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Chapter |

Introduction and Methodology

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

Segment Choice

A total of 70 programs participated in the 2020 Grantee Satisfaction Survey for the U.S. Department of
Education. This represents a much larger surveyed population compared to previous waves that have
typically included 30-35 programs. Many of the participating programs survey their grantees each year
while others cycle in periodically.

Data Collection

Each of the 70 participating programs provided a list of grantees to be contacted for the survey. Data
collection took place from September 21 to November 20, 2020 through e-mail invitations that directed
respondents to an online survey. The survey timeline in 2020 was pushed back to later in the year due to
the pandemic. The survey is typically fielded in the late spring, which this year coincided with the timing of
nationwide in-person school shutdowns and a large migration to remote working. This, along with myriad
other special circumstances brought on by the pandemic made it prudent to delay the fielding of the
survey to the fall.

In order to increase response rates, reminder e-mails were sent periodically to those who had not yet

completed the survey and phone call reminders were also placed. A total of 2,408 valid responses were
collected for a response rate of 51%. Response rates by program are shown on the following pages.
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Response Rates by Program

Response rates by program are broken out into two separate tables below. Table 1 shows the programs
that had a statistically valid participation rate using an 90% confidence interval. Table 2 includes those
programs that did not have enough responses to meet that threshold. These results should be interpreted
with caution in making absolute conclusions, however, they still provide valuable insights on the
satisfaction and performance ratings provided by many grantees.

Table 1: Completed surveys representative of entire program population (90% confidence interval)

Program Invites Completes Reer:::se ACSI
21st Century Community Learning Centers 63 49 78% 80
Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors of Adult Education 57 41 72% 81
Alaska Native Education Program 42 32 76% 72
Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A 36 23 64% 7
Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions (AANAPISI) 26 23 88% 73
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors 53 25 47% 80
Childcare Access Means Parents in School (CCAMPIS) 200 110 55% 81
College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) - Migrant Education 54 42 78% 87
Comprehensive Literacy State Development (formerly Striving Readers) 21 14 67% 79
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian Children 94 52 55% 77
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions (DHSI) 200 110 55% 78
Edugation for Homeless _Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities/ 55 29 53% 85
McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

E?;Jﬁf\st;gr;rllgn;};/:;gré zragrcljtsResearch Program--Expansion Grants/Mid Phase 05 24 26% 74
English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part A) 52 26 50% 63
Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships 200 92 46% 83
ggg?g Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP - 26 16 62% 64
GEAR UP-Partnerships 79 44 56% 79
Graduate Assistance in in Areas of National Need (GAANN) 88 52 59% 86
Grants for State Assessments 52 29 56% 76
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant Education 50 39 78% 88
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies & National Activities 200 72 36% 77
Innovative Approaches to Literacy 43 31 72% 88
Jacob K. Javits Gifted and_ Talented Students Education Program/Javits Gifted and 38 30 79% 69
Talented Students Education Act

Magnet Schools Assistance Program 45 33 73% 79
Mental Health Demonstration Grants 27 19 70% 78
Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title I, Part C 46 34 74% 78
Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program (MSEIP) 83 29 35% 84
National Professional Development Program 90 51 57% 80
Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program 17 15 88% 85
Native American Career and Technical Education 31 20 65% 76
Native Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native Hawaiian 35 24 69% 82
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local 52 24 46% 77
Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002) 200 96 48% 84
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003) 200 100 50% 78
Project Prevent 15 15 100% 85
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Program Invites Completes Re;z::se ACSI
Promise neighborhoods (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4624) 14 12 86% 79
RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program 78 31 40% 60
E:Jgg:aEn?ucatlon Achievement Program (REAP)/Rural and Low-Income School 49 33 67% 77
?SUéaSIAE)ducatlon Achievement Program (REAP)/Small Rural School Grant Program 200 53 27% 83
School Climate Transformation Grants (LEAS) 69 53 7% 82
Strengthening Institutions Program (SIP) 200 107 54% 75
Student Support and Academic Enrichment/Title IVA (National Activities) 53 36 68% 75
Student Support Services (SSS) 200 110 55% 73
Supporting Effective Educator Development Program 25 18 72% 57
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title I, Part A) 53 26 49% 58
Upward Bound (UB) 200 98 49% 73
Overall 3,806 2,062 54%
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Table 2: All other programs surveyed

Program Invites Completes Re;y;ct):se ACSI
American Overseas Research Centers 18 11 61% 89
Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination 22 13 59% 72
ggﬁ(r)toelrSSchools Program Grants for Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter 58 18 31% 7
Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad Fellowships 39 15 38% 71
gégzng:]r:%eospportunmes Through Quality Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to 34 17 50% 48
Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) 41 18 44% 79
Group Projects Abroad 55 21 38% 86
IDEA — Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program 61 22 36% 74
IDEA — State Directors of Special Education (Part B) 61 23 38% 71
IDEA National Centers (added 12/13/19) 34 11 32% 78
Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 53 21 40% 64
Language Resource Centers 15 7 47% 86
Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions (NASNTI) 19 12 63% 83
Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education 4 2 50% 78
Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI) 42 15 36% 86
Promoting Post Baccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans (PPOHA) 32 15 A47% 86
Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program 51 12 24% 68
Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations (Restart) Program 10 5 50% 81
School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs) 21 11 52% 83
Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC) 11 8 73% 83
Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) 97 26 27% 82
Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA I1-B-1) 28 14 50% 75
Teacher Quality Partnership Program 68 21 31% 82
Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU)-Part A 35 8 23% 90
Overall 909 346 38%

Questionnaire and Reporting

The guestionnaire used is shown in Appendix A. The core set of questions was developed in 2005, which
has been reviewed annually. In 2020, changes were made that include the introduction of sections
dedicated to measuring attributes of the grantee experience related to their grant reporting requirements
and technical assistance.

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

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

Survey Results

Customer Satisfaction

The American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) is a weighted average of three questions: Q40,
Q41 and Q42, in the questionnaire. The questions are answered on a 1 to 10 scale and are converted to
a 0 to 100 scale for reporting purposes. The three questions measure: overall satisfaction (Q40);
satisfaction compared to expectations (Q41); and satisfaction compared to an ‘ideal’ organization (Q42).

The 2020 Customer Satisfaction Index for the Department of Education grantees is 78, 4 points
higher than the 2019 measurement and its highest rating at the aggregate level.

Customer Satisfaction Index: 2006 — 2020

74
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Satisfaction Benchmarks

The chart below compares the satisfaction score of the Department with satisfaction scores from other
federal grant awarding agencies recently measured and the most recent annual overall federal
government average. The satisfaction of the 2020 Grantee Satisfaction Survey is rated 10 points higher
than the Federal Government Average and compares favorably to several similar programs that measure
satisfaction among government program grantees.

Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation 84

Department of Education - Grantee

Satisfaction Study _ 8
Health Resources and Services
Administration (HRSA) Bureau of Primary _ 78

Health Care (BPHC) Grantees

Department of Energy - Weatherization
Assistance Program Grantees

~
w

Health and Human Services (HHS), Office of
Community Services, Low Income Home
Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP)

~
o

Federal Government Average

Health and Human Services (HHS), Office of
Community Services, Community Economic
Development (CED) Grantees

(©)]
(00]

(©)]
(00]

Administration for Children and Families
(ACF), Office of Community Services,
Community Services Block Grant (CSBG)
Grantees (States)

(o))
o
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Customer Satisfaction Index - Scores by Program

Final Report

The chart below lists the 2020 ACSI score for all 70 participating programs. Satisfaction ranges from 48 to

90 at the individual program level.

Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU }-Part A program
American Overseas Research Centers program

High School Equivalency Program - Migrant Education

Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program

College Assistance Migrant Program

Group Projects Abroad program

Language Resource Centers program

Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program
Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI)

Promoting Postbaccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans Program
Project Prevent

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Mative American and Alaska Native Children in School Program
Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)

Minonty Science and Engineering Improvement Program

Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC) program

School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAS) program

REAP-5mall, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program

Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships program

Mative American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions Program

School Climate Transformation Grants (LEAs) program

Mative Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native Hawaiian
Teacher Quality Partnership Program

Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) program
Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) Program

215t Century Community Learning Centers

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors
Mational Professional Development Program

Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) program
Promise Neighborhoods

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

Comprehensive Literacy State Development

GEAR UP - Partnerships

Mental Health Demonstration Grants program

Migrant Education Programs (Title |, Part C)

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions

IDEA National Centers Program

Mative Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program

Meglected and Delinguent State and Local Agency Programs
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian Children
REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies Program

Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH }-Part A

Grants for State Assessments

Mative American Career and Technical Education Program

Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA 11-B-1)

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Strengthening Institutions Program

Education Innovation and Research Programs

IDEA - Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program

Upward Bound

Student Support Services

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions Program
Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program
Alaska Native Education Program

Charter Schools Program Grants to State Entities

Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA)

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

Javits Program

Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies Program
GEAR UP - State

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part A)

RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title |1, Part A)

Supporting Effective Educator Development Program

Replication and Expansion of High-Cuality Charter Schools
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Customer Satisfaction Model

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

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

To the right of Customer Satisfaction in the model is Trust. This metric, added to the questionnaire in
2019, is considered an “outcome” of customer satisfaction. Its score is measured independently from
satisfaction or any driver. The score of 85 for Trust is a 4-point improvement from its already impressive
debut score a year ago and demonstrates the high level of confidence that grantees have in the efforts of
their grant’s sponsoring office.

2020 U.S. Department of Education Grantee Satisfaction Model

TA services provided in helping
successfully implement grant
program/projects

Etc.

Technical Assistance

Clarity of reporting requirements
Ease of obtaining data you are Grant Performance

required to fefl’;“ Reporting Requirements
tc.

Knowledge of relevantlegislation,
regulations, policies, and ED Staff/

_ procedures Coordination

Responsiveness to your questions

Etc.

Clarity

Organization of information

Sufficiency of detail to meet needs

Etc.

85

Customer Trust

Satisfaction

Documents

Overall
Comparedtc expectations
Comparedto ideal

Ease of finding materials online
Quality of content

Ability to accomplish what you
want

Etc.

Online Resources

Program Purpose . .
Program Priorities Information in

Selection Crit;:ia Application Package
C.

10 B B BO B B9

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

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

Impacts should be read as the effect on the subsequent component if the initial driver (component) were
to be improved or decreased by five points. For example, if the score for Documents increased by five
points (81 to 86), the Customer Satisfaction Index would increase by the amount of its impact, 0.9 points,
(from 78 to 78.9). Note: Scores shown are reported to nearest whole number. If the driver increases by
less than or more than five points, the resulting change in the subsequent component would be the
corresponding fraction of the original impact. Impacts are additive. Thus, if multiple areas were each to
improve by five points, the related improvement in satisfaction will be the sum of the impacts. In the same
way that drivers impact satisfaction, Satisfaction itself impacts Trust. The impact value of 4.2 associated
with Trust implies that a 5-point improvement in Customer Satisfaction will yield a 4.2-point improvement
in the Trust rating.
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Drivers of Customer Satisfaction

Technical Assistance
Impact 1.2

The 2020 questionnaire re-introduced a section dedicated to measuring aspects of the Technical
Assistance grantees receive. Unlike in previous years, the Technical Assistance battery of questions was
asked of nearly all program respondents and included additional attributes as well as a free response
open-ended question.

The first aspect grantees were asked to rate is their grant program’s ability to successfully use technical
assistance to help them learn how to implement their grant program or project. This was rated a very
strong 82, indicating that on the whole, technical assistance is being applied in an effective way that
meets the needs of grantees. Additional questions were then asked directly measuring the program staff
providing technical assistance. At the aggregate level, enhancing staff skills necessary for successful
program management was the highest rated metric in this area with an overall rating of 79. Using
evidence-based practices in implementing program activities and creating opportunities to share best
practices via learning groups were not far behind, each with a score of 78. Assistance with developing
resource materials for program use was a few points behind at 75.

Finally, grantees were asked if they receive technical assistance from an ED-funded technical assistance
provider such as regional laboratories or comprehensive centers. The 14% of all respondents who said
they do receive such support rated the helpfulness in learning to implement their grant project of this ED-
funded support at an exceptional 87.

Technical Assistance is a critical aspect of the grantee experience. Not only is it essential in helping
grantees implement the mission of their grant project but the 2020 data model reveals that this
component has a higher degree of influence on grantee satisfaction than any other. The good news is
that the initial Technical Assistance scores are all rated very favorably. Further improvements will be
attained through building on current strengths, looking for incremental opportunities to deliver meaningful
assistance and prioritizing knowledge sharing across grant programs and various projects.

Technical Assistance - Aggregate Scores

2020

Scores
Technical Assistance 79
TA services provided in helping successfully implement grant programs/projects 82
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program management 79
Using evidence-based practices in implementing program activities 78
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in the program 75
Creating opportunities to share best practices via learning groups 78
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to implement grant project 87
Sample Size 2,026
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Technical Assistance scores range from 40 to 94. Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter
Schools score the lowest in 2020 while Predominantly Black Institutions and grantees of the Language
Resource Centers rated the Technical Assistance they receive the highest.

This particular year carried unique challenges of finding ways to provide meaningful assistance without in-
person conferences and training sessions. Grantees were appreciative of virtual sessions that were held
where possible. Looking ahead, promote knowledge sharing amongst the program staff that are
conducting technical assistance webinars and other virtual based gatherings to explore what is working
well and what can be improved. In general, grantees are appreciative of increased interaction so to the
extent possible, ensure that program staff are reaching out to grantees even in the absence of formal
training sessions to provide opportunities for questions to be answered in order to maintain these strong
ratings.

Technical Assistance - Scores by Program

Program (Technical Assistance) Score

Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI) 94
Language Resource Centers 94
Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program 93
Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships program 92
Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program 91
Group Projects Abroad program 91
American Overseas Research Centers program 90
Comprehensive Literacy State Development 90
College Assistance Migrant Program 90
Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program 88
School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs) program 88
Mental Health Demonstration Grants program 88
Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions Program 87
High School Equivalency Program - Migrant Education 86
Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) program 85
National Professional Development Program 85
Project Prevent 85
21st Century Community Learning Centers 85
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions 84
Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program 84
School Climate Transformation Grants (LEAS) program 84
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program 84
Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC) program 84
Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations 84
Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) Program 83
Teacher Quality Partnership Program 83
Grants for State Assessments 83
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors 83
IDEA National Centers Program 83
Magnet Schools Assistance Program 82
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs 82
Native Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native Hawaiian 81
Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA 11-B-1) 81
Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program 81
Promise Neighborhoods 80
REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program 80
Student Support and Academic Enrichment 80
IDEA — Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program 80
GEAR UP - Partnerships 79
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Program (Technical Assistance) Score

Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C)

Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) program
Charter Schools Program Grants to State Entities

Promoting Postbaccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans Program
REAP-Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) Program

Alaska Native Education Program

Strengthening Institutions Program

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

Student Support Services

Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA)

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies Program
Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian Children
IDEA — State Directors of Special Education (Part B) Program

Education Innovation and Research Programs

Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions Program

Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A program
Upward Bound

Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program

Native American Career and Technical Education Program

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies Program
Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU)-Part A program

Javits Program

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title Il, Part A)

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part A)

RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program

Supporting Effective Educator Development Program

GEAR UP - State

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools

Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)

79
78
78
77
77
77
76
75
75
75
75
75
75
75
74
73
73
72
70
69
68
68
68
66
64
61
61
60
40

Scores are not listed for programs where the questions were not asked.
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Grant Performance Reporting Requirements

Impact 1.1

A new section of the questionnaire dedicated to measuring grantee perceptions of the Grant Performance
Reporting Requirements was added to the survey in 2020. Respondents were asked to think about the
Annual Performance Report or the Consolidated State Performance Report, where applicable, when
rating the reporting attributes. The overall rating of 78 in this area is a strong debut, especially considering
the relatively high impact of this component. There is more variation across the individual attributes within
this area that most other satisfaction drivers. The highest individual rating of 81 comes from the ease of
submitting reports electronically. This high score indicates no real need to enhance this area unless clear
and obvious improvements are possible without any significant associated costs. The availability of
assistance when completing reports and the clarity of the reporting requirements were each rated a 78,
followed by a score of 76 for the usefulness of the reporting data in helping improve the grant program or
project. Having reliable assistance available for a variety of topics is essential to the grantee experience
and guidance in report submission is no exception. Most programs are doing a fine job of having staff
ready and willing to help in this regard, but program-level results should be examined to ensure that this
is not a blind spot. Any score below 70 for the availability of assistance would indicate a need to shore up
this area with dedicated staff easily accessible to grantees for help with completing performance reports.

The lowest rated Grant Performance Reporting Requirements attributes at the aggregate level are the
ease of obtaining data required for reporting (74) and the understanding of how ED uses the submitted
data/reports (68). For most programs, these areas present the greatest opportunity for improving the
reporting requirements driver and boosting overall satisfaction.

A common appeal in the open-ended feedback was for additional time to prepare annual reporting, which
could be achieved by moving the planning meetings ahead in the year. Another opportunity for improved
efficiency in this area would be the alignment of reporting dates to the academic calendar or outlining the
year’s reporting deadlines well in advance so that grantees have ample time to prepare. Finally, ED staff
should prioritize providing feedback on how submitted data is used by the Department. Along with the
relatively low score, many grantees commented on how they would appreciate a better understanding of
how their submitted data is used given the substantial time spent on completing the reports.

Grant Performance Reporting Requirements - Aggregate Scores

2020

Scores
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
Clarity of reporting requirements 78
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report 74
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically 81
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) 78
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant program/project 76
Your understanding of how ED uses your data 68
Sample Size 2,138
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The margin between the highest and lowest Grant Performance Reporting Requirements scores at the
program level is 52 points. The pandemic has certainly added a degree of difficulty in submitting reports
in a timely fashion that may not affect every program the same way, leading to the wide gap seen here.
For the majority of programs, opportunities for improvement lie in better communicating how submitted

data is used and creating clear timelines for reporting well in advance.

Grant Performance Reporting Requirements - Scores by Program

Program (Grant Performance Reporting Requirements) Score

College Assistance Migrant Program

High School Equivalency Program - Migrant Education

School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs) program

Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC) program

Teacher Quality Partnership Program

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

Project Prevent

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors
Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program

Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program

School Climate Transformation Grants (LEAS) program

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) Program
Comprehensive Literacy State Development

Promoting Postbaccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans Program
Grants for State Assessments

Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program
21st Century Community Learning Centers

Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program

Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA 11-B-1)

American Overseas Research Centers program

Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI)

Group Projects Abroad program

REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program

Language Resource Centers program

Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) program
IDEA National Centers Program

Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program
Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs

Student Support Services

Native Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native Hawaiian
National Professional Development Program

Mental Health Demonstration Grants program

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies Program
Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations

REAP-Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) Program

Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C)

Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions Program
Upward Bound

Promise Neighborhoods

Charter Schools Program Grants to State Entities
Education Innovation and Research Programs

Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A program

92
91
85
84
84
84
83
83
83
83
82
82
82
82
82
81
81
81
81
81
81
81
81
80
80
80
79
79
79
78
78
77
77
77
77
76
76
76
76
75
75
75
75
74
74
74
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IDEA — State Directors of Special Education (Part B) Program

Alaska Native Education Program

IDEA — Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program

GEAR UP - Partnerships

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions Program
Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) program
Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships program

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian Children
Strengthening Institutions Program

Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU)-Part A program
Javits Program

Native American Career and Technical Education Program

Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA)

Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part A)

RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies Program
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title II, Part A)

Supporting Effective Educator Development Program

GEAR UP - State

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools

Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)

74
73
73
73
73
71
71
70
70
69
68
68
66
65
65
65
64
63
61
52
52
40

Scores are not listed for programs where the questions were not asked.
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ED Staff/Coordination

Impact 1.0

The ED Staff/Coordination driver improved 5 points in 2020, driving it to an exceptional rating of 87. This
driver has historically been among the highest performing components of the grantee experience
measured by the survey and a key strength of the Department. The professionalism of federal staff, an
attribute added to this year’s survey, was rated a 93, the single highest rated item on the entire core
survey. Significant improvements were had for several aspects of the ED Staff/Coordination driver,
including 6-point increases for staff knowledge and consistency of responses across different program
offices. This is a particularly impressive result in the year where a pandemic has created unprecedented
circumstances, shifting policies and new legislation. ED staff have been an invaluable resource for
grantees in helping guide them through a tumultuous environment and should be commended for their
important management in an extremely difficult situation.

With strong attribute scores from top to bottom in this area, the priority in looking forward is simply to
maintain the strong partnerships federal staff have forged with grantees.

ED Staff/Coordination - Aggregate Scores

2019 2020 Difference | Significant

Scores | Scores Difference
ED Staff/Coordination 82 87 5 9P
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and
procedures 83 89 6 T
Responsiveness to your questions 80 84 4 T
Professionalism -- 93 --
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 82 85 3 T
Communication about changes that may affect your program - 85 --
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices 80 86 6 T
CoIIaboratlon_ with other ED programs or offices in providing 80 84 4 PN
relevant services
Sample Size 1,406 2,354

Arrows indicate a statistically significant difference from 2019 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix D.
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All but two programs rated the ED Staff/Coordination component at a 75 or above this year, with 30 of the
70 participating programs achieving a score in the 90s. These widespread strong scores are evidence of
positive collaboration among program staff, learning from each other and developing best practices in

terms of the guidance provided to grantees.

ED Staff/Coordination - Scores by Program

Program (ED Staff/Coordination) Score

American Overseas Research Centers program

Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC) program

Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships program

Language Resource Centers program

Project Prevent

Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI)

Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program

Group Projects Abroad program

Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program

College Assistance Migrant Program

High School Equivalency Program - Migrant Education

School Climate Transformation Grants (LEAS) program

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Native Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native Hawaiian
Promise Neighborhoods

Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors
Teacher Quality Partnership Program

National Professional Development Program

Grants for State Assessments

IDEA National Centers Program

Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)

Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) program
Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program

Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) Program

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions Program
Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program

Comprehensive Literacy State Development

REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program

REAP-Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) Program

Mental Health Demonstration Grants program

Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program
GEAR UP - Partnerships

School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs) program

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)

Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions

Strengthening Institutions Program

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) program
Charter Schools Program Grants to State Entities

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies Program
Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program

Promoting Postbaccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans Program
Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU)-Part A program

97
97
96
95
95
95
95
95
94
93
93
93
93
93
93
93
93
92
92
92
92
91
91
91
91
91
90
90
90
90
89
89
89
88
88
88
88
87
87
87
87
87
86
85
85
85
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Program (ED Staff/Coordination) Score

Migrant Education Programs (Title |, Part C)

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian Children
Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA)

Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions Program

Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program

Alaska Native Education Program

Education Innovation and Research Programs

Javits Program

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs

IDEA — Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title II, Part A)

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Native American Career and Technical Education Program

Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA 11-B-1)

Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A program
GEAR UP - State

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part A)

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies Program
Student Support Services

Upward Bound

IDEA — State Directors of Special Education (Part B) Program

RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

Supporting Effective Educator Development Program

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools

85
85
85
85
85
84
84
83
83
83
83
82
82
81
81
80
79
79
78
77
77
75
68
56
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Documents

Impact 0.9

The Documents driver, which measures aspects of the written correspondence provided to grantees,
gained 4 points this year to an overall rating of 81. Each of its five individual attributes experienced a
significant increase. The correspondence sent to grantees is well organized (83), clear (82) and relevant
to the areas of grantee needs (82). The sufficiency of detail improved greatly, adding 5 points to a 2020
score of 81. The comprehensiveness of the documentation in addressing the scope of issues grantees
face lags behind the other metrics slightly but like the others, increased significantly in 2020 to a rating of
79. As with the ED Staff/Coordination component, there is no clear aspect of the Documents driver that
needs special attention in terms of improvement efforts. Individual programs can examine their specific
scores to identify any particular items where they lag behind the survey’s averages but in general,
documentation can be considered another highlight of the grantee experience. Note that Office of
Postsecondary Education respondents were not asked the questions in the Documents section of the
guestionnaire.

Documents - Aggregate Scores

2019 2020 Difference Si.gnificant
Scores | Scores Difference
Documents 77 81 4 o)
Clarity 77 82 5 T
Organization of information 78 83 5 T
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 76 81 5 ™
Relevance to your areas of need 79 82 3 T
t(;l(;rtnygﬁr}ggziveness in addressing the scope of issues 75 79 4 PN
Sample Size 938 1,387

Arrows indicate a statistically significant difference from 2019 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix D.

On the next page are the Documents scores by program, ranging from 50 to 91. While most programs
have correspondence in place that is meeting the needs of grantees, some of the open-ended feedback
suggested that more correspondence would be helpful, particularly via email. Sending regular updates
from a consistent source keeps grantees informed of current events and adds a layer of engagement with
the Department.

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

higher scoring programs that can be adopted by programs where the greatest room for improvement
exists.
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Program (Documents) Score

Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program
Comprehensive Literacy State Development

College Assistance Migrant Program

National Professional Development Program

High School Equivalency Program - Migrant Education

Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program

Project Prevent

Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program
Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C)

Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)

School Climate Transformation Grants (LEAs) program

Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) Program

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Teacher Quality Partnership Program

Native Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native Hawaiian
Magnet Schools Assistance Program

REAP-Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) Program

Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) program
Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC) program

Grants for State Assessments

Promise Neighborhoods

School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs) program

Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA 11-B-1)

Mental Health Demonstration Grants program

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)
Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program
IDEA National Centers Program

Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies Program
REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies Program
21st Century Community Learning Centers

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian Children
Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part A)
Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs

Native American Career and Technical Education Program

Alaska Native Education Program

IDEA — State Directors of Special Education (Part B) Program
Charter Schools Program Grants to State Entities

IDEA — Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program
Education Innovation and Research Programs

RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

Javits Program

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title II, Part A)
Supporting Effective Educator Development Program

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools

GEAR UP - State

GEAR UP - Partnerships

91
91
91
90
90
89
89
88
87
87
87
86
86
86
86
85
85
85
85
84
84
84
83
83
82
82
82
81
81
81
81
80
79
79
78
76
76
76
75
75
74
74
73
72
71
69
66
59
50
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Program (Documents) Score

Child Care Access Means Parents in School
Strengthening Institutions Program

Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program

Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions

Promoting Postbaccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans Program
Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU)-Part A program
Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions Program

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions Program
Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) program
Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI)

Student Support Services

Upward Bound

Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program

Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships program

Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA)

American Overseas Research Centers program

GEAR UP - State

GEAR UP - Partnerships

Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A program

Scores are not listed for programs where the questions were not asked.
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Online Resources

Impact 0.5

After a 5-point decline in 2019, the Online Resources rating rebounded this year, gaining 7 points to rise
to 75. This section of the questionnaire specifically asks respondents to rate the Online Resources of their
program’s content on the ED.gov (or OESE.ED.gov) website. Some programs with separate external
websites asked for feedback of those resources within their custom question section of the questionnaire,
with those results reported in Appendix B. The quality of content on the site (77) was new to the survey
this year and had the highest component score, followed by the accuracy of search results (76). Search
result ratings often lag behind other website metrics, so this positive initial score demonstrates that the
built-in search engine is generally meeting the needs of grantees.

The ease of finding materials, ability to accomplish the goal of visiting the site, and ease of navigation are
all rated a 75 this year, all significantly improved from a year ago. The look and feel of the site is rated a
74 — a positive score albeit slightly lower than the other website attributes. The newly designed
OESE.ED.gov website is at the top of the office-level ratings for the Look and feel/Visual appearance
rating, with each Office’s results shown below for comparison.

Look and feel/Visual appearance scores by Office

e OESE: 77

e OELA: 77

e OPE:71

e OCTAE: 71

e OSERS: 65

Online Resources - Aggregate Scores
Scores | Seores | Difference | SRR el

Online Resources 68 75 7 9P
Ease of finding materials online 67 75 8 T
Quality of content -- 77 --
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 68 75 7 ™
Accuracy of search results -- 76 --
Ease of navigation 68 75 7 ™
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- 74 --
Sample Size 1,392 2,194

Arrows indicate a statistically significant difference from 2019 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.
For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix D.
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Online Resources scores range from 51 to 94. Programs at the lower end of the spectrum are
encouraged to review their specific attribute ratings to find the greatest areas for opportunity for

Final Report

improvement. Respondents are also asked for suggestions on how their program’s online content can be
improved which can serve as very valuable information at the program level. Open-ended feedback can

be found in Appendix C of this report.

Online Resources - Scores by Program

Program (Online Resources) Score

Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program

Language Resource Centers program

Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program

Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA 11-B-1)

American Overseas Research Centers program

School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs) program

Project Prevent

Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI)

Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program

Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)

College Assistance Migrant Program

High School Equivalency Program - Migrant Education

School Climate Transformation Grants (LEAS) program

Teacher Quality Partnership Program

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

Promoting Postbaccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans Program
Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program
Comprehensive Literacy State Development

Mental Health Demonstration Grants program

National Professional Development Program

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)

Group Projects Abroad program

Native Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native Hawaiian
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies Program
Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) program
Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program
Promise Neighborhoods

REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program

Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) program
REAP-Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) Program

Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations

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

Grants for State Assessments

Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A program
IDEA National Centers Program

Upward Bound

Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU)-Part A program
Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC) program

Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C)

Strengthening Institutions Program

Charter Schools Program Grants to State Entities

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

Student Support Services

94
89
88
88
87
86
85
84
84
83
83
83
83
83
83
82
81
80
80
80
80
80
79
79
79
79
78
78
78
78
78
78
77
77
76
76
76
75
75
75
74
74
74
73
73
73
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Javits Program

Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships program

Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) Program

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs

GEAR UP - Partnerships

Alaska Native Education Program

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Education Innovation and Research Programs

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian Children
English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part A)

Native American Career and Technical Education Program

Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA)

IDEA — Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program

Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions Program

Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions Program
Supporting Effective Educator Development Program

IDEA — State Directors of Special Education (Part B) Program

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies Program
RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

GEAR UP - State

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title II, Part A)

73
72
72
72
72
72
71
71
71
70
70
69
67
66
66
66
65
65
64
61
61
60
56
51
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Final Report

Only respondents representing the Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE) program were asked about
the information in the application package. After a significant increase in 2019, this component’s score
gained another point in 2020 to reach a new high of 88. The individual attributes measured were mostly
consistent year-over-year, with the only statistically significant increase being a 2-point improvement in
how easy it was for grantees to find and understand information regarding selection criteria.

Information in Application Package - Aggregate Scores

Information in Application Package
Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms
Deadline for Submission

Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions
Formatting Instructions
Program Contact

Sample Size

2019
Scores

87
88
88
85
82
82
91
88

87
85
90

414

2020
Scores

88
89
88
87
84
84
91
88

88
86
91

802

Difference

[EEN

P PP O ODNDNDNDNO P

Significant
Difference

Arrows indicate a statistically significant difference from 2019 scores at 90 percent level of confidence.

For an explanation of significant differences in scores between years, see Appendix D.
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At the program level, the ratings of the Information in the Application Packages ranged from 78 for GEAR

UP-State to 95 for the American Overseas Research Centers program.

Information in Application Package - Scores by Program

Program (Information in Application Package) Score

American Overseas Research Centers program

Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI)

Language Resource Centers program

Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program

Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program

Group Projects Abroad program

Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) program
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

Promoting Postbaccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans Program
Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A program
GEAR UP - Partnerships

Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA)

Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions Program

Student Support Services

Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships program
Strengthening Institutions Program

Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU)-Part A program
Upward Bound

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions Program
GEAR UP - State

Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC) program

Project Prevent

College Assistance Migrant Program

High School Equivalency Program - Migrant Education

School Climate Transformation Grants (LEAS) program

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Native Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native Hawaiian
Promise Neighborhoods

Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors
Teacher Quality Partnership Program

National Professional Development Program

Grants for State Assessments

IDEA National Centers Program

Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002)

Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program

Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) Program

Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program

Comprehensive Literacy State Development

REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program

REAP-Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) Program

Mental Health Demonstration Grants program

Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program
School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs) program

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) program

95
94
93
93
91
91
90
90
90
90
90
89
87
87
87
86
86
84
84
81
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Charter Schools Program Grants to State Entities

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies Program
Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program

Migrant Education Programs (Title |, Part C)

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian Children
Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program

Alaska Native Education Program

Education Innovation and Research Programs

Javits Program

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs

IDEA — Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program
Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title I, Part A)

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Native American Career and Technical Education Program

Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA 11-B-1)

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part A)

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies Program
IDEA — State Directors of Special Education (Part B) Program

RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

Supporting Effective Educator Development Program

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools

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

The satisfaction benchmark question, “Overall, when | think of all of the [Office’s] products and services, |
am satisfied with their quality,” was again included in this year’s survey. Respondents rate their
satisfaction with their program office’s products and services on a four-point scale. This year, 91%
responded ‘Agree’ or ‘Strongly Agree’. This includes 47% of grantees who fall into the ‘Strongly Agree’
category, which represents a notable 10 percentage point improvement in this most satisfied category.
The percentage of respondents saying they “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree” with being satisfied with the
ED’s products and services fell to just 7%.

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

47%

Strongly agree

44%
51%
Agree °
54%
55%
6% m2020
. 8% @2019
Disagree
8% m2018
7% 02017

1%
2%
2%

1%

Strongly disagree

1%
2%
2%
2%

Does not apply
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Chapter 1l

Summary and Recommendations

The overall ACSI score of 78 marks the highest level of grantee satisfaction recorded by the survey since
its inception in 2007. The 4-point improvement since last year is the largest year-over-year change in
satisfaction since 2010 and continues a positive upward trend in satisfaction since 2015. In order to
identify key opportunities for continued improvement, components of the program experience that are
associated with relatively lower scores coupled with higher impacts should be considered key action
areas, as improvements in these aspects are likely to yield relatively greater increases in the overall level
of satisfaction.

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

90

. Maintain/

Maintain Improve

88 ED
@ Staff/Coordination,
86 1.0, 87
84
Documents,
82 0.9, 81
®
80 Technical Assistance,
® 1.2, 79
78
Online Resources,
76 0.5,75 ® Grant Performance
] Reporting Requirements,
74 11,76
72
70
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

Performance and Impact of Driver Areas

Performance scores for each of the areas are represented on the vertical axis. These are on a scale of 0
to 100 with 100 being the best possible score. The impact each area has on satisfaction is shown on the
horizontal axis with the impact representing the expected improvement in the satisfaction index given a 5-
point improvement in that area.

Components that approach the lower right-hand quadrant indicate an area with a relatively low score and
high impact, making efforts for improving these aspects more of a priority. For many programs, the Grant
Performance Reporting Requirements and Technical Assistance components fall into the Key Action
Areas quadrant of the priority matrix.
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Key Action Areas

The newly added Grant Performance Reporting Requirements driver was found to have a relatively high
impact on satisfaction while being rated lower than most other aspects of the grantee experience. In
looking for opportunities to improve this score, and therefore elevate satisfaction to even higher levels,
there are a couple of key themes from the survey results that offer suggestions for where the greatest
opportunities lie. The first is prioritizing a deliberate effort to provide feedback to grantees after their
reports have been submitted. Understand how ED uses submitted data was rated notably lower than the
other metrics within the reporting component and open-ended feedback affirms that there is a desire from
grantees to know more about how the data in their reports are used. Improving communication in this
regard gives grantees an opportunity to learn more about the full process and could create efficiencies in
how the reports are compiled and organized in future cycles.

The second opportunity to improve the annual reporting process is uncovered by the grantee comments.
When asked how the reporting process could be improved, many grantees across all offices noted that
the earlier dissemination of reporting deadlines that better align with academic calendars would be
helpful. In some cases, grantees commented on having tight timelines which impact the quality of their
reports. Grantees would benefit from knowing at the beginning of the year when reports will need to be
submitted so they can allot the proper amount of time to the compilation of the necessary data while
working around normal schedules of the academic calendar.

For many programs, the Technical Assistance provided was found to be particularly influential on overall
satisfaction. With a strong score of 79 at the aggregate level, improvements in this area are likely to be
more incremental, taking advantage of smaller opportunities that could turn good experiences into great
ones or finding areas that could be improved at the program level. One common theme from the open-
ended comments that can be applied to many aspects of the grantee experience, but especially for how
Technical Assistance is utilized, is enhanced knowledge sharing. Many grantees voiced their desire to
connect with individuals from other programs to share and learn best practices. Federal program staff and
other Technical Assistance providers could benefit from the same by connecting at regular intervals to
present how they are using technology to help grantees implement their grants and staying connected
throughout the year.

Monitor

The Online Resources component appears in the Monitor quadrant of the priority matrix chart. Its low to
moderate impact value means that other aspects of the grantee experience have a higher degree of
influence on satisfaction at this time. However, the content available on the ED.gov (or OESE.ED.gov)
website is still important in providing grantees with useful resources available at their convenience.
Grantees have rated this area much higher this year, informing ED that recent improvement efforts to
freshen the website content and improve its usability have been successful.

Maintain

Consistently the highest rated driver of satisfaction, the ED Staff/Coordination remains an important area
to maintain. Grantees have come to expect a high level of service from federal program staff because of
the established strong performance. The Documents driver appears near the very center of the priority
matrix. At the aggregate level, the written correspondence provided to grantees meets their needs and is
seen as a valuable resource. Specific results can be examined at the program level to ensure the content
provided has been consistent and on par with the overall average among all surveyed programs. The
same is true of the Information in Application Package component for OPE programs, who use that
component in lieu of the Documents set of questions presented to grantees of the other Offices.
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Results by Program

In the Results by Program portion of this report, each specific program’s results are summarized.
Additionally, many programs included open ended questions to be asked of their grantees. These
verbatim comments are provided in the appendix of this report.

Office of English Language Acquisition (OELA)

Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program

The Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program satisfaction increased 9 points over
the last year to land at 85 in the 2020 survey. This impressive rating puts this program’s satisfaction level
near the very top of all 70 programs surveyed this year. This program’s response rate continues to be
near perfect, with 15 of 17 invited grantees completing the survey. The strong ratings provided by these
grantees are not limited to satisfaction. The ED Staff/Coordination component, measuring interactions
with federal staff from the program’s office, was rated a 91. With all specific attributes rating these
interactions scored at 87 or above, there are no apparent weaknesses in these interactions at this time.
The Online Resources available specifically on the ED.gov website were rated a 78, which relatively
speaking is lower than all other components measured for this program. However, this score is up 11
points from the 2019 survey, indicating positive change in being able to find materials online and
ultimately accomplish the intended goals of logging on to ED.gov. New questions were added to this
section in 2020, including the quality of content (78), accuracy of search results (77) and the look and feel
of the site (74). With each of these scoring in the mid- to upper-70s, grantees’ needs are largely being
met in this area. However, attention should continue to be paid on keeping the site’s content up-to-date
and intuitive to users in order to maintain or even enhance the perceptions of the website going forward.
Custom questions asked only on OELA grantees reveal consistent ratings of the OELA and NCELA
websites among this program’s respondents. The usefulness of the OELA Facebook page improved 5
points year-over-year but remains the lowest scoring attribute for this program with a rating of 58.

National Professional Development Program

Satisfaction among National Professional Development Program grantees remains very strong with a
score of 80, which represents a single point decline from a year ago. Interactions with federal staff are
optimal, with an ED Staff/Coordination score of 92. Particular bright spots include ED staff knowledge of
relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures (96) and the professionalism (94) of the staff.
Online Resources specific to this program’s content on the ED.gov website improved 7 points to 80,
boosted by improvements in the ease of being able to find materials online (+7), the ease of navigation
(+9) and the ability to accomplish tasks on the site (+7). The accuracy of search results (79) and visual
appearance of the site (78) debuted with very strong ratings, bolstering the positive overall Online
Resources rating. New questions were added to the survey asking grantees about reporting
requirements. This component’s initial overall rating is a 77 among NPD grantees. A closer look at the
attributes comprising this score show relative strengths and opportunities for improvement. High scores of
82 were given for the availability of assistance in completing reports and the usefulness of data helping
improve the grant program. In looking for ways to further improve the reporting requirements aspect of the
grantee experience, look to improve the communication with grantees in terms of how ED uses the data
provided, as this attribute was rated a 65. All metrics related to the Technical Assistance provided to NPD
grantees received very high scores, with the highest rating ascribed to ED-funded technical assistance
providers in helping grantees learn to implement their grant (93). The widespread positive feedback from
NPD grantees shows a high level of satisfaction in just about all areas of the grantee experience.
Program leadership should focus on maintaining the high level of service and guidance being provided
while looking for opportunities to make incremental changes that could further enhance the interactions
between grantees and the Department.

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

Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Education
Grantees of the Adult Education and Family Literacy program rated their satisfaction an 81. This is a 5-
point improvement from a year ago and the highest ever satisfaction score for this program. All major
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components of the grantee experience were rated very high in 2020, ranging from scores of 72 for Online
Resources to 91 for ED Staff/Coordination. While the Online Resources score, which measures the
program content available on ED.gov, increased 4 points from last year’s survey, it is still rated slightly
lower than 2018’s score of 75. In looking for ways to provide an even better experience for grantees on
the ED.gov site, the focus should be on the visual appearance of the site and making it easier to find
materials online. Each of these attributes was rated a 69 in this year’s survey. New questions related to
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements were added to the 2020 questionnaire, with this program’s
grantees rating this area an 82 overall. While all specific attributes of the reporting requirements block
receive strong ratings, the ease of obtaining data grantees are required to report offers the most room for
improvement with a rating of 69. Custom questions asked only of this program’s grantees asked about
the ease of using the web-based National Reporting System (NRS) to report state performance data. This
attribute was rated an 83, an increase of 7 points from last year. The usefulness of the training offered by
OCTAE to support the NRS was rated an 81, up 2 points from last year’s survey. Additional results of the
custom questions asked of this program’s grantees can be found in Appendix B of this report.

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

Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program grantee satisfaction improved 2 points to an
overall rating of 80. CTE grantees rated their interactions with federal staff exceptionally high, with an
overall score of 93. The support from federal staff who work with this program has been consistently
exemplary, with the grantee feedback signaling no need for any significant changes in this area. The only
component score that declined from last year is Online Resources, falling 3 points to 77. While still a very
strong score, attention could be paid to the visual appearance and ease of navigating the site, with each
of these attributes rated a 75. Last year, the lowest scoring item on the survey among CTE grantees was
the comprehensiveness of the written communication in addressing the scope of issues grantees faced.
In 2020, this score jumped 7 points to 79, indicating efforts to make the correspondence more
comprehensive and applicable to grantee issues paid off and made a positive difference. Grant
Performance Reporting Requirements received a strong initial rating of 83, with particularly strong
performance in the availability of assistance in helping grantees complete their reports. In looking for
ways to further improve the reporting requirements area, there is relatively more room for improvement in
the grantees’ ease of obtaining data required to report and providing a better understanding to grantees in
terms of how ED is using the data submitted. The Technical Assistance received by CTE grantees also
received a positive overall rating of 83. The technical assistance services provided do a great job of
helping grantees successfully implement their grant. Assistance with developing resource materials for
use in the program offers the greatest room for improvement among the specific attributes related to
Technical Assistance with a score of 73.

Native American Career and Technical Education Program

In its first year of participating in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey, grantees from the Native American
Career and Technical Education Program rated their satisfaction a 76 on the 0-100 scale. Of the core
grantee experience components rated by respondents, ED Staff/Coordination received the highest score
of 82. This measure of interactions with federal staff saw extremely high scores for the staff’'s
professionalism (92) and collaboration with other ED programs in providing services (92). Further
improvements to the ED Staff/Coordination component are likely to come as a result of enhanced
responsiveness to questions, as this was this area’s lowest rated attribute with a score of 70. The Online
Resources of the program’s content on the ED.gov website was rated a 69; 6 points below the aggregate
rating among all programs surveyed. Improving the accuracy of search results and ease of navigation
present the greatest opportunities to strengthen the Online Resources rating. The Technical Assistance
provided by program staff and/or OCTAE in general received an overall rating of 70. Grantees rated the
program staff's technical assistance in helping them learn how to implement their grant program at an
impressive score of 80. There is room for improvement to be had in creating opportunities to share best
practices via learning groups (51). A highlight of the survey results specific to this program’s feedback is
the exceptional Trust score of 91. This measure of the degree of trust grantees have that OCTAE is
dedicated to work with them in meeting their organization’s needs. Ratings of additional custom questions
asked of this program’s grantees can be found in Appendix B of this report.
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Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program

Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program grantees rated their satisfaction a 78. This
strong positive result shows that despite its small size in terms of number of grantees, te support received
by this program is well received. Federal staff interactions are a strength, with an ED Staff/ Coordination
score of 85. Likewise, the Online Resources (94) and Documents (91), which measures the written
correspondence sent to grantees are meeting or surpassing grantee expectations. Grant Performance
Reporting Requirements are rated an overall 81, with the top scores in this area coming for the clarity of
the reporting requirements (89) and the ease of submitting reports electronically (89). There is an
opportunity to better communicate how ED uses the data submitted by grantees (56). The Technical
Assistance component was rated a 72. Scores are mostly consistent in this area but there is relatively
more room for improvement in using evidence-based practices in implementing program activities (67)
and creating opportunities to share best practices via learning groups (67). In the custom section of the
guestionnaire, grantees of this program rated the usefulness of PCRN an 83. The usefulness and
relevance of project director meetings in providing technical assistance was rated particularly high at 94.
The strong debut for this program shows grantees needs’ largely being met, continuing to measure
grantee satisfaction while pushing for increased participation in future surveys will give program staff a
more complete picture of this program’s grantee experience.
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Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS)

IDEA - State Directors of Special Education (Part B)

For the second consecutive year, State Directors of Special Education rated their satisfaction a 71,
keeping it at the upper end of this program’s historical average. The ED Staff/Coordination score,
measuring interactions between grantees and federal staff, was rated a 77 — down 7 points from last
year’s survey. While still a strong score, ensure that program staff supporting these grantees are
equipped with the most current information to provide grantees with knowledgeable and timely responses
to questions related to relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures. The collaboration with
other ED programs or offices in providing services rating fell 12 points to a score of 69 and is down from a
high of 90 in 2018. To the extent possible, use collaboration with other programs to identify best practices
and good ideas toward implementing the grant program. The Online Resources component was rated a
64; unchanged from a year ago. Open-ended grantee feedback suggested that program content on the
ED.gov website be sorted with clear major topic areas leading to drop-down menus that make it easier to
navigate to sought after content more efficiently. The quality of content (71) received the highest score
related to the website. New questions related to Grant Performance Reporting Requirements were added
to the 2020 questionnaire. Overall, this program’s respondents rated the reporting requirements
component a 74, a slight 2 points lower than the average among all programs surveyed. The availability
of assistance in completing the reports (79) was the highest rated attribute in this area, while helping
grantees understand how their submitted data is being used (69) presents the greatest room for
improvement. Ratings of additional custom questions asked of this program’s grantees regarding the
assistance they receive from OSEP staff can be found in Appendix B of this report.

IDEA - Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program

Satisfaction among Lead Agency Early Intervention Coordinators improved 5 points to set a new record
high (74) for this program. Interactions with federal staff, measured by the ED Staff/Coordination
component improved 1 point to 83. The professionalism of program staff was rated an exceptional 91.
There were slight declines in the scores for sufficiency of legal guidance (-3) and responsiveness to
questions (-3). While these scores remain strong, ensuring that program staff prioritize prompt responses
to grantees and ensuring that questions regarding legal matters are answered clearly and completely will
help buttress the overall quality of these interactions and drive this key component score higher. The
Online Resources specific to the program content on ED.gov is another opportunity to drive overall
satisfaction higher. With an unchanged score of 66, Online Resources is the lowest component score
from the survey, with particular opportunities in enhancing the ease of navigation (62) and the general
look and feel of the site (62). The quality of content (76) is the highest rated attribute related to Online
Resources, illustrating that grantees are less likely to be critical of the website content itself than the path
taken to find it. The Technical Assistance provided to grantees is a strength, with an overall rating of 80, a
point higher than the aggregate rating. In the custom question section of the survey, the majority of
grantees (68%) indicated they receive technical assistance support from their state lead monthly. The
remainder (32%) said they receive this assistance only quarterly. For nearly all metrics measured on the
survey, those who receive assistance monthly provided notably higher ratings than those receiving
assistance on a less frequent basis.

IDEA National Centers Program

In its first year of participating in the survey, grantees of the IDEA National Centers Program rated their
satisfaction a 78 on a 0-100 scale. All driver scores, which are the key components of the grantee
experience that ultimately impact overall satisfaction scored very well. ED Staff/Coordination, a measure
of the interactions grantees have with federal staff from the program office was rated an exceptional 92.
The knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations policies and procedures (99), professionalism of the
staff (96) and sufficiency of legal guidance in responses (96) all received nearly perfect marks. The
Technical Assistance component was rated an 83, providing strong evidence that technical assistance
services are successfully helping grantees implement their grant program. The Documents driver,
measuring the written correspondence provided to grantees, was rated an 81, on par with the aggregate
average. The correspondence is rated particularly high for its relevance to grantees’ areas of need (85)
and the organization of the information (83). Grant Performance Reporting Requirements were rated a
79, again with high marks for clarity (87) and also the ability of assistance when completing reports (89).
In looking for opportunities for improvement, respondents were less clear about how ED uses the data
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they submit, with this attribute rated a 62. Online Resources, specifically the program content available on
the ED.gov website, has a strong score of 75 but does rank behind the other drivers in this initial
measurement. Enhancements to the Online Resources is most likely to occur through improvement in the
visual appearance of the site (73) or the ease of navigation (74). Usage of the various web-based
resources available to these grantees were measured in the custom question section of the survey. On a
scale where 0 means never and 100 means very frequently, the Department’'s IDEAS website’s usage
was 70, the IDEAS That Work website is used less with a rating of 62 and the osep.grads.org website
used even less frequently with a rating of 50.

RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

After its initial year of survey participation in 2019, RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program satisfaction
jumped 11 points, from 49 to 60. This substantial increase was driven by improvements in all driver
scores and solid debut scores in newly added survey components. The ED Staff/Coordination rating rose
11 points to 75. After responsiveness was identified as an area of opportunity last year, program staff
have stepped up and grantees have noticed. The responsiveness to questions rating improved from 59 a
year ago to 72 in this year’s survey. Complementing the improved responsiveness is the extreme
professionalism of the staff, rated a 90 in its debut on the questionnaire. The written correspondence
provided to grantees is measured by the Documents driver, which gained 11 points to a score of 71. The
correspondence is rated particularly well for its topical relevance (77) and the organization of the
information (76). Opportunity still exists in the correspondence’s clarity (68) and sufficiency of detail (67),
though these attributes have improved greatly from a year ago. The Online Resources on the ED.gov
website are rated better this year with a score of 61. While up 8 points from the 2019 survey, this area still
lags behind the others. The highest marks in this area come from the visual appearance of the site (63)
and quality of content (63), while the lowest website-based score is 57 for the ease of finding materials
online. Ensure that frequently sought after material is easy to find without the need to navigate through
multiple web pages. Two new components added to the survey this year, Grant Performance Reporting
Requirements (65) and Technical Assistance (64), were rated relatively well in their initial measurements.
A priority for improving the reporting process should be making it easier to obtain the data needed by
grantees to report. In the area of Technical Assistance, look for ways to use evidence-based practices in
implementing program activities, as this was the lowest rated TA attribute at 59. The 2020 survey results
for this program should be welcome news that policies and procedures put into place this year to better
serve grantees in ways that enhance their ability to implement their grants has succeeded, and with a
continued effort can raise satisfaction higher.

Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program

The Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program grantee satisfaction was rated a 68 in the initial year of
participation in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey. The satisfaction score of 68 is equal to the average
satisfaction rating of all OSERS programs that participated in the study. There are five driver sections in
the survey that measure the key components of the grantee experience. The driver scores were wide-
ranging for grantees of the RLTT Program with Technical Assistance being rated the lowest at 61, and
ED Staff/Coordination leading the pack with an overall score of 85. The individual survey attributes that
comprise the ED Staff/Coordination driver highlight the effectiveness of federal staff in their interactions
with grantees. Scores were especially high for ED Staff’'s Professionalism (96) and their communication
about changes that may affect the grantees program (86). The Online Resources survey section asks
grantees to evaluate the content specific to their program that is made available to them on the ED.gov
website, to which grantees of the Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program provided a score of 66. A
closer look at the attribute-level scores within the Online Resources driver section informs on the specific
elements of the website that offer the greatest opportunity for improvement. The ease of finding materials
online (63) and ability to accomplish what you want on the site (62) attribute scores indicate that
adjustments/updates should be made to the ED.gov website resources that are made available to
grantees of this program. The first step in developing a strategy to improve the scores and thus the
grantee experience is to investigate the most common resources that grantees of the RLTT Program visit
the ED.gov website to obtain. One respondent left the following comment when asked how the
Department could improve its website, “I just don't feel it is user friendly, not very intuitive. For a first-time
grant manager, | think | spend too much time looking for what | need.” A full read-out of the verbatim
feedback collected can be found in Appendix C. Technical Assistance, the lowest scoring driver of
satisfaction, was rated a 61. Low scores of 56 were provided for creating opportunities to share best
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practices via learning groups and using evidence-based practices in implementing program activities.
Grantees of this program may stand to have a better overall experience if efforts are made by program
staff to schedule learning group sessions in which grantees can collaborate with one another. In the
custom questions section of the survey 58% of RLTT grantees indicated that they would like RSA staff to
provide statutory and regulatory program requirements training.
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Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE)

Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions

The satisfaction among grantees of the Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions (DHSI) Program was
rated a 78, a slight 1-point dip in satisfaction since 2019. When asked to evaluate the Information in
Application Package, grantees indicated a strong driver score of 90 (2-point improvement from 2019). In
addition, the attributes that comprise the Information in Application Package driver received positive
scores ranging from 85 to 94. The high scores of 85+ indicate that the various elements of information in
the application package were easy for grantees to locate and understand. The next highest scoring driver
of satisfaction is ED Staff/Coordination with an overall score of 88. This 4-point increase since 2019 is
due in part to the significant score increases for knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures (92, +7) and consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices (89,
+6). The Grant Performance Reporting Requirements is a new survey section for 2020, and in this initial
year of measurement DHSI grantees provided a rating of 76. The ease of submitting report(s)
electronically was the highest rated component of the driver section (86), and the understanding of how
ED uses your data was rated the lowest (63). Providing grantees with an explanation of how and why ED
uses the data that grantees provide to them should help to keep grantees engaged and likely lead to
more quality reports. In the custom questions section of the survey, grantees were asked to evaluate the
technical assistance received from DHSI. Program staff received a significant 5 point increase in 2020 for
their knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures (90). Although still receiving
generally high positive ratings, opportunities for improvement relate to the communication practices, and
include Frequency of communication (78), timeliness of the grant award notification (79), and
responsiveness to questions (82). One respondent left the following comment, “Respond to requests
more quickly. Also, close the feedback loop in conversations with grantees. Sometimes we provide
requested information but receive no response at all.” A full read-out of the verbatim feedback collected
can be found in Appendix C.

Strengthening Institutions Program

After a 13-point spike in satisfaction from 2018 to 2019 the Strengthening Institutions Program grantee
satisfaction score settled in at a 75 in 2020. Significant score improvements were achieved for two of the
three drivers of satisfaction that were included in the survey last year. The ED Staff/Coordination driver
score increased notably to an overall score of 88, which is the highest scoring driver rated by SIP
grantees. Senior OPE officers display high levels of professionalism (93) and knowledge of relevant
legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (91) in their interactions with grantees. The Online
Resources survey section asks grantees to evaluate the program specific content housed within the
ED.gov website. The driver score significantly improved in 2020 to an overall score of 74; a score
increase of 11 points in the past two years. A new attribute was added to the Online Resources survey
section asking for grantees’ perception of the quality of content, to which a strong rating of 75 was
provided. A helpful suggestion was provided by one respondent when asked how the Department could
improve its website; “Very text heavy. Could be more visual. Consider using a short form feature to target
specific pages based on need of visitor.” A full read-out of the verbatim feedback collected can be found
in Appendix C. SIP Grantees rated the Information in Application Package an 86, with all attributes that
comprise the driver scoring 81 or higher. Grantees were asked to evaluate the technical assistance
received from the Strengthening Institutions Program in the custom questions section of the survey. The
scores for four of the five attributes measured regarding the technical assistance received dropped in
2020, with the ability to resolve issues attribute decreasing by a statistically significant margin (82, -5).
Scores remain relatively strong for components that measure the technical assistance received, however
efforts to halt the decline in scores should be considered. The timeliness of response to grantee inquiries
may offer a quick win in improving the grantee experience, as reflected by comment provided by one SIP
respondent, “In a few words, improved response time and more consistent follow-through would help
immensely.”

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

Child Care Access Means Parents in School Program (CCAMPIS) grantees rated their overall satisfaction
81, 3 points higher than the average satisfaction rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. All driver scores
(the key components of the grantee experience that ultimately impact overall satisfaction) were rated
positively by CCAMPIS grantees. Significant score improvements were received for ED Staff/Coordination
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(87, +4) and Online Resources (73, +8). The attribute scores that comprise the ED Staff/Coordination
driver range from 80 to 94, indicating that the needs of grantees are largely being met by senior OPE
officers. The significant improvement in the Online Resources driver score reflects notable gains in all
three attributes since 2019; ease of finding materials online (71, +8), ability to accomplish what you want
on the site (72, +7), and ease of navigation (73, +6). The open-end feedback includes opportunities for
improvement of the program specific content available on the ED.gov website, as indicated by comments
such as, “I have had trouble navigating the website. There is a lot of information.” Several other
comments speak to the volume of information and the difficulty in navigating to the desired information,
such as removal of outdated resources and providing clean links presented in plain sight, and a generally
more user-friendly up-to-date website. Open-ended comments suggest that improvements in the grantee
experience should focus on the frequency of communications with grantees (72).

Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP-State)
The Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP-State) grantee
satisfaction was rated a 64. The grantee satisfaction score of 64 makes the GEAR UP-State program the
lowest scoring in terms of satisfaction of the 21 OPE programs that participated in the survey in 2020.
The highest scoring driver of satisfaction is claimed by ED Staff/Coordination with an overall score of 80.
Scores for the attributes that comprise the driver score were wide-ranging (65-94), and a closer look at
the lower scoring components highlight the areas in which the greatest opportunity for improvement exist.
The low scores for consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices (65) and
collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services (68) indicate that grantees
desire more consistency in senior OPE officers’ responses from different program offices and hope for
more collaborative efforts to provide relevant services for GEAR UP-State grantees. In the Online
Resources survey section grantees were asked to evaluate the program-specific content made available
to them on the ED.gov website, to which a relatively low score of 60 was provided. When asked how the
Department could improve its website there exist several comments that invite collaboration between
grantees and ED to make improvements to the website, as displayed by the following comment, “The
resources are limited and could ask Gear Up grantees to share best practices that the Department would
deem valuable.” A full read-out of the verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C. The
Information in Application Package driver score rated by GEAR UP-State grantees is 78, making this
program the lowest scoring for all OPE programs surveyed in 2020. The lowest scoring components
within this survey section were for Page Limitation Instructions (66) and Formatting Instructions (64). In
the Distribution of Funds survey section, which is a segment of the GEAR UP-State custom questions
section, a low score of 54 was provided for the transparency of how funds are distributed among
grantees. Certainly, limitations exist on the information that can be openly shared with grantees regarding
the distribution of funds, however the current level of transparency should be improved upon by
communicating with grantees the limitations that exist in sharing sensitive information and why these
limitations exist.

GEAR UP-Partnerships

The satisfaction among grantees of the GEAR UP-Partnerships Program was rated a 79, one point higher
than the average satisfaction rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. The driver scores range from 72 for
Online Resources to 89 for both ED Staff/Coordination and Information in Application Package. Senior
OPE officers are effective in their interactions with GEAR UP-Partnerships grantees as displayed by the
strong scores for knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (92),
professionalism (93), and collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services
(90). The Information in Application Package (89) component is paired with ED Staff/Coordination as the
top-performing drivers in 2020. The attributes that comprise the Information in Application Package driver
were rated very positively by grantees with scores in the mid-80s to low-90s. The Online Resources
survey section asks grantees to evaluate the program specific content housed within the ED.gov website,
to which an overall driver score of 72 was provided. The open-end feedback provided by grantees of the
GEAR UP-Partnerships Program regarding improvements to the website commonly reference the desire
for a more user-friendly design, and designated sections for FAQs and common topics of interest. When
responding to how the Department could improve its website one respondent stated, “Make website more
user friendly, with common topics highlighted on home page for easy access. Include a 'how do I' function
so that users can type what they are trying to do/find,” and another suggests, “Create a space called
'HOT TOPICS' that would include important information and webinars.” A full read-out of the verbatim

2020 39 Bioop



Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

feedback collected can be found in Appendix C. When responding to the GEAR UP-Partnerships custom
guestion that asks grantees to evaluate the communication with grantees GEAR UP specialist, grantees
provided a low score of 75 for the frequency of communication. One approach to consider improving upon
the rating of the frequency of communication is to distribute re-occurring communications to grantees in
the form of a newsletter, webinar or email blast. When grantees are communicated with on a regular
basis it will increase their sense of value and likely improve the overall grantee experience.

Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A

The Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A grantee satisfaction was
rated a 77, a strong score in this initial year of survey participation, and just 1 point less than the average
satisfaction rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. The scores for the five drivers of satisfaction that are
measured in the survey range from 73 for Technical Assistance to 90 for the Information in Application
Package. This high score of 90 for the Information in Application Package driver, in addition to the
attribute level scores which all received 87 or higher, indicate that the information in the application
package is relatively easy to understand. The program specific content available to ANNH grantees on
the ED.gov website is measured in the Online Resources section of the survey. This driver score driver
score was rated a 76 overall; a relatively high score compared to all other OPE programs that participated
in the survey in 2020. A closer look at the Online Resources attribute scores indicates the greatest
opportunities for growth/improvements. Most notable among these is the ease of finding materials online
(72). Specific suggestions for improvements include ensuring that content is up to date and links are
displayed in an easily identifiable position on the home page to route users to the most commonly sought-
after resources. ANNH grantees rated their interactions with Senior OPE officers at 81, reflecting strong
ratings for their knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (89) and staff's
professionalism (89). The ED Staff/Coordination driver section and open-ended responses indicate
opportunities to improve include the responsiveness to questions (65) in both frequency and timeliness of
communications. A full read-out of the verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C.

American Overseas Research Centers

The satisfaction among grantees of the American Overseas Research Centers (AORC) Program was
rated 89, making this program the second highest scoring OPE program surveyed in 2020 in terms of
satisfaction. Positive ratings provided by AORC grantees were not limited to satisfaction, as the five driver
scores were also rated very positively. A high score of 97 was provided by grantees when evaluating their
interactions with senior OPE officers in the ED Staff/Coordination driver section. The seven attributes that
comprise the ED Staff/Coordination driver were all rated 95 or higher, indicating that the needs of
grantees are being met by senior OPE officers in their interactions. The AORC Program was the highest
scoring OPE program in terms of the Information in Application Package (95). The Deadline for
Submission attribute, one of the ten attributes associated with the Information in Application Package,
nearly received a perfect score, landing at 99. A new section was added to the survey in 2020 asking
grantees to evaluate the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements, to which AORC grantees provided
a strong rating of 81. The grantee rating for their understanding of how ED uses your data (71) was
relatively low scoring and may present an opportunity to improve upon the grantee experience. The
custom questions section of the survey for AORC grantees includes several sections of rated questions
for: Technical Assistance, Distribution of Funds, Communication with Program Specialist, and the
International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) program. Grantees provided strong ratings for the
individual components that make up each of the custom questions survey sub-sections, ranging from 83
for the timeliness of the grant award natification to 98 for supporting research and training in international
studies, research and training in international studies, and instruction and research on issues in world
affairs.

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions (AANAPISI)

In this initial year of measurement, Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions
(ANNH) grantees rated their satisfaction a 73. Of the core grantee experience components, ED
Staff/Coordination received the highest score of 91. The ED Staff/Coordination survey sections asks
grantees to consider their interactions with senior OPE officers, and they received high ratings for their
knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (95), responsiveness to your
guestions (94), and professionalism (97). Information in Application Package was rated an 81, presenting
opportunities to improve. The most notable areas for improving the application package include Budget
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Information and Forms (74), Deadline for Submission (77), and Review Process (77). In addition,
ANNAPSI grantees suggest improvements are needed in the Online Resources available on the ED.gov
website (65). The most notable areas needing improvements include the look and feel/visual appearance
(56), Ease of finding materials online (65), and the ability to accomplish what you want on the site (66).
The open-end feedback from AANAPSI grantees can provide useful examples of ways to improve. One
grantee, when asked how the Department could improve its website suggested, “It's text heavy and could
improve by organizing information into digestible content. Emphasize key links that are more visually
impactful like 'Federal Register' (for access to 'active' AANAPISI Part A & F grant competition), historical
background (legislation & changes to legislation), Grantees (past and present, including abstract),
Relevant Research (repository of AANAPISI-focused scholarship and reports).” A full read-out of the
verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C.

Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad Fellowships (DDRA)

Grantees of the Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad Fellowships (DDRA) Program rated their
satisfaction a 71, 6 points higher than the satisfaction score in the last year in which the DDRA Program
participated in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey (2015). In comparison with the other 20 OPE programs
who participated in the survey the DDRA Program’s satisfaction rating is second to last. The driver
scores, which are the key components of the grantee experience that ultimately impact overall
satisfaction range from 66 for Grant Performance Reporting Requirements up to 87 for the Information in
Application Package. The relatively strong scores for the ten attributes that comprise the Information in
Application Package driver indicate that the information provided is easy to locate and easy to
understand, especially for information regarding: Program Purpose (93), Program Priorities (93), and
Program Contact (93). In the ED Staff/Coordination driver section of the survey grantees were asked to
evaluate the senior OPE officers based on the interactions they have had, to which an overall score of 85
was provided. The attributes that comprise the ED Staff/Coordination driver were rated positively by
grantees, with the exception of the responsiveness to your questions (67). Communication efforts should
be prioritized by program officers when responding to grantees questions. Responses should be provided
in a timely manner, even if the initial response does not answer the question posed, but rather asks for
time to investigate the current answer to grantees’ questions. A new question was added to the Online
Resources driver section that asks grantees to evaluate the look and feel/visual appearance of the
DDRA’s program specific content available on the ED.gov website. The look and feel/visual appearance
attribute was rated poorly with a score of 60. The low score for the look and feel/visual appearance is
backed by grantees responses to the question, how the Department could improve its website in the
open-end feedback where one respondent stated, “Presentation of material is densely organized, [a] bit
overwhelming to navigate.” A full report of the verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C.
The scores for the attributes measured in the custom questions section of the survey range from 57 for
timeliness of the grant award notification up to 99 for supporting research and training in international
studies. A closer look into the lower scoring individual attributes measured in the customer questions
survey section will present the areas in which the greatest opportunity for improving the grantee
experience exist. When asked, What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program
specialist, 80% of respondents selected Individual Email as their preferred method of communication.

Foreign Language and Area Studies

The satisfaction among grantees of the Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships Program was
rated 83, 5 points higher than the average satisfaction rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. Since
2016, the last year that the FLAS Program was included in the survey, the grantee satisfaction score has
improved 12 points. The ED Staff/Coordination component was the highest rated driver of satisfaction
with an exceptional score of 96. Senior OPE officers’ interactions with grantees were rated exceedingly
positively by FLAS grantees who were particularly complimentary of senior OPE officers knowledge of
relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (98), responsiveness to your questions (97),
and professionalism (98). In the Information in Application Package (86) driver section there are ten
attributes that were evaluated by grantees for the ease of locating and understanding the information. The
scores that comprise the Information in Application Package driver were generally strong ranging from 78
(Review Process) to 92 (Program Contact). Look to make website enhancements to the FLAS Program’s
specific content housed within the ED.gov website in terms of the look and feel/visual appearance, as this
attribute was rated relatively low at 66. On the FLAS home page provide clean links that will route website
users to current information and resources that are most useful to grantees. The look and feel can be
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improved upon by removing the outdated resources and displaying the frequently used program specific
resources in a navigation menu that is intuitive and does not require a multitude of clicks to arrive at the
resource desired. When responding to the question, how could the Department improve its website one
respondent left the following comment, “Navigation menu could be better streamlined. FAQs posted
prominently.” A full report of the verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C. In the custom
guestions section of the survey grantees of the FLAS program provided very strong scores. Of the 19
individual attributes measured in the survey section, 15 were rated 92 or higher. When responding to the
guestion, How can Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships improve the usefulness of the
technical assistance you receive one respondent left a comment that reinforces the strong scores
received, “The technical assistance has always been positive and useful.”

Graduate Assistance in in Areas of National Need (GAANN)

The Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program grantee satisfaction was rated an 86 in the
initial year of participation in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey. The GAANN grantee satisfaction rating is
tied for the third highest among all 21 OPE programs included in the survey and is 8 points higher than
the average satisfaction rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. The scores for the various components
measured in the survey are strong across the board. Particular bright spots include ratings of ED
Staff/Coordination (95) and Information in Application Package (91). The ED Staff/Coordination survey
sections asks grantees to evaluate senior OPE officers based on the interactions that they have had. The
scores for the seven attributes that comprise the driver were rated exceptionally well with scores ranging
from 94 to 97. The high-performance scores for ratings of senior OPE officers indicate that the needs of
GAANN grantees are largely being met and limited opportunities for improvement exist within this survey
section. The overall score of 91 for the Information in Application Package informs on another facet of the
grantee experience in which effective measures exist. The individual components of the Information in
Application Package driver that were rated most favorably by grantees are Program Contact (95), Page
Limitation Instructions (94), and Deadline for Submission (94). A new driver section was added to the
survey asking grantees to evaluate the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements, to which GAANN
grantees provided a positive rating of 83. The lowest scoring attribute of the Grant Performance Reporting
Requirements driver is for grantees understanding of how ED uses submitted data (75). There may exist
an opportunity by providing feedback to grantees on their submitted reports for a ‘quick win’ to improve
the overall grantee experience. In the custom questions section of the survey grantees of the GAANN
program includes several sections of rated questions for: Technical Assistance, Distribution of Funds, and
Communication with Program Specialist. Scores were relatively strong across the 11 attributes measured
in the survey section with ten scores being rated 87 or higher, leaving one attribute as an outlier;
availability of funds with adequate time for implementation (73).

Group Projects Abroad

Grantees of Group Projects Abroad rated their satisfaction an 86 — 8 points higher than the overall survey
average among all programs measured and 6 points higher that the satisfaction rating in 2013 when
grantees were last surveyed. The strong satisfaction score is supported by favorable ratings for all
components of the grantee experience. Leading the way, is a near perfect score of 95 for ED
Staff/Coordination, a measure of the interaction and helpfulness of the federal staff supporting the
program. The support provided by these individuals is exceptional, from their professionalism and
responsiveness to their specific knowledge and detailed guidance pertaining to relevant legislation,
regulations, policies and procedures. Impressive scores were also provided for Technical Assistance and
Information in Application Package, each rated a 91. The priority for each of these areas should be
maintaining current practices as grantees are clearly happy with the status quo. The Grant Performance
Reporting Requirements component was rated an 81, with its highest rated characteristic attributed to the
ease of submitting reports electronically (85) and the availability of assistance in completing the report
(84). Like many other programs, the biggest area for opportunity pertaining to the annual reporting is in
sharing with grantees how their submitted data is being used. This attribute was rated a 70, which lags
behind the others by a considerable margin. A couple of grantees indicated that they struggled with
getting their participants to complete their reports. Offering grantees tactics that could be helpful in
increasing the participant engagement in the reporting process could help alleviate some of the burden
currently felt by some of the survey respondents. When asked how the program could improve its
communication with grantees, several responded that current methods are working well and that the new
program officer is very responsive to requests.
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Language Resource Centers

Language Resource Centers grantees rated their overall satisfaction an 86, a very high score in its first
year participating in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey. Like many other programs, the highest rated
component is ED Staff/Coordination with a score of 95. Interactions with senior officers at the Department
are clearly meeting the needs of grantees who gave perfect scores for responsiveness, professionalism
and sufficiency of legal guidance. The Technical Assistance score (94) is not far behind, indicating the
technical services provided do an excellent job of helping successfully implement the Language Resource
Centers grant. The Information in Application Package score of 93 reveals another highlight of the
grantee experience. All characteristics of the application package received strong ratings but there may
be an opportunity to clear up the formatting instructions, as this attribute was relatively lower than the
others with a score of 84. The program content on the ED.gov website was rated an 89 overall, 14 points
above the OPE average. The look and feel attribute was the lowest rated specific website item with a
rating of 79. Freshening up the visual appearance of the site presents the greatest opportunity for
improving the Online Resources rating any further. The lowest rated component of the grantee
experience measured on the survey is the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements driver. With an
overall score of 80, this is by no means an indicating of poor, or even average, performance. However, in
relative terms, this is the lowest component score for Language Resource Centers grantees and therefore
could be prioritized for improvement efforts with the intention of driving overall grantee satisfaction even
higher. Communicating with grantees on how the Department uses the submitted information would be
beneficial as this is the lowest rated attribute in this area. The open-ended feedback provided by grantees
also notes shifting benchmarks and fluctuations over the four-year grant period that end up making the
reported data less useful. Overall, the results from Language Resource Centers grantees are extremely
positive and the opportunities for improving grantee satisfaction further lie in incremental improvements in
the margins rather than any largescale changes to what grantees have come to expect.

Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program

Grantees of the Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program rated their satisfaction an 84,
which is 6 points above the overall average among all programs surveyed and 1 point higher than this
program’s most recent measure in 2017. Three of the five key aspects of the grantee experience received
exceptional scores on the 90s. ED Staff/Coordination led all others with a score of 94. All attributes
related to the interactions grantees have with senior program staff at the Department were rated very
high, validating that current support policies and procedures are working well with no apparent need for
changes. The Technical Assistance received and Information in Application Package were each rated a
93, again affirming that improvement efforts can be directed elsewhere at this time. Online Resources, a
measure of the program’s content available on the ED.gov website, was rated an 88, which is a 6-point
improvement for this program since the 2017 survey. The ease of navigation has improved (87, +6), and
the visual appearance of the site received a very high initial score of 88 this year. A new section of the
guestionnaire, Grant Performance Reporting Requirements, was rated a 79 and shows the area with the
greatest opportunity for improving overall grantee satisfaction. Specific suggestions from the open-ended
feedback provided by grantees include allowing for the inclusion of photos, expanding the word limits to
sections, and modifying the mandatory options of the form “to accommodate the idiosyncrasy of projects,
institutions, and project directors.” There is also an opportunity to improve the feedback provided to
grantees after their reports have been submitted to inform them of how their data is being used as this
was the lowest rated reporting item at 64.

Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions

Grantees of the Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions program rated their overall satisfaction
an 83 in 2020, the first year this program has been included in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey.
Information in Application Package was the highest rated driver of satisfaction with a score of 87, made
up of very high marks across all of its individual characteristics. ED Staff/Coordination was also rated very
strong at 85. Senior program officers at the Department are extremely knowledgeable, professional and
provide useful guidance to grantees. The areas of opportunity for senior officers lie in being more
consistent with other ED program offices with their responses and looking for ways to collaborate with
other programs in providing relevant services. The Grant Performance Reporting Requirements driver
was rated a 75 overall, with notable variance in its individual attribute scores. The strengths within this
aspect of the grantee experience are the ease of submitting reports electronically (81) and the usefulness
of the data in helping improve the grant program (80). More likely areas of opportunity include improving
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the clarity of the reporting requirements (74) and understanding how the Department uses the submitted
data (61). A couple of grantees also voiced their desire to have more time to complete the reports and
would appreciate deadlines being announced sooner. Online Resources, a measure of the program
content available on ED.gov, was the lowest rated driver at 66. The website received particularly low
marks for its visual appearance (61) and ease of navigation (60). Several grantees commented on the
need to simplify the site by showing buttons/links to commonly used resources prominently and greatly
reduce the amount of information shown on the homepage. There is also a need to ensure that content is
updated on a more routine basis so that grantees have confidence that the online materials are up-to-
date and accurate. Overall, the ratings provided by this program’s grantees are strong, especially given
this is its first year measuring satisfaction. Understanding where the strengths lie and addressing the
areas where scores are lower will shore up the inconsistencies and lead to an improved level of grantee
satisfaction.

Predominantly Black Institutions

Predominantly Black Institutions grantees rated their overall satisfaction an 86 — 8 points above the
survey average and 22 points higher than this program’s last measurement using the Grantee
Satisfaction Survey in 2013. Senior program officers at the Department are excelling in providing
guidance and direction to grantees, as the ED Staff/Coordination component is rated at a near perfect 95.
The high marks for all aspects of the service they provide makes the priority for this area simply
maintaining the status quo. Likewise, the Information in Application Package is hitting all the right notes,
with an overall rating of 94. There are no clear opportunities for improvement with how grantees receive
the applications, with each of its individual attributes rated in the 90s. Online Resources was rated an 84,
with its relative strengths being the accuracy of search results (87), quality of content (86) and the ability
to accomplish the goal of visiting the site (86). The overall look and feel of the site received the lowest
Online Resources score of 79 and could provide some opportunity for improvement. A new section to the
questionnaire in 2020, Grant Performance Reporting Requirements, was rated an 81 by this program’s
grantees. While this is a very strong score, some grantees noted that they would prefer more consistency
in when the annual report will be due year-over-year. There is also a desire for more feedback from the
Department regarding how submitted data is used. Overall, Predominantly Black Institutions grantees are
very satisfied with the support their experience. Improvements mostly lie within the margins, without any
need for drastic changes. Looking forward, the program should continue to prioritize having dedicated
staff provide knowledgeable guidance when needed, supported by regular training opportunities and the
chance to collaborate with grantees of other programs to identify best practices.

Promoting Post Baccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans

Grantees of the Promoting Post Baccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans program rated their
satisfaction an 86 — 10 points higher than their last measurement in 2017. The high satisfaction is
supported by very strong scores across all core components of the grantee experience. The Information
in Application Package driver was rated a 90, with high scores for each individual characteristic of the
applications. These high scores leave little room for improvement at this time, which makes the case to
maintain the current structure and procedures surrounding the application. ED Staff/Coordination also
received a very high score of 85. This measure of the support provided by senior program officers at the
Department reveals a tremendous job being done, especially in the areas of collaborating with other ED
programs (93) and providing responses that are consistent with what grantees hear from other program
offices (93). In looking for ways to improve interactions with grantees, overall responsiveness presents
the greatest opportunity for improvement with a score of 74. This is 1 point lower than in 2017 and falls
well behind the other attribute scores in the area of ED Staff/Coordination. The Grant Performance
Reporting Requirements driver was rated an 82, which is 6 points higher than the survey average among
all participating programs. Any immediate improvements in this area are likely to be the product of
improved clarity in the requirement or providing more feedback to grantees in terms of how their
submitted data is used. Suggestions within the open-ended feedback from grantees include preparing a
one-sheet fact summary and offering more training for how to prepare the annual report. Overall,
grantees of this program are very satisfied and complimentary of the work being done by the Department
to support them. Ensuring that officers are responsive and even proactive in disseminating relevant
information to grantees is an important component in any efforts to drive satisfaction higher.

Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities
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Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities grantees’ satisfaction is much higher than
when last measured by the Grantee Satisfaction Survey in 2016. Since that time, satisfaction has
improved 11 points to a score of 82. Senior program officers are doing a great job interacting with
grantees as evidenced by the score of 91 for ED Staff/Coordination. Likewise, the Information in
Application Package driver score of 90 shows no need for immediate changes when it comes to the
application structure or content. The rating of 80 for Grant Performance Reporting Requirements is
somewhat lower than these other key aspects of the grantee experience and could present some
opportunity for improvement. Most notably, enhancing the clarity of the reporting requirements, making it
easier to track down the data needed for the reports and then providing feedback to grantees on how the
Department is using their submitted data have the greatest room for improvement. However, it should be
noted that all of these attributes were rated in the 70s, so the room for improvement is relative. Open-
ended feedback suggests that “enhancing the services provided by the Helpdesk so that the instructions
are clearer when navigating the [reporting] system” would be helpful. Other suggestions for general
improvement include pre-recording technical assistance training videos or webinars and making them
available on demand. With a strong level of grantee satisfaction in 2020, improvements in the short term
are more realistically going to come from incremental changes that address direct grantee feedback
rather than any significant changes that disrupt the current grantee experience. The comprehensive
open-ended feedback from grantees can be found in Appendix C of this report.

Student Support Services

Grantees of the Student Support Services program rated their satisfaction a 73. This is 5 points below the
overall survey average among all participating programs, but also represents a 5-point improvement for
Student Support Services’ last satisfaction measurement in 2016. The ED Staff/Coordination driver score
is 78 and includes particularly high scores for the professionalism of senior program officers (86) and their
knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures (83). At the other end of the
spectrum, their responsiveness to questions was rated a 72 and should be considered the top priority for
any improvement efforts directed at the support program officers provide to grantees. Online Resources,
which measures the program content available to grantees on the ED.gov website was rated a 73, a 2-
point improvement from the 2016 score for this program. A common theme among the Student Support
Services grantee feedback was the desire to have the website content updated more frequently. A new
section of the 2020 questionnaire measures various aspects of the Grant Performance Reporting
Requirements. This driver’s initial score for this program is 78 — 2 points above the survey average. This
is a strong component with mostly positive feedback from grantees but opportunities for improvement lie
in making the timing of the report consistent year-over-year and providing more feedback to grantees as
to how their submitted data is used by the Department. Within the custom question section of the survey,
this program’s grantees rated the timeliness of the grant award notification a 45, far lower than most other
OPE programs. Delays in the award notifications can cause stressful situations and logistical concerns,
so providing more time before the end of a current grant cycle is crucial should be a top priority.

Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities - Part A

Grantees of the Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities program have an extremely high level of
satisfaction, rated a 90 in 2020. This is 12 points above the overall survey average and 18 points higher
for this specific program when last measured in 2015. Many of the key components of the grantee
experience receive strong ratings, though interestingly, none reach the same level as overall satisfaction.
ED Staff/Coordination is the highest rated driver at 85. Grantees rate the support they receive from senior
program officers at the Department exceptionally high when it comes to their professionalism (97) and
responsiveness (89). The Information in Application Package (84) driver is rated favorably, though its
2020 score is 8 points lower than the measurement in 2015. The characteristics of the application
package that are the least clear and easy to understand by grantees are the formatting instructions (76)
and the review process (76). It is also important to keep context in mind when interpreting the score
changes for this program from 2015 to 2020. This year, there were a total of eight respondents and in
2015 the number was 13. These low sample sizes yield more variability in the results than other programs
with more datapoints. Feedback regarding the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements was gathered
for the first time in 2020 and for grantees of this program, the highest rated attributes in this area were the
ease of submitting reports electronically (82) and the availability of assistance in completing reports (71).
Areas that offer more room for improvement include the clarity of reporting requirements (68), the ease of
obtaining data required for the report (64) and communicating with grantees as to how their submitted
data are used by the Department (61). Grantees of this program are very appreciative of the
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responsiveness and level of knowledge of their program officers. This strong relationship can be
leveraged to provide additional guidance in some of these areas associated with lower ratings in an effort
to shore of those aspects of the grantee experience and maintain high levels of overall satisfaction.

Upward Bound

Upward Bound grantee satisfaction was rated a 73 in 2020, a 5-point improvement since their last year of
participating in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey in 2018. The score of 77 for the ED Staff/Coordination
driver is generally strong, but it is 10 points below the overall survey average among all participating
programs. Interactions between grantees and senior program officers can be improved with quicker
response times and increased detail in the legal guidance provided. Online Resources, which measures
program content on the ED.gov website, received ratings in the 70s across all of its individual attributes.
Based on the scores and also the open-ended feedback provided, the greatest opportunities for
improving grantees’ website experience lie in a more visually pleasant homepage that is not so text heavy
and ensuring that content is kept up to date. The Grant Performance Reporting Requirements driver was
rated a 75, on par with many other programs. Its highest marks were given for the ease of submitting the
report electronically (83) and the clarity of reporting requirements (80). Lower scores were given for the
ease of obtaining data required to report (71) and the understanding of how the Department uses
submitted data (67). Open-ended feedback also includes suggestions of offering additional training on
completing the annual report, including the use of pre-recorded videos or live training sessions where
questions can be asked and answered. Upward Bound grantees are generally satisfied with the various
aspects of their program experience but satisfaction stands to improve with more deliberate and
consistent communication from program officers. Some grantees have voiced their frustration with not
being able to connect with program staff and during a particularly challenging year, having confidence
that reliable guidance is only a phone call or email away is critical to overall grantee satisfaction.
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Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE)

Teacher Quality Partnership Program

In the first year of participation in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey grantees among the Teacher Quality
Partnership Program rated their satisfaction an 82; 4 points higher than the average satisfaction rating of
all programs that participated in the survey. The scores for the five drivers of satisfaction range from 83
for Technical Assistance all the way up to 92 for ED Staff/Coordination. The high scores for the attributes
that comprise the ED Staff/Coordination indicate that federal staff are effective in providing a positive
grantee experience when interacting with the grantees to share knowledge, answer questions and
provide guidance. A new driver section was added to the survey asking grantees to evaluate the Grant
Performance Reporting Requirements, to which TQP grantees provided a positive rating of 84. Scores
were particularly high for the availability of assistance in completing the report (89) and the ease of
submitting report(s) electronically (88). The lowest scoring attribute in the Grant Performance Reporting
Requirements survey section was for grantees understanding of how ED uses your data (72). In the
custom questions section of the survey grantees were asked to evaluate the TQP program staff, and the
high scores speak to the effectiveness of the staff in creating a positive grantee experience; accessibility
and responsiveness of TQP program staff (90), clarity of information provided by TQP program staff (88),
monitoring and reports sufficiently help program staff understand your project (92). The high scores are
backed by the open-end feedback in which respondents were complimentary of TQP program staff, “|
have found the TQP program staff to be very helpful and professional. They work with us so that our
project and all involved can be successful. Very impressed with the TQP staff.” A full read-out of the
verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C.

Statewide Family Engagement Centers

The Statewide Family Engagement Centers Program grantee satisfaction was rated an 83 in the first year
that this program has participated in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey. The five drivers of satisfaction were
rated positively, most notably the ED Staff/Coordination score was rated an exceptional 97. Federal staff
were given perfect scores of 100 when grantees were asked to evaluate staff on their professionalism
and their responsiveness to questions. The Documents driver, which measures the written
correspondence provided to grantees, was the next highest scoring landing at 85. The individual
attributes that comprise with the Documents driver were all rated relatively well at 81 or higher. The
written correspondence that is currently being provided is effective and informative, but to maintain the
high scores, prioritize efforts to keep documentation up-to-date and relevant to the current issues/needs
of grantees of the Statewide Family Engagement Centers Program. In the Online Resources section of
the survey grantees were asked to evaluate the content specific to their program that is housed within the
OESE.ED.gov website, to which a rating of 74 was provided. The driver score of 74 only puts the
Statewide Family Engagement Centers Program’s rating 1 point behind the aggregate average. A closer
look at the attribute scores reveals the areas in which the greatest potential for improvement exist; ability
to accomplish what you want on the site (69). Work to gain a better understanding of what the most
common reasons grantees possess to visit the website so that adjustments can be targeted to increase
the rate at which grantees are able to complete what they set out to accomplish. In the custom questions
section of the survey grantees were asked to evaluate their experience with receiving technical
assistance from the School Choice and Improvement Division. Scores were remarkably high for the
custom survey section, most notably for the ability to resolve issues (100), use of clear and concise
written and verbal communication (100), and overall satisfaction with service provided by the program
officer (100).

Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations

The satisfaction among grantees of the Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations Program was rated
an 81 in the first year that the program has participated in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey. The
satisfaction score of 81 is a positive result which shows that despite its small size in terms of number of
grantees, the support received by this program is well received. Consistent with many other programs
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surveyed in 2020, the ED Staff/Coordination driver was the highest rated by grantees of the Immediate
Aid to Restart School Operations Program with an exceptional score of 93. Federal staff display
professionalism (100) and possess high levels of knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures (93). In the Online Resources section of the survey grantees were asked to evaluate the
content specific to their program that is housed within the OESE.ED.gov website, to which a rating of 77
was provided. The attributes that comprise the Online Resources driver were rated positively by grantees,
particularly for the ease of finding materials online (82). The lower scoring components inform on areas in
which adjustments/updates will offer the greatest potential for improving the grantee experience. The
accuracy of search results and ease of navigation were rated 72 and 73, respectively. Efforts to provide
clean links that will route grantees to current and relevant resources on this program’s home page will
provide easier navigation options and likely cut down on the number of grantees who utilize the search
bar to find resources. In the custom questions section of the survey, grantees of the Immediate Aid to
Restart School Operations Program were asked for the areas in which they would like technical
assistance. Of the five respondents who completed the survey, three indicated they would like technical
assistance in the use of funds and the other two individuals selected subrecipient technical assistance or
monitoring and oversight.

Project Prevent

Grantees of the Project Prevent Program rated their satisfaction an 85, which makes this program tied for
the fourth highest scoring in terms of satisfaction of all OESE programs who participated in the survey in
2020. The Project Prevent Program last participated in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey in 2018 and since
that time the satisfaction rating has improved 3 points. Performance scores across the five drivers of
satisfaction that are measured in the survey are strong, with ED Staff/Coordination being awarded the
highest rating in 2020 with an overall score of 95. The individual attributes that comprise the driver were
rated very well by grantees ranging from 94 to 99. Scores in the 90s for the ED Staff/Coordination driver
section indicate that there are limited opportunities for improvement, and adjustments are better focused
on the lower scoring components. The Online Resources, which asks grantees to evaluate the program-
specific content made available to them on the OESE.ED.gov website, was rated an 85. The ease of
navigation (86) and ease of finding materials online (86) attributes were the highest scoring attributes of
the Online Resources survey section. A new section was added to the survey in 2020 asking grantees to
evaluate the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements, to which Project Prevent grantees provided a
rating of 83. Although the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements driver is the lowest scoring for this
program, the overall score of 83 is strong. The strong driver score was bolstered by the high performing
attributes: availability of assistance in completing your report(s) (89), usefulness of the data to help you
improve your grant program/project (87), and ease of submitting report(s) electronically (86). Efforts to
improve upon the ease of obtaining data grantees are required to report (73) should be considered as this
component was the lowest scoring of all attributes being measured in the survey. In the custom questions
section of the survey grantees were asked to evaluate the one-on-one communication (via phone or
email) with their Federal project Officer. Federal project Officers were rated exceptionally well for their
responsiveness to questions about Project Prevent Grant Program requirements (93) and effectiveness in
providing technical assistance or guidance (93).

Native Hawaiian Education Act Program

Grantees of the Native Hawaiian Education Act Program rated their satisfaction an 82 in the first year that
the program has participated in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey. The 5 drivers of satisfaction were rated
relatively strong, with ED Staff/Coordination topping the list with an overall score of 93. The ED
Staff/Coordination score of 93 places the Native Hawaiian Education Act Program tied for the third
highest score of all OESE programs that participated in the 2020 Grantee Satisfaction Survey. The
attributes that comprise the driver all scored 89 or higher indicating that opportunities for improvements to
the grantee experience should be focused elsewhere. The Online Resources survey section asks
grantees to evaluate the resources that are made available to them on the OESE.ED.gov website, to
which an overall driver score of 79 was given. Grantees provide strong ratings for the quality of content
(82) and accuracy of search results (80). Any improvements made to the website in terms of the look and
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feel in the coming months will help to improve the lowest scoring attribute of the Online Resources driver;
look and feel/visual appearance (74). One respondent when asked how the Department could improve its
website stated, “Make it look inviting” and another said, “The look and feel of the website needs to be
updated.” A full read-out of the verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C. In the custom
guestions section of the survey NHE grantees were asked to rate the knowledge of the U.S. Department
of Education staff on NHE program grant administration issues and on program administration issues as
they assist your grant project. An exceptional score of 92 was provided for knowledge of staff on program
grant administration issues. Fifty-four percent of grantees indicated that NHE staff initiated technical
assistance during the past 3-6 months; when asked Where and how did the technical assistance or
support take place, 92% of respondents selected via conference call/email exchange with Program
Officer.

Mental Health Demonstration Grants Program

The satisfaction among grantees of the Mental Health Demonstration Grants Program was rated a 78 in
the initial year of this program being included in the Grantee Satisfaction Survey. The satisfaction score of
78 matches the average satisfaction score of all programs participating in the survey in 2020. The ED
Staff/Coordination driver is a strong point in the grantee experience as this was the highest rated driver at
an 89 overall. Scores are relatively strong for the six attributes that comprise this driver ranging from 84
for the responsiveness to questions all the way up to 96 for federal staff's professionalism. In the
Technical Assistance section of the survey (TA driver score=88) grantees provided an exceptionally high
score for ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to implement grant project (94). The high
scores for this survey section indicate that the current procedures and practices that are in place
regarding the Technical Assistance that is provided to Mental Health Demonstration Grants Program
grantees are helpful, educational, and informative. In the open-end feedback one respondent stated, “Our
technical advisor has been excellent. He listens to our concerns, guides us appropriately, provides
excellent resources to enhance our grant's offerings to parents, students and staff.” A full read-out of the
verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C. A new section was added to the Grantee
Satisfaction Survey in 2020 asking for evaluations of the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements.
The driver score was rated a 77 in the initial measurement, which is 1 point higher than the average rating
of all programs surveyed in 2020. When asked to evaluate the understanding of how ED uses your data,
grantees provided a rating of 71; a relatively low scoring component for the Mental Health Demonstration
Grants Program. In the custom questions section of the survey grantees were asked to evaluate the
technical assistance, including meetings, written guidance, webinars, and presentations that you receive
from the P2 technical assistance team. Strong scores were provided for each of the components in this
section; technical assistance - relevance and usefulness (85), technical assistance - frequency of
communication (84), and use of technology to deliver services (84).

Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Program

The Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Program grantee satisfaction was rated a
69, 3 points lower than the satisfaction rating in 2018; the last year in which this program participated in
the survey. Scores for the drivers of satisfaction range from 68 to 83, and the driver scores provide insight
into the areas that should be adjusted to improve upon the overall grantee experience. The ED
Staff/Coordination driver is the highest scoring at 83, and attribute scores in the 80s indicate that grantees
are having generally positive experiences in terms of their interactions with federal staff. The Documents
section of the survey asks grantees to evaluate the written materials that are provided including non-
regulatory guidance, frequently asked questions (FAQSs), letters, publications, and blast emails, to which
grantees provided a score of 69. The overall driver score of 69 reflects a 9-point decrease from 2018, and
each of the five attributes that are associated with the Documents driver also decreased in the past two
years. Grantees gave low scores of 68 for the sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs and
comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face. The lower scoring attributes
highlight the opportunity for adjustments to be made in efforts to improve upon the grantee experience.
Perform an audit on the written materials that the Javits Program grantees receive to understand the
components that be lacking, outdated or irrelevant. Additionally, look to obtain feedback from grantees
that informs staff on the specific needs and issues that grantees are faced with so that documentation can
be provided to address the needs/issues raised. In the Technical Assistance survey section grantees
rated the Creating opportunities to share best practices via learning groups attribute relatively low (56). In
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the open-end feedback there are mentions of grantees desire for networking opportunities, collaboration
and peer-to-peer sharing. One respondent stated, “DOE may inform means and opportunities to share
best practices between peers more often.” The opportunity to improve upon the Javits Program grantee
experience may start with an increased effort by Federal staff to provide collaboration and learning group
opportunities in which grantees can share their lessons learned and best practices amongst their peers. A
full read-out of the verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C.

Innovative Approaches to Literacy

The satisfaction among grantees of the Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program was rated an 88, 1
point higher than the satisfaction rating in 2018; the last year in which this program participated in the
survey. Driver scores were rated very positively by grantees, with scores ranging from 83 for Grant
Performance Reporting Requirements to 90 for ED Staff/Coordination. The ED Staff/Coordination section
of the survey boasts scores of 85 and higher for all six individual attributes measured in the driver section.
Federal staff interact with grantees in a professional (95) manner and possesses high levels of knowledge
of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (91). When evaluating the Online Resources
available on the OESE.ED.gov website for this program’s content grantees provided a strong rating of 84,
9 points higher than the average rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. In an effort to improve upon the
low scoring attribute for Online Resources, ease of finding materials online (82), evaluate the links on the
website to ensure they are functioning correctly, and route users to current and relevant resources. In the
initial measurement of the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements, a rating of 83 was given by
Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program grantees. Scores are relatively strong for the attributes that
comprise the driver ranging from 78 to 87. When asked to evaluate the technical support and assistance
received from the U.S. Department of Education staff and the technical assistance provider 2M Research,
grantees gave strong ratings for each attribute being measured. An exceptional score of 89 was given for
the overall satisfaction with service provided by the representative followed closely by the quality of
information or feedback received from IAL program staff, which was rated an 88.

High School Equivalency Program (HEP) — Migrant Education

Grantees of the High School Equivalency Program - Migrant Education rated their satisfaction an 88,
making this program tied for the highest scoring OESE program in terms of satisfaction. The High School
Equivalency Program was last included in the survey in 2018, and scores for 2020 indicate that
improvements have been made over the last two years. The scores range from 83 to 93 for the five
drivers of satisfaction included in the survey. The ED Staff/Coordination driver is the highest scoring in
2020 at an overall score of 93. The strong driver score is bolstered by the exceptionally strong attribute
scores for knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (94), communication
about changes that may affect your program (93), and professionalism (97). No clear weaknesses exist in
the ED Staff/Coordination driver section, which illuminates the effectiveness of federal staff in their
interactions with grantees. In the Online Resources survey section grantees are asked to evaluate their
experience in using the High School Equivalency Program online resources on the OESE.ED.gov
website. Although Online Resources is the lowest rated driver for HEP the overall score of 83 is strong
and reflects a 6-point improvement compared to the ratings received in 2018. The ease of finding
materials online improved 13 points since last measured in 2018, indicating that website enhancements
made for HEP grantees have been well received and are easing their efforts. To further improve the
ratings for Online Resources, work to fix/remove broken or outdated links, as one open-ended response
states, “Some of the links are broke or outdated.” One question included in the custom survey section
asks HEP grantees to share any comments on how the HEP team can better support your work. The
comment that stated, “HEP team does a great job supporting the needs of our program” is further backed
by strong scores for accessibility and responsiveness of program staff (91) and the Usefulness and
relevance of technical assistance strategies (91). A full read-out of the verbatim feedback collected can
be found in Appendix C.

Full-service Community Schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) Program

The satisfaction among grantees of the Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625)
Program was rated a 79, 1 point higher than the average satisfaction rating of all programs surveyed in
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2020. In the first year of participation in the survey grantees of the Full-service community schools
Program provided strong ratings for each of the five drivers of satisfaction included in the survey. The ED
Staff/Coordination driver was rated an 87. Federal staff displayed high levels of knowledge of relevant
legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures highlighted by an impressive score of 93, followed
closely by the score for staff's professionalism which was rated a 92. No major changes should be
implemented in terms of adjusting ED staff’'s procedures in their interactions with grantees as scores
indicate the effectiveness of ED staff’'s current process, however slight tweaks made in the legal guidance
provided in responses (81) will help to improve the overall grantee experience. A new section was added
to the survey in 2020 asking grantees to evaluate the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements, to
which a rating of 71 was provided. Grant Performance Reporting Requirements is the lowest scoring
driver for this program, the lowest scoring attributes associated with the driver will highlight weaknesses
to focus improvement efforts towards. Grantees rated the ease of submitting report(s) electronically very
low (60) relative to the other survey components being measured. Identifying the pain points of grantees
in their efforts to submit report(s) electronically will provide the opportunity to design a targeted approach
to make the process much easier and more intuitive. In the Technical Assistance section of the survey
grantees are asked to evaluate the technical assistance provided by the Full-service Community Schools
(ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) Program. The scores in this section ranged from 73 to 83. Grantees rated
the effectiveness of technical assistance services in creating opportunities to share best practices via
learning groups low (73), indicating the desire of grantees to collaborate via learning groups may not be
currently being satisfied. Consider adding more frequent opportunities for grantees to connect with one
another to share best practices and lessoned learned.

College Assistance Migrant Program

The satisfaction among grantees of the College Assistance Migrant Program was rated an 87, 2 points
higher than the satisfaction rating in 2018 when the program last participated in the Grantee Satisfaction
Survey. The CAMP satisfaction score of 87 makes this program the third highest scoring OESE program
for 2020. There are five driver sections included in the survey for CAMP grantees, four of which were
rated exceptionally well at 90 or higher. The ED Staff/Coordination survey sections asks grantees to
evaluate the interactions they have had with federal staff, and with scores ranging from 91 to 97 the
needs of grantees are largely being met by ED staff. Grantees of the CAMP rated the Documents, which
include the written correspondence provided to grantees, a 91, tied for the highest scoring OESE program
surveyed in 2020. Scores for each of the attributes that comprise the Documents driver improved
between 6 and 9 points when comparing to the ratings received in 2018. Continue to provide clear,
relevant, and comprehensive documentation to grantees in the coming months to maintain the high-
performance scores achieved in 2020. The lowest scoring driver for CAMP grantees is Online Resources
(83), which ask for evaluations of online resources on the OESE.ED.gov website. While the overall score
of 83 is strong, opportunities to improve the grantee experience may be best focused towards the lower
scoring components of the Online Resources driver section. The ease of finding materials online was
rated an 81, indicating that slight adjustments to the website making grantees search of materials more
effortless should be considered. The addition of clean links to the College Assistance Migrant Program
home page that will route website users to the resources needed most frequently by CAMP grantees will
make finding materials easier and less time consuming. Investigation into the most frequently requested
resources or most frequently asked questions may be necessary to indicate which links should be
presented to grantees on the programs home page. In the custom questions section of the survey CAMP
grantees were asked, What could the CAMP team do to improve the structure or format of technical
assistance? In the open-end feedback collected one respondent offered the following, “Use breakout
rooms, easier to use software, and some videos from families we serve.” A full read-out of the verbatim
feedback collected can be found in Appendix C.

Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination

Grantees of the Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program were included in
the survey for the first time in 2020. Their satisfaction was rated well at 72, however does lag behind the
average satisfaction rating of all programs surveyed in 2020 which was rated a 78. All five drivers of
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satisfaction that were measured were rated 80 or higher, with the ED Staff/Coordination driver topping the
list with a score of 89. Federal staff received particularly high ratings for their knowledge of relevant
legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (90), sufficiency of legal guidance in responses (89), and
the high level of professionalism (100) that staff display in their interactions with grantees. The
Documents driver, which measures the quality of the written correspondence provided to grantees was
rated an 82. A closer look at the individual components that comprise the Documents driver highlight the
elements of the Documents that are most positively rated by grantees; organization of information (87)
and clarity (85). While scores are generally strong for each of the five attributes, opportunities for
improvements may be directed towards the Documents’ comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of
issues that you face, which was the lowest scoring component at 77. Developing a relationship with
grantees that includes an open line of communication will help ED staff to identify the issues specific to
this programs grantees and provide the resources needed to offer assistance/guidance. In the initial year
of measuring the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements, a rating of 81 was provided by Assistance
for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program grantees. The ease of submitting reports
electronically was rated very favorably at 94, as was the availability of assistance in completing reports
which was rated an 89. The Technical Assistance driver was rated an 81, 2 points higher than the
average rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. In the open-end feedback one grantee was
complimentary of the amount of assistance and offered a suggestion for the future, “I think we receive an
immense amount of assistance. Maybe it would be good to facilitate a Zoom based update session with
all grantees once a year.” A full read-out of the verbatim feedback collected can be found in Appendix C.
In the custom questions section of the survey grantees were asked to evaluate the technical support and
assistance they have received from the U.S. Department of Education staff and the technical assistance
provider 2M Research. A high score of 92 was provided for grantees’ satisfaction with face-to-face AIE
Annual Program Director’'s Convening.

Alaskan Native Education Program

Satisfaction among grantees of the Alaskan Native Education Program was rated a 72, 3 points lower
than the satisfaction score in 2018. The driver scores for the Alaskan Native Education Program range
from 72 for Online Resources to 84 for ED Staff/Coordination. Federal staff were rated positively by
grantees, especially for their knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (91),
sufficiency of legal guidance in responses (86), and professionalism (92). Efforts to improve upon the
responsiveness to questions (74) will drive the ED Staff/Coordination rating for this program closer to
scores reported at the aggregate level (87). Online Resources available on the OESE.ED.gov website
that are specific to this program were rated a 72, which presents an opportunity for improvement to the
overall grantee experience. The lowest rated attribute associated with the Online Resources driver was
the ease of navigation, which was rated a 69. Look to declutter the resources on the website and provide
clean links that will route website users to relevant and useful content specific to their program. In the
initial year of measuring the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements, a rating of 73 was provided by
ANEP grantees, 3 points less than the average rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. A high score of
77 was given for the ease of obtaining data you are required to report, and a low score of 66 was given
for the understanding of how ED uses your data. In the custom questions section of the survey grantees
of the ANEP were asked how easy it was to locate and understand the information in the application
package. High scores of 88 were provided for deadline for submission, page limitation instructions, and
formatting instructions. When asked how easy it is to navigate the web-based annual performance report
process grantees provided a rating of 63, the lowest scoring component in the custom questions section
of the survey.

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants

The satisfaction among grantees of the Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants Program was rated
a 58, a 6-point improvement from the 2019 grantee satisfaction score. The increase in grantee
satisfaction is due in part to the significant increase in the ED Staff/Coordination driver score, which
climbed 11 points to an overall score of 83. Federal staff received significantly higher ratings for their
knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (86, +11) and responsiveness to
your questions (81, +17) in 2020. The Online Resources diver score improved 4 points but remains to be
the lowest scoring driver of satisfaction in 2020 landing at an overall score of 51. Scores for the individual
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components measured in the Online Resources survey section are low, ranging from 45 to 58. The
content specific to this program that is housed within the OESE.ED.gov website is seen as easy to
navigate to by grantees as the ease of navigation score is 45 for the second consecutive year. Navigation
enhancements to consider may include clean links that route website users to relevant information
resources, tool tips that help users understand the quickest mode of exploration, and/or frequently ask
guestions links presented in plain sight for OESE.ED.gov website users. When evaluating the Documents
including non-regulatory guidance, frequently asked questions (FAQSs), letters, publications, and blast
emails grantees provided a rating of 66, a 2-point score decrease compared to last year. The lowest
scoring attribute of the Documents driver was for the comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of
issues that you face (59). Research efforts to target the issues that are unique to the Supporting Effective
Instruction State Grants Program will help in providing more comprehensive documentation to address
grantees issues and lead them on a path to issue resolution. The ratings of the components asked in the
custom questions section of the survey showed signs of improvement in 2020. The score for the
effectiveness of the Department’s technical assistance activities in providing support that is responsive to
my State’s needs to implement was rated 8 points higher in 2020 landing at a score of 67.

21st Century Community Learning Centers

The 21t Century Community Learning Centers Program grantee satisfaction was rated an 80, a 6-point
score increase from the 2019 satisfaction rating. The satisfaction among 215t CCLC has improved an
impressive 26 points in just five years, highlighting the effective changes made by federal/CCLC staff to
improve the grantee experience. The ratings provided by 21t CCLC grantees in the ED Staff/
Coordination section of the survey highlight staff’s effectiveness in sharing knowledge of relevant
legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (91), offering Collaboration with other ED programs or
offices in providing relevant services (87), all while displaying high levels of professionalism (95). The
Online Resources driver section, which asks grantees to rate the content made available to the on the
OESE.ED.gov website that is specific to their program, was rated 2 points higher compared to last year
landing at an overall score of 71. A closer look at the attributes that comprise the Online Resources driver
inform on the best avenues to pursue in efforts to drive scores to the levels reported at the aggregate
level (75). The lowest scoring attribute, ability to accomplish what you want on the site, was rated a 70,
leaving room for improvement. Attempts to obtain feedback from grantees regarding the most common
commonly stated reasons for visiting the OESE.ED.gov website will aid in offering the correct resources
to help grantees accomplish what they want. A new section was added to the survey in 2020 asking
grantees to evaluate the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements. Grantees of the 21t CCLC
program rated the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements driver an 81, 5 points higher than the
average rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. Scores are relatively strong for the attributes that
comprise the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements driver, ranging from 74 for the usefulness of
the data to help you improve your grant program/project to 87 for the availability of assistance in
completing your report(s). In the custom questions section of the survey, grantees are asked to evaluate
the Department’s technical assistance activities to support your State in implementation of the grant
program. The attribute score for providing support that is timely and responsive to State’s needs improved
a significant 9 points in 2020 landing at a score of 86. Grantees rated their likelihood to recommend Y4Y
website exceptionally high at 96 in 2020.

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7002)

The satisfaction among grantees of the Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7002)
Program was rated an 84, a 1-point improvement from 2019. Grantee satisfaction has been trending
upward since 2017 for this program and the satisfaction rating of 84 is a program-high score. The highest
rated driver for the Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7002) Program grantees is ED
Staff/Coordination with a strong score of 91. Scores for the individual attributes measured in this survey
section were all strong, ranging from 89 for communication about changes that may affect your program
all the way up to 95 for the professionalism displayed by Federal staff in their interactions with grantees.
The section of the survey that asks grantees to evaluate the Online Resources for their program-specific
content available on the OESE.ED.gov website was rated favorably in 2020 with an overall driver score of
83. The Online Resources driver score of 83 is 8 points higher than the average rating received for all
programs surveyed in 2020. Improvements have been made in the past year for ease of finding materials
online and ease of navigation, which each improved 4 points landing at scores of 82. In the open-end
feedback, one respondent stated, “I am very pleased with the website,” further highlighting the fact that
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the OESE.ED.gov website is an effective resource for grantees to utilize. A full read-out of the verbatim
feedback collected can be found in Appendix C. In the custom questions section of the survey grantees
were asked if they attended any webinars or in person meetings where IAP staff provided you information
on the Section 7002 program, to which 61% indicated that they did participate. The participation in the
webinars or in person meetings were hugely helpful to grantees as 98% indicated that the presentation
and/or materials helped them to understand their responsibilities in submitting data. Eighty-four percent of
respondents indicated that they used the written instruction and guidance documents provided for their
application, and this subset of respondents rated the effectiveness of documents in helping complete
application an 84.

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)

The Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003) Program grantee satisfaction score was
rated a 78, mirroring the average satisfaction rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. The satisfaction
rating of 78 reflects a 1-point decrease compared to the 2019 satisfaction rating however the strong score
in 2020 is higher than the historically reported satisfaction scores for this program. The scores reported
for the ED Staff/Coordination driver section illustrate the effectiveness of federal staff in sharing
knowledge and providing sufficient guidance to grantees. The ED Staff/Coordination driver score is 88,
with particularly strong attribute scores for ED staff's professionalism (92) and their knowledge of relevant
legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (89). Efforts to improve the lowest rated attribute score,
communication about changes that may affect your program (84), that is associated with the ED
Staff/Coordination driver may include being more proactive in reaching out to grantees to inform them on
upcoming changes to prepare for. The Online Resources specific to this program that are housed within
the OESE.ED.gov website were rated more favorably in 2020 compared to 2019 as the driver score
improved 4 points to an overall score of 79. Scores improved for the ease of finding materials online (79,
+6), ability to accomplish what you want on the site (80, +4), and ease of navigation (76, +2). A new
guestion was added to the Online Resources section of the survey asking grantees to evaluate the quality
of content on the OESE.ED.gov website, to which a strong rating of 81 was provide. In the open-end
feedback, one grantee of the Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003) Program stated,
“The website is better than it used to be,” highlighting the fact that improvements are being made and
recognized by users of the website. A full read-out of the verbatim feedback collected can be found in
Appendix C. The custom question section of the survey includes a question that asks grantees if they
contacted the Impact Aid Program for technical assistance, to which 67% of respondents said that they
had. These respondents who did contact the Impact Aid Program for technical assistance rated the staff
exceptionally well for their responsiveness to answering questions (88), supportiveness in helping you
complete your application (91), and knowledge about technical material (90).

Comprehensive Literacy State Development

The Comprehensive Literacy State Development Program grantee satisfaction was rated a 79, a 7-point
score decrease compared to 2019. The satisfaction rating of 79 is a relatively strong score and is 1 point
higher than the average satisfaction rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. The ED Staff/Coordination
driver score dropped 2 points in 2020 however remains to be a positively rated component with an overall
score of 90. A closer look into the attribute scores that comprise the ED Staff/Coordination driver inform
that federal staff have opportunities for improvement in their responsiveness to questions (82). Ensure
that grantee inquiries are responded to in a timely manner and include accurate and current information
that will aid in improvement efforts to the overall grantee experience. In the Documents section of the
survey, grantees are asked to evaluate the Documents which include non-regulatory guidance, frequently
asked questions (FAQs), letters, publications, and blast emails. Scores are very strong for the Documents
driver (91) and the attribute that comprise the driver, all of which were rated in the low-90s. Just five years
ago the Documents driver was rated a 42, indicating that substantial improvements have been made over
time in providing relevant, comprehensive, and clear documents in a well-organized fashion. A new
section was added to the survey in 2020 asking for grantees to evaluate the Grant Performance
Reporting Requirements. The Grant Performance Reporting Requirements driver score was rated an 82
in the initial year of measurement, 1 point higher than the average rating provided by all programs
participating in the survey in 2020. The custom questions section of the survey asks grantees to evaluate
the technical assistance from their SRCL program officer. Scores were relatively strong within this survey
section ranging from 83 for timely resolution of general programmatic and financial issues and on the high
end, the virtual CLSD Project Directors’ National Convening was rated an impressive 93.
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Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies

The satisfaction among grantees of the Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies
Program was rated a 77, a 2-point improvement over the past year. The ED Staff/Coordination section of
the survey asks grantees to evaluate their interactions with the federal staff and the scores ranging from
83 to 92 indicate that the information and guidance that is provided by ED staff is largely meeting the
needs of Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies grantees. ED staff were rated
especially positively for their knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (88)
and responsiveness to questions (86). The ratings of the Online Resources available on the
OESE.ED.gov website show strong signs of improvement in 2020, as the driver score improved 8 points
to an overall score of 79. Each of the components associated with the Online Resources driver that trend
back to 2019 improved by statistically significant margins: ease of finding materials online (78, +10),
ability to accomplish what you want on the site (81, +10) and ease of navigation (80, +10). A new section
was added to the survey in 2020 asking for grantees to evaluate the Grant Performance Reporting
Requirements. In the initial year of measurement, grantees of the Indian Education Formula Grants to
Local Education Agencies Program rated this driver a 77. Scores are relatively strong for the individual
components measured in this section, but an opportunity for improvement exists in providing grantees
with a better understanding of how ED uses your data (68). In the custom questions section of the survey,
grantees were asked to evaluate the application process when applying for a grant through the Electronic
Application System for Indian Education (EASIE). Scores were relatively strong for this survey section for
all three components: comprehensiveness of documents (86), ease of using EASIE system (84), and
quality of training via webinars (81).

Migrant Education Programs (Title I, Part C)

The Migrant Education Program (Title I, Part C) grantee satisfaction was rated a 78, a 1-point decrease
from 2019 but still holding a positive score overall. The overall satisfaction rating of 78 for the Migrant
Education program grantees matches the average satisfaction rating of all programs surveyed in 2020.
Federal staff were rated relatively positively in the ED Staff/Coordination (85) section of the survey
however attribute levels scores do highlight areas to consider focusing improvement efforts towards. The
responsiveness to questions attribute score dropped 10 points in 2020 to a score of 73, indicating that ED
staff should work to provide responses to grantee inquiries in a timelier manner and responses should be
accurate and informative. Grantees rated the sufficiency of legal guidance in responses a significant 10
points lower in 2020, again highlighting the need for ED staff to adjust their follow-up communication with
grantees to better meet the needs of grantees and improve the overall grantee experience. The Online
Resources specific to the Migrant Education Program that are made available to grantees on the
OESE.ED.gov website were rated a 74, a 6-point score decrease compared to 2019. Grantees rated the
ease of navigation a 72 (-7 from 2019 score), which is the lowest scoring attribute related to the Online
Resources driver. Navigation enhancements to consider may include clean links that route website users
to relevant information resources, tool tips that help users understand the quickest mode of exploration,
and/or frequently ask questions links presented in plain sight for OESE.ED.gov website users. In the
custom questions section of the survey grantees were asked to select three technical assistance topics
that will be needed in the future, in order to improve the performance of your MEP. The top three topics
selected were Subrecipient Monitoring (41%), Fiscal Requirements (26%) and Data Management and
Reporting (26%).

Education for Homeless Children and Youth — McKinney-Vento

The satisfaction among grantees of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program was rated
an 85, the fourth highest satisfaction rating among all OESE programs that participated in the survey in
2020. The grantee satisfaction score of 85 reflects a 6-point improvement from 2019. Although the Online
Resources (grantees rated the content specific to the Education for Homeless Children and Youth
program housed within the OESE.ED.gov website) is the lowest scoring driver for this program, the driver
score significantly improved to an overall score of 80, a strong score relative to the other programs
involved in the 2020 Grantee Satisfaction Survey. The ease of navigation score increased 16 points in
2020, indicating that enhancements were made to the navigation of the OESE.ED.gov website made a
positive impact for grantees. The highest scoring driver in 2020 for the Education for Homeless Children
and Youth program is ED Staff/Coordination, landing at an overall score of 93. The attributes that
comprise the ED Staff/Coordination driver score all performed exceptionally well with scores ranging from
92 to 96. Federal staff displayed high levels of knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and
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procedures (94, +4) and were responsive to grantee questions (93, +9). Grantees were asked to rate the
technical assistance services provided by the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program staff
in helping you successfully learn to implement your grant programs/projects, to which a rating of 84 was
provided. The Technical Assistance score of 84 is 5 points higher than the OESE score for 2020.
Opportunities for improvements to the Technical Assistance that is provided to grantees exist in creating
opportunities to share best practices via learning groups as indicated by the lowest attribute score, 81,
associated with the Technical Assistance driver score. In the custom questions section grantees were
asked to evaluate the technical assistance provided by U.S. Department of Education program staff and
the National Center for Homeless Education (NCHE). The ratings for the NCHE were higher in 2020 than
ratings provided for the U.S. Department of Education program staff indicating that NCHE staff are more
effective than ED staff in meeting the Technical Assistance needs of grantees.

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

The Student Support and Academic Enrichment grantee satisfaction score was rated a 75, a significant
24 points higher than the ratings received in 2019. All component scores that trend back to 2019
improved in the past year, most notably the ED Staff/Coordination driver score improved 20 points to an
overall score of 82. Over the last year Federal staff have made significant improvements to their
responsiveness to questions (77, +23), knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and
procedures (84, +16) and collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services
(77, +20). The Documents driver is the second highest scoring driver of satisfaction, behind ED
Staff/Coordination, after this driver improved 11 points to an overall score of 80. Adjustments/updates
made to the documents in terms of the comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that
grantees face were well received by grantees in 2020 as this attribute score jumped 19 points to a score
of 76. All attribute scores associated with the Documents driver showed signs of improvement over the
past year, and with scores in the upper-70s to low-80s efforts to maintain the strong scores should be
considered. The Grant Performance Reporting Requirements driver was added to the Grantee
Satisfaction Survey in 2020, and in its initial year of measurement the driver score was rated a 64 by
Student Support and Academic Enrichment grantees. The average rating for all OESE programs for the
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements driver was a 76, indicating that grantees of the Student
Support and Academic Enrichment program provided below-average ratings of the new driver.
Particularly low scores were provided for the usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant
program/project (55) and grantee understanding of how ED uses their data (54). In an effort to improve
these low attribute scores ED staff should investigate the data that is being provided to grantees of this
program to ensure that the data is applicable in assisting them to improve the grant program/project.
Additionally, ED staff should look to share feedback with grantees on their submitted reports so that it can
benefit both the department and the future experiences of grantees. The National Center on Safe
Supportive Learning Environments (NCSSLE) website was rated a 73 by grantees of the Student Support
and Academic Enrichment program in the custom questions section of the survey, a relatively strong
score in its initial year of measurement. Grantees found the Title IV Part A Portal to be quite useful as this
component was granted a strong score of 84.

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies - Title |

The satisfaction among grantees of the Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational
Agencies - Title | program was rated a 64, a 5-point improvement since 2019. The ED Staff/Coordination
driver has historically been a strength for this program and in 2020 that trend continues with an overall
score of 79. Federal staff display high levels of Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures as grantees rated this component an 81. ED staff have opportunities for improvement in
their responsiveness to questions. This attribute was rated just a 66 by grantees, indicating that staff
could make improvements in providing more timely responses. The Documents provided to grantees
(including non-regulatory guidance, FAQs, letters, publications, and blast emails) were rated significantly
higher in 2020. The Documents driver score improved 10 points in the past year to an overall score of 79,
making it tied with ED Staff/Coordination for the highest scoring driver in 2020. Each of the attributes
related to the Documents driver improved in 2020 and with scores in the upper-70s to low-80s efforts to
maintain high scores should be exercised. A new section was added to the Grantee Satisfaction Survey
in 2020 asking grantees to evaluate the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements. In the initial year of
measurement, the driver score for Grant Performance Reporting Requirements was rated a 63 by Title |
grantees, leaving room for improvement. One area to address in efforts to improve the Grant
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Performance Reporting Requirements driver and ultimately the grantee experience is to better explain
how ED uses grantee data (54). In the custom questions section of the survey a low score of 65 was
provided by grantees for the survey question regarding how department staff provide support that is
responsive to State’s needs to implement. An effort to better understand the specific needs of the State
will help staff to more effectively administer support that assists in implementation.

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

The English Language Acquisition State Grants grantee satisfaction score was rated a 63, a 2-point
increase from 2019. The increase in satisfaction reflects positive changes made in the past year after the
grantee satisfaction fell 7 points from 2018 to 2019. All three drivers of satisfaction that were previously
measured experienced score increases in 2020. The ED Staff/Coordination driver is the highest scoring
at 79, a 5-point score increase. Federal staff displayed high levels of knowledge of relevant legislation,
regulations, policies, and procedures as this component of the ED Staff/Coordination driver increased by
statistically significant margins in 2020 scoring an 82 (+9). The lowest scoring attribute of the ED
Staff/Coordination driver was the responsiveness to questions (71). A ‘quick win’ may be available to
improve the grantee experience if ED staff make a concerted effort to respond to grantee inquiries in an
expedient manner, while maintaining accuracy and thoughtfulness in responses. The Online Resources
specific to this program’s content on the OESE.ED.gov website were rated more favorably by grantees in
all attributes previously measured by the survey. Grantees rated the ability to accomplish what they
wanted on the site a significant 12 points higher than last year with a 2020 rating of 71. The ease of
navigation score improved 8 points to a 68 but remains one of the lowest scoring attributes of the Online
Resources driver. Look to make further enhancements to the navigation of the OESE.ED.gov website
with some thought around the reasons that grantees most frequently utilize the website. Navigation
enhancements may include clean links that route website users to relevant information resources, and/or
frequently ask questions links presented in plain sight for OESE.ED.gov website users. With an overall
score of 76, the Documents driver received an all-time high rating from the English Language Acquisition
State Grants grantees. High scores of 79 for the organization of information and relevance to your areas
of need are particularly strong relative to the other attribute scores associated with the Documents driver.
The lowest scoring attribute within the Documents driver, comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of
issues that you face (68), may be improved upon if investigation into the specific issues of English
Language Acquisition State Grants grantees is carried out. When asked, How can the Department’s
services be improved over the next year to better meet the needs of your State as you implement your
Title 11l grant in the custom questions section of the survey, one respondent commented on the desire for
more webinars.

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)

Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) Program

The satisfaction among grantees of the REAP — Rural and Low-Income School Program rose 5 points for
the second consecutive year, landing at an overall satisfaction score of 77. The REAP — Rural and Low-
Income School Program grantee satisfaction began its upward trend back in 2017 and since that time has
improved an impressive 13 points. The upward score trend was not limited to satisfaction, as each of the
three drivers that were asked in the 2019 survey improved over the past year as well. The ED Staff/
Coordination driver continues to be the highest rated driver with an overall score of 90, a 6-point score
increase compared to 2019. Federal staff made significant improvements over the past year in their
responsiveness to questions (87, +8) and Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and
procedures (90, +8). The Online Resources driver, which asks grantees to rate the content made
available to the on the OESE.ED.gov website that is specific to their program, was the most improved
driver in 2020 scoring 78 (+8). Three new attributes were added to the Online Resources driver section in
2020 and were all rated strong in the initial year of measurement: quality of content (79), accuracy of
search results (77) and look and feel/visual appearance (80). In the custom questions section of the
survey REAP — RLIS grantees were asked which topics for technical assistance they will need in the
future in order to improve the performance of their RLIS grant. The top three topics selected were
Providing Technical Assistance to Grantees (48%), Monitoring RLIS grantees (45%) and REAP eligibility
data and estimating award amounts (39%).

Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)
Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program
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The REAP — Small, Rural School Achievement Program grantee satisfaction score was rated an 83, a
significant 7 points higher than the rating received in 2019. When asked How satisfied are you with ED’s
products and services grantees provided a noteworthy rating of 88. The needs of REAP — Small, Rural
School Achievement Program grantees are largely being met by Federal staff as the ED Staff/
Coordination driver score notably improved to a 90 overall, and four of the six attribute that comprise the
driver score were rated 90 or higher. Federal staff have made significant improvements in terms of their
responsiveness to questions (91), knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures
(90) and sufficiency of legal guidance in responses (93). The Online Resources driver score improved a
significant 8 points in 2020 to an overall score of 78. The scores provided for the Online Resources
attributes that range from 76 to 80 indicate that the content specific to the REAP — SRSA program
grantees is being provided in an easily accessible manner and is of high quality. A new section was
added to the Grantee Satisfaction Survey in 2020 asking grantees to evaluate the Grant Performance
Reporting Requirements. In the initial year of measurement, the driver score for Grant Performance
Reporting Requirements was rated an 80 by the REAP — SRSA grantees. A high score of 85 was
provided for the ease of submitting report(s) electronically. The low score of 72 for grantees
understanding of how ED uses your data offers room for improvement. In the custom questions section of
the survey REAP — SRSA grantees were asked rate their experience with the revised FY 2020 SRSA
application process as compared to the process in previous years. Scores were very strong for the
attributes measured in this survey section with particularly high scores for the ease of accessing the
application using the unique link in the invitation email (88), preparing and completing the information
requested on the application (88), ease of submitting the application (90), and utilizing the confirmation
email (89). The application process is seen as an improved version compared to previous years, and
efforts to maintain the process improvements should be made.

Grants for State Assessments

The Grants for State Assessments grantee satisfaction score was rated a 76, a 1-point improvement from
2019. The increase in grantee satisfaction was accompanied by an increase in driver scores for each of
the three components that were measured in last years survey. The survey section asking grantees to
evaluate ED Staff/Coordination illuminates the hard work displayed by Federal staff to provide grantees
with relevant information regarding legislation, regulations, policies and procedures (94, +7) and a high
level of responsiveness to questions (94, +12). The high performance scores ranging from 87 to 96 that
grantees provided when answering survey questions in the ED Staff/Coordination survey section explains
that their needs are largely being met by ED staff and efforts to maintain scores should be considered.
The Online Resources specific to the Grants for State Assessments made available to grantees on the
OESE.ED.gov website was rated a 76, a 2 point improvement from the rating received in the 2019
survey. A new rated question was added to the Online Resources survey section that asks grantees to
rate the Quality of content of resources on the OESE.ED.gov website, to which grantees provided a
strong score of 80 in the initial measurement of this component. Efforts to improve upon the Online
Resources driver score, look to improve the Ease of navigation as this attribute leaves room for score
improvements with an overall score of 71, the lowest scoring attribute of Online Resources. Navigation
enhancements may include clean links that route website users to relevant information resources, tool
tips that help users understand the quickest mode of exploration, and/or frequently ask questions links
presented in plain sight for OESE.ED.gov website users. The custom questions section of the survey
asks Grants for State Assessments grantees to rate the effectiveness of technical assistance activities to
support your State in implementation of Grants for State Assessments. The four rated questions in this
section were all rated higher in 2020 compared to 2019, with the Helps address implementation
challenges rating improving the most to a score of 83 (+8).

Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants

Satisfaction among respondents of the Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants Program was rated
a 75; 3 points less than the combined average rating of all programs surveyed in 2020. A closer look at
the TSL data shows that satisfaction was rated much higher by those who were listed in the ‘TIF’ cohort
(98) than those in the ‘TSL’ cohort (68). The scores discussed in this report will focus on the combination
of the two segments as the sample sizes for each cohort designation are quite low. The Online
Resources driver score improved a significant 18 points compared to last year landing at an overall driver
score of 88; the highest rated driver of satisfaction among this program’s grantees. The content on the
OESE.ED.gov website was rated exceptionally well with scores in the upper-80s to low-90s. Significant
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improvements have been made over the past year in the collective opinion of grantees in the following
areas: ease of finding materials online (88, +17), ability to accomplish what you want on the site (87,
+17), and the ease of navigation (89, +19). This program’s grantees’ needs are being satisfied by the
resources made available to them on the OESE.ED.gov website as displayed by the strong performance
scores. The ED Staff/Coordination driver score remained unchanged in 2020 with a score of 81. Federal
staff are effective in their efforts to share knowledge and provide guidance to grantees of the program.
One component of the ED Staff/Coordination survey section that may provide an opportunity to improve
scores for ED Staff is the communication about changes that may affect your program as this attribute
was rated a 74. Proactive communication regarding changes that will directly affect their program will help
to improve grantees view of the level of care that ED staff exhibits. In the custom questions section of the
survey, grantees are asked to evaluate the technical support and assistance they have received from the
TQP TA provider, AEM. The scores for the components of this section show improvement over the past
year: assistance in improving program planning and implementation (87, +15), providing relevant
information and ideas (90, +18), and connecting you with other experts or practitioners (88, +10). The
high scores provided by this program’s grantees regarding the technical support and assistance they
have received indicate that no current weaknesses exist and the processes currently in place should be
maintained.

Supporting Effective Educator Development Program

The Supporting Effective Educator Development Program grantee satisfaction score was rated a 57,
reflecting a score decrease of 11 points compared 2019. The decrease in grantee satisfaction is in part
due to the significant decline in scores for ED Staff/Coordination. After receiving a strong score of 80 in
the initial survey measurement the ED Staff/Coordination driver dropped 12 points to an overall score of
68. A closer look into the components that comprise the driver reveal the need for federal staff to
communicate more effectively with grantees about changes that may affect their program as this attribute
was rated a 56. Another area to focus improvement efforts is the collaboration with other ED programs or
offices in providing relevant services which was rated 20 points lower in 2020 landing at a 57. Ensure that
the services made available to SEED grantees are relevant and useful to their specific needs. The
Documents driver score fell a significant 20 points to an overall score of 59. Each of the five attributes that
are associated with the Documents driver decreased by statistically significant margins. The data reveals
the necessity for the unique needs of SEED grantees to be better understood as scores for the sufficiency
of detail to meet your program needs (59), relevance to your areas of need (58) and comprehensiveness
in addressing the scope of issues that you face (50) are particularly low scoring. Instead of providing
extensive generic documentation, attempt to create more program specific documentation that will prove
more useful in addressing the specific needs/issues of grantees. A new section was added to the Grantee
Satisfaction Survey in 2020 asking grantees to evaluate the Grant Performance Reporting Requirements.
Grantees of the SEED program rated this driver a 52; with a particularly low rating provided for grantees
understanding of how ED uses your data (33). The custom question section of the questionnaire asked
SEED grantees to rate the level of ease of certain activities in meeting the standards of the What Works
Clearinghouse. Grantees indicate that gaining helpful technical assistance to conduct meaningful,
rigorous evaluations was easier than implementing a meaningful, rigorous evaluation, scoring 54 and 48,
respectively. In regard to the assistance grantees have received from the TQP TA Center/Mathematica/
AEM, grantees provided a strong rating for connecting you with other experts or practitioners (72).

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

Grantees of the Charter Schools Program Grants for Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter
Schools Program rated their satisfaction a 48. The score of 48 makes this program the lowest rated
OESE program in terms of grantee satisfaction. Investigation into the data will help to inform the areas
that present the greatest opportunity for improvements. When asked about the collaboration with other
ED programs or offices in providing relevant services offered by federal staff grantees provided a rating of
44, which highlights the necessity of improving the collaboration practices currently in place. Some of the
other attributes that comprise the ED Staff/Coordination driver that warrant changes include the federal
staff's knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures (62, -19) and sufficiency of
legal guidance in responses (50, -27). Adjustments made in these areas of the grantee experience will
help to stop the score declines recognized from 2019 to 2020. The scores for the Online Resources
specific to the Grantees of the Charter Schools Program Grants for Replication and Expansion of High-
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Quality Charter Schools Program on the OESE.ED.gov website remain stable when comparing to 2019,
but opportunities to improve upon scores do exist as scores in this section of the survey range from 51 to
61. New questions were added to the Online Resources section of the survey in 2020 asking grantees to
rate the quality of content and accuracy of search results. In the initial measurement of these attributes
grantees provided low scores of 53 for quality of content and 51 for the accuracy of search results.
Enhancements made to the website that allow grantees to effectively navigate the website to obtain
information intuitively by following clean links to relevant resources commonly used. Additionally, audit the
resources available online to ensure that information is up to date. A new section was added to the
Grantee Satisfaction Survey in 2020 asking grantees to evaluate the Grant Performance Reporting
Requirements, which was rated a 40. Low scores provided by grantees when responding to this section
of the survey for Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant program/project (36) and
understanding of how ED uses your data (31) express the need for ED to better explain how the data is
used by the Department. In the custom question section of the survey grantees rated the Guidance CSP
provides on Federal grant compliance particularly low with a score of 46. An improved approach to the
way in which grantees receive guidance from the CSP or adjustments to the components of the
information that provided is recommended.

Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter Schools Program

The satisfaction among grantees of the Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter Schools
Program was rated a 71, an improvement of 9 points compared to 2019. The survey question asking
grantees How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services was rated a significant 12 points higher
in 2020 landing at an overall score of 80. Driver score increases in 2020 in areas such as ED Staff/
Coordination and Online Resources drove satisfaction ratings higher for this program. Federal staff have
made effective adjustments in the past year, most notably in their knowledge of relevant legislation,
regulations, policies, and procedures, which was rated 20 points higher in 2020 landing at 92.
Improvements in the staff’s responsiveness to questions and collaboration with other ED programs or
offices in providing relevant services is highlighted by the double-digit score increases for both attributes
over the past year. The ratings of the Online Resources available on the OESE.ED.gov website show
strong signs of improvement as well. The driver score climbed 16 points in 2020 to an overall score of 73,
due to significant score increases for; ease of finding materials online (76, +18), ability to accomplish what
you want on the site (71, +16), and ease of navigation (69, +17). The Documents provided to grantees
were rated a 74, a 4-point improvement year-over-year. A closer look at the attributes that make up the
Documents driver inform on areas best suited for improvement opportunities: sufficiency of detail to meet
your program needs (69) and comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face (67).
Focusing efforts on gaining a better understanding of the specific needs and issues that the CSP possess
will allow for a targeted approach to the grantee experience. The custom questions asked of grantees
associated with the Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter Schools Program reflect positive
change compared to last year. The component’s that experienced the most growth year-over-year are
technical assistance received on project implementation and budget questions (84, +19) and
dissemination of resources and opportunities the CSP provides (78, +18).

Education Innovation and Research Programs

Grantees of the Education Innovation and Research Programs rated their satisfaction a 74, just 1-point
lower than the satisfaction score received in the programs initial year of participation in the Grantee
Satisfaction Survey. The federal staff who work with grantees of the Education Innovation and Research
Programs received high marks for the levels service that they provide. Specifically, grantees rated ED
Staff well for their communication about changes that may affect their program (87) and the
professionalism (93) that is displayed by ED staff. The ED Staff/Coordination driver is the highest scoring
in 2020, and the individual attribute scores that comprise the driver all scored in the 80s indicating that
federal staff should work to maintain the high scores earned in 2020. The Online Resources that are
specific to the Education Innovation and Research Program on the OESE.ED.gov website were rated a
71, the lowest scoring driver for this program, making it a candidate for prioritized improvement efforts.
The attribute level scores for this driver are all in the low-70s which allows for targeted strategies to
improve the ratings provided by grantees. Updates or changes made that will aid in grantees ease of
finding materials on the OESE.ED.gov website will prove useful in improving upon the grantee
experience. The Documents driver score dropped 2 points in 2020 landing at an overall score of 72.
Grantees were less satisfied with Documents in terms of the sufficiency of detail to meet program needs
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in 2020 as this attribute score fell 6 points to a score of 71. Additionally, the relevance to areas of need
(70) and comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that grantees face (70) scores suggest
that a better understanding of the specific needs/issues that grantees of the Education Innovation and
Research Programs face will inform the necessary adjustments to make to improve upon the ratings for
the Documents that are provided. In the custom questions section of the survey grantees of the Education
Innovation and Research Programs were asked to evaluate the i3/EIR Evaluation Technical
Assistance/Abt Associates. High scores of 86 for the assistance in improving your evaluation planning
and implementation and providing relevant information and ideas indicate that the technical support and
assistance that grantees receive from i3/EIR Evaluation Technical Assistance/Abt Associates is helpful
and informative. The low score of 64 for the question asking about the i3/EIR program level evaluations in
implementing a meaningful, rigorous evaluation highlights the need for improvements in this area of the
grantee experience.

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

The satisfaction among grantees of the Magnet Schools Assistance Program was rated a 79, 1 point
higher than the average satisfaction rating among all programs surveyed. Grantees rated their
interactions with federal staff particularly high, with an overall score of 87. ED Staff/Coordination attribute
scores ranging from 79 to 96 indicate that needs of grantees are being satisfied by ED staff for grantees
of the Magnet Schools Assistance Program. The Online Resources specific to this program’s content on
the OESE.ED.gov website was the lowest rated driver of satisfaction in 2019 with an overall score of 75.
In 2020, this score increased 8 points to an overall score of 83, indicating that updates/improvements
implemented on the ED.gov website specific to this program have improved the grantee experience in
terms of the resources made available to them online. The Technical Assistance services that grantees
receive from the Magnet Schools Assistance Program were rated an 82 overall. While the overall score of
82 for Technical Assistance does not inform weaknesses exist, a closer look at the attributes comprising
this score allow for adjustments to be considered in areas that offer opportunity for improvement.
Adjustments made to the approach of ED-Funded TA Providers to increase the helpfulness in grantees
learning to implement their grant project will assist in improving the Technical Assistance services
provided by ED staff. When asked what ways the technical assistance that Department staff provide be
improved to better support your program needs one respondent spoke to the importance of individualized
assistance, “TA is not individualized and/or differentiated. | find that most of the sessions are at a basic
level which is sometimes appropriate for us, but often not. There is almost no opportunity for peer
sharing, except at the project directors' meeting. Pieces of those meetings are helpful, but there are still
too many large group sessions that are primarily meaningless.” A full read-out of the verbatim feedback
collected can be found in Appendix C. In the custom question section of the survey grantees rated the
MSAP Center technical assistance support well (86) but provided a relatively low score when rating the
GRADS 360 system (62).

Promise Neighborhoods

The Promise Neighborhoods grantee satisfaction score was rated a 79, a 1-point improvement since the
initial year of measurement for the grant program in 2019. The satisfaction score of 79 is 1 point higher
than the average satisfaction rating among all surveyed programs in 2020. Signs of improvement for the
Promise Neighborhoods program were not limited to satisfaction as all three drivers of satisfaction that
were measured in 2019 also improved. Interactions with federal staff are optimal, with an ED Staff/
Coordination score of 93. Of the six attributes that comprise the ED Staff/Coordination driver, five were
rated 90 or higher, with professionalism topping the list with a score of 96. The score for the Online
Resources specific to this program’s content on the OESE.ED.gov website improved a significant 15
points to an overall score of 78. The driver score increase is a result of the improvements made in
grantees’ ease of finding materials online (81) and ease of navigation (78) increasing 19 and 17 points,
respectively. The Documents provided by the Promise Neighborhoods program satisfied the needs of
grantees, especially in terms of clarity (87) and sufficiency of detail to meet program needs (86). The
Technical Assistance services that are provided by Promise Neighborhoods staff were strong in 2020 with
an overall score of 80; 1-point higher than the average Technical Assistance rating among all OESE
programs surveyed. High scores of 90 for creating opportunities to share best practices via learning
groups and ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to implement grant project indicate that
grantees are complimentary of learning opportunities that are offered to them by ED staff. The custom
guestions asked only of grantees of the Promise Neighborhoods grant program were generally strong in
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2020 but do offer opportunities for improving the grantee experience. Opportunities for improvement
include the SCORECARD and GRADS 360 systems scoring 65 and 52, respectively. Program leadership
should work to maintain the high performance of service and guidance while narrowing focus in the areas
that offer the highest opportunity for improving the grantee experience.

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects Demonstration Grants

The satisfaction among grantees of the Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects
Demonstration Grants was rated a 77, which reflects a notable 16-point increase compared to one year
ago. The significant increase in the satisfaction score was largely driven by the significant increase in
each of the three driver scores that were included in the 2019 version of the survey. ED Staff/
Coordination is the highest scoring driver in 2020 with an overall score of 85. The strong attribute scores
that comprise the ED Staff/Coordination driver range from 78 for the responsiveness to questions to 90
for the professionalism displayed by ED Staff. The ratings provided by grantees for the Documents
section of survey indicate that there have been noticeable improvements made over the past year. The
driver score for Documents improved significantly in 2020 landing at a score of 78. Grantees were
especially pleased with the organization of information (80) and the relevance to their areas of need (79).
Grantees of the Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects Demonstration Grants rated
the Online Resources on the OESE.ED.gov website a 70 in 2020; 7 points lower than the OESE score.
Efforts to improve grantees ability to accomplish what they indented on the site (66) will assist in
improving the driver score. A new section was added to the survey in 2020 asking grantees about
reporting requirements. A closer look at the attributes comprising this score show relative strengths and
opportunities for improvement. The high score of 75 indicates that grantees find the data useful in efforts
to make improvements to the grant program/project. Providing grantees with a better understanding of
how ED uses their data will help to improve the grantee experience, as this attribute was the lowest rated
component in 2020 at 62. The custom questions section of the survey asked grantees to evaluate the
Native Youth Community Projects (NYCP) program. Grantees provided positive feedback when rating the
NYCP program with scores improving for each of the three rated questions asked in the custom question
section. Grantees were especially pleased with the usefulness and relevance of project director meeting
technical assistance with a score of 84, followed closely by the webinar-based technical assistance score
of 80.

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs

The satisfaction score provided by grantees of the Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency
Programs improved an impressive 22 points from 2019 to 2020, landing at an overall score of 77. The
grantee satisfaction score of 77 marks the highest score achieved for the Neglected and Delinquent State
and Local Agency Programs since the program was first included in the survey back in 2011. ED Staff/
Coordination was the highest scoring driver of satisfaction in 2020 at an overall score of 83 (+15). Over
the past year organizational efforts to increase the knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures has been effectively carried out as displayed by the significant 19-point increase in the
attribute score. Grantees of the Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs rated the
professionalism displayed by ED Staff exceptionally well in the first year of measuring this component,
scoring 89. Grantees of the Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs rated the Online
Resources available on the OESE.ED.gov website a 72 in 2020, which is a significant 14 points higher
than the 2019 driver score. It is evident that grantees were much more pleased with their level of success
in accomplishing what they intended on the OESE.ED.gov website (72, +15) and were able to navigate
the site with relative ease (75, +14). Efforts to improve the accuracy of search results (69) and ease of
finding materials online (70) may prove fruitful in attempts to drive the Online Resources driver score
higher to match scores achieved at the OESE principal office level (77). The custom questions asking
grantees to evaluate the technical assistance provided by both NDTAC and USDE staff show signs of
improvement when comparing 2019 to 2020. Specifically, grantees rated the USDE staff much higher in
2020 regarding staff’s ability to assist in impacting performance results/goals scoring a 74, which is a
significant score increase of 17 points compared to 2019. The NDTAC staff were rated exceptionally well
for their guidance provided to meet program compliance requirements with a score of 87; the highest
rated custom question asked of Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs grantees.

School Climate Transformation Grants
Local Education Agency

2020 62 Gioup



Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

The satisfaction score among SCTG Local Education Agency respondents improved to a score of 82 in
2020; an increase of 5 points compared to the 2019 satisfaction score. All three of the driver’s that were
measured for SCTG — LEA grantees in both 2019 and 2020 showed significant improvement year-over-
year. The ED Staff/Coordination driver score rebounded substantially to a score of 93 making it the
highest rated driver of satisfaction among SCTG — LEA grantees. Each of the attributes that comprise the
ED Staff/Coordination driver scored 88 or higher indicating that there are no prominent weaknesses to
address at this time. After a substantial decrease of 23 points in 2019, the 2020 score for Online
Resources available on the OESE.ED.gov website improved a significant 16 points to 83. New questions
were added to this section in 2020, including the quality of content (85) and the look and feel of the site
(84). All attribute scores being rated 80 and higher indicates that grantees needs are largely being met by
the resources provided to them on the OESE.ED.gov website. However, efforts to maintain or perhaps
improve upon the ability of grantees to accomplish what they want on the OESE.ED.gov website should
be considered as resources needed by grantees may shift over time and the website functionality is
expected to be improved upon over time. The Technical Assistance that is provided by ED-Funded
technical assistance providers is extremely helpful to grantees in learning to implement their grant project
as grantees rated this component a 92 in 2020. The overall Technical Assistance driver score is strong
for SCTG — LEA grantees in 2020 landing at 84; 5 points higher than the aggregate Technical Assistance
score for all programs measured in 2020. A new section, Grant Performance Reporting Requirements,
was added to the Grantee Satisfaction Survey in 2020. SCTG Local Education Agency respondents rated
the new section strong at 82, which is 6 points higher than the score achieved by all OESE programs
collectively. Grantees have an extremely high level of Trust in the SCTG — LEA office to meet
organizational needs (92) and focus should be applied in maintaining the high level of trust that has been
earned.

School Climate Transformation Grants

State Education Agency

The SCTG State Education Agency grantee satisfaction was rated an 83, which reflects an increase of 4
points in satisfaction compared to the last year in which this program was surveyed in 2018. The five
drivers of satisfaction were rated very positively by SCTG — SEA grantees, with scores ranging from 84
for the Documents driver to 88 for both Technical Assistance and ED Staff/Coordination. Federal staff
were rated very positively for their interactions with grantees regarding their Responsiveness to questions
(90) and Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services (90). Scores for all
attributes that comprise the ED Staff/Coordination driver were rated 85 or higher, indicating that ED Staff
are providing a positive grantee experience when interacting directly with grantees. Documents was the
lowest rated driver in 2020, however the overall score of 84 is strong and should not be seen as a glaring
weakness. High scores of 86 were provided for the organization of information and Relevance to your
areas of need. In an effort to improve upon the lowest scoring attribute associated with the Documents
driver, comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face (82), investigate the issues
specific to the SCTG — SEA program to ensure that the documentation provided addresses said issues.
In the custom questions section of the survey SCTG — SEA grantees were asked to evaluate the
Helpfulness of technical assistance provided from the OSSS office. This survey component was rated an
83, leaving some room for improvement. One of the respondents left a useful suggestion in the open-end
feedback regarding more individualized technical assistance; “We were very disappointed in the lack of
regular communication by our assigned TA Center (not the US DE office). It would have been great to
have more individualized TA and not have to pay additionally for it.” A full read-out of the verbatim
feedback collected can be found in Appendix C.
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PROGRAM LIST

1 OELA Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program
2 OELA National Professional Development Program
3 OCTAE Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Education
4 OCTAE Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career & Technical Ed
5 OCTAE Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education
6 OCTAE Native American Career and Technical Education
7 OSERS IDEA — State Directors of Special Education (Part B)
8 OSERS IDEA — Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program
9 OSERS RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program
10 OSERS Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program
11 OSERS IDEA National Centers (added 12/13/19)
12 OPE Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP -State)
13 OPE GEAR UP-Partnerships
14 OPE Childcare Access Means Parents in School (CCAMPIS)
15 OPE Strengthening Institutions Program (SIP)
16 OPE Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A
17 OPE Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program (MSEIP)
18 OPE Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions (DHSI)
19 OPE Promoting Post Baccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans (PPOHA)
20 OPE Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU)-Part A
21 OPE Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions (NASNTI)
22 OPE Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions (AANAPISI)
23 OPE Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU)
24 OPE Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI)
25 OPE Student Support Services (SSS)
26 OPE Upward Bound (UB)
27 OPE Graduate Assistance in in Areas of National Need (GAANN)
28 OPE Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships
29 OPE Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad Fellowships
30 OPE American Overseas Research Centers
31 OPE Language Resource Centers
32 OPE Group Projects Abroad
33 OESE Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies
34 OESE Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title II, Part A)

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section
35 OESE 7003)

21st Century Community Learning
36 OESE Centers

37 OESE Student Support and Academic Enrichment/Title IVA (National Activities)
38 OESE Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations (Restart) Program

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part
39 OESE A)

Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title I, Part
40 OESE C
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Grants for State

Assessments
41 OESE
42 OESE Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA 11-B-1)
43 OESE Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State Entities
44 OESE Comprehensive Literacy State Development (formerly Striving Readers)
45 OESE Charter Schools Program Grants for Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools
46 OESE Education Innovation and Research Program--Expansion Grants/Mid Phase Grants/Early Phase Grants
47 OESE Magnet Schools Assistance Program

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies & National
48 OESE Activities
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Grants for State and Local Activities/ McKinney-Vento
49 OESE Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Rural and Low-Income School
50 OESE Program
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Small Rural School Grant Program
51 OESE (SRSA)
52 OESE Promise neighborhoods (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4624)
53 OESE Supporting Effective Educator Development Program
Payments for Federal Property (Section
54 OESE 7002)
55 OESE Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian Children
Neglected and Delinquent State and
56 OESE Local
57 OESE Teacher Quality Partnership Program
58 OESE School Climate Transformation Grants (LEAs)
Native Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native
59 OESE Hawaiian
Alaska Native Education
60 OESE Program
61 OESE Innovative Approaches to Literacy
High School Equivalency Program (HEP) - Migrant
62 OESE Education
College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) - Migrant
63 OESE Education

64 OESE Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625)
65 OESE Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC)
66 OESE Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination

Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Program/Javits Gifted and Talented Students
67 OESE Education Act

68 OESE Project Prevent
69 OESE Mental Health Demonstration Grants
70 OESE School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs)
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U.S. Department of Education
2020 Grantee Satisfaction Survey
Introduction
The Department of Education (ED) is committed to serving and satisfying its customers. To this end, we have
commissioned the CFl Group, an independent third-party research group, to conduct a survey that asks about your
experience as a grant recipient of the [GRANT PROGRAM] and the ways we can improve our service to you.

CFl Group and ED will treat all information in a secure fashion. Your answers are voluntary, but your opinions are
very important. Your responses will remain anonymous and will only be reported in aggregate to ED personnel.
This survey is authorized by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget Control No. 1090-0007, which expires on
September 30, 2021, and will take about 10 minutes to complete.

If you have any questions about this survey, please contact Tamara Alston at tamara.alston@ed.gov.

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

When answering the survey, please only think about your interactions with [GRANT PROGRAM].

ED Staff

[INTRO FOR OELA/OCTAE/OSERS/OESE]
Please think about the interactions you have had with the federal staff that you work with the most closely from
the [PROGRAM OFFICE] Consider times when you sought guidance, clarification, or additional assistance.

[DO NOT ASK OSERS] [DO NOT ASK FCC/FPROP PROGRAMS] PLEASE NOTE: This does not include technical
assistance provided by regional labs, national associations, ED-funded technical assistance providers, etc.

[INTRO FOR OPE]

Please think about the interactions you have had with senior [PROGRAM OFFICE] officers (e.g. the Director of
the Office that administers this grant program/project). Questions regarding your individual program officer will
be asked later in the questionnaire.]

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

On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the quality of the assistance
provided by ED staff.

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

Q2. Knowledge of grant program/project Federal requirements and policy

Q3. Responsiveness to your questions

Q4. Professionalism

Q5. Sufficiency of guidance in responses

Q6. Communication about changes that may affect your program

Q7. [DO NOT ASK OSERS or OESE] Consistency of responses with ED staff from different offices

Q8. [DO NOT ASK FCC/FPROP PROGRAMS] Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant
services (e.g., clarify issues regarding program policy and regulations, obtain guidance on grants policy and
administration, obtain guidance on financial drawdowns, share information regarding best practices)

Online Resources
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Please think about your experience using the [GRANT PROGRAM]’s online resources on the ED.gov website.
Note that these ratings should pertain specifically to the ED.gov website. Additional questions regarding other
external websites your program/project uses may be asked later in the survey.

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

[INTRO FOR OESE] Please think about your experience using the [GRANT PROGRAM]’s online resources on the
OESE.ED.gov website. When evaluating the OESE.ED.gov website, please only think of the site since the redesign
several months ago.

Note that these ratings should pertain specifically to the OESE.ED.gov website. Additional questions regarding
other external websites your program/project uses may be asked later in the survey.

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

Q9. Ability to find specific information

Q10. Quality of content (e.g., materials are up-to-date, helpful, etc.)
Q11. Ability to accomplish what you want on the site

Q12. Accuracy of search results

Q13. Ability to navigate within the site

Q14. Look and feel/Visual appearance

Q15. Please describe how the Department could improve its website.

Documents [ONLY FOR OELA/OCTAE/OSERS/OESE]

Think about the documents you receive from the [PROGRAM OFFICE]. Documents include non-regulatory
guidance, frequently asked questions (FAQs), letters, publications and blast emails.

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

Q16. Clarity

Q17. Organization of information

Q18. Sufficiency of detail to meet your program/project needs

Q19. Relevance to your areas of need

Q20. Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face

Information in Application Package [ONLY FOR OPE]

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

Q21. Program Purpose

Q22. Program Priorities

Q23. Selection Criteria

Q24. Review Process

Q25. Budget Information and Forms
Q26. Deadline for Submission

Q27. Dollar Limit on Awards

Q28. Page Limitation Instructions
Q29. Formatting Instructions

Q30. Program Contact

Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
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Q31. [DO NOT ASK FCC/FPROP PROGRAMS] Please think about the performance reporting requirements for your
grant and rate the following where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent”: [INCLUDE A “Not Applicable”
OPTION]

[NOTE FOR OESE] Specifically, think about the performance report that the Department requires you to
submit (e.g., the Consolidated State Performance Report, the Annual Performance Report).

[NOTE FOR OPE] Specifically, think about the performance report that the Department requires you to
submit annually — the Annual Performance Report (APR)

a. Clarity of reporting requirements

b. Ease of obtaining data you are required to report

c. Ease of submitting report(s) electronically

d. Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) (guidance, training, tools)
e. Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant program/project

f. Your understanding of how ED uses your data

Q32. [DO NOT ASK FCC/FPROP PROGRAMS] How could we improve the grant reporting process?

Technical Assistance

[DO NOT ASK FCC/FPROP PROGRAMS Technical Assistance section]

Now think for a moment about the technical assistance services that are provided by [GRANT PROGRAM] staff
and/or [PRINCIPAL OFFICE] in general when answering the next few questions.

Q33. Please rate the technical assistance services provided by [GRANT PROGRAM] staff in helping you
successfully learn to implement your grant programs/projects? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” is “Not
at all helpful” and “10” is “Very helpful.” [DISPLAY EXAMPLES OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ED STAFF MIGHT
PROVIDE]

Now please rate the following attributes related to the technical assistance provided by [GRANT PROGRAM]
staff where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent” [DO NOT ASK OPE Qs 34-39]

Q34. Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program management

Q35. Using evidence-based practices in implementing program activities

Q36. Assistance with developing resource materials for use in the program

Q37. Creating opportunities for sharing best practices via peer-to-peer learning groups

Q38: In what ways could the technical assistance that Department staff provide be improved to better support
your program needs?

[DO NOT ASK OPE 39.]

Q39a. Did you receive technical assistance from an ED-FUNDED TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDER in the last 12
months?

Examples of ED-funded technical assistance providers:

=  Regional Laboratories

=  Comprehensive Centers

= Equity Assistance Centers

=  Readiness and Emergency Management for Schools Technical Assistance Center

= Neglected or Delinquent Education Technical Assistance Center

=  Youth for Youth: Online Professional Learning and Technical Assistance for 21st Century
Community Learning Centers
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a. Yes (Please Identify the primary ED-FUNDED TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDER that provided technical
services to you)
b. No [skip to Q40]

Q39b. Please rate the extent to which [ENTRY FROM Q39a] has helped you successfully learn to implement your
grant programs/projects? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” is “Not at all helpful” and “10” is “Very
helpful.”

ACSI Benchmark Questions
We have just a few more questions, where you can now consider ALL of [GRANT PROGRAM]’s products and
services.

Q40. Using a 10-point scale on which “1” means “Very dissatisfied” and “10” means “Very satisfied,” how
satisfied are you with [GRANT PROGRAM]’s products and services?

Q41. Now please rate the extent to which the products and services offered by [GRANT PROGRAM] have fallen
short of or exceeded your expectations. Please use a 10-point scale on which “1” now means “Falls short of
your expectations” and “10” means “Exceeds Your expectations.”

Q42. Now forget for a moment about the products and services offered by the [GRANT PROGRAM] and imagine
the ideal products and services. How well do you think the [GRANT PROGRAM] compares with that ideal?
Please use a 10-point scale on which “1” means “Not very close to the ideal” and “10” means “Very close to
the ideal.” Now please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statement.

Q43. How much do you trust [GRANT PROGRAM] to work with you to meet your organization’s needs? Please use
a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means not very trusting and 10 means very trusting.

Q44. Overall, when | think of all of the [GRANT PROGRAM]’s products and services, | am satisfied with their
quality.
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Strongly disagree
e. Does not apply

Q45. Which of the following best describes your job role?
a. Project/State Director

School Officer

Grant Coordinator

Superintendent

Business Manager

Other, please specify

ho oo o

Q46. How long have you been in this role?
Less than one year

Between 1-3 years
Between 4-10 years

More than 10 years

o0 oo

NOTE: EACH RESPONDENT WILL ONLY RECEIVE ONE SET OF CUSTOM QUESTIONS CONCERNING THEIR PROGRAM
Again, only think about your interactions with of [GRANT PROGRAM] when answering the following questions.

After custom question section DISPLAY: Thank you again for your time. To complete the survey and submit the
results, please hit the “Finish” button below. Have a good day!
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ONLY IF Q1=1 NATIVE AMERICAN AND ALASKA NATIVE CHILDREN IN SCHOOL PROGRAM ASK 1-11 BELOW

Ql.1. How often do you receive technical assistance (webinars, professional development, trainings) from the
OELA office?

a. Atleast weekly

b. Monthly

c. Quarterly

d. VYearly

Ql.2. Onascale from 1to 10 where 1 is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how helpful is that technical assistance?

Q1.3. How often do you receive monitoring and/or technical assistance support from your program officer?
a. At least weekly
b. Monthly
c. Quarterly
c. Yearly

Q1.4. Onascalefrom1to 10 where 1is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how helpful is that monitoring and/or
technical assistance?

Q1.5. How often do you visit the OELA ed.gov website
(http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/oela/index.html)?
a. Daily
b. Weekly
c. Monthly
d. Every few months
e. Never

Q1.6. Onascale from 1to 10 where 1 is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how useful is the OELA ed.gov website?

Q1.7. How often do you visit the National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition (NCELA) website or
use the NEXUS newsletter?

a. Daily

b. Weekly

c. Monthly

d. Every few months

e. Never

Q1.8. Onascalefrom1to 10 where 1is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how useful is the NCELA website and the
NEXUS newsletter?

Q1.9. How often do you visit the OELA Facebook page?
a. Daily
b. Weekly
c. Monthly
d. Every few months
e. Never

Q1.10. On ascale from 1 to 10 where 1 is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how useful is the OELA Facebook page?
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Q1.11. What, if any, improvements have you seen in OELA over the last year? (open end)
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ONLY IF Q1=2 National Professional Development Program ASK 1-11 BELOW

Q2.1. How often do you receive technical assistance (webinars, professional development, trainings) from the
OELA office?

a. Atleast weekly
b. Monthly

c. Quarterly

d. VYearly

Q2.2. Onascale from 1to 10 where 1 is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how helpful is that technical assistance?

Q2.3. How often do you receive monitoring and/or technical assistance support from your program officer?

a. At least weekly
b. Monthly

c. Quarterly

c. Yearly

Q2.4. Onascale from1to 10 where 1is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how helpful is that monitoring and/or
technical assistance?

Q2.5. How often do you visit the OELA ed.gov website
(http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/oela/index.html)?
a. Daily
b. Weekly
c. Monthly
d. Every few months
e. Never

Q2.6. Onascale from 1to 10 where 1 is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how useful is the OELA ed.gov website?

Q2.7. How often do you visit the National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition (NCELA) website or
use the NEXUS newsletter?

a. Daily

b. Weekly

c. Monthly

d. Every few months

e. Never

Q2.8. Onascalefrom1to 10 where 1is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how useful is the NCELA website and the
NEXUS newsletter?

Q2.9. How often do you visit the OELA Facebook page?

a. Daily

b. Weekly

c. Monthly

d. Every few months
e. Never

Q2.10. On ascale from 1 to 10 where 1 is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how useful is the OELA Facebook page?

Q2.11. What, if any, improvements have you seen in OELA over the last year?
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ONLY IF Q1=3 Adult Education and Family Literacy to the State Directors of Adult Ed (AEFLA) ASK 1-11 BELOW

Q3.1. Think about the National Reporting System as a way to report your state’s performance data to OCTAE.
On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the NRS’s ease of reporting using
the NRS Web-based system.

Q3.2. Think about the training offered by OCTAE through its contract to support the National Reporting System
(NRS). On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the usefulness of the
training.

If you have been monitored, think about the federal monitoring process as it relates to your AEFLA grant. On a 10-
point scale, where “1” is,” Not Very Effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of the
federal monitoring process on the following:

Q3.3. Being well-organized
Q3.4. Providing pre-planning adequate guidance
Q3.5. Setting expectations for the visit

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

Q3.6. Being up-to-date
Q3.7. Relevance of information

Q3.8.  Usefulness to your program

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

Q3.9 Usefulness of the products in helping your state meet AEFLA program priorities.
Q3.10.How well does the technical assistance provided through the national activities address your program
priorities and needs? Please use a 10-point scale where “1” means “does not address needs very well” and

“10” means “addresses needs very well.”

Q3.11.What can DAEL do over the next year to meet your state’s technical assistance/program improvement
needs?
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ONLY IF Q1= 4 Carl D. Perkins Career & Technical Education Program to the State Directors of Career & Technical

Ed ASK 1-5 BELOW

[IF Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors]
Q4.1. CAR’s user friendliness
Q4.2. PCRN’s usefulness to your program

[IF Carl D. Perkins Discretionary Grant Recipients]

Q4.3. Effectiveness of DATE in helping you implement grant programs

Q4.4. Technical assistance received on project implementation and budget questions

Q4.5. Usefulness and relevance of project director meeting in providing technical assistance
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ONLY IF Q1=5 Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education ASK 1-5 BELOW

Q5.1.  PCRN’s usefulness to your program

Q5.2.  Effectiveness of DATE in helping you implement grant programs

Q5.3. Technical assistance received on project implementation and budget questions

Q5.4. Usefulness and relevance of project director meeting in providing technical assistance
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ONLY IF Q1=6 Native American Career and Technical Education ASK 1-5 BELOW

Q6.1. PCRN’s usefulness to your program

Q6.2.  Effectiveness of DATE in helping you implement grant programs

Q6.3. Technical assistance received on project implementation and budget questions

Q6.4. Usefulness and relevance of project director meeting in providing technical assistance
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ONLY IF Q1=7 IDEA - State Directors of Special Education (Part B) ASK 1-8 BELOW

Q7.1. How often do you receive technical assistance and support from your State lead?

a. At least weekly

b. Monthly

c. Quarterly

d. Yearly

e. My State Lead does not contact me

Q7.2. In the past 12 months, how often were you a part of (actively or passively) an education or special education
policy discussion with OSEP staff?
a. At least weekly
b. Monthly
c. Quarterly
d. Yearly
e. None

Assistance from OSEP Staff and other Professional Resources

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

Q7.3. Clarity of information received in developing your state’s applications, annual performance reports and other
required submissions

Q7.4. Timeliness of responses (i.e., returning phone calls; responding to emails; forwarding to others when
appropriate)

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

Q7.5. Which types of assistance were most effective in helping you meet federal requirements and/or improve
program quality?

Q7.6. Which types of assistance were least helpful?

Q7.7. How often do you access the following resources to support your efforts to implement practices based on
evidence in your state? (Please use a 10-point scale in which “1” means “Never” and “10” means “Very frequently”)

An OSEP-funded TA provider

An Education Department-funded TA provider (funded by an office other than OSEP)
Professional associations (including conferences, listservs, and publications)
Conferences where research is presented

Books

Journal Articles

Personal interaction with peers

IDEAS that work website

The Department’s new IDEA website

osep.grads360.org

T ST A Q0 T

Q7.8. Describe the impact it might have on the State if OSEP were to fully automate the IDEA formula grant
submission and approval process.

ONLY IF Q1=8 IDEA-Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program ASK 1-7 BELOW
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Assistance from OSEP Staff

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

Q8.1. How often do you receive technical assistance and support from your State lead?

a. Atleast weekly

b. Monthly

c. Quarterly

d. Yearly

e. My State Lead does not contact me

Q8.2. Clarity of information received in developing your state’s applications, annual performance reports and other
required submissions.

Q8.3. Timeliness of responses (i.e., returning phone calls; responding to emails; forwarding to others when
appropriate)

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

Q8.4. Which types of assistance were most effective in helping you meet federal requirements and/or improve
program quality?

Q8.5. Which types of assistance were least helpful?

Q8.6. How often do you access the following resources to support your efforts to implement practices based on
evidence in your state? (Please use a 10-point scale in which “1” means “Never” and “10” means “Very frequently”)

IDEAC6. An OSEP-funded TA provider

An Education Department-funded TA provider (funded by an office other than OSEP)
Professional associations (including conferences, listservs, and publications)
Conferences where research is presented

Books

Journal Articles

Personal interaction with peers

IDEAS that work website

The Department’s new IDEA website

osep.grads360.org

T TS ThO Q0 T oo

Q8.7. If OSEP were to fully automate the IDEA formula grant submission and approval process, how helpful
would that be to the State? Please use the scale below where 0 is Not Helpful and 5 is Very Helpful.
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ONLY IF Q1=9 REHABILITATION SERVICES ADMINISTRATION (RSA) VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM ASK

1-9 BELOW

Please consider the technical support provided by state liaisons and teams from the State Monitoring and Program
Improvement Division of the Rehabilitation Services Administration. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and
“10” is “Excellent,” please rate the staff’s:

Q9.1. Responsiveness to your questions and requests for technical assistance.
Q9.2. Supportiveness in helping you complete your Unified or Combined State Plan.

Q9.3. Dissemination of subregulatory guidance including policy directives, information memoranda, and technical
assistance circulars.

Q9.4. Provision of effective training and dissemination of relevant information through webinars, national
conferences, email distribution lists and teleconferences.

Q9.5. In interacting with the State Monitoring and Program Improvement Division team assigned to your agency,
please rate the service /support in the following areas on a 1 to 10 scale where 1 means Poor and 10 means
Excellent. If you did not receive information or feedback in an area please select “N/A”.

Data Collection and Reporting
Fiscal/Grant Management
Programmatic

Technical Assistance

o0 oo

On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the Rehabilitation Services
Administration website at https://RSA.ED.GOV. If your interactions with the website did not include the nature of
the item listed, please select “N/A” for that item.

QQ9.6. Utility of the website (RSA.ED.GOV) for entering required data, retrieving and revising reports.
Q9.7. Ease of navigating website (RSA.ED.GOV).
Q9.8. Usefulness of information available on the website (RSA.ED.GOV).

Q9.9. Website (RSA.ED.GOV) technical support.
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ONLY IF Q1=10 Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program ASK 1-9 BELOW

Q10.1

-0 a0 oW

Q10.2

Q10.3

Ql10.4

Q10.5

Q10.6

Q10.7

Q10.8

Q10.9

2020

What training would you like RSA to provide to assist you better in managing your RLTT grant?
Statutory and regulatory program requirements

Payback requirements

Uniform Guidance

Calculating the required 10 percent match

Calculating the required 65 percent scholar support

Other — Please identify in box below.

How can RLTT Project Officers assist you better with fiscal management, program reporting or other
technical areas?

On a scale of 1-10, where “1” means “very dissatisfied” and “10” means “very satisfied,” how would you
rate the usefulness of messages that are disseminated via the RSA listserv?

On a scale of 1-10, where “1” means “very dissatisfied” and “10” means “very satisfied,” how would you
rate the timeliness of messages that are disseminated via the RSA listserv?

On a scale of 1-10, where “1” means “very dissatisfied” and “10” means “very satisfied,” how effective
would you rate the Rehabilitation Long-Term Training program in training vocational rehabilitation
counselors for employment in State Vocational Rehabilitation agencies? Please provide an explanation to

support your rating.

How has the implementation of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act affected your grant
project?

How has the conversion to CACREP standards affected your grant project?
How have the 2016 changes to the Rehabilitation Long-Term Training program affected your grant project?

Describe how your Rehabilitation Long-Term Training grant project is improving employment outcomes for
individuals with disabilities.
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ONLY IF Q1=11 IDEA National Centers

Q11.1. How often do you receive technical assistance and support from your State lead?
a. Atleast weekly

b. Monthly

c. Quarterly

d. Yearly

e. My State Lead does not contact me

Assistance from OSEP Staff
Think about the technical assistance and support provided by State Lead from the Monitoring and State

Improvement Planning (MSIP) Division of the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). On a 10-point scale,

where “1” is poor and “10” is excellent, please rate the staff’s:

Q11.2. Clarity of information received in developing your state’s applications, annual performance reports and other

required submissions.

Q11.3. Timeliness of responses (i.e., returning phone calls; responding to emails; forwarding to others when

appropriate)

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

Q11.4. Which types of assistance were most effective in helping you meet federal requirements and/or improve

program quality?

Q11.5. Which types of assistance were least helpful?

Q11.6. How often do you access the following resources to support your efforts to implement practices based on
evidence in your state? (Please use a 10-point scale in which “1” means “Never” and “10” means “Very frequently”)

An OSEP-funded TA provider

An Education Department-funded TA provider (funded by an office other than OSEP)
Professional associations (including conferences, listservs, and publications)
Conferences where research is presented

Books

Journal Articles

Personal interaction with peers

IDEAs that work website

The Department’s IDEA website

osep.grads360.org

"YSaT O33R

Q11.7. If OSEP were to fully automate the IDEA formula grant submission and approval process, how helpful

would that be to the State? Please use the scale below where 0 is Not Helpful and 5 is Very Helpful.
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ONLY IF Q1=12 GEAR UP-State ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q12.1.
a.

®aon o

Q12.2.

Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from GEAR UP and rate the following:
Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

How can GEAR UP improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds
Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the GEAR UP from
the Office of Postsecondary Education:

Q12.3.

a.
b.

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start
of the school year

Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees

Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist

Ql2.4.

a.
b.
c.

Q12.5.

Please rate the quality of the communication with your GEAR UP specialist.
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

What can GEAR UP do to improve communication with you?

Q12.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?

a.

®aono

Individual Email
“Blast/distribution list” email
Telephone

Webinar

Other (specify )

Q12.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=13 GEAR UP-Partnerships ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q13.1.
a.

®aon o

Q13.2.

Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from GEAR UP and rate the following:
Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

How can GEAR UP improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds
Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the GEAR UP from
the Office of Postsecondary Education:

Q13.3.

a.
b.

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start
of the school year

Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees

Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist

Ql13.4.

a.
b.
c.

Q13.5.

Please rate the quality of the communication with your GEAR UP specialist.
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

What can GEAR UP do to improve communication with you?

Q13.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?

a.

®aono

Individual Email
“Blast/distribution list” email
Telephone

Webinar

Other (specify )

Q13.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=14 Childcare Access Means Parents In School (CCAMPIS) ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q14.1.
a.

®aon o

Q14.2.

Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from CCAMPIS and rate the following:
Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

How can CCAMPIS improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds
Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the CCAMPIS from
the Office of Postsecondary Education:

Q14.3.

a.
b.

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start
of the school year

Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees

Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist

Ql4.4.

a.
b.
c.

Q14.5.

Please rate the quality of the communication with your CCAMPIS specialist.
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

What can CCAMPIS do to improve communication with you?

Q14.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?

a.

®aono

Individual Email
“Blast/distribution list” email
Telephone

Webinar

Other (specify )

Q14.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=15 Strengthening Institutions Program ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance
Q15.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from the Strengthening Institutions Program
and rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues
Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®ao0 o

Q15.2. How can the Strengthening Institutions Program improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you
receive?

Distribution of Funds
Q15.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the Strengthening
Institutions Program from the Office of Postsecondary Education:

a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q15.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your the Strengthening Institutions Program specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q15.5. What can the Strengthening Institutions Program do to improve communication with you?

Q15.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q15.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=16 Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions - Part A ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q16.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from ANNH-Part A and rate the following:

a. Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®aon o

Q16.2. How can ANNH-Part A improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds

Q16.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the ANNH-Part A

from the Office of Postsecondary Education:
a. Timeliness of the grant award notification
b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start
of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q16.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your ANNH-Part A specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q16.5. What can the ANNH-Part A do to improve communication with you?

Q16.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q16.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=17 Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program (MSEIP) ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q17.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from MSEIP and rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®aon o

Q17.2. How can MSEIP improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds

Q17.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the MSEIP from

the Office of Postsecondary Education:
a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q17.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your MSEIP specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q17.5. What can the MSEIP do to improve communication with you?

Q17.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q17.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=18 Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions (DHSI) ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance
Q18.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions
and rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues
Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®ao0 o

Q18.2. How can Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you
receive?

Distribution of Funds
Q18.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the Developing
Hispanic Serving Institutions from the Office of Postsecondary Education:

a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q18.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q18.5. What can the Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions do to improve communication with you?

Q18.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e.

Other (specify )

Q18.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

ONLY IF Q1=19 Promoting Post Baccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans (PPOHA) ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q19.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from PPOHA and rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®aon o

Q19.2. How can PPOHA improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds

Q19.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the PPOHA from

the Office of Postsecondary Education:
a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q19.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your PPOHA specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q19.5. What can the PPOHA do to improve communication with you?

Q19.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q19.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=20 Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU) ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q20.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from TCCU and rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®aon o

Q20.2. How can TCCU improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds

Q20.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the TCCU from the

Office of Postsecondary Education:
a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q20.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your TCCU specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q20.5. What can the TCCU do to improve communication with you?

Q20.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q20.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=21 Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions (NASNTI) ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q21.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from NASNTI and rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®aon o

Q21.2. How can NASNTI improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds

Q21.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the NASNTI from

the Office of Postsecondary Education:
a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q21.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your NASNTI specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q21.5. What can the NASNTI do to improve communication with you?

Q21.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q21.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=22 Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions (AANAPISI) ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q22.1.
a.

®aon o

Q22.2.

Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from AANAPISI and rate the following:
Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

How can AANAPISI improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds

Q22.3.

Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the AANAPISI from

the Office of Postsecondary Education:

a.
b.

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start
of the school year

Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees

Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist

Q22.4.

a.
b.
c.

Q22.5.

Please rate the quality of the communication with your AANAPISI specialist.
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

What can the AANAPISI do to improve communication with you?

Q22.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?

a.

®aono

Individual Email
“Blast/distribution list” email
Telephone

Webinar

Other (specify )

Q22.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey
ONLY IF Q1=23 Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q23.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from HBCU and rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®aon o

Q23.2. How can HBCU improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds

Q23.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the HBCU from the

Office of Postsecondary Education:
a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q23.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your HBCU specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q23.5. What can the HBCU do to improve communication with you?

Q23.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q23.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?

2020 95

Group



Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
ONLY IF Q1=24 Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI) ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance
Q24.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from PREDOMINANTLY BLACK INSTITUTIONS
and rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues
Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®ao0 o

Q24.2. How can PREDOMINANTLY BLACK INSTITUTIONS improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you
receive?

Distribution of Funds
Q24.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the
PREDOMINANTLY BLACK INSTITUTIONS from the Office of Postsecondary Education:

a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q24.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your PREDOMINANTLY BLACK INSTITUTIONS specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q24.5. What can the PREDOMINANTLY BLACK INSTITUTIONS do to improve communication with you?

Q24.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q24.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey
ONLY IF Q1=25 Student Support Services ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q25.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from Student Support Services and rate the

following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues
Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®ao0 o

Q25.2. How can Student Support Services improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds

Q25.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for the Student

Support Services from the Office of Postsecondary Education:
a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q25.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your Student Support Services specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q25.5. What can the Student Support Services do to improve communication with you?

Q25.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q25.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=26 Upward Bound ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q26.1.
a.

®aon o

Q26.2.

Distrib
Q26.3.

Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from Upward Bound and rate the following:
Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

How can Upward Bound improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

ution of Funds
Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for Upward Bound

from the Office of Postsecondary Education:

a.

Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees

d. Other (specify):

Comm
Q26.4.

a.

unication with Program Specialist
Please rate the quality of the communication with your Upward Bound specialist.

Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed

b. Frequency of communication

C.

Q26.5.

Q26.6.
a.

®aono

Q26.7.

2020

Clarity of communication
What can Upward Bound do to improve communication with you?

What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
Individual Email
“Blast/distribution list” email
Telephone
Webinar
Other (specify )

How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?
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ONLY IF Q1=27 Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need (GAANN) ASK 1-7 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q27.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from GAANN and rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®aon o

Q27.2. How can GAANN improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds

Q27.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for GAANN from the

Office of Postsecondary Education:
a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q27.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your GAANN specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q27.5. What can GAANN do to improve communication with you?

Q27.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q27.7.How would you advise on improving the overall process and protocols associated with this grant
competition?

2020 99

Group



Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
ONLY IF Q1=28 Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships ASK 1-8 BELOW

Technical Assistance
Q28.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from Foreign Language and Area Studies
Fellowships and rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues
Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®ao0 o

Q28.2. How can Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships improve the usefulness of the technical
assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds
Q28.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for Foreign Language
and Area Studies Fellowships from the Office of Postsecondary Education:

a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q28.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships
specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed

b. Frequency of communication

c. Clarity of communication

Q28.5. What can Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships do to improve communication with you?

Q28.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q28.7.Think about the extent to which the International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) program
establishes, strengthens, and operates language and area or international studies centers. On a 10-point
scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which you agree with the
following:

a. The IFLE program(s) under my purview is effective in supporting instruction in fields needed to provide full

understanding of areas, regions or countries

b. The IFLE program(s) under my purview supports work in the language aspects of professional and other
fields of study

c. The IFLE program(s) under my purview supports research and training in international studies

Q28.8. On a 10-point scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which the

International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) grant program establishes and strengthens:
a. Teaching of any modern foreign language
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b. Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding of areas, regions, or countries in which the
language is commonly used

c. Research and training in international studies

d. Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs
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ONLY

IF Q1=29 Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad Fellowships ASK 1-8 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q29.1

. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad

Fellowships and rate the following:

a.

®ao0 o

Q29.2.

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

How can Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad Fellowships improve the usefulness of the technical

assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds
Q29.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for Doctoral
Dissertation Research Abroad Fellowships from the Office of Postsecondary Education:

a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start
of the school year

c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees

d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q29.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad
Fellowships specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q29.5. What can Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad Fellowships do to improve communication with you?

Q29.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?

a.

®oo0 o

Individual Email
“Blast/distribution list” email
Telephone

Webinar

Other (specify )

Q29.7.Think about the extent to which the International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) program

establishes, strengthens, and operates language and area or international studies centers. On a 10-point
scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which you agree with the
following:

The IFLE program(s) under my purview is effective in supporting instruction in fields needed to provide full

understanding of areas, regions or countries

b. The IFLE program(s) under my purview supports work in the language aspects of professional and other

fields of study
The IFLE program(s) under my purview supports research and training in international studies

Q29.8. On a 10-point scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which the
International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) grant program establishes and strengthens:

2020

a. Teaching of any modern foreign language
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b. Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding of areas, regions, or countries in which the
language is commonly used

c. Research and training in international studies

d. Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs
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ONLY IF Q1=30 American Overseas Research Centers ASK 1-8 BELOW

Technical Assistance
Q30.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from American Overseas Research Centers and
rate the following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues
Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®ao0 o

Q30.2. How can American Overseas Research Centers improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you
receive?

Distribution of Funds
Q30.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for American
Overseas Research Centers from the Office of Postsecondary Education:

a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q30.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your American Overseas Research Centers specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q30.5. What can American Overseas Research Centers do to improve communication with you?

Q30.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q30.7.Think about the extent to which the International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) program
establishes, strengthens, and operates language and area or international studies centers. On a 10-point
scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which you agree with the
following:

a. The IFLE program(s) under my purview is effective in supporting instruction in fields needed to provide full

understanding of areas, regions or countries

b. The IFLE program(s) under my purview supports work in the language aspects of professional and other
fields of study

c. The IFLE program(s) under my purview supports research and training in international studies

Q30.8. On a 10-point scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which the

International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) grant program establishes and strengthens:
a. Teaching of any modern foreign language

2020 104 Bioop



IJ Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

b. Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding of areas, regions, or countries in which the
language is commonly used

c. Research and training in international studies

d. Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs
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ONLY IF Q1=31 Language Research Centers ASK 1-8 BELOW

Technical Assistance

Q31.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from Language Research Centers and rate the
following:

a. Responsiveness to your questions

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

c. Ability to resolve issues

d. Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

e. Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues
Q31.2. How can Language Research Centers improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds

Q31.3.

Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for Language

Research Centers from the Office of Postsecondary Education:

a.
b.

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start
of the school year

Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees

Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist

Q31.4.

a.
b.
c.

Q31.5.

Please rate the quality of the communication with your Language Research Centers specialist.
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

What can Language Research Centers do to improve communication with you?

Q31.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?

a.

®aongo

Individual Email
“Blast/distribution list” email
Telephone

Webinar

Other (specify )

Q31.7.Think about the extent to which the International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) program
establishes, strengthens, and operates language and area or international studies centers. On a 10-point
scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which you agree with the
following:

Q31.8.

The IFLE program(s) under my purview is effective in supporting instruction in fields needed to provide full
understanding of areas, regions or countries

The IFLE program(s) under my purview supports work in the language aspects of professional and other
fields of study

The IFLE program(s) under my purview supports research and training in international studies

On a 10-point scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which the

International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) grant program establishes and strengthens:

a.
b.

2020

Teaching of any modern foreign language
Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding of areas, regions, or countries in which the
language is commonly used
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c. Research and training in international studies
d. Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
e. Instruction and research on issues in world affairs
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ONLY IF Q1=32 Groups Projects Abroad ASK 1-8 BELOW

Technical Assistance
Q32.1. Think about your experience receiving technical assistance from Group Projects Abroad and rate the
following:
a. Responsiveness to your questions
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues
Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues

®ao0 o

Q32.2. How can Group Projects Abroad improve the usefulness of the technical assistance you receive?

Distribution of Funds
Q32.3. Please rate the following aspects of the process by which you receive grant funding for Group Projects
Abroad from the Office of Postsecondary Education:

a. Timeliness of the grant award notification

b. Degree to which funds are available with adequate time to plan for implementation by the start

of the school year
c. Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
d. Other (specify):

Communication with Program Specialist
Q32.4. Please rate the quality of the communication with your Group Projects Abroad specialist.

a. Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
b. Frequency of communication
c. Clarity of communication

Q32.5. What can Group Projects Abroad do to improve communication with you?

Q32.6. What is your preferred way to communicate regularly with your program specialist?
a. Individual Email

b. “Blast/distribution list” email
c. Telephone

d. Webinar

e. Other (specify )

Q32.7.Think about the extent to which the International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) program
establishes, strengthens, and operates language and area or international studies centers. On a 10-point
scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which you agree with the

following:
a. The IFLE program(s) under my purview is effective in supporting instruction in fields needed to provide full

understanding of areas, regions or countries

b. The IFLE program(s) under my purview supports work in the language aspects of professional and other
fields of study

c. The IFLE program(s) under my purview supports research and training in international studies

Q32.8. On a 10-point scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the extent to which the
International and Foreign Language Education (IFLE) grant program establishes and strengthens:
a. Teaching of any modern foreign language
b. Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding of areas, regions, or countries in which the
language is commonly used
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c. Research and training in international studies
d. Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
e. Instruction and research on issues in world affairs
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ONLY IF Q1=33 TITLE | PART A — Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Education Agencies (LEAs) ASK 1-4

BELOW

Customer Service and Implementation Support

Think about the support Department staff provide and your participation in the Department’s technical assistance
activities (e.g., performance reviews, consolidated state performance report, grantee meetings, communities of
practice, responses to State questions, assistance meeting program requirements). On a scale from 1 to 10, where
1is not very effective and 10 is very effective, please rate the effectiveness of these activities to support your State
in implementation of Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Education Agencies.

Q33.1 Provides assistance that enhances my capacity to implement your Title | grant
Q33.2 Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs to implement your Title | grant
Q33.3 Helps my State address grant implementation challenges

Q33.4 Provides information about key changes to requirements (e.g., provisions under ESSA, dear colleague
letters, flexible uses of funds)
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ONLY IF Q1=34 Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants ASK 1-4 BELOW

Think about the support Department staff provide and your participation in the Department’s technical assistance
activities (e.g., performance reviews, consolidated state performance report, grantee meetings, communities of
practice, responses to State questions, assistance meeting program requirements). On a scale from 1 to 10, where
1is not very effective and 10 is very effective, please rate the effectiveness of these activities to support your State
in implementation of Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants.

Q34.1. Provides assistance that enhances my capacity to implement Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants

Q34.2. Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs to implement Supporting Effective Instruction State
Grants

Q34.3. Helps my State address grant implementation challenges

Q34.4. Provides information about key changes to requirements (e.g., provisions under ESSA, dear colleague
letters, flexible uses of funds)
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ONLY IF Q1=35 Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003) ASK 1-16 BELOW

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

Q35.1Did you contact the Impact Aid Program for technical assistance?
a. Yes
b. No

[IF Q35.1=a, ASK Q35.2-4] On a scale of “1” to “10”, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent”; rate the Impact
Aid Program staff’s:

Q35.2 Responsiveness to answering questions
Q35.3 Supportiveness in helping you complete your application
Q35.4 Knowledge about technical material

Q35.5 Did you use the written instruction and guidance documents provided for the application?
a. Yes
b. No

Q35.6 [IF Q35.5=a] On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is not very effective and “10” is very effective rate the
effectiveness of the documents in helping you complete the application.

Q35.7. Have you attended any Webinars or in person meetings where IAP staff provided you information on the
Section 7003 program and the review process?

a.Yes

b. No

Q35.8. [IF Q35.7=a] Did the presentation and/or materials prepared help you understand your responsibilities in
submitting data?

a. Yes

b. No

Q35.8a. [IF Q35.8=a] Please explain.

Q35.9 Has your school district been contacted by the Impact Aid Program in the past year regarding a field
review of your application?

a. Yes

b. No

Q35.10 [IF Q35.9=a] Did the letter you received provide sufficient explanation of what and how you need to
prepare your documents for the review?

a. Yes

b. No

Q35.11 [IF Q35.10=b] Please explain. (Open end)
Q35.12 Did you receive timely communications regarding the outcome of the review?
a. Yes

b. No

Q35.13 [IF Q35.12=b] Please explain.
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Please use a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is poor and “10” is excellent to rate the Impact Aid staff members on
the following.

Q35.14. Ease of reaching the person who could address your concern
Q35.15. Ability to resolve your issue

Q35.16. Please provide any additional specific suggestions for how the Impact Aid Program can improve customer
service.

Q35.17. What additional communications would you like to receive regarding the status of your application, prior
to receiving a payment?
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ONLY IF Q1=36 21 Century Community Learning Centers ASK 1-6 BELOW

Customer Service and Implementation Support

Think about the support Department staff provide and your participation in the Department’s technical assistance
activities (e.g., performance reviews, consolidated state performance report, grantee meetings, communities of
practice, responses to State questions, assistance meeting program requirements). On a scale from 1 to 10, where
1is not very effective and 10 is very effective, please rate the effectiveness of these activities to support your State
in implementation of [PROGRAM NAME from Q1].

Q36.1 Provides assistance that enhances my capacity to implement your 21t CCLC grant

Q36.2 Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs to implement your 21 CCLC grant

Q36.3 Helps my State address grant implementation challenges

Q36.4 Provides information about key changes to requirements (e.g., provisions under ESSA, dear colleague
letters, flexible uses of funds)

Think about services offered in the previous year to support your State’s implementation of 21st CCLC.

Q36.5 How helpful is the information and guidance provided to you by the US Department of Education staff and
contracted staff in preparing for monitoring activities (monitoring calls, virtual reviews, onsite monitoring reviews?
Please use a 10-point scale with “1” being “not very helpful” and “10” being “very helpful”.

Q36.6 How likely are you to recommend the 21st CCLC program’s You for Youth (Y4Y) website at
https://y4y.ed.gov/ to your State’s grantees as a technical assistance resource? Please use a 10-point scale with
“1” being not at all likely and “10” being extremely likely.
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ONLY IF Q1=37 Student Support and Academic Enrichment ASK 1-6 BELOW

Q37.1. How often do you visit the National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments (NCSSLE) Web site
operated and maintained by AIR (https://safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/ESSA-TitlelVPartA-SSAE)?

a. Daily

b. Weekly

c. Monthly

d. Every few months

e. Never

Q37.2. Onascale from 1to 10 where 1is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how useful is the NCSSLE website?

Q37.3. How can we improve our NCSSLE website, including links, to help you identify program resources and
meet your technical assistance needs?

Q37.4. How often do you visit the Student Support and Academic Enrichment Title IV, Part A State Coordinator
Portal (Title IV Part A Portal) operated by Synergy Enterprises Inc and maintained by AIR
(https://titleivpartastatecoordinatorportal.ed.gov/user/login)?

a. Daily

b. Weekly

c. Monthly

d. Every few months

e. Never

Q37.5. Onascale from1to 10 where 1is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how useful is the Title IV Part A Portal?

Q37.6. How can we improve our Title IV Part A Portal to help you identify program resources and meet your
technical assistance needs?
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ONLY IF Q1=38 Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations (Restart) Program ASK 1-3 BELOW

Think about your experience with Restart program when answering the following questions.

Q38.1

a.

b.
c.
d

Q38.2

Q38.3

or o

2020

In which of the following areas would you like technical assistance?
General guidance and regulations

Use of funds

Subrecipient technical assistance or monitoring and oversight
Other (fill in)

Please describe your best technical assistance experience.

From which of the following ways do you prefer to get information?
In-person during convenings or meetings

Written communication sent through a listserv

Webinars or virtual presentations

Other (fill in)
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ONLY IF Q1=39 English Language Acquisition State Grants/Title lll State Formula Grant Program

ASK 1-6 BELOW

Think about the support Department staff provide and your participation in the Department’s technical assistance
activities (e.g., performance reviews, consolidated state performance report, grantee meetings, communities of
practice, responses to State questions, assistance meeting program requirements). On a scale from 1 to 10, where
1is not very effective and 10 is very effective, please rate the effectiveness of these activities to support your State
in implementation of English Language Acquisition State Grants.

Q39.1. Provides assistance that enhances my capacity to implement your Title 11l grant

Q39.2. Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs to implement your Title Ill grant

Q39.3. Helps my State address grant implementation challenges

Q39.4. Provides information about key changes to requirements (e.g., provisions under ESSA, dear colleague
letters, flexible uses of funds)

Think about services offered in the previous year (e.g., opportunities for peer learning, collaboration calls, grantee
meetings, communities of practice, webinars, publication of non-regulatory guidance , support transitioning to the

Every Student Succeeds Act, review of State Plans) to support your State’s implementation of your Title Ill grant.

Q39.5. What services provided by the Department have been most helpful or effective? (Please cite specific
examples)

Q39.6. How can the Department’s services be improved over the next year to better meet the needs of your State
as you implement your Title Il grant? (Please cite specific recommendations)
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ONLY IF Q1=40 Migrant Education Program (MEP) -- Title I, Part C ASK 1-2 BELOW

Q40.1

Final Report

How can the program office’s services be improved over the next year to better meet the needs of new
State Directors in implementing the MEP? (Please cite specific recommendations) (open ended)

Q40.2. Please check up to three technical assistance topics that you will need in the future, in order to improve the
performance of your MEP. (Check boxes with the maximum of three to be selected for the topics below) [PN:
Multi-select with max of 3 choices.]

2020

a. Child Eligibility

b. Comprehensive Needs Assessment

c. Continuation of Services

d. Data Management and Reporting

e. Fiscal Requirements

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

g. Interstate Coordination

h. Parental/Family Engagement

i. Priority for Services

j. Program Evaluation

k. Identification and Recruitment (ID&R) Quality Control

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

n. Service Delivery Models

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

g. Service Delivery Strategies (Instructional and Support)

r. Subrecipient Monitoring

s. Other, please specify [ANCHOR at bottom]
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ONLY IF Q1=41 Grants for State Assessments ASK 1-4 BELOW

Customer Service and Implementation Support

Think about the support Department staff provide and your participation in the Department’s technical assistance
activities (e.g., performance reviews, consolidated state performance report, grantee meetings, communities of
practice, responses to State questions, assistance meeting program requirements). On a scale from 1 to 10, where
1is not very effective and 10 is very effective, please rate the effectiveness of these activities to support your State
in implementation of Grants for State Assessments.

Q41.1 Provides assistance that enhances my capacity to implement your Grant for State Assessment
Q41.2 Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs to implement your Grant for State Assessment
Q41.3 Helps my State address grant implementation challenges

Q41.4 Provides information about key changes to requirements (e.g., new provisions under ESSA, dear colleague
letters, flexible uses of funds)
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ONLY IF Q1=42 Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants ASK 1-5 BELOW

Think about the technical support and assistance you have received from the TQP TA provider, AEM. On a 10 point
scale, where 1 is not very helpful and 10 is very helpful, please rate the technical assistance provided in terms of
their:

Q42.1. Assistance in improving your program planning and implementation
Q42.2 Providing relevant information and ideas
Q42.3 Connecting you with other experts or practitioners working on similar programs

Consider your experiences with your Program Officer and/or other program staff members (through monitoring,
periodic phone calls, email exchanges, or regular report review) over the course of your grant period. On a 10
point scale, where 1 is not very helpful and 10 is very helpful, please rate the assistance they have provided in
terms of their:

Q42.4 Relevant knowledge of your program activities

Q42.5 Quality and helpfulness of communication
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ONLY IF Q1=43 Expanding Opportunities Through Quality Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State ASK 1-5
BELOW

Please rate the following questions that ask about meeting and communications. Use a scale from 1 to 10, where
“1” is “not very satisfied” and “10” is “very satisfied.”

Meetings/Communications
Q43.1. How satisfied are you with CSP’s dissemination of resources through web-based platforms (i.e., the NCSRC
website), Charter Talks, and annual meetings?

Q43.2. How satisfied are you with the accessibility, timeliness, and responsiveness of CSP’s overall communication
and information sharing?

Monitoring/Technical Assistance
Q43.3. How satisfied are you with the technical assistance you receive by the program staff on questions related
to your project implementation and budget?

Q43.4. How satisfied are you with regular opportunities to provide CSP with an understanding of your project’s
progress, challenges, and accomplishments (e.g., monitoring activities, annual performance reports,
quarterly updates)?

Q43.5. How satisfied are you with the guidance CSP provides on Federal grant procedures (e.g., Non-regulatory
guidance, EDGAR, OMB Circular A-122, etc.)?
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ONLY IF Q1=44 Comprehensive Literacy State Development (previously Striving Readers) ASK 1-9 BELOW

Think about your experience with receiving technical assistance from your SRCL program officer. On a 10-point scale
where “1” not very helpful and “10” means very helpful please rate your program officer on:

Q44.1. Responsiveness to questions.

Q44.2. Timely resolution of general programmatic and financial issues.

Q44.3. Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication.

Q44.4. The quality of information or feedback received from SRCL program officer.

Q44.5. Frequency of communication regarding grant information, deadlines, expectations, requirements, or other
pertinent information

Q44.6. Your overall level of satisfaction with the service provided by the program officer.

Q44.7. Your satisfaction with the face-to-face SRCL Program Director’s National Convening.

Q44.8. How helpful is the information and guidance provided to you by the US Department of Education staff and
contracted staff (TA Liaisons) in preparing to implement your SRCL grant activities (developing individualized

technical assistance plan, responding to issues that arise, etc)?

Q44.9. What technical assistance topics can the SRCL program provide during meetings and SRCL Communities of
Practice events to support the states more effectively?
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ONLY IF Q1=45 Charter Schools Program Grants for Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools
ASK 1-5 BELOW

Please rate the following questions that ask about meeting and communications. Use a scale from 1 to 10, where
“1” is “not very satisfied” and “10” is “very satisfied.”

Meetings/Communications
Q45.1. How satisfied are you with CSP’s dissemination of resources through web-based platforms (i.e., the NCSRC
website) and annual meetings?

Q45.2. How satisfied are you with the accessibility, timeliness, and responsiveness of CSP’s overall communication
and information sharing?

Monitoring/Technical Assistance
Q45.3. How satisfied are you with the technical assistance you receive by the program staff on questions related
to your project implementation and budget?

Q45.4. How satisfied are you with regular opportunities to provide CSP with an understanding of your project’s
progress, challenges, and accomplishments (e.g., monitoring activities, annual performance reports,
quarterly updates)?

Q45.5. How satisfied are you with the guidance CSP provides on Federal grant procedures (e.g., Non-regulatory
guidance, EDGAR, OMB Circular A-122, etc.)?
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ONLY IF Q1=46 Education Innovation and Research Programs ASK 1-7 BELOW

Think about the technical support and assistance you have received from the i3/EIR Evaluation Technical
Assistance/Abt Associates. On a 10 point scale, where 1 is not very helpful and 10 is very helpful, please rate the
technical assistance they provided your team in terms of their:

Q46.1 Assistance in improving your evaluation planning and implementation

Q46.2 Providing relevant information and ideas

Q46.3 Connecting you with other experts or practitioners working on similar evaluations

Consider the i3/EIR program’s unique focus on having program level evaluations sufficient to meet the standards
of the What Works Clearinghouse. On a 10 point scale where 1 is not at all easy and 10 is very easy, please rate
your experience:

Q46.4 Implementing a meaningful, rigorous evaluation

Q46.5 Gaining helpful technical assistance to conduct a meaningful, rigorous evaluation

Meetings/Communications

Q46.6 The dissemination of resources and opportunities the i3/EIR provides

Q46.7 The overall communication and information is accessible and is provided by the program is timely and
responsive manner.
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ONLY IF Q1=47 Magnet Schools Assistance Program ASK 1-6 BELOW

Q47.1.

Q47.2.

Q47.3.

Q47.4.

Q47.5.
Q47.6.

2020

Did you ask your ED Program Contact, “PROGRAM OFFICER”, for assistance in areas not related to fiscal or
grant administration issues?

[If Q47.1=Yes] On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the
Program Officer quality of assistance.

On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent”, please rate the Program Officer
responsiveness.

On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the MSAP Center
technical assistance support.

On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the GRADS 360 system.

On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the overall effectiveness
of the assistance you have received from the MSAP.
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ONLY IF Q1=48 Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies ASK 1-8 BELOW

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

Q48.1. Timeliness of OIE staff in providing information to meet your Title VI application and APR deadlines.
Q48.2. Quality of support and technical assistance provided by OIE staff on Title VI program implementation.

Q48.3. Comprehensiveness of guidance documents OIE provides, e.g. Getting Started; Frequently Asked
Questions, website links and EASIE Community website.

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

Q48.4. Ease of using the EASIE system when applying for a grant.
Q48.5. Quality of training via webinars provided by the EASIE system and grant application process.

Q48.6. Think about the Title VI formula grant requirements. Select two topics around which you have greatest
need for technical assistance:

a. Establishing parent committees

b. Expanding membership of parent committees

c. Verifying student information

d. Using the EASIE system

e. Allowable uses of funds

f. General grant program requirements, deadlines and milestones

g. Using the G5 system

Q48.7. What professional development training or conferences do you or your staff attend locally, regionally or
nationally to improve the performance of your programs (i.e. State Conferences, National Associations,
Federal Program Conferences, etc.)?

Q48.8. Over the next year, what can OIE do to better meet your technical assistance and program improvement
needs?
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ONLY IF Q1=49 Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program — McKinney-Vento ASK 1-5 BELOW

In regards to the technical assistance provided by U.S. Department of Education program staff for the Education
for Homeless Children and Youth (EHCY) program and the National Center for Homeless Education (NCHE), please
rate the following using a 10-point scale, where 1 is Poor and 10 is Excellent:

Q49.1.Responsiveness in answering questions.

Q49.2. Sufficiency of the guidance provided in responses to questions.

On a scale of 1 to 10, where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of
the TA efforts provided by the U.S. Department of Education and NCHE staff in helping you with the
following:

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

U.S. Department of Education
Q49.3. Guidance provided to meet program compliance requirements
Q49.4. Assistance provide to help States reach performance goals

Q49.5. Quality of support provided for collecting and submitting quality data

NCHE
Q49.3a. Guidance provided to meet program compliance requirements
Q49.4a. Assistance provide to help States reach performance goals

Q49.5a. Quality of support provided for collecting and submitting quality data
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ONLY IF Q1=50 Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP)/Rural Low-Income School (RLIS) Program ASK 1-5

BELOW

Q50.1 How can the REAP program office improve the MAX.gov process, through which States provide the
necessary data to the Department to determine annual LEA eligibility for the REAP RLIS and SRSA formula grant
programs? (open end)

Q50.2 How could we make the annual fall What SEAs Need to Know webinar more beneficial to your State
educational agency? (Open end)

Q50.3 How do you hear about REAP program updates and events (e.g., webinars)? (Check all that apply)
Email announcements from REAP

Newsletter

U.S. Department of Education website

Community organizations

Social Media (Twitter, Facebook)

Other (please specify)

-0 o0 oW

Q50.4 Please check up to 3 topics for technical assistance that you will need in the future in order to improve the
performance of your RLIS grant. (Check boxes with the maximum of 3 to be selected from the topics below)
[PN: Multi-select with max of 3 choices. Randomize]

Use of grant funds

Use of G5 (e.g., grantee information, grant award notice (GAN), available funds, drawdown of funds, etc.)

Use of Max.gov

Providing technical assistance to grantees

REAP eligibility data and estimating award amounts

Consolidated grant application process

Grant eligibility data review & submission

Fiscal accounting procedures

Monitoring RLIS grantees

Use of grant funds for administrative costs

Reporting and use of data

Other (please specify)

AT T S@ 0 o0 T

Q50.5 Please use the space below to share any additional thoughts you have about the RLIS program. (Open
end)
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ONLY IF Q1=51 Rural Education Achievement Program/Small, Rural School Achievement Program ASK 1-6
BELOW

Q51.1 How could we make SRSA webinars more beneficial to you? (Open end)

Q51.2 How do you hear about REAP program updates and events (e.g., webinars)?
Email announcements from REAP

Newsletter

U.S. Department of Education website

State educational agencies

Community organizations

Social Media (Twitter, Facebook)

Other (please specify)
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Q51.3 Please check up to 3 topics for technical assistance that you will need in the future in order to improve the
performance of your SRSA grant. (Check boxes with the maximum of 3 to be selected for the topics below)
[PN: Multi-select with max of 3 choices. Randomize]
a. Use of funds
b. Use of G5 (e.g., grantee information, grant award notice (GAN), available funds, drawdown of funds,
etc.)
. Grant application process
. EDGAR
. REAP flexibility
Reporting and use of data
. REAP eligibility data and estimating award amounts
. More communication of resources (e.g. webinars)
i. Other: [Type in response]

>om o Qo 0

Q51.4 Think about your experience with the revised FY 2020 SRSA application process as compared to the process
in previous years. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent, please rate the following:
h. Clarity of instructions for accessing and completing the application
i. Ease of accessing the application using the unique link in the invitation email
j. Navigating the application on the MAX.gov survey tool
k. Preparing and completing the information requested on the application
I.  Ease of submitting the application
m. Utilizing the confirmation email

Q51.5 Please provide any suggestions for how the REAP team can reduce the overall burden to your school district.

Q51.6 Please use the space below to share any additional thoughts you have about the SRSA program.
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ONLY IF Q1=52 Promise Neighborhoods ASK 1-6 BELOW

Q52.1 Did you ask your ED Program Contact, “PROGRAM OFFICER”, for assistance in areas not related to fiscal or
grant administration issues?
a. Yes
b. No

Q52.2 [If Q1l=Yes] On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the ED Program
Contacts quality of assistance.

Q52.3 On ascale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the Urban Institute’s
Needs Assessment Quality.

Q52.4 On ascale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the Urban Institute’s other
services.

Q52.5 On ascale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the SCORECARD system.

Q52.6 On ascale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the GRADS 360 system.
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ONLY IF Q1=53 Supporting Effective Educator Development Program ASK 1-5 BELOW

Think about the technical support and assistance you have received from the TQP TA Center/Mathematica/AEM.
On a 10-point scale, where 1 is not very helpful and 10 is very helpful, please rate the technical assistance they
provided your team in terms of their:

Q53.1 Assistance in improving your program planning and implementation
Q53.2 Providing relevant information and ideas
Q53.3 Connecting you with other experts or practitioners working on similar programs

Consider the SEED program’s unique focus on having program level evaluations sufficient to meet the standards of
the What Works Clearinghouse. On a 10-point scale where 1 is not at all easy and 10 is very easy, please rate your
experience:

Q54.4 Implementing a meaningful, rigorous evaluation

Q54.5 Gaining helpful technical assistance to conduct a meaningful, rigorous evaluation
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ONLY IF Q1=54 Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002) ASK 1-9 BELOW

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

Q54.1 Did you contact the Impact Aid Program for technical assistance?
1. Yes
2. No

[IF Q54.1=a, ASK Q54.2-4] On a scale of “1” to “10”, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent”; rate the Impact
Aid Program staff’s:

Q54.2 Responsiveness to answering questions
Q54.3 Supportiveness in helping you complete your application
Q54.4 Knowledge about technical material

Q54.5 Did you use the written instruction and guidance documents provided for the application?
a. Yes
b. No

Q54.6 [IF Q54.5=a] On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is not very effective and “10” is very effective rate the
effectiveness of the documents in helping you complete the application.

Q54.7 Have you attended any Webinars or in person meetings where IAP staff provided you information on the
Section 7002 program?
a.Yes
b. No

Q54.8. [IF Q54.7=a] Did the presentation and/or materials prepared help you understand your responsibilities in
submitting data?
a. Yes
b. No
Q54.9. [IF Q54.8=a] Please explain.

Q54.10. What additional communications would you like to receive regarding the status of your application, prior
to receiving a payment?

Q54.11 Please provide any additional specific suggestions for how the Impact Aid Program can improve customer
service.
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ONLY IF Q1=55 Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects Demonstration Grants ASK 1-4 BELOW

As it relates to the Native Youth Community Projects (NYCP) program, please rate the following using a 10 point
scale, where “1” means “Poor” and “10” means “Excellent”

Q55.1. Usefulness and relevance of webinar-based technical assistance
Q55.2. Usefulness and relevance of project director meeting technical assistance
Q55.3. Usefulness and relevance of technical assistance resources on the OIE web site.

Q55.4. Assign the priority, 1 being highest and 8 being lowest, that you would assign to the following technical
assistance topics:
a. Data Collection
Performance Reporting
Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA)
Capacity Building
Parent Engagement
Partnerships
Cultural Relevance
Allowable Costs and Budgeting Flexibilities
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ONLY IF Q1=56 Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs (Title I, Part D) ASK 1-5 BELOW

In regards to the technical assistance provided by U.S. Department of Education program staff for the Prevention
and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected, Delinquent or At Risk and the National
Technical Assistance Center for the Education of Neglected and Delinquent Children and Youth (NDTAC), please rate
the following using a 10-point scale, where 1 is Poor and 10 is Excellent:

Q56.1. Responsiveness in answering questions

Q56.2. Sufficiency of the guidance provided in responses to questions

On a scale of 1 to 10, where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate the effectiveness of
the TA efforts provided by the U.S. Department of Education and NDTAC staff in helping you with the following:

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

US Department of Education

Q56.3. Guidance provided to meet program compliance requirements
Q56.4. Assistance provided to help States reach performance goals

Q56.5. Quality of support provided for collecting and submitting quality data
NDTAC

Q56.3a. Guidance provided to meet program compliance requirements
Q56.4a. Assistance provided to help States reach performance goals

Q56.5a. Quality of support provided for collecting and submitting quality data
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ONLY IF Q1=57 Teacher Quality Partnership Program ASK 1-7 BELOW

Q57.1. Which best describes how often you interact with Teacher Quality Partnership Division staff?
a. Daily

Weekly

Monthly

A few times a year

Once a year

Less than once a year

~o o0 o

Q57.2. When you interact with Teacher Quality Partnership Division Staff what is the quality of the customer
service provided to you?
a. Excellent
b. Very Good
c. Average
d. Fair
e. Poor

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

Q57.3. Accessibility and responsiveness of TQP program staff

Q57.4. Clarity of information provided by TQP program staff

Q57.5. The monitoring activities, annual performance report, and quarterly calls/reports allow you sufficient
opportunity to provide program staff with an understanding of your project’s practices, challenges, and
accomplishments

Q57.6. How can we improve the content and navigation of our online resource, https://oese.ed.gov/offices/office-

ofdiscretionary-grants-support-services/effective-educator-development-programs/teacher-quality-
partnership/ in order to make your experience more useful?

Q57.7. What recommendations would you like to make to the TQP program staff to assist you in administering
your grant more effectively?
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
ONLY IF Q1=58 School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs)

Q58.1 How often do you receive technical assistance (email communications, written guidance, webinars,
meetings/conferences, in-person trainings or site-specific support) from the 0OSSS office?

a. Atleast weekly

b. Monthly

c. Quarterly

d. Yearly

Q58.2 On a scale from 1 to 10 where 1 is “Poor” and 10 is “Excellent,” how helpful is that technical assistance?

Q58.3 Which form of technical assistance do you find most helpful in the completion of your grant?
a. Written guidance

Email communication

Annual meetings/conferences

In-person training or site-specific support

Other (please specify)
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Q58.4 What specific type of technical assistance content would be most useful to you in the successful completion
of your grant(s)? Please select up to 3 options from the list below:
using data for effective student outcomes
leveraging alignment, integration and sustainability
effectiveness and efficiency of communications
leveraging public/private partnerships for sustainability
federal project management
federal grant fiscal management
federal grant contracting do’s and don’ts
federal grant regulations
federal grant administration
Other (please specify)
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ONLY IF Q1=59 Native Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native Hawaiian ASK 1-4 BELOW

Q59.1

Please rate the knowledge of the U.S. Department of Education staff on NHE program grant administration

issues and on program administration issues as they assist your grant project. Please use a 10-point scale with “1”
being “poor” and “10” being “excellent.”

Q59.2

a.
b.

Q59.3

2aro

Have NHE staff initiated technical assistance with you during the past 3-6 months?
Yes
No

[IF Q59.2=a] Where and how did the technical assistance or support take place (Select all that apply)
Project Directors’ meeting sponsored by the Department

Conference call/email exchange with your Program Officer

Program Officer

Other Program (or the Department) staff site visit

Q59.4What technical assistant topics can the NHE program provide to support the implementation of your grant
projects more effectively? (Open-ended)
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ONLY IF Q1=60 Alaska Native Education Program ASK 1-9 BELOW

Q60.1 How long have you served as the ANE Project Director?
a. Lessthan one year
b. More than one year
| am not the ANE Project Director but | have served in a leadership (decision-making) capacity for
this program for less than one year.
d. lam not the ANE Project Director but | have served in a leadership (decision-making) capacity for
this program for more than one year.

Q60.2 Please rate the knowledge of the U.S. Department of Education staff on ANE program grant
administration issues and on program administration issues as they assist your grant project. Please use a 10-point
scale with “1” being “poor” and “10” being “excellent.”

Q60.3 When you were preparing your application, how easy was it for you to locate and understand the
information in the application package? Please rate the following on a scale from “1” to “10”, where “1” is “very
difficult” and “10” is “very easy.”

Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms

Deadline for Submission

Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions

Formatting Instructions

Program Contact
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Q60.4 Has your program officer initiated technical assistance or conducted a Quarterly Monitoring Call with you
or anyone on the ANE staff during the past 3-6 months?

a. Yes

b. No

Q60.5 [IF Q60.4=YES] Where and how did the technical assistance or support take place (Select all that apply)
a. Project Directors’ meeting sponsored by the Department

Conference call/email exchange with your Program Officer

Program Officer

Other Program (or the Department) staff site visit

Monitoring contractor (Please specify)

National association meeting (Please specify)

Other (Please specify)
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Q60.6 How helpful is the information on the ANE website? Please use a 10-point scale with “1” being “not very
helpful” and “10” being “very helpful.”

Q60.7 What technical assistant topics can the ANE program provide at Project Directors’ meetings to support the
implementation of your grant projects more effectively? (Open-ended)

Q60.8 How easy is it to navigate the web-based annual performance report process? Please use a 10-point scale
with ”1” being “not very easy” and “10” being “very easy.”

Q60.9 What suggestions do you have for improving the annual performance report process? (Open-ended)
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ONLY IF Q1=61 Innovative Approaches to Literacy ASK 1-5 BELOW

Think about the technical support and assistance you have received from the U.S. Department of Education staff
and the technical assistance provider 2M Research. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “not very satisfied” and “10”
is “very satisfied”, please rate the following items.

Q61.1. Responsiveness to questions.

Q61.2. The quality of information or feedback received from the program officer.

Q61.3. Your overall level of satisfaction with the service provided by the program officer.

Q61.4. How helpful is the information and guidance provided to you by the US Department of Education staff on
project implementation and evaluation?

Q61.5. How helpful is the information and guidance provided to you by the US Department of Education staff on
performance reporting (annual performance reports and ad hoc performance reports)?
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ONLY IF Q1=62 High School Equivalency Program (HEP) — Migrant Education ASK 1-10 BELOW

As it relates to the High School Equivalency Program (HEP), please rate the following using a 10 point scale, where
“1” means poor and “10” means excellent.

Q62.1. Accessibility and responsiveness of program staff
Q62.2. Timely resolution of questions by program staff
Q62.3. Clarity of information provided by program staff

Q62.4. Usefulness and relevance of the strategies for technical assistance (e.g., webinars, policy documents,
meetings, conference calls)

Q62.5. Usefulness of the updated technical assistance resources pages on the HEP ed.gov website.

Q62.6. What additional topics would you like discussed during HEP meetings, webinars, or phone calls to help you
implement a high-quality program?

Q62.7. What could the HEP team do to improve the content of technical assistance?
Q62.8. What could the HEP team do to improve the structure or format of technical assistance?

Q62.9. Please share any comments on how the HEP team can better support your work. Please include any ideas
that the HEP team may use to better support your work as it relates to your project’s specific needs

Q62.10. Are there any other federal programs providing you technical assistance in form and/or content the
HEP/CAMPteam should consider as a model?
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ONLY IF Q1=63 College Assistance Migrant Program ASK 1-10 BELOW

As it relates to the College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP), please rate the following using a 10 point scale,
where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent.

Q63.1. Accessibility and responsiveness of program staff
Q63.2. Timely resolution of questions by program staff
Q63.3. Clarity of information provided by program staff

Q63.4. Usefulness and relevance of the strategies for technical assistance (e.g., webinars, policy documents,
meetings, conference calls)

Q63.5. Usefulness of the updated technical assistance resources pages on the CAMP ed.gov website.

Q63.6. What additional topics would you like discussed during CAMP meetings, webinars, or phone calls to help
you implement a high-quality program?

Q63.7. What could the CAMP team do to improve the content of technical assistance?
Q63.8. What could the CAMP team do to improve the structure or format of technical assistance?

Q63.9. Please share any comments on how the CAMP team can better support your work. Please include any
ideas that the HEP team may use to better support your work as it relates to your project’s specific needs.

Q63.10. Are there any other federal programs providing you technical assistance in form and/or content the
HEP/CAMPteam should consider as a model?

2020 141 Gioup



Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
ONLY IF Q1=64 Full Service Community Schools ASK 1-5 BELOW

Q64.1 Did you ask your ED Program Contact (Program Officer) for assistance in areas not related to fiscal or
grant administration issues?

a. Yes

b. No

Q64.2 [If Q64.1=Yes] On a scale from 1 to 10, where “1” is “Poor” and “10” is “Excellent,” please rate the ED
Program Contacts quality of assistance.
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ONLY IF Q1=65 Statewide Family Engagement Centers ASK 1-5 BELOW

Think about your experience with receiving technical assistance from the School Choice and Improvement Division.
On a 10-point scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate the School Choice and Improvement
Division according to the following:

Q65.1 Ability to resolve issues

Q65.2 Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Q65.3 Frequency of communication regarding grant information, deadlines, expectations, requirements, or other
pertinent information

Q65.4 Your overall level of satisfaction with the service provided by the program officer.

Q65.5 Your satisfaction with the Program Director’s Meeting.
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ONLY IF Q1=66 Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination ASK 1-5 BELOW

Think about the technical support and assistance you have received from the U.S. Department of Education staff
and the technical assistance provider 2M Research. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “not very satisfied” and “10”
is “very satisfied”, please rate the following items.

Q66.1. Responsiveness to questions.

Q66.2. The quality of information or feedback received from the program officer.

Q66.3. Your overall level of satisfaction with the service provided by the program officer.

Q66.4. Your satisfaction with the face-to-face AIE Annual Program Director’s Convening.

Q66.5. How helpful is the information and guidance provided to you by the US Department of Education staff and
contracted staff (2M Research) on project implementation and evaluation?

Q66.6. How helpful is the information and guidance provided to you by the US Department of Education staff and

contracted staff (2M Research) on performance reporting (annual performance reports and ad hoc performance
reports)?
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ONLY IF Q1=67 Javits Program ASK 1-7 BELOW

Think about your experience with receiving technical assistance from the Javits program specialist. On a 10-point
scale where “1” means poor and “10” means excellent please rate your program specialist on:

Q67.1. Responsiveness to questions and timely resolution of general programmatic and financial issues.
Q67.2. The quality of information or feedback received from Javits program staff, including webinars.
Q67.3. Knowledge of and ability to assist with the submission of the Javits interim performance report.
Q67.4. Your overall level of satisfaction with the service provided by the representative.

Q67.5. Frequency of communication regarding grant information, deadlines, expectations, requirements, or other
pertinent information.

Q67.6. What topics would you like discussed during Javits meetings, webinars, or phone calls to help you
implement a high-quality program?

Q67.7. Please share any comments and/or ideas on how the Javits team can improve its support of your project-
specific work.
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ONLY IF Q1=68 Project Prevent ASK 1-7 BELOW

Think about the one-on-one communication (via phone or email) with your Federal project Officer. On a 10-point
scale, where “1” is not very effective and “10” is very effective, please rate your Federal Project Officer on the

following:

Q68.1. Responsiveness to questions about Project Prevent Grant Program requirements and applicable
Department of Education (EDGAR) and other federal regulations

Q68.2. Timeliness in returning phone calls and responding to emails

Q68.3. Effectiveness in providing technical assistance or guidance regarding the development, revision and
reporting of budgets, the collection of GPRA data, and the submission of annual performance

Q68.4. Frequency of communication regarding grant information, deadlines, expectations, requirements, or other
pertinent information

Think about the technical assistance, including meetings, written guidance, webinars, and presentations that you
receive from the P2 technical assistance team. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is not very effective and “10” is very
effective, please rate the following:

Q68.5. Relevance and usefulness to your project and program activities

Q68.6. Frequency of communication

Q68.7. Use of technology to deliver services
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ONLY IF Q1=69 Mental Health Demonstration Grants ASK 1-7 BELOW

Think about the one-on-one communication (via phone or email) with your Federal Project Officer. On a 10-point
scale, where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is “Very effective,” please rate your Federal Project Officer on the
following:
Q69.1. Responsiveness to questions about the Mental Health Demonstration Grant Program
requirements and applicable requirements for receiving and using federal awards found in the Uniform
Guidance (2 CFR § 200) and other federal regulations
Q69.2. Timeliness in returning phone calls and responding to emails
Q69.3. Effectiveness in providing technical assistance or guidance regarding the development, revision
and reporting of budgets, the collection of GPRA data, and the submission of annual performance

reports

Q69.4. Frequency of communicating regarding grant information, deadlines, expectations, requirements,
or other pertinent information

Think about the technical assistance, including meetings, written guidance, webinars, and presentations that you
receive from the P2 technical assistance team. On a 10-point scale, where “1” is “Not very effective” and “10” is
“Very effective,” please rate the following:

Q69.5. Relevance and usefulness to your project and program activities

Q69.6. Frequency of communication

Q69.7. Use of technology to deliver services

2020 147 &= Growp



Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
ONLY IF Q1=70 School Climate Transformation Grants (LEA)

[No custom questions]
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey
Dept of Ed OGA — Aggregate (2019 v 2020)
Score Table
2019 2020 o
Scores Scores Difference ?)Iigf]fnel:;?:r: Agl;r%rpeagca;te
Sample Size 1,485 2,408
ED Staff/Coordination
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and 83 89 2 _
procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 80 84 4 0 -
Professionalism - 93 - -
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 82 85 3 0 --
Communication about changes that may affect your program - 85 - --
gf(f)izzlstency of responses with ED staff from different program 80 86 6 2 _
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing 80 84 N
relevant services
Online Resources 0
Ease of finding materials online ™
Quality of content - 77 - --
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 68 75 7 0 --
Accuracy of search results - 76 - -
Ease of navigation 68 75 7 0 -
Look and feel/Visual appearance
Documents 4 9P
Clarity 5 0
Organization of information 78 83 5 0 --
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 76 81 5 0 --
Relevance to your areas of need 79 82 3 0 --
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that 4 2
ou face

Program Purpose 1
Program Priorities 88 88 0 --
Selection Criteria 85 87 2 ™ -
Review Process 82 84 2 -
Budget Information and Forms 82 84 2 --
Deadline for Submission 91 91 0 -
Dollar Limit on Awards 88 88 0 -
Page Limitation Instructions 87 88 1 -
Formatting Instructions 85 86 1 -
Program Contact 1

Clarity of reporting requirements

Ease of obtaining data you are required to report
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically

Availability of assistance in completing your report(s)
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant
program/project

Your understanding of how ED uses your data

Technical Assistance

TA services provided in helping successfully implement grant
programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing program
activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in the
program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via learning
groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to
implement grant project

74
81
78

76
68

82

79

78

75

78

87

Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
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2019 2020 o

Scores Scores Difference Sl_gnlflcant Aggregate
Difference Impact

Sample Size

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

Trust
___—

Native American and Alaska Native Children in School

Program

Technical assistance from OELA office

Technical assistance from program officer
Usefulness of OELA website

Usefulness of NCELA website
Usefulness of OELA Facebook

Technical assistance from OELA office

Technical assistance from program officer

Usefulness of OELA website

Usefulness of NCELA website

Usefulness of OELA Facebook

Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA)
Program

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

Being well-organized

Providing pre-planning adequate guidance

Setting expectations for the visit

Being up-to-date

Relevance of information

Usefulness to your program

Usefulness of products helping your state meet AEFLA
program priorities

How well TA addresses your program priorities and needs
Using state peer reviewers in federal monitoring process
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State
Directors

CAR’s user-friendliness

PCRN'’s usefulness to your program

Effectiveness of DATE in helping you implement grant
programs

TA received on project implementation and budget questions
Usefulness and relevance of project director meetings in
providing TA

Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program
PCRN'’s usefulness to your program

Effectiveness of DATE in helping you implement grant
programs

TA received on project implementation and budget questions
Usefulness and relevance of project director meeting in

PCRN’s usefulness to your program

Effectiveness of DATE in helping you implement grant
programs

TA received on project implementation and budget questions
Usefulness and relevance of project director meeting in
providing TA

1,485

2,408

4
3
4
4
4

78 87 9
78 90 12
76 76 0
7 76 -1
53 58 5
80 86 6
82 82 0
78 79 1
82 86 4
69 64 -5
76 83 7
79 81 2
84 88 4
90 88 -2
84 89 5
88 90 2
87 87 0
87 87 0
83 83 0
- 82 -
72 82 10
84 83 -1
- 86 -
- 88 -
- 87 -
- 83 -
- 78 -
- 83 -

68
76
79

T
T
T
T

National Professional Development Program

providing TA
Native American Career and Technical Education
Program
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2019 2020 o

Scores Scores Difference S|_gn|f|cant Aggregate
Difference Impact

Sample Size
IDEA - State Directors of Special Education (Part B)

Program

Clarity of information received in developing applications and
reports

Timeliness of responses

OSEP-funded TA provider

Education Department-funded TA provider

Professional associations

Conferences where research is presented

Books

Journal articles

Personal interaction with peers

IDEAS that work website

The Department’s new IDEA website
osep.grads360.org

IDEA - Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities

Clarity of information received in developing applications and
reports

Timeliness of responses

OSEP-funded TA provider

Education Department-funded TA provider
Professional associations

Conferences where research is presented
Books

Journal articles

Personal interaction with peers

IDEAS that work website

The Department’s new IDEA website
osep.grads360.org

Responsiveness to questions and requests for technical
assistance

Supportiveness in helping complete Unified or Combined
State Plan

Dissemination of subregulatory guidance

Provision of effective training and dissemination of relevant
information

Data Collection and Reporting

Fiscal/Grant Management

Programmatic

Technical Assistance

Utility of website for entering required data, retrieving and
revising reports

Ease of navigating website

Usefulness of information available on the website

Website technical support

Usefulness of messages that are disseminated via RSA
listserv

Timeliness of messages that are disseminated via RSA
listserv

Effectiveness in training vocational rehabilitation counselors
for employment

1,485

75

79
85
62
81
74
52
60
80
61
60

2,408

74

79
89
68
80
68
52
64
83
68
65

74 84 10
79 86 7
88 87 -1
46 51 5
81 80 -1
70 74 4
55 49 -6
60 60 0
80 87 7
60 58 -2
56 59 3
70 62 -8
61 71 10
64 70 6
61 74 13
58 65 7
56 74 18
67 73 6
59 72 13
59 71 12
62 66 4
57 64 7
57 68 11
67 66 -1
- 75 -
- 75 -
- 94 -

RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

/[\

Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program
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2019 2020

Significant | Aggregate

Scores Scores Difference

Sample Size 1,485 2,408
IDEA National Centers Program

Clarity of information received in developing applications and
reports

Timeliness of responses

OSEP-funded TA provider

Education Department-funded TA provider

Professional associations

Conferences where research is presented

Books

Journal Articles

Personal interaction with peers

IDEAs that work website

The Department’s IDEA website

osep.grads360.org

GEAR UP

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulation, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

GEAR UP - State

GEAR UP - Partnerships

Difference Impact

- 100 - -

- 100 - -
- 97 - -
- 78 - -
- 95 - -
- 92 - -
- 73 - -
- 79 - -
- 84 - -
- 62 - -
- 70 - -
- 50 - -
- 79 - -

79 81 2 --

- 80 - -
- 81 - -

- 79 - -
- 71 - -
- 77 - -
- 75 - -
- 78 - -
- 72 - -
- 77 - -
- 76 - -
- 69 - -

- 69 - -
- 71 - -

- 68 - -

- 58 - -
- 64 - -
- 54 - -
- 66 - -
- 63 - -
- 68 - -
- 81 - -
- 86 - -

- 85 - -
- 84 - -

- 84 - -

- 76 - -
- 82 - -
- 84 - -
- 82 - -
- 75 - -
- 81 - -
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2019

2020

Scores

Scores

Sample Size 1,485 2,408
Child Care Access Means Parents in School

Responsiveness to inquiries

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Responsiveness to questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Post award guidelines

Performance reports

Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic or financial issues
Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

69
84

80
83

72

81
84
81
78
71
82

90
93

92
93
92
86
84
94
92
90
89

Difference

Significant
Difference

Strengthening Institutions Program

Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program

Aggregate

Impact
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2019 2020 o

Scores Scores Difference %'i?frgrf;ir:: A?r%rpeagce;te
Sample Size 1,485 2,408
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions
Responsiveness to questions 84 82 -2 -
Knowledge of relevant legislati i ici
procedur%s gislation, regulations, policies and 85 20 5 2 _
Ability to resolve issues 85 86 1 --
Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication 85 85 0 -
_Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial 84 85 1 _
issues
Timeliness of the grant award notification - 79 - -
Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation - 83 - -
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees - 88 - -
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed - 83 - -
Frequency of communication -- 78 -- -
Clarity of communication -- 83 -- --

Promoting Postbaccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic

Americans Program

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU)-Part

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions Program
Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

75
7

75
74

76

90
90
84
84
76
79

85
87

85
81

89

74
86
90
85
88
90

82
89

83
83

80

72
71
78
78
67
79
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2019 2020 o
Scores Scores Difference S|'gn|f|cant Aggregate
Difference Impact
Sample Size 1,485 2,408

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander

Institutions Program

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCU) program

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Student Support Services

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

94
94

91
90

93

46
63
73
81
80
81

Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI)
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2019

2020

Scores

Scores

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Supports instruction in fields needed to provide full
understanding

Supports work in language aspects of professional and other
fields of study

Supports research and training in international studies
Teaching of any modern foreign language

Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding
Research and training in international studies

Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs

Difference

Significant
Difference

Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program

Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships program

Aggregate

Impact
Sample Size 1,485 2,408
Upward Bound
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2019

2020

Scores

Scores

Sample Size 1,485 2,408
Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA)

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Supports instruction in fields needed to provide full
understanding

Supports work in language aspects of professional and other
fields of study

Supports research and training in international studies
Teaching of any modern foreign language

Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding
Research and training in international studies

Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Supports instruction in fields needed to provide full
understanding

Supports work in language aspects of professional and other
fields of study

Supports research and training in international studies
Teaching of any modern foreign language

Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding
Research and training in international studies

Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs

72
91

83
76

73

57
61
73
78
73
77

98

96

99
92
99
97
91
94

96
97

96
97

93

83
86
89
96
92
96

96

96

98
95
98
98
93
98

Difference

Significant
Difference

American Overseas Research Centers program

Aggregate

Impact
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2019

2020

Scores

Scores

Sample Size 1,485 2,408
Language Resource Centers program

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Supports instruction in fields needed to provide full
understanding

Supports work in language aspects of professional and other
fields of study

Supports research and training in international studies
Teaching of any modern foreign language

Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding
Research and training in international studies

Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial
issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Supports instruction in fields needed to provide full
understanding

Supports work in language aspects of professional and other
fields of study

Supports research and training in international studies
Teaching of any modern foreign language

Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding
Research and training in international studies

Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs

Provides assistance that enhances capacity to implement
Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs to
implement

Helps address implementation challenges

Provides information about key changes to requirements

69
67

65
68

98
100

100
100

100

81
78
84
94
94
95

87

87

83
95
90
84
90
75

91
93

94
92

92

92
95
90
92
87
90

92

84

92
92
96
92
93
95

68
65

66
69

Difference

Significant
Difference

Group Projects Abroad program

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local
Educational Agencies Program

Aggregate

Impact
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2019 2020 o
Scores Scores Difference Sl_gn|f|cant Aggregate
Difference Impact
Sample Size 1,485 2,408

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title Il, Part
A

Provides assistance that enhances capacity to implement
Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs to
implement

Helps address implementation challenges

Provides information about key changes to requirements

Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section
7003

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

Effectiveness in providing TA or instructions regarding
performance reports

Ease of reaching person who could address concern
Ability to resolve your issue

Provides assistance that enhances the capacity to implement
Provides support that is timely and responsive to my State’s
needs to implement

Helps my State address grant implementation challenges
Provides information about key changes to requirements
Helpfulness of information provided

Likelihood to recommend Y4Y website

Usefulness of the NCSSLE website

Usefulness of the Title IV Part A Portal

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part
Ja

Provides assistance that enhances capacity to implement
Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs to
implement

Helps address implementation challenges

Provides information about key changes to requirements

Provides assistance that enhances capacity to implement
Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs to
implement

Helps address implementation challenges

Provides information about key changes to requirements
Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA 11-B-1)
Assistance in improving program planning and implementation
Providing relevant information and ideas

Connecting you with other experts or practitioners

Relevant knowledge of program activities

Quality and helpfulness of communication

Charter Schools Program Grants to State Entities
Dissemination of resources and opportunities the CSP
provides

Comms and info accessible and provided in timely manner
Technical assistance receive on project implementation and
budget questions

Assistance gives opportunity to give staff an understanding of
your project

Guidance CSP provides on Federal grant compliance

P O © »

N BN

N

2
4
8
1

21st Century Community Learning Centers

/P

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Grants for State Assessments

5> > >
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2019 2020 o
Scores Scores Difference Sl_gn|f|cant Aggregate
Difference Impact
Sample Size 1,485 2,408
Comprehensive Literacy State Development
Responsiveness to questions 91 84 -7 -
_Timely resolution of general programmatic and financial 87 83 4 _
issues
Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication 89 89 0 -
Quiality of information or feedback received from SRCL
program officer 93 87 6 -
Frequency of communication 89 87 -2 -
Service provided by the program officer 93 85 -8 -
Face-to-face SRCL Program Director’s National Convening 93 3 -

Dissemination of resources and opportunities the CSP
provides

Comms and info accessible and provided in timely manner
Technical assistance receive on project implementation and
budget questions

Assistance gives opportunity to give staff an understanding of
your project

Guidance CSP provides on Federal grant compliance
Education Innovation and Research Programs
Assistance in improving your evaluation planning and
implementation

Providing relevant information and ideas

Connecting with other experts or practitioners working on
similar evaluations

Implementing a meaningful, rigorous evaluation

Gaining helpful tech assistance to conduct a meaningful,
rigorous evaluation

Dissemination of resources and opportunities provided by
i3/EIR

Communication/information is accessible and provided in
timely/responsive manner

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

Program Officer quality of assistance

Program Officer responsiveness

MSAP Center technical assistance support

GRADS 360 system

Overall effectiveness of assistance received from MSAP
Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education

Timeliness of staff
Quiality of support
Comprehensiveness of documents
Ease of using EASIE system

Quiality of training via webinars

Responsiveness in answering questions - Tech Assistance
Center (NCHE)

Guidance provided in responses to questions - Tech
Assistance Center (NCHE)

Meeting program compliance requirements - US Department
of Education

Assisting you to impact performance results - US Department
of Education

Support quality for collecting/submitting data - U.S.
Department of Education

Meeting program compliance requirements - Tech Assistance
Center (NCHE)

Assisting you to impact performance results - Tech Assistance
Center (NCHE)
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94
79
85
60
82

83
80
86
62
83

85 90 5
84 85 1
82 86 4
84 84 0
81 81 0
91 94 3
- 91 -
88 87 -1
81 85 4
- 85 -
89 92 3
85 90 5

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter
Schools

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2019 2020 o

Scores Scores Difference %'i?frgrf;ir: A?r%;eagcette
Sample Size 1,485 2,408
Support quality for collecting/submitting data - Tech _ 92 _ _
Assistance Center (NCHE
Clari_ty o_f instructions for accessing and completing the _ 86 _ _
application
_Ea;e qf acces_sing the application using the unique link in the _ 88 _ _
invitation email
Navigating the application on the MAX.gov survey tool - 84 - -
Preparing and completing the information requested on the _ 88 _ _
application
Ease of submitting the application - 90 - --
Utilizing the confirmation email -- 89 -- --
ED Program Contacts quality of assistance 87 86 -1 --
Urban Institute’s Needs Assessment Quality 79 75 -4 --
Urban Institute's other services 76 74 -2 -
SCORECARD system 7 65 -12 -
GRADS 360 system 53 52 -1 --
Assistance in improving program planning and implementation 71 64 -7 --
Providing relevant information and ideas 74 64 -10 --
Connecting you with other experts or practitioners 74 72 -2 --
Implementing a meaningful, rigorous evaluation 61 48 -13 --
Gaining helpful tech assistance to conduct meaningful,
riorougs evgluation ’ 68 54 14 B
Impact Aid staff's responsiveness to answering questions 95 89 -6 N2 -
Impa_lct Ald staff's supportiveness in helping complete 97 20 7 0 _
application
Impact Aid staff's knowledge about technical material 97 89 -8 N2 -
Effectiveness of documents in helping complete application - 84 - --

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special

Projects for Indian Children

Usefulness and relevance of webinar-based technical
assistance

Usefulness and relevance of project director meeting technical
assistance

Usefulness and relevance of technical assistance resources

on the OIE web site

Responsiveness in answering questions - Tech Assistance
Center (NDTAC)

Sufficiency of the guidance provided in responses to
questions

Meeting program compliance requirements - US Department
of Education

Assisting you to impact performance results - US Department
of Education

Support quality for collecting/submitting data - US Department
of Education

Meeting program compliance requirements - Tech Assistance
Center (NDTAC)

Assisting to impact performance results - Tech Assistance
Center (NDTAC)

Support quality for collecting/submitting data - Tech

Accessibility and responsiveness of TQP program staff
Clarity of information provided by TQP program staff

Monitoring and reports sufficiently help program staff
understand your project

67

87

80 5
84 10
8

86 -
72 12
74 17
77 -
87 7
85 7
9

88 -
92 -

/P

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency
Programs

72 5 -
4 -3 -

Assistance Center (NDTAC
Teacher Quality Partnership Program

85 - -
0 - -
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Final Report

2019 2020
Scores Scores
Sample Size 1,485 2,408

School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs) program

Helpfulness of technical assistance - | 8 | - | | -

Native Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of

Native Hawaiian

Difference

Aggregate
Impact

Knowledge of staff on program grant administrationissues | | 9 | - | | -

Alaska Native Education Program
Knowledge of grant and program administration issues
Program purpose

Program priorities

Selection criteria

Review process

Budget information and forms

Deadline for submission

Dollar limit on awards

Page limitation instructions

Formatting instructions

Program contact

Helpfulness of information on the website
Ease of navigating performance report on web

Responsiveness to questions

Quiality of information or feedback received from IAL program
staff

Overall satisfaction with service provided by the
representative

Helpfulness of project implementation and evaluation

Helpfulness of performance reporting

High School Equivalency Program - Migrant Education
Accessibility and responsiveness of program staff
Timely resolution of questions by program staff

Clarity of information provided by program staff
Usefulness and relevance of technical assistance strategies
Usefulness of updated technical assistance resources pages

Accessibility and responsiveness of program staff

Timely resolution of questions by program staff

Clarity of information provided by program staff

Usefulness and relevance of the strategies for technical
assistance

Usefulness of updated technical assistance resources pages
on CAMP.ed.gov

Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section

81
84
85
85
86
86
88
84
88
88
87
67
63

86
88

89

86
85

91
88
89
91

85

90
87
91

92

88

Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program

on HEP.ed.gov
College Assistance Migrant Program

4625) program
ED Program Contacts quality of assistance - ]| 200 |/ -/ | - |

Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC) program
Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Frequency of communication

Overall satisfaction with service provided by the program
officer

Satisfaction with the Program Director’'s Meeting

100
100
98

100
90
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2019 2020 o
Scores Scores Difference S|_gn|f|cant Aggregate
Difference Impact
Sample Size 1,485 2,408

Assistance for Arts Education Development and

Dissemination Program

Responsiveness to questions

Quiality of information or feedback received from program
officer

Overall satisfaction with service provided by the program
officer

Satisfaction with face-to-face AIE Annual Program Director’s
Convening

Helpfulness of staff on project implementation and evaluation
Helpfulness of staff on performance reporting

Javits Program

Timeliness and Responsiveness of general programmatic and
financial issues

Quiality of information or feedback received from Javits
program staff

Knowledge and ability to assist with submission of interim
performance report

Overall satisfaction with service provided by the
representative

Frequency of communication

Responsiveness to questions about Project Prevent Grant
Program requirements

Timeliness in returning phone calls and responding to emails
Effectiveness in providing technical assistance or guidance
Frequency of communication

Technical assistance - relevance and usefulness

Technical assistance - frequency of communication

Use of technology to deliver services

Mental Health Demonstration Grants program
Responsiveness to questions about program requirements
Timeliness in returning phone calls and responding to emails
Effectiveness in providing technical assistance or guidance
Frequency of communicating

Technical assistance - relevance and usefulness

Technical assistance - frequency of communication

Use of technology to deliver services

Project Prevent
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Dept of Ed OGA — Aggregate (2019 v 2020)

Demographic Table

Program

Native American and Alaska Native Children in School Program
National Professional Development Program

Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) Program

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors
Native Hawaiian Career and Technical Education Program
Native American Career and Technical Education Program

IDEA — State Directors of Special Education (Part B) Program
IDEA — Part C Infants and Toddlers with Disabilities Program
RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program

Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Program

IDEA National Centers Program

GEAR UP - State

GEAR UP - Partnerships

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

Strengthening Institutions Program

Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-
Part A program

Minority Science and Engineering Improvement Program
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions

Promoting Postbaccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans
Program

Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU)-Part A program
Native American Serving Non-Tribal Institutions Program

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions
Program

Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU)
program

Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI)

Student Support Services

Upward Bound

Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program
Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships program
Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA)

American Overseas Research Centers program

Language Resource Centers program

Group Projects Abroad program

Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies
Program

Supporting Effective Instruction State Grants (Title I, Part A)
Payments for Federally Connected Children (Section 7003)

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Student Support and Academic Enrichment

Immediate Aid to Restart School Operations

English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title Ill, Part A)
Migrant Education Programs (Title |, Part C)

Grants for State Assessments

Teacher and school leader incentive grants (ESEA 11-B-1)
Charter Schools Program Grants to State Entities
Comprehensive Literacy State Development

Replication and Expansion of High-Quality Charter Schools
Education Innovation and Research Programs

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

Indian Education Formula Grants to Local Education Agencies
Program

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Final Report
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency
1% 16 1% 15
3% 45 2% 51
3% 34 2% 41
2% 26 1% 25
- - 0% 2
- - 1% 20
2% 30 1% 23
3% 36 1% 22
3% 38 1% 31
- - 0% 12
- - 0% 11
-- - 1% 16
- - 2% 44
9% 122 5% 110
11% 144 4% 107
-- - 1% 23
-- - 1% 29
9% 116 5% 110
- - 1% 15
- - 0% 8
- - 0% 12
-- - 1% 23
- - 1% 26
- - 1% 15
- - 5% 110
- - 4% 98
- - 2% 52
- - 4% 92
- - 1% 15
- - 0% 11
- - 0% 7
- - 1% 21
2% 24 1% 21
1% 17 1% 26
4% 50 4% 100
3% 42 2% 49
2% 22 1% 36
- - 0% 5
2% 21 1% 26
3% 35 1% 34
2% 32 1% 29
1% 19 1% 14
2% 26 1% 17
1% 10 1% 14
1% 12 1% 18
3% 40 2% 44
2% 29 1% 33
4% 49 3% 72
2% 29 1% 29
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

REAP-Rural and Low Income School (RLIS) Program 2% 31 1% 33
REAP-Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) Program 6% 83 2% 53
Promise Neighborhoods 1% 11 0% 12
Supporting Effective Educator Development Program 1% 14 1% 18
Payments for Federal Property (Section 7002) 3% a7 4% 96
De_monstratlon Grants for Indian Children/Special Projects for Indian 3% 39 204 52
Children

Neglected and Delinquent State and Local Agency Programs 2% 25 1% 24
Teacher Quality Partnership Program -- - 1% 21
School Climate Transformation Grants (SEAs) program - - 0% 11
Nativg_ Hawaiian Education Act Program/Education of Native _ _ 1% 2
Hawaiian

Alaska Native Education Program -- - 1% 32
Innovative Approaches to Literacy Program -- - 1% 31
High School Equivalency Program - Migrant Education -- - 2% 39
College Assistance Migrant Program - - 2% 42
Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2, section 4625) _ _ 1% 18
program

Statewide Family Engagement Centers (SFEC) program - - 0% 8
Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination _ _ 1% 13
Program

Javits Program - -- 1% 30
Project Prevent - - 1% 15
Mental Health Demonstration Grants program - - 1% 19
School Climate Transformation Grants (LEAs) program 3% 40 2% 53
Number of Respondents 1,485 2,408

Formula vs Discretionary
Formula

Discretionary
Number of Respondents

43%
57%

633
852
1,485

31%
69%

755
1,653
2,408

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

37%
51%
8%
2%
2%

555
750
117
30
33
1,485

47%
44%
6%
1%
1%

1,143
1,057
148
36
24
2,408

Job role

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

61%
2%
20%
4%
6%
7%

902
35
292
58
94
104
1,485

65%
2%
16%
4%
4%
9%

1,571
46
374
101
97
219
2,408

Length of timein role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

13%
33%
34%
19%

199

487

510

289
1,485

9%
37%
32%
22%

219
881
782
526

2,408
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

21st Century Community Learning Centers

Score Table
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 26 29 36 41 37 42 49
ED Staff/Coordination 76 73 71 82 78 85 87
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and pmcg ures 9 9 P 78 76 74 83 83 84 91
Responsiveness to your questions 80 68 65 78 77 83 83
Professionalism - - - - - - 95
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 75 76 67 81 76 83 80
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ _ _ _ 81
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
orouran 0ﬁ3i’ces P 70 67 72 84 78 86 -
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in
providing relevant services Pros 2 59 3 84 82 84 87
Online Resources 56 61 60 70 74 69 71
Ease of finding materials online 53 62 60 71 69 69 72
Quality of content - -- -- -- -- -- 71
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 58 62 61 69 70 67 70
Accuracy of search results - -- -- -- -- -- 74
Ease of navigation 58 65 65 70 76 70 73
Look and feel/Visual appearance - - - - - - 74
Documents 65 63 68 70 73 79 79
Clarity 66 63 69 71 74 80 80
Organization of information 69 66 73 73 76 82 83
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 61 61 67 67 72 77 77
Relevance to your areas of need 66 67 71 72 76 83 80
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 61 58 63 68 69 74 77

that you face

Grant Performance Reporting Requirements

Clarity of reporting requirements - - - - - - 84
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report -- - - - - - 77
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - - - - - - 84
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) -- - - - - - 87

Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data - - - - - - 81

Technical Assistance
TA services provided in helping successfully implement

grant programs/projects - - - - - - 89
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ _ _ _ 85
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ _ _ _ _ _ 83
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ _ _ _ 81
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ _ _ _ 85
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ _ _ _ _ _ 88
implement grant project

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 60 60 65 73 74 80 86
How well ED’s products and services meet expectations 48 52 56 63 64 74 77
How well ED compares with ideal products and services 48 50 56 64 66 68 75

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs - - - - - 80 91
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 26 29 36 41 37 42 49
21st Century Community Learning Centers
Provides assistance that enhances the capacity to _ _ _ _ _ 80 85
implement
Provides support that is timely and responsive to my
State’s needs to implement - - - - - L 86
Helps my State address grant implementation challenges - -- -- -- -- -- 85
Provides information about key changes to requirements - -- -- -- -- -- 85
Helpfulness of information provided - -- 77 84 88 85 89
Likelihood to recommend Y4Y website - - 89 89 92 91 96
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

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

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

29%

60%
12%
0%
0%

42

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

49%
47%
4%
0%
0%

49

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

81%
0%
7%
0%
0%

12%

42

34

g O O w o

82%
0%
8%
0%
0%

10%

40

g O o MO

49

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

19%
19%
43%
19%

Length of time in role

2%
39%
41%
18%

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

65%
35%

32
17

49
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Final Report

Adult Education and Family Literacy to State Directors of Adult Education

Score Table
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 20 38 32 31 42 34 41
ED Staff/Coordination 91 85 83 84 89 85 91
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures 94 87 85 86 91 89 93
Responsiveness to your questions 92 87 84 85 91 89 93
Professionalism - -- -- -- -- -- 97
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 86 81 76 81 86 84 87
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ _ _ _ 91
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices 86 86 85 83 87 83 90
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in
providing relevant services 93 82 83 8L 87 81 88
Ease of finding materials online 69 74 68 69 69 67 69
Quality of content - -- -- -- -- -- 78
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 73 79 73 72 75 67 71
Accuracy of search results - -- -- -- -- -- 73
Ease of navigation 71 74 69 72 73 67 71
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- -- -- -- -- -- 69
Documents 84 79 77 80 83 83 86
Clarity 85 82 78 80 84 84 86
Organization of information 88 82 81 84 84 85 89
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 83 78 73 75 81 81 83
Relevance to your areas of need 83 80 83 86 87 85 88
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 81 75 70 76 78 81 82
that you face
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
Clarity of reporting requirements - -- -- -- - - 85
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report - -- -- -- -- -- 69
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - -- -- -- - - 89
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) - -- -- -- - - 90
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ _ _ _ _ _ 80
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data - -- -- -- -- -- 78
Technical Assistance
TA services provided in helping successfully implement _ _ _ _ _ _ 89
grant programs/projects
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ _ _ _ 82
management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ _ _ _ _ _ 81
program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ _ _ _ 79
the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ _ _ _ 80
learning groups
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ _ _ _ _ _ 85
implement grant project
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 80 82 78 79 81 83 86
How well ED's products and services meet expectations 73 71 73 69 74 74 79
How well ED compares with ideal products and services 72 71 66 68 71 72 76
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 20 38 32 31 42 34 41
Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA)
Program
Ease of reporting using the NRS web-based system 88 83 82 80 80 76 82
Usefulness of the training offered by OCTAE through its
contract to support NRS 88 & & 8 80 & 81
Being well-organized 88 85 87 82 -- 84 88
Providing pre-planning adequate guidance 85 87 90 83 - 90 88
Setting expectations for the visit 86 87 90 85 - 84 89
Being up-to-date 91 90 86 87 90 88 90
Relevance of information 89 88 89 89 88 87 87
Usefulness to your program 85 87 86 87 88 87 87
Usefulness_ of_ products helping your state meet AEFLA 79 78 79 80 83 83 83
program priorities
:gg\(/j ;vell TA addresses your program priorities and 81 75 78 76 78 N 82
Using state peer reviewers in federal monitoring process 83 -- 92 -- -- -- --

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

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

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

47%
44%
6%
0%
3%

34

Frequency

Percent

54%
44%
2%
0%
0%

41

Frequency

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

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

34

34

O O O oo

98%
0%
0%
0%
0%
2%

41

40

= O O O o

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

15%
24%
A47%
15%

17%
29%
44%
10%

Length of time in role

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

22%
78%

41

32
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
Alaska Native Education Program
Score Table
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 26 26 0 25 28 0 32
ED Staff/Coordination 82 80 -- 74 79 -- 84
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures 84 83 - 8 85 - o1
Responsiveness to your questions 79 76 -- 67 72 - 74
Professionalism - -- -- -- -- -- 92
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 86 85 -- 80 82 -- 86
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ _ _ _ 81
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices 81 84 - 62 82 - -
CoIIa_lb_oratlon with othe_r ED programs or offices in 77 82 _ 73 79 _ 77
providing relevant services
Ease of finding materials online 65 67 - 69 69 -- 76
Quality of content - -- -- -- -- -- 74
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 74 66 -- 69 70 - 72
Accuracy of search results - -- -- -- -- -- 76
Ease of navigation 73 67 -- 67 69 -- 69
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- -- -- -- -- -- 71
Documents 75 70 -- 69 81 -- 75
Clarity 74 69 - 69 80 - 74
Organization of information 76 71 -- 71 81 - 76
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 75 69 -- 68 81 -- 75
Relevance to your areas of need 77 71 - 72 82 - 75
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 73 69 _ 65 79 _ 74
that you face
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
Clarity of reporting requirements - -- -- -- - - 75
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report - -- -- -- -- -- 77
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - -- -- -- - - 69
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) - -- -- -- - - 76
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ _ _ _ _ _ 73
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data - -- -- -- -- -- 66
Technical Assistance
TA services provided in helping successfully implement _ _ _ _ _ _ 84
grant programs/projects
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ _ _ _ 80
management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ _ _ _ _ _ 79
program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ _ _ _ 80
the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ _ _ _ 76
learning groups
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ _ _ _ _ _ 100
implement grant project
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 71 69 -- 68 79 -- 78
How well ED's products and services meet expectations 62 67 -- 60 74 -- 71
How well ED compares with ideal products and services 64 64 -- 63 71 -- 66

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 26 26 0 25 28 0 32
Alaska Native Education Program
Knowledge of grant and program administration issues 76 79 -- 78 82 - 81
Program purpose 85 88 - 82 89 -- 84
Program priorities 86 88 -- 80 88 - 85
Selection criteria 83 86 - 80 89 - 85
Review process 7 82 -- 79 85 -- 86
Budget information and forms 85 87 -- 83 88 - 86
Deadline for submission 93 90 - 85 89 - 88
Dollar limit on awards 85 88 -- 85 89 -- 84
Page limitation instructions 85 90 -- 82 90 - 88
Formatting instructions 87 89 -- 80 90 - 88
Program contact 90 90 - 84 90 -- 87
Helpfulness of information on the website 66 69 -- 66 71 - 67
Ease of navigating performance report on web 61 61 -- 63 69 -- 63

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

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

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0

Frequency

O O O oo

Percent

47%
44%
9%
0%
0%

32

Frequency

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0

O O O o oo

56%
0%
22%
9%
3%
9%
32

18

W Rk WO

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

Received tech assistance
Did not receive
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%

0

0

o O o o

O

19%
34%
28%
19%

32

3%
97%
32

Length of time in role

11
9
6

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12
months

31

Less than one year

More than one year

Not Director but served in leadership for less than one year
Not Director but served in leadership for more than one year
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O oo

19%
69%
3%
9%

32

Length of service as Project Director - ANE

22
1
3

Program officer initiated tech assistance or Quarterly Monitoring

Call - ANE

Initiated

Did not initiate

Number of Respondents

0%
0%

0

56%
44%
32

18
14

Project Directors’ meeting sponsored by the Department
Conference call/email exchange with your Program Officer
Program Officer

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

22%

89%

39%
6%

18

Technical assistance took place - ANE~

16
7
1

2020 175

[€z] Group




Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions (ANNH)-Part A Program

Score Table
2020

Sample Size 23
ED Staff/Coordination 81
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures 89
Responsiveness to your questions 65
Professionalism 89
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 84
Communication about changes that may affect your program 81
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices 79
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services 80
Ease of finding materials online 72
Quality of content 77
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 75
Accuracy of search results 77
Ease of navigation 78
Look and feel/Visual appearance 76
Information in Application Package
Program Purpose 91
Program Priorities 93
Selection Criteria 87
Review Process 87
Budget Information and Forms 88
Deadline for Submission 91
Dollar Limit on Awards 92
Page Limitation Instructions 92
Formatting Instructions 87
Program Contact 91
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
Clarity of reporting requirements 79
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report 74
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically 81
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) 75
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant program/project 77
Your understanding of how ED uses your data 61
Technical Assistance 73
TA services provided in helping successfully implement grant 73
programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program management -
Using evidence-based practices in implementing program activities --
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in the program -
Creating opportunities to share best practices via learning groups -

ED-Funded TA Provider helﬁfulness in iour Iearninﬁ to imilement cI;rant iro'ect --

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services
How well ED’s products and services meet expectations 75
How well ED compares with ideal products and services
Trust

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures 84
Ability to resolve issues 80
Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication 83
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues 72
Timeliness of the grant award natification 81
Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation 84
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees 81
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed 78
Frequency of communication 71
Clarity of communication 82
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

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

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0

Frequency

O O O oo

Percent

52%
39%
9%
0%
0%

23

Frequency

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0

O O O o oo

78%
9%
9%
0%
0%
4%

23

18

P OONNDN

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O o o

9%
22%
52%
17%

Length of time in role

Preferred method of communication - ANNH - Part A

Individual Email
Blast/Distribution list email
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

91%
9%

23
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=; Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

American Overseas Research Centers Program

Score Table
2020

Sample Size 11
ED Staff/Coordination 97
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and procedures 96
Responsiveness to your questions 97
Professionalism 98
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 97
Communication about changes that may affect your program 95
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices 97
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services 98
Online Resources 87
Ease of finding materials online 90
Quiality of content 89
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 86
Accuracy of search results 87
Ease of navigation 86
Look and feel/Visual appearance 84
Information in Application Package 95
Program Purpose 97
Program Priorities 97
Selection Criteria 95
Review Process 95
Budget Information and Forms 92
Deadline for Submission 99
Dollar Limit on Awards 92
Page Limitation Instructions 92
Formatting Instructions 96
Program Contact 98
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements 81
Clarity of reporting requirements 88
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report 79
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically 89
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) 88
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant program/project 79
Your understanding of how ED uses your data 71
TA services provided in helping successfully implement grant 20
programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program management -
Using evidence-based practices in implementing program activities --
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in the program -
Creating opportunities to share best practices via learning groups -
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to implement grant project --
ACSI 89
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 95
How well ED’s products and services meet expectations 88

How well ED compares with ideal products and services 84
Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs 97
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020

Final Report

Sample Size

American Overseas Research Centers program
Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues
Timeliness of the grant award natification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

Supports instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding
Supports work in language aspects of professional and other fields of study
Supports research and training in international studies

Teaching of any modern foreign language

Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding
Research and training in international studies

Language aspects of professional and other fields of study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs

179

Group



&

Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

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

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Frequency

O O O oo

0

Percent Frequency

91% 10
9% 1
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0

11

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o oo

0

64%
0%
9%
0%
0%

27%

W O o r o

11

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O o o

Length of time in role

0%
18%
27%
55%

o W N O

Preferred method of communication - AORC
Individual Email
Blast/Distribution list email

Webinar
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%

82% 9
9% 1
9% 1

11
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020

Score Table

Final Report

2020

Sample Size

ED Staff/Coordination

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

Professionalism

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Communication about changes that may affect your program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices

Ease of finding materials online

Quality of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Accuracy of search results

Ease of navigation

Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms

Deadline for Submission

Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions

Formatting Instructions

Program Contact

Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
Clarity of reporting requirements

Ease of obtaining data you are required to report
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s)
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data

Technical Assistance

TA services provided in helping successfully implement grant
programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via learning groups

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

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services 92
Online Resources 65

Look and feel/Visual appearance 56
Information in Application Package 81

ED-Funded TA Provider helﬁfulness in iour Iearnini to imilement irant iro'ect --

How well ED compares with ideal products and services

Trust

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs | 86 |

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions
Program

Responsiveness to your questions

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies and procedures
Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or financial issues
Timeliness of the grant award natification

Availability of funds with adequate time for implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed

Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

181

Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Institutions Program

[€z] Group



&

Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

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

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0

Frequency

O O O oo

Percent

39%
57%
4%
0%
0%

23

Frequency

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0

O O O o oo

61%
4%
22%
0%
0%
13%
23

14

w o o Uk

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O o o

0%
35%
61%

4%

Length of time in role

Preferred method of communication - AANAPISI

Individual Email
Blast/Distribution list email
Telephone

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O O o

83%
9%
4%
4%

23
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020

Score Table

Final Report

2020

Sample Size

ED Staff/Coordination

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

Professionalism

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses

Communication about changes that may affect your program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different program offices

Ease of finding materials online

Quality of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Accuracy of search results

Ease of navigation

Grant Performance Reporting Requirements

Clarity of reporting requirements

Ease of obtaining data you are required to report

Ease of submitting report(s) electronically

Availability of assistance in completing your report(s)

Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data

TA services provided in helping successfully implement grant
programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via learning groups

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

Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program
Responsiveness to questions

Quiality of information or feedback received from program officer

Overall satisfaction with service provided by the program officer

Satisfaction with face-to-face AIE Annual Program Director’s Convening
Helpfulness of staff on project implementation and evaluation

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in providing relevant services 78
Online Resources 80
79

1
Look and feel/Visual appearance 82
Clarity 85
Organization of information
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs
Relevance to your areas of need

Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues that you face

Technical Assistance 81

ED-Funded TA Provider helﬁfulness in iour Iearnini to imﬁlement ﬁrant Ero'ect

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs | 90 |

Helpfulness of staff on performance reporting

13
89
90
87
100
89
83

8

76

183

Assistance for Arts Education Development and Dissemination Program
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

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

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0

Frequency

O O O oo

Percent

54%

31%
15%
0%
0%

13

Frequency

O oN M

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0

O O O o oo

92%
0%
8%
0%
0%
0%

13

12

O O O r o

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O o o

0%
69%
23%

8%

Length of time in role

P W o o

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

0%
100%

13

13
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Final Report

Carl D Perkins Career and Technical Education State Directors

Score Table
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 28 23 24 24 30 26 25
ED Staff/Coordination 89 83 86 85 93 89 93
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures 91 89 88 89 94 90 94
Responsiveness to your questions 920 82 85 90 93 93 96
Professionalism - - - - - - 98
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 87 78 80 74 91 85 88
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ _ _ _ 04
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices 85 82 85 82 93 89 90
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in
providing relevant services 86 90 85 85 92 86 90
Ease of finding materials online 68 66 74 75 80 81 76
Quality of content - -- -- -- -- -- 81
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 69 68 74 75 85 81 76
Accuracy of search results - -- -- -- -- -- 78
Ease of navigation 69 69 77 75 83 76 75
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- -- -- -- -- -- 75
Documents 81 79 77 80 83 79 82
Clarity 81 78 75 79 83 83 84
Organization of information 81 79 81 82 84 81 84
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 80 76 75 81 83 76 80
Relevance to your areas of need 82 85 79 83 84 84 84
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 81 78 75 77 83 72 79
that you face
Grant Performance Reporting uirements
Clarity of reporting requirements - -- -- -- - - 87
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report - -- -- -- -- -- 74
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - -- -- -- - - 88
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) - -- -- -- - - 91
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ _ _ _ _ _ 81
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data - -- -- -- -- -- 74
Technical Assistance
TA services provided in helping successfully implement _ _ _ _ _ _ 92
grant programs/projects
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ _ _ _ 81
management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ _ _ _ _ _ 78
program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ _ _ _ 73
the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ _ _ _ 85
learning groups
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ _ _ _ _ _ 89
implement grant project
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 80 77 80 83 83 84 87
How well ED's products and services meet expectations 70 69 68 75 78 75 77

How well ED compares with ideal products and services
Trust

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs | - |

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education State
Directors

CAR’s user-friendliness

PCRN’s usefulness to your program

Effectiveness of DATE in helping you implement grant
programs

TA received on project implementation and budget
questions

Usefulness and relevance of project director meetings in
providing TA

= = = = 92 93
- - | - | - | 92 [ 93 |

83
86

88

87
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

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

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

46%
42%
4%
0%
8%

26

Frequency

Percent

60%
40%
0%
0%
0%

25

Frequency

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

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

26

26

O O O oo

84%
0%
8%
0%
0%
8%

25

21

N O ONO

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

27%

38%

27%
8%

8%
40%
32%
20%

Length of time in role

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

24%
76%

25

19
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IJ Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Charter Schools Program (CSP) Grants to State Entities

Score Table
2019 2020

Sample Size 26 17
ED Staff/Coordination 72 87
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,

72 92
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 67 81
Professionalism -- 94
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 74 84
Communication about changes that may affect your _ 85
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 74 _
program offices
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in 68 78
providing relevant services
Online Resources 57 73
Ease of finding materials online 58 76
Quality of content -- 78
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 55 71
Accuracy of search results -- 71
Ease of navigation 52 69
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- 70
Clarity 68 77
Organization of information 71 82
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 71 69
Relevance to your areas of need 71 72
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 66 67
that you face
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements -- 74
Clarity of reporting requirements -- 78
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report -- 74
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically -- 78
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) -- 82
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ 71

program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data -- 58

Technical Assistance - 78
TA services provided in helping successfully implement _ 82
grant programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ 77
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ 79
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ 75
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ 80
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ 85

implement grant project

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 68 80
How well ED’s products and services meet expectations 61 64
How well ED compares with ideal products and services

Trust

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs | 69 |

Charter Schools Program Grants to State Entities

Dissemination of resources and opportunities the CSP 60 78
provides

Comms and info accessible and provided in timely 62 76
manner

Technical assistance receive on project implementation 65 84
and budget questions

Assistance gives opportunity to give staff an 65 78
understanding of your project

Guidance CSP provides on Federal grant compliance 57 64
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

23%
50%
19%
8%
0%

Frequency

26

Percent Frequency

24% 4
76% 13
0%
0%
0%
17

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

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

26

82% 14
0% 0
12% 2
0% 0
0% 0
6% 1

17

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

15%
54%
31%
0%

26

6% 1
71% 12
18%

6%

17

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

59% 10
41% 7
17
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Child Care Access Means Parents in School

2020

Score Table
2019 2020

Sample Size 122 110
ED Staff/Coordination 83 87
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures 84 89
Responsiveness to your questions 81 86
Professionalism -- 94
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 82 84
Communication about changes that may affect your _ 85
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 79 85
program offices
Colla_lb_oration with othe'r ED programs or offices in 85 80
providing relevant services
Online Resources 65 73
Ease of finding materials online 63 71
Quality of content -- 76
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 65 72
Accuracy of search results - 76
Ease of navigation 67 73
Look and feel/Visual appearance - 71
Information in Application Package 88 90
Program Purpose 88 90
Program Priorities 88 90
Selection Criteria 86 87
Review Process 86 86
Budget Information and Forms 84 86
Deadline for Submission 93 93
Dollar Limit on Awards 89 91
Page Limitation Instructions 90 91
Formatting Instructions 88 90
Program Contact 90 90
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements -- 75
Clarity of reporting requirements -- 74
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report -- 74
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - 83
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) - 73
Usefulness c_Jf the data to help you improve your grant _ 76
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data - 70
Technical Assistance - 75
TA services provided in helping successfully implement _ 75

grant programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to
implement grant project

ACSI

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

How well ED compares with ideal products and services

o]
N
o]
ey
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020

2019

2020

Sample Size
Trust

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs

Child Care Access Means Parents in School
Responsiveness to inquiries

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies
and procedures

Ability to resolve issues

Use of clear and concise written and verbal
communication

Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or
financial issues

Timeliness of the grant award notification

Availability of funds with adequate time for
implementation

Transparency of how funds are distributed among
grantees

Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed
Frequency of communication

Clarity of communication

122

110

82
86
85
83

82
81
78

86

78
72
79

190
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

50%
45%
2%
1%
2%

61
55

122

54% 59
44% 48
3%
0%
0%
110

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

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

60
5
33

20

122

55% 60
6% 7
27% 30

1%
0% 0
11% 12
110

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

22%
25%
25%
27%

27

31

31

33
122

13% 14

47% 52

25% 28

15% 16
110

Preferred method of communication - CCAMPIS

Individual Email
Blast/Distribution list email
Telephone

Webinar

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

88% 97
2% 2
5% 6
2% 2
3% 3

110
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
College Assistance Migrant Program
Score Table
2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 38 41 0 42
ED Staff/Coordination 89 91 -- 93
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procgdures ’ ’ P o1 93 - 93
Responsiveness to your questions 85 92 -- 91
Professionalism -- -- -- 97
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 91 91 -- 92
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ 93
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 86 01 _ -
program offices
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in
providing relevant services 87 92 - 92
Online Resources 77 84 - 83
Ease of finding materials online 75 81 - 81
Quality of content -- -- -- 84
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 78 84 -- 82
Accuracy of search results - - - 86
Ease of navigation 75 83 - 82
Look and feel/Visual appearance - - - 84
Documents 85 83 -- 91
Clarity 85 82 - 90
Organization of information 86 82 -- 91
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 85 83 -- 91
Relevance to your areas of need 86 85 -- 92
&(;rtnpéﬁf}zrgzlveness in addressing the scope of issues 85 83 _ 89
Clarity of reporting requirements - - - 91
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report - - - 89
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically -- -- -- 96
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) -- -- -- 93
Usefulness (_)f the data to help you improve your grant _ _ _ 93
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data - - - 88
Technical Assistance - - - 90
TA services providgd in helping successfully implement _ _ _ 04
grant programs/projects
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ o1
management
Using evider_lc_e_-based practices in implementing _ _ _ 85
program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ 86
the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ o1
learning groups
_ED-Funded TA Prov_ider helpfulness in your learning to _ _ _ 100
implement grant project
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 85 90 - 92
How well ED’s products and services meet expectations 76 84 - 84
How well ED compares with ideal products and services 75 81 - 85
Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs - - - 94
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IJ Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 38 41 0 42
College Assistance Migrant Program

Accessibility and responsiveness of program staff 91 90 - 90
Timely resolution of questions by program staff 86 89 - 87
Clarity of information provided by program staff 87 89 - 91
;Jssseifsl:glnis: and relevance of the strategies for technical 87 90 _ 92

Usefulness of updated technical assistance resources
pages on CAMP.ed.gov
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

64%
26%
0%
5%
5%
42

27
11

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O O o o

83%
0%
10%
0%
0%
7%

42

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

10%
21%
48%
21%
42

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last

12 months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive

Number of Respondents

0%
0%

7%
93%
42

39

CAMP Cohort

2016
2017
2019
2020
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

33%
21%
21%
24%
42

14

10
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Comprehensive Literacy State Development

Score Table
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 5 5 5 0 11 10 14
ED Staff/Coordination
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, _
and procedures 78 58 80 89 92 92
Responsiveness to your questions 73 71 84 - 91 91 82
Professionalism - - - - - - 95
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 81 56 76 - 85 91 90
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ _ N N o1
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different _ B
program offices & 48 61 89 92
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in
providing relevant services 63 30 59 - 88 86 91
Online Resources 59 29 66 - 86 83 80
Ease of finding materials online 61 31 63 -- 84 82 80
Quality of content - -- -- -- -- -- 79
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 49 31 63 - 84 82 79
Accuracy of search results - - - - - - 80
Ease of navigation 60 31 64 - 91 82 79
Look and feel/Visual appearance - - - - - - 87
Documents 57 42 75 -- 88 89 91
Clarity 47 38 78 - 87 88 90
Organization of information 56 40 75 -- 87 90 92
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 64 40 75 -- 87 89 92
Relevance to your areas of need 62 51 72 - 90 89 92
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 56 40 75 _ 89 89 92

that you face

Grant Performance Reporting Requirements

Clarity of reporting requirements - - - - - - 85
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report - - - - - - 81
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - - - - - - 87
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) -- - - - - - 88

Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data - - - - - - 68

Technical Assistance
TA services provided in helping successfully implement

grant programs/projects - - - - - - o1
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ _ _ _ 83
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ _ _ _ _ _ 20
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ _ _ _ 88
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ _ _ _ 94
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ _ _ _ _ _ 83
implement grant project

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 60 60 71 -- 85 91 85
How well ED’s products and services meet expectations 33 38 64 - 82 82 75
How well ED compares with ideal products and services 40 36 62 - 79 83 75

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs - - - - - 91 87
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 5 5 5 0 11 10 14
Comprehensive Literacy State Development
Responsiveness to questions - - - - 94 91 84
Tlmely resolution of general programmatic and financial _ _ _ _ 89 87 83
issues
Use of clear and concise written and verbal _ _ _ _ o1 89 89
communication
Quiality of information or feedback received from SRCL _ _ _ _ 92 93 87
program officer
Frequency of communication - 67 87 -- 82 89 87
Service provided by the program officer - - - - 92 93 85
Face-totface SRCL Program Director’s National _ _ _ _ 96 90 93
Convening

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

70%
30%
0%
0%
0%

Frequency

O O O W N

10

Percent Frequency

50%
50%
0%
0%
0%

O O O N N

14

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

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

O O O N O @

10

93% 13
0% 0
7% 1
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0

14

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years

Number of Respondents

10%
50%
30%
10%

P W g -

10

14%

50%

29%
7%

[SNEE NI N

14

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive

Number of Respondents

0%
0%

57% 8
43%
14

CLSD
SRCL
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

21% 3

79% 11
14
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Hj Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children Special Projects for Indian Children
Score Table

2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size
ED Staff/Coordination

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 72 78 67 78
Professionalism - - - 90
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 77 80 75 85
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ 80
program

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in
providing relevant services

Online Resources

Ease of finding materials online

Quality of content - - - 71
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 70 62 58 66
Accuracy of search results - - - 69
Ease of navigation 66 58 59 70

Look and feel/Visual appearance

Documents

Clarity

Organization of information 69 71 69 80
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 68 71 68 78
Relevance to your areas of need 69 69 70 79

Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues
that you face

Grant Performance Reporting Requirements

Clarity of reporting requirements - - - 73
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report -- -- -- 72
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically -- -- -- 66
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) -- -- -- 72

Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data

Technical Assistance

TA services provided in helping successfully implement

grant programs/projects 9
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ 72
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ _ _ 71
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ 70
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ 82
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to

implement grant project

ACSI

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services

How well ED’s products and services meet expectations 68 68 57 75
How well ED compares with ideal products and services 64 65 57 71

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs - - 68 84
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 30 32 39 52

2020

Demonstration Grants for Indian Children/Special

Projects for Indian Children

Usefulness and relevance of webinar-based technical
assistance

Usefulness and relevance of project director meeting
technical assistance

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

74

73

68

67

78

67

75

74

67

80

84

72
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

13%
2%
10%
5%
0%

Frequency

39

Percent

37%
50%
12%
2%
0%
52

Frequency

19
26

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

64%
5%
26%
0%
3%
3%

39

25 54%
2 4%
10 31%
0 2%

0%
1 10%

52

28
2
16

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

15%
36%
28%
21%

14
11

39

4%
40%
40%
15%
52

21
21

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive

Number of Respondents

0%
0%

23%
7%
52

12
40

1st
2nd
3rd
4th
5th
6th
7th
8th
Number of Respondents

15%
10%
23%
13%
13%
13%
10%
3%

=~ 0000 O © O

39

15%
15%
13%
15%
8%
12%
17%
4%

52

TA Priority Ranking-Data Collection - IELEA

N © O » 00 N 00 0
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

1st
2nd
3rd
4th
5th
6th
7th
8th
Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

| Frequency

Percent

| Frequency

21%
31%
3%
3%
3%
15%
10%
15%

39

23%
21%
8%
12%
4%
6%
15%
12%

TA Priority Ranking-Performance Reporting - IELEA

52

TA Priority Ranking-Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act -

IELEA
1st

2nd
3rd
4th
5th
6th
7th
8th
Number of Respondents

15%
8%
3%
5%
3%

10%

10%

46%

39

10%
6%
8%
6%
4%
8%

10%

50%

52

1st
2nd
3rd
4th
5th
6th
7th
8th
Number of Respondents

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

A O NN OO W O D

39

17%
13%
10%
10%
15%
17%
12%
6%

TA Priority Ranking-Capacity Building - IELEA

wWw o © 0 o1 0o N ©

52

1st
2nd
3rd
4th
5th
6th
7th
8th
Number of Respondents

TA Priority Ranking-Parent Engagement - IELEA

10% 4 8% 4
8% 3 8% 4
8% 3 27% 14

18% 7 12% 6

26% 10 15% 8

15% 13% 7

13% 5 13% 7
3% 4% 2

39 52

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

| Frequency

Percent

| Frequency

Number of Respondents

39

TA Priority Ranking-Partnerships - IELEA
1

1st 3% 6% 3

2nd 3% 1 15% 8

3rd 28% 11 6% 3

4th 5% 2 15% 8

5th 31% 12 17% 9

6th 10% 4 19% 10
7th 13% 5 12%

8th 8% 3 10% 5

52

1st
2nd
3rd
4th
5th
6th
7th
8th

Number of Respondents

8%
15%
13%
18%
21%

5%
15%

5%

N O N 00 N 0O O W

6%
10%
17%
19%
17%
12%
12%

8%

TA Priority Ranking-Cultural Relevance - IELEA

3

TA Priority Ranking-Allowable Costs and Budgeting Flexibilities -

IELEA
1st

2nd
3rd
4th
5th
6th
7th
8th

Number of Respondents

18%
13%
15%
18%
0%

13%
13%
10%

A 0000 O N O O N

39

15%
12%
12%
12%
19%
13%
10%
8%

52
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions
Score Table
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 111 102 109 116 110
ED Staff/Coordination 85 91 87 84 88
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 90 92 91 85 92
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 81 89 85 82 84
Professionalism -- -- -- -- 92
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 84 93 91 84 87
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ _ 88
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices 83 90 87 83 89
CoIIe_ib_oratlon with othe'r ED programs or offices in 81 90 92 82 87
providing relevant services
Ease of finding materials online 72 77 71 69 75
Quality of content -- -- -- -- 77
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 75 79 72 71 76
Accuracy of search results -- -- -- -- 78
Ease of navigation 72 76 71 71 76
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- -- -- -- 72
Information in Application Package 87 89 81 88 90
Program Purpose 88 90 80 88 88
Program Priorities 87 88 80 89 90
Selection Criteria 84 88 80 85 89
Review Process 82 86 77 85 85
Budget Information and Forms 85 87 77 83 86
Deadline for Submission 91 91 85 91 93
Dollar Limit on Awards 89 90 84 91 91
Page Limitation Instructions 89 91 84 90 89
Formatting Instructions 86 88 82 88 88
Program Contact 88 92 85 89 94
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
Clarity of reporting requirements - - - -- 78
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report -- -- -- - 73
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - - - - 86
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) -- -- -- -- 76
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ _ _ _ 79
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data -- -- -- -- 63

2020

Technical Assistance

TA services provided in helping successfully implement
grant programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services
How well ED's products and services meet expectations
How well ED compares with ideal products and services
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 111 102 109 116 110
Developing Hispanic Serving Institutions
Responsiveness to questions 80 88 82 84 82
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies 87 92 88 85 90
and procedures
Ability to resolve issues 87 91 87 85 86
Use of cl_ear_and concise written and verbal 87 90 85 85 85
communication
'_rlmely re_solut|on of general programmatic and/or 83 90 85 84 85
financial issues
Timeliness of the grant award notification -- -- -- - 79
Availability of funds with adequate time for _ _ _ N 83
implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among _ _ _ _ 88
grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed -- -- -- -- 83
Frequency of communication -- -- -- - 78
Clarity of communication -- -- -- -- 83

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

41%
49%
6%
2%
3%

Frequency

116

47
57

Percent

52%
40%
5%
2%
1%
110

Frequency

57
44

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

73%
2%
22%
0%
0%
3%

116

85
2
26
0
0
3

83%
1%
14%
0%
0%
3%

110

91
1
15

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

17%
35%
34%
13%

116

20
41
40
15

15%
38%
31%
15%
110

17
42
34
17

Preferred method of communication - DHSI

Individual Email
Blast/Distribution list email
Telephone

Webinar

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

82%
%
5%
5%
2%
110

2020 205

[€z] Group




IJ Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA)

Score Table
2020

Sample Size 15
ED Staff/Coordination 85
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 97
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 67
Professionalism 90
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 79
Communication about changes that may affect your 85
program

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 80

program offices
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in 8

. ; 7

providing relevant services
Online Resources 67
70

Ease of finding materials online

Quality of content 64
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 69
Accuracy of search results 70
Ease of navigation 74

Look and feel/Visual appearance 6

0
Information in Application Package 87
93

Program Purpose

Program Priorities 93
Selection Criteria 90
Review Process 84
Budget Information and Forms 82
Deadline for Submission 92
Dollar Limit on Awards 79
Page Limitation Instructions 83

Formatting Instructions 8

1

Program Contact 93
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements 66
70

Clarity of reporting requirements

Ease of obtaining data you are required to report 69
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically 75
Auvailability of assistance in completing your report(s) 60

Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant 56
program/project

Your understanding of how ED uses your data 59

TA services provided in helping successfully implement 75
grant programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _

imEIement (I;rant Ero'ect

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 80
How well ED's products and services meet expectations 67

How well ED compares with ideal products and services 65
Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs 79
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020
Sample Size 15
Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad (DDRA
Responsiveness to your questions 72
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies 91
and procedures
Ability to resolve issues 83
Use of clear and concise written and verbal 76
communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or 73
financial issues
Timeliness of the grant award natification 57
Availability of funds with adequate time for 61
implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among 73
grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed 78
Frequency of communication 73
Clarity of communication 7
Supports instruction in fields needed to provide full 08
understanding
Supports work in language aspects of professional and 96
other fields of study
Supports research and training in international studies 99
Teaching of any modern foreign language 92
Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding 99
Research and training in international studies 97
Language aspects of professional and other fields of 01
study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs 94

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

40%

47%

13%
0%
0%

O O N N O

15

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O O o o

80% 12
7% 1
13% 2
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0

15

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

7%
20%
60%
13%

N © W K-

15

Preferred method of communication - DDRAF

Individual Email
Blast/Distribution list email
Telephone

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O O O

80% 12
7%
7%
7%

15
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Final Report

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

Score Table
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 19 37 35 36 32 29 29
ED Staff/Coordination 89 91 86 93 88 14 93
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures 92 95 91 97 90 90 94
Responsiveness to your questions 88 91 84 93 87 84 93
Professionalism - - - - - - 96
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 88 90 81 87 86 88 92
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ _ _ _ 93
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices 84 86 91 95 88 88 -
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in
providing relevant services 89 86 9L 93 85 84 92
Ease of finding materials online 74 68 65 79 85 72 80
Quiality of content - - - - - - 80
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 77 71 66 83 83 69 79
Accuracy of search results - -- -- -- -- -- 81
Ease of navigation 74 69 66 74 80 65 81
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- -- -- -- -- -- 82
Documents 83 86 81 89 83 88 86
Clarity 78 86 80 91 83 89 91
Organization of information 83 88 84 93 83 90 91
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 83 84 e 86 81 87 89
Relevance to your areas of need 87 89 84 93 87 89 86
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 82 85 80 86 81 83 88
that you face
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
Clarity of reporting requirements - -- -- -- - - 85
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report - -- -- -- -- -- 81
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - -- -- -- - - 84
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) - -- -- -- - - 87
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ _ _ _ _ _ 87
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data - -- -- -- -- -- 80
Technical Assistance
TA services provided in helping successfully implement _ _ _ _ _ _ 89
grant programs/projects
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ _ _ _ 87
management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ _ _ _ _ _ 83
program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ _ _ _ 85
the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ _ _ _ 81
learning groups
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ _ _ _ _ _ 92
implement grant project
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 81 83 76 88 85 84 89
How well ED's products and services meet expectations 78 74 71 82 76 76 83
How well ED compares with ideal products and services 73 76 71 79 77 76 82

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 19 37 35 36 32 29 29
Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
Responsiveness in answering questions - Tech
Assistance Center (NCHE) 96 96 9 100 98 o1 94
Guidance provided in responses to questions - Tech _ _ _ _ _ _ o1
Assistance Center (NCHE)
Meeting program compllance requirements - US 90 87 84 92 88 88 87
Department of Education
Assisting you to impact performance results - US 85 81 81 84 82 81 85
Department of Education
Support quality for collecting/submitting data - U.S. _ _ _ _ _ _ 85
Department of Education
Meeting program compliance requirements - Tech
Assistance Center (NCHE) 96 97 93 98 93 89 92
Assisting you to impact performance results - Tech
Assistance Center (NCHE) 9% 96 91 94 89 85 90
Support quality for collecting/submitting data - Tech _ _ _ _ _ _ 92
Assistance Center (NCHE)

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

38%
59%
3%
0%
0%

Frequency

11
17

29

Percent

2%
21%
3%
0%
3%

Frequency

29

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

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

29

23 76% 22
0 0% 0
4 10% 3
0 0% 0
1 0% 0
1 14% 4

29

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

7%
24%
41%
28%

12

29

10%
34%
31%
24%

10

29

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

69%
31%

20

29
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Education Innovation and Research Programs

Score Table
2019 2020

Sample Size 40 44
ED Staff/Coordination 84 84
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,

84 82
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 83 82
Professionalism -- 93
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 82 83
Communication about changes that may affect your _ 87
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 81 _
program offices
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in 85 80
providing relevant services
Online Resources 69 71
Ease of finding materials online 69 70
Quality of content -- 71
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 68 71
Accuracy of search results -- 73
Ease of navigation 69 71
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- 71
Clarity 76 74
Organization of information 75 75
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 77 71
Relevance to your areas of need 72 70
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 69 70
that you face
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements -- 74
Clarity of reporting requirements -- 74
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report -- 73
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically -- 77
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) -- 80
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ 75
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data -- 63
Technical Assistance -- 75
TA services provided in helping successfully implement _ 82
grant programs/projects
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ 73
management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ 78
program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ 7
the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ 69
learning groups
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ 85
imEIement ﬁrant iro'ect
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 80 81
How well ED’s products and services meet expectations 74 70

How well ED compares with ideal products and services
Trust

Education Innovation and Research Programs
Assistance in improving your evaluation planning and
implementation

Providing relevant information and ideas

Connecting with other experts or practitioners working on
similar evaluations

Implementing a meaningful, rigorous evaluation

Gaining helpful tech assistance to conduct a meaningful,
rigorous evaluation

Dissemination of resources and opportunities provided
by i3/EIR

Communication/information is accessible and provided in
timely/responsive manner

86
86
74
64
80

71

76
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

38%
53%
8%
0%
3%

15
21

40

39%
57%
2%
2%
0%

17
25

44

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

78%
0%
23%
0%
0%
0%

40

89%
0%
9%
0%
0%
2%

44

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

3%
35%
45%
18%

14
18

40

25%
32%
27%
16%

11
14
12

44

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last

12 months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

20%
80%

35

44

Early-phase
Mid-phase
Expansion
Development
Scale Up
Validation

Number of Respondents

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

31

EIR Cohort

23 55% 24
7 25% 11
1 9% 4
0 5% 2
0 2% 1
0 5% 2

44
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Final Report

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

Score Table
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 38 22 30 20 24 21 26
ED Staff/Coordination 82 67 71 76 84 74 79
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures 88 73 72 85 85 73 82
Responsiveness to your questions 85 68 70 70 83 73 71
Professionalism - - -- - -- -- 92
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 82 70 70 79 86 75 75
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ _ _ _ 75
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices 75 64 71 71 82 71 -
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in
providing relevant services 4 59 65 4 85 68 3
Ease of finding materials online 60 56 64 59 67 62 69
Quiality of content - - - - - - 73
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 65 54 62 59 66 59 71
Accuracy of search results -- -- -- - -- -- 68
Ease of navigation 62 52 59 60 66 60 68
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- -- -- -- -- -- 69
Documents 69 69 72 62 69 72 76
Clarity 69 72 74 63 69 75 78
Organization of information 72 70 75 68 71 75 79
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 67 66 69 55 68 71 72
Relevance to your areas of need 72 69 74 65 72 75 79
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 65 66 67 57 66 64 68
that you face
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
Clarity of reporting requirements -- -- -- - - - 65
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report -- -- -- - -- -- 65
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically -- -- -- - - - 78
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) -- -- -- - - - 69
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ _ _ _ _ _ 65
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data -- -- -- -- -- -- 56
Technical Assistance
TA services provided in helping successfully implement _ _ _ _ _ _ 74
grant programs/projects
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ _ _ _ 66
management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ _ _ _ _ _ 64
program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ _ _ _ 56
the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ _ _ _ 57
learning groups
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ _ _ _ _ _ 83
implement grant project
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 67 60 61 61 73 67 69
How well ED's products and services meet expectations 59 52 50 54 66 61 59
How well ED compares with ideal products and services 52 63 53 60

Trust

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs
English Language Acquisition State Grants (Title IlI,

Part A

Provides assistance that enhances capacity to
implement

Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs

to implement

Helps address implementation challenges

Provides information about key changes to requirements

= = = = = 63 69
- - | - | - | - [ 63 | 69 |

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

10%
57%
19%
0%
14%

Frequency

21

Percent

12%

69%

15%
0%
4%

Frequency

18

26

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

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

21

81%
0%
8%
0%
0%

12%

26

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

5%
29%
48%
19%

21

8%
50%
27%
15%

26

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

31%
69%

18
26
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020

Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships Program

Final Report

Score Table
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 81 0 0 0 92
ED Staff/Coordination 85 -- -- -- 96
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 86 _ _ B 98
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 85 -- -- - 97
Professionalism - - - - 98
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 82 - - - 96
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ B 04
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 82 _ B B 93
program offices
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in 89 _ _ B 04
providing relevant services
Ease of finding materials online 65 -- -- - 74
Quality of content - - - - 75
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 66 -- -- - 73
Accuracy of search results - - - - 74
Ease of navigation 66 - - - 71
Look and feel/Visual appearance - - - -- 66
Information in Application Packag
Program Purpose 87 - - - 86
Program Priorities 86 - - - 86
Selection Criteria 84 - - - 85
Review Process 81 - - - 78
Budget Information and Forms 84 - - - 80
Deadline for Submission 87 - - - 91
Dollar Limit on Awards 85 - - - 87
Page Limitation Instructions 87 - - - 87
Formatting Instructions 87 - - - 83
Program Contact 89 - - - 92
Grant Performance Reporting uirements
Clarity of reporting requirements - - - - 80
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report -- -- -- - 63
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - - - - 80
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) - - - - 78
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ _ _ B 68
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data - - -- -- 58

Technical Assistance

TA services provided in helping successfully implement
grant programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to

How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services
How well ED's products and services meet expectations
How well ED compares with ideal products and services
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 81 0 0 0 92
Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellowships
program
Responsiveness to your questions 84 -- -- -- 95
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies 85 _ _ _ 05
and procedures
Ability to resolve issues -- -- -- -- 95
Use of clear and concise written and verbal _ _ _ _ 95
communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or _ _ _ - o5
financial issues
Timeliness of the grant award notification -- -- -- - 72
Availability of funds with adequate time for _ _ _ - 73
implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among _ _ _ N 84
grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed -- -- -- - 92
Frequency of communication -- -- -- - 89
Clarity of communication -- -- -- -- 92
Supports instruction in fields needed to provide full _ _ _ _ 94
understanding
Supports work in language aspects of professional and _ _ _ _ 04
other fields of study
Supports research and training in international studies -- -- -- - 95
Teaching of any modern foreign language -- -- -- -- 95
Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding -- -- -- - 94
Research and training in international studies -- -- -- - 93
Language aspects of professional and other fields of _ _ _ _ 03
study
Instruction and research on issues in world affairs - - - - 93

2020

217

[€z] Group



Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Frequency

O O O o o

Percent Frequency

52% 48
47% 43
1%
0%
0%
92

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O O o o

33% 30
3% 3
47% 43

0%

7%

11% 10
92

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

7% 6
33% 30
29% 27
32% 29

92

Preferred method of communication - FLAS

Individual Email
Blast/Distribution list email
Telephone

Webinar

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

88% 81
4% 4
3% 3
3% 3
1% 1

92
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020

Score Table
2020

Sample Size 18
ED Staff/Coordination 87
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 93
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 85
Professionalism 92
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 81
Communication about changes that may affect your 86

program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in

Ease of finding materials online

Quality of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Accuracy of search results

Ease of navigation

Look and feel/Visual appearance

Clarity
Organization of information
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs
Relevance to your areas of need
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues
that you face
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements
Clarity of reporting requirements
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s)
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant
program/project

Your understanding of how ED uses your data
Technical Assistance
TA services provided in helping successfully implement
grant programs/projects
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program
management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing
program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in
the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via
learning groups
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to
implement grant project

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

providing relevant services
Online Resources 78

Documents 85

78

80

80

76

73

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs

Full-service community schools (ESEA IV-F-2,
section 4625
ED Program Contacts quality of assistance
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

50%
33%
6%
6%
6%

e )

18

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o o

2% 13
0% 0
11% 2
0% 0
0% 0
17% 3

18

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O o o

11% 2

56% 10

22%

11% 2
18

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last

12 months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

17% 3
83% 15
18

Asked for assistance not related to fiscal or grant

administration issues - FSCS
Asked for assistance

Did not ask
Number of Respondents

0%
0%

39% 7
61% 11
18
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020

GEAR UP - Partnerships
Score Table

2020

Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions

Professionalism

Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses
Communication about changes that may affect your
program

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in

Ease of finding materials online

Quality of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Accuracy of search results

Ease of navigation

Look and feel/Visual appearance

Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms
Deadline for Submission
Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions
Formatting Instructions

Clarity of reporting requirements

Ease of obtaining data you are required to report
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically

Availability of assistance in completing your report(s)
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant
program/project

TA services provided in helping successfully implement
grant programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to

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

Sample Size 44
ED Staff/Coordination 89
92

86

9

. ; 0

providing relevant services
Online Resources 72
71

6!

5
Information in Application Package 89
90

8

7
Program Contact 90
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements 73

74

74
6

Your understanding of how ED uses your data 7
Technical Assistance 9
9

7
7

imEIement (I;rant Ero'ect

85

How well ED compares with ideal products and services 76
Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs 86
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020
Sample Size 44
GEAR UP - Partnerships
Responsiveness to your questions 81
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies 86
and procedures
Ability to resolve issues 85
Use of clear and concise written and verbal 84
communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or 84
financial issues
Timeliness of the grant award natification 76
Availability of funds with adequate time for 82
implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among 84
grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed 82
Frequency of communication 75
Clarity of communication 81

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

41% 18
55% 24
2%
0%
2%
44

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O O o o

98% 43
0% 0
2% 1
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0

44

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

7% 3
57% 25
23% 10
14% 6

44

Preferred method of communication - GEARPART

Individual Email
Blast/Distribution list email
Telephone

Webinar

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

86% 38
2% 1
5% 2
5% 2
2% 1

44
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020

GEAR UP - State

Score Table
2020

Sample Size 16
ED Staff/Coordination 80
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 77
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 7
Professionalism 94
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 79
Communication about changes that may affect your 79
program

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 65

program offices
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in

Ease of finding materials online

Quality of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Accuracy of search results

Ease of navigation

Look and feel/Visual appearance

Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms
Deadline for Submission
Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions
Formatting Instructions

Clarity of reporting requirements

Ease of obtaining data you are required to report
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically

Auvailability of assistance in completing your report(s)
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant
program/project

TA services provided in helping successfully implement
grant programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to

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

6

. ; 8

providing relevant services
Online Resources 60
61

5

6
Information in Application Package 78
91

64

Program Contact 79
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements 52
50

5

9

Your understanding of how ED uses your data 36
Technical Assistance 60
60

imEIement (I;rant Ero'ect

70

How well ED compares with ideal products and services 62
Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs 74
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020
Sample Size 16
GEAR UP - State
Responsiveness to your questions 76
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies 69
and procedures
Ability to resolve issues 69
Use of clear and concise written and verbal 71
communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or 68
financial issues
Timeliness of the grant award notification 58
Availability of funds with adequate time for 64
implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among 54
grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed 66
Frequency of communication 63
Clarity of communication 68

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

13%

56%

25%
0%
6%

P O » ©ODN

16

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O O o o

100% 16
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0

16

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

6%
6%
50%
38%

D 00 -

16

Preferred method of communication - GEARSTATE
Individual Email

Telephone

Webinar

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O O O

75% 12
6%

13%

6%

16
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IJ Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need Program

Score Table
2020

Sample Size 52
ED Staff/Coordination 95
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 96
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 95
Professionalism 96
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 94
Communication about changes that may affect your 04
program

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 97

program offices
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in

. ; 97

providing relevant services
Online Resources 81
81

Ease of finding materials online

Quality of content 81
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 82
Accuracy of search results 81
Ease of navigation 80
Look and feel/Visual appearance 78

Information in Application Package 91
91

Program Purpose

Program Priorities 89
Selection Criteria 88
Review Process 89
Budget Information and Forms 86
Deadline for Submission 94
Dollar Limit on Awards 90
Page Limitation Instructions 94

Formatting Instructions 8

9

Program Contact 95
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements 83
86

Clarity of reporting requirements

Ease of obtaining data you are required to report 79
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically 92
Auvailability of assistance in completing your report(s) 85

Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant 81
program/project

Your understanding of how ED uses your data 75
TA services provided in helping successfully implement 01
grant programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to

implement grant project B
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 94
How well ED's products and services meet expectations 82

How well ED compares with ideal products and services 80
Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs 95
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020
Sample Size 52
Graduate Assistance in Areas of National Need
Program
Responsiveness to your questions 96
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies 96
and procedures
Ability to resolve issues 93
Use of clear and concise written and verbal 03
communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or 95
financial issues
Timeliness of the grant award notification 87
Availability of funds with adequate time for 73
implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among 91
grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed 91
Frequency of communication 91
Clarity of communication 93

2020
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

81% 42
19% 10
0%
0%
0%
52

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O O o o

87% 45
2% 1
6% 3
0% 0
0% 0
6% 3

52

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

10% 5

42% 22

15% 8

33% 17
52

Preferred method of communication - GAANN

Individual Email
Blast/Distribution list email
Telephone

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

o O o o

94% 49
2%
2%
2%

52
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Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grants for State Assessments
Score Table
2017 2018 2019 2020
Sample Size 17 32 32 29
ED Staff/Coordination 73 82 84 92
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 75 84 87 04
and procedures
Responsiveness to your questions 70 86 82 94
Professionalism -- -- -- 96
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 71 82 83 90
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ 88
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 69 81 72 _
program offices
Colle_lb_oratlon with othe'r ED programs or offices in 70 78 77 87
providing relevant services
Ease of finding materials online 61 63 74 76
Quiality of content -- -- -- 80
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 64 67 73 75
Accuracy of search results -- -- -- 74
Ease of navigation 63 66 70 71
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- -- -- 74
Documents 69 76 80 84
Clarity 71 76 79 84
Organization of information 69 79 81 85
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 66 73 80 83
Relevance to your areas of need 71 77 82 86
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 66 7 80 81
that you face
Grant Performance Reporting uirements
Clarity of reporting requirements -- -- -- 83
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report -- -- -- 80
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically -- -- -- 85
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) -- -- -- 86
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ _ _ 79
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data -- -- -- 73
Technical Assistance
TA services provided in helping successfully implement _ _ _ 87
grant programs/projects
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ 84
management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ _ _ 85
program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ 81
the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ 81
learning groups
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ _ _ 83
implement grant project
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 68 74 80 83
How well ED's products and services meet expectations 61 62 72 73
How well ED compares with ideal products and services 58 60 70 70

2020

Trust

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs | -~ |

Grants for State Assessments

Provides assistance that enhances capacity to
implement

Provides support that is responsive to my State’s needs
to implement

Helps address implementation challenges

Provides information about key changes to requirements

= 78 86
| 78 | 86 |
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

34%
59%
3%
0%
3%

Frequency

11
19

32

Percent

59%
38%
0%
0%
3%

Frequency

17
11

29

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

91%
0%
3%
0%
0%
6%

32

29 100% 29
0 0% 0
1 0% 0
0 0% 0
0 0% 0
2 0% 0

29

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years

Number of Respondents

13%

31%

47%
9%

10
15

32

17%

38%

38%
7%

11
11

29

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive

Number of Respondents

0%
0%

17%
83%

24

29
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration
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2020

Group Projects Abroad Program

Score Table
2020

Sample Size 21
ED Staff/Coordination 95
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies, 96
and procedures

Responsiveness to your questions 93
Professionalism 98
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 92
Communication about changes that may affect your 03
program

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 05

program offices
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in

Ease of finding materials online

Quality of content

Ability to accomplish what you want on the site
Accuracy of search results

Ease of navigation

Look and feel/Visual appearance

Program Purpose

Program Priorities

Selection Criteria

Review Process

Budget Information and Forms
Deadline for Submission
Dollar Limit on Awards

Page Limitation Instructions
Formatting Instructions

Clarity of reporting requirements

Ease of obtaining data you are required to report
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically

Auvailability of assistance in completing your report(s)
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant
program/project

TA services provided in helping successfully implement
grant programs/projects

Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program
management

Using evidence-based practices in implementing
program activities

Assistance with developing resource materials for use in
the program

Creating opportunities to share best practices via
learning groups

ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to

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

9

. ; 8

providing relevant services
Online Resources 79
79

77

Information in Application Package 91
91

8

8

Program Contact 96
Grant Performance Reporting Requirements 81
81

8

2

Your understanding of how ED uses your data 70
Technical Assistance 91
91

implement grant project B
ACSI 86
89

How well ED compares with ideal products and services 84
Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs 96
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration

Grantee Satisfaction Survey

2020
Sample Size 21
Group Projects Abroad program
Responsiveness to your questions 91
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies 03
and procedures
Ability to resolve issues 94
Use of clear and concise written and verbal 92
communication
Timely resolution of general programmatic and/or 92
financial issues
Timeliness of the grant award natification 92
Availability of funds with adequate time for 95
implementation
Transparency of how funds are distributed among 20
grantees
Sufficiency of information provided to keep you informed 92
Frequency of communication 87
Clarity of communication 90
Supports instruction in fields needed to provide full 92
understanding
Supports work in language aspects of professional and 84
other fields of study
Supports research and training in international studies 92
Teaching of any modern foreign language 92
Instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding 96
Research and training in international studies 92
Language aspects of professional and other fields of 93

study

2020
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Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

Final Report
2019 2020
Percent Frequency Percent Frequency

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

81% 17
19% 4
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
21

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O O o o

67% 14
0% 0
14% 3
0% 0
5% 1
14% 3

21

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

0% 0
33%
19% 4
48% 10
21

Preferred method of communication - GPA

Individual Email
Telephone

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%

86% 18
5%
10%
21
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High School Equivalency Program — Migrant Education

Final Report

Score Table
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 35 25 25 34 37 0 39
ED Staff/Coordination 87 93 91 89 92 -- 93
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,
and procedures 89 96 90 90 92 - 94
Responsiveness to your questions 85 94 89 89 93 - 87
Professionalism - -- -- -- -- -- 97
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 87 92 90 89 93 -- 92
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ _ _ _ 93
program
Consistency of responses with ED staff from different
program offices 86 92 94 87 o1 - -
Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in
providing relevant services 89 89 93 92 89 B 91
Ease of finding materials online 83 84 80 79 71 -- 84
Quiality of content - - - - - - 85
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 87 85 84 81 74 - 83
Accuracy of search results - -- -- -- -- -- 83
Ease of navigation 87 85 83 79 77 - 80
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- -- -- -- -- -- 83
Documents 89 89 85 84 84 -- 90
Clarity 89 89 86 84 83 - 91
Organization of information 920 90 85 86 82 - 91
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 90 88 86 84 85 -- 89
Relevance to your areas of need 90 91 85 86 85 -- 92
Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues 88 88 85 83 84 _ 87
that you face
Grant Performance Reporting uirements
Clarity of reporting requirements - -- -- -- - - 91
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report - -- -- -- -- -- 90
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - -- -- -- - - 92
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) - -- -- -- - - 94
Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant _ _ _ _ _ _ 88
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data - -- -- -- -- -- 91
Technical Assistance
TA services provided in helping successfully implement _ _ _ _ _ _ 91
grant programs/projects
Enhancing staff skills needed for successful program _ _ _ _ _ _ 86
management
Using evidence-based practices in implementing _ _ _ _ _ _ 82
program activities
Assistance with developing resource materials for use in _ _ _ _ _ _ 83
the program
Creating opportunities to share best practices via _ _ _ _ _ _ 89
learning groups
ED-Funded TA Provider helpfulness in your learning to _ _ _ _ _ _ 04
implement grant project
How satisfied are you with ED’s products and services 85 85 88 86 84 -- 92
How well ED's products and services meet expectations 77 77 83 79 76 -- 86
How well ED compares with ideal products and services 76 78 84 79 85

Trust

Level of trust in office to meet your organization's needs | - |

High School Equivalency Program - Migrant
Education

Accessibility and responsiveness of program staff
Timely resolution of questions by program staff
Clarity of information provided by program staff
Usefulness and relevance of technical assistance
strategies

Usefulness of updated technical assistance resources
pages on HEP.ed.gov

= = = = = 92
- - - - ]| - [ 9 |

2020
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Demographic Table

Overall | am satisfied with the quality of EDs products and

Final Report

2019

2020

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

services

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Does not apply

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o o

74%
23%
3%
0%
0%
39

Project/State Director
School Officer

Grant Coordinator
Superintendent

Business Manager

Other

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O O o o

90%
0%
10%
0%
0%
0%

39

Length of time in role

Less than one year
Between 1 - 3 years
Between 4 - 10 years
More than 10 years

Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

5%
26%
41%
28%
39

10
16
11

Received tech assistance from ED-Funded TA Provider in last 12

months
Received tech assistance

Did not receive

Number of Respondents

0%
0%

5%
95%
39

37

2016
2017
2019
2020
Number of Respondents

0%
0%
0%
0%

O O O o

36%
3%
36%
26%

39

14

14
10
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Department of Education Office of Grants Administration Final Report
Grantee Satisfaction Survey

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

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Sample Size 23 22 34 36 31 36 22
ED Staff/Coordination 77 80 88 85 88 82 83
Knowledge of relevant legislation, regulations, policies,

and procedures 83 86 90 87 89 82 84
Responsiveness to your questions 76 82 87 83 88 82 79
Professionalism - - - - - - 91
Sufficiency of legal guidance in responses 74 79 87 82 86 81 78
Communication about changes that may affect your _ _ _ _ - - 83
program

Consistency of responses with ED staff from different 67 77 _ _ N N _
program offices

Collaboration with other ED programs or offices in

providing relevant services 81 80 B B 89 79 85
Ease of finding materials online 51 62 63 62 68 65 63
Quality of content -- -- -- - - - 76
Ability to accomplish what you want on the site 57 65 69 65 69 64 67
Accuracy of search results -- -- -- - - - 63
Ease of navigation 51 66 63 64 64 65 62
Look and feel/Visual appearance -- -- -- -- -- -- 62
Documents

Clarity 66 71 74 77 76 79 74
Organization of information 68 75 74 77 76 80 77
Sufficiency of detail to meet your program needs 64 74 72 73 77 77 70
Relevance to your areas of need 72 78 70 79 76 78 7

Comprehensiveness in addressing the scope of issues
that you face

Grant Performance Reporting Requirements

Clarity of reporting requirements - - - - - - 72
Ease of obtaining data you are required to report - - - - - - 72
Ease of submitting report(s) electronically - - - - - - 73
Availability of assistance in completing your report(s) -- - - -- - - 74

Usefulness of the data to help you improve your grant
program/project
Your understanding of how ED uses your data -- - - -- -- -- 73

Technical Assistance
TA services provided in h