Archived Information

How the Department Reports Performance Results

Performance results are discussed throughout this report.  Department-wide strategic performance measures are discussed at a summary level in the executive summary, they are further amplified in the discussion of each strategic goal in the Performance Detail section, and they are fully amplified in appendix A.  Each strategic goal discussion also reports the percentage of performance measures met by those programs that most directly support that goal.  A full performance report for each program that had measures can be found at http://www.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/2003report/index.html.  

The Department published Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan in March 2003, within our FY 2004 Annual Plan.  These adjustments included some modifications of 2003 strategic measures and targets to better align our measures to our objectives and to adopt replacement measures where data were not available for prior measures.  The Performance Details section of this report summarizes our results on our 2003 measures as revised by our Interim Adjustments to the Strategic Plan. 
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The Performance Details section also sets the national context for each of our goals and describes the accomplishments of our programs over the past year.  This discussion is followed by our results on our strategic measures.  Many of our strategic measures are in clusters—for example, reading scores on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assessment—for all students and disaggregated by race, ethnicity, and income.  To provide an overall picture of our progress without excessive detail in the Performance Details section, we roll such clusters up into a single score—green, yellow, or red, as explained below.  The Performance Details section also includes our results for fiscal year (FY) 2002, as well as those available for FY 2003.  

We report on every original 2003 strategic measure in appendix A and include available historic data.  Appendix A includes for each measure the source, a discussion of data quality, related Web links, and additional information.  For measures with pending data, an expected date is provided, and for measures for which we failed to meet the target, there is a discussion of cause and future plans.

Goals and Objectives

Goal 1: Create a Culture of Achievement

1.1
Link federal education funding to accountability for results.

1.2
Increase flexibility and local control.

1.3
Increase information and options for parents.

1.4
Encourage the use of scientifically based methods within federal education programs.

Goal 2: Improve Student Achievement

2.1
Ensure that all students read on grade level by the third grade.

2.2
Improve mathematics and science achievement for all students.

2.3
Improve the performance of all high school students.

2.4
Improve teacher and principal quality.

Goal 3: Develop Safe Schools and Strong Character

3.1
Ensure that our nation’s schools are safe and drug free and that students are free of alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs.

3.2
Promote strong character and citizenship among our nation’s youth.

Goal 4: Transform Education into an Evidence-Based Field

4.1
Raise the quality of research funded or conducted by the Department.

4.2
Increase the relevance of our research in order to meet the needs of our customers.

Goal 5: Enhance the Quality of and Access to Postsecondary and Adult Education

5.1
Reduce the gaps in college access and completion among student populations differing by race/ ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and disability while increasing the educational attainment of all.

5.2
Strengthen accountability of postsecondary institutions.

5.3
Establish effective funding mechanisms for postsecondary education.

5.4
Strengthen Historically Black Colleges and Universities, Hispanic-Serving Institutions, and Tribal Colleges and Universities.

5.5
Enhance the literacy and employment skills of American adults.

Goal 6: Establish Management Excellence 

6.1
Develop and maintain financial integrity and management and internal controls.

6.2
Improve the strategic management of the Department’s human capital.

6.3
Manage information technology resources, using e-gov, to improve service for our customers and partners.

6.4
Modernize the Student Financial Assistance programs and reduce their high-risk status.

6.5
Achieve budget and performance integration to link funding decisions to results.

6.6
Leverage the contributions of faith-based and community organizations to increase the effectiveness of Department programs. 

6.7
By becoming a high-performance, customer-focused organization, earn the President’s Quality Award.
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Goal 1: Create a Culture of Achievement

The four pillars of education reform that guided the Department’s work in 2003 reflect the principles of No Child Left Behind (NCLB), the education legislation signed into law January 8, 2002.  The pillars are

· Link federal education funding to accountability for results.

· Increase flexibility and local control.

· Increase information and options for parents.

· Encourage the use of scientifically based methods within federal education programs. 

Over the years, the federal government has created hundreds of programs intended to address problems in education, and we have not always determined whether the programs produced results at the local school level.  The first pillar of reform challenges that policy and establishes a new policy of targeting federal dollars to programs that show success in improving student achievement.  Local schools are the first level of accountability for improving student achievement.  States review local school report cards and determine when to reward a successful program and when to revise an unsuccessful one to make it more successful.  The second pillar links accountability to the flexible use of federal program funds.  In exchange for accountability for results, policy makers at the state and local levels have greater flexibility to allocate resources according to their particular system’s needs.  The third pillar provides parents with school report cards based on state accountability systems.  Parents with children in schools that persistently need improvement have options to transfer them to another school or to receive supplemental educational services in the community.  The fourth pillar focuses on a means for classroom success: implementation of scientifically based programs of instruction that have been proven to work.  The four pillars work together to support the President’s directive: no child left behind.   

Link Federal Education Funding to Accountability for Results
State Accountability Systems.  Each state that accepts federal education funds under NCLB is required to develop and implement a single, statewide accountability system to ensure that all local educational agencies (LEAs), public elementary schools, and public secondary schools make adequate yearly progress in moving all students to proficiency in mathematics and reading/language arts by the 2013–14 school year.  Accountability plans for all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico were approved by the Department in 2003. NCLB requires that states report annually on their progress in reaching the 2014 goal of academic proficiency for all students.  To measure progress toward reaching the 2014 goal, states used 2001–02 school year data as the starting point.  States set student achievement targets for 2003 as well as incremental targets for outlying years until the timeline’s end in 2013–14 when all students are expected to reach proficiency.  Data reporting states’ success in meeting their 2003 targets for the school year that just ended are pending.  School and district performance, in addition to being reported to the Department, will be publicly reported on district and state report cards.  State report cards must be available to the public, be accessible in languages of major populations in the state, report student assessment results for all students and subgroups of students, and report graduation rates for secondary school students disaggregated by student subgroups.  

Adequate yearly progress requirements provided for in state accountability systems were applied to SY 2002–03 student achievement results for all students and all subgroups, with resulting rewards and sanctions being implemented during the 2003–04 school year.  As states implement their approved accountability plans this school year, the Department is taking an active role in providing guidance and technical assistance to states as needed.  The Department is also monitoring states to ensure they are implementing their plans as approved.  

Federal Program Accountability.  During 2002 and 2003, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) evaluated the effectiveness of a portion of federal education programs using the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART).  Evaluation results were used in preparing the fiscal year (FY) 2004 and FY 2005 budget submissions.  These PART reviews also identified 2002 and 2003 program performance strengths and weaknesses and identified areas for improvement in performance.  Programs that participated in PART reviews used the PART process to begin revising long-term and annual performance measures with an eye toward building a track record of results that merits continued or additional resources.  Programs not reviewed by PART were encouraged to develop performance data from evaluations, Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) related data, and program analyses to use for budget justifications, strategic planning, and management reform.  In FY 2003, to expand the benefit of PART, the Department’s program offices, Strategic Accountability Service, and Budget Service worked together to develop FY 2004 performance measures for 17 programs that had not previously had GPRA measures and substantially revised GPRA measures for an additional 19 programs.

In FY 2003, the Department conducted significant planning to incorporate performance measures into grant programs.  To ensure that we share common expectations with our grantees for programs’ results, the Department began to redesign discretionary grant application packages and review processes to include well-designed measures that are performance focused.  The intent is to inform applicants before a grant competition about the particular program’s performance goals and measures that will be used to assess grantee and program performance.  Revised application packages emphasize both the ability and the intent of the applicant to provide objective, reliable performance data.  
The National Reporting System (NRS) is the primary driver of accountability and program performance for the federal adult education grant program.  The Department worked throughout FY 2003 to assist states in improving the reliability and utility of the performance data collected through this system.  The Department published and disseminated technical assistance manuals that help states and local administrators implement effective strategies for increasing the quality of the performance data they collect and for using these data to improve adult education programs.  Representatives from 48 states attended three regional training institutes that, using a “train the trainer” model, were designed to help states deliver training on these topics to local program administrators.  The Department also began working with the Department of Labor to help it adapt the NRS for measuring learning gains among youth participants in its programs. 

Planning for a Department Web-based system for tracking the outcomes of federal programs serving English Language Learner (ELL) students began in 2003 and is currently in the developmental stage.  The system will include state-level baseline and updated data that track the enrollment status and progress of ELL students in academic achievement and English language proficiency.

The Department reformed strategies for monitoring accountability under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) state grant programs that focus on improving educational results for students with disabilities.  In 2003, the first year of implementation, all states completed a self-assessment of their performance and compliance and submitted an improvement plan to the Department.  Additionally, we reviewed the effectiveness of states’ systems for data collection, assessment, and monitoring. 

The Department created and released several publications in 2002 and 2003 to improve the information available about grant implementation and results.  These studies and reports include No Child Left Behind: A Desktop Reference; State Education Indicators with a Focus on Title I: 1999-2000; The Same High Standards for Migrant Students: Holding Title I Schools Accountable; and the State ESEA Title I Participation for 1999–2000: Final Summary. 

Increase Flexibility and Local Control
NCLB includes several flexibility provisions that allow states and LEAs options for using federal funds for programs that have the most positive impact on the students they serve.  

Flexibility Authorities.  Under the State Flexibility Authority (State-Flex) and the Local Flexibility Demonstration Program (Local-Flex), NCLB allows the Secretary to authorize limited flexibility for up to 7 eligible states and up to 80 LEAs in states without flexibility authority.  This authorization allows states and districts to consolidate certain non-Title I federal formula grant program allocations in accordance with a pre-negotiated plan and in exchange for improving student achievement.  States receiving State-Flex authority may authorize flexibility agreements in as many as 10 LEAs.  In FY 2003, 1 state received State-Flex authority.  The Local-Flex competition was not completed by the end of FY 2003.
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NCLB allows states and LEAs to transfer a portion of the federal program funds that they receive under certain federal formula programs to other federal formula grant programs. In 2003, 3 states notified the Department of their intention to use the authority provided in the State and Local Transferability Provisions.  

The Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) provides flexibility to rural districts that lack the personnel and resources to compete effectively for federal competitive grants and that receive grant allocations in amounts that are too small to be effective in meeting their intended purposes.  Under REAP, NCLB allows a participating LEA to use federal funds allocated by formula under the eligible programs for any of a number of activities authorized under ESEA, including activities authorized under Title I, Part A.  

The Education Flexibility Partnership Act (Ed-Flex) authorizes the Secretary to delegate to state educational agencies (SEAs) with strong accountability safeguards the authority to waive requirements of certain state-administered formula grant programs.  With a delegated Ed‑Flex authority, an SEA may waive certain federal requirements that may impede the ability of LEAs or schools in carrying out educational reforms and in raising the achievement levels of all students.  In 2003, 10 states had Ed-Flex authority, the same number of states that held the authority in 2002.

Under Title I, Part A, requirements, schools that receive Title I, Part A, grant funds (depending on school poverty rate) are eligible to operate targeted assistance programs, where students are identified to receive services based on individual academic need, or schoolwide programs, which offer schools the opportunity to use Title I, Part A, funds in combination with other federal, state, and local funds to upgrade the entire educational program in a school.  Eligible schools are increasingly using the schoolwide approach.  To qualify to conduct a schoolwide program under NCLB provisions, at least 40 percent of a school’s students must be from low-income families.  Under previous legislation, the poverty threshold was 50 percent; NCLB lowered the school poverty threshold to allow more schools to combine their federal dollars to improve the quality of the entire school.  

Customer Responsiveness.  The Department’s attempts to increase flexibility are also demonstrated by our commitment to listening to our customers and meeting their needs. 

The Department administered our first Customer Satisfaction Survey of Chief State School Officers in FY 2002 to collect data on how well we serve our customers in providing technical assistance, producing helpful products and services, and using the Web for communication.  The FY 2002 survey results established a baseline 63 percent overall satisfaction rate for “all of ED’s products and services.”  The Department exceeded the FY 2003 target of 65; 68 percent of the Chief State School Officers expressed overall satisfaction with the Department’s services.  The 2003 survey expanded our respondents to include representative customers of our Offices of Elementary and Secondary Education, Vocational and Adult Education, and Special Education and Rehabilitative Services.  Among the five additional groups of state officials surveyed in the 2003 survey, satisfaction ranged from 74 percent to 85 percent, with 77 percent satisfaction in the aggregate.  

The Department surveys customers of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) on our publications, data files, and overall services using comprehensiveness, utility, and timeliness as markers.  FY 2003 results are pending.  (See http://www.nces.ed.gov/.)

In FY 2003, the Department resumed use of the American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) to assess customer satisfaction with student financial assistance programs.  The ACSI is a composite index based upon the overall satisfaction of customers and their comparisons of product or service to their expectations and to the ideal product or service.  We surveyed and received baseline scores for the following:  Free Application for Federal Student Aid on the Web (86); Direct Loan Servicing (77); School Common Origination and Disbursement (66); and Lender Reporting System (71).  The Department’s ACSI scores are generally good and are in range of the national benchmarks including the National ACSI (74), the federal government (70), and the banking industry (74).  For more information about the Department’s customer survey results, see appendix A, Performance Data Tables, page 194.
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Streamlining Data Collection.  The Department in FY 2003 continued efforts to reduce the burden on states as they apply for federal program funds and meet statutory reporting requirements.  The Performance-Based Data Management Initiative (PBDMI) is consolidating many of the Department’s current data collections.  This will result in reduced data collection burden to the states, improved usefulness of information to all levels of government, and improved accuracy and will help meet implementation and accountability requirements for the Department’s elementary and secondary programs of NCLB.  Phase I of the project will culminate with the November 2003 electronic transfer of common data for school year (SY) 
2002–03 by each state.  These common data elements represent the information requirements of federal 
K–12 formula grant programs, plus statistical reporting and civil rights data.  To reach the state submission stage and to prepare for Phase II, PBDMI undertook a range of activities in FY 2003.  The Department with PBDMI’s leadership 

· Determined information requirements of 20 K–12 formula grant programs, including those in NCLB, special education, and vocational education plus surveys by the NCES and the Office for Civil Rights.

· Conducted state site visits to document and analyze the individual data administration and information system capacities of each SEA. 

· Developed a model for a shared data repository to receive the first data submission by the states of PBDMI data elements and subsequently built a shared database to receive the state-submitted PBDMI data in November 2003.

· Assessed reports on elementary and secondary education expenditures to shape the content of Phase II PBDMI data elements describing federal program funding at the state, district, and school levels.

· Aligned data definition standards with software-industry standards under development by the Schools Interoperability Framework.

Increase Information and Options for Parents
NCLB acknowledges the critical role that parents play in the education of their children and enhances that role by giving parents more information about the schools their children attend and more choices in the way their children are educated.  During FY 2003, the Department pursued implementation of those elements of the Act through the Secretary’s creation of a new Office of Innovation and Improvement, one of whose principal missions is to carry out activities that enhance parental choice and information.  This office administers the Department’s major educational choice and information programs, such as Charter Schools, Magnet Schools, Voluntary Public School Choice, and the Credit Enhancement for Charter School Facilities program; shares with the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education the responsibility for implementation of the Title I, Part A, choice and supplemental educational requirements; and houses the staffs that serve as liaison with the private school community and administer the statutes protecting the privacy of student records.  Establishment of this office began a new era in federal commitment to strengthening educational choice and provision of information to parents.

The Department’s accomplishments relevant to the choice and parental information objectives of NCLB included the following:

· Issuing nonregulatory guidance that clarifies the choice and supplemental education services provisions of Title I, Part A; conducting outreach activities to explain those requirements to diverse audiences; and issuing guidance for the Charter Schools program and on the implementation of Title I, Part A, programs in charter schools.

· Initiating preparation of a new series of publications that will illustrate “best practices” in choice and supplemental services and in operating charter schools and magnet schools.

· Proposing, as part of the President’s FY 2004 budget request, establishment of a Choice Incentive Fund to test and develop solid evidence on the effectiveness of programs that offer students a variety of public and private school choices and working with Congress on enactment of such a program for the District of Columbia.

Traditionally, education resources, expertise, and courses have been limited to the geographic area in which a student resides; now, Web-based curricula, changing class formats, and distance education offer tremendous flexibility, choices, and benefits to both students and teachers.  The Department co-hosted the Virtual Schools Forum, which helped shape the national virtual school agenda in 2003 by bringing together key stakeholders to identify specific challenges, policy issues, and regulatory obstacles facing virtual education.  

The Department informed English language learners’ parents about their children’s education options by producing and distributing documents that outline the rights of parents under NCLB.  The documents are available in 14 languages.

The Department worked with institutions of higher education, community leaders, and English Language Acquisition (Title III) state coordinators to form the National Title III Advisory Team on Parental Involvement.  The team’s agenda is to enhance and expand the distribution of resources on English language learning to promote parental involvement in children’s education.

The Department’s Parent Training and Information Centers provided significant information and training to children with disabilities and their parents who may have been unaware of resources that are available to them as parents of a child with a disability.  

Encourage the Use of Scientifically Based Methods Within Federal Education Programs
In 2003, the Department worked to implement the NCLB research-based initiative and to effect the shift of public education to a scientifically based research system.  The Department has four goals for implementing this initiative: to provide the tools, information, research, and training to support the development of evidence-based education; to facilitate the practice of evidence-based education becoming routine; to continually improve education across the nation; and to eliminate wide variation in performance across schools and classrooms.  (See http://www.ed.gov/nclb/methods/whatworks/eb/edlite-index.html.)  The Institute of Education Sciences, the research arm of the Department renamed and reauthorized in 2002, assumed much of the responsibility for the research-based initiative in 2003; its accomplishments are detailed in Goal 4 beginning on page 71.  
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Reading First, which provides formula grants to states, implements NCLB’s focus on using evidence-based instructional practices.  NCLB requires that states applying for Reading First funds evaluate local education applications for subgrants with a rubric based on the key reading research findings provided by the Department.  Reading First programs funded through the state grants and the subsequent local subgrants met NCLB requirements that early reading instruction provided through these programs use research-based strategies that have been proven effective.  Reading First applications from 53 states and jurisdictions have been approved.

The Department drafted a “what works” guide to provide information on promising strategies for teaching ELL and professional development practices for teachers of ELL students.  The Web-based guide features the findings of two research initiatives, the Development of English Literacy in Spanish-Speaking Children and the National Literacy Panel on English Language Learners, and includes the results of several studies focused on ELL literacy for special education students who are also English language learners.  (See http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/.)
The Department recompeted the grant award for the National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition and Language Instruction Educational Programs to reflect the information dissemination requirements of NCLB.  The clearinghouse highlights information on second language learning through its weekly newsletter subscribed to by 4,000 educators and researchers of English language learners.  

The clearinghouse also offers a Web-based database of research on ELL and on professional development for teachers of ELL students.  The Web site (www.ncela.gwu.edu) attracts over 1 million hits per month.  

Performance Measure Summary

The Department’s 2003 Annual Plan set targets related to four objectives for Goal 1: 

· Link federal education funding to accountability for results.

· Increase flexibility and local control.

· Increase information and options for parents.

· Encourage the use of scientifically based methods within federal education programs.

The following tables report our results for each objective; full information is provided in appendix A.

	Objective 1.1:  Link Federal Funding to Accountability

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	State Accountability Systems
	G
	NC

	Federal Program Accountability
	P
	Y



See page 28 for the color score explanation.

State Accountability Systems.  NCLB required each state applying for federal funds to submit a single, statewide plan for an accountability system that by SY 2013–14 would effectively ensure that all public school students demonstrate proficiency in both reading/language arts and mathematics.   Each state, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico submitted an accountability plan that was approved by the Department.  We exceeded our 2003 target of 40 percent of states.  State accountability plans are online at http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplans03/index.html.  States are currently implementing the accountability systems represented in their plans.

Federal Program Accountability.  In FY 2003, the Department of Education and OMB completed PART analyses on 15 programs to inform the FY 2005 President’s Budget.  Four programs analyzed last year were reviewed again this year. The total number of programs with PART assessments is now 33, representing the majority of the Department’s annual budget authority.  At the time of the FY 2002 PART reviews, the Department had sufficient performance information to demonstrate the effectiveness of only 18 percent of the programs that underwent PART reviews.  Because effectiveness was demonstrated for the multibillion-dollar Pell Grant program, however, 46 percent of reviewed program dollars are associated with programs that demonstrated effectiveness.  At this time, data are pending for the percentage of programs and associated dollars with demonstrated effectiveness in FY 2003.  A potential challenge to meeting the Department’s FY 2003 program effectiveness targets is that many programs had no available performance information at the time of their FY 2003 PART reviews.  NCLB made significant changes to most of the elementary and secondary education programs.  FY 2002 was the first year of implementation of the new programs and new strategies for state formula grants.  Local programs receiving assistance from states have not completed their first year of operations under NCLB.  Major improvements in the collection of performance information will become evident over the next two years as data on the first year of full implementation of NCLB become available.  Additionally, the Department should have more information on the performance of elementary and secondary education programs when the Performance-Based Data Management Initiative is fully implemented March 2005.  That system will collect nationally comparable student and school characteristic information and outcome data from states and districts.  

	Objective 1.2:  Flexibility and Local Control

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Local and State Flexibility
	P
	NC

	Data Collection Burden
	R
	G

	Customer Service
	G
	B



See page 28 for the color score explanation.

Local and State Flexibility.  In exchange for the state and local school district accountability requirements of NCLB, the Act provides greater flexibility to states and local school systems in administering their education systems.  The NCLB programs that afford this flexibility are State-Flex, Local-Flex, State and Local Transferability provisions, and REAP.  First-year data on the percentage of school districts using Transferability or Rural Flexibility are pending and will be available April 2004.  These data will set the baseline for this measure.

Ed-Flex, a 1994 Improving America’s Schools demonstration program, also provides state flexibility.  The Department did not meet the target of 20 states approved for Ed-Flex.  We did not receive new Ed-Flex applications during FY 2003.  States have not demonstrated a strong interest in the flexibility provisions offered under the Ed-Flex authority.  We are focusing our flexibility efforts on the flexibility provisions of NCLB and have discontinued the Ed-Flex measure effective FY 2004.  

Data Collection Burden.  The Department’s initial estimates of FY 2003 burden hours for program data collections increased rather than decreased from FY 2002 estimates with the consequence that we did not meet our target.  OMB will provide revised estimates for FY 2003, which will replace the Department’s estimate of 39.06 million hours.  At this time, OMB estimates are pending. 

The Department reduced the burden hours for FY 2003 collections overall when compared to FY 2002 collection requirements and regulations.  However, the FY 2003 burden-hour figure of 39.06 million includes 1.01 million hours that resulted from data collections required for new NCLB programs and from an increased number of loans and grant applicants.  The Department anticipates that the number of loan and grant applicants will continue to increase in succeeding years, causing a continued increase in burden hours.  We plan to revise our targets for FY 2004 and FY 2005 to reflect the changing reality of program data collections.  

Customer Service.  In 2002, the Department surveyed the Chief State School Officers on our customer service, technical assistance, Web use, and documentation.  With the data we collected in 2002, we set a baseline of 63 percent overall satisfaction among our customers and a FY 2003 target of 65 percent satisfaction.  The Department exceeded the target for FY 2003; 68 percent of the Chief State School Officers expressed overall satisfaction with the Department’s services.  

During the 2002 survey, some Chief State School Officers suggested that the survey include additional state officials so the survey would provide a more complete picture of states’ satisfaction with the Department.  In response to the suggestion, five groups were added to the survey: Title I Coordinators, Adult Education State Directors, Career and Technical State Directors, State Program Directors of Special Education, and IDEA Early Intervention Coordinators.  In general, the combined statistics across all six groups provide the most comprehensive picture of satisfaction with the Department and therefore should be considered the best measure of satisfaction.  However, change over time is best examined by using equivalent populations for both time periods; therefore, only the Chief State School Officers’ statistic was used in determining whether we met our target.  Among the five other groups of state officials surveyed in the 2003 survey, satisfaction ranged from 74 percent to 85 percent, with 77 percent satisfaction in the aggregate.  

	Objective 1.3:  Information and Options for Parents

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Parental Information
	NC
	NC

	Parental Choice
	P
	R

	Supplemental Educational Services
	P
	///



See page 28 for the color score explanation.
Parental Information.  A central principle of NCLB is the commitment to increased information for parents of the options available in educating their children.  One of the measures we use to determine success in informing parents of their options is the percentage of parents who report having the information they need to determine the effectiveness of their child’s school.  Data collection for this measure was to begin in FY 2002.  The Department did not develop a measurement tool for this measure and does not have data for FY 2002 or FY 2003.  The Department has been unable to find an appropriate national parent survey that could be used to collect this information efficiently and without great cost.  The Department plans to discontinue this measure effective FY 2005.

Parental Choice.  NCES, in the Before- and After-School Survey, interviewed parents about choices they made in regard to their children’s education.  The Department set as a target that 19 percent of students in grades K–12 who are attending a school (public or private) will be doing so because their parents have chosen that school.  Data for 2003 are pending and will be available in 2004.  

The Department established a second measure for whether parents are exercising choice in their children’s schooling: we collected data on the number of children attending public charter schools.  The Department set 828,000 as the FY 2003 target for charter school enrollment.  We made progress but did not meet the 2003 target.  

Although the number of students enrolled in charter schools continued to increase in FY 2003, the increases were not as dramatic as in the earlier years when, for example, we reported that the 1999 figure of 252,000 rose to 478,000 students enrolled in charter schools in 2000.  What appears to be a slowing in the rapid increase of charter school enrollment can be accounted for partially by the fact that the trend in charter school enrollment depends on state legislatures, which have the authority to authorize the creation of charter schools and determine whether charter schools are to be limited in number.  The creation of new charter schools also depends on the availability of adequate facilities for housing the new school.  Both of these phenomena have restricted the increase in charter school enrollment counts.

The Department will continue to measure student enrollment in charter schools as a measure of parents exercising choice in their children’s education.  We will also assist states in furthering their charter school efforts by providing Department staff testimony to state legislatures and by inviting state legislators to attend the Department’s Annual Charter School Conference.  In addition, the President’s 2004 budget request included a substantial increase in funds for the Credit Enhancement for Charter Schools Facilities Program.

Supplemental Educational Services.  ESEA Title I, Part A, as reauthorized in NCLB provides children from low-income families the opportunity to obtain supplemental services if they attend a school that is in its second year of “school improvement” status or that is undergoing corrective action in restructuring.  To measure whether eligible students are accessing these services, the Department collected data on the percentage of eligible children using supplemental educational services under the provisions of Title I, Part A.  Data for 2003 are pending and will be available April 2004.  

	Objective 1.4:  Use of Scientifically Based Research

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	What Works Clearinghouse
	G
	NC



See page 28 for the color score explanation.
What Works.  In 2002, the Department created the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) to disseminate the results of research projects and evaluations to educators and the public.  The Department measures whether the education community avails itself of clearinghouse resources by tallying the number of visits to the WWC Web site.  The automated Web software enables an accurate count of Web hits, exact items receiving the greatest number of hits, and time intervals of Web visits.  The 2003 target for this measure was 1 million visits to the Web site; the Web site received 1,522,922 visits in 2003.  We exceeded our target.  
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Goal 2:  Improve Student Achievement

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was designed to improve achievement for all students and to narrow the achievement gap between rich and poor and white and minority students.  To meet the goal of high achievement for all students, all students must have an equal opportunity to obtain a high-quality education.  The Department’s success in fulfilling the objectives that define Goal 2 will move the country’s students toward high academic achievement.

Department Expenditures
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Student Achievement Gains

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), the Nation’s Report Card, assesses the education accomplishments of U.S. students in grades 4, 8, and 12 and monitors changes in those accomplishments.  NAEP is the only nationally representative, continuing assessment of what America’s students know and can do in various subject areas.  Most recent report cards revealed the following:

· Fourth Grade.  Fourth-grade average reading scores were higher in 2003 than in 1994, 1998, and 2000 for white, black, and Hispanic students.  Fourth-grade average mathematics scores were higher in 2003 than in the last assessment of 2000.  Fourth-grade average writing scores in 2002 increased from 1998.  
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· Eighth Grade.  Eighth-grade average reading scores were higher in 2003 than in 1992 for white, black, and Hispanic students.  Eighth-grade average mathematics scores were higher in 2003 than in 2000, 1996 and 1990.  Eighth-grade average writing scores in 2002 increased from 1998.  
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· Twelfth Grade.  Twelfth-grade average reading scores were lower in 2002 than in 1992 and 1998 for white and black students.  Twelfth-grade average mathematics scores in 2000 showed mixed results: twelfth graders have made progress over the decade as a whole, but their scores have come down from 304 to 301 since 1996.  (There was no twelfth-grade NAEP reading or mathematics assessment in 2003.)  Twelfth-grade average writing scores showed no significant change between 1998 and 2002.  
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See The Nation’s Report Card at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard for details on 2000, 2002 and 2003 report cards.

Improvements in fourth- and eighth-grade scores on recent NAEP reading, mathematics, and writing assessments are encouraging educators everywhere.  Secretary Paige’s optimism is reflected in his comments, “News about reading achievement for the nation’s fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders is cause for both celebration and concern.  We can celebrate because the average fourth grader’s reading score has improved over the last four years and the average eighth grader’s reading score is higher than it was in 1992, when the current NAEP was first given.”  Paige also celebrated the fact that African American fourth graders and Hispanic fourth graders narrowed the achievement gap with their white counterparts.  Children eligible for free and reduced-price lunch showed improvement in their scores as well.

Optimism about improvements in fourth- and eighth- grade reading scores was tempered by concerns about twelfth-grade reading results.  Twenty-six percent of high school seniors scored below Basic on the NAEP reading assessment, meaning these students could not demonstrate an understanding of texts they read and could not make some interpretations of their contents.  Concern for secondary-student reading skills crosses countries and cultures.  When the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development reported on its annual Program for International Student Assessment, it provided some insight into improving high school reading achievement.  Reading for Change: Performance and Engagement Across Countries says that teenagers around the world who read a variety of printed materials, find reading enjoyable, and spend a significant amount of time doing so for pleasure are much better readers than those less engaged in such activities, regardless of their families’ socioeconomic status.  The results of the International Student Assessment reading test showed U.S. students scoring a few points above the mean scale score of 500 and about the same as children in Denmark, France, Norway, and Switzerland.  Students in three other countries— Japan, South Korea, and the United Kingdom— outperformed U.S. students.  According to the report, the differences in students’ performance within countries—rather than the variations between them—were the most striking.  In many countries, a large gap was evident between the best and worst readers.  The United States has the widest gap between its best and worst readers.  The report is available at http://www.pisa.oecd.org/.

Elementary School Reading.  NCLB provides strong support for early reading instruction that is based on evidence of what works in the classroom.  The Department requested and received fiscal year (FY) 2002 funding to implement Reading First, the largest early reading appropriation ever.  By the end of FY 2003, 53 states and jurisdictions had submitted plans for research-based reading programs for kindergarten through third grade and, after peer-review and approval, received Reading First formula grants.   

When states awarded Reading First subgrants to local districts and schools that had competed for these funds, many of the subgrant recipients faced the immediate task of adapting their reading programs to meet the research-based requirements of NCLB.  The Department offered technical assistance to help states create an infrastructure to implement this new program.  The Department also helped states build their knowledge base for the implementation of reading programs grounded in scientifically based research.  We helped states select valid and reliable reading assessments to measure where students are in reading achievement and to monitor students’ progress.  

In five states, Reading First state-grant recipients participated in the first on-site monitoring of Reading First program activities during the 2002–03 school year.  The remainder of the states and their subgrantees will be monitored on site during the 2003–04 school year.  All states and local grant project sites are on an annual on-site monitoring calendar.  The first annual performance report from Reading First grantees who made early subgrants, due late November 2003, will provide the opportunity to show results in reducing the number of children in grades 1–3 who are reading below grade level and in increasing the percentage of children in disaggregated groups who are reading at grade level.

Complementing the Reading First Program, Early Reading First discretionary grant funds, first awarded in FY 2002, were targeted to solve the problem created when young children enter kindergarten without the prerequisite language, cognitive, and early reading and writing skills they need to benefit fully from early formal reading instruction.  Early Reading First conducted a pre-application competition that resulted in 607 pre-applications; 125 of the applicants were invited to submit full applications.  The Department provided expert feedback to applicants through a live Webcast session with an archived version of the Webcast available at the Early Reading First Web site.  All Early Reading First grant recipients are expected to fully implement project activities and services by January 2004.  The first performance reports from Early Reading First participants are due October 2004.  

Early Childhood Educator Professional Development (ECEPD) grants support projects that enhance school readiness of young children by improving the knowledge and skills of early childhood educators who work in communities that have high concentrations of children living in poverty.  Projects were required to use early reading and cognitive development evidence-based practice for professional development activities and early childhood curricula.  During 2001 and 2002, ECEPD had 18 projects in 14 states and served 2,335 educators and 18,582 children.  FY 2003 grant awards brought the total to 24 projects in 18 states.  The first cohort of grant recipients will report outcomes in FY 2004.

Through a $4.5 million grant, the Department supported the groundbreaking Reading First Teacher Preparation Network to ensure that reading instructors at historically black colleges and universities, Hispanic-serving institutions, and tribal colleges and universities are prepared to teach scientifically based reading instruction.  This is a joint project among the Department, the National Institutes of Child Health and Human Development, the Texas Center for Reading and Language Arts, and the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education.

Two important publications released in 2003 provided information on scientifically based reading instruction:  

· Using Research and Reason in Education, published by the National Institute for Literacy through the Partnership for Reading on which the Department is an active, contributing member  (http://www.nifl.gov/partnershipforreading or  the National Institute for Literacy at edpubs@inet.ed.gov).

· A Child Becomes a Reader: Proven Ideas for Parents from Research includes two booklets offering advice for parents of children from birth to grade 3 on how to support reading development at home and how to recognize effective instruction in classrooms  (http://www.nifl.gov/partnershipforreading).

Ready-To-Learn television, funded through a cooperative agreement between the Department and the Public Broadcasting Service, is a national effort to improve the school readiness of young children through the reach of public broadcasting.  In 2003, Ready-To-Learn provided a full day of high-quality research and curriculum-based programming free to all U.S. households.  Ready-To-Learn also provided extensive outreach services that included workshops for parents, childcare providers, and other early childhood professionals. 

Two research studies on Ready-To-Learn programs showed that the Dragon Tales program and the Between the Lions program are promising educational supplements for children at high risk of reading failure.  Research report results are at http://www.pbs.org/readytolearn/research.  A five-year rigorous national evaluation of the Ready To Learn service is underway.  

High School Achievement.  We anticipate that, over time, the improvements in NAEP scores at the elementary and middle school levels will be reflected at the high school level as a result of improved early reading instruction.  But difficult issues remain.  Many educators believe that secondary schools are inherently more complex and more difficult to change than other components of the education system.  NCLB provides an important framework for improving high schools.  NCLB recognizes that today’s high school students must master both basic and advanced academic skills. 

The disappointing performance of 12th-grade students on the NAEP reading assessment is alarming.  To assist states and local school districts in improving the reading skills of high school students, the Department is making a substantial investment in research that will develop new knowledge in adolescent literacy.  Through the Partnership for Reading, the Department and the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development are funding scientific research to identify effective reading interventions for adolescents.

In October 2003, the Department organized a High School Leadership Summit to raise awareness of the state of American high schools and to promote a more promising future for high school students and graduates.  The meeting centered around four themes: setting high expectations and accountability for results; creating choices and engaging students; fostering world-quality teaching and school leadership; and promoting smooth transitions into postsecondary education, training, and careers.  At the summit, Secretary Paige introduced “Preparing America’s Future,” a leadership initiative for high schools that will bring together a broad group of stakeholders “to build the next generation of high schools.”  The approximately 700 participants in the summit included state teams of educators and administrators as well as a broad spectrum of education practitioners and policy makers.  Information from the high school summit, as well as programs and legislation affecting high school, is available at www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ovae/pi/hsinit/index.html. 

During FY 2003, the Department supported several other important initiatives to promote higher levels of achievement by high school students.  Several Department discretionary programs supported secondary education.

The College and Career Transitions Initiative funded 15 partnerships, each consisting of one or more high schools, one community or technical college, and two employers.  The partnerships are responsible for creating and implementing model programs that ease secondary students’ transitions to postsecondary education by ensuring that students have the necessary academic and technical skills for success.  

The State Scholars Initiative is designed to help high school students make a more successful transition to college.  Twelve pilot states are working with the Center for State Scholars to increase the academic rigor of high school students’ course work and graduation requirements, to articulate high school curricula with postsecondary curricula and workplace needs, and to seek the support of corporations and postsecondary institutions that can create incentives for more rigorous high school academic programs.  

Mathematics and Science.  The historical events of September 11 gave new urgency to the Department’s mathematics and science agenda for all students.  September 11 reminded the nation of the importance of developing citizens equipped with the mathematical and scientific knowledge that provide the United States access to new strategies and technologies that keep us safe and productive.  The ability to inspire a new generation of scientists, mathematicians, engineers, and technicians starts in the nation’s schools.  

	Student Literacy in Science

Q. As a result of recent terrorism events and continuing warnings, is it more important, as important, or less important than it was before 9/11 for today’s students to be science literate?
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The Department launched a major five-year Mathematics and Science Initiative (MSI) on February 6, 2003.  MSI intends to improve elementary and secondary students’ proficiency in mathematics and science.  The Department formed a partnership with many public and private agencies interested in mathematics and science education.  
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There are many groups across the nation committed to improving mathematics and science education, and the Secretary’s Initiative is designed to harness and coordinate them to improve mathematics and science learning.

MSI’s goals are as follows: 

· Engage the public in recognizing the need for better mathematics and science education for every child in America’s schools.

· Initiate a campaign to recruit, prepare, train, and retain teachers with strong backgrounds in mathematics and science.

· Develop a research base to improve knowledge of what boosts student learning in mathematics and science.

The launching of the national initiative at the MSI 2003 summit meeting by the Secretary of Education was followed by a series of well-attended meetings designed to solicit suggestions from the field on what should be included in an action plan designed to accomplish the goals of the initiative.  Based on this input, action plans have been developed for a five-year initiative.  A Webcast of the summit, a concept paper on the initiative, the written speeches given at the summit, 200 descriptions of mathematics and science activities sponsored by various participating groups, and the follow-up planning documents are available at www.ed.gov/inits/mathscience.  

One of the first activities of MSI is establishing a subcommittee of the National Science and Technology Council with the charge of creating an inventory of the federal investments in research on mathematics and science learning to identify strengths and gaps in the portfolio.  

The Mathematics and Science Partnership program (MSP) focuses on mathematics and science education programs authorized by NCLB.  Funding increased from $12.5 million to $101 million in FY 2003, transforming the MSP from a discretionary grant program into a formula grant program for all states.  The MSP purpose is to improve the content knowledge and skills of teachers with the purpose of improving student achievement in these subjects.  The law requires that the partnerships include arts and science faculty and high-need school districts; other organizations may also be a part of the projects.  A June 2003 two-day national meeting for state-level staff responsible for administering these funds provided technical assistance on the requirements of the legislation, particularly on evaluation designs required by the Department.  As a follow-up to the national meeting, 13 states agreed to participate with the Department in a coordinated effort to encourage strong evaluation of the partnership efforts, including randomized controlled studies to learn from these efforts.  

Coordination between the Department and the National Science Foundation (NSF) has increased in the past year.  NSF contributed about $130 million to support a similar MSP effort, as well as research and technical-assistance projects.  The two agencies worked closely together on these programs to ensure collaboration and support in the field.  NSF supported the June meeting of the state MSP directors and worked closely with the Department in mutual research and technical assistance programs. In addition to the collaboration on MSP, NSF and the Department created a team that meets regularly to facilitate collaboration and communication across programs and agencies, including the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, the National Institutes of Health, and NSF’s Office of Science and Technology Policy.  The result has been improved understanding of the portfolios of each agency and better ways to communicate with the constituents of each agency. 

The Department provided funding to several other projects important to improving mathematics and science education.  A group of mathematicians, mathematics educators, and teachers tackled the problem of identifying the content knowledge elementary and middle school pre-service teachers need as a part of their undergraduate preparation.  The content knowledge framework informs mathematicians responsible for teaching preservice teachers.

Planning for the redesign of the Christa McAulliffe program to focus more on the professional development needs of teachers in mathematics and science began in 2003.  Five states are developing models for how to use these funds more effectively to honor teachers and improve their schools. 

Science.gov, launched in FY 2003, is the gateway to reliable information about science and technology from across federal government organizations.  From Science.gov, users can connect to over 2,000 government information resources about science, including technical reports, journal citations, databases, federal Web sites, and fact sheets.  Science.gov provides a broad range of science resources to parents, teachers, and students as well as to professional scientists.  The Department, 1 of 10 federal agencies participating in Science.gov, contributes National Library of Education staff time as well as funding to the project.  FY 2003 activities have produced outstanding results evidenced in the current 27,000 Web sites that link to Science.gov to connect their customers to the best in science and technology information.
English Language Learners.  The Nation’s Report Card, NAEP, reports aggregated scores for all students and disaggregated scores for groups of students.  By looking at the disaggregated scores for students who have limited proficiency in English, the Department is better able to understand and address their needs.  It is the Department’s goal to ensure that children who are limited English proficient attain English proficiency, develop high levels of academic attainment in English, and meet the same challenging state academic content and student academic achievement standards all children are expected to meet.  To help address such a monumental charge, the Department hosted a national summit for over 1,600 participants where we provided technical assistance in implementing NCLB English language learner provisions.  Key summit topics included developing English language proficiency standards, adequate yearly progress, assessment, data collection, and scientifically based research in student learning and professional development.  

The Department also conducted three technical assistance meetings and four video teleconferences for state English language acquisition directors to provide guidance in establishing state English language proficiency standards, assessments, and annual measurable achievement objectives and in reporting baseline data in the consolidated application submission to the Department.  We also sent teams to 35 states to present English Language Acquisition Guidance and provide technical assistance to State Assessment Teams on the inclusion of English language learners (ELL) in each state’s accountability system.

The Department also sponsored and collaborated on basic research into acquiring literacy for ELL students and to identify promising instructional practices for ELL students.  We disseminated information on findings of the following studies: Literature Review of Early Literacy Instruction in Four Languages, Feasibility Study on the Transfer of Literacy Skills from Languages with Non-Roman Script to English, and Review of International Literacy on Reading Instruction of Hearing Impaired Children.  (The studies are available at www.ncela.gwu.edu.)  

The Department, along with the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, sponsored the National Literacy Panel on English Language Learners.  The National Literacy Panel reviewed international studies using quality research-based standards and procedures; the results of the reviews provided “What Works” guidance to teachers and curricula designers who work to ensure that second-language learners attain literacy to grade level.  The Descriptive Study of Services to LEP Students and LEP Students with Disabilities, also a 2003 product, updates the world of English language learners in the nation’s public schools and is a resource for policy makers.  Both efforts to inform ELL literacy are represented in the Web-based guide slated for publication in December 2003. 

Closing the Gap.  The Department is committed to eliminating the achievement gap between disadvantaged and minority children and their peers.  In 2003, the Department pursued that end through the White House Initiative on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans.  
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Partnership participants committed to host education programs in six pilot sites, Miami, El Paso/Las Cruces, Tucson, Detroit, New York (the Bronx), and San Diego.  Events involved town hall meetings; educational workshops for parents, students, educators, and business and community leaders; and seminars on student financial aid and scholarships.  The Web site for the initiative is http://www.YesICan.gov/.

“Closing the Educational Achievement Gap” is a joint effort of ABC Radio Networks and the Department to inform the African American community about public school choice programs and supplemental services such as tutoring provided for in NCLB.  In announcing the 2003 radio campaign, Secretary Paige said, “We need to help African American parents understand how this historic new education law can specifically help them and their children.”  All 240 of ABC’s Urban Advantage Network affiliates, which can be heard by 93 percent of African Americans every week, are airing detailed messages about bridging the achievement gap.

The McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program, reauthorized under NCLB, addresses school problems of homeless children: low enrollment, poor attendance, and lack of academic success.  The 2003 preliminary guidance provided assistance to grantees in how to implement new NCLB requirements such as the following: 

· Including homeless children in mainstream programs and not segregating them into a separate school program based on homelessness alone.

· Enrolling homeless students immediately even if the students are unable to produce their records. 

· Ensuring that homeless children are provided transportation to and from the school they attended prior to their becoming homeless if transportation is requested.

· Designating a local liaison for homeless children and youths.

To access the guidance, visit http://www.ed.gov/programs/homeless/guidance.pdf.
Highly Qualified Teachers 

One of the boldest commitments made by President Bush and Congress to improve student achievement was to ensure a highly qualified teacher in every classroom by the end of the 2005–06 school year.  States have an important role to play by raising academic standards for teachers (and helping teachers meet them) and lowering barriers that keep many talented individuals out of the teaching profession. 

There is consistent evidence that individual teachers contribute a great deal to student achievement.  However, there is less information about the specific teacher attributes that lead to increased student achievement.  In other words, how would you know an effective teacher if you saw one (other than by looking at the achievement of his or her students)? What traits or credentials are related to increases in student achievement?  A fair reading of the most rigorous research shows the following:

· Teachers’ general cognitive ability is the attribute studied in the literature that is most strongly correlated with effectiveness.  

· There is also evidence that teacher experience (to a point) and content knowledge are linked to gains in student achievement. 

· There is little compelling evidence that certification requirements, as currently structured in most states, are related to teacher effectiveness.

The teacher quality requirements in NCLB are well aligned with the existing research and to the “high standards, low barriers” formulation.  NCLB is explicit on how teachers can demonstrate their subject matter competence, reflecting research findings that teachers’ content knowledge is important.  The law also reflects concern that state certification requirements around subject matter mastery, such as cut scores on certification exams, are not rigorous enough. 

The law is silent about what it takes for someone to be a “fully certified” teacher, leaving that to states to define.  NCLB gives the green light to states that want to lower barriers to teacher certification. 

During FY 2003, the Department put the “high standards, low barriers” formulation into action to help states and local schools meet the highly qualified teachers challenge.  

Helping Teachers Meet High Academic Standards.  NCLB’s Improving Teacher Quality State Grants, the single largest source of funds targeted to education leadership, provided nearly $2.85 billion in flexible formula grants in FY 2003 to improve the quality of teachers and principals by using research-based strategies.  In return for these funds, districts must demonstrate annual progress in ensuring that all teachers of core academic subjects are highly qualified.  The Department issued guidance in December 2002 that strongly encouraged states to be creative and results oriented with this funding.  

Early data showed that states and local school districts were spending their NCLB teacher quality funds on conventional uses, such as decreasing class size (which will not solve teacher quality problems).  In response, the Department re-issued the teacher quality guidance in September 2003 with an even stronger focus on strategies that are likely to boost teacher quality. 
The Department also announced the creation of the Teacher Assistance Corps (TAC) task force, comprised of practitioners and representatives from state educational agencies and higher education.  TAC is charged with providing voluntary support to states as they carry out the highly qualified teacher provisions of NCLB and as they make decisions regarding how to spend their teacher-quality grant dollars.  Pilot TAC teams visited Oregon, Tennessee, and Illinois in September 2003; this project moves into full implementation in FY 2004.  

The Teacher Quality Enhancement Grants program, authorized by the Higher Education Act, consists of Partnership Grants for Improving Teacher Education, State Grants, and Teacher Recruitment Grants.  In particular, the State Grant programs implement reforms that hold postsecondary institutions accountable for raising academic standards for teachers.

In FY 2003, the Teacher Quality Program established a system to track scholarship recipients who default on their service obligation to teach in high-need schools.  As a result, 71 defaulting students have been identified, accounting for $249,426 in scholarships.  To date, $118,765 has either been collected or is in the process of being collected. 

The Department also retooled many of its discretionary grant programs to strengthen their focus on high academic standards for teachers.  For example, the Office of English Language Acquisition’s National Professional Development Program encouraged grantees to develop plans for improving teacher-training curricula to better reflect research-based practices related to improving the achievement of English language learners.  

Lowering Barriers to the Classroom.  The Department supports lowering the barriers that keep talented people out of the classroom, especially through alternative certification programs.  As of 2002, all but nine states and outlying areas had approved an alternative route to certification.
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However, many of these programs remain nearly as burdensome as traditional routes to certification, and they vary greatly in quality.  This year, the Department launched or expanded initiatives to address these concerns.

The Department made a five-year, $35 million grant from the Fund for the Improvement of Education to expand the offerings of the American Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence.  The American Board is creating a rigorous assessment system for new teachers in both subject-matter content and professional teaching knowledge.  States may choose to accept American Board certification as equivalent to traditional teacher certification so that individuals who pass the relevant sections of the American Board assessment would be considered “highly qualified,” regardless of where they learned the important knowledge and skills that were tested.  This initiative has the potential to lower barriers to the classroom.

[image: image21.wmf]The Department announced a $2.25 million grant to create the National Center for Alternative Certification, which will provide high-quality technical assistance to local and regional alternative certification programs around the country.  A $2.5 million grant went to the New Teacher Project to work with large urban school systems to reform the way they recruit, hire, and place new teachers.  This grant will allow the New Teacher Project to pilot new approaches in two urban districts and one rural state.

Finally, the Department strengthened its management of two discretionary grant programs—Transition to Teaching and Troops-to-Teachers—that support the recruitment, certification, and placement of nontraditional candidates into the classroom.  For example, Troops-to-Teachers attracts a cohort that is 29 percent minority and 90 percent male; its teachers go into rural and urban schools at higher rates than traditionally certified teachers.  Data from the first two cohorts of Troops-to-Teachers in 1994 and 1995 indicate that 70 percent have remained in teaching.

Performance Measure Summary

The Department’s 2003 Annual Plan set targets related to four objectives for Goal 2:

· Ensure that all students read on grade level by the third grade.

· Improve mathematics and science achievement for all students.

· Improve the performance of all high school students.

· Improve teacher and principal quality.

The following tables report our results for each objective; full information is provided in appendix A.

	Objective 2.1:  Reading Achievement

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	State Third-Grade Reading Assessments
	P
	///

	NAEP Fourth-Grade Reading Assessments
	G
	G



See page 28 for the color score explanation.

State Third-Grade Reading.  Starting with school year (SY) 2002–03, each state is required to set the same annual reading achievement target for all students and for several student subgroups.  States set these targets based on SY 2001–02 state assessments.  SY 2002–03 was the first year for states to measure their progress against their reading achievement targets that they set in advance.  Results of the spring 2003 tests will be available in December 2003.  

NAEP Fourth-Grade Reading.  Results of the 2003 NAEP reading assessments show that the Department met or exceeded nine of its twelve targets for public school fourth graders.  The three targets the Department did not meet in FY 2003 were missed by one percentage point, which falls within the margin of error identified by NCES.  In 2003, fourth-grade students nationwide scored an average 218 on the 500-point scale, a 5-point increase over the 2000 test.  The lowest-performing fourth graders made a 10-point gain, the largest in performance among the disaggregated groups since 2000.  Generally, scores for fourth-grade public school students showed no significant change from 2002 to 2003.  The 2002 data, which were not available for the FY 2002 Performance and Accountability Report, are reported here and show that the Department met or exceeded all FY 2002 targets. 

The Department, in partnership with the states and local schools, made early reading achievement the highest elementary school priority in FY 2003.  Although the Department’s early-reading efforts cannot be directly linked to rising NAEP scores, we are committed to complementing state and local school efforts with continued major support for early reading.  Expected results of these efforts are a continued increase in NAEP scores. 

	Objective 2.2:  Mathematics Achievement

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	State Eighth-Grade Mathematics Assessments
	P
	///

	NAEP Eighth-Grade Mathematics Assessments
	G
	///



See  page 28 for  the color score explanation.

State Eighth-Grade Math.  2003 was the first year for states to measure their progress against specific eighth-grade mathematics achievement targets that they set in advance.  SY 2002–03 state mathematics assessments administered in the spring of 2003 will provide data for states to measure progress in reaching their targets.  Results are pending and will be available in December 2003.  

NAEP Eighth-Grade Math.  The Department’s measure of student achievement in mathematics includes NAEP eighth-grade mathematics assessments as well as the previously reported state assessments.  

The percentage of public school eighth-grade students at or above the Proficient level was 23 percent in 1996, 25 percent in 2000 and 27 percent in 2003.  In 2003, eighth-grade students nationwide scored an average 278 on the 500-point scale, a 5-point increase over the 2000 test.  The lowest-performing eighth graders made a 7-point gain, the largest in performance among the disaggregated groups since 2000.

	Objective 2.3:  High School Achievement

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	State High School Reading Assessments
	P
	///

	State High School Mathematics Assessments
	P
	///

	Advanced Placement Participation and Achievement
	Y
	Y

	High School Completion
	P
	P



See page 28 for the color score explanation.

State High School Reading and Mathematics.  FY 2003 was the first year for states to measure their progress against specific high school reading and mathematics achievement targets that they set in advance.  Results for high school reading and mathematics assessments administered in spring 2003 will be used to measure state progress in meeting targets.  The data are pending and will be available in December 2003.  

Advanced Placement.  The Department made progress but did not meet FY 2003 targets for increasing the number of all students and African American students who took at least one Advanced Placement (AP) examination.  We met one component of our target, the target for Hispanic student participation in AP examinations, and made progress on the others.  

The number of students who are participating in AP examinations continues to rise.  As more students participate in AP classes and the advantages of participation are more widely understood by parents and students, we expect more students will not only take AP classes, but also take the optional, culminating AP examination.  To encourage greater participation in the exams, the Department’s Advanced Placement Incentives Program provides funds to states for the payment of AP test fees for low-income students.  

Regarding AP examination achievement, the Department made progress toward our FY 2003 target of increasing the numbers of 12th-grade students who scored 3 or higher on the Calculus AP exam, but we did not meet our FY 2003 targets for science, American history, or English.  Twelfth grade students who took AP exams in science, American history, and English did not score a 3 or higher at the percentage level we had targeted.  Because success on an AP exam demands more than the one year of rigorous AP course work in the discipline, the Department will continue to focus on activities that promote a rigorous high school curriculum throughout a secondary student’s experience.  

High School Completion.  One of the many ways the Department measures student achievement is by collecting and reporting on the percentage of all 18–24-year-old students who have completed high school.  FY 2002 and FY 2003 data for this measure are pending.  The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) uses Bureau of the Census data in calculating the 18–24-year-old high school dropout and completion rates.  Because of a lag in the release of census data, the NCES report for FY 2002 will not be available until 2004, and the FY 2003 data will be available in 2005.  High school completion rates rose slightly from the early 1970s to the late 1980s but have remained fairly constant during the 1990s.

Programs Supporting Goal 2

	
Program Name
	Budget†
	Expend-itures‡
	Program Performance Targets

	
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	
	
	
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data

	CRA: Training and Advisory Services
	8
	7
	0
	0
	100
	*

	ESEA: 21st Century Community Learning Centers
	999
	466
	0
	0
	100
	30
	70
	0

	ESEA: Advanced Credentialing (NBPTS)
	10
	2
	*

	ESEA: Advanced Placement Incentives
	24
	17
	0
	0
	100
	100
	0
	0

	ESEA: Alaska Native Education Equity
	31
	17
	(
	0
	0
	100

	ESEA: Arts in Education (FIE)
	35
	24
	(

	ESEA: Charter Schools Grants
	200
	168
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100
	0

	ESEA: Comprehensive School Reform
	235
	267
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	ESEA: Cooperative Education Exchange
	12
	10
	*

	ESEA: Credit Enhancement for Charter School Facilities
	26
	9
	///
	///  (not-funded)

	ESEA: Dropout Prevention Programs
	12
	8
	*

	ESEA: Early Childhood Educator Professional Development
	15
	7
	*
	///

	ESEA: Early Reading First
	75
	6
	///

	ESEA: Education for Native Hawaiians
	31
	29
	(

	ESEA: Educational Technology State Grants
	697
	352
	0
	0
	100
	///

	ESEA: Eisenhower National Clearinghouse for Math and Science Education
	5
	3
	*
	100
	0
	0

	ESEA: English Language Acquisition: Competitive Grant Continuations
	695
	586
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	ESEA: English Language Acquisition: National Activities
	
	
	100
	0
	0
	///

	ESEA: English Language Acquisition: State Grants
	
	
	0
	0
	100
	///

	ESEA: Even Start
	251
	221
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	ESEA: Foreign Language Assistance (FIE)
	17
	9
	*

	ESEA: Fund for the Improvement of Education Programs of National Significance
	326
	241
	(
	67
	33
	0

	ESEA: Impact Aid—Basic Support Payments
	1,033
	973
	50
	50
	0
	0
	100
	0



	ESEA: Impact Aid—Payments for Children with Disabilities
	51
	46
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESEA: Impact Aid—Construction
	46
	20
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100
	0

	ESEA: Impact Aid—Facilities Maintenance
	8
	6
	*

	ESEA: Impact Aid—Payments for Federal Property
	61
	50
	(

	ESEA: Improving Teacher Quality State Grants
	2,932
	2,441
	0
	0
	100
	///

	ESEA: Indian Education—Grants to Local Educational Agencies
	103
	97
	0
	0
	100
	0
	33
	67

	ESEA: Indian Education—Special Programs for Indian Children
	20
	17
	*

	ESEA: Javits Gifted and Talented Education (FIE)
	12
	7
	*

	ESEA: Literacy Through School Libraries
	13
	9
	*
	///

	ESEA: Magnet Schools Assistance
	111
	109
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Mathematics and Science Partnerships
	101
	1
	/// (program reconfigured)
	*

	ESEA: Migrant Education
	400
	389
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	ESEA: National Writing Project
	17
	14
	*

	ESEA: Neglected and Delinquent State Agency Program
	49
	43
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Parental Assistance Information Centers (FIE)
	44
	30
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Reading First State Grants
	996
	203
	0
	0
	100
	///

	ESEA: Reading Is Fundamental/Inexpensive Book Distribution(FIE)
	26
	10
	0
	0
	100
	(


† Budget for each program includes program budget authority and the program’s proportional share of salaries and expenses budget authority.

‡ Expenditures occur when recipients draw down funds to cover actual outlays.  FY 2003 expenditures may include funds from prior years’ appropriations.

* Denotes programs with funding below $20 million without targets—the Department prioritized setting targets for programs over $20 million.

( Denotes programs over $20 million without targets.

/// Denotes programs not yet implemented (Programs are often implemented near the end of the first year they are funded.)

CRA = Civil Rights Act

ESEA = Elementary and Secondary Education Act

NBPTS = National Board for Professional Teaching Standards

FIE = Fund for the Improvement of Education

Programs Supporting Goal 2 (Cont’d)

	
Program Name
	Budget†
	Expend-itures‡
	Program Performance Targets

	
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	
	
	
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data

	ESEA: Ready to Teach (FIE)
	15
	9
	*

	ESEA: Ready-to-Learn Television
	23
	21
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Rural Education Program
	169
	127
	(

	ESEA: School Leadership
	13
	24
	*

	ESEA: Smaller Learning Communities (FIE)
	163
	46
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Star Schools Program (FIE)
	28
	36
	0
	100
	0
	100
	0
	0

	ESEA: State Assessments
	388
	147
	0
	0
	100
	///

	ESEA: State Grants for Innovative Programs
	384
	371
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Teaching of Traditional American History
	101
	0
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies
	11,694
	10,024
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	ESEA: Transition to Teaching
	43
	21
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Troops-to-Teachers
	29
	18
	0
	0
	100
	*

	ESEA: Voluntary Public School Choice
	27
	11
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Women’s Educational Equity Assistance (FIE)
	3
	2
	*

	ESRA: National Assessment
	98
	113
	0
	0
	100
	( (off year for collection)

	ESRA: National Assessment Governing Board
	5
	3
	*

	ESRA: Regional Educational Laboratories
	69
	64
	100
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0

	ESRA: Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Program
	28
	24
	67
	33
	0
	100
	0
	0

	ESRA: Eisenhower Regional Mathematics & Science Education Consortia
	15
	14
	0
	0
	100
	29
	14
	57

	ESRA: Regional Technology in Education Consortia
	10
	11
	*

	HEA: High School Equivalency Program
	24
	22
	0
	0
	100
	(

	HEA: Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers to Use Technology
	63
	84
	0
	0
	100
	20
	80
	0

	HEA: State Grants for Incarcerated Youth Offenders
	19
	15
	*

	HEA: Teacher Quality Enhancement
	90
	86
	0
	0
	100
	(

	IDEA: Grants for Infants and Families
	442
	425
	33
	0
	67
	50
	0
	50

	IDEA: Grants to States
	8,888
	7,365
	0
	0
	100
	14
	57
	29

	IDEA: Parent Information Centers
	28
	25
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	IDEA: Personnel Preparation
	97
	81
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	IDEA: Preschool Grants
	388
	404
	0
	0
	100
	100
	0
	0

	IDEA: State Improvement
	52
	39
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	IDEA: Technical Assistance and Dissemination
	57
	48
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	IDEA: Technology and Media Services
	40
	39
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	MVHAA: Education for Homeless Children and Youths
	55
	44
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	USC: American Printing House for the Blind
	16
	15
	*

	VTEA: Occupational and Employment Information
	10
	8
	*

	VTEA: Tech-Prep Demonstration
	6
	5
	*

	VTEA: Vocational Education National Programs
	18
	13
	*

	VTEA: Tech-Prep Education State Grants
	108
	111
	0
	0
	100
	0
	71
	29

	VTEA: Vocational Education State Grants
	1,201
	1,223
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total 
	34,634
	28,052
	


† Budget for each program includes program budget authority and the program’s proportional share of salaries and expenses budget authority.
‡ Expenditures occur when recipients draw down funds to cover actual outlays.  FY 2003 expenditures may include funds from prior years’ appropriations.

* Denotes programs with funding below $20 million without targets—the Department prioritized setting targets for programs over $20 million.

( Denotes programs over $20 million without targets.

/// Denotes programs not yet implemented (Programs are often implemented near the end of the first year they are funded.)

ESEA = Elementary and Secondary Education Act

IDEA = Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

FIE = Fund for the Improvement of Education


MVHAA = McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act

ESRA = Education Sciences Reform Act


USC = United States Code 

HEA = Higher Education Act




VTEA = Vocational and Technical Education Act 

For programs with performance measures, program performance reports are available on the Web at http://www.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/2003report/index.html.  Appendix C contains a sample program performance report.



Goal 3:  Develop Safe Schools and Strong Character

For most American students, schools are safe places where learning and social development are nurtured.  As an important part of the community, schools have a tremendous impact on student character and civic awareness.  However, for some unfortunate students, unsafe schools jeopardize healthy social and physical development.  The safety of their learning environment may be compromised by unhealthy influences within the community or by unexpected crises.  In addition to disrupting the learning environment, violence and substance abuse can create a climate of disrespect and irresponsibility, all of which can reduce student achievement. 

Given the negative effects of unsafe learning environments on student learning, promoting safe and drug-free schools and strong student character is essential to the Department’s effort to implement No Child Left Behind (NCLB).  Secretary Paige stated, “Ensuring that all schools are safe, free of alcohol and drugs, and teach students good citizenship and character is essential if we are to ensure that no child is left behind.”  In fiscal year (FY) 2003, the Department partnered with community, law enforcement, health, and education officials to coordinate federal school safety investments and advocate exemplary policies and practices.

Department Expenditures


Ensuring That Our Nation’s Schools Are Safe and Drug Free

To maintain a safe and drug-free learning environment, schools must be ready to deal with a wide range of disruptive events, such as natural disasters, school shootings, substance abuse, and major accidents.  Crisis planning and preventative measures are two important tools parents, students, and school officials are using to keep schools safe. 

Secretary Paige stated, “We know from our work with the U.S. Secret Service and from other research that the best way to deal with youth who are troubled is through the development of a comprehensive strategy that involves schools, mental health providers, and law enforcement.”  Many schools are creating or updating crisis plans and expanding plans to address emerging threats, whether they come from the community or foreign sources.  
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Source.  U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, School Crime Supplement to the National Crime Victimization Survey, January–June 1995, 1999, and 2001.



Crimes against youth, whether at school or away from school, have declined significantly during the last 10 years.  For example, crimes against students at school declined from 144 per 1,000 students in 1992 to 72 per 1,000 students in 2000,
 and the percentage of students engaged in a physical fight declined from 16.2 percent in 1993 to 12.5 percent in 2001.
 

The news about youth drug use has not been as positive.  After several years of reductions in youth drug-use rates in the late 1980s, use of illicit drugs by youth increased throughout the 1990s.  That trend has been reversed since 2000, with surveys indicating modest reductions in drug use in the past few years.

Despite these somewhat positive trends, too many American children still must learn in environments where drug use and violence are prevalent. 

Recognizing the importance of safe and nurturing learning environments, Secretary Paige created the Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools (OSDFS) in FY 2003.  The office brings together programs from across the Department that are designed to help schools and communities provide services and programs that support students and help them make healthy, responsible, and productive choices.  The programs administered by OSDFS provide the foundation for academic achievement that is the emphasis of NCLB.

This restructuring allows the Department to provide a more comprehensive, coordinated response to the needs of schools and school districts.  With its portfolio of 23 programs, research projects, and interagency collaborative efforts, OSDFS provides leadership on school safety, drug abuse prevention, character, and civic education.  Highlights of some of these FY 2003 activities are detailed below.

Crisis Planning and Preparedness.  A comprehensive emergency and crisis response plan for schools involves first responders and health and law enforcement officials, as well as school leaders, teachers, students, and their families.  Crisis plans form the basis for drills and building awareness about emergency procedures.  In FY 2003, the Department implemented three significant activities to help schools develop comprehensive plans to respond to a variety of potential emergencies.

In April 2003, the Department released a publication on crisis planning.  Practical Information for Schools and Communities:  A Guide to Crisis Planning combines information about best practices in the field with examples from school districts and communities across the country that have worked to prepare for a variety of emergency situations.  This publication provides a framework to help local school districts develop applications for more than $38 million in grants to support the development of emergency management and crisis response plans.  The Department awarded grants to more than 130 school districts in FY 2003 to improve their crisis response capacity.

In  2003, the Department and the American Red Cross collaborated on a pilot program to train teachers and students in first aid and emergency preparedness techniques.  The collaboration yielded a standardized first aid and preparedness presentation designed to fit teachers’ planning needs, both in terms of time and content.  Local Red Cross chapters provided training and guidance to several hundred teachers in pilot districts, who trained students on first aid and preparedness.  The results of the feedback surveys of teachers and students indicate that the pilot was successful.  

The Department also partnered with the Department of Homeland Security to disseminate critical information on crisis planning and response.  As a part of this effort, the Department launched a Web site to inform parents and school officials about practical guidelines and emergency response plans, http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/safety/emergencyplan/index.html.  The Web site complements the school crisis planning section of http://www.ready.gov, the linchpin of the Department of Homeland Security’s multiyear Ready Campaign.  

Responding to Crisis.  Although frequently practiced comprehensive crisis response plans are a critically important part of a school’s ability to respond effectively to an emergency, additional assistance and resources are often needed when a significant crisis occurs.  In FY 2003, the Department provided assistance to some local school districts experiencing significant disruptions to their learning environments through Project School Emergency Response to Violence (SERV).

Project SERV provides immediate funding for local school districts that have experienced a traumatic event and need resources to respond to the event and reestablish a safe learning environment.  After assessing immediate or long-term needs, local education officials make requests for Project SERV funds. 

An example of the type of activity funded under Project SERV is an award earlier this year to New Orleans Public Schools.  In New Orleans, Project SERV funds helped administrators at McDonogh Senior High School respond to a school shooting that killed one student and wounded three others.  The ensuing grief and shock created an environment described by staff as “rife with fear and apprehension.”  Project SERV funds were used to increase security, hire counselors, and buy additional safety equipment.  

Preventing Drug Use and Violence.  Although the Department has made significant investments in helping schools respond to emergency situations, we continue to provide support to help schools, communities, and colleges and universities implement effective prevention strategies that can reduce the likelihood that crisis situations will occur.  The Department implemented several important drug and violence prevention programs in FY 2003.

The Safe Schools/Healthy Students Initiative (SS/HS) supports comprehensive, integrated plans that address violence, drug abuse prevention, and healthy childhood development.  Over the past five years, the initiative has awarded more than $733 million in grants to 166 school districts and communities to help implement comprehensive plans.  The plans are made with health and law enforcement agencies and include those agencies in crisis response or intervention.  SS/HS is a federal partnership among the U.S. Departments of Education, Health and Human Services, and Justice.  Grantees have documented that positive changes occurred as a result of SS/HS funding and technical assistance. 

Grants to Prevent High-Risk Drinking or Violent Behavior Among College Students provide funds to enable grantees to develop or enhance, implement, and evaluate campus and/or community-based strategies to prevent or reduce high-risk drinking and violent behavior among college students.  Through these strategies, grantees implement a comprehensive approach to prevent alcohol abuse or violent behavior among college students.  These include developing and enforcing policy, coalition-building, and encouraging a safe and healthy learning and living environment. Eligible entities for this grant are institutions of higher education; nonprofit organizations, including faith-based organizations; and individuals. 

The project at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, supported a carefully developed and targeted program to reduce high-risk drinking among first-year students.  The program was designed to ensure that students entering the university know or quickly learn that drinking among the university’s students is typically moderate and that a substantial number of underage students abstain from using alcohol.  

Option for Students in Dangerous Schools.  To allow students trapped in dangerous schools the option of transferring to a safe school, the Department implemented the Persistently Dangerous Schools Provisions of NCLB.  NCLB requires federally funded state school systems to establish and implement a statewide policy allowing students in persistently dangerous public schools the choice to attend a safe public school.  This option, called the Unsafe School Choice Option (USCO), also allows students who become victims of a violent criminal offense at the school that they attend to transfer to another school.  States are certifying in writing to the Secretary that policies are in compliance with Persistently Dangerous Schools provisions and that USCO is effectively implemented.

Promoting Strong Character and Citizenship Among our Nation’s Youth

In addition to teaching children how to read and write, schools also play a major role in shaping student character and perceptions of civic duty.  Positively shaping the character and civic awareness of tomorrow’s citizens is necessary for teachers to create a climate of respect in schools.  School climate can influence the behavior of students.  In a positive climate, students can learn widely shared ethical values and use these values as a basis for making decisions about behavior.  Teachers and students model these values and uphold a high standard of conduct.  Positive climate and character education can have a positive impact on student behavior.  According to recent findings from the congressionally mandated National Longitudinal 


Study on Adolescent Health,
 students who feel connected to school are less likely to use substances, engage in violent behavior, experience emotional distress, or become pregnant.  The study also found that school climate was the strongest factor associated with student connectedness. 

The Department created a technical assistance center for character education and civic engagement in FY 2003 to help support character education grantees and other communities in identifying and implementing effective character education strategies.  The Department continued support of demonstration grants designed to help identify effective, research-based practices in character education.  

Character Education and Citizenship.  Under NCLB, the Partnerships in Character Education program provides grants to state educational agencies and local educational agencies to implement character education programs that involve parents, students, and the community.  The grants require training for educators to integrate character education into the existing curriculum.  The grantee projects support rigorous evaluation to show that character education can be successfully implemented in schools and contribute to academic achievement.

Outcome evaluation was a key priority for grants awarded under Partnerships in Character Education. The state of Missouri received $508,527 to implement an evaluation of Show Me CHARACTERplus, an initiative addressing how schools and communities work together in character education.  Sixty-four schools were randomly selected and recruited to participate in the study.  Based on a locally developed character education model, school leadership teams comprised of parents, students, local businesses, and community organizations were trained on how to present a character education program to their school staff.  At the training, each leadership team received an individualized report on baseline data collected in the spring of 2003 from their schools and training on how to use the data to prepare an action plan for the coming year.  The baseline data collectively represent information from over 9,000 survey responses from students, educators, and parents participating in the federal Partnerships in Character Education grant program.  
The Civic Education program supports “We the People,” an instructional program on the history and principles of the U.S. Constitution and the Bill of Rights.  The program focuses on elementary, middle school, and high school students and is administered by the nonprofit Center for Civic Education. 

At the high school level, classes may choose to compete in a simulated hearing in which the student’s knowledge of the Constitution is tested.  At the middle school level, the program is designed to develop interest in public policy making as well as the ability to participate competently and responsibly in state and local government.  At the elementary level, the program is designed to educate students about the Constitution at a basic level.

To improve the professional development of state and local coordinators and classroom administrators, a “We the People Civil Rights Seminar” was held in Birmingham, Ala.  The seminar was conducted in collaboration with the Birmingham Civil Rights Institute and the Birmingham Law-Related Education Association.

Performance Measure Summary

The Department’s 2003 Annual Plan set targets related to two objectives for Goal 3: 

· Ensure that our nation’s schools are safe and drug-free and that students are free of alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs.

· Promote strong character and citizenship among our nation’s youth.

The following tables report our results for each objective; full information is provided in appendix A.

	Objective 3.1:  Safe and Drug-Free Schools

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Violent Crimes at School
	P
	P

	Substance Abuse
	P
	R




See page 28 for the color score explanation. 

Violent Crimes at School.  Results on the number of serious violent crimes and violent crimes experienced at school by students ages 12–18 are pending.  Data for FY 2002 are expected in November 2004, and data for FY 2003 are expected in November 2005.  

Substance Abuse.  Results for FY 2002 on the percentage of youth ages 12–17 who reported the use of alcohol, tobacco, marijuana, cocaine, and heroin were released after our FY 2002 Performance and Accountability Report was published.  We did not meet our targets for use of alcohol, tobacco, marijuana, or heroin.  Our Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools is targeting its efforts toward improving these outcomes.  Data for FY 2003 are expected in September 2004.  

Results for FY 2003 drug use on school property are pending, and data are expected in September 2004; FY 2002 was not a collection year for these measures.

	Objective 3.2:  Character and Citizenship

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Community Service
	NC
	NC

	Behavior in School
	P
	R




See page 28 for the color score explanation.

Community Service.  Results on the percentage of 12th-grade students who participated in community service or volunteer work are unavailable and not expected.  Data that supported this measure will not be collected for FY 2003, and the Department plans to discontinue the measure.

Behavior in School.  Results are pending for both the percentage of 12th-grade students who would dislike it if a student intentionally did things to make his or her teacher angry and the percentage of students who think that most students in their classes would dislike it if a student cheated on a test.  Data are expected in December 2003.

The Department failed to meet its targeted percentage of 14- to 18-year-olds who believe cheating occurs by half or most students.  Fifty percent of students believe cheating occurs, which is 11 points higher than the target of 39 percent. 


The 11-percentage-point difference between the target and actual data for this measure may be due to changes in the survey question and response options in the 2003 State of Our Nation’s Youth Survey.  Because of these changes, data may not be comparable to previous years’.  Previous questions addressed students who believe that cheating occurs either in no or few students or in half or most students.  The 2003 question 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 Department compared the aggregate of the responses for about half, about 75 percent, and nearly all categories with its target.  The survey question on cheating was not asked in 2001 and 2002.  

Programs Supporting Goal 3

	
Program Name
	Budget†
	Expend-itures‡
	Program Performance Targets

	
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	
	
	
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data

	ESEA: Character Education (FIE)
	25
	12
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Civic Education: We the People
	17
	16
	*
	0
	0
	100

	ESEA: Close-Up Fellowships
	2
	1
	*

	ESEA: Elementary and Secondary School Counseling (FIE)
	33
	32
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Exchanges with Historic Whaling and Trading Partners (FIE)
	7
	3
	*

	ESEA: Foundations for Learning Grants (FIE)
	1
	0
	*
	///

	ESEA: Physical Education Program—Carol M. White (FIE)
	61
	36
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities—Alcohol Abuse Reduction
	25
	12
	0
	0
	100
	(

	ESEA: Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities—Federal Activities and Evaluation
	138
	127
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	ESEA: Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities—Mentoring Program
	18
	12
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESEA: Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities—National Coordinator Program
	17
	49
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESEA: Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities—Project SERV
	5
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESEA: Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities—State Grants
	472
	467
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	ESEA: Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities—State Grants for Community Services for Expelled or Suspended Students
	50
	6
	0
	0
	100
	(

	Total
	871
	774
	


† Budget for each program includes program budget authority and the program’s proportional share of salaries and expenses budget authority.
† Expenditures occur when recipients draw down funds to cover actual outlays.  FY 2003 expenditures may include funds from prior years’ appropriations.

* Denotes programs with funding below $20 million without targets—the Department prioritized setting targets for programs over $20 million.

(Denotes programs over $20 million without targets.

/// Denotes programs not yet implemented (programs are often implemented near the end of the first year they are funded).

ESEA = Elementary and Secondary Education Act

FIE = Fund for the Improvement of Education

For programs with performance measures, program performance reports are available on the Web at http://www.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/2003report/index.html.  Appendix C contains a sample program performance report.



Goal 4:  Transform Education into an Evidence-Based Field

The persistent challenge for educators is to improve teaching and learning.  But when we measure student achievement, we continue to see slow progress toward that goal.  The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) promotes improving teaching and learning by using research findings on what works in education and applying them to classroom practice and educational policy.  The words scientifically based research connected to improving teaching and learning appear more than 100 times in NCLB.  The Act defines scientifically based research as “research that involves the application of rigorous, systematic, and objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to education activities and programs.”  The goal of transforming education into an evidence-based field is a two-part process: (1) undertaking high-quality and relevant research and (2) turning research results into policy or practice useable and useful for policy makers and practitioners.  Under Goal 4, we focus on research on improving student learning and achievement for all students, including, for example, individuals with special needs and circumstances, and adult learners.  We also include disability and rehabilitation research to improve educational, employment, and independent living opportunities for persons of all ages who are disabled.  

Department Expenditures



Research for Instruction

Today’s environment of student and teacher accountability has raised the stakes for finding effective solutions to pressing problems.  What are the best programs for developing English language learners’ reading skills—immersion or bilingual?  Will small classes or small high schools improve academic success rates?  Do teachers need a master’s degree in their subject area to be good teachers?  The information relevant to these immediate, everyday education questions come from a variety of sources: observational studies, reflections on personal experience, demonstration projects, and scientific research.  During the last decade, debates over what education interventions really work, are sustainable, and can be successfully implemented on a broad scale have led many members of the education community to conclude that the nation’s education research is deficient in quantity and quality.  Many educators suggest that education research should take its model from medical research where randomized trials are the “gold standard” for answering questions about what works—questions about the effectiveness of programs and practices.  At this juncture in the education research debate, the Department is following the direction of legislation passed by Congress in 2002.  

Congress advanced education research by requiring scientifically based evidence as a basis for many of the programs authorized in NCLB and by passing the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002, which established a new arm of the Department, the Institute of Education Sciences (IES).  IES replaced the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) and now has primary responsibility for overseeing education research for the Department.  The IES mission is to provide national leadership in expanding fundamental knowledge and understanding of education.  Structural changes incorporated into the new IES included provisions for greater stability in leadership, increased capacity for establishing and sustaining a focused research agenda, and enhancement of a climate of research scholarship.  IES established a new organizational structure to create an infrastructure for education research, to provide for the dissemination of research-based results, and to prepare for widespread use of scientifically proven interventions.  The new organization plan was approved August 2003.  The plan included reducing the staffing level from 315 for OERI to 185 for IES through a Voluntary Separation Incentive Plan (authorized in the Homeland Security Act), administrative transfers, and ordinary attrition.  IES added 18 staff with doctorates to bolster the number of employees with scientific-research credentials.  A 15-member National Board for Education Sciences is being recruited and established to serve as advisors to IES.  

IES moved quickly to create quality standards for research and review.  IES also dramatically changed the methodological rigor of research funded by the Institute:  

· Funding announcements were written to highlight and prioritize methodological rigor and randomized trials for competitions in which the primary goal is to identify causal connections between programs and outcomes.

· IES speeches, conferences, and advisory documents sent a consistent and clear message to the education-research community about the types of methods and approaches favored by IES to answer questions about what works.

· New peer review procedures were modeled on those used at the National Institutes of Health where peer review committees are populated with scientists and methodologists who hold applicants to the methodological requirements of funding announcements.

· Only applications that were highly meritorious in both rigor and relevance were funded. 

The What Works Clearinghouse (WWC), established by the Department in 2002, began its role as a crucial facilitator of the IES mission in 2003.  WWC will ultimately provide educators, policy makers, and the public with a central, independent, and trusted source of scientific evidence for what works in education.  

WWC, in its first year of operation, began systematic review of seven research topics that reflect a wide range of our nation’s most pressing education issues. 

WWC Research Topics

· Interventions for beginning reading (interventions for students in grades K–3 that are intended to increase a variety of reading skills) 

· Curriculum-based interventions for increasing K–12 math achievement (interventions that contain learning goals for students, instructional programs and materials, and assessments)

· Preventing high school dropout (interventions in middle, junior high, and high school designed to increase high school completion)

· Programs for adult literacy (programs that focus on literacy and language skills needed to function effectively in everyday life) 

· Peer-assisted learning in elementary schools: reading, mathematics, and science  (interventions that are designed to improve an elementary school academic outcome and that routinely use students to teach each other)

· Interventions to reduce delinquent, disorderly, and violent behavior in and out of school (programs aimed at preventing or reducing disruptive, illegal, or violent behavior among middle and high school students) 

· Interventions for elementary school English language learners: increasing English language acquisition and academic achievement (interventions designed to improve the English language literacy or academic achievement of elementary school students who are English language learners)

WWC analysis teams conduct reviews of individual studies, existing research on specific interventions, and research in topic areas and assess it based on rigorous scientific protocols created specifically for WWC.  WWC uses a thorough and objective system of standards and criteria established in consultation with its Technical Advisory Group.  WWC Evidence Reports will be released on a continuing basis as the reviews are completed and will be available to the public on the WWC Web site (http://www.w-w-c.org/).  WWC is continually seeking nominations for studies, interventions, and topic areas to be reviewed that are important to the public and the education community at wwcinfo@w-w-c.org.  

IES research standards had a ripple effect in the commercial education market where many companies that serve this market are beginning to set up internal research divisions to ensure that their products meet WWC standards.

Common sense dictates that all of the quality research we can generate will not create change unless practitioners and policy makers recognize the relevance of the research results and put them to use.  The Department’s role in informing the education community of evidence-based results is through the widespread dissemination of information.

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) was created in 1867 to “gather statistics and facts on the condition and progress of education in the United States and Territories.”  The Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 reaffirms this mandate and calls on NCES to release information that is valid, timely, unbiased, and relevant.  NCES submitted The Condition of Education 2003 to Congress and the public as a partial response to this mandate.  The annual report presents indicators of important developments and conditions in American elementary, secondary, and postsecondary education, such as enrollment trends, access of minorities to postsecondary education, the academic achievement of students, comparisons of the United States education system with education systems in other countries, and the role of education on employment and economic productivity.  The Condition of Education 2003 is available in print from ED Pubs and electronically at http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe. 

In 2003, NCES also produced a series of public reports on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).  The NAEP, also known as “the Nation’s Report Card,” is the only nationally representative and continuing assessment of what the nation’s students know and can do in various subject areas.  The 2003 national and state NAEP tested reading (grades 4 and 8) and mathematics (grades 4 and 8).  See pages 197-202 for NAEP data that inform Department measures and targets.  The NAEP Data Tool, which is available online at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata, provides parents and other members of the public with a way to explore national and state NAEP data.  

The Education Resources Information Center (ERIC), which dates back to 1966, is the well-known electronic education library that continues to transmit education information.  IES began an overhaul of ERIC in 2003 to provide a friendlier interface and search engine and to give access to a longer list of journals and reports based on high-quality research.  It also laid the groundwork for a competition that will award a new ERIC contract to replace the 19 current contracts when they expire in fiscal year (FY) 2004.  The new ERIC will increase the availability and quality of research-based information for educators, researchers, and the public through a searchable Internet-based online database.  

The 10 regional education laboratories conducted applied research, development, dissemination, and technical assistance activities under the guidance of a regional governing board.  The labs are engaged in new efforts to bring stronger scientific evidence to bear in outreach activities and in their own applied research. 

Research on Disability and Rehabilitation

Disability and rehabilitation research has been conducted through the National Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research (NIDRR) since its creation in 1978.  Researchers funded by NIDRR have achieved many significant outcomes benefiting both individuals with disabilities and society at large.  NIDRR’s Long-Range Plan for 1999–2003 addressed priorities in five major research areas: employment outcomes, health and function, technology for access and function, independent living and community integration, and associated disability research areas.

Results from NIDRR’s investment in research and development for 2002–03 span the spectrum from significant outputs that improve the knowledge base and the tools available for conducting research and delivering rehabilitation interventions to intermediate outcomes that increase consumers’ access to assistive technologies to promote independent living and community integration.  To measure the quality of its major research projects, NIDRR convenes review panels of researchers with expertise in the various content areas to assess the quality of grant work and to make recommendations for future activities.  NIDRR also tracks publications in peer-reviewed scholarly journals that stem from funded research.  Among the notable accomplishments from NIDRR’s research projects in the last year are those listed below:  

· A computer-based prosthetic arm design and simulation system that facilitates the design of appropriate arm prostheses for individuals with upper-limb amputations, improves clinical decision making, and allows consumers to be involved in choosing their own technology. 

· New computerized technology for alignment of trans-tibial (leg) prostheses to improve the mobility of individuals with foot amputations.  Northwestern University investigators, with project funding from NIDRR, are seeking a patent for this tool.  

· Development of an innovative and adaptive prototype to facilitate the fabrication of low-cost prosthetic sockets for individuals with amputations in low-income countries and regions within the United States that uses sand as an alternative to the more expensive plaster of paris used in conventional fabrication methods.  

· Co-development of an improved power management and monitoring system that approximately doubles the life span of wheelchair batteries and reduces user stress, repetitive motion injury, and other secondary disabilities while improving safety, ease of maintenance, and affordability.  

· Development and dissemination of an effective new health behavior education curriculum that is being used by agencies in the United States and internationally to improve the physical activity and recreational skills of people with intellectual and developmental disabilities.

Performance Measure Summary

The Department’s 2003 Annual Plan set targets related to two objectives for Goal 4:

· Raise the quality of research funded or conducted by the Department.

· Increase the relevance of our research in order to meet the needs of our customers.

The following tables report our results for each objective; full information is provided in appendix A.

	Objective 4.1:  Quality of Research

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Quality of Research Projects and Publications
	R
	Y

	Use of Randomized Experimental Designs
	Y
	G



See page 28 for the color score explanation.

Quality of Research.  To measure the quality of the Department’s research, review panels composed of senior scientists with expertise in various content areas were convened by the Department to evaluate random samples of Department publications and newly funded proposals.  The Department looked at the percentage of new IES and Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) research and evaluation projects funded by the Department that were deemed to be of high quality by the review panels, and we looked at the percentage of new IES and OSEP research and evaluation publications that were deemed to be of high quality.  FY 2003 data show that 66 percent of our evaluation projects were deemed to be of high quality by an independent review panel.  Our FY 2003 target was 90 percent.  Although we improved our performance over FY 2002, we did not meet our target.  IES and OSEP intend to continue to monitor and provide technical assistance to applicants for research and evaluation grants to ensure that projects are of high quality and meet quality review standards.  The Department did not submit new publications for the panel’s review; consequently, we could not collect new data on our publications measure.   

Randomized Experimental Designs.  To measure whether Department-funded education research and evaluation projects and publications that address causal questions employ randomized experimental designs, research staff evaluate all newly funded education research proposals using quality review standards developed by IES.  Each product and proposal is reviewed to determine if the project includes questions of effectiveness, and, if so, whether the project employs randomized experimental designs.  Inter-rater reliability checks are completed to ensure the reliability of the data. We exceeded our FY 2003 target of 71 percent; FY 2003 data show that 94 percent of projects that included questions of effectiveness employed randomized experimental designs.  No new publications were reviewed for the FY 2003 report; consequently, the Department could not collect data on the percent of publications addressing causal questions that employ randomized experimental designs.

	Objective 4.2:  Relevance of Research

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Relevance of New Research Projects 
	P
	G

	Use of Research by Decision Makers
	NC
	B



See page 28 for the color score explanation.

Relevance of New Research.  Cognizant that the best research will not make education an evidence-based field unless the results of the research are useful and usable by practitioners, the Department measures the percentage of new education 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.  Our FY 2003 target was 54 percent of new education research projects.  FY 2003 data are pending and expected November 2003.

Use of Research by Decision Makers.  The Department measures whether K–16 policy makers and administrators routinely consider evidence of effectiveness before adopting educational products and approaches.  The sample for the Department’s Decision Maker Survey includes individuals across levels in the decision- and policy-making process—district- and state-level decision makers for K–12, higher-education state and national policy makers, and leaders of national associations of education.  The sample is distributed across high-, low-, and average-achieving districts and states, across urban and rural areas, and across all regions of the country.  Data for 2003 were not collected.  The next Decision Maker Survey will be conducted in 2005.  
Programs Supporting Goal 4

	
Program Name
	Budget†
	Expend-itures‡
	Program Performance Targets

	
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	
	
	
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data

	ESEA: Indian Education—National Activities
	5
	3
	*

	ESEA: Title I Evaluation
	10
	3
	*

	ESRA: Research, Development and Dissemination
	164
	226
	50
	33
	17
	(

	ESRA: Statistics
	119
	61
	0
	0
	100
	(

	IDEA: Research and Innovation
	81
	69
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	RA: National Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research
	120
	128
	0
	0
	100
	100
	0
	0

	Total
	499
	490
	


† Budget for each program includes program budget authority and the program’s proportional share of salaries and expenses budget authority.
‡ Expenditures occur when recipients draw down funds to cover actual outlays.  FY 2003 expenditures may include funds from prior years’ appropriations.

* Denotes programs with funding below $20 million without targets—the Department prioritized setting targets for programs over $20 million.

(Denotes programs over $20 million without targets.

ESEA = Elementary and Secondary Education Act

ESRA = Education Sciences Reform Act

IDEA = Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

RA = Rehabilitation Act

For programs with performance measures, program performance reports are available on the Web at http://www.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/2003report/index.html.  Appendix C contains a sample program performance report.



Goal 5:  Enhance the Quality of and Access to 
Postsecondary and Adult Education

As a nation and as individuals, America’s achievements depend more and more on pursuing higher education.  The economy of the 21st century requires that Americans develop skills and master knowledge beyond the high school level and continue that education throughout their lives.  

The Department’s mission to ensure equal access to education and promote educational excellence throughout the nation does not end when a student graduates from high school.  In fact, a large proportion of the Department’s fiscal year (FY) 2003 expenditures supported postsecondary and adult education and employment.  The Department worked to increase access to, enrollment in, and completion of postsecondary education for students from all economic and social backgrounds.  In addition, the Department set out to improve the accountability of postsecondary institutions and to strengthen adult education, literacy, and job attainment.

Department Expenditures


Accessing Postsecondary Education

Long-term trends confirm that more Americans are going to and completing college and, notably, several underrepresented groups are participating in larger numbers.  For example, studies of postsecondary education indicate that in the last two decades, college enrollment rates of students with disabilities have tripled, and these students complete their programs at a rate nearly as high as that of other students.
  In the academic year of 1999–2000, nearly one-third of all undergraduates were minorities, while just a decade ago minorities comprised only one-quarter of the undergraduate population.
  Although progress has been made over the years to increase participation and graduation levels for all individuals, gaps still exist in enrollment and graduation between low-income students and middle- and high-income students, and among ethnic/racial groups. 

Sixty-three percent of students who enrolled at a four-year institution in 1995–96 earned a bachelor’s degree at that institution within six years.
  Overall, 29 percent of 25- to 29-year-olds had completed at least a bachelor’s degree in 2001, close to double the rate 20 years earlier.  The percentage of students achieving a bachelor’s degree or higher increased over that time span among whites, blacks, and Hispanics.  In 2001, women were more likely than men to have graduated.
 

Affording Postsecondary Education

For many students, access to money for college is equivalent to access to college.  Because financial aid is often one factor in whether students are able to enroll in higher education, the majority of Department postsecondary and adult education funds go to students in the form of grants and loans.  

Tuition costs relate in another significant way to the Department’s mission to increase access to postsecondary education.  As tuition costs rise, the gap in college enrollment between high- and low-income students can grow.  In 2000, tuition at a public four-year institution rose to 25 percent of the income of families in the lowest income quintile, up from 13 percent in 1980.
 

Tuition costs rose sharply this past year, between 5 and 8 percent on top of inflation (2002–03 academic year).
  Many of these increases occurred at public colleges and universities.  More than 25 state colleges or university systems, which have historically served as lower-cost alternatives to private institutions, increased their tuition between 10 and 20 percent this past year.  

The recent trend of tuition increases outpacing inflation is likely to continue, as state budgets undergo further cuts and competing demands from Medicare and other government services for the elderly increase as the population ages. 

The median student federal loan amount nearly tripled between 1990 and 1999, rising from $4,000 to $11,199; and students are increasingly turning to nonfederal sources of loans, including credit cards, to pay college expenses. These trends are occurring even though funding for federal grants and other campus-based aid programs continues to grow.  Students are also taking on more employment while in school to cope with rising costs.  Between the 1989–90 and 1999–2000 academic years, the proportion of students working full time during the school year rose 7 percent.

Pell Grants, Direct Student Loans, Federal Family Education Loans, and other federal programs can increase access to college for various socioeconomic groups.  By primarily assisting the lowest-income students and minorities, federal aid can reduce the education gap.  

The Department’s Office of Federal Student Aid (FSA) manages and administers postsecondary student financial assistance programs as authorized by Title IV of the Higher Education Act (HEA).  Through its school, lender, and Guaranty Agency partners, FSA delivered about $60 billion in total new federal aid to approximately 8.9 million recipients in FY 2003, a large increase from the $27.0 billion delivered to 7.1 million recipients 10 years ago.  FSA directly manages or oversees a loan portfolio valued at $321 billion, representing 22 million borrowers with outstanding loans.  

The cohort default rate is the percentage of borrowers who enter repayment in a fiscal year and default by the end of the next fiscal year.  The nation’s student loan cohort default rate has dropped to an all-time low of 5.4 percent (data for FY 2001, the most recent available).  For the first time since cohort default rates have been used to regulate school participation, all schools have rates low enough to ensure they remain eligible for federal financial aid programs.  The national cohort default rate has dropped nearly every year since 1990 when it peaked at 22.4 percent.  The low national default rate reflects a concerted effort by the Department and its student aid partners to increase borrower awareness of repayment obligations, to track borrower delinquencies, and to counsel borrowers who get behind in their payments.  The Department has also effectively used tools provided by Congress to minimize defaults and remove schools with high default rates from the student loan programs. In the last decade, nearly 1,200 schools have lost eligibility to participate in the federal loan programs due to their high default rates.  The 1998 Amendments to the HEA extended by three months--to 270 days from 180 days-- the length of time it takes a delinquent borrower to default on a student loan.  The effect of this change was first felt with the release of the FY 1998 cohort default rates, which decreased by 1.9 percent from the FY 1997 rates with approximately half of the decrease being attributed to the time extension.  For the last three years, with the release of the FY 1999, 2000 and 2001 rates, the change in default date has been fully implemented.   

Total recoveries on defaulted student loans will exceed $5 billion in FY 2003 for the third year in a row.  Over $350 million was recovered by matching the entire defaulted loan portfolio with the National Directory of New Hires, a database that contains employment and income information on all persons employed in the United States.  This matching process enabled the Department to find current address information for more than 2 million borrowers with defaulted loans.
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Making students and their parents aware that financial aid is available is a necessary first step to further their education.  The Department developed a comprehensive Aid Awareness and Access Strategy that includes establishing a variety of national, regional, and local organization partnerships that share a common goal of promoting awareness of and access to postsecondary education. The partnership advances a consistent message of the importance of pursuing postsecondary education and will increase the accuracy of information available to the public.  In addition, the Department’s Web site was upgraded and rebranded as Student Aid on the Web.  The site, http://www.studentaid.ed.gov, provides interactive content to help students and parents learn about college costs and apply for federal aid. 

The Department also improved the targeting of aid toward those most in need.  The Upward Bound program, which works to increase the high school graduation and college enrollment rates of low-income, potential first-generation college students, has instituted a participation expansion initiative to better enable participating schools to target their high-risk population.  This initiative allowed 219 additional supplements to applicants that were willing to serve higher–risk students at targeted high schools.  Almost 4,200 additional high-risk students will have the opportunity to receive Upward Bound services to help them prepare to attend college.  Other programs such as Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP) and Talent Search seek to increase the number of youth from low-income and disadvantaged backgrounds entering postsecondary education. 
Furthermore, the Department responded to some emerging constituent needs with flexibility.  For example, under the Higher Education Relief Opportunities for Students Act of 2003 (HEROES) program, the Department worked with Congress to offer relief from student loan obligations to men and women called to active military duty.  Responding to a growing number of home-schooling constituents, the Department published guidance to clarify that postsecondary institutions admitting home-schooled students as regular undergraduate students may do so in certain circumstances without jeopardizing their eligibility to participate in the HEA Title IV student financial assistance programs.  
Additional information on federal student aid programs is available from the Department’s FSA Information Center 1-800-4FED-AID (433-3243) or the FSA Web site found at  http://www.ed.gov/offices/OSFAP/Students/student.html.  Other programs that provide opportunities for low-income or at-risk students to pursue postsecondary education can be accessed at http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ope/programs.html.
Improving Postsecondary Education for Minorities

It is clear that minorities and students with disabilities are gaining access to post​secondary opportunities, and women have surpassed men in overall enrollment rates.  However, there is much more to be done to ensure that all have equal opportunity for postsecondary education. 

Strengthening the capacity of institutions dedicated to serving low-income and minority students, including Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs), Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs), and Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs), is vital to closing the gap between low-income, minority students and their high-income or nonminority counterparts.

The Aid for Institutional Development Programs (commonly called the Title III Programs) support improvements in educational quality, management, and financial stability at qualifying postsecondary institutions.  Funding is focused on institutions that enroll large proportions of minority and financially disadvantaged students with low per-student expenditures.  One of the primary missions of the Title III Programs is to support the nation’s HBCUs.  Title III also supports American Indian Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities, and Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions.  Furthermore, Title III includes the Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program.  Since 1998, there has been a 74 percent increase in funding for HBCUs, a 96 percent increase for Historically Black Graduate Institutions and a 33 percent increase for institutions that serve large numbers of needy students.

The White House Initiative on HBCUs has made major efforts to provide additional funding to HBCUs to increase the number of minorities and low-income students in the fields of math, science, technology, and teacher education.  Further, global partnerships between HBCUs and universities in many of the countries of Africa and the Caribbean are being established to support institutional capacity building, research, agriculture and food security, and enterprise development.

In an effort to fortify HBCU schools of business, HBCU leaders, government officials, and private business representatives met at Harris-Stowe State College in St. Louis to discuss strategies and opportunities aimed at enhancing these programs.  Continued commitment and support from major corporations will allow black colleges to prepare tomorrow’s business leaders with the knowledge and skills they need to be successful.  The summit also focused on areas such as increasing the number of schools that are recognized by accrediting associations, providing the platform to advance business and technology efforts to support enhanced curricula, and increasing the number of minority students entering business career fields.  Among the major corporations in attendance were AT&T, Microsoft, Apple Computer, and ConAgra Foods, which held workshops and panel discussions for HBCU deans. 

A recent study released by the Tomas Rivera Policy Institute indicated that Hispanic children are more likely to miss out on crucial steps leading to college because their parents lack the necessary information to make college a reality.  The White House Initiative on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans has taken strides to resolve this problem and equip Hispanic families with the necessary tools to help their children continue their education.  Treasurer of the United States Rosario Marin and Latin recording artist Jon Secada, members of the President’s Advisory Commission on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans, unveiled a new bilingual Web site (www.YesICan.gov; www.YoSiPuedo.gov) that provides parents with a one-stop information center to increase knowledge of how to succeed in postsecondary education.  The launch was a nationwide grassroots effort that included a national public awareness campaign with the Hispanic Broadcasting Corporation on their 55 Hispanic-focused radio stations.

President Bush’s Advisory Board on Tribal Colleges and Universities held its first meeting in Santa Fe after it was sworn in during a traditional ceremony.  The 13-member board includes TCU presidents, educators, and community and business leaders and is charged with making recommendations to the White House and Secretary Paige on ways the federal government and the private sector can help develop tribal colleges and increase their resources, programs, facilities, and technologies. At its first official meeting, the board began gathering information on issues important to TCUs nationwide to help ensure TCUs have full access to federal and private programs and funds. “With No Child Left Behind, we will help ensure that more American Indian youngsters receive a quality education and are prepared to pursue and benefit from higher education,” said Secretary Paige. “Our tribal colleges and universities are an important vehicle for making the promise of this bold new law a reality.”
Continuing Education, Gaining Employment

In today’s economy, education is the foundation for success.  The Department recognizes the need for retaining and building skills throughout life and supports lifelong literacy, adult education, transition to employment, and vocational rehabilitation (VR) programs to help Americans turn their skills into family-supporting wages.

The skills required of our workforce are converging with skills needed and taught within postsecondary education.  As the American Youth Policy Forum recently noted in its white paper, Rigor and Relevance: A New Vision for Career and Technical Education, “the past division between preparation for college and preparation for work has become a false dichotomy.”  As the economy turns to a knowledge economy, the need for our workforce to have mastered reading, writing, and other basic skills increases in parallel.  

To effectively bring more adults into the workforce, a cooperative relationship with today’s business leaders and an informed understanding of corporate needs are essential.  The Department collaborated with the Department of Labor on the Workforce Innovations Conference (http://www.workforceinnovations.org) held in July 2003.  This conference dealt with issues such as aligning economic development with workforce investment and facilitating employment through services and partnerships.  The conference yielded strategies to bring workforce investment boards, schools, and businesses together to meet the labor needs of the 21st century.  These strategies integrate workforce investment board plans with those of businesses and postsecondary institutions, particularly community colleges. The conference also emphasized ways for workforce professionals to help workers come out of declining industries and to accelerate entry into fast-growing industries with education.

The Department formed a partnership with the U.S. Chamber of Commerce to educate the Chamber’s 3 million members about programs designed to assist businesses in employing people with disabilities.  This partnership highlighted the month of October as National Disability Employment Awareness Month by organizing and hosting a Web-based event to promote the partnership. As a result of these activities, the Department and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce are in the process of developing key employment materials for dissemination to 3,000 state and local chambers regarding disability issues, such as the Americans with Disabilities Act and business tax credits and incentives.  
The Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) has overseen programs for the provision of services, including education and training, physical restoration, job development, and job-placement services for individuals with disabilities since 1920, and RSA currently operates under the authority of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  In FY 2003, RSA’s largest program, the state-federal VR Program, served over 1 million individuals with disabilities through a network of 80 affiliated agencies.  RSA also funded programs promoting services for independent living and the training of individuals for work in various fields related to rehabilitation.  Furthermore, RSA provided rehabilitation technology for use by individuals with disabilities to develop opportunities to work from home. 

In FY 2001 (the latest year for which detailed individual record information is available) State VR agencies provided training in college and university settings to 149,063 individuals and training in vocational and occupational skills settings to 102,931 individuals.  Data on individuals who exited the VR program in FY 2001, show that 30,280 individuals who received college or university training obtained 

employment, predominantly employment in the professional, technical, and managerial job categories.  In addition, 26,931 individuals who received vocational and occupational skills training obtained employment. These outcomes were distributed over a wide range of occupational categories, including professional, technical, and managerial jobs; clerical and sales jobs; service jobs; and a variety of processing, machine trades, bench-work, and structural occupations.

Finally, for researchers and policy makers to better understand and address the nation’s literacy needs, the Department in FY 2003 initiated the National Assessment of Adult Literacy, a household survey of the English language literacy abilities of American adults.  It will provide the first measure in a decade of the nation’s progress in improving the literacy skills of adults; providing information on the reading, writing, and math skills of adults; and learning how these skills affect employability and earnings.  Data will be collected through December 2003 and analyzed and reported by May 2005.

Performance Measure Summary

The Department’s 2003 Annual Plan set targets related to five objectives for Goal 5.

· Reduce the gaps in college access and completion among student populations differing by race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and disability while increasing the educational attainment of all.

· Strengthen accountability of postsecondary institutions.

· Establish effective funding mechanisms for postsecondary education.

· Strengthen Historically Black Colleges and Universities, Hispanic-Serving Institutions, and Tribal Colleges and Universities.

· Enhance the literacy and employment skills of American adults.

The following tables report our results for each objective; full information is provided in appendix A.

	Objective 5.1:  College Access and Completion

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	College Enrollment
	P
	P

	College Completion
	P
	P



See page 28 for the color score explanation.

College Enrollment.  From 1999 to 2001, the percentages of Hispanic and high-income high school graduates immediately enrolling in college have increased, but percentages of white, black, and low-income graduates immediately enrolling have declined.  Enrollment gaps between whites and Hispanics are consistently decreasing, but gaps between white and black students are changing direction from year to year.  FY 2002 data will be available in December 2003, and FY 2003 data will be available in December 2004. 

College Completion.  From 1999 to 2000, among full-time bachelor’s degree students, the percentages of Hispanic and black students graduating within six years are increasing, with the percentage of white students declining slightly.  At two-year postsecondary institutions, however, percentages of students completing programs within three years are declining for all subgroups.  Data for both FY 2001 and FY 2002 will be available in February 2004, and data for FY 2003 will be available in November 2004. 

	Objective 5.2:  Accountability of Postsecondary Institutions

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Submission of Title II Reports
	P
	G



See page 28 for the color score explanation.
Accountability Data.  The percentage of states submitting Title II reports with common definitions (so the data may be compared and compiled) increased from 63 to 80 percent in 2002.  The Department set a high target—100 percent of states—for 2003.  FY 2003 data will be available in April 2004. 

	Objective 5.3:  Effective Funding Mechanisms

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Tuition Increases
	P
	R

	Unmet Need
	NC
	NC

	Borrower Indebtedness
	NC
	NC



See page 28 for the color score explanation.
Tuition Increases.  As noted previously, tuition has recently risen sharply.  In 2002, tuition rose 6.4 percent from the previous year, so it is unlikely that the Department met our target increase for 2003 of 3 percent.  FY 2003 data will be available in December 2003. 

Unmet Need.  The Department’s measure of unmet need is derived from students who receive aid and is assessed only every four years.  Thus, no data are expected for this measure in FY 2003, and the Department plans to discontinue this measure in 2005. 

Borrower Indebtedness.  Similar to unmet need, no data are expected for this measure for FY 2003, and the Department plans to discontinue this measure in 2005.

	Objective 5.4:  HBCUs, HSIs, and TCUs

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Positive Fiscal Balance
	P
	R

	Technological Capacity
	NC
	NC



See page 28 for the color score explanation.
Positive Fiscal Balance.  The percentage of HBCUs, HSIs, and TCUs with a positive fiscal balance has remained at approximately 70 percent in the past few years.  Given that the Department did not meet our 2002 target of 74 percent, it may be difficult to meet 


the 2003 target of 79 percent.  FY 2003 data will be available in September 2004.

Technological Capacity.  Data for this measure are incomplete and not expected.  The Department is discontinuing this measure for FY 2005.

	Objective 5.5:  Literacy and Employment Skills of American Adults

	Measures
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Employment Outcomes
	P
	R



See page 28 for the color score explanation.
Employment Outcomes.  The VR Employment Rate describes the percentage of individuals who achieve employment outcomes after receiving services from a state VR agency.  The 2002 target for increasing the percentage of individuals with disabilities served by the VR program who obtain employment was not met.  The percentage increased gradually from 60.4 percent in FY 1996 to 62.5 percent in FY 2000.  However, in FY 2001, the percentage began to decrease.  This decrease is believed to be because of the weak economy and because individuals placed in extended employment are no longer considered to have achieved an employment outcome under this program.  FY 2003 data will be available in April 2004.

Programs Supporting Goal 5

	
Program Name
	Budget†
	Expend-itures‡
	Program Performance Targets

	
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	
	
	
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data

	AEFLA: Adult Education State Grants
	580
	592
	0
	0
	100
	60
	40
	0

	AEFLA: Adult Education National Leadership Activities
	12
	10
	*

	AEFLA: National Institute for Literacy
	7
	6
	*

	ATA: Assistive Technology
	27
	1
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	DOEAA GPRA Data/HEA Program Evaluation
	1
	1
	*

	EDA: Gallaudet University
	98
	98
	17
	25
	58
	33
	67
	0

	EDA: National Technical Institute for the Deaf
	54
	53
	10
	20
	70
	60
	30
	10

	ESEA: Community Technology Centers (FIE)
	34
	38
	0
	0
	100
	(

	HEA: AID—Developing Hispanic-Serving Institutions
	96
	74
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	HEA: AID—Minority Science and Engineering Improvement
	11
	8
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: AID—Strengthening Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions
	9
	7
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: AID—Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities
	216
	196
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: AID—Strengthening Historically Black Graduate Institutions
	54
	43
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: AID—Strengthening Institutions (Part A)
	86
	70
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: AID—Strengthening Tribally Controlled Colleges & Universities
	23
	18
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: B. J. Stupak Olympic Scholarships
	1
	.2
	*

	HEA: Byrd Honors Scholarships
	41
	38
	0
	0
	100
	0
	100
	0

	HEA: Child Care Access Means Parents In School
	16
	19
	0
	0
	100
	*

	HEA: College Assistance Migrant Program
	16
	14
	*

	HEA: Demonstration Projects to Ensure Quality Higher Education for Students with Disabilities
	7
	6
	*

	HEA: Federal TRIO programs—Educational Opportunity Centers
	49
	768
	(

	HEA: Federal TRIO programs—McNair Postbaccalaureate Achievement
	43
	
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	HEA Federal TRIO programs—Student Support Services 
	269
	
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	HEA: Federal TRIO programs—Talent Search
	148
	
	(

	HEA: Federal TRIO programs—Upward Bound
	319
	
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	HEA: Federal TRIO programs—Other 
	17
	
	*

	HEA: Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
	179
	154
	0
	0
	100
	50
	50
	0

	HEA: Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP)
	297
	269
	0
	0
	100
	(

	HEA: Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need (GAANN)
	33
	28
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	HEA: Historically Black College and University (HBCU) Capital Financing—Federal Administration
	0.2
	0.1
	*

	HEA: Interest Subsidy Grants
	3
	2
	*

	HEA: International Education and Foreign Language Studies—Domestic Programs
	100
	84
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	HEA: International Education and Foreign Language Studies—Institute for International Public Policy
	2
	2
	100
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100

	HEA: Javits Fellowships
	12
	9
	0
	0
	100
	*


† Budget for each program includes program budget authority and the program’s proportional share of salaries and expenses budget authority.

‡ Expenditures occur when recipients draw down funds to cover actual outlays.  FY 2003 expenditures may include funds from prior years’ appropriations.

* Denotes programs with funding below $20 million without targets—the Department prioritized setting targets for programs over $20 million.

(Denotes programs over $20 million without targets.

/// Denotes programs not yet implemented (Programs are often implemented near the end of the first year they are funded.)

AEFLA = Adult Education and Family Literacy Act

ATA = Assistive Technology Act

EDA = Education of the Deaf Act



HEA = Higher Education Act

ESEA = Elementary and Secondary Education Act

DOEAA = Department of Education Appropriations Act

GPRA = Government Performance and Results Act

AID = Aid for Institutional Development

Programs Supporting Goal 5 (Cont’d)

	Program Name
	Budget†
	Expend-itures‡
	Program Performance Targets

	
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003

$ in millions
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	
	
	
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data
	%

Met
	%

Not Met
	%

No Data


	HEA/DEOA: SFA—Student Aid Administration
	105
	273
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	HEA: SFA—College Housing and Academic Facilities Loans (CHAFL) Federal Administration
	‬          -35
	-1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: SFA—Federal Direct Student Loans
	‬      4,629
	5,084
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: SFA—Federal Family Education Loan Program & Liquidating
	‬      2,549
	2,574
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: SFA—Federal Pell Grants
	11,487
	12,131
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: SFA—Federal Perkins Loans
	133
	163
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: SFA—Federal Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants
	788
	733
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: SFA—Federal Work-Study
	1,031
	1,012
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: SFA—Leveraging Educational Assistance Partnerships
	70
	66
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: SFA—Loan Forgiveness for Child Care Providers
	1
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEA: Thurgood Marshall Legal Education Opportunity Program
	5
	4
	*

	HEA: Underground Railroad Program
	2
	2
	*

	HKNCA: Helen Keller National Center for Deaf-Blind Youths and Adults
	9
	9
	*
	0
	0
	100

	Howard University
	239
	238
	0
	0
	100
	75
	25
	0

	MECEA: International Education and Foreign Language Studies—Overseas Programs
	17
	10
	*

	NLA: Literacy Programs for Prisoners
	5
	4
	*

	RA: Client Assistance State Grants
	13
	12
	*

	RA: Evaluation
	1
	1
	*

	RA: Independent Living—Centers
	71
	61
	0
	0
	100
	100
	0
	0

	RA: Independent Living— Services for Older Blind Individuals
	30
	27
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	RA: Independent Living—State Grants
	24
	22
	0
	0
	100
	67
	33
	0

	RA: Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers Program
	3
	2
	*

	RA: Projects with Industry Program (PWI)
	23
	20
	0
	0
	100
	100
	0
	0

	RA: Protection and Advocacy
	18
	16
	*

	RA: Supported Employment
	38
	38
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	RA: Vocational Rehabilitation Demonstration and Training Programs
	24
	20
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100

	RA: Vocational Rehabilitation Program Improvement
	1
	1
	*

	RA: Vocational Rehabilitation Recreational Program
	3
	3
	*

	RA: Vocational Rehabilitation State Grants—Grants for Indians
	30
	27
	0
	0
	100
	100
	0
	0

	RA: Vocational Rehabilitation State Grants—Grants to States
	2,531
	2,604
	0
	0
	100
	0
	33
	67

	RA: Vocational Rehabilitation Training
	44
	41
	0
	0
	100
	15
	15
	70

	VTEA: Tribally controlled Postsecondary Vocational and Technical Institute
	7
	6
	100
	0
	0
	0
	100
	0

	Total
	26,756
	27,811
	


† Budget for each program includes program budget authority and the program’s proportional share of salaries and expenses budget authority.

‡ Expenditures occur when recipients draw down funds to cover actual outlays.  FY 2003 expenditures may include funds from prior years’ appropriations.

‬   Net budget authority as estimated in February 2003.

* Denotes programs with funding below $20 million without targets—the Department prioritized setting targets for programs over $20 million.

(Denotes programs over $20 million without targets.

/// Denotes programs not yet implemented (Programs are often implemented near the end of the first year they are funded.)

HEA = Higher Education Act


SFA = Student Financial Assistance programs 



HKNCA = Helen Keller National Center Act

MECEA =  Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961

NLA = National Literacy Act

RA = Rehabilitation Act





DEOA = Department of Education Organization Act

VTEA = Vocational and Technical Education Act

For programs with performance measures, program performance reports are available on the Web at http://www.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/2003report/index.html.  Appendix C contains a sample program performance report.



Goal 6:  Establish Management Excellence

The Department of Education has undertaken sweeping management improvements to enhance its ability to focus on improving the quality of education for all Americans.  Each of the governmentwide initiatives in the President’s Management Agenda (PMA) is integrated into Goal 6 of the Strategic Plan. The Department’s objectives for fiscal integrity, the management of human capital, the use of electronic government, and budget and performance integration represent the agency’s plan for implementing the PMA. Department-specific management objectives include modernizing the Student Financial Assistance programs, leveraging the contributions of faith-based and community organizations (FBCOs), and earning the President’s Quality Award. 

The Department’s One-ED plan is an integrated five-year human capital, strategic sourcing, and restructuring plan developed in 2002 and implemented throughout 2003. The One-ED strategic investment process analyzes and quantifies business functions to identify the potential for more efficient, accountable, and effective work processes. 

While One-ED helps the agency reengineer specific work processes, improved financial data and internal controls reduce risk of fraud and abuse. Electronic applications improve performance by increasing our administrative efficiency and providing the agency’s customers easier access to Department services. Each aspect of the PMA reinforces other management reforms to support improved performance of Department staff and of the financial investments we make in students, teachers, educational agencies, and communities.

Develop and Maintain Financial Integrity and Management and Internal Controls

Activities to improve financial integrity and internal controls are leading to timely and accurate financial information that are helping Department managers make programmatic and asset-related decisions.  

The Department has exceeded the requirements of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for midyear financial statements.  The Department produced all five statements midyear and submitted four of them to OMB, one more than required.  While quarterly statements are a new OMB requirement, for internal management purposes the Department has implemented monthly financial statements and quarterly management reporting protocols, including Fast Facts, which includes grant and loan statistics, as well as other performance-based metrics.  These reports allow the Department to better integrate critical financial data into short- and long-term decisions.

In FY 2003, these and other efforts resulted in the Department’s second consecutive unqualified opinion, the third clean opinion in our history.  
Improve the Strategic Management of the Department’s Human Capital  

The Department’s human capital plan is an integral part of One-ED, the Department’s plan to address human capital, competitive sourcing, and restructuring requirements.  Taking into consideration projected retirements, business process improvements, restructuring, increased use of technology, and changing skill requirements, the plan is a framework for human capital improvements. Improved management of employee performance, raising skill levels, and improved Department leadership are three fundamental objectives.  One-ED activities include in-depth analyses of work structuring and skill needs for specific business processes.  Needs identified through One-ED reviews will be addressed through the competitive sourcing or reengineering of those discrete processes. 

Skills gaps are also being addressed through training, as well as hiring. During the workforce recruitment planning process, Department offices assessed the skills of their workforce.  Future staff development programs will concentrate on the most critical skill areas.  This year, all permanent employees received notice that they are strongly encouraged to have an Individual Development Plan that lists their developmental goals and the classes and other developmental activities they will undertake to gain the skills they need. A new mentoring program is one development opportunity available to employees.  

Manage Information Technology Resources, Using E-gov, to Improve Services for Our Customers and Partners

The Department is leveraging information technology (IT) to improve the efficiency of its business functions to better serve internal and external customers.  One such effort is the governmentwide GovLoans initiative.  GovLoans focuses on educating citizens about the various federal loan programs and making improvements to back-office loan functions.  The Department is also building other electronic solutions on the foundation of its enterprise architecture, which was refined this year.  Using the refined enterprise architecture, the Department expanded public access to grants, loans, and research information through improvements in electronic transactions. 

As the Department increases its use of IT solutions to reach both its internal and external customers, the Department has taken the necessary actions to maintain the confidentiality, privacy, and integrity of the data being collected.  The Department’s certification and accreditation process tests for baseline security requirements and identifies risk areas.  This information is used to help ensure that the Department’s systems and applications are adequately protected. The certification and accreditation effort has led to a cascade of IT security improvements throughout the Department.  The Department has a much better understanding of its business functions, its overall IT environment, and its enterprisewide IT security posture and, as a result, is more secure than it was even a year ago.  

Modernize the Student Financial Assistance Programs and Reduce Their High-Risk Status

The Department’s Office of Federal Student Aid (FSA) is continuing to improve and integrate its financial and management information systems to manage the student aid programs effectively.  As part of its FY 2003 planning process, FSA identified projects and activities that furthered its efforts to integrate and improve its systems.  Projects included in the FY 2003 Annual Plan delivered the most visible and direct impact for students, schools, and financial partners.  

The work of the Department and FSA resulted in each receiving an unqualified audit opinion on its FY 2003 financial statements.  This accomplishment is critical to FSA’s efforts to be removed from the General Accounting Office (GAO) High-Risk List.  More important, it reassures taxpayers that the Department and FSA are wisely managing resources in the delivery of federal student aid.  

Achieve Budget and Performance Integration to Link Funding Decisions to Results

The President’s FY 2005 Budget will be the second year of budget and performance integration.  Like the FY 2004 budget, the FY 2005 budget will be based, to the extent possible, on program performance and strategic objectives.  FY 2005 marks the first year that the Department’s Budget and Annual Plan were completed together.  Attention to improvements in performance information, as reflected both in plans for collecting the information for the first time and in ongoing data collection and analyses, is expanding as a result of the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) reviews, Government Performance and Results Act improvements, and increased legislative accountability provisions. 

The Department’s budget and performance integration efforts this year included increased efforts to document the effectiveness of the 165 programs that the Department funds.  The Department reviewed all program performance measures and began systematically revising performance measures so that they meet the PART standards for quality long-term, annual, and efficiency measures.  PART analyses are complete for 33 programs, accounting for the majority of the Department’s annual budget authority. 

To help measure the results of the Department’s elementary and secondary education policy and programs, including the implementation of the NCLB, the agency is developing a Performance Based-Data Management system. When fully implemented, the system will be the central source for data on the Department’s K–12 formula grants programs. The Department is aligning the budget and planning process and using performance information for decision making and management. The Department’s program management and policy planning reflect PART analyses and other performance information. Performance information will be reflected in the Department’s Congressional Justifications supporting the FY 2005 President’s Budget.  

Leverage the Contributions of Faith-Based and Community Organizations to Increase the Effectiveness of Department Programs

The Department has taken significant steps to ensure that FBCOs actively participate in those Department programs for which they are eligible.  All Department grant announcements made in FY 2003, for programs open by law to FBCO participation, contain a clear statement that FBCOs are eligible to apply on the same terms as other organizations.  The Department has also included novice applicant priority in all eligible grant programs and has provided the novice applicants with technical assistance so they can submit quality applications.  The novice applicant priority makes it easier for organizations that have not received federal funds to apply for and receive funding.  

The Department’s technical assistance and outreach efforts included announcing all grant competitions on its Web site and the White House Web site and emailing the announcements to its database of FBCOs.  The Department also developed a user-friendly toolkit and Webcast on how to become an effective provider of supplemental educational services under NCLB.  

By Becoming a High-Performance Customer-Focused Organization, Earn the President’s Quality Award

The President’s Quality Award Program is designed to recognize federal organizations that have documented high-performance management systems and approaches that address the objectives of PMA.  The Department submitted three FY 2003 applications for the President’s Quality Award on September 5, 2003.  The Department’s applications were submitted in the categories of information technology, competitive sourcing, and financial management.  

Secretary Paige has made improving the management of the Department a top priority.  He strongly believes that a better-managed Department not only is what the taxpayer deserves but also furthers the efforts of NCLB.  The PMA provided the framework for the achievements and results that the Department has accomplished not only in e-government, competitive sourcing, and financial performance but also in establishing management excellence throughout the Department.

Performance Measure Summary 

The Department’s 2003 Annual Plan set targets related to seven objectives for Goal 6.  The following table reports our results for each objective; full information is provided in appendix A.

	Goal 6: Establish Management Excellence

Status of Performance Measures by Objective

	Objectives
	FY 2003
	FY 2002

	Financial Integrity
	G
	G

	Human Capital
	G
	G

	Information Technology/E-Gov
	G
	G

	Student Financial Assistance Programs
	G
	G

	Budget and Performance Integration
	P
	Y

	Faith-Based and Community Organizations
	G
	G

	President’s Quality Award
	G
	G


This chart reflects the status of the Department’s performance on its Goal 6 performance measures. The chart does not reflect the Department’s status in meeting the President’s Management Agenda; that status can be found on page 24.


See page 28 for the color score explanation.

Financial Integrity.  An annual audit by an independent auditing firm is a measure of the quality of the Department’s financial information.  If the auditor is confident that the financial statements are a fair representation of the Department’s financial position, then an unqualified opinion is issued.  Achieving this target is a significant accomplishment.  The Department obtained its second consecutive unqualified audit opinion for FY 2003.  
The Department’s second unqualified audit opinion is attributable to the continued improvements that have been made to the financial processes:

· Cash and loan account reconciliations have been significantly improved.

· The Department’s Oracle general ledger system has been fully implemented. 

· Financial reporting related to credit reform has been improved.

· Data mining techniques (an analysis of existing data to identify patterns) have been enhanced to identify duplicate and improper payments.

These improvements and others will continue to increase the quality and timeliness of data for decision making.  

Human Capital Management.  The new Education Department Performance Appraisal System (EDPAS) was successfully implemented and contains documented ratings of record for 86 percent of employees. EDPAS ratings are more directly linked to measurable performance outcomes for each employee than ratings under the prior system. Virtually all performance awards went to employees with ratings in the top three performance levels.  Most employees with less than fully satisfactory ratings have improvement activities underway. 

Using an agencywide template for workforce analysis and recruitment planning, the Department’s offices completed plans that identify mission-critical and leadership positions and a course of action for replacing staff that leave.    

In FY 2003, using the strategic investment process established under One-ED, the Department competed work representing 25.4 percent of the 2000 Fair Act Inventory Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs), exceeding its target for competitive sourcing.  One-ED strategic investment process reviews provide information on skills gaps in the Department’s workforce, leading to better-targeted staff training. The reviews use activity-based costing to establish the current costs to conduct each activity, helping the agency identify inefficiencies and improve financial performance.  As a result, in those instances where the Department determines that additional efficiencies will be gained from competing an activity, the business function is ready for competition.  When the business functions are competed, Department employees propose the implementation of process improvement ideas originated by the One-ED reviews.  In those instances where the Department determines that the business function is not eligible for competition because the function is inherently governmental or core to the work of the Department, the function is reengineered in-house using the process improvement ideas generated by the One-ED reviews.  These process improvements often employ new technology solutions, contributing to the Department’s e-government activities.  

E-Government.  All of the Department’s Title IV loan programs provide online capability.  In addition, 57 percent of the Department’s FY 2003 grant competitions provided the capability for applicants to submit electronic applications using the Department’s e-Application system.  The Department is committed to ensuring that these systems and others being used at the Department are secure.  The Department has already successfully completed certification and accreditation of 10 systems.  The Department expects to complete the certification and accreditation for all Tier 3 and Tier 4 major applications by December 31, 2003, and all Tier 1 and Tier 2 general support systems by December 31, 2004.  

The Department also monitors the development of all electronic systems to ensure that they are adhering to projected costs and schedules.  As a part of the IT investment management process, 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.  During FY 2003, the Department instituted a process to manage changes to cost and schedule milestones.  Project managers’ requests to modify a baseline are considered and approved or rejected by the Planning and Investment Review Group Leadership Team (PIRWG LT).

Modernize Student Financial Assistance Programs and Reduce Risk.  The Department and FSA each received an unqualified opinion for FY 2003.  Clean opinions are important in the Department’s efforts toward creating a permanent culture of accountability and critical to FSA’s efforts to be removed from the GAO High-Risk List.  

The FY 2003 clean opinion is attributable to FSA’s efforts to consistently reconcile FSA program accounts to supporting detail within 30 days of month-end close.  Reconciliation and systems balancing are the primary assurance tools used to detect and correct errors.  FSA has also made considerable progress in furthering its integration goals, including the following:

· Enhancing Forms 2000 to improve data accuracy and to facilitate the systems’ monthly reconciliation to the Department’s General Ledger.

· Retiring the Recipient Financial Management System (RFMS) and Direct Loan Origination System (DLOS) that contained the origination and disbursement functionality for Pell and Direct Loan Programs respectively and that now are captured in the Common Origination and Disbursement (COD) system.

· Stabilizing the Lender Application Process (LAP) and Lender Reporting System (LaRS) through deploying the lender payment portion of the system as well as automating the lock box process and providing help desk support.

· Implementing an electronic audits and financial statements (ezAudit) system that will permit the electronic submission and capture of audit information.

· Initiating a competitive procurement for Common Services for Borrowers (CSB), an integrated solution for servicing, consolidation, and collections functions for federal student aid obligations that will yield significant cost savings, customer service improvements, and business process improvements.
Also in FY 2003, FSA began defining a comprehensive Enterprise Data Strategy and implementation approach to address the business flow of data across the enterprise, data structure and architecture, primary ownership, standards, management, access methods, and quality and integrity.  The Enterprise Data Strategy also includes implementation and sequencing plans that will define the work and the ordering of the work to fully implement all elements of the data strategy over the next several years, including the alignment of those systems that are remaining candidates for reengineering and business process integration.  The Enterprise Data Strategy will be completed in November 2003.  

Budget and Performance Integration.  In FY 2003, the Department of Education and OMB completed PART analyses on 15 programs in conjunction with the formulation of the President’s FY 2005 Budget.  Four programs analyzed last year were reviewed again this year.  The total number of programs with PART assessments is now 33, representing the majority of the Department’s annual budget authority.  At the time of the FY 2002 PART reviews, the Department had sufficient performance information to demonstrate the effectiveness of only 22 percent of the programs that underwent PART reviews.  Because effectiveness was demonstrated for the multibillion-dollar Pell Grant program, however, 46 percent of reviewed program dollars are associated with programs that demonstrated effectiveness.  At this time, data are pending for the percentage of programs and associated dollars with demonstrated effectiveness in FY 2003.  A potential challenge to meeting the Department’s FY 2003 program effectiveness targets is that many programs had no available performance information at the time of their FY 2003 PART reviews.  NCLB made significant changes to most of the elementary and secondary education programs.  FY 2002 was the first year of implementation of the new programs and new strategies for state formula grants.  Local programs receiving assistance from states have not completed their first year of operations under the NCLB law.  Major improvements in the collection of performance information will become evident over the next two years as data on the first year of full implementation of NCLB become available.  

Leveraging Faith-Based and Community Organizations.  Novice applicant reform was implemented in each Department grant program open to Faith-Based and Community Organizations (FBCOs):

· Community Technology Centers.

· Carol M. White Physical Education.

· Early Reading First.

· Parental Information and Resource Centers.

President’s Quality Award.  The Department submitted three applications for the President’s Quality Award on September 5, 2003.  The Department’s applications were based on the improvements made in e-government, competitive sourcing, and financial performance.  The Department will use insights gained from the application and selection processes to improve its efforts in 2004.

Evaluation of FY 2004 Annual Plan

A review of our FY 2004 Annual Plan in light of our performance results for FY 2003 revealed that the Department is well into carrying out our 2002–2007 Strategic Plan.  We are as committed to our six strategic goals as we were when they were published.  With No Child Left Behind beginning its second year of implementation, we are beginning to be able to judge results on many important measures, and we see encouraging progress.  

A review of the FY 2004 Annual Plan does indicate that we should consider the following revisions:

· Discontinue measure 1.3.1, the percentage of parents who report having the information they need to determine the effectiveness of a child’s school, because we have no source of data.

· Revise our target for measure 1.2.3, the OMB burden-hour estimates of Department program data collections per year, because we anticipate that increasing numbers of loan applications will result in increased burden hours for existing collections.

· Discontinue measure 3.2.1, the percentage of students in grade 12 who participated in community service or volunteer work, because we have no source of data.

· Discontinue measures 5.3.2–5.3.4, unmet need (for college expenses) as a percentage of cost of attendance for dependent students and for independent students with and without children, because we have no source of data.

· Discontinue measure 5.3.5, Borrower indebtedness (expressed as average borrower payments) for federal student loans as a percentage of borrower income, because the banking community no longer uses this as a barometer for an acceptable level of debt.  We will seek a measure that is more compatible with the banking community’s “credit scoring” approach.

· Discontinue measure 5.4.2, the percentage of HBCUs, HSIs, and TCUs with evidence of increased technological capacity, because we have no source of data.

· Discontinue measure 6.1.2, the financial management grade received on the “report card” issued by the Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial Management, and Intergovernmental Relations, because the Subcommittee is no longer issuing the report card.

If reading is a new civil right, 


and human dignity and freedom is what this country is all about, 


let’s make sure every child 


learns to read.





–President George W. Bush








Color Score Explanation





The following algorithm was used to calculate the composite score.


Each component measure was assigned a score:


	3 points were assigned for met or exceeded the target.


	2 points were assigned for made progress toward the target.


	1 point was assigned for made no progress.


Points were summed and averaged.


An average score above 2.3 was scored green (G).


An average score between 1.67 and 2.3 (inclusive) was scored yellow (Y).


An average score below 1.67 was scored red (R).


Clusters for which the majority of measures have pending data are designated “P” and will be reported in our FY 2004 Performance and Accountability Report.


Clusters for which the information was not collected and the measure will be discontinued are designated as “NC.”


The symbol “B” represents a year that a baseline was established.


The symbol “///” represents a year that the measure was not in effect.





When it comes to the education of our children, failure is not an option. 








—President George W. Bush
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Note.  State Performance Report information was not collected for the 1995–1996 school year.





Overall Satisfaction of State Officials with�U.S. Department of Education:  2003


	� EMBED MSGraph.Chart.8 \s ���,  Source. Department of Education, Survey on Satisfaction �	 with the U.S. Department of Education 2003.





Approximate FY 2003 Expenditures that Supported Goal 2
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MSI Partners 





American Council on Education 


American Mathematical Society


Department of Defense


Department of Education


Department of Energy 


Learning First Alliance


National Aeronautics and Space Administration 


National Council of Teachers of Mathematics 


National Institutes of Health 


National Science Foundation 


National Science Teachers Association 


Office of Science and Technology Policy 


White House





Partners in Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans





Girl Scouts of the USA


Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities


Hispanic Association on Corporate Responsibility


IQ Solutions


League of United Latin American Citizens


MANA, A National Latina Organization


National Association of Hispanic Publications


National Council for Community and Education Partnerships


State Farm Insurance Companies


United States Army


U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 


U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce Foundation








All the reforms in the world 


won’t mean a thing if we don’t have safe classrooms for students to learn and teachers to teach.





—Secretary Rod Paige








Approximate FY 2003 Expenditures that Supported Goal 3
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Trends in Drug Use:  Grades 8, 10, and 12�Any Illicit Drug Use in the Last 12 Months


� EMBED MSGraph.Chart.8 \s ���Source.  National Institutes of Health, National Institute on Drug Abuse, Monitoring the Future: National Results on Adolescent Drug Use: Overview of Key Findings, 2002, Table 1.  





For the first time ever, we are applying the same rigorous standards to education research as are applied to medical research, and other fields where lives are at stake.  For the first time ever, we are insisting that states pay attention to the research.  And for the first time ever, we are insisting on evidence-driven teaching methods that really work.  





—Secretary Rod Paige





Approximate FY 2003 Expenditures that Supported Goal 4
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In this complex and sometimes uncertain world, it is paramount that America graduate greater numbers of well-educated young people.  Our future depends on them to lead the way in developing strategies and technologies that will keep us safe and prosperous for generations to come.





—Secretary Rod Paige





Approximate FY 2003 Expenditures that Supported Goal 5
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Distribution of Enrollment for Students in Degree-Granting Institutions: 1980 and 2000





�


Source.  Department of Education, NCES Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS), Fall Enrollment in Institutions of Higher Education Surveys, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), and Fall Enrollment Surveys.





A college education is a ticket to a better future… President Bush and I are doing everything possible to see that the college attendance rate continues to grow.  We want to ensure access to college and career training by providing grants and low-cost student loans to help individuals finance postsecondary education for themselves and their children.


	—Secretary Rod Paige





The Department’s YesICan bilingual Web site one-stop information center to increase college knowledge.
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Transition to Small Business Owner


Jennings Hanseth III, better known as Trepp in Bainbridge, Washington, is a client of the Washington Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR) and now a small business owner.  The “Fresh Mini Donuts” business in which Trepp is a partner is part of a unique self-employment co-op made possible through the coordination of services of Bainbridge Island Special Needs Foundation, DVR, and others.








We cannot expect our schools to be accountable if we aren’t accountable in Washington.  





—Secretary Rod Paige








Alternative Routes to Certification





�
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� U.S. Department of Education press release, September 26, 2003.  Available at 


http://www.ed.gov/news/pressreleases/2003/09/09262003a.html


� U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.  The Condition of Education 2003, NCES 2003-067.  Washington, DC:  2003.  Available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2003/2003067.pdf.


� U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.  1995-96 Beginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study, Second Follow-up (BPS:96/01).


� U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, The Condition of Education 2002, Washington, DC: 2003. NCES 2002-025.  Indicator 25;  Available at � HYPERLINK "http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/2002/section3/tables/t25_3.asp" ��http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/2002/section3/tables/t25_3.asp� .


� The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, Losing Ground: A National Status Report on the Affordability of American Higher Education. San Jose, CA: 2002, Figure 1, Page 5.


� College Board, Trends in Pricing, 2002.  Available at http://www.collegeboard.com/press/cost02/html/CBTrendsPricing02.pdf.


� Survey by National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, available at http://www.nasulgc.org/publications/StudentChrgs2003.pdf
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