





/// 	=	Data for this measure are provided by a periodic collection that is not annual or the collection has not yet begun.


--- 	=	Data are unavailable and not expected.


M 	=	Million


Tables contain data for 1999 – 2003, to the extent that measures were in place for those years.


Bolded entries represent data not previously reported in an annual performance report.





Key to Documentation in Appendix A





Source.  Identifies the original source(s) of the data provided in the corresponding table.


Data Quality.  Includes information such as how data were collected, calculated, and reviewed; data strengths and limitations; and plans for improvement of data quality.


Related Information.  Identifies the location of supplementary information about the topic addressed by the performance measure(s).


Additional Information.  Provides relevant background about a measure.  Also provides an explanation for unmet targets and actions being taken or planned to address the shortfall.  Where data are not yet available, the section provides the date by which data are expected to be available.














� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified the statement of this measure to be consistent with OMB’s use of the PART to measure program effectiveness.  Actual data values for the prior year were recomputed under the new definition and targets were modified for consistency.


� Ibid.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified this measure statement to include all of the major flexibility provisions under NCLB and modified the 2003 target to set the baseline.


� The baseline for REAP and the Transferability Authority will be set in FY 2003; the baseline for Local-Flex will be set in FY 2004.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued this measure effective FY 2004.  


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department replaced TBD, which appeared in our 2003 Annual Plan, with a numerical target.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified the 2003 target to be to set the baseline because the baseline was not previously set.


� The Department established this measure for grades K–12; beginning in 2002, data will be available for only grades K–8.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued this measure effective FY 2004.  


� Ibid.


� In addition to targets related to the 12th-grade NAEP reading assessment, our 2003 Annual Plan set targets related to the 12th-grade NAEP mathematics assessment.  In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, we noted that the schedule for the NAEP 12th-grade mathematics assessment had changed, which eliminates that measure for 2003.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified the statement of this measure to use rates instead of counts.


� Ibid.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued this measure effective FY 2004.  We provide the required information here, but do not discuss this measure in the Performance Details Section.


� Ibid.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified this target based on trend data.  However, we provide the required comparison here based on the target set in our 2003 Annual Plan.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified grade-level coverage of this measure because of a change in data source availability and modified the target accordingly.


� The Department added this measure in our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan.


� This measure was first established for FY 2003.


� The Department added this measure in our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan.


� This measure was first established for FY 2003.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified the measure statements of this objective for clarity.


� This value is corrected from the FY 2002 Performance and Accountability Report.  The status is unchanged.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department moved this measure from Goal 4 to Goal 1.


� In our 2003 Annual Plan, the 2003 target was stated as twice the baseline as set in 2002.  In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified this target to a numerical value because a baseline was not set in 2002.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued this measure effective FY 2004.  


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with �our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department slightly modified this �measure to correctly reflect the available data; students who transfer �from a two-year institution may transfer to a four-year or another two-year �institution.


� Because our Strategic Plan was developed and published in �FY 2002, we do not have targets for 2001.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with �the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued these �measures effective FY 2004.  We provide the required information �here, but do not discuss the measure in the Performance Details �Section.


� Our Strategic Plan set 2003 targets for these measures.  Our 2003 �Annual Plan inadvertently identified the 2003 targets as 2002 targets.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with �the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued these �measures effective FY 2004.  We provide the required information �here, but do not discuss the measure in the Performance Details �Section.


� Our Strategic Plan set 2003 targets for these measures.  �Our 2003 Annual Plan inadvertently identified the 2003 targets �as 2002 targets.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued these measures effective FY 2004.  We provide the required information here, but do not discuss the measure in the Performance Details Section.


� Our Strategic Plan set 2003 targets for these measures.  Our 2003 Annual Plan inadvertently identified the 2003 targets as 2002 targets.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued these measures effective FY 2004.  We provide the required information here, but do not discuss the measure in the Performance Details Section.


� Our Strategic Plan set 2003 targets for these measures.  Our 2003 Annual Plan inadvertently identified the 2003 targets as 2002 targets.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued this measure effective FY 2004.  


� Baseline data for 2000 provided in our Strategic Plan were erroneously reported as 64.2 percent.  The correct value is 46.2 percent.  In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, we modified the targets to reflect the original intent to reduce the percentage by 1 percent per year.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified this measure statement for clarity.


� Because our Strategic Plan was developed and published in FY 2002, we did not have a target for 2001.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department raised this target to 45 percent, based on trend data.  However, we provide the required comparison here, based on the target set in our 2003 Annual Plan.


� Our 2003 Annual Plan identifies measures of erroneous payments in terms of amount and number.  In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified these measures to be based on percentage to provide trend data consistent with industry standards, and we established a 2003 target of setting the baseline.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with the FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified the 2003 target to be to set the baseline because the baseline was not previously set.





� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued these measures effective FY 2004.  


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department used this measure to replace the “skill gap” measure stated in our 2003 Annual Plan with this measure and modified the target accordingly.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued this measure effective FY 2004.  


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department revised this measure to align with governmentwide standards.


� The Department established this measure in our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department revised this measure, replacing significant with major.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department raised this target to 90 percent based on trend data.  However, we provide the required comparison here, based on the target set in our 2003 Annual Plan.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued this measure effective FY 2004.  


� The Department established this measure in our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified the measure statement to correctly reference the programs.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified this target by adding the achievement of a clean audit opinion.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified the statement of this measure from amount to percentage to be consistent with best practices.  Actual data values were recomputed under the new definition and targets were modified accordingly.


� The Department established this measure in our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department replaced TBD, which appeared in our 2003 Annual Plan, with this numerical target.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department replaced TBD, which appeared in our 2003 Annual Plan, with a target of setting a baseline in 2003.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified this measure statement for clarity.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department replaced TBD, which appeared in our 2003 Annual Plan, with a specific target.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified the statement of this measure to be consistent with OMB’s use of the PART to measure program effectiveness.  Actual data values for the prior year were recomputed under the new definition and targets were modified for consistency.


� Ibid.


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department discontinued this measure effective FY 2004.  


� In our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan, the Department modified this measure statement for clarity.


� The Department established this measure in our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan, submitted with our FY 2004 Annual Plan.
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