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Foreword

A vital part of the mission of the National Center for Education Statistics
isto provide data about education in the United States and other nations to
the public. The information NCES provides must bear on important issues
in education, and it must be relevant to the needs of our data users.

The 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey was conducted to find out
whether we as an agency are responding to the needs of our customers and
to identify areas for improvement. We asked federal, state, and local
policymakers, academic researchers, policy staff from education
associations, education journalists, and National Education Data Resource
Center (NEDRC) users about their satisfaction with NCES products and
services. | want to thank all those who participated in the survey.

| am gratified that the survey found high levels of satisfaction with our
publications, databases and user tools, and services. At the same time, the
results indicate areas in which we must improve our performance.
Knowing whether NCES is collecting and disseminating relevant data, in a
manner useful to our customers, will assist us in performing our role as the
nation’s foremost provider of education information.

Gary W. Phillips
Acting Commissioner of Education Statistics

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report Pageiii



Acknowledgments

Sincere thanks to all those who contributed to the production of this
report. First and foremost, we acknowledge the expertise of the NCES
Customer Service Team, whose insights guided this study from its very
beginning through the completion of this report. Team members included
Sam Peng, Barbara Marenus, Arnold Goldstein, Tom Snyder, Sharon
Nelson, Nancy Borkow, Beth Y oung, Joanell Porter, Paula Knepper, and
Gerad Madlitz. In addition, we would like to thank Dan Slattery and
ESSI’s David Miller for their reviews of the draft report. The Adjudication
Committee, chaired by Marilyn McMillen, NCES Chief Mathematical
Statistician, included Chris Chapman, Lee Hoffman, and Audrey
Pendleton, from NCES, Nancy Kirkendall, from the Energy Information
Administration, and Alan Rapoport, from the National Science
Foundation. Additional comments were received from Judith Anderson,
Office of the Undersecretary/Budget Service.

Thanks to Brad Chaney and Laura Flicker of Westat, Inc., for directing the
telephone follow-up data collection.

This report was prepared by Synectics for Management Decisions, Inc.,
under contract No. RN96020001. Specia thanks must go to Steve Wenck
for developing the Web questionnaire and conducting the Web data
collection. He was assisted in maintaining the survey database by Saif
Islam and Jim Cochrane. Additional assistance was provided by Maxime
Bokossa (significance testing), Binbing Y u (statistical programming),
Dhiren Ghosh (statistical sampling issues), Hongwei Zhang (SAS
programming and tabulation), Ellen Cohen (mail questionnaire tracking
and SAS programming), Dan Nooter (support through the entire process,
from building the survey frame through creating the report figures), and
Elizabeth Walter (editor).

Pageiv 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report



Tableof Contents

FOMBWOIT ... i
ACKNOWIEAGMENLS.......eeieeeeciecie e nne s \Y;
LISt Of TADIES......eeieieeiceeeee e vi
IES a0 T U= iX
LISt OF ACTONYIMS.......iiiiiiiieite sttt s Xi
EXECULIVE SUMMIAIY ..ottt st Xiii
L. INEFOAUCTION. ...t 1
1. Questions About You, Our CUSIOMEY .........cccceeveeeieeeiee e, 11
[1l.  Questions About NCES Publications...........ccceeeeeeiveeieecieecree e 15
IV. Questions About NCES Databases and User TOOIS.........cccceeeeveuennee. 29
V. Questions About NCES SEIVICES.......ceeevveeeiiee et 39
V1. Comparison of 1997 and 1999 ReSUItS .........cccccvreevercnveereeeseene, 47
VI CONCIUSIONS ...ttt 63
Appendices
Appendix A 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Mail

QUESLIONNAITE ...ttt A-1
Appendix B Methodology .........cccoeerinineniescreeeeeeee e B-1
Appendix C  Anaysis of Response Mode..........ccoeeeeieeiiieeiiescieesins C-1
Appendix D Weighted Number and Percent of Respondents for

Selected Survey Items, by Customer Group ................... D-1
Appendix E Open-Ended [TemMS.........cccooiiivinireeeee e E-1
Appendix F Recontact of Nonrespondents............ccocevveeieeveevcieenienenn, F-1

Appendix G Representative Standard Errors for Selected Percentages
from the 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey Report...... G-1

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report Pagev



List of Tables

Table 1.—How users found out about NCES products and services (in

FANK OFAEY) ...ttt 13
Table 2—Purposes for which NCES products and services have been

USEd (N raNK OFAEY) .....veeieie et 14
Table 3.—Use of and satisfaction with NCES compendium

publications in the past 2 years, by customer group ................... 18
Table 4—Use of and satisfaction with NCES publications, by

Program area and SUMNVEY ...........cceeereereeseeriesieesieeseeseessesseeseeees 21
Table 5—Use of and satisfaction with NCES publications, by

customer group and Program @r€a...........ceceeeeerveeeeseeieeseeseeneens 23
Table 6.—Use of types of publication, by customer group (percent)........ 24
Table 7.—Users' levels of satisfaction with specific aspects of NCES

PUbIiCatioNS (PEFCENT) ....cveeeeeeieeee e 26
Table 8.—Users ranking of three most important aspects of NCES

PUDIi CaLIONS (PEICENL) ....cviivirieeieeee et 26
Table 9.—Reasons for not using NCES publications in the past 2

years, by customer group (PErCeNt).......cocvevveeereeieeveeseeeee s 28
Table 10.—Use of and satisfaction with NCES user tools...........c.ccouenee. 32
Table 11.—Use of and satisfaction with NCES databases, by program

€A AN SUMNVEY......oecueeiieeie et eteeteesteeseesseesteesse s e e steeeesreenaeennens 33
Table 12—Usars' levels of satisfaction with specific aspects of NCES

databases and user toolS (PErCEN).......covverererieeeeere e 35
Table 13.—Users ranking of three most important aspects of NCES

databases and user toolS (PErCENt) .......covveveevieeiiieesie e 36
Table 14.—Reasons for not using NCES databases and user tools in

the past 2 years, by customer group (Percent).........cccceeerereennene 38
Table 15.—Use of and satisfaction with specific NCES servicesin the

PBSE 2 YEAI'S. ...ttt ettt e e e eane e 42
Table 16.—Use of and satisfaction with selected NCES services, by

CUStOMEr group and SENVICE......ccuvieerieeeeceerteeseesee e eeesreesae e 43
Table 17.—Usars levels of satisfaction with specific aspects of NCES

SENVICES (PEICENT)...c.eieereieterieeeeee et 44
Table 18.—Reasons for not using NCES services in the past 2 years,

by customer group (PEFCENL) ......cccveeveeeieeiie e 45

Table 19.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with NCES
compendium publications, by core customer group: 1997 and

Table 20.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with NCES
publications, by core customer group and program area: 1997
ANA 1999 ... e 51
Table 21.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with specific
aspects of NCES publications, by core customer group: 1997
ANA 1999 ... 53

Page vi

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report



Table 22.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with specific
aspects of NCES databases, by core customer group: 1997
ANA 1999 ... e 56
Table 23.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with specific
aspects of NCES services, by core customer group: 1997 and

Table 24.— Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with
timeliness, relevance, and comprehensiveness of NCES

publications, databases, and SErViCeS........cccvevveereeceneenie s 63
Table 25.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with quality
of NCES databases and user t00lS.........cccovuererierneeneneneseseneens 64

Table 26.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with ease of
understanding, relevance, and overall quality of NCES

PUDITCELIONS ... 65
Table B-1—E-mail availability, by recruitment mode and customer

OrOUP (PEICENL) ....vevieereieieeeeee ettt B-10
Table B-2—Population and sample sizes for the 1999 Customer

SatiSfaCtion SUIVEY........ccoeiiiieiie e B-11
Table B-3—Key dates during data collection period.............ccccoereneene B-14
Table B-4—Number of responses by mode and overall for 1999

NCES Customer Satisfaction SUrvey..........ccccoveceeeerieecvesneene B-16
Table B-5—Status of nonrespondents and out-of-scope cases for 1999

NCES Customer Satisfaction SUrVey..........ccceceeenenenenienens B-17
Table B-6.—Unweighted and weighted response rates for 1999 NCES

Customer Satisfaction SUIVeY..........cccveveeienieneeie e B-18
Table B-7.—Item response rates for 1999 NCES Customer

Sati SFACHION SUMVEY.....c.veceeeceececeesteee e B-20
Table C-1—Final response rate, by recruitment mode............ccceeeueene. C-2

Table C-2—Final response rate, by recruitment mode and stratum....... C-3
Table C-3—Distribution of response mode (percent), overall and by

FECTUITMENE MOCE........ceeieierieiieriesee e C-3
Table C-4—Response rates (percent) before telephone follow up, by

stratum and recruitment MOde...........cccveeerceereernsieereere e C-4
Table C-5—Satisfaction with The Condition of Education, by

respoNnse MOAe (PEICENE)......covvrerreere e s C-4
Table C-6.—Reported usefulness of NCES issue briefs, by response

MOAE (PEFCENT)......eeieeeieee e C-5
Table C-7.—Users mean ranking of important aspects of NCES

publications, by response Mode..........cceoeverereneneneneeeee, C-5
Table C-8—Satisfaction with documentation of NCES user tools and

databases, by response mode (percent)........ccccceeeeveeeevieennene. C-6
Table C-9—Satisfaction with accuracy of NCES user tools and

databases, by response mode (PErCent)........ccovverererereriennns C-6
Table C-10.—Users' mean ranking of important aspects of NCES

databases and user tools, by response mode...........cceceereeenee. C-7

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report Page vii



Table C-11.—Satisfaction with NCES staff expertise, by response

MOAE (PEFCENL) ...ttt C-7
Table C-12.—Satisfaction with search capabilities of NCES Web Site,

by response mode (PEFCENL).........ccveveeeereere e C-7
Table D-1—Respondents using NCES compendium publications........ D-1
Table D-2—Respondents using NCES user tools..........ccocoovveveneennne. D-2
Table D-3—Respondents using NCES SErVICES........ccoeveveevieccieseenen, D-2
Table E-1—Number and percentage of responses to open-ended items

(UNWEIGNEET)......cceeieeee e E-1
Table E-2—Comments on NCES user tools, by topic and valence........ E-3
Table E-3—Comments on NCES user tools, by tool and nature............ E-4
Table E-4—Comments on NCES services, by service and valence....... E-5
Table E-5—Comments on NCES services, by service and nature......... E-6
Table F-1.—Comparison of responses to two questions asked during

full survey and recontact (PErcent)........cocceveeveereenerienseesennens F-1

Page viii

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report



List of Figures

Figure A.—Distribution of the target population by stratum.................... Xiv
Figure B.—Awareness of NCES and use of its products or services, by

(00 (007 o (011 o USSP XV
Figure 1.—Five key points of customer feedback ..........cccoecvevivicieieniinnns 2

Figure 2—Distribution of customers in the sampling frame by stratum.....5
Figure 3.—Distribution of customers selected in the sample by stratum....5

Figure 4.—Awareness of NCES, by customer group .........cccceeeeveecveennene. 11
Figure 5.—How recently respondents have used NCES products and
SErVICeS, Dy CUSLOMES GIrOUP .....ceveeeieiesiesiesieeieeee e 12
Figure 6.—Awareness and use of NCES publications in the past 2
years, Dy CUSIOMEr groUP .......ccoveviieeiie e 15

Figure 7.—Use of traditionally-bound-and-printed publications versus
publications obtained through the Internet in the past 2

years, Dy CUSIOMEr groUP .......ccoveviieeiie e 16
Figure 8.—How frequently users have used NCES publications in the

past 2 years, by CUSLOMEr GrOUP ........coervererierenieiesesee e 17
Figure 9.—Users levels of satisfaction with NCES compendium

publications, by CUSIOMEr GroUP.......ccveieriirrie e 19
Figure 10.—Users’ levels of satisfaction with NCES publications, by

Program ar€a and SUMNVEY..........c.cceevueeeerreeseeseesreesseseeseensesneens 22
Figure 11.—Reported usefulness of NCES publications among users,

DY report fOrMaL..........ooevieieeee e 25
Figure 12.—Joint satisfaction and importance rating of different

aspects of NCES publications...........ccccvvevieeiieiiieeiiecieesee e 27
Figure 13.—Awareness and use of NCES databases and user toolsin

the past 2 years, by CUSIOMEr groupP.........cceeeeeeeieeneenienesiesieees 30
Figure 14.—How frequently users have used NCES databases and user

toolsin the past 2 years, by CUSIOMEr group.........ccoceevvereerueene 31
Figure 15—Users levels of satisfaction with NCES user tools................ 32
Figure 16.—Users' levels of satisfaction with a select group of NCES

databases, by program areaand SUIVEY .........ccccveveeeieeseecinens 34
Figure 17.—Joint satisfaction and importance rating of different

aspects of NCES databases and user toolS..........cccccveeevvereennne 37

Figure 18.—Awareness of how to contact NCES, by customer group......39
Figure 19.—Awareness and use of NCES services in the past 2 years,

DY CUSLOMEN GrOUD ... 40
Figure 20.—How frequently users have used NCES services in the
PBSE 2 YEAI'S ...ttt 41
Figure 21.—Use of NCES publications, by customer group: 1997 and
1990, e et re s 47
Figure 22.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with NCES
statistical compendia: 1997 and 1999 .........ccccevvveveeneneeseene, 48
Figure 23.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with NCES
publications in certain program areas. 1997 and 1999................ 50

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report Pageix



Figure 24.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with aspects

of NCES publications: 1997 and 1999...........ccccceveienenenenennens 52
Figure 25.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with NCES

databases: 1997 and 1999..........ccceirereeienenieese e 54
Figure 26.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with aspects

of NCES databases: 1997 and 1999.........cccceveveevereneseseneenens 55
Figure 27.—Awareness of how to contact NCES, by customer group:

1997 AN 1999 ......coieicieiieiee e 57
Figure 28.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with

selected NCES services: 1997 and 1999.........ccccvvevenenenieneenne. 58
Figure 29.—Percentage of users very satisfied or satisfied with aspects

of NCES services: 1997 and 1999.........cccceeeeveeeeiereneseseseenens 59

Page x

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report



List of Acronyms

AERA American Educational Research Association

ALS Academic Library Survey (ALS)

B&B Baccalaureate and Beyond Longitudinal Study

BPS Beginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study
CBO Congressional Budget Office

CCD Common Core of Data

CCSSO Council of Chief State School Officers
COSLA Chief Officers of State Library Agencies

CRS Congressional Research Service

DAS Data Analysis System

ECB Electronic Code Book

ED Department of Education

EOP Executive Office of the President

EWA Education Writers Association

FRSS Fast Response Survey System

GAO General Accounting Office

GPRA Government Performance and Results Act

HS&B High School and Beyond

HSTS 1994 High School Transcript Study

IALS International Adult Literacy Survey

IEA IEA Reading Literacy Study

IPEDS Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
NAEP National Assessment of Educationa Progress
NALS National Adult Literacy Survey

NCES National Center for Education Statistics

NCSL National Conference of State Legidators

NCVS National Crime Victimization Survey

NEDRC National Education Data Resource Center
NELS:88 National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988
NHES National Household Education Survey

NPSAS National Postsecondary Student Aid Study
NSF National Science Foundation

NSOPF National Study of Postsecondary Faculty

OERI Office of Educational Research and Improvement

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report Page xi



OMB

PEQIS
PLS
PSS

SASS
SHEEFO
SHEEO
SLS

TIMSS

Office of Management and Budget

Postsecondary Education Quick Information System
Public Libraries Survey
Private School Universe Survey

Schools and Staffing Survey

State Higher Education Executive Finance Offices
State Higher Education Executive Officers

School Library Survey

Third International Mathematics and Science Study

Page xii

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report



Executive Summary

I ntroduction

The Internet: a new
mode of collection
in 1999

Target
Population

In 1999, the Department of Education’s National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) surveyed a targeted sample of its current and potential
customers to determine their levels of satisfaction and needs related to

NCES publications;

NCES databases and user tools; and

NCES services such as ordering publications or databases, information
services, and the NCES Web site.

This survey focused more closely than customer satisfaction surveys
conducted in 1997 and 1996 on specific NCES products and services,
providing program managers with information specific to their programs.
Also, for the first time, the customer satisfaction survey was administered
to half of the sample using the Internet.

This report summarizes the results of the 1999 Customer Satisfaction
Survey and also compares results from the 1999 and 1997 surveys for the
core customer groups—jpolicymakers and academic researchers—that
were sampled in both years. All satisfaction results reported apply to those
customers who indicated that they had used the product or service in
guestion and all percentages reported are based on weighted data.

The 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey does not reflect—nor was it
intended to reflect—the total NCES customer base or the views of al its
customers. Rather, it focuses on responses of specific customer groups
whose use of NCES products and services can have an important effect on
the “condition and progress of education.” In 1999, NCES targeted the
following seven customer groups.

Federal policymakers from the U.S. Department of Education
(Assistant and Under Secretaries and other staff), National Science
Foundation, Office of Management and Budget, Congressional
Research Service, Congressional Budget Office, General Accounting
Office, Senate and House Committees, and Presidential staff.

Sate policymakers from the National Conference of State Legidators,
Council of Chief State School Officers, State Higher Education
Executive and Finance Officers, Chief Officers of State Library
Agencies, education policy advisors to state governors, and education
assessment directors in state departments of education.
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Local policymakers from elementary/secondary school districts or
postsecondary institutions—including school district superintendents
and higher education administrators such as directors of institutional
research, or other school district or institutional staff members who
used educational data for policymaking purposes.

Academic researchers identified as directors of research centers and
regional education laboratories, funded by the Office of Educational
Research and Improvement, and members of the American
Educational Research Association.

Education associations' policy staff, represented by one education data
user from the administrative office of each trade or professional
association related to education.

Education journalists including newspaper reporters who were
members of the Education Writers Association and some additional
education journalists identified by the U.S. Department of Education
Office of Public Affairs.

National Education Data Resource Center (NEDRC) users, consisting
of people who had requested NCES information because they did not
have the appropriate skills or facilities to take advantage of the
available NCES databases and user tools.

Figure A shows the distribution of the seven customer groups in the target
popul ation.

Figure A—Distribution of the target population by stratum

Academic researchers
47% Federal policymakers

|- State policymakers
1.0%

_\ Education associations

0.6%

\. Education journalists
1.0%

\_ NEDRC users
1.7%

Local policymakers
48%

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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Customer
Profile

From alist of more than 40,000 such individuals, NCES sent mail or
Internet questionnaires to 3,284 of whom 3,256 were found to be eligible™.
All who had not responded after about 7 weeks were called and asked to
complete a telephone interview. With 2,563 respondents, the final
response rate was 79%. See appendices for the questionnaire and details
of the survey methodology.

All percentages presented in the remainder of the Executive Summary are
based on weighted data.

A mgjority of customers had heard of NCES and had used its products and
services (72% and 61%, respectively). The level of awareness of NCES
and use of its products and services varied across customer groups. The
following customer groups were the four groups that were both most
likely to have heard of NCES and to have used its products or services:

Federa policymakers (98% and 91%, respectively)
State policymakers (91% and 83%, respectively)
Education associations (89% and 84%, respectively)
NEDRC Users ( 84% and 87%, respectively)

Figure B.—Awareness of NCES and use of its products or services, by
Customer group

100% - 98%
91% 91% 9%

90% | 87%
3% 84% 84%

80% 75% o
72% 73%

70% 68% 67% 66%
61%

60% -
52%
50%
40%
30%

20%

10%

0% — T T
Overall Federal State Local Academic Education Education NEDRC Users
policymakers policymakers policymakers researchers Associations Journalists

| EHeard of NCES OUsed NCES products or services |

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

1A person in the sample could be ineligible for any of the following reasons: (1) death; (2) retirement without
replacement (if a member of the sample retired but was replaced, the replacement became the sample member,
except in the case of AERA membersin the academic researcher stratum); and (3) closure of the institution that the
person represented (higher education substratum of the local policymaker stratum).
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Publications

NCES users tended to have used NCES products and services recently (72
percent, overall, had used them in the past 12 months), with this level of
use highest among Federal policymakers, state policymakers, and
education association users (above 90 percent).

The uses made of NCES products and services covered many aress. The
predominant uses that NCES users cited were research and analysis (82
percent), general information (77 percent), and planning (53 percent).

Although, overall, 45 percent of the respondents had used NCES
publications in the past 2 years, the level of use varied among customer
groups. In the past 2 years, the following three groups were the most likely
to have used NCES publications:

Federal policymakers (82 percent )
State policymakers (73 percent)
Education associations (73 percent)

The percentage of customers who were unaware of NCES publications
was substantial (32 percent) and this percentage was not insignificant even
among two of the three groups with the highest rate of usage of
publications:

State policymakers (13 percent)
Education associations (14 percent)

More than athird of NCES publication users obtained publications
through the internet (43 percent), whereas a mgjority of the users indicated
they used traditionally-bound-and-printed publications (76 percent).

NCES dtatistical compendia received very high marks with over 90
percent of customers reporting that they were satisfied or very satisfied
with two out of the three compendia:

Condition of Education (93 percent)
Digest of Education Statistics (93 percent)
Projections of Education Statistics (88 percent)

Customers also reported a high level of satisfaction (at least 80 percent)
with publications from all NCES' program areas except Library Survey
publications (65 percent).

No more than 5 percent of users reported dissatisfaction with such
publication aspects as overall quality of report, comprehensiveness, ease
of understanding, relevance of information, and accuracy. However, 15
percent of users reported dissatisfaction with timeliness.

Page xvi
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Databasesand
User Tools

Services

A mgjority of customers were unaware of NCES databases or user tools
(58 percent). Although, overall, only 12 percent of respondents had used
NCES databases or user tools, the level of use among those that were
aware of NCES databases and user tools was 29 percent.

No one database or user tool was used by more than 5 percent of
customers during the past 2 years. Among these, the National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) database was used most often (5 percent)
and the Library surveys databases was used least often (1 percent).

Customers employing specific NCES user tools such as the Electronic
Code Book (ECB) and the Data Analysis System (DAS) gave these tools
satisfaction ratings ranging from 84 to 92 percent. The percent of users
satisfied with the specific NCES databases ranged from 74 to 91 percent.

Users were most dissatisfied with the timeliness of the database release,
the ease of access, and ease of use of these databases and user tools (20,
16, and 15 percent, respectively).

Similar to databases and user tools, a mgjority of customers were unaware
of the availability of the range of NCES services (54 percent). Although,
overal, only 22 percent of respondents had used NCES services, the level
of use among those that were aware of these services was 47 percent.
Among those that were aware, the highest percentage of use was highest
among NEDRC users (93 percent), education associations (74 percent),
and federal policymakers (71 percent).

Most users of NCES services (82 percent) had used these services
occasionaly in the past 2 years while the rest had used them more often
(14 percent monthly and 4 percent weekly). The following were the most
widely used services among respondents:

Visits to the NCES Web site (15 percent)
Information requests from NCES staff (13 percent)
Ordering NCES materials through ED Pubs (11 percent)

Satisfaction levels with all services were high, ranging from 84 to 96
percent. Customers also reported a high level of satisfaction (at least 80
percent) with various aspects of NCES services except handling of
complaints (60 percent).
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Comparison of NCES targeted the same four core customer groups—federal, state, and
Results from local policymakers and academic researchers—in 1997 and 1999.
the 1997 and Comparing results from these four groups shows that, overall, there are no
profound changes in customers' responses from 1997 to 1999. (Note that
1999 Surveys since only responses from the four core groups are being used, out of the
seven groups surveyed in 1999, the 1999 percentages presented in this
section are different from the 1999 percentages cited above. Here and in
the body of the report, only changes that are statistically significant at the
.05 level are discussed.)

Publications: More than 85 percent of customers reported being satisfied
or very satisfied with NCES compendia publications in both 1997 and
1999. Although satisfaction with the Digest of Education Statistics
remains high among state policymakers, there was a decrease in
satisfaction between 1997 and 1999 (97 percent to 92 percent).

Also, between 79 and 93 percent of customers reported being satisfied or
very satisfied with the following program-specific NCES publications in
both years:

Educational assessment publications

National longitudinal studies publications
Elementary and secondary education publications
Postsecondary publications

There were some specific findings that may merit further consideration.
For example, with regard to the program-specific publications, the
percentage of users satisfied or very satisfied—

Increased by 8 percentage points with the national longitudinal studies
publications between 1997 and 1999 (81 percent to 89 percent,
respectively).

was below 75 percent in both years for the library publications (72
percent and 64 percent, respectively).

With regard to aspects of NCES publications, similar percentages of
customers (around 80 to 90 percent) reported being satisfied or very
satisfied in both 1997 and 1999 with five of the six aspects of NCES
publications (overall quality, relevance, accuracy, ease of understanding,
and comprehensiveness). However, a sixth aspect, timeliness, showed a
notable improvement in customers' levels of satisfaction. The percentage
of users who were satisfied or very satisfied with timeliness increased
from 72 percent in 1997 to 78 percent in 1999. Also, the aspect of overall
quality was consistently rated the highest among the six aspects in both
years (90 percent in 1997 and 93 percent in 1999).
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Databases’: About 90 percent of customers reported being satisfied or
very satisfied with NCES elementary and secondary education databases
(NHES, SASS, CCD) and an assessment database (NAEP) in both 1997
and 1999. The percentage of customers satisfied with databases in the
longitudina (B&B, BPS, NELS:88), postsecondary (NSOPF, NPSAS,
IPEDS), and library studies areas (SLS, PLS, ALS) ranged between 72
and 91 percent in both years.

With regard to aspects of NCES databases, similar percentages of
customers (between 69 and 87 percent) reported being satisfied or very
satisfied in both 1997 and 1999 with four of the six aspects of NCES
databases (accuracy of database, database documentation, ease of use, and
comprehensiveness of database). However, two aspects, ease of access and
timeliness, showed a notable improvement in customers’ levels of
satisfaction between 1997 and 1999. The percentage of users who were
satisfied or very satisfied increased—

by 18 percentage points with the aspect “ease of access’ of NCES
databases (55 percent to 73 percent)

by 15 percentage points with the aspect “timeliness’ of NCES
database release (52 percent to 67 percent)

Also, the aspect of comprehensiveness of database was consistently rated
the highest among the six aspects in both years (81 percent in 1997 and 87
percent in 1999).

Services: Generally around 90 to 95 percent of customers reported being
satisfied or very satisfied with the following NCES services:

National Education Data Resource Center (NEDRC)
Department of Education’s toll-free number
NCES Web Site

With regard to the seven aspects of NCES services, similar percentages of
customers (83 to 93 percent) reported being satisfied or very satisfied in
both 1997 and 1999 with four aspects (extent to which the information met
your needs, staff expertise, time needed to reach knowledgeable staff,
courtesy of staff). However, the percentage of users who were satisfied or
very satisfied differed between 1997 and 1999 for the other three aspects:

Increased by 4 percentage points with the aspect “ speed with which
you received NCES information” (89 percent in 1997 to 93 percent in
1999)

2 Note that the 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey asked respondents about use and levels of satisfaction with
aspects of NCES databasesand user tools, while the 1997 Survey questions referred only to NCES datafiles.
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Decreased by 5 percentage points with the aspect “ ease of obtaining
information” (92 percent in 1997 to 87 percent in 1999)

Decreased by 15 percentage points with the aspect “handling of
complaints’ (75 percent in 1997 to 60 percent in 1999)

Also, the aspect of extent to which information met your needs was
consistently rated the highest among the seven aspects in both years (92
percent in 1997 and 93 percent in 1999).

Awar eness of how to contact NCES: The percentage of customers aware
of how to contact NCES increased from 34 percent in 1997 to 47 percent
in 1999. This reflected increased percentages of awareness among state
policymakers (from 69 percent in 1997 to 77 percent in 1999) and among
local policymakers (from 32 percent in 1997 to 44 percent in 1999).

Page xx
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|. Introduction

NCES Mission

Customer Service
Requirements

NCES Customer
Service Teamand
Customer Feedback
System

The first Federal education agency was established in 1867 “for the
purpose of collecting such statistics and facts as shall show the condition
and progress of education in the several States and territories. . ..” The
Nationa Center for Education Statistics (NCES) currently performs these
duties in a greatly expanded Department of Education. Its primary
responsibility isto collect, analyze, and disseminate statistics relating to
the status of education in the United States.

The NCES mission is, in itself, closely related to the public good. It
requires that NCES collect information from and provide information to
the public—its potential customers.

The Government Performance and Results Act was enacted on August 3,
1993, to “provide for the establishment of strategic planning and
performance measurement in the Federal Government.” One purpose of
the landmark legidation is to:

“improve Federal program effectiveness and public accountability
by promoting a new focus on results, service quality, and customer
satisfaction . . . .”

On September 11, 1993, the President issued Executive Order 12862,
“Setting Customer Service Standards,” which called on all Federal
agencies to develop plans to better serve their customers. This order
requires agencies to survey customers to determine the kind and quality of
services they want and their level of satisfaction with existing services.

On March 22, 1995, the President sent additional guidance to the heads of
agencies in a memorandum entitled, “Improving Customer Service.” The
memorandum required that customer surveys be “ongoing” and
“continuing.” Further, it established that development and tracking of
customer service measures, standards, and performance should be
integrated with other performance initiatives, including strategic planning
and performance measurement under the Government Performance and
Results Act.

To respond to these requirements, NCES assembled a customer service
team to initiate and oversee many customer-related initiatives. These have
included:

Conducting customer focus groups

Training employees about customer service delivery
Completing the 1996 customer survey and report
Completing the 1997 customer survey
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Completing the 1999 customer survey that is the subject of this report

The customer surveys are part of alarger NCES customer feedback
system, illustrated in figure 1 below. Therefore, this survey is part, but
certainly not all, of the means by which NCES captures and uses customer
feedback.

Figure 1.—Five key points of customer feedback

Customer
Surveys

Customer
Feedback

NCES Potential NCES has potentia customers of many types and interests. They include:
Customer Base

Policymakers (local, state, and national)

Media and education associations

Administrators and heads of institutions

Researchers

Parents, teachers, students, and community |leaders

These groups vary in how directly NCES' work affects them and the
extent to which they use (or are even aware of) the broad range of NCES
products and services. Each customer group was the target of at least one
customer focus group meeting and report that NCES completed in 1994
and 1995.

NCES also decided to conduct much of its “customer” research among
potential customers—people who may not even have heard of NCES but
who, through their work, seem likely to need data of the type produced by
NCES.
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1996 Customer
urvey Target
Population

1997 Customer
Survey Target
Population

The first survey targeted known customers across all categories of
potential customers. This provided a broad overview of customers use of
and satisfaction with NCES products and services, established a baseline
of information, and yielded useful information from which to shape
subsequent surveys. NCES sent questionnaires to 4,760, of whom 1,887
responded. The affiliations of the respondents to the 1996 survey follow:

University, college, or other postsecondary institution (35 percent)
State or local government agency (22 percent)

Professional organization (21 percent)

Elementary or secondary school (9 percent)

Other (including media, library, and no affiliation) (9 percent)
Federal (including White House and Congress) (4 percent)

Because of the low response rate (40 percent) and uncertainty about the
population, this survey was used to identify issues for improvement, not to
compute indicators of satisfaction, and the results were not released to the
public.

In 1997, as part of an overall NCES effort to reach out to potential
customers, especially on the local level, the survey’ s target population was
heavily weighted to the local policymaker group. NCES sent
guestionnaires to 2,980 individuals, of whom 2,465 responded.
Respondents to the 1997 survey were from four groups (strata):

Federal policymakers: This group included U.S. Department of
Education Assistant and Under Secretaries, and staff from the National
Science Foundation (NSF), Office of Management and Budget
(OMB), Congressiona Research Service (CRS), General Accounting
Office (GAO), and Senate and House Committees (1 percent).

State policymakers: This group included the National Conference of
State Legidators (NCSL), Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSS0), State Higher Education Executive Finance Officers
(SHEEFO), and Chief Officers of State Library Agencies (COSLA) (2
percent).

Local policymakers. This group included individuals affiliated with
elementary/secondary school districts or postsecondary institutions,
including school district superintendents and higher education chief
administrators, primarily directors of ingtitutional research (92
percent).

Academic researchers: This group included Office of Educational
Research and Improvement (OERI) center directors, regional lab
directors, school of education deans, and chairs of Sociology
departments (5 percent).
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1999 Customer
Survey Target
Population

For the 1999 survey, NCES decided to include in its target population
people from its four “core” groups (i.e., federal, state, and local
policymakers and academic researchers) plus people in the media and
education associations and NEDRC users (see figure 2). Although
obtaining an adequate sample of each group required that some groups
constitute a larger proportion of the sample than of the target population
(see figure 3), the sample was till dominated numerically by local
policymakers and academic researchers. The process of reaching local
policymakers was refined in 1999—where previously surveys were mailed
to administrative offices with instructions to have it completed by an
appropriate person, in 1999 calls were made to these offices asking for the
most appropriate respondent, to whom the survey was specifically
addressed.

Federal policymakers. This group comprised 0.5 percent of the target
population and 6 percent of the sample. It includes U.S. Department of
Education Assistant and Under Secretaries and other staff, and
education research and policy staffs at the National Science
Foundation (NSF), Office of Management and Budget (OMB),
Congressional Research Service (CRS), Congressional Budget Office
(CBO), Genera Accounting Office (GAO), Senate and House
Committees, and Presidential staff. The total population, after
adjusting for retirements from the original sample, was 188. All were
included in the sample.

State policymakers: This group made up 1 percent of the target
population and 9 percent of the sample. It comprises legidative leaders
drawn from the National Conference of State Legislators (NCSL),
members of the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO),
State Higher Education Executive and Finance Officers (SHEEFO),
Chief Officers of State Library Agencies (COSLA), education policy
advisors to state governors, and education assessment directors in state
departments of education. These groups totaled 408 persons, of whom
307 were included in the sample.

Local policymakers: This group made up 48 percent of the target
population and comprises individuals affiliated with elementary/
secondary school districts or postsecondary institutions (37 percent
and 11 percent, respectively); it made up 37 percent of the sample.
This group includes school district superintendents and higher
education chief administrators, primarily directors of institutional
research. There were 14,963 school districts and 4,538 institutions of
higher education in the target population, atotal population of 19,501.
A sample of 1,211 (after adjustment for ineligibles) was drawn from
this population (764 school districts, 447 higher education
ingtitutions). The size of the populations was adjusted for closures that
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occurred between the time the sampling frames were developed and
the time that the sample was actually drawn.

Figure 2—Distribution of customersin the sampling frame by
sStratum

Academic researchers

4% Federal policymakers
0.5%

|_State policymakers
1.0%

-Education associations

0.6%

5%

\Educati on journalists
1.0%

\_NEDRC users
1.7%

Local policymakers
48%

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Figure 3.—Distribution of customers selected in the sample by
stratum

Academic researchers
24% Federal policymakers

6%

State policymakers
9%

Education associations
8%

Education journalists
™

Local policymakers
37% NEDRC users

9%

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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Academic researchers. This group made up 47 percent of the target
population in 1999 but only 24 percent of the sample. It includes
directors of Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)
centers and regional labs, and members of the American Educational
Research Association (AERA). The total population size, after
adjustment for sample members found out of scope, was 19,022, from
which an eligible sample of 797 was drawn.

Education Associations. This stratum made up 0.6 percent of the
target population and 8 percent of the sample. It included one
education data user from the policy staff of the administrative office of
each trade or professional association related to education. All 248
relevant associations identified were included in the sample; 1 was
found no longer to be in operation, leaving a population and sample
Size of 247.

Education Journalists: This group comprised 1 percent of the
population but 7 percent of the sample. It included newspaper and
periodical reporters who were members of the Education Writers
Association (EWA) and some additional education journalists
identified by the U.S. Department of Education public affairs office, or
their replacements at their publications. The original list included 394
journalists; after adjustment for unreplaced retirees, the estimated
population size was 390, from which an eligible sample of 216 was
drawn.

NEDRC Users: Thislast group included 1.7 percent of the target
population and 9 percent of the sample. It consisted of people who had
requested information from the National Education Data Resource
Center (NEDRC), a service established by NCES. NEDRC responds to
requests for specific analyses and tabulations on the data sets
maintained by NCES;* provides assistance to on-site researchers;
develops standardized tables, graphic materials, and detailed reports of
data contained in the data sets in anticipation of data needs of
education policymakers and researchers; and provides limited
programming, analysis, and other support functions. The estimated
population size was 699; the eligible sample was 290.

It was possible for people to be in more than one group, and in some cases
the same person was sampled from two different groups. For example,

3 NEDRC has data for the following NCES surveys: Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS), Common Core of
Data (CCD), High School and Beyond (HS&B), Integrated Postsecondary Eduaction Data System (IPEDS), Library
Statistics Program, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), National Education Longitudinal Study
(NELS:88), National Household Education Survey (NHES), National Longitudinal Study (NLS), National
Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS), National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF), Private School
Survey (PSS), Recent College Graduates Study (RCG), and Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS).
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1999 Customer
Survey Results

severa of the Federal policymakers were also included in the AERA
segment of the education researcher sample. Population estimates and
weights were adjusted to avoid overestimates from double counting.
Appendix table B-1 provides, for each customer group and detailed
subgroup, the size of the known population and the size of the sample
selected. The number of respondents for each customer group is shown in
appendix table B-3, and the response rate for each customer group is
shown in appendix table B-5.

All percentages presented in the remainder of this report are based on
weighted data.

According to NCES standards, response rates (R,) are to be calculated as
the ratio of the number of completed interviews to the number of sample
respondents drawn minus respondents considered to be out of scope.*
From an initial estimated total population of 40,455, NCES requested that
3,284 participate in the survey. There were 3,256 eligible individualsin
the sample; 79 percent (2,563) responded. Approximately half of the
sample was originally contacted by e-mail and asked to complete aversion
of the survey questionnaire on a World Wide Web site. The other half of
the sample was initially contacted by mail. Ultimately, all respondents had
the option of participating through the Web site, by mail, or by fax. All
who did not respond were called and asked to complete a telephone
interview. Respondents had the option of returning the questionnaires by
mail or being interviewed over the telephone. Of the 2,563 responses, 30
percent were received through the Web site, 39 percent were submitted by
mail or fax, and 29 percent were obtained by telephone. Responses (to
four items) were imputed for 32 members of the sample who stated that
their reason for refusing to participate in the survey was that they had
never used NCES products or services.® Because samples were drawn at
different rates from among the different types of potential customers who
constitute the sampling strata, all tabulations are based on responses
weighted by the inverses of these sampling rates. For instance, academic
researchers constitute nearly half of the study population (47 percent), but
are less than a quarter of the sample; responses from this stratum have
been given about twice as much weight in overall tabulations as responses
from the other strata. Likewise, local policymakers are 48 percent of the
population but only 37 percent of the sample, so they have been given
extraweight in tabulation of the responses. Without this weighting, the

* See U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, NCES Statistical Standards, NCES
92-021, by Emmett Flemming, Jr. (Washington, DC: 1992), 30.

® The four items and the answers that were imputed are as follows: A3 Have you used any NCES publicationsin the
past 2 years? (answer imputed: No, not aware of NCES publications); B1 Have you used any NCES databases or
user toolsin the past 2 years? (answer imputed: “No, not aware of NCES databases and user tools); C2 Have you
used any NCES servicesin the past 2 years? (answer imputed: “No, not aware of NCES services’); and D1 How
recently have you used NCES publications, databases, user tools, or services? (answer imputed: “Never”).
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overall importance of the smaller strata would be exaggerated. (See
appendix B for methodology and appendix C for a response mode
analysis.) The results are reported in sections |1 to VI of this publication.
Wherever there are important differences among different types of
education data consumers, the results are reported by strata. All
differences in percentages discussed in the text of this report have been
tested as significant at the .05 level of significance (using Bonferroni
adjustment, see appendix B).®

Asin 1996 and 1997, the 1999 survey was designed to determine
information about customers and their levels of satisfaction and needs
related to:

NCES publications;
NCES databases (and, in 1999, user tools); and

Other NCES services such as ordering, information services, and the
NCES Web Site.

Questions about each service type were grouped in a single section. Each
of these three sections also included questions for non-users; that is,
individuals who have never used NCES products or services but who,
based on their needs for education data, are potential customers.

Further information on methodology is in appendix B.

Important Pointsto  The percentages reported are obtained by weighting respondents up to the
Remember estimated population size in each stratum.

This survey does not reflect¥sa nor was it intended to reflect¥ the total
NCES customer base or the views of all its customers. Rather, it focuses
on responses of specific customer groups whose use of NCES products
and services can have an important effect on the “condition and progress
of education.”

What the Surveys The 1999 survey has four primary purposes. to assess current users' use of

Can Tel Us NCES products and services, to assess current users satisfaction with
these products and services, to track how well NCES is doing according to
the performance indicators and targets it established for itself under
GPRA, and to identify areas for improvement.

The NCES performance objectives and corresponding performance
indicators and targets are described below.

® For an explanation of the Bonferroni adjustment for multiple comparisons, see Rupert G. Miller, Simultaneous
Satistical Inference (New York: McGraw Hill Co., 1981) or Olive Jean Dunn, “Multiple Comparisons Among
Means,” Journal of the American Statistical Association 56 (293) (March 1961): 52-64.
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Objective 1: Provide timely, useful, and comprehensive data that are
relevant to policy and educational improvement.
Indicator and Target:
At least 85 percent of surveyed customersin fiscal year (FY) 1999 and
90 percent in FY 2001 will agree that NCES data are timely, relevant,
and comprehensive.

Objective 2: Collect high quality data.
Indicator and Target:
At least 85 percent of surveyed customersin FY 1999 and 90 percent
in FY 2001 will agree that NCES data are of high quality.

Objective 3: Develop publications that are easy to read, useful, and of
high overall quality.

Indicators and Tar gets:

a. At least 85 percent of surveyed customersin FY 1999 and 90
percent in FY 2001 will agree that NCES publications are easy to
read.

b. At least 85 percent of surveyed customersin FY 1999 and 90
percent in FY 2001 will rate NCES publications as useful in their
work.

c. Atleast 85 percent of surveyed customersin FY 1999 and 90
percent in FY 2001 will express satisfaction with the overall
quality of NCES publications.

How NCES does against these targets will be discussed in chapter VI,
Conclusions.

The chapters that follow are:

Questions About Y ou, Our Customer

Questions About NCES Publications

Questions About NCES Databases and User Tools
Questions About NCES Services

Comparison of 1997 and 1999 Results
Conclusions

These chapters are followed by seven appendices:

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Mail Questionnaire

M ethodol ogy

Analysis of Response Mode

Weighted Number and Percent of Respondents for Selected Survey
Items, by Customer Group

Open-ended Items

Recontact of Nonrespondents
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Representative Standard Errors for Selected Percentages from the
1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey Report
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Il. Questions About You, Our Customer

“ Before this survey,
had you heard of
NCES, and were
you awar e that
NCESis a part of

the U.S.

Fifty-nine percent of all respondents had heard of NCES and were aware
that NCES is a part of the U.S. Department of Education (ED). Federal (96
percent) and state (82 percent) policymakers, those from education
associations (85 percent), and NEDRC users (78 percent) were the most
aware of NCES and its relationship to ED (see figure 4)." Throughout this

Department of
Education?”

and the remaining chapters, only changes that are statistically significant
at the .05 leve are discussed.

Figure 4—Awareness of NCES, by customer group

Total

Federal policymakers

State policymakers

Local policymakers

Academic researchers

Education associations

Education journaists

NEDRC users

59

82

53

64

85

[Z

78

16

32

24

26

i3

% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B jeard of NCES and aware it is part of ED O Heard of NCES. but not aware BYad not heard of NCES

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

" Some people in the “NEDRC users” stratum called the survey contractor to say that they could not respond to the
survey because they were not users of NCES data or services (even though NEDRC isan NCES service). In
conversations with them, contractor staff determined that some had made peripheral use of NCES data, such asa
singlefiguretoincludein alegal brief, and that others had probably gotten onto the NEDRC user list because
assistants had requested datain their names. These circumstances explain why 15 percent of the “NEDRC users’
responded that they had never heard of NCES before being asked to participate in the customer survey.
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Local policymakers, of whom 32 percent had not heard of NCES, are
more likely to use state and local information, which is available to them
through sources other than NCES. Further, NCES has only alimited
amount of information specific to local districts, most of which would be
available (i.e., CCD) through Departments of Education in individual
states.

“How recently have Nearly half (44 percent) of al respondents had used NCES products and
you used NCES services in the past 12 months (see figure 5); another 11 percent had used
publications, these products and services in the past 13 to 24 months. However, 39
databases, user percent had never used NCES products and services.
tools, or services?”
The customer groups most likely to have used NCES products and
services during the past 12 months (see figure 5) were federd
policymakers (83 percent), individuals from education associations (78
percent), and state policymakers (77 percent).

Figure 5.—How recently respondents have used NCES products and
services, by customer group

Federal policymakers 83 8 ! 9
State policymakers 7 n! 17
Local policymakers 37 3 48
Academic researchers 48 3 33
Education associations 78 2 ! 16
Education journalists 53 4 A
NEDRC users 63 4 ! i3

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
In the past 12 months Ointhe past 13 to 24 months B the past 25 to 36 months O More than 36 months ago Bnever

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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While 48 percent of the local policymakers had never used NCES
products and services, it is likely that the state and local information most
useful to them would either not be available from NCES, or would be
available from local sources.

Fifteen percent of the people sampled from among NEDRC users
responded that they had not heard of NCES, and 13 percent of those who
had heard of NCES responded that they had not used NCES products or
services. Telephone and e-mail exchanges with people who thought they
were ineligible for the survey suggested that these “NEDRC users’ had
gotten onto NEDRC user lists because NEDRC had been contacted on
their behalf by staff members such as research assistants, or because they
had made peripheral use of educationa data and had forgotten their
contact with NCES (for instance, an attorney who had needed a specific
datum to include in alegal brief).

The rest of this chapter will present data from only those respondents who
had used NCES products and services.

“Howdidyoufind Overal, users were most likely to learn about NCES products and services
out about the NCES (see table 1) from NCES publications (65 percent). Other means cited by

publications, numerous users were colleagues (55 percent), journal articles (49 percent),
databases, user professional associations (47 percent), the Internet (42 percent), and
tools, or services conferences, seminars, etc. (40 percent).
you used?”
Table 1.—How usersfound out about NCES products and services (in
rank order)
Found out from... Per cent*
NCES publications 65
Colleagues 55
Journa articles 49
Professional associations 47
The Internet 12
Conferences, seminars, etc. 40
Product announcements 24
Libraries 21
Ongoing contact with NCES staff 10
Other source 5

* Respondents could provide multiple responses.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“We would like to
know the purposes
for which you use
NCES publications,
databases, user
tools, or services.”

The top three purposes that users cited for using NCES products and
services (see table 2) were research or analysis (82 percent), general
information (77 percent), and planning (53 percent).

Since three of NCES' customer groups are policymakers at various levels,
it may appear puzzling that only 34 percent of the users cite “policy or
legidation” as a purpose for which they have used NCES products and
services. However, most of these “policymakers’ head local education
agencies or postsecondary ingtitutions. The national-level datathat NCES
provides might not be very useful for policymaking that is limited to a
single college or university or asingle school district.

Table 2—Purposes for which NCES products and services have been
used (in rank order)

Pur poses Per cent*

Research or analysis

Generd information

Planning

Teaching or class material
Adminigtrative decisions

Giving speeches

Policy or legidation

Reformulating data for use by others
Writing news articles, preparing TV or radio material
Updating databases

Marketing, sales, or promotion

Other purpose

~~RKRGRRXLEESELT I

* Respondents could provide multiple responses.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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I11. Questions About NCES Publications

“Have you used any Nearly half of all respondents (45 percent) had used NCES publications in

NCESpublications the past 2 years (see figure 6). Another 23 percent were aware of these

(bound or on the publications, but had not used them during this time period, and nearly a

Internet) inthe past  third (32 percent) were not aware of these publications.

2 years?”
The customer groups most likely to have used NCES publications in the
past 2 years (see figure 6) were federal policymakers (82 percent), state
policymakers (73 percent), and individuals in education associations (73
percent). Conversely, the customer groups with the highest percentage of
members not aware of NCES publications were local policymakers (37
percent), academic researchers (29 percent), education journalists (27
percent), and NEDRC users (24 percent).

The rest of this chapter will present data only from respondents who had
used NCES publications.

Figure 6.—Awareness and use of NCES publicationsin the past 2
years, by customer group

Total
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Byed  ONot used. but avare  BNot used, not aware

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“ Which forms of Users were most likely to have used traditionally bound and printed
NCESpublications  publications (see figure 7), 57 percent indicating they used this medium.
have you used inthe Twenty-four percent indicated they obtained publications through the
past 2 years?” Internet and 19 percent obtained publications in both formats. Figure 7

also shows the distribution of use of publication formats by customer
groups.

Figure 7—Use of traditionally-bound-and-printed publications
ver sus publications obtained through the Internet in the
past 2 years, by customer group

Total

Federal policymakers 2 10
State policymakers 30 | 10 |
Local policymakers 20 | 15 |
Academic researchers | 30 |
Education associations 22 | 18 |
Education journalists 51 |
NEDRC users 40 |
T 1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[m] =]

Bound Both formats Internet

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“How frequently The frequency of use, by customer group, of those who have used NCES

have you used publications in the past 2 years is shown in figure 8. Federal policymakers

NCESpublications  were more likely to use NCES publications on aweekly basis (24

(bound or on the percent).

Internet) in the past

2 years?” Figure 8—How frequently users have used NCES publicationsin the
past 2 years, by customer group

aa fl o | s |

3 |

Local policymakers
Academic researchers 76 |
Education associations [ 60 |
Education journalists 73 |

58

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|Dei|y I:IWeekIy Monthly IjOccasi«:)naIIy

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer

Satisfaction Survey.
“For each Overal, from 21 to 31 percent of the users had used NCES compendium
[ compendium] publications in the past 2 years (see table 3). The Digest of Education

publication (bound  Satistics was used most frequently (31 percent overal), followed by the
or onthelnternet)  Condition of Education (26 percent), and Projections of Education
that you haveused  Satistics (21 percent). Use varied among the customer groups; at least 63
inthepast 2 years, percent of federal policymakers and at least 51 percent of state
pleaseindicate how policymakers and individuals from education associations had used Digest
satisfied youwere  and Condition.
withit.”
A high percentage of those who had used NCES statistical compendiain
the past 2 years expressed satisfaction with these publications, with
generally little variation among customer groups (see table 3):
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Condition of Education (93 percent)
Digest of Education Statistics (93 percent)
Projections of Education Statistics (88 percent)

Table 3—Use of and satisfaction with NCES compendium
publicationsin the past 2 years, by customer group

Per cent using Per cent of users

Customer group and compendium satisfied/very
compendium publication publications satisfied
Overall

Condition of Education 26 93

Digest of Education Satistics 31 93

Projections of Education Satistics 21 88
Federal policymakers

Condition of Education 63 2

Digest of Education Satistics 72 95

Projections of Education Satistics 31 83

State policymakers
Condition of Education 91

51
Digest of Education Satistics 60 92
Projections of Education Satistics 43 0
L ocal policymakers

Condition of Education 23 91
Digest of Education Satistics 27 92
Projections of Education Satistics 19
Academic researchers
Condition of Education 28 A
Digest of Education Satistics 33 %]
Projections of Education Satistics 21 88
Education associations
Condition of Education 58 93
Digest of Education Statistics 61 95
Projections of Education Satistics 44
Education journalists
Condition of Education 29 84
Digest of Education Statistics 41 84
Projections of Education Satistics 20 83
NEDRC users
Condition of Education 31 92
Digest of Education Statistics 48 7
Projections of Education Satistics 31 86
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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Figure 9 shows the specific satisfaction rating of the NCES compendium

publications for each of the customer groups.

Figure 9.—Users' levels of satisfaction with NCES compendium

Condition of Education

publications, by customer group

Total oo [ s [h
Federal policymakers o2 '.I
State policymakers 91
Local policymakers il n
Academic researchers A !II
Education associations 93
Education journalists 81 “H
NEDRC users 02 nn
Digest of Education Statistics
Total g [ 5 [9]
Federal policymakers 95 H
State policymakers 2 | 1
Local policymakers o2 HH
Academic researchers 94 [ 5 ] 1
Education associations 95
Education journalists 84 -'.
NEDRC users o 2] 4]
Projections of Education Statistics
Total 88 [ I
Federal policymakers 33 -E-!I
State policymakers 90 nl 1
Local policymakers 38 “I 1
Academic researchers 33 [ 1 1 1
Education associations 0 (4[5 ]
Education journalists 33 “H
NEDRC users 86 [ s [5]
T T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[Bvery saistfiedsatistied DNeither satisfied nor dissatisfied PDissatisfied/very dissatisied |

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“If, in the past 2 A feature of the 1999 survey was to assess use of and customer

years, you have satisfaction with publications in specific program and survey areas. Table
used any NCES 4 shows the customer use of and satisfaction with publications in 24 areas.
publications (bound Use ranged from 30 percent for National Assessment of Educational

or onthelnternet)  Progress (NAEP) publications to 2 percent for Public Libraries Survey
for any survey listed publications.

below, please

indicate how

satisfied you were

with those

publications.”
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Table 4—Use of and satisfaction with NCES publications, by program area and survey

Per cent Percent of users
using survey satisfied/very
Program area and survey publications satisfied
Educational assessments 29 *01
Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) 23 93
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 30 92
|EA Reading Literacy Study 9 87
International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS) 4 72
National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS) 7 83
National longitudinal surveys 19 *89
National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NEL S:88) 12 89
High School and Beyond (HS& B) 16 91
Baccaaureate and Beyond (B& B) Longitudina Study 7 86
Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) Longitudina Study 7 &4
Library surveys 6 *65
Academic Library Survey (ALS) 4 75
School Library Survey (SLS) 3 78
Public Libraries Survey (PLYS) 2 70

Elementary and secondary surveys 20 *86

Nationa Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) 6 83
Fast Response Survey System (FRSS) 78
Common Core of Data (CCD) 11 89
1994 High School Transcript Study (HSTS) 83
National Household Education Survey (NHES) 8 &4
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) 15 88
Private School Universe Survey (PSS) 4 74
Postsecondary surveys 11 *80
Nationa Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) 5 76
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 9 81
Nationa Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAYS) 4 7
National Household Education Survey (NHES) 4 74
Postsecondary Education Quick Information System (PEQIS) 3 70

* This percentage reflects responses to an independent question about an overall assessment of the program publications.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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Figure 10 shows specific user satisfaction ratings for NCES publications
in the program and survey areas.

Figure 10.—Users levels of satisfaction with NCES publications, by
program area and survey

Education assessment publications
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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Table 5 reports the overall use of publications in each of the five program
areas for the seven customer categories. With afew exceptions,
satisfaction with these publications was generally at least 81 percent.

Table 5.—Use of and satisfaction with NCES publications, by
customer group and program area

Per cent Percent of users
usngprogram  satisfied/very
Customer group and program area publications satisfied
Federal policymakers
Educational assessments 52 96
National longitudinal surveys 39 92
Library surveys 10 —
Elementary and secondary surveys 46 95
Postsecondary surveys 3 95
State policymakers
Educational assessments 42 95
Nationa longitudinal surveys 32 87
Library surveys 24 87
Elementary and secondary surveys 37 95
Postsecondary surveys 32 86
Local policymakers
Educational assessments 24 9%
Nationd longitudinal surveys 13 83
Library surveys 6 69
Elementary and secondary surveys 17 86
Postsecondary surveys 10 7
Academic researchers
Educational assessments 33 88
National longitudinal surveys 23 Q0
Library surveys 4 —
Elementary and secondary surveys 23 86
Postsecondary surveys 12 79
Education associations
Educational assessments 45 0
Nationa longitudinal surveys 36 92
Library surveys 8 —
Elementary and secondary surveys 33 83
Postsecondary surveys 23 81
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Table 5.—Use of and satisfaction with NCES publications, by
customer group and program area—Continued

Per cent Per cent of users
usng program  satisfied/very
Customer group and program area publications satisfied
Education journalists
Educational assessments 33 89
Nationa longitudinal surveys 18 77
Library surveys 7 —
Elementary and secondary surveys 27 80
Postsecondary surveys 5 —
NEDRC users
Educationa assessments 26 89
Nationd longitudinal surveys 28 91
Library surveys 9 —
Elementary and secondary surveys 28 88
Postsecondary surveys 32 9%

— Too few cases for reliable estimate
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

“For eachone[of  Overal use of the publication formats utilized by NCES varies, with users
the publication making use of issue briefs, topical/analytic reports, and tabular reports
formats used by more (59 to 61 percent) than technical/ methodological reports or

NCES (bound or directories (38 to 43 percent). Education journalists were least likely to use
on the Internet) you technical/methodological reports (18 percent).

have used in the

past 2 years, please

indicate how useful

itistoyou.” Table 6.—Use of types of publication, by customer group (percent)
Topical/ Technical/

Issue analytic Tabular methodological Direc-
Customer group briefs reports reports reports tories
Overdl 59 60 61 33 43
Federa policymakers 70 75 78 43 52
State policymakers 79 78 86 45 4
Local policymakers 65 56 58 35 50
Academic researchers 53 62 62 40 36
Education associations 72 75 82 35 43
Education journalists 60 61 65 18 38
NEDRC users 43 51 71 37 47
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Page 24 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report



Figure 11 shows that about one-fourth (23 to 30 percent) of the customers
rated each of these five formats as very useful, and two-thirds of the
customers (66 to 73 percent) rated these five formats as useful.

Figure 11.—Reported usefulness of NCES publications among users,
by report format

Topical or analytical reports 72 1
Tabular reports 66 4
Technical or methodological reports 69 8
Directories _ 70 4
O;A) 2(;% 40% 60% 80% 100%

“Overall, how
satisfied were you
with the following
aspects of the
publications?”

Byveryuseful  Fuseful  ZNot useful

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Satisfaction with various aspects among those who had used NCES
publications in the past 2 yearsis shown in table 7. Although 93 percent of
users were satisfied with the overall quality of publications and 90 percent
or more were satisfied with their comprehensiveness and ease of
understanding, timeliness was a | ess satisfactory aspect, with 15 percent of
users dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with this aspect of NCES
publications. Accuracy had arelatively low satisfaction percentage but
mostly because 14 percent of users were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
with that aspect.
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“ Which aspects of
NCES publications
do you consider to
be the three most
important?”

Table 7.—Users' levels of satisfaction with specific aspects of NCES
publications (per cent)

Very Neither Very

Satisfied/  dissatisfied  dissatisfied/
Aspect Satisfied  nor satisfied  dissatisfied
Comprehensiveness 91 5 3
Ease of understanding 0 5 5
Timeliness (up-to-date information) 77 8 15
Accuracy A 14 2
Relevant information 89 6 5
Overall quality of publications 93 6 1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Users were also asked to rank the three aspects of NCES publications
which they considered to be most important among the following choices:

Comprehensiveness

Ease of understanding

Timeliness (up-to-date information)
Accuracy

Relevant information

Table 8 shows the percentage distribution of the first, second, and third
most important aspects of NCES publications. Thirty-five percent of users
rated accuracy of the information as the most important aspect, and 24
percent so rated relevance of information. In addition, at least 64 percent
of users rated accuracy, relevance, or timeliness as either their first,
second, or third most important aspect.

Table 8—Users ranking of three most important aspects of NCES
publications (per cent)

Second Third Either firdt,
M ost most most second, or third
Aspect important important important | most important
Comprehensiveness 12 17 18 47
Ease of understanding 14 14 21 50
Timeliness (up-to-date
information) 15 24 26 64
Accuracy 35 24 12 71
Relevant information 24 21 23 68

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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Figure 12 presents away of comparing across users’ ratings of the
importance of an aspect to the level of satisfaction with the aspect. The
score was normalized by subtracting the overall mean and dividing by the
standard deviation (for each dimension separately). Reading down the
scale, the figure shows that relative to one another, users overall order of
importance for these aspects is accuracy, relevance, comprehensiveness,
timeliness, and ease of understanding. Reading from right to l€eft, the
figure shows that users' levels of satisfaction are similar for
comprehensiveness, relevance, accuracy, and ease of understanding and
decidedly less for timeliness.

The diagonal line cutting through the center from the bottom left to the
upper right identifies the relative weights of importance and satisfaction.
Aspects appearing on the line would have equal levels of importance and
satisfaction. For aspects that fall above the line (accuracy and timeliness),
users judgment of their importance is greater than their satisfaction with
them. For the aspects that appear below the line (relevance,
comprehensiveness, and ease of understanding), users levels of
satisfaction are greater than users judgments of their importance.

Figure 12.—Joint satisfaction and importance rating of different
aspects of NCES publications
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importance
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“Belowisalistof  Potential customers who were aware of NCES publications, but who had
reasons why you not used any in the past 2 years, were asked why they had not used these
may not haveused  publications (see table 9): 88 percent indicated they obtained education
NCESpublications information from other sources, and 59 percent indicated they obtained
(bound or on the NCES information indirectly from other sources.

Internet) in the past
2 years. For each of
the following
reasons, indicate if
it appliesto you or
not.”

Table 9.—Reasons for not using NCES publicationsin the past 2 years, by customer group

(percent)
Federal State Local
policy- policy- policy- Academic Education Education NEDRC

Reasons Overall makers makers makers researchers associations journalists users
Obtain NCES information

indirectly from other 59 — 79 62 56 — — —

sources
Don’t need NCES

publications in work 35 o 28 28 “ o _ -
Need different levels or

types of information 48 — 12 48 50 — — —

than NCES provides
Obtain education

information from other 88 — 86 91 86 — — —

sources
Don’t know how to obtain

NCES publications 3l T 0 31 3l T T T
Think NCES publications 5 3 1

are outdated T T T - -
Think NCES publications 5 L . 7 5 o o o

are too difficult to use

— Too few cases for reliable estimate
NOTE: Respondents could provide multiple responses.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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V. Questions About NCES Databasesand User Tools

“Have you used any NCES provides public-use and restricted-use survey databases for users

NCES databases or
user toolsin the
past 2 years?”

who want to conduct their own analyses using software such as SAS,
SPSS, Excel, etc. NCES also provides several types of user tools that can
be used in conjunction with these databases, such as the Electronic Code
Book (ECB), the Data Analysis System (DAS), the Common Core of Data
(CCD) CD-ROM user interface, and the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) CD-ROM user interface.

At least 58 percent of NCES' potential customers were not aware of
NCES databases or user tools (see figure 13), and 30 percent had not used
them, even though they were aware of their existence. Only onein eight
(12 percent) of NCES' customers had used these products in the past 2
years.

Figure 13 also shows the specific awareness of and use by the various
customer groups. NEDRC users (52 percent), state policymakers (28
percent), federal policymakers (24 percent), and individuals from
education associations (20 percent) were the largest users of NCES
databases and user tools. The customer groups least aware of these
products included local policymakers (65 percent), education journalists
(60 percent), and academic researchers (52 percent).

The rest of this chapter will present data from only those respondents who
had used NCES datafiles.
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Figure 13.—Awar eness and use of NCES databases and user toolsin
the past 2 years, by customer group

Total 30

Federal policymakers

State policymakers

Loca policymakers

Academic researchers
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Education journalists

NEDRC users

% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

®ysed ONot used, but aware I Not aware

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“How frequently The frequency of use, by customer group, of those who have used NCES

have you used databases or user tools in the past 2 years is shown in figure 14. At least
NCESdatabasesor 42 percent of the federal and state policymakers have used NCES

user toolsin the databases and user tools at least once a month.

past 2 years?”

Figure 14.—How frequently users have used NCES databases and
user toolsin the past 2 years, by customer group

Total 19
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* No data can be presented for the Education journalists because there were too few cases for
reliable estimate.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“ For each user tool
that you have used
in the past 2 years,
please indicate how
satisfied you were
withit.”

Table 10 shows that while use of NCES user toolsis low (3 to 4 percent),
those who use these tools are generally satisfied with them. Satisfaction
with these tools ranged from 84 to 92 percent.

Table 10.—Use of and satisfaction with NCES user tools

Percent of respondents  Percent of users

User tool using data user tool satisfied/very satisfied
Electronic Code Book (ECB) 3 92
Data Analysis System (DAS) 4 &4
CCD CD-ROM User Interface 4 88
IPEDS CD-ROM User Interface 4 84

Electronic Code Book (ECB)

Data Analysis System (DAS)

CCD CD-ROM User Interface

IPEDS CD-ROM User Interface

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

The division of opinion between “very satisfied/satisfied,” “neither
dissatisfied nor satisfied,” and “dissatisfied/very dissatisfied” is shown in
figure 15. Because of the small numbers of responses for most user tools
and related issues of reliability, breakdowns by the various customer
groups are not shown.

Figure 15.—Users levels of satisfaction with NCES user tools

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

| By ery satisfied/satisfied D Neither dissatisfied nor satisfied & Dissatisfied/very dissatisfied |
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“For each database At most, 5 percent of the respondents used any specific NCES databases
you have used inthe during the past 2 years, however, 17 percent used at least one of the
several NCES databases (see table 11). The percent of users satisfied with
the NCES databases ranged from 74 to 91 percent.

past 2 years, please
indicate how
satisfied you were
withit.”

Table 11.—Use of and satisfaction with NCES databases, by program

area and survey

Per cent of Percent of users
respondentsusing satisfied/very
Program area and survey survey databases satisfied
Any database 17 *
Educational assessments
Third International Mathematics and Science 3 89
Study (TIMSS)
National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS) 2 80
National Assessment of Educational Progress 5 %0
(NAEP)
National longitudinal surveys
National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 4 a1
(NELS:88)
Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) 5 79
Longitudinal Study
High School and Beyond (HS&B) 4 83
Baccalaureate and Beyond (B& B) Longitudinal
2 78
Study
Library surveys
School Library Survey (SLS) 1 82
Academic Library Survey (ALS) 78
Public Libraries Survey (PLS) —
Elementary and secondary surveys
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) 91
National Household Education Survey (NHES) 2 89
Common Core of Data (CCD) 4 83
Postsecondary surveys
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study 5 87
(NPSAS)
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 4 85
(IPEDS)
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 5 o
(NSOPF)
National Household Education Survey (NHES) 2 74

— Too few cases for reliable estimate

* Satisfaction percentages can not be determined for users of “any” database because they could be

satisfied with some and dissatisfied with others.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer

Satisfaction Survey.
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The satisfaction rating of the various databases within NCES program

areas is shown in figure 16.

Figure 16.—Users' levels of satisfaction with a select group of NCES

databases, by program area and survey
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer

Satisfaction Survey.
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“QOverall, how
satisfied were you
with the following
aspects of the
databases and user
tools?”

Table 12 shows that 87 percent of the users were satisfied with the
comprehensiveness and overall quality of the databases and user tools, and
82 percent were satisfied with the accuracy of the database. However, a
fifth of the users (20 percent) expressed dissatisfaction with the timeliness
of the database releases, and nearly a sixth were dissatisfied with the ease
of access (16 percent) and ease of use (15 percent) of these databases and
user tools.

Table 12—Users levels of satisfaction with specific aspects of NCES
databases and user tools (percent)

Very Neither Very

satisfied/ dissatisfied dissatisfied/
Aspect satisfied nor satisfied dissatisfied
Comprehensiveness 87 10 3
Ease of use 75 10 15
Ease of access 73 10 16
Database documentation 7 15 9
Accuracy of database 82 15 4
Timeliness of database release 67 13 20
Overal quality of database 87 9 4

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“ Which aspects of
NCES databases
and user tools do
you consider to be
the three most
important?”

Users were also asked to rank the three aspects of NCES databases and
user tools which they considered to be most important among the
following choices:

Comprehensiveness

Ease of use

Ease of access

Database documentation
Accuracy of database
Timeliness of database release

Table 13 shows the percentage distribution of the first, second, and third
most important aspects of NCES databases and user tools. Forty-two
percent of users rated accuracy of database as the first most important, and
at least 11 percent rated comprehensiveness, ease of use, or timeliness as
the first most important aspect. In addition, at least 53 percent of users
rated accuracy, ease of use, comprehensiveness, or timeliness of database
release as either thelr first, second, or third most important aspect.

Table 13.—Users ranking of three most important aspects of NCES
databases and user tools (percent)

Second Third Either first,

M ost most most second, or third
Aspect important important important | most important
Comprehensiveness 23 16 18 57
Ease of use 16 20 24 60
Ease of access 4 13 17 A
Database documentation 4 8 11 23
Accuracy of database 42 15 15 72
Tlrgzl;r;eess of database 1 o7 15 53

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999
Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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Figure 17 presents away of analyzing across users’ ratings of the
importance of an aspect to the levels of satisfaction with the aspect. The
score was hormalized by subtracting the overall mean and dividing by the
standard deviation (for each dimension separately). Reading down the
scale, the figure shows that, relative to one another, users overall order of
importance for these aspects is accuracy, comprehensiveness, timeliness,
ease of use, ease of access, and documentation. Reading from right to left,
the figure shows the order of users' levels of satisfaction is
comprehensiveness, accuracy, documentation, ease of access, ease of use,

and timeliness.

The diagonal line cutting through the center from the bottom left to the
upper right identifies the relative weights of importance and satisfaction.
Aspects appearing on the line would have equal levels of importance and
satisfaction. For aspects that fall above the line (accuracy, timeliness, and
ease of use), users judgment of their importance is greater than their
satisfaction with them. For the aspects that appear below the line
(comprehensiveness, ease of access, and documentation), users’ levels of
satisfaction are greater than users' judgments of their importance.

Figure 17.—Joint satisfaction and importance rating of different
aspects of NCES databases and user tools
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer

Satisfaction Survey.
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“Belowisalistof  Potential customers who were aware of NCES databases or user tools, but
reasons why you who had not used any in the past 2 years, provided reasons why they had
may not haveused  not used these products (see table 14). Most (82 percent) indicated they
NCES databases had obtained NCES information directly from other sources, and 67

and user toolsinthe percent indicated they obtained NCES information indirectly from other
past 2 years. For sources. Only small percentages of users (3 to 15 percent) reported

each of the avoiding using NCES databases and user tools because they were too
following reasons,  difficult to use.

indicateif it applies

to you or not.”

Table 14—Reasons for not using NCES databases and user toolsin the past 2 years, by
customer group (percent)

Federal State Local
policy- policy- policy- Academic Education Education NEDRC
Reasons Overall makers makers makers researchers associations journalists users

Obtain NCES information
indirectly from other 67 76 63 70 65 49 63 49
sources

Someone elseisresponsible
for databases

Need different levels or
types of informationthan 37 39 32 3 40 39 38 27
NCES provides

40 57 64 46 35 39 4 31

Obtain education
information from other 82 67 72 85 80 61 98 52
sources

Don't know how to obtain
NCES databasesand user 32 23 31 34 31 30 51 28
tools

Don't have computer
technology or technical
knowledge to use NCES
databases and user tools

Think NCES databases and
user tools are outdated

Think NCES databases and
user tools are too difficult 7 15 12 9 6 3 8 11
to use

16 36 22 13 17 26 43 33

NOTE: Respondents could provide multiple responses.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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V. Questions About NCES Services

“If you have a
guestion, do you
know how to
contact NCES?”

Total

Federal policymakers

State policymakers

Local policymakers

Academic researchers

Education associations

Education journalists

NEDRC users

All respondents were asked if they knew how to contact NCES if they had
aquestion. Most of the NEDRC users (85 percent), federal (81 percent)
and state (77 percent) policymakers, and individuals from education
associations (78 percent) responded in the affirmative (see figure 18).
However, 56 percent of the local policymakers and 52 percent of the
academic researchers indicated they did not know how to contact NCES.

Figure 18.—Awareness of how to contact NCES, by customer group
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“ Have you used any
NCESservicein the
past 2 years?”

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Respondents were asked if they had used any of the following servicesin
the past 2 years. e-mailing, faxing, mailing, or telephoning NCES staff a
request for information; requesting NCES information from the Education
Publications Center (ED Pubs), the National Education Data Resource
Center (NEDRC), or the Department of Education’s toll-free number;
attending training seminars, workshops, or conferences; participating in
the NCES fellows program; and visiting the NCES Web Site. At least half
of customers (54 percent) were not aware of NCES services (see figure
19). Awareness levels varied by customer group: NEDRC users and
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federal policymakers were most aware (81 and 80 percent, respectively),
and local policymakers were least aware (42 percent).

Overal, only 22 percent of customers used NCES services; however,
again, levels of use varied by customer group. NEDRC users reported the
highest level of use (75 percent), local policymakers the lowest (15
percent).

Figure 19.—Awar eness and use of NCES servicesin the past 2 years,
by customer group

Tota

Federal policymakers

Statepolicymakers

Local policymakers

Academic researchers

Education associations 26 |

Education journalists

NEDRC users 19 |

y T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[ musd  ONot used, butawvae  mNot aware |

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

The rest of this chapter will present data from only those respondents who
had used NCES services.

“How frequently Users of NCES services were then asked how often in the past 2 years
have you used they had used the services. Figure 20 shows that most (82 percent) of these
NCESservicesin users had used these services occasiondly in the past 2 years.

the past 2 years?”
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“For each of these
services [Web sites
and on-line data
access tools] that
you have used in the
past 2 years, please
indicate how
satisfied you were
with it.”

Figure 20.—How frequently users have used NCES servicesin the
past 2 years

Weekly

4% Monthly

14%

Occasionally
82%

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

The widest uses of NCES services (see table 15 on p. 42) were visitsto the
NCES Web Site (15 percent), requesting information from NCES staff by
e-mail, mail, fax, or telephone (13 percent), and ordering NCES materials
through ED Pubs (11 percent). Of NCES Web services, 8 percent used the
electronic catalog and NAEP Summary Data Tools, and 7 percent used the
“What's New” feature. Satisfaction levels with these services were high,
ranging from 84 to 96 percent.

Table 16 (on p.43) shows selected results for the various customer groups,
and includes the percent using each of the selected services and their
satisfaction with these services. In most cases, the highest three or four
services are listed for each customer group. Where a specific service or
tool istargeted for a particular customer group, it is aso included, even if
it is not among those used the most. For instance, the IPEDS Interactive
Database Search is included because it is targeted at higher education
policymakers, part of the local policymaker stratum. The Public School
District Finance Peer Search is also included in the table because it is
intended for use by elementary and secondary policymakers, the other
component of the local policymaker stratum.
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Table 15.—Use of and satisfaction with specific NCES servicesin the

past 2 years
Per cent of Per cent of users
respondentsusing satisfied/very
Service Services satisfied
Any services 3 *
General services
Info by e-mail, mail, fax, phone 13 92
Ordered from ED Pubs 11 95
Requested info from NEDRC 6 96
Requested info from ED’ s 1-800 number 7 91
Visted NCES Web Site 15 95
Web siteservices
NCES Electronic Catalog 8 93
News Flash Subscription Service 3 86
“What's New” Feature 7 92
NCES Staff Directory 5 92
NAEP Summary Data Tables 8 93
K-12 Prectitioners Circle 3 A

Online data accesstools
Nationa Public School Locator (CCD) 3
Data Analysis System (DAS) on the Web 3 91
Interactive Database Search (IPEDS) 4

Public School District Finance Peer 1 o
Search

* Satisfaction percentages can not be determined for users of “any” services because they could be
satisfied with some and dissatisfied with others.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Many of the stratum percentages of use in table 16 are higher than the
comparable figures for all strata in table 15. The use percentages in table
15 are reduced by the low use rates in the local policymaker stratum,
which comprises nearly half the population. When use percentages are
controlled for stratum, they are higher for most strata than for the user
population as awhole.
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Table 16.—Use of and satisfaction with selected NCES services, by
customer group and service

Per cent of Per cent of users
respondentsusing  satisfied/very
Customer group and NCES service NCESservice satisfied
Federal policymakers
Requested info from NCES staff 49 95
Ordered from ED Pubs 26 93
NCES Web Site 48 9%
NAEP Summary Data Tables 25 91
State policymakers
Requested info from NCES staff 33 92
NCES Web Site 43 92
What's New Feature 28 99
NCES Staff Directory 26 98
NAEP Summary Data Tables 22 9
Local policymakers
Requested info from NCES staff 9 91
Ordered from ED Pubs 9 A
NCES Web Site 10 93
Interactive Database Search (IPEDS) 4 0
Public School Dist. Fin. Peer Search 2 —
Academic researchers
Requested info from NCES staff 13 92
Ordered from ED Pubs 11 97
NCES Web Site 17
Education associations
Requested info from NCES staff 39 0
Ordered from ED Pubs 25 91
NCES Web Site 33 A
Education journalists
Requested info from NCES staff 29 83
NCES Web Site A 838
NAEP Summary Data Tables 21 A
NEDRC users
Requested info from NCES staff 69 Q0
Ordered from ED Pubs 37 0
Requested info from NEDRC va%i} 0
NCES Web Site 57 9%

— Too few cases for reliable estimates
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“Overall, how
satisfied were you
with the following

NCES users were generally satisfied with most aspects of the services they
received, with those satisfied ranging from 80 to 93 percent (see table 17).
The one exception is that 60 percent of the customers were satisfied with

aspects of NCES the handling of their complaints, and 30 percent were dissatisfied with this
services?’ aspect.
Table 17.—Users levels of satisfaction with specific aspects of NCES
services (percent)
Very Neither Very
satisfied/  dissatisfied dissatisfied/
Aspect satisfied nor satisfied dissatisfied
Extent to which information met needs 93 4 3
Speed with which information was %3 2 5
received
Ease of obtaining information 86 2 11
Staff expertise 83 7 5
Time needed to reach knowledgeable 03 6 10
staff
Courtesy of staff 83 6 6
Handling of complaints 60 10 30
Search capabilities on NCES Web Site 80 7 13
Ease of locating information on NCES
Web Ste 80 d =
Ease of downloading publications and 80 8 12
databases from NCES Web Site
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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“Belowisalistof  Potential customers who were aware of NCES services, but who had not
reasons why you used any in the past 2 years, provided reasons why they had not used these
may not haveused  products (see table 18). Most of these (84 percent overal) indicated they
NCESservicesin had obtained their information from other sources; 71 percent indicated
the past 2 years. they obtained NCES information but only indirectly, from third-party

For each of the sources instead of from NCES itself. Only low percentages indicated they
following reasons,  did not use NCES services because they thought that the NCES Web Site
indicateif it applies wastoo difficult to use (2 percent overall) or that NCES information was
to you or not.” outdated (6 percent overall).

Table 18—Reasons for not using NCES servicesin the past 2 years, by customer group (per cent)

Federal State Local
policy- policy- policy- Academic Education Education NEDRC
Reasons Overall makers makers makers researchers associations journalists users

Obtain NCES information
indirectly from other 71 — 74 72 71 58 — —
sources

Someone elseis responsible
for abtaining NCES 31 — 69 33 29 32 — —
information

Obtain education information
from other sources

Think NCES information is
outdated 6 — 23 4 7 16 — —

Don’t know how to contact %
NCES staff

Don’t know how to contact
Education Publications 29 — 10 30 28 18 — —
Center (ED Pubs)

Don't know how to access the
NCES Web Site

Don't have computer
technology or technical
knowledge to use NCES
Web Site

Think NCES Web Siteis too
difficult to use

84 — 84 87 79 82 — —

— 4 30 23 18 — —

— Too few cases for reliable estimates
NOTE: Respondents could provide multiple responses.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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V1. Comparison of 1997 and 1999 Results

Introduction The 1999 customer survey population included the four “core”’ groups of
customers that were surveyed in 1997—federal, state, and local
policymakers, and academic researchers. This chapter compares the
responses of these core groups of customers for selected questions that
were asked in both 1997 and 1999. All satisfaction results reported apply
to the percentage of users who were satisfied or very satisfied with the
product or service in question. All relevant percentages from the two years
are included in the tables. However, only differences that are statistically
significant are discussed in the text. Differences have been tested for
significance at the .05 level (using Bonferroni adjustment for testing large
numbers of differences, see appendix B). Differences that are not
discussed are not significant, even though the tables might show small
increases or decreases in satisfaction from 1997 to 1999. In accord with
NCES statistical policy, the tables do not include data from questions that
were asked, but were not answered by at least 30 respondents.

Customer use of In both 1997 and 1999, similar percentages® of respondents (44 and 45

NCESpublications percent, respectively) reported using NCES publications (see figure 21).
While the overall percentages were the same in both years, the percentages
of publication users increased among federa policymakers from 72
percent in 1997 to 82 percent in 1999 and decreased among local
policymakers from 43 percent in 1997 to 38 percent in 1999.

Figure 21.—Use of NCES publications, by customer group: 1997 and
1999

100%1

82%

72% 74%  73%

51% 51%
44% _45% 43%
40%] 38%

20% |

0% —
Total Federal policymakers  State policymakers Local policymakers  Academic researchers
9 9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.

8 Theterm “similar” is used when two percentages are not significantly different at the 0.05 level.
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Customer Users were highly satisfied with NCES statistical compendia in both 1997

satisfaction with and 1999 (see figure 22). In both years at least 90 percent were either very

NCES statistical satisfied or satisfied with two NCES compendia, the Condition of

compendia Education and the Digest of Education Statistics, and at least 86 percent
were very satisfied or satisfied with the Projections of Education
Satistics.

Figure 22.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with NCES
statistical compendia: 1997 and 1999

100% 1
93% 93%

91%
90% 88%

86%

80% 1

60% 1

40% 1

20% 1

a—

0%

Condition of Education Digest of Education Statistics Projections of Education Statistics
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.
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Only one of four core groups of customers reported a change in their level
of satisfaction with one of the NCES compendium publications between
1997 and 1999. State policymakers reported a decrease in satisfaction
with Digest of Education Satistics from 97 percent in 1997 to 92 percent
in 1999 (see table 19).

Table 19.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with NCES
compendium publications, by core customer group: 1997 and 1999

Percent of users Percent of users
Satisfied/very satisfied/very

Corecustomer group and satisfied satisfied
compendium publication 1997 1999
Federal policymakers
Condition of Education 98 2
Digest of Education Satistics A 95
Projections of Education Satistics 89 83
State policymakers
Condition of Education A 91
Digest of Education Satistics 97 92
Projections of Education Satistics 0 0
L ocal policymakers
Condition of Education 91 91
Digest of Education Satistics 89 92
Projections of Education Satistics 86 88
Academic researchers
Condition of Education A A
Digest of Education Satistics 95 A
Projections of Education Satistics 91 83
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.
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Customer
satisfaction with
program-specific
NCES publications

Overdl, similar percentages of customers reported being very satisfied or
satisfied in both 1997 and 1999 with NCES publications related to all but
one of the program areas (see figure 23). Customer satisfaction with
publications in the national longitudinal studies area showed an increase
from 81 percent in 1997 to 89 percent in 1999.

Figure 23.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with NCES
publicationsin certain program areas. 1997 and 1999

100% 7 0%
0
91% 9% 0%
86% 8%
0
81% 7%
80% 1]
2%
64%
60%
40% T
20% 1
0% - . . .
Educational assessment  National longitudinal Library publications Elementary and Postsecondary
publications studies publications secondary education publications
publications
H1997 01999

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.

In addition, two of the four core customer groups reported changes in their
levels of satisfaction with publicationsin some of the program areas
between 1997 and 1999 (see table 20).

State policymakers reported an increased level of satisfaction between
1997 and 1999 with publications in two program areas, as follows:

Educational assessment publications (89 percent and 95 percent,
respectively)

Elementary and secondary education publications (89 percent and 95
percent, respectively)

Academic researchers reported a decreased level of satisfaction between
1997 and 1999 with publications in two program areas, as follows:

Elementary and secondary education publications (92 percent and 86
percent, respectively)

Postsecondary education publications (92 percent and 79 percent,
respectively)
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Table 20.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with NCES
publications, by core customer group and program area:

1997 and 1999

Percent of users Percent of users

satisfied/very satisfied/very
satisfied satisfied
Corecustomer group and program area 1997 1999
Federal policymakers
Educationa assessments 95 9%
Nationd longitudinal surveys — 92
Library surveys — —
Elementary and secondary surveys A 95
Postsecondary surveys 83 95
State policymakers
Educational assessments 89 95
National longitudinal surveys 86 87
Library surveys 81 87
Elementary and secondary surveys 89 95
Postsecondary surveys 88
Local policymakers
Educational assessments 93 9%
Nationd longitudinal surveys 80 88
Library surveys 72 69
Elementary and secondary surveys 0 86
Postsecondary surveys 82 77
Academic researchers
Educationa assessments 92 88
National longitudinal surveys 0 20
Library surveys 61 —
Elementary and secondary surveys 92 86
Postsecondary surveys 92 79

— Too few cases for reliable estimate

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999

Customer Satisfaction Surveys.
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Customer
satisfaction with

Overdl, similar percentages of customers reported being very satisfied or
satisfied in both 1997 and 1999 with al but one of the six aspects of

aspects of NCES NCES publications (see figure 24). Customer satisfaction with timeliness
publications of NCES publications showed an increase from 72 percent in 1997 to 78
percent in 1999.
Figure 24.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with aspects
of NCES publications: 1997 and 1999
93%
Overal qually —10%

Relevant information

Accuracy

Timeliness

Ease of understanding

Comprehensiveness

89%
86%

84%
79%

78%
72%

90%
87%

91%
88%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1997 B1099

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.

In addition, three of the four core customer groups reported changesin
their levels of satisfaction with some of the aspects of publications
between 1997 and 1999 (see table 21).

Federal policymakers reported a decreased level of satisfaction with
timeliness of NCES publications between 1997 and 1999 (72 percent and
61 percent, respectively) and an increased level of satisfaction with the
overall quality of NCES publications between 1997 and 1999 (93 percent
and 100 percent, respectively).

State policymakers reported an increased level of satisfaction with the
comprehensiveness of NCES publications between 1997 and 1999 (91
percent and 96 percent, respectively).
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Local policymakers reported an increased level of satisfaction with the
timeliness of NCES publications (72 percent and 80 percent, respectively)
and with the relevant information in NCES publications (85 percent and
91 percent, respectively) between 1997 and 1999.

Table 21.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with specific
aspects of NCES publications, by core customer group:
1997 and 1999

Percent of users Percent of users
satisfied/very satisfied/very

satisfied satisfied
Corecustomer group and aspect 1997 1999
Federal policymakers
Overdl quality of publications 93 100
Relevant information 90 87
Accuracy Q0 92
Timeliness (up-to-date information) 72 61
Ease of understanding 89 95
Comprehensiveness 83 92
State policymakers
Overdl quality of publications 9% 98
Relevant information A 93
Accuracy 89 89
Timeliness (up-to-date information) 49 4
Ease of understanding 91 93
Comprehensiveness 91 9%
Local policymakers
Overdl quality of publications 0 93
Relevant information 85 91
Accuracy 79 85
Timeliness (up-to-date information) 72 80
Ease of understanding 87 88
Comprehensiveness 88 0
Academic researchers
Overdl quality of publications A 92
Relevant information 91 88
Accuracy 7 82
Timeliness (up-to-date information) 79 78
Ease of understanding 0 92
Comprehensiveness 91 92
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.
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Customer Overal, similar percentages of customers reported being very satisfied or

satisfaction with satisfied in both 1997 and 1999 with all 13 NCES databases that were

NCES databases asked about in both years (see figure 25; for full names of survey
databases, see list of acronyms on page xi).

Figure 25.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with NCES
databases: 1997 and 1999

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1997 B1999

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.

Customer Overdl, similar percentages of customers reported being very satisfied or
satisfaction with satisfied in both 1997 and 1999 with al but two of the six aspects of
aspects of NCES NCES databases (see figure 26). The questions being compared are similar
databases but could have prompted different responses. The 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey asked, “OVERALL, how satisfied were you with the
following ASPECTS of the DATABASES AND USER TOOLS [you
have used in the past 2 years]?’ while the 1997 Survey asked, “Overall,
how satisfied were you with the following aspects of the NCES
ELECTRONIC DATA FILES that you have used?’ It could be argued
that cases where more use is reported in 1999 represent a definite increase,
but cases where the estimates remain the same or decline could be true
patterns, or increases, or decreases. Only increases are reported here, and
as with all of the differences discussed in the report, these increases tested
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as significant at the .05 level of significance. Customer satisfaction with
ease of access of NCES databases showed an increase from 55 percent in
1997 to 73 percent in 1999. Also, customer satisfaction with timeliness of
NCES databases showed an increase from 52 percent in 1997 to 67
percent in 1999.

Figure 26.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with aspects
of NCES databases: 1997 and 1999
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74%
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76%
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70%

73%
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55%

76%
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Ease of use

. 87%
Comprehensiveness of database
81%

0% 2% 40% 60% 80% 100%
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.

In addition, two of the four core customer groups reported changes in their

levels of satisfaction with some of the aspects of databases between 1997
and 1999 (seetable 22).

State policymakers reported an increased level of satisfaction with the
ease of access of NCES databases between 1997 and 1999 (55 percent and
76 percent, respectively).
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Local policymakers reported an increased level of satisfaction with the
ease of access of NCES databases (54 percent and 73 percent,
respectively) and with the timeliness of NCES databases (50 percent and
69 percent, respectively—see table 22) between 1997 and 1999.

Table 22.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with specific
aspects of NCES databases, by core customer group: 1997

and 1999
Percent of users  Percent of users
satisfied/very satisfied/very
satisfied satisfied
Corecustomer group and aspect 1997 1999
Federal policymakers
Timeliness of database release — 52
Accuracy of database — 81
Database documentation — 65
Ease of access — 80
Ease of use — 73
Comprehensiveness of database — 88
State policymakers
Timeliness of database release 50 51
Accuracy of database 81 85
Database documentation 82 7
Ease of access 55 76
Ease of use 69 70
Comprehensiveness of database 89 90
Local policymakers
Timeliness of database release 50 69
Accuracy of database 71 80
Database documentation 68 76
Ease of access %! 73
Ease of use 69 7
Comprehensiveness of database 79 85
Academic researchers
Timeliness of database release 66 68
Accuracy of database 91 83
Database documentation 71 76
Ease of access 64 73
Ease of use 75 75
Comprehensiveness of database 93 88

— Too few cases for reliable estimate
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.
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Customer Overdll, the percentage of customers aware of how to contact NCES

awarenessof how  increased from 34 percent in 1997 to 47 percent in 1999 (see figure 27).

to contact NCES Also, the percentages of customers aware of how to contact NCES
increased among state policymakers from 69 percent in 1997 to 77 percent
in 1999 and among local policymakers from 32 percent in 1997 to 44
percent in 1999.

Figure 27.—Awar eness of how to contact NCES, by customer group:
1997 and 1999
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69%
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.
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Customer
satisfaction with
selected NCES
services

Customer
satisfaction with
aspects of NCES
services

100% 7

80% 1

60% 1

40% 1

20%

0%

Overal, similar percentages of customers among those who used

the National Education Data Resource Center (NEDRC),

the Department of Education’s toll-free number, and
the NCES Web Site

reported being very satisfied or satisfied in both 1997 and 1999 (see figure
28).

Figure 28.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with selected
NCES services: 1997 and 1999
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.

Overal, similar percentages of customers reported being very satisfied or
satisfied in both 1997 and 1999 for the following four aspects of NCES
services (see figure 29):

Extent to which the information met your needs
Staff expertise

Time needed to reach knowledgeable staff
Courtesy of staff

Customer satisfaction with the speed with which information was received
from NCES showed an increase from 89 percent in 1997 to 93 percent in
1999.
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However, the level of customer satisfaction decreased between 1997 and
1999 for the following two aspects of NCES services:

Ease of obtaining information (92 percent and 87 percent,
respectively)
Handling of complaints (75 percent and 60 percent, respectively)

Figure 29.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with aspects
of NCES services: 1997 and 1999
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.

In addition, two of the four core customer groups reported a change in
their level of satisfaction for some of the aspects of NCES services (see
table 23). Local policymakers reported an increased level of satisfaction
with the speed with which NCES information was received (89 percent
and 94 percent, respectively) between 1997 and 1999. Academic
researchers reported a decreased level of satisfaction with handling of
complaints (68 percent and 40 percent, respectively) between 1997 and
1999.
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Table 23.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with specific
aspects of NCES services, by core customer group: 1997

and 1999
Percent of users Percent of users
satisfied/very  satisfied/very
satisfied satisfied
Corecustomer group and aspect 1997 1999
Federal policymakers
Handling of complaints — —
Courtesy of staff 95 95
Time needed to reach knowledgeable staff 87 86
Staff expertise 92 A
Ease of obtaining information 86 838
Speed with which information was received 91 88
Information met your needs 95 93
State policymakers
Handling of complaints 81 71
Courtesy of staff 95 92
Time needed to reach knowledgeable staff 84 84
Staff expertise 92
Ease of obtaining information 87
Speed with which information was received 82 87
Information met your needs A A
Local policymakers
Handling of complaints 75 78
Courtesy of staff 0 89
Time needed to reach knowledgeable staff &4 &4
Staff expertise 85 91
Ease of obtaining information 93 87
Speed with which information was received 89 A
Information met your needs 91 A
Academic researchers
Handling of complaints 68 40
Courtesy of staff 85 86
Time needed to reach knowledgeable staff 7 83
Staff expertise 82 84
Ease of obtaining information 89 86
Speed with which information was received 0 93
Information met your needs 93 92

— Too few cases for reliable estimate
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1997 and 1999
Customer Satisfaction Surveys.
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NCESstrategiesfor The increases in satisfaction with various aspects of NCES publications,

improvement databases, and services between 1997 and 1999 might be a result of steps
between 1997 and  taken by NCES. The following are some examples of actions, related to
1999 specific data programs, to address areas that needed to be improved as

indicated by the 1997 customer survey results.
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)

To improve the timeliness of IPEDS data, NCES redesigned forms,
converted to a web-based system, and maintained its goal of releasing data
within 6 months. To increase the timeliness of reports, NCES streamlined
its review process and engaged an outside contractor to perform additional
review. To improve data quality, IPEDS incorporated automated data edits
within the data-collection web survey, conducted re-interviews within
collection system field tests, and incorporated improved quality control
systems within all data collection activities.

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

NCES established a regular schedule so that users would know when
various subjects would be evaluated. The principal NAEP reports were
shortened so that they could be released more quickly after the data were
collected. NCES conducted a program-specific customer survey and
consulted users through state assessment directors and other groups. As a
result of this focussed survey, NAEP state reports were streamlined and
topical reports have been instituted on the subjects of highest interest.
Since the 1997 survey indicated a rapid growth of web access, NAEP
developed a web site with pages for specific groups such as teachers and
administrators. In response to a finding in the 1997 survey that customers
had difficulty using NAEP electronic files, NAEP developed a data tool
kit and has conducted training seminars for NAEP database users.

Common Core of Data (CCD)

Between release of the 1995-96 data and the 1998-99 data, the period
between completion of data collection and release of district and school
data was reduced from 17 to 9 months. The CCD program formed tech-
nical review panels of data users to advise on the usefulness and quality of
the information. Several panels are held every year. Each brings together
managers of state and local education agency data systems to discuss
issues of data quality and comparability in a selected topic. Topicsin 2000
included how states were interpreting the CCD high school completer
categories; what states and NCES could do to improve the timeliness and
quality of CCD data; and how NCES could take better advantage of Web-
based data collection technol ogies. Outcomes have led to changes in CCD
editing and collection procedures and guidance to state CCD coordinators.
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VIIl. Conclusons

Objective 1:

As indicated earlier, the 1999 survey had four primary purposes.

To assess customers' level of use of NCES products and services

To assess current users’ satisfaction with NCES products and services
To track how well NCES is doing according to the performance targets
it has established under GPRA

To identify areas for improvement in customer satisfaction

The following conclusions are organized by NCES' performance
objectives, using levels of customer satisfaction as indicators of how
NCES is doing according to their performance targets. A final section
summarizes areas for improvement.

Provide timely, useful, and comprehensive data that are relevant to policy
and educational improvement.

Indicator and Target:

At least 85 percent of surveyed customersin fiscal year (FY) 1999 and
90 percent in FY 2001 will agree that NCES data are timely, relevant,
and comprehensive.

Data from the 1999 customer survey indicate that most responding
customers were either satisfied or very satisfied with the timeliness,
relevance, and comprehensiveness of NCES products and services (table
24). The Center indicator of “at least 85 percent” was reflected by
respondents’ satisfaction with timeliness of services (93 percent),
relevance of services (93 percent), comprehensiveness of publications (91
percent), relevance of publications (89 percent), and comprehensiveness of
databases (87 percent). However, notably fewer respondents were satisfied
with the timeliness of databases (67 percent) and timeliness of

publications (77 percent).

Table 24.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with
timeliness, relevance, and comprehensiveness of NCES
publications, databases, and services

Timeliness Relevance  Comprehensiveness

Publications 77 89 91
Databases and User Tools 374 -- 87
Services 93 o3 --

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
1The aspect measured was “ extent to which information met needs”
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Objective 2:

Objective 3:

Collect high quality data.

Indicator and Target:
At least 85 percent of surveyed customersin FY 1999 and 90 percent
in FY 2001 will agree that NCES data are of high quality.

Data from the 1999 customer survey indicate that, of responding
customers, most were either satisfied or very satisfied with the aspects of
quality of NCES data (table 25). The Center indicator of “at least 85
percent” was reflected by respondents’ satisfaction with overall quality of
databases (87 percent). However, not as many respondents were satisfied
with database documentation (77 percent) and the accuracy of databases
(82 percent).

Table 25.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with quality
of NCES databases/user tools

Aspect of quality Very satisfied/satisfied
Database documentation 77
Accuracy of databases 82
Overal qudity of databases 87

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Develop publications that are easy to read, useful, and of high overall
quality.

Indicators and Targets:

a. At least 85 percent of surveyed customersin FY 1999 and 90
percent in FY 2001 will agree that NCES publications are easy to
read.

b. At least 85 percent of surveyed customersin FY 1999 and 90
percent in FY 2001 will rate NCES publications as useful in their
work.

c. Atleast 85 percent of surveyed customersin FY 1999 and 90
percent in FY 2001 will express satisfaction with the overall
quality of NCES publications.

Data from the 1999 customer survey indicate that, of responding
customers, most were either satisfied or very satisfied with the above
aspects of NCES publications (table 26). The Center indicator of “at least
85 percent” was reflected by respondents’ satisfaction with all three
aspects of publications:

Ease of understanding (90 percent)
Relevant information (89 percent)
Overal quality (93 percent)
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Areasfor
improvement

Table 26.—Per centage of usersvery satisfied or satisfied with ease of
under standing, relevance, and overall quality of NCES

publications
Aspect of publications Very satisfied/satisfied
Ease of understanding 0
Relevance 89
Overdl quaity 93

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Need for enhanced NCES outreach: Many NCES customers were not
aware of the broad range of products and services available to them. For
example, at least 58 percent of the customers reported not being aware of
any of the NCES databases or user tools identified by the survey. In
addition, at least 54 percent of the customers reported that they were not
aware of any of the 15 NCES services listed in the survey. Thus, athough
most customers who used NCES databases and services were satisfied or
very satisfied, more customers need to be aware of the availability of the
broad range of NCES products and services.

Increased awareness among customers is likely to increase the use of
NCES products and services. For example, although only 45 percent of all
customers surveyed used NCES publications, 66 percent of customers that
were aware of NCES publications used them. Similarly, although only 22
percent of al customers surveyed used NCES services, 47 percent of
customers that were aware of NCES services used them. Clearly, the
implication for NCES is that increased outreach is especialy important.

Need for better understanding of local policymaker needs: Local
policymakers are especially important to the NCES mission because of
their potential effect on the “ condition and progress of education.”
However, in comparison to other customer groups surveyed, local
policymakers were the least aware of NCES (only 53 percent had heard of
NCES and knew it was part of the U.S. Department of Education), made
the least use of NCES products and services (38 percent used NCES
publications, 10 percent used NCES databases and user tools, and 15
percent used NCES services), and were the least aware of how to contact
NCES (44 percent). Also, local policymakers use of NCES publications
declined from 43 percent in 1997 to 38 percent in 1999.

The implication for NCES is that it needs to better understand its
information needs and then not only develop appropriate outreach and
dissemination strategies tailored to these needs, but also develop more
appropriate products.
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Need to better understand the reason for low satisfaction or decline
in satisfaction with particular publications. Above or near 80 percent
of customers reported being satisfied or very satisfied with most of the
survey-specific publications. However, there were a few exceptions
where users reported comparatively lower levels of satisfaction:

Academic Library Survey (ALS) publications (75 percent)

National Household Educational Survey (NHES) publications (74
percent)

International Adult Literacy Survey publications (72 percent)
Postsecondary Education Quick Response (PEQIS) publications (70
percent)

Public Library Survey (PLS) publications (70 percent)

Although overall satisfaction with one of NCES' flagship publications,
Digest of Education Statistics, remained high, both overall and among
three of the core groups that were queried in both 1997 and 1999, among
state policymakers it declined from 97 percent in 1997 to 92 percent in
1999.

Also, satisfaction with publications in the elementary/secondary and
postsecondary program areas declined among academic researchers
between 1997 and 1999:

Elementary and secondary education publications (92 percent in 1997
and 86 percent in 1999)

Postsecondary education publications (92 percent in 1997 and 79
percent in 1999)

The implication for NCES is that it needs to better understand the reasons
why there are low levels of satisfaction with some of their publications
and why there has been a decline in satisfaction with some publications
among state policymakers and academic researchers.

Need to continue working on improving accuracy and timeliness of
publications. NCES customers considered accuracy to be the most
important aspect of NCES publications, but lower proportions of
customers were satisfied with that aspect than with some other aspects.

Also, athough satisfaction with the timeliness of NCES publications

increased from 1997 to 1999, publication users were still less satisfied
with the timeliness of these publications than they were with all other

aspects except accuracy.

The implication for NCES is that it needs to continue taking steps to
improve timeliness without affecting the accuracy of its publications.
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Need to continue working on timeliness ease of use, and ease of
access of databases and user tools. Respondents indicated arelatively
low level of satisfaction with the aspects of timeliness and ease of use of
NCES databases and user tools (67 percent and 75 percent, respectively).
Although satisfaction with the ease of access of NCES databases
increased from 55 percent in 1997 to 73 percent in 1999, thisrating is
still relatively low.

The implication for NCES is that it needs to understand the reasons that
customers have indicated relatively low satisfaction ratings with
particular aspects of databases and user tools, in order to take steps to
improve customers  satisfaction with its databases and user tools.

Need to improve process of handling complaints. Although
satisfaction levels with NCES services were generally high, handling of
customer complaints was a notable exception. Nearly athird of NCES
customers were dissatisfied with NCES in this respect.

The implication for NCES is that it needs to examine the process for
handling complaints and modify it to improve customer satisfaction.
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NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS

OMB No. 1880-0529
Approval Expires: May 2000

1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey

- Up?

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection
of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number of this
information collection is 1880-0529 and it is strictly voluntary. The time required to complete this
information collection is estimated to average 15 minutes per response, including the time to review
instructions, search existing data resources, gather the data needed, and complete and review the
information collection. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or
suggestions for improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, D.C.,
20202-4651. If you have comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of
this form, write directly to: National Center for Education Statistics, 555 New Jersey Ave., N.W.,
Washington, D.C., 20208.




INSTRUCTIONS

Thank you for taking the time to complete this important survey.
Directions are provided for each question. Because not all ques-
tions apply to everyone, you may be asked to skip certain ques-
tions.

e Please use a blue or black ink pen to complete the survey.

e When answering questions that require marking a box, please use an
13 ”
X.

e If you need to change an answer, please make sure that your old answer
is clearly crossed out.

e EXAMPLES of NCES PUBLICATIONS are provided in a supplement for
your reference as you answer the questions in Section A.

e When you have finished the survey, please return it in the enclosed
envelope or, if you wish, fax it to (703) 812-9723, attn: Lori Thurgood.

* If you have any questions about the survey, please contact Lori
Thurgood at (703) 807-2311 or by e-mail at LoriT@smdi.com.

Thanks again for your help. We would really appreciate your
response within 5 business days.




QUESTIONS ABOUT AWARENESS OF NCES AND NCES PUBLICATIONS

We would like to ask some questions about your awareness of NCES and your use of NCES PUBLICATIONS (bound or on the Internet). Please
note that use means any level of use, ranging from light use (skimming a report, extracting a few numbers for a speech, etc.) to heavy use
(reading a full report, extracting large amounts of data for further study, etc.).

In Section A, please consider only your use of NCES PUBLICATIONS. We will ask you questions about NCES databases in
Section B.

Al.

A2,

A3.

A4.

A5.

AG.

Before this survey, had you heard of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)?
10 Yes—> Go to Question A2
20 No —> Skip to Question A3

Before this survey, were you aware that NCES is a part of the U.S. Department of Education?
10 Yes
200 No

Have you used any NCES PUBLICATIONS (bound or on the Internet) in the past 2 years? (See SUPPLEMENT for examples of NCES
publications)

10 Yes— Go to Question A4

2 0 No, but aware of NCES publications — Skip to Question A11, page 6

30 No, not aware of NCES publications ——= Skip to Section B, page 7

Which forms of NCES PUBLICATIONS have you used in the past 2 years? (Please select only one response)
1 [0 Used bound publications only

2 0 Used Internet publications only

3 0 Used bound publications more than Internet publications

4 [0 Used Internet publications more than bound publications

5 0 Used bound publications and Internet publications about the same

How frequently have you used NCES PUBLICATIONS (bound or on the Internet) in the past 2 years?
10 Daily

2 0 Weekly

3 O Monthly

4 0 Occasionally

We are interested in your use of NCES COMPENDIUM PUBLICATIONS. For each PUBLICATION (bound or on the Internet) that you have
used in the past 2 years, please indicate how satisfied you were with it. If you have not used the PUBLICATION in the past 2 years,
please indicate that.

Neither
Didn’t Very Very Dissatisfied
Use Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
a. The Condition of Education ............................. 90 10 20 30 40 50
b. Digest of Education Statistics ... ............... ... ....... 90 10 20 30 40 50
c. Projections of Education Statistics ........................ 90 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON NCES COMPENDIUM PUBLICATIONS




A7. We are also interested in your use of NCES PUBLICATIONS in specific program areas. If, in the past 2 years, you have used any NCES
PUBLICATIONS (bound or on the Internet) for any survey listed below, please indicate how satisfied you were with those PUBLICA-
TIONS. If you have not used any PUBLICATIONS for a survey in the past 2 years, please indicate that. (See SUPPLEMENT for examples of
NCES publications in each program area)

Neither
Didn’t Very Very Dissatisfied
a. EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT PUBLICATIONS Use Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
(1) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) ... . ... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(2) National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS) ................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(3) International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS) ................ 90 10 20 30 40 50
(4) IEA Reading Literacy Study . .......... ... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(5) Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) .. .9 O 10 20 30 40 50
(6) Overall satisfaction with educational assessment publications . . .9 [J 10 20 30 40 50
COMMENTS ON EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT PUBLICATIONS
Neither
Didn’t Very Very  Dissatisfied
b. NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDIES PUBLICATIONS Use  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
(1) High School and Beyond (HS&B) ...................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(2) National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) ... .9 O 10 20 30 40 50
(3) Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) Longitudinal Study .. .9 [ 10 20 30 40 50
(4) Baccalaureate and Beyond (B&B) Longitudinal Study . ...... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(5) Overall satisfaction with national longitudinal
studies publications . ....... ... 90 10 20 30 40 50
COMMENTS ON NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDIES PUBLICATIONS
Neither
Didn’t Very Very Dissatisfied
c. LIBRARY PUBLICATIONS Use Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
(1) Academic Library Survey (ALS) - A Component of the
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) . .9 O 10 20 30 40 50
(2) School Library Survey (SLS) - A Component of the
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) ................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(3) Public Libraries Survey (PLS) ...t 90 10 20 30 40 50
(4) Overall satisfaction with library publications .............. 90 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON LIBRARY PUBLICATIONS




Neither

d. ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION Didn’t Very Very Dissatisfied
PUBLICATIONS Use  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
(1) Common Core of Data (CCD) .. ... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(2) Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) . ................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(3) Private School Universe Survey (PSS) .................. 90 10 20 30 40 50
(4) National Household Education Survey (NHES) ............ 90 10 20 30 40 50
(5) National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) -

School Crime Supplement ........................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(6) 1994 High School Transcript Study (HSTS) ............... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(7) Fast Response Survey System (FRSS) . ................. 90 10 20 30 40 50
(8) Overall satisfaction with elementary and secondary

education publications . ........ ... ... 90 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PUBLICATIONS

Neither
Didn’t Very Very Dissatisfied
e. POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PUBLICATIONS Use Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
(1) Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) . . .9 O 10 20 30 40 50
(2) National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS) ........ 90 10 20 30 40 50
(3) National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) ......... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(4) Postsecondary Education Quick Information System
(PEQIS) . .o 90 10 20 30 40 50
(5) National Household Education Survey (NHES) -
Adult Components . ......... .. i 90 10 20 30 40 50
(6) Overall satisfaction with postsecondary education
publications ........ ... .. 90 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PUBLICATIONS




A8. Below is a list of PUBLICATION FORMATS used by NCES. For each one (bound or on the Internet) you have used in the past 2 years,
please indicate how useful it is to you. If you have not used the PUBLICATION FORMAT in the past 2 years, please indicate that.

Didn’t Not Very
Use Useful Useful Useful
a. Issue Briefs, which are about two pages with a policy focus ......................... 90 10 20 30
COMMENTS
Didn’t Not Very
Use Useful Useful Useful
b. Topical or Analytic Reports, which are textwithtables ............................ 90 10 20 30
COMMENTS
Didn’t Not Very
c. Tabular Reports, which are mostly tables with some text, such as the Digest Use Useful Useful Useful
of Education StafiStics . . . ... ... 90 10 20 30
COMMENTS
Didn’t Not Very
Use Useful Useful Useful
d. Technical or Methodological Reports .................. ... . ... .. ... .... 90 10 20 30
COMMENTS
Didn’t Not Very
Use Useful Useful Useful
e. Directories, such as directories of school districts or postsecondary institutions . .......... 90 10 20 30
COMMENTS




A9. Now consider all the NCES PUBLICATIONS (bound or on the Internet) that you have used in the past 2 years. OVERALL, how satisfied
were you with the following ASPECTS of the PUBLICATIONS? (For each aspect, please indicate your level of satisfaction)

Neither

Very Very Dissatisfied

Dissatisfied  Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied  nor Satisfied
a. Comprehensiveness .................ooonn.. 10 20 30 40 50
b. Ease of understanding ............... ... .. ... 10 20 30 40 50
c. Timeliness (up-to-date information) .............. 10 20 30 40 50
. ACCUrACY oo 10 20 30 40 50
e. Relevantinformation ......................... 10 20 30 40 50
f. Overall quality of publications .................. 10 20 30 40 50
g. Other aspect (Please specify) —+ .............. 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON ASPECTS OF PUBLICATIONS

A10. Five ASPECTS of PUBLICATIONS are listed below.

1.Comprehensiveness

2.Ease of understanding
3.Timeliness (up-to-date information)
4.Accuracy

5.Relevant information

Although all of the ASPECTS may be desirable, please indicate which one you consider MOST IMPORTANT, SECOND MOST
IMPORTANT, and THIRD MOST IMPORTANT. (Please enter the number of the aspect on the appropriate line below)

a. Most important
b. Second most important

c. Third most important

SKIP TO SECTION B, PAGE 7



Al11. Below is a list of reasons why you may NOT have used NCES PUBLICATIONS (bound or on the Internet) in the past 2 years.
For each of the following reasons, indicate if it applies to you or not. (Please select Yes or No for each reason)

a. You obtain NCES education information indirectly from other sources ..................... Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS

b. You don’'t need NCES publications in your work . ............cooiiiiiiiiinn.. Yes 100 No 200
COMMENTS

c. You need different levels or types of information than NCES provides ..................... Yes 100 No 20
COMMENTS

d. You obtain education information from sources other than NCES ....................... Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS

€. You don't know how to obtain NCES publications ....................... ... ... . ... Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS

f. NCES publications areoutdated . ..............co it Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS

g. NCES publications are too difficulttouse ............. ... i Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS

h. Any other reason? (Please specify) —+ .......................................... Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS




QUESTIONS ABOUT NCES DATABASES AND USER TOOLS

NCES provides public-use and restricted-use SURVEY DATABASES for users who want to conduct their own analyses using software such as
SAS, SPSS, Excel, etc. NCES also provides several types of USER TOOLS that can be used in conjunction with these databases, such as the
Electronic Code Book (ECB), the Data Analysis System (DAS), the Common Core of Data (CCD) CD-ROM user interface, and the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) CD-ROM user interface.

We would like to ask some questions about your use of NCES DATABASES and USER TOOLS. Please note that use means any level of use,
ranging from light use (e.g., generating an occasional table) to heavy use (e.g., analyzing large amounts of data for a research project).

B1. Have you used any NCES DATABASES OR USER TOOLS in the past 2 years?
10 Yes —» Go to Question B2
2 0 No, but aware of NCES databases and user tools ——— Skip to Question B7, page 10
3 0 No, not aware of NCES databases and user tools ——— Skip to Section C, page 12

B2. How frequently have you used NCES DATABASES OR USER TOOLS in the past 2 years?
10 Daily
2 0 Weekly
3 0 Monthly
4 0 Occasionally

B3. We are interested in your use of the following NCES USER TOOLS. For each USER TOOL that you have used in the past 2 years, please
indicate how satisfied you were with it. If you have not used the USER TOOL in the past 2 years, please indicate that.

Neither

Didn’t Very Very  Dissatisfied

Use  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
a. Electronic Code Book (ECB)* ..., 90 10 20 30 40 50
b. Data Analysis System (DAS)* ............... . ... oL, 90 10 20 30 40 50
¢. Common Core of Data (CCD) CD-ROM User Interface ......... 90 10 20 30 40 50

d. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System

(IPEDS) CD-ROM User Interface . . . ...t 90 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON NCES USER TOOLS

*An Electronic Code Book (ECB) and/or Data Analysis System (DAS) is available for the following surveys:

ECB DAS

Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) . ..o v

National Household Education Survey (NHES) ........ ... ... o i i, v v
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) ............ . ... o, v v
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS) .. ........... ... v v
High School and Beyond (HS&B) Study ... ....... ...t v
National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) ............... .. ... ..... v v
Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) Longitudinal Study . ...................... v v
Baccalaureate and Beyond (B&B) Longitudinal Study . ........................... v v



B4. We are interested in your use of a select group of NCES DATABASES. For each DATABASE you have used in the past 2 years, please
indicate how satisfied you were with it. If you have not used the DATABASE in the past 2 years, please indicate that.

Neither
Didn’t Very Very  Dissatisfied
a. EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT DATABASES Use  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
(1) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) . .. ... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(2) National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS) .................. 90 10 20 30 40 50
(3) Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) ... .9 O 10 20 30 40 50
COMMENTS ON EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT DATABASES
Neither
Didn’t Very Very  Dissatisfied
b. NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDIES DATABASES Use  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
(1) High School and Beyond (HS&B) . ..................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(2) National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) .. .9 O 10 20 30 40 50
(3) Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) Longitudinal Study .. .9 O 10 20 30 40 50
(4) Baccalaureate and Beyond (B&B) Longitudinal Study ... ... 90 10 20 30 40 50
COMMENTS ON NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDIES DATABASES
Neither
Didn’t Very Very  Dissatisfied
c. LIBRARY DATABASES Use Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
(1) Academic Library Survey (ALS) - A Component of the
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) . .9 O 10 20 30 40 50
(2) School Library Survey (SLS) - A Component of the
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) ................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(3) Public Libraries Survey (PLS) ............ ... ... .. ..., 90 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON LIBRARY DATABASES




Neither

d. ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION Didn’t Very Very Dissatisfied
DATABASES Use  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
(1) Common Core of Data (CCD) ..............ccovn.... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(2) Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) ................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(3) National Household Education Survey (NHES) ........... 90 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION DATABASES

Neither

Didn’t Very Very Dissatisfied

e. POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION DATABASES Use Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
(1) Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) . .9 [ 10 20 30 40 50
(2) National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS) ... . ... 90 10 20 30 40 50
(3) National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) ........ 90 10 20 30 40 50

(4) National Household Education Survey (NHES) -

Adult Components .. ......... ... i 90 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION DATABASES

B5. Now consider all the NCES DATABASES AND USER TOOLS that you have used in the past 2 years. OVERALL, how satisfied were you with
the following ASPECTS of the DATABASES AND USER TOOLS? (For each aspect, please indicate your level of satisfaction)

Neither

Very Very Dissatisfied

Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied
a. Comprehensiveness of database ...................... 10 20 30 40 50
b. Easeofuse ........... . ... .. ... . ... ... 10 20 30 40 50
c. Easeofaccess ............. ... i 10 20 30 40 50
d. Database documentation .................. ... .. .... 10 20 30 40 50
e. Accuracyofdatabase............. ... L 10 20 30 40 50
f.  Timeliness of databaserelease ....................... 10 20 30 40 50
g. Overall quality of database ........................... 10 20 30 40 50
h. Other aspect (Please specify) -—+ ..................... 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON ASPECTS OF DATABASES




B6. Six ASPECTS of DATABASES AND USER TOOLS are listed below.

Comprehensiveness of database
Ease of use

Ease of access

Database documentation
Accuracy of database
Timeliness of database release

ook L =

Although all of the ASPECTS may be desirable, please indicate which one you consider MOST IMPORTANT, SECOND MOST IMPORTANT,
and THIRD MOST IMPORTANT. (Please enter the number of the aspect on the appropriate line below)

a. Most important
b. Second most important

¢. Third most important
SKIP TO SECTION C, PAGE 12

B7. Below is a list of reasons why you may NOT have used NCES DATABASES AND USER TOOLS in the past 2 years. For each of the
following reasons, indicate if it applies to you or not. (Please select Yes or No for each reason)

a. You obtain NCES education information indirectly from other sources .................... Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS

b. Someone else on your staff is responsible for databases ............ ... .. L Yes 100 No 2 [0
COMMENTS

c. You need different levels or types of information than NCES provides .................... Yes 100 No 20
COMMENTS

d. You obtain education information from sources other than NCES ...................... Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS

e. You don’t know how to obtain NCES databases and usertools ......................... Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS




. You don't have the computer technology or technical knowledge necessary to

use NCES databases and usertools . ............. ... ... Yes 10 No 20
COMMENTS

. NCES databases and user tools are outdated .. .................................... Yes 10 No 20
COMMENTS

. NCES databases and user tools are too difficulttouse ............................... Yes 10 No 20
COMMENTS

i. Any other reason? (Please specify) —+ .......................................... Yes 10 No 2O
COMMENTS




SECTION C

QUESTIONS ABOUT NCES SERVICES

We are interested in your use of the SERVICES that NCES offers. Please note that use means any level of use: making one or more requests for
information by e-mail, fax, or telephone; attending one or more training seminars or conferences; ordering one or more publications or
databases; visiting the NCES web site one or more times, etc.

C1. If you have a question, do you know how to contact NCES?
10 Yes
20 No

C2. Have you used any NCES SERVICES in the past 2 years? These include e-mailing, faxing, mailing, or telephoning NCES staff a request
for information; requesting NCES information from the Education Publications Center (ED Pubs), the National Education Data
Resource Center (NEDRC), or the Department of Education’s toll-free number; attending training seminars, workshops, or
conferences; participating in the NCES fellows program; and visiting the NCES web site.

10 Yes —> Go to Question C3
2 0 No, but aware of NCES services — Skip to Question C8, page 14
30 No, not aware of NCES services — Skip to Section D, page 16

C3. How frequently have you used NCES SERVICES in the past 2 years?
10 Daily
2 [0 Weekly
3 00 Monthly
4 0 Occasionally

C4. We are interested in your use of a select group of NCES SERVICES. For each SERVICE you have used in the past 2 years, please indicate
how satisfied you were with it. If you have not used the SERVICE in the past 2 years, please indicate that.
Neither
Didn’t Very Very  Dissatisfied
Use  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
a. Requested information from NCES staff by e-mail, mail,
fax,ortelephone ........ ... ... . 90 10 20 30 40 50
b. Ordered NCES publications or databases from the
Education Publications Center (ED Pubs), the Department

of Education’s new ordering service ....................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
c. Requested information from the National Education Data

Resource Center (NEDRC) ... 90 10 20 30 40 50
d. Requested information from the Department of

Education’s toll-free number (1-800-424-1616) ............... 90 10 20 30 40 50
e. Visited the NCESwebsite .............................. 90 10 20 30 40 50

COMMENTS ON NCES SERVICES




C5. We are interested in your use of the following selected SERVICES on the NCES WEB SITE. For each WEB SITE SERVICE you have used in

the past 2 years, please indicate how satisfied you were with it. If you have not used the WEB SITE SERVICE in the past 2 years, please
indicate that.

You may access these services on the NCES web site through the web addresses given below.

Neither
Didn’t Very Very Dissatisfied
Use Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
a. NCES Electronic Catalog . ...............ccvviiiiinn. 90 10 20 30 40 50
{http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/index.asp}
b. News Flash Subscription Service ......................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
{http://nces.ed.gov/newsflash/index.asp}
c.“Whats New” Feature ............ ... ... it 90 10 20 30 40 50
{http:/Inces.ed.gov/incesnew.html}
d. NCES Staff Directory ... 90 10 20 30 40 50
{http://nces.ed.gov/ncestaff/index.html}
e. NAEP Summary DataTables . . . .......................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
{http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/sdt/sdt.asp}
f. K-12 Practitioners’Circle ............... . ...t 90 10 20 30 40 50

{http:/Inces.ed.gov/practitioners/}

COMMENTS ON SELECTED WEB SITE SERVICES

C6. We are also interested in your use of the following ONLINE DATA ACCESS TOOLS on the NCES WEB SITE. For each ONLINE DATA
ACCESS TOOL you have used in the past 2 years, please indicate how satisfied you were with it. If you have not used the ONLINE DATA
ACCESS TOOL in the past 2 years, please indicate that.

You may access these online data access tools on the NCES web site through the web addresses given below.

Neither
Didn’t Very Very Dissatisfied
Use Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied  Satisfied nor Satisfied
a. National Public School Locator ........................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
{http://nces.ed.gov/ccdweb/school/school.asp}
b. Data Analysis System (DAS)ontheWeb ................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
{http:/Inces.ed.gov/das/}
c. Interactive Database Search (IPEDS) ...................... 90 10 20 30 40 50
{http:/Inces.ed.gov/ipedsearlyrelease/index.html}
d. Public School District Finance Peer Search ... ............... 90 10 20 30 40 50

{http://nces.ed.gov/edfin/search/search_intro.htm}

COMMENTS ON ONLINE DATAACCESS TOOLS




C7. Taking into account all the experiences you have had with NCES SERVICES in the past 2 years, please indicate how satisfied you were
with each of the following ASPECTS. (For each aspect, please indicate your level of satisfaction)

Neither Does

Very Very  Dissatisfied Not

Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied nor Satisfied  Apply
a. Extent to which the information met yourneeds .............. 10 20 30 40 50 90
b. Speed with which you received the information . .............. 10 20 30 40 50 90
c. Ease of obtaining the information ......................... 10 20 30 40 50 90
d. Staffexpertise .......... .. ... 10 20 30 40 50 90
e. Time needed to reach knowledgeable staff . ................. 10 20 30 4«0 50 90
f. Courtesyofstaff ........... ... 10 20 30 40 50 90
g. Handling of complaints ................... ... ... ... 10 20 30 40 50 90
h. Search capabilities on the NCES website .................. 10 20 30 40 50 90
i. Ease of locating information on the NCES web site ........... 10 20 30 40 50 90

j. Ease of downloading publications or databases from

the NCESwebsite .. ........ .. ... 10 20 30 40 50 90
k. Other aspect (Please specify) —+ ........................ 10 20 30 40 50 90

COMMENTS ON ASPECTS OF SERVICES

SKIP TO SECTION D, PAGE 16

C8. Below is a list of reasons why you may NOT have used NCES SERVICES in the past 2 years. For each of the following reasons,
indicate if it applies to you or not. (Please select Yes or No for each reason)

a. You obtain NCES education information indirectly from other sources .................... Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS

b. Someone else on your staff is responsible for obtaining NCES information ...............Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS

c. You obtain education information from sources other thanNCES .. .....................Yes 10 No 2 [0
COMMENTS




. NCES informationisoutdated ............ . i Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS
. You don’t know how to contact NCES staff ............. ... ... . ... . . L. Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS
. You don't know how to contact the Education Publications Center (ED Pubs) .............. Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS
. You don’t know how to access the NCESwebsite ..................... ... ... .. ... Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS
. You don't have the computer technology or technical knowledge necessary to use the
NCES WED SIte . ..ot Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS
i. The NCES web site is too difficulttouse ..............co i Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS
j. Any other reason (Please specify) —+ ........................................... Yes 10 No 200
COMMENTS




A FEW LAST QUESTIONS

We would like to ask a few additional questions about your use of NCES publications, databases, user tools, and services. Please note

that use means any level of use, ranging from light use (skimming a report, generating a few tables from a database, occasionally e-mailing a
request for information, etc.) to heavy use (reading a full report, analyzing large amounts of data in a survey database, ordering several publi-
cations or databases, etc.).

D1. How recently have you used NCES publications, databases,
user tools, or services?

10 In the past 12 months
20 In the past 13 to 24 months

30 In the past 25 to 36 months D2 below

4 0 More than 36 months ago
5 [ Never —> Skip to Question D4

Go to Question

D2. We would like to know the purposes for which you use NCES

D3.

publications, databases, user tools, or services. Have you

used NCES publications, databases, user tools, or services

fo

Q@ 0 o0 T o

t... (Please select Yes or No for each purpose)

Yes
Planning ... 10
. Policy orlegislation ........................... 10
Administrative decisions . ................... ... 10
. Teaching or class material ...................... 10
. Researchoranalysis .......................... 10
General information . .................... ... ... 10

. Writing news articles, preparing TV
orradiomaterial .................... ... .. ... 10
. Updating databases .......................... 10
Reformulating data for use by others . ............. 10
Marketing, sales, or promotion .................. 10
Givingspeeches ......... ... 10
Other purpose (Please specify) —+ .............. 10

How did you find out about the NCES publications,
databases, user tools, or services you used? Did you find out
from... (Please select Yes or No for each source)

— T Qa o a0 o

Yes

. Conferences, seminars, workshops,
NCES fellows program . ....................... 10
.Journalarticles . ...... ... 10
Colleagues ...........coouiiiiiiiiiinn... 10
. NCES publications ........................... 10
. Professional associations ...................... 10
Ongoing contact with NCES staff . . ............... 10
.Thelnternet ... ... 10
cLlbraries ... 10
Product announcements ....................... 10
Other source (Please specify) —+ ................ 10

No
20
2
2
20
20
20

2
2
20
20
20
20

No

2
20
20
20
20
2
2
20
20
20

> D4. Have you obtained education information from any organiza-

tions other than NCES in the past 2 years?

10 Yes— If Yes, please provide the names of these
organizations and the types of information you obtain from them
in the space below.

20 No

D5. If you are interested in learning more about NCES products and
services, please provide your name and address below. We will
mail you a brochure about NCES products and services.

First Name:

Last Name:

Title:

Organization:

Address:

City:

State:

ZIP Code:

Phone #:

E-mail:




THANK YOU

This concludes the survey. Thank you very much for completing the survey today. We appreciate your input. Please return the survey in
the enclosed envelope or, if you wish, fax it to: 703-812-9723, attn: Lori Thurgood.

If you have any questions or problems concerning this study, please contact Lori Thurgood by e-mail at LoriT@smdi.com, or by phone at

703-807-2311.

If you would like to learn more about NCES, please visit the NCES web site by entering any of the following web addresses:

NCES LINKS

NCES web site
{http://nces.ed.gov/}

NCES Fast Facts
{http://Inces.ed.gov/fastfacts/index.asp}

NCES Conference Connection
{http://nces.ed.gov/conferences/}

COMPENDIUM PUBLICATIONS

The Condition of Education
{http://nces.ed.gov/pubs98/condition98/}

Digest of Education Statistics
{http://nces.ed.gov/pubs/digest97/}

Projections of Education Statistics
{http://nces.ed.gov/pubs98/pj2008/}

PROGRAM AREAS

EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
{http:/Inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/site/home.asp}

National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS)
{http://nces.ed.gov/nadlits/}

International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS)
{http://nces.ed.govlilss/}

IEA Reading Literacy Study
{http:/Inces.ed.gov/internat/index.html}

Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS)
{http://nces.ed.govitimss/}

NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDIES
High School and Beyond (HS&B)
{http:/Inces.ed.gov/surveys/hsb.html}

National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88)
{http:/Inces.ed.gov/surveys/nels88.html}

Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) Longitudinal Study
{http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/bps.html}

Baccalaureate and Beyond (B&B) Longitudinal Study
{http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/b&b.html}

LIBRARIES
Academic Library Survey (ALS)
{http:/Inces.ed.gov/surveys/academic.html}

School Library Survey (SLS)
{http:/Inces.ed.gov/surveys/school.html}

Public Libraries Survey (PLS)
{http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/public.html}

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
Common Core of Data (CCD)
{http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/}

Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS)
{http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass.html}

Private School Universe Survey (PSS)
{http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/pss.html}

National Household Education Survey (NHES)
{http://nces.ed.govinhes/}

National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) -
School Crime Supplement
{http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/NACJD/SDA/ncvs.html}

1994 High School Transcript Study (HSTS)
{http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/hst.html}

Fast Response Survey System (FRSS)
{http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/frss.html}

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
{http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/index.html}

National Household Education Survey (NHES)
{http://nces.ed.govinhes/}

National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS)
{http:/Inces.ed.gov/npsas/}

National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF)
{http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/nsopf.html}

Postsecondary Education Quick Information System (PEQIS)
{http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/pegis.html}






SUPPLEMENT

EXAMPLES OF NCES PUBLICATIONS

CROSS-SURVEY PUBLICATIONS

The Condition of Education

Digest of Education

Projections of Education Statistics

Youth Indicators

Dropout Rates in the United States

Participation in Basic Skills Education

State Comparisons of Education Statistics
Student Victimization at School

Urban Schools: The Challenge of Location and Poverty
Education Indicators: An International Perspective
America’s Teachers: Profile of a Profession

EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT
PUBLICATIONS
NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS (NAEP)

Education Indicators: An International Perspective

Learning About Our World and Our Past: Using the Tools and Resources of
Geography and U.S. History

Linking the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the
Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS): Eighth-Grade
Results

NAEP 1992 Writing Report Card
NAEP 1994 Reading Report Card for the Nation and the States

NAEP 1996 Mathematics Cross-State Data Compendium for the Grade 4 and
Grade 8 Assessments

NAEP 1996 Mathematics Report Card for the Nation and the States
NAEP 1996 Mathematics State Reports

NAEP 1996 Science Cross-State Data Compendium for the Grade 8
Assessment

NAEP 1996 Science Report Card for the Nation and the States
NAEP 1996 Science State Reports
NAEP 1996 Trends in Academic Progress

NAEP 1997 Arts Report Card: Eighth Grade Findings from the National
Assessment of Educational Progress

NAEP 1998 Reading Report Card for the Nation

NAEP 1998 Reading Report Card: National Highlights

School Policies and Practices Affecting Instruction in Mathematics
Students Learning Science

Students Selecting Stories: The Effects of Choice in Reading Assessment

NATIONAL ADULT LITERACY SURVEY (NALS)

Adult Literacy in America: A First Look at the Findings of the National Adult
Literacy Survey

Literacy Behind Prison Walls: Profiles of the Prison Population from the
National Adult Literacy Survey

Literacy of Older Adults in America: Results from the National Adult Literacy
Survey

INTERNATIONAL ADULT LITERACY SURVEY (IALS)

Adult Literacy in OECD Countries: Technical Report on the First International
Adult Literacy Survey

Adult Literacy: An International Perspective (Working Paper)

IEA READING LITERACY STUDY

Reading Literacy in an International Perspective: Collected Papers from the
IEA Reading Literacy Study

Reading Literacy in the United States: Findings from the IEA Reading Literacy
Study

Reading Literacy in the United States: Technical Report

THIRD INTERNATIONAL MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE STUDY (TIMSS)
International Mathematics and Science Assessments: What Have We Learned

Linking the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the
Third International Math and Science Study (TIMSS): Eighth-Grade Results

Pursuing Excellence: A Study of U.S. Eighth-Grade Mathematics and Science
Teaching, Learning, Curriculum, and Achievement in International Context:
Initial Findings from the Third International Mathematics and Science Study

Pursuing Excellence: A Study of U.S. Fourth Grade Mathematics and Science
Achievement in International Context

Pursuing Excellence: A Study of U.S. Twelfth-Grade Mathematics and Science
Achievement in International Context

NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDIES
PUBLICATIONS

NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE HIGH SCHOOL CLASS OF
1972 (NLS-72)

A Capsule Description of Young Adults Seven and One-Half Years After High
School

Careers in Teaching: Following Members of the High School Class of 1972—In
and Out of Teaching

High School Seniors: A Comparative Study of the Classes of 1972 and 1980
High School Seniors Look to the Future, 1972 and 1992
Patterns and Consequences of Delay in Postsecondary Education

A Trend Study of High School Offerings and Enrollments: 1972-73 and 1981-
82

Trends Among High School Seniors, 1972-1992

Trends in Postsecondary Credit Production, 1972 and 1980 High School
Graduates

HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND (HS&B)
America’s High School Sophomores: A Ten Year Comparison, 1980-1990

College Persistence and Degree Attainment for 1980 High School Graduates:
Hazards for Transfers, Stopouts, and Part-Timers

A Comparison of High School Dropout Rates in 1982 and 1992
Continuity of Early Employment Among 1980 High School Sophomores
Dropout Rates in the United States: 1996

Factors Associated With Decline of Test Scores of High School Seniors, 1972
to 1980

Gender Differences in Earnings Among Young Adults Entering the Labor
Market



HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND (HS&B)

High School and Beyond.: Educational Attainment of 1980 High School
Sophomores by 1992

High School Seniors: A Comparative Study of the Classes of 1972 and 1980

The Relationship Between Postsecondary & High School Course-Taking
Patterns: The Preparation of 1980 High School Sophomores Who Entered
Postsecondary Institutions by 1984

A Trend Study of High School Offerings and Enrollments: 1972-73 and 1981-
82

Trends Among High School Seniors, 1972-1992

Trends in Postsecondary Credit Production: 1972 and 1980 High School
Graduates

Understanding Racial-Ethnic Differences in Secondary School Science and
Mathematics Education

Urban Schools: The Challenge of Location and Poverty

NATIONAL EDUCATION LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF 1988 (NELS:88)
Access to Postsecondary Education for the 1992 High School Graduates
America’s High School Sophomores: A Ten Year Comparison, 1980-1990

A Comparison of High School Dropout Rates in 1982 and 1992

Confronting the Odds: Students At Risk and the Pipeline to Higher Education
Dropout Rates in the United States: 1996

Generational Status and Educational Outcomes Among Asian and Hispanic
1988 Eighth Graders

High School Seniors Look to the Future, 1972 and 1992

NELS:88: Eighth Graders’ Reports of Courses Taken During the 1988
Academic Year by Selected Student Characteristics: E.D. TAB

NELS:88 High School Senior’s Instructional Experiences in Science and Math
NELS:88 Students’ School Transition Patterns Between 8th and 10th Grades

NELS:88/94 Descriptive Summary Report With an Essay on “Access and
Choice in Postsecondary Education”

A Profile of American 8th Grade Mathematics and Science Instruction

A Profile of the American Eighth Grader: NELS:88 Student Descriptive
Summary

A Profile of the American High School Senior in 1992
A Profile of the American High School Sophomore in 1990
Profiles of Students with Disabilities as Identified in NELS:88

Science Proficiency and Course Taking in High School: The Relationship of
Science Course-Taking Patterns to Increases in Science Proficiency
Between 8th and 12th Grades

Subsequent Educational Attainment of High School Dropouts

The Tested Achievement of the National Educational Longitudinal Study of
1988 Eighth-Grade Class: E.D. TAB

Trends Among High School Seniors, 1972-1992

Two Years Later: Cognitive Gains and School Transitions of NELS:88 Eighth
Graders

Understanding Racial-Ethnic Differences in Secondary School Science and
Mathematics Achievement

Urban Schools: The Challenge of Location and Poverty

BEGINNING POSTSECONDARY STUDENTS (BPS) LONGITUDINAL
STUDY

Descriptive Summary of 1989-90 Beginning Postsecondary Students: 5 Years
Later With an Essay on Postsecondary Persistence and Attainment

Descriptive Summary of 1989-90 Beginning Postsecondary Students: Two
Years Later: 90-92

Descriptive Summary of 1995-96 Beginning Postsecondary Students: With
Profiles of Students Entering 2- to 4-Year Institutions

Early Labor Force Experiences and Debt Burden

First-Generation Students: Undergraduates Whose Parents Never Enrolled in
Postsecondary Education

How Low Income Undergraduates Financed Postsecondary Education: 1992-
93

Minority Undergraduate Participation in Postsecondary Education

Nontraditional Undergraduates: Trends in Enrollment from 1986 to 1992 and
Persistence and Attainment Among 1989-90 Beginning Postsecondary
Students

Persistence and Attainment in Postsecondary Education for Beginning
Academic Year 1989-90 Students as of Spring 1992

Postsecondary Financing Strategies—How Undergraduates Combine Work,
Borrowing, and Attendance

Profile of Older Undergraduates: 1989-90

Profile of Part-Time Undergraduates in Postsecondary Education: 1989-90
Stopouts or Stayouts? Undergraduates Who Leave College in Their First Year
Transfer Behavior Among Beginning Postsecondary Students: 1989-94

BACCALAUREATE AND BEYOND (B&B) LONGITUDINAL STUDY
America’s Teachers: Profile of a Profession, 1993-94

Bé&B Teacher Report: Out of the Lecture Hall and Into the Classroom: 1992-93
College Graduates and Elementary/Secondary School Teaching

A Descriptive Summary of 1992-93 Bachelor’s Degree Recipients: 1 Year Later
With an Essay on Time to Degree

Early Labor Force Experiences and Debt Burden

First-Generation Students: Undergraduates Whose Parents Never Enrolled in
Postsecondary Education



LIBRARY PUBLICATIONS

ACADEMIC LIBRARY SURVEY (ALS) - A COMPONENT OF THE
INTEGRATED POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION DATA SYSTEM (IPEDS)

Academic Libraries: 1994

The Status of Academic Libraries in the United States: Results from the 1990
and 1992 Academy Library Surveys

The Status of Academic Libraries in the United States: Results from the 1994
Academy Library Survey with Historical Comparisons

SCHOOL LIBRARY SURVEY - A COMPONENT OF THE SCHOOLS AND
STAFFING SURVEY (SASS)

Issue Brief: Library/Media Centers in Schools: Are There Sufficient Resources?
School Library Media Centers: 1993-94

PUBLIC LIBRARIES SURVEY
Public Libraries in the United States: 1995

STATE LIBRARY AGENCIES SURVEY
State Library Agencies, Fiscal Year 1996

FEDERAL LIBRARIES AND INFORMATION CENTERS SURVEY
Directory of Federal Libraries and Information Centers: 1994
E.D. TAB: Federal Libraries and Information Centers in the United States: 1994

The Status of Federal Libraries and Information Centers in the United States:
Results from the 1994 Federal Libraries and Information Centers Survey

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION PUBLICATIONS
COMMON CORE OF DATA (CCD)

Characteristics of the 100 Largest Public Elementary and Secondary School
Districts in the United States: 1995-96

Characteristics of Small and Rural School Districts

Developments in School Finance, 1997

Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary Education Agencies: 1995-96
Dropout Rates in the United States: 1996

Early Estimates of Public Elementary and Secondary Education Statistics,
School Year 1998-99

Inequalities in Public School District Revenues

Key Statistics on Public Elementary and Secondary Schools and Agencies:
School Year 1993-94

Profile of Children in U. S. School Districts

Public Elementary and Secondary Education Statistics: School Year 1996-97
Selected Papers in School Finance, 1996

Overview of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools and Districts: 1996-97

Public School Student, Staff, and Graduate Counts by State: School Year
1995-96

Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education:
School Year 1995-96

Trends in School District Demographics, 1986-87 to 1990-91

SCHOOLS AND STAFFING SURVEY (SASS)
America’s Teachers: Profile of a Profession, 1993-94
Characteristics of American Indian and Alaska Native Education

Characteristics of Stayers, Movers, and Leavers: Results from the Teacher
Followup Survey: 1994-95

A Comparison of Vocational and Non-Vocational Teachers

Education in States and Nations: Indicators Comparing U.S. States with the
OECD Countries in 1988

How Different, How Similar? Comparing Key Organizational Qualities of
American Public and Private Secondary Schools

Job Satisfaction Among America’s Teachers: Effects of Workplace Conditions,
Background Characteristics, and Teacher Compensation

Out-of-Field Teaching and Educational Equality
The Patterns of Teacher Compensation

Public and Private School Principals in the United States: A Statistical Profile,
1987-88 to 1993-94

Public School Districts in the United States: A Statistical Profile: 1987-88 to
1993-94

Public School Teacher Cost Differences Across the United States

SASS 1993-94: A Profile of Policies and Practices for Limited English
Proficient Students: Screening Methods, Program Support, and Teacher
Training

SASS by State, 1993-94 Schools and Staffing Survey: Selected State Results
Schools and Staffing in the U.S.: A Statistical Profile, 1993-94

State Comparisons of Education Statistics: 1969-70 to 1996-97

The Status of Teaching as a Profession: 1990-91

Student Victimization at School

Teacher Professionalization and Teacher Commitment: A Multilevel Analysis

Teacher Supply, Teacher Qualifications, and Teacher Turnover, Aspects of
Teacher Supply and Demand in the U.S.

Teacher Supply in the U.S.: Sources of Newly Hired Teachers in Public and
Private Schools

Time Spent Teaching Core Academic Subjects in Elementary Schools:
Comparisons Across Community, School, Teacher, and Student Characteristics

Toward Better Teaching: Professional Development in 1993-94
Urban Schools: The Challenge of Location and Poverty

PRIVATE SCHOOL UNIVERSE SURVEY (PSS)

Early Estimates: Key Statistics for Private Elementary and Secondary
Education: School Year 1989-90

E.D. TABS: Private School Universe Survey: 1991-92
Private School Universe Survey, 1995-96

Private Schools in the United States: A Statistical Profile, with Comparisons to
Public Schools



NATIONAL HOUSEHOLD EDUCATION SURVEY (NHES)
Approaching Kindergarten: A Look at Preschoolers in the United States

Characteristics of Children’s Early Care and Education Programs: Data from
the 1995 National Household Education Survey

Child Care and Early Education Program Participation of Infants, Toddlers, and
Preschoolers

The Civic Development of 9th Through 12th Grade Students in the United
States: 1996.

Comparison of Estimates from the 1995 National Household Education Survey
Early Literacy Experiences in the Home

The Elementary School Performance and Adjustment of Children Who Enter
Kindergarten Late or Repeat Kindergarten: Findings from National Surveys

Issue Brief: Factors Associated with Fathers’ and Mothers’ Involvement in Their
Children’s Schools

Parent Involvement in School-Related Activities

Participation in Basic Skills Education: 1994-95

Preprimary Education Enrollment

Student Interest in National News and its Relation to School Courses
Student Participation in Community Service Activity

Student Reports of Availability, Peer Approval, and Use of Alcohol, Marijuana,
and Other Drugs at School: 1993

Student Strategies to Avoid Harm at School

Student Victimization at School

Use of Public Library Services by Households in the United States: 1996
Use of School Choice

NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY (NCVS)
- SCHOOL CRIME SUPPLEMENT

Indicators of School Crime and Safety, 1998

Students’ Reports of School Crime: 1989 and 1995

1994 HIGH SCHOOL TRANSCRIPT STUDY (HSTS)

The 1994 High School Transcript Study Tabulations: Comparative Data on
Credits Earned and Demographics for 1994, 1990, 1987, and 1982 High
School Graduates

FAST RESPONSE SURVEY SYSTEM (FRSS)

Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. Private Schools, K-12 Fall 1995
Arts Education in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, 1995
College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989

E.D. TABS: Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. Public Elementary and
Secondary Schools, 1995

E.D. TABS: Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. Public Schools, K-12
E.D. TABS: Curricular Differentiation in Public High Schools

E.D. TABS: Public School District Survey on Safe, Disciplined, and Drug Free
Schools

E.D. TABS: Public School Principal Survey on Safe, Disciplined, and Drug
Free Schools

E.D. TABS: Teacher Survey on Safe, Disciplined, and Drug-Free Schools
Issue Brief: How Old are America’s Public Schools?
Issue Brief: Internet Access in Public Schools

Nutrition Education in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools

Parent Involvement in Children’s Education: Efforts by Public Elementary
Schools

Public Elementary Teachers’ Views on Teacher Performance Evaluations

Public School Kindergarten Teachers’ Views on Children’s Readiness for
School

Public Secondary School Teacher Survey on Vocational Education

Racial and Ethnic Classifications Used by Public Schools

Services and Resources for Children in Public Libraries, 1988-89
Services and Resources for Children and Young Adults in Public Libraries
State Survey on Racial and Ethnic Classifications

Statistics in Brief: Advanced Telecommunications in U.S. Public Elementary
and Secondary Schools, Fall 1996

Statistics in Brief: Parents and Schools: Partners in Student Learning

Status of Education Reform in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools:
Principals’ Perspectives

Teacher Quality: A Report on Teacher Preparation and Qualifications of Public
School Teachers

Use of Educational Research and Development Resources by Public School
Districts

Violence and Discipline Problems in U.S. Public Schools: 1996-97

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
PUBLICATIONS

INTEGRATED POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION DATA SYSTEM (IPEDS)
Chartbook of Degrees Conferred, 1969-70 to 1993-94

Current Funds, Revenues, and Expenditures of Degree-Granting Institutions:
Fiscal Year 1996

Current Funds, Revenues, and Expenditures of Institutions of Higher
Education, FY1987 through FY1995

Degrees and Other Awards Conferred by Institutions of Higher Education:
1995-96

Directory of Postsecondary Institutions: Volume I: Degree-Granting Institutions

Directory of Postsecondary Institutions: Volume II: NonDegree-Granting
Institutions

Fall Enrollment in Postsecondary Institutions, 1996
Fall Staff in Postsecondary Institutions, 1995
Historically Black Colleges and Universities, 1976-1994

Residence and Migration of First-Time Freshmen Enrolled in Degree-Granting
Institutions: Fall 1996

Salaries of Full-Time Instructional Faculty on 9- and 10-Month Contracts,
1996-97

Salaries, Tenure, and Fringe Benefits, 1996-97



NATIONAL POSTSECONDARY STUDENT AID STUDY (NPSAS)
Choosing a Postsecondary Institution

Descriptive Summary of 1995-96 Beginning Postsecondary Students: With
Profiles of Students Entering 2- to 4-Year Institutions

How Low Income Undergraduates Financed Postsecondary Education: 1992-
93

Institutional Aid, 1992-93
NPSAS: Student Financial Aid Estimates for 1995-96

National Postsecondary Student Aid Study, 1995-96: Student Financial Aid
Estimates for Federal Aid Recipients, 1995-96

Nontraditional Undergraduates: Trends in Enrollment from 1986 to 1992 and
Persistence and Attainment Among 1989-90 Beginning Postsecondary
Students

Postsecondary Financing Strategies—How Undergraduates Combine Work,
Borrowing, and Attendance

Profile of Undergraduates in U.S. Postsecondary Education Institutions, 1995-
96: With an Essay on Undergraduates Who Work

Stopouts or Stayouts? Undergraduates Who Leave College in Their First Year

Student Financing of Graduate and First-Professional Education, 1995-96:
With Profiles of Students in Selected Degree Programs

Student Financing of Undergraduate Education, 1995-96: With an Essay on
Student Loans

NATIONAL STUDY OF POSTSECONDARY FACULTY (NSOPF)

1988 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF-88): Faculty in Higher
Education Institutions, 1988

1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF-93): Institutional
Policies and Practices Regarding Faculty in Higher Education

Faculty and Instructional Staff: Who Are They and What Do They Do?

Instructional Faculty and Staff in Higher Education Institutions: Fall 1987 and
Fall 1992

Profiles of Faculty in Higher Education Institutions, 1988

Retirement and Other Departure Plans of Instructional Faculty and Staff in
Higher Education Institutions

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION QUICK INFORMATION SYSTEM (PEQIS)
Campus Crime and Security at Postsecondary Education Institutions
College-Level Remedial Education in the Fall of 1989

Deaf and Hard of Hearing Students in Postsecondary Education

Distance Education in Higher Education Institutions

Issue Brief: Distance Education in Higher Education Institutions: Incidence,
Audiences, and Plans to Expand

Programs at Higher Education Institutions for Disadvantaged Precollege
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Appendix B: M ethodology

Appendix B presents the methodology for the 1999 NCES Customer
Satisfaction Survey. Included are sections on questionnaire design, frame
development, sampling design, survey operations, unit response rates,
weighting procedures, standard error caculations, and formulas for testing
datidicd sgnificance.

Questionnaire Like the 1997 survey instrument, the 1999 questionnaire focused on use and

Design satisfaction with NCES products and services. The 1999 questionnaire,
however, evolved into a much more comprehensive insrument than was used
in the earlier survey. It collected data on:

publications and databases at the survey level within each of the program
aress,

database user tools, and

specific services and data access tools available on the NCES Web site.

The 1999 questionnaire also gave respondents the opportunity to provide
more comments than in past surveys. acomments areawas included in every
satisfaction item. In addition, Web sample members could click on window
boxes to view lists of publications and databases, mail sample members were
provided a supplementary list of publications. The questionnaire aso included
alig of useful URLs on the NCES Web ste. On the Web instrument, the
respondent could smply click a URL to link to the Web page of interest. The
paper insrument included a full page of URLs insde the back cover.

Another change to the survey instrument benefits NCES program managers by
meaking the information on use and satisfaction more current. The reference
period for most questions was changed to 2 yearsin 1999 (from 3 yearsin the
1997 survey). This shorter time frame provides more recent—and presumably
more useful—information to program managers.

NCES decided to use a split-mode administration in 1999, where haf of the
sample received a paper survey by mail and the other half of the sample
recelved an e-mail message containing alink to the survey on the World Wide
Web. Theimplementation of this design required the development of two
versons of the questionnaire. Content was the same in both versons, but the
formats differed somewhat. Clickable skip ingtructions on the Web instrument
were rewritten and reformeatted for the paper instrument. The contents of
window boxes (e.g., publication lists) on the Web instrument were converted
to another format on the paper instrument, such as a supplementa listing of
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Frame
Development

publications. A PDF verson of the paper instrument was placed on the Web
Ste as an option for members of the Web sample. If they so chose, members
could download and print the PDF version, complete the survey on paper, and
return the survey by mail or fax.

The 1999 survey was pretested twice by potentia sample members—the firgt
time on paper, the second time on the Web. NCES and contractor staff also
tested the instruments at various times prior to data collection.

The target population for the 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey
included current and potentid customers from seven different customer groups.
The 1999 target population was expanded beyond the four “core” customer
groupsin the 1997 population to include three new groups of customers—
researchers and policymakers at education associations, education reporters
for newspapers and magazines, and individuas who requested customized
data from the Nationa Education Data Resource Center (NEDRC), a data
andysis sarvice offered by NCES. In addition, the Sze of the sampling frame
for the four core customer groups common to both the 1997 and 1999
surveyswas larger in 1999. The core customer groups comprised federd,
dtate, and loca policymakers, and academic researchers. Thus, the size of the
1999 sampling frame—40,711 customers—was more than twice the size of
the sampling frame in the 1997 survey.

The target population was redtricted to customers in the 50 gtates, the Didtrict
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Department of Defense Education Agency
(DoDEA). The first column of table B-2 on page B-11 shows the initid size of
al drata and subgtratain the sampling frame.

Thefirst step in developing the sampling frame was to obtain lists of names of
customers and other contact information for each of the seven groups of
customers. The following describes the source of the contact information for
these seven groups and any differences in these sources between 1997 and
1999.

Federal policymakers. Nine groups formed the federd policymakers stratum
in 1999. The Congressiona Budget Office and the White House (Domestic
Policy Council) were added to the federa policymaker subgroups included in
1997, and three subgroups were increased in sze—the Department of
Education senior officers and senior staff, the Nationa Science Foundation,
and the Generd Accounting Office. The relevant agencies provided the names
and contact information of individuasto be included. The federd policymakers
stratum totaled 192 in 1999, one-third larger than the 129 policymakers
included in the 1997 survey.
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State policymakers. Two new groups were added to the customer base of
gate policymakers in the 1999 survey—governors education policy advisors
(GEPA) and state assessment directors. These additions increased the
population of state policymakers from 361 in 1997 to 408 in 1999. Relevant
groups provided lists with members names and some contact informetion.
Missing information was obtained by cdling the members.

L ocal policymakers: This stratum includes two substrata—policymakers
afiliated with public schoal didricts and smilar entities at the dementary and
secondary leve, and policymakers affiliated with public and private
postsecondary indtitutions. Note that, while it was not possible to include
private schools in the dementary/secondary substratum, private schools are
represented at the association level in the education association stratum.

The frame lists for the loca policymakers were developed from two NCES
survey data sets. For the elementary/secondary substratum, the 199697
Common Core of Data (CCD) Public Agency Maliling List provided the
names of public schoal didricts, dassfication information, mailing addresses,
and telephone numbers—but not the names of individuas within each school
digtrict. Therefore, the first step in developing the frame for this group involved
the sdlection of asample of 766 public school digtricts, representing 15,007
digricts nationwide. Didricts with zero enrollment were excluded. The target
population included charter and laboratory schools that reported directly to the
date rather than through aloca school digtrict, as long as students were
enrolled. Note that the 1999 population of school digtricts was lower than the
16,365 digtricts included in the 1997 population and that the distribution by
locae (acombination of urbanicity and size of city/town) was somewhat
different. The latter probably resulted from changes in locale assgnment
procedures and definitions of large and mid-size cities.

The next step wasto cal each of these school didtricts to obtain names and
contact information for up to five loca policymakers who use educationa data;
in dl, 864 names were collected. Mogt individuas on the
elementary/secondary list were superintendents.

The frame lig for the substratum of postsecondary policymakers was
developed from the 1997-98 Indtitutiona Characterigtics File of the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). IPEDS resembles CCD in
that it providesinformation only & the organizationd leve (inits case,
postsecondary ingtitutions). The process for developing the postsecondary
frame list was the same as for the elementary/ secondary list, except for the
seection criteria. First, asample of 450 postsecondary ingtitutions was
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selected from the prescribed population of 4,570 2-year and 4-year
ingtitutions. Next, calls were made to each of the sdected indtitutions to obtain
the names and contact information for 1-5 individuas appropriate for the
survey; in dl, 640 names were collected. The postsecondary list was more
varied than the dementary/secondary list. It conssted primarily of directors of
ingtitutional research, provosts, deans, vice presidents, and presidents.

The 1999 population of the postsecondary ingtitution component of the loca
policymaker population included more than twice as many inditutions asin
1997 (N=2,099). Two modifications combined to produce thisincrease:

(1) NCES decided to include 2-year indtitutions that award an associate or
higher degree (ingtitutions awarding only certificates were not consdered
appropriate for the survey). The 1997 survey excluded all 2-year
inditutions.

(2) The population of 4-year-and-above ingtitutions was determined in a
different way. In 1997, the postsecondary population was defined by the
Carnegie Classfications, which are periodicaly assgned to indtitutions by
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. The
classfication an ingtitution receives depends on severd factors, including
the highest degree offered, number of degrees offered at the highest levd,
number of programs offered at the highest leve, and research and
development expenditures. The inditutions digible for the Carnegie
Classifications are accredited by regional agencies recognized by the U.S.
Secretary of Education. These inditutions are generaly digible for federd
Title IV funding.

Because the Carnegie Classfications were last updated in 1994, they do
not reflect changes to postsecondary indtitutions since then. New schools
established since 1994 cannot be identified from the Carnegie
Classfications, nor can school mergers and closings that occurred since
1994. For these reasons, an dternative method was used to select digible
inditutions in 1999. Fird, the IPEDS variable for level of inditution
distinguished 4-year-and-above ingtitutions from 2-year inditutions. The
indtitutions were then subdtratified by highest degree offered—bachelor’'s
degree, master’ s degree, and doctorate/first professona degree. Within
these groups, indtitutions were identified

as public or private. Accreditation and Title IV digibility were not explicit
consderationsin 1999.

If aloca schoal didtricts and postsecondary ingtitutions had more than one
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policymaker who might use educationd data, one of them was chosen at
random.

Academic researchers: Asin 1997, academic researchersincluded a
substratum of directors of OERI Nationd Research and Development Centers
and OERI Regionad Educationa Laboratories. The Office of Educationd
Research and Improvement (OERI) supplied alist of names and contact
information. This subgtratum is quite smal (only 24 directorsin 1999). By far
the largest portion of academic researchers conssts of individuals from various
other sectors. In 1997, chairs of departments of sociology and deans of
schools of education comprised most of this stratum. A much larger group was
used in the 1999 survey—members of the American Educationa Research
Association, numbering more than 19,000. Consequently, the target population
of academic researchersin 1999 (N=19,169) was sgnificantly larger than in
1997 (N=1,079). Because of the size of the AERA membership, a sample of
779 members was sdlected before attempts were made to obtain missing
contact information. No substitutes were dlowed for AERA members since
the individuas were sdected specificaly because of their membership rather
than because they occupied specific offices or pogtions. The only other
stratum with no subgtitutions was the NEDRC users.

AERA’s composition aso made the customer base of academic researchers
more diverse in 1999 than it wasin 1997. AERA members have
elementary/secondary, government, and association affiliations aswell as
postsecondary affiliations, whereas the department chairs and deansin the
1997 survey were dffiliated solely with postsecondary indtitutions (although
their research interests could have included € ementary/secondary issues).

Education associations: The frame for this new stratum was developed from
severd ligts of associations received from NCES or found on the Internet.
Missing telephone numbers were obtained through searches of the Internet and
library references and from directory assistance. Cals were then made to each
of the associations on the combined list to obtain the names and contact
information for up to five individuds for the survey; 322 names were collected.
The only criterion for inclusion as a potentia sample member was that the
individua use education data. Severa associations could not be located during
caling and were assumed to have closed. Others were found to be
inappropriate for the survey. These associations, aswell as any duplicates
identified at this stage, were deleted from the frame. Representatives of 248
education associations made up the target population for this sratum. Asin the
case of the locad policymakers, an education association might have more than
one education data user; if so, one was chosen a random.
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Education reporters. This group was dso new to the survey in 1999. The
frame was developed from a short list of names provided by NCES and a
much longer list provided by the Education Writers Association (EWA), which
counts among its members both print and broadcast reporters interested in
education issues. NCES chose to limit this stratum to reportersin the print
media and to exclude broadcasters. Because EWA provided only mailing
labelsfor itslarge membership, it was necessary firdt to identify the print
reporters digible for the frame. Eligibility was based on arecognizable
affiliation with anewspaper or magazine on the reporter’ s address labd. If the
address did not include an affiliation, that EWA member was dropped from
the frame list. Telephone numbers of the newspapers and magazines then had
to be obtained. Thiswas accomplished primarily through look-upsin library
references, as Internet searches were time-consuming with little yield. With the
availability of telephone numbers, calls were made to reporters to complete
any missng contact information. In some cases, the reporter on the frame list
was no longer at the newspaper or no longer covered education. Substitutes
were dlowed as long as they covered education. In dl, the frame list included
399 reporters from 218 newspapers and magazines. Where a newspaper or
magazine had more than one reporter, one was selected a random.

NEDRC users: NCES decided to add athird new group of customersin
1999—those known to have requested data from the Nationa Education Data
Resource Center (NEDRC) during the previous 2 years. This stratum includes
two substrata: users of €l ementary/secondary-level data and users of
postsecondary-level data. NCES established NEDRC as a service center to
respond to customers specia requests for data from NCES surveys.
Pinkerton Computer Consultants, Inc., which operates NEDRC, provided
data files containing the names and some contact information for 723 data
requesters (365 who requested el ementary/ secondary data, and 358 who
requested postsecondary data). Requesters of both types of data were
randomly assigned to one of the substrata. Substitutes were not alowed since
this stratum was restricted to documented NEDRC users.

Contact information was very limited for many individuas, so asample of 300
(150 in each substratum) was selected before any cals were made. During
cdls, it was discovered that the contact information obtained from NEDRC
was often not current. Calls were made to al 300 selected cases to confirm
the contact information and obtain any missng items. Because of the number of
NEDRC users who could not be located, a second sample was drawn. Calls
were made to individuasin this sample until there was confirmed contact
information for 150 cases in each substratum.

These various sampling stratum frames did not necessarily include everyone
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Sampling Design

who might be an NCES data or services user, or who might find NCES data
or services useful if he or she knew about them. Federal and state education
policy might be affected by holders of positions not covered by the lists that
were used, such as members of Congressiona gppropriations committee
daffs, sate legidative committees other than the “education” committees, and
others whose influence on education policy depends on persona relationships
or interest rather than holding forma postions. At the dementary and
secondary levd, the local policymaker stratum excludes school board
members. They are commonly part-timers and not professond educators, but
they might use NCES data, or find it useful, in making some loca decisons.
Although extendve inquiries were made to identify the most gppropriate
respondents at each sampled higher education ingtitution, there were probably
additiond users and potentid users whom the informants did not name. The
academic researcher stratum was limited to the small number of NCES-funded
lab directors and to the much larger AERA membership, but scholarsin many
other disciplines, including history, palitical science, public adminigtration,
economics, and sociology might use nationd, state, and loca education data.
Although al the mgor nationa education associations were covered, Sate and
local organizations, or chapters of nationa associations, might have their own
staffs that use NCES data and services. For the 1999 survey, the addition of
education reporters was limited to journdigts in print media, athough the list
obtained clearly included members associated with broadcast media.
Moreover, athough the Education Writers Association is a specidized
organization for journdists who cover or have an interest in education, it does
not necessarily include al the reporters and commentators who might benefit
from NCES data and services and who NCES would want to have use them.
Finaly, the NEDRC users list could be incomplete because of falure of
NEDRC géff to record sufficient information about calers or correspondents,
because some cdlers might have refused to provide identifying informetion,
and because some people who tried to use NEDRC might have failed to
contact the service (for instance, caling outside of working hours or getting a

busy sgnd).

The population was sratified into 37 types of customers (see table B-2 for
stratum sizes). Note that some of the seven mgor types of customers were
further dratified into subgroups and the number of levels of subdratification
varied from one customer group to another. Because these strata and

Subdtrata varied subgtantidly in Sze, it was necessary to sample from them at
different rates to achieve comparable precison across dl srata. Thus, in some
drata, dl individuas were selected. In others, representative samples were
sdected. Smple random sampling was the method used whenever sampling
was undertaken. (See table B-2 for sample sizesfor dl drata.)
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All 192 federa policymakers were sampled. Among state policymakers,
smple random samples were drawn in the following substrata: Nationa
Conference of State Legidators (NCSL), state higher education executive
officers (SHEEQ), state higher education executive finance officers
(SHEEFO), and chief officers of date library agencies (COSLA). All gate
policymakers were sdected in the three remaining substrata—Council of Chief
State School Officers (CCSSO), governors education policy advisors
(GEPA), and dtate assessment directors. The totad sample size for Sate
policymakers was 307 in the 1999 survey.

Thelocd policymakers sample totaled 1,216. As described under Frame
Development, samples were drawn in both substrata of loca policymakers—
766 public school digtricts with enrollment greater than zero for the
elementary/secondary substratum and 450 indtitutions that offered at least an
associate degree for the postsecondary substratum. The elementary/secondary
subgtratum was further dratified by locae (a combination of urbanicity and sze
of city/town); this resulted in eight sub-substrata. The postsecondary
substratum of locd policymakers was subdraified by leve of inditution (2-
year vs. 4-year-and-above); highest degree offered (bachelor’ s degree,
master’ s degree, doctoratel/first-professona) within level, and type of control
(public vs. private) within level and highest degree offered. There are eight
sub-substrata within the postsecondary substatum of loca policymakers.
When there were multiple persons for a given school digtrict or postsecondary
ingtitution, one policymaker was selected to represent that didtrict or ingtitution
in the survey. Thus, the total number of locd policymakersin the sample equds
the total number of school districts and postsecondary ingtitutions selected.

Among academic researchers, al 24 directors of OERI National Research and
Development Centers and OERI Regiona Educational Laboratories were
selected. For the AERA substratum, a sample of 779 AERA members was
randomly sdlected. A totd of 803 academic researchers were included in the
1999 sample.

All 248 education associations were included in the sample. If multiple people
were listed for a given association, one person was randomly selected to
represent the association in the survey. The same was true for education
reporters. One reporter for each of the 218 newspapers and magazines on the
frame was sdected for the sample.

A sample of 300 NEDRC users was drawn for the survey, evenly divided
between the two substrata. There were 150 users of € ementary/secondary
data and 150 users of postsecondary datain the 1999 sample.
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Duplicatesin the
Sample

Assignment to
Recruitment Mode

The samples for the seven drata were combined into a single database which
was then checked for duplicates within each stratum and substratum and dso
acrossdl grata If an individud appeared more than once within a substratum,
only one entry was retained for the individud in that substratum. If an individua
was found in two or more substrata within a stratum, one of the person’s
records was randomly selected so he or she counted in only one substratum
within that stratum. However, if anindividud gppeared in more than one
stratum, he or she wasretained in al applicable Srata. This Situation was quite
possible because of the new strata in the 1999 survey. For example, an
individua might be both an AERA member counting as an academic
researcher and afederd, state, or loca policymaker. Smilarly, asample
member in the NEDRC users stratum could well be a sample member in any
of the other strata. There were dso duplications between the state and local
policymaker strata because the Didtrict of Columbiaand Hawaii do not have
locd schoal didricts: ther “sate’ education officiads are the equivaents of local
superintendents and could appear in the loca policymaker Strata. Such
individuds were consdered to be “vdid duplicates” Only one questionnaire
was sent to these duplicates, but their survey responses were counted in all
gpplicable strata, with proper adjustment of weights. The 1999 sample
contained 11 vaid duplicates. Eight of these duplicates involved NEDRC
users, six of them were a0 in the federa policymaker stratum, one was in the
education association stratum, and one was in both NEDRC substrata. Of the
remaining three duplicates, one was an AERA member (academic researcher
stratum) who was afederd policymaker; one was an AERA member
(academic researcher stratum) who worked at an education association; and
one was both a state and aloca policymaker.

The 1999 survey had a split-mode design. That is, haf of the sample was
adminigtered the survey by mail and the other hdf by e-mail message with a
link to the survey on the World Wide Web. However, because the sources
from which the sample was drawn did not aways contain complete contact
information (especialy e-mail addresses), telephone calls were made to obtain
the missing items for every member of the sample. We were not successtul in
obtaining an e-mail address for every member of the sample. To implement
this split-mode design, sample members for whom e-mail addresses were
available were assgned randomly to the e-malil recruitment mode until haf the
stratum had been so assigned; the remaining members with e-mail addresses,
and al members without e-mail addresses, were assgned to the mail
recruitment mode. Table B-1 shows the availability of e-mail addresses at the
time this recruitement mode assignment was made within each of the seven
magjor customer groups.
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Table B-1.—E-mail availability, by recruitment mode and customer group

(per cent)
Recruitment mode

Customer Group E-mail Mail Total

Federal policymakers 100 100 100
State policymakers 100 82 91
Local policymakers 100 15 57
Academicresearchers 100 38 69
Education associations 100 Q0 95
Education journalists 100 77 89
NEDRC Users 100 63 82
Tota 100 49 74

Table B-2 shows the digtribution of both the population and the recruitment
mode for the in-scope sample. The “adjusted population size” is an estimate of
the population sze based on the number of casesin the origind sample found to
be out-of-scope. The adjusted population size assumes that the proportion of the
initid population out-of-scope was the same as the proportion of the sample
found to be out-of-scope. The in-scope sample size is shown with the number of
cases assgned to the two recruitment modes for the mail (“ paper/pencil”) and
internet (“Web”) surveys. A person who was sampled twice was asked to
participate in the survey only once, and thus has only one “recruitment” mode, in
one randomly chosen substratum. These people are accounted for in their other
ubdtratain the “ duplicate’” column under the *In-scope sample by recruitment
mode’ header in table B-2.
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Table B-2—Population and sample sizesfor the 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey

I n-scope sample by
recr uitment mode

Initial Adjusted Paper/
population | population [In-scope || Pencil | Web | Dupli-
Strata/ Substrata size size sample | survey | survey | cates*
Federal policymakers 192 188 188 94 92 2
De(pl)za[r)t)ment of Education Senior Officers/Staff 67 66 66 B 2 1
National Science Foundation (NSF) 10 9 9 4 5 0
Executive Office of the President (EOP; i.e.,
Office of Management and Budget, OMB, and 10 9 9 4 5 0
White House Domestic Policy Council)
Congressiona Research Service (CRS)/ 8 8 8 4 3 1
Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
General Accounting Office—Education Staff 38 37 37 19 18 0
(GAO)
Senate Committee on Labor & Human Resources,
Subcommittees on Children & Families, and on 16 16 16 8 8 0

Employment & Training

House Committee on Education & the
Workforce, Subcommittees on Early
Childhood, Y outh, & Families: and on 43 43 43 22 21 0
Postsecondary Education, Training, & Life-
Long Learning

State policymakers
House/Senate: National Conference of State

Legidators (NCSL) 9 9 €5 2 33 0
State Department of Education: Council of Chief

State School Officers (CCSSO) 51 51 51 = A1
State Department of Education: State Higher

Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) and

State Higher Education Executive Finance 107 107 60 0 0 0

Offices (SHEEFO)
Chief Officers of State Library Agencies

(COSLA) 52 52 25 14 1 0
Governors Education Policy Advisors 53 53 53 26 27 0
State Assessment Directors 53 53 53 27 26 0
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Table B-2—Population and sample sizesfor the 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey (continued)

I n-scope sample by
recruitment mode
Initial Adjusted Paper/
population | population |In-scope | Pencil | Web | Dupli-
Strata/ Substrata size size sample | survey | survey| cates*

L ocal policymakers 19,577 19,501 1,211 612 599 0
CCD (elementary/secondary school districts) 15,007 14,963 764 385 379 0
Large central city 298 298 A 18 16 0
Mid-size central city 903 903 60 30 30 0
Urban fringe of large city 2,880 2,880 134 69 65 0
Urban fringe of mid-size city 1213 1213 70 35 35 0
Largetown 182 182 35 18 17 0
Small town 2449 2429 124 62 62 0
Rural 7,024 7,000 292 146 146 0
Blank 58 58 15 7 8 0
IPEDS (postsecondary institutions) 4,570 4,538 447 230 220 0
4-year-and-above ingtitutions 2,719 2,719 276 138 138 0
Doctorate/First-professional degree 976 976 96 48 48 0
Public 263 263 30 15 15 0
Private 713 713 66 33 33 0

Master’ s degree 934 934 90 45 45
Public 269 269 30 15 15 0
Private 665 665 60 30 30 0

Bachelor’ s degree 809 809 90 45 45
Public 9% 95 20 10 10 0
Private 714 714 70 35 35 0
2-year institutions 1,851 1,819 171 89 82 0
Public 1104 1,104 105 53 52 0
Private 47 715 66 36 30 0
Academic resear chers 19,169 19,022 797 398 398 1
American Educ. Research Assoc. (AERA) 19,145 18,998 773 336 336 1
OERI R& D Centers/Regiond Educ. Labs 24 24 24 12 12 0
Education associations 248 247 247 123 123 1
Education journalists 394 390 216 108 108 0
NEDRC users 723 699 290 148 142 0
Elementary/secondary survey data 365 353 145 75 70 0
Postsecondary survey data 358 346 145 73 72 0
GRAND TOTAL 40,711 40,455 | 3,256 1,637 | 1,614 5

* The “duplicate” column indicates the number of members of the in-scope sample in each substratum who were not assigned to a
recruitment mode. Each of these cases was assigned to a recruitment mode in its other substratum.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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Survey Operations

The “adjusted population Sz€’ is an estimate of the population Size based on
the number of casesin the origind sample found to be out-of-scope. The
adjusted population Sze assumes that the proportion of the initia population
out-of-scope was the same as the proportion of the sample found to be out-
of-scope. The in-scope sample size is shown with the number of cases
assigned to the two recruitment modes for the mail (“paper/pencil”) and
internet (“Web”) surveys. The “duplicate’ column indicates the number of
members of the in-scope sample in each substratum who were not assigned to
arecruitment mode. Each of these cases was assigned to a recruitment mode
in its other substratum.

Data collection took place over a period of about 18 weeks, beginning on
May 28 and ending on October 17, 1999. On May 28, e-mail messages were
sent to the 1,631 sample members in the Web group. On June 3, paper
questionnaires were mailed to the 1,642 sample membersin the mail group.
Theinitid mode of ddivery is referred to as the “recruitment” mode. These
numbers exclude the 11 vaid duplicates described above; just one
guestionnaire was sent to each of these individuals.

About 18 percent of the first e-mail messages were returned as unddiverable
within afew days of being sent out. The gpplicable sample members were
cdled in an effort to obtain their correct e-mail addresses. Then theinitid
message was re-sent in three additional waves to individuas for whom new e-
mail addresses were obtained. Some atempts failed continuoudy even though
the sample members had been contacted by telephone for correction of their
e-mail addresses. By the end of the fourth wave, atota of 440 messages sent
to 337 sample members (20.7 percent of the Web group) had come back as
undeliverable. Eventualy, survey packets were mailed to 44 members who
could not be reached by e-mail (either because of continued ddivery falures
or because the members were not available by telephone to correct their e-
mail addresses). Thus, the mail survey became thair actual “contact” mode.
Similarly, email messages were eventudly sent to two sample membersin the
mail group because complete mailing addresses were not available for them;
the Web survey then became their contact mode.

Nonrespondents in the Web group received up to three reminder notices. The
first reminder was sent about 1 week after the initid e-mail message; the
second reminder was sent 2 weeks later; and the third reminder was sent in
another 3weeks. Intheinitid email message, aswell asin dl reminder
notices, Web sample members were given the option of downloading a PDF
verson of the questionnaire on the Web site, completing it on paper, and then
returning it by mall or fax.

The mail data collection included four reminder notices. A postcard reminder
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was sent out about 1 week after the initial mailing of survey packets, each of
which contained a cover |etter, questionnaire, and reply envelope. Two weeks
later, another full packet of survey materidswas mailed to individuds for
whom a questionnaire had not yet been received. In another 2 weeks, athird
reminder was mailed to nonrespondents. This reminder contained a letter
encouraging participation in the survey and, for the firgt time, offering
nonrespondents the option of completing the survey on the Web; no
questionnaire was included in this reminder mailing. About 3 weeks after the
third reminder, an e-mail message was sent to mail sample members for whom
e-mail addresses were available.

Teephone follow up of nonrespondents began on July 21 with the web sample
members, follow up of the mail sample members began on August 5.
Telephone follow up continued through September 29. Questionnaires
continued to arrive a the contractor’ s address by mail or fax, or to be
completed on the Web site, after September 29. Thistrickle had largely
ceased by October 17 and no responses received after that date were
tabulated or counted in the response rate. The important datesin the data
collection process are listed in table B-3.

Table B-3—K ey dates during data collection period

World Wide Web data collection Mail datacollection
First email May 28 Initial mailing June 3
Repeat e-mail to June 4 Reminder postcard June 11
corrected addresses June 11
Second e-mail June7 Second mailing June 24
Third email June 22 Third mailing (Webinfo,no July 8
guestionnaire
Fourth e-mail July 13 E-mail reminder July 28
Start telephone follow up  July 21 Start telephone follow up August 5
End telephonefollow up  September 29  End telephone follow up September 29
Survey closure October 17 Survey closure October 17

All paper questionnaires had identification numbers so thet they could be
assigned to the proper stratum and so that telephone follow up could be
directed to nonrespondents. (Web responses could be identified by an access
code provided to respondents in the initial e-mail message and required for
entry into the questionnaire pages.) However, in the initid mailing these numbers
were stamped on the back cover. Theinsde of the back cover contained alist
of useful URLsfor the NCES Web site, and some respondents tore off that
page before mailing in their responses. In 2 cases, the respondent was
identified, and in 5 cases, a stratum could be inferred from the answersto
particular questions, for example, a respondent who used the data for writing
news articles could be assgned to the education journalist stratum. Such cases
were treated like identifiable responses for dl purposes, including weighting.
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Unit Response Rates

Seven questionnaires could not be used or counted in the response rate.

During the data collection phase, 28 out-of-scope cases were identified (see
table B-5). Subtracting the out-of-scope cases from the sample provided a total
in-scope sample of 3,256. The fina response rate was 78.7 percent—
caculated as the number of completed interviews divided by the sampled
respondents minus respondents considered to be out-of-scope (see table B-6).
Among the 2,563 responding cases, 945 were completed by mail (36.9
percent), 776 were completed by Web (30.3 percent), 744 were completed in
the telephone follow up (29.0 percent), 66 were completed by fax (2.6
percent), and 32 were imputed (1.2 percent). (See table B-6 on page B-18.)

Congdering the Six primary strata, the highest response rate occurred among
the education associations (85.4 percent), while the lowest occurred among
federa policymakers (71.8 percent).
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Table B-4—Number of responses by mode and overall for 1999 NCES
Customer Satisfaction Survey

Stratum Responses
Web Mal Fax Telephone Imputed Overal
Federal policymakers 45 53 2 35 0 135
U.S. Dept. of Education 16 22 1 13 0 52
Nat’l. Science Foundation 3 5 0 0 0 8
EOP (OMB/White House) 3 1 0 2 0 6
Congressional Res. Service/CBO 3 3 0 1 0 7
GAO 1 15 0 8 0 35
Senate 1 5 0 4 0 10
USHR 7 2 1 7 0 17
State policymakers 64 93 17 60 2 236
NCSL 6 6 0 19 0 31
CCSsO 8 21 5 5 0 39
SHEEO/SHEEFO 18 19 7 9 1 54
COSLA 6 15 0 2 0 23
Gov. education advisors 14 13 2 12 1 12
Assessment directors 12 19 3 13 0 a7
Local policymakers 273 352 26 302 10 963
Largecity 6 10 0 10 0 26
Mid-size city 11 16 2 14 1 4
Largecity fringe 28 35 0 24 0 87
Mid city fringe 8 20 1 19 2 50
Largetown 7 9 1 9 1 27
Small town 25 31 4 36 0 %
Rural 56 75 4 A 4 233
LEA Blank 4 6 1 3 0 14
Doctorate Public 10 11 2 2 0 25
Doctorate Private 21 20 1 12 1 55
Master's Public 9 4 3 6 0 22
Master's Private 15 20 1 19 0 55
Bachelor's Public 8 5 0 1 0 14
Bachelor's Private 16 23 2 16 0 57
2-year Public 32 43 2 21 1 99
2-year Private 17 24 2 16 0 59
Education associations 191 242 8 159 6 606
AERA 185 233 6 157 6 587
OERI 6 9 2 2 0 19
Education associations 70 68 9 60 4 211
Education journalists 39 a7 1 85 0 172
NEDRC users 94 90 3 43 10 240
NEDRC El.em/Sec. 47 39 1 25 5 117
NEDRC Higher Educ. 47 51 2 18 5 123
Total 776 945 66 744 32 2,563

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES
Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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Table B-5.—Status of nonrespondents and out-of-scope cases for 1999 NCES Customer

Satisfaction Survey

Stratum

No

Unlo- spondent
response Refusal catable

Total
nonre-

S
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Dec’'d. Ret'd. gible Invalid closed scope

Federal policymakers
U.S. Dept. of Education
Nat’l. Science Foundation
EOP (OMB/White House)
Congressional Res. Serv./CBO
GAO
Senate
USHR

State policymakers
NCSL
CCSSsO
SHEEO/SHEEFO
COSLA
Gov. education advisors
Assessment directors

Local policymakers
Largecity
Mid-size city
Largecity fringe
Mid city fringe
Largetown
Small town
Rural
LEA Blank
Doctorate Public
Doctorate Private
Master's Public
Master's Private
Bachelor's Public
Bachelor's Private
2-year Public
2-year Private

Education associations
AERA
OERI

Education associations
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NEDRC Higher Educ.
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey.

1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey Report

Appendix B-17



Table B-6.—Unweighted and weighted response ratesfor 1999 NCES
Customer Satisfaction Survey

Unweighted Weighted

Stratum Total sample In-scope  responserate  responserate
Federal policymakers 192 188 71.8% 71.8%
U.S. Dept. of Education 67 66 78.8%
Nat’l. Science Foundation 10 9 88.9%
EOP (OMB/White House) 10 9 66.7%
Congressional Res. Serv. 8 8 87.5%
GAO 3 37 94.6%
Senate 16 16 62.5%
USHR 43 43 39.5%
State policymakers 307 307 76.9% 77.4%
NCSL 65 65 47.7%
CCSsO 51 51 76.5%
SHEEO/SHEEFO 60 60 90.0%
COSLA 25 25 92.0%
Gov. Education Advisors 53 53 79.2%
Assessment Directors 53 53 88.7%
Local policymakers 1,216 1,211 79.5% 78.1%
Largecity 4 A 76.5%
Mid-size city 60 60 73.3%
Largecity fringe 134 134 64.9%
Mid city fringe 70 70 714%
Largetown 35 35 77.1%
Small town 125 124 77.4%
Rural 293 292 79.8%
LEA Blank 15 15 93.3%
Doctorate Public 30 30 83.3%
Doctorate Private 66 66 83.3%
Master's Public 30 30 73.3%
Master's Private 60 60 91.7%
Bachelor's Public 20 20 70.0%
Bachelor's Private 70 70 81.4%
2-year Public 105 105 94.3%
2-year Private 69 66 89.4%
Academicresearchers 803 797 76.0% 75.9%
AERA 779 773 75.9%
OERI 24 24 79.2%
Education associations 248 247 85.4% 85.4%
Education journalists 218 216 79.6% 79.6%
NEDRC users 300 290 82.8% 82.7%
NEDRC El.em/Sec. 150 145 80.7%
NEDRC Higher Educ. 150 145 84.8%
Total 3,284 3,256 78.7% 77.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES
Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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Item Response Rates  NCES Standard 111-02-92 stipulates that item response rates (R) “areto be
caculated asthe ratio of the number of respondents for which an in-scope
response was obtained to the number of completed interviews for which the
guestion (or questions if a composite variable) was intended to be asked.”

For calculating item response rates, questions composed of several subitems
were consdered together; a participant was counted as having provided a
response if at least one of the subitems had been answered. Table B-7 shows
item response rates for al questions in the survey. Questions in bold are critical
items, and questions in italics are open-ended items.

The median item response rate for closed-ended items was 93.6 percent, and
the last closed-ended item had the lowest response rate, 79.7 percent. The
placement of the last closed-ended item in the mail questionnaire and the
accompanying skip ingtructions seem to have been confusing or mideading. The
response rate for those who filled out a questionnaire on paper and mailed or
faxed it back was only 75.8 percent; in telephone interviews, where the same
guestionnaire was used, it was only 78.2 percent. However, on the web
version, where the skip pattern was automated, the item response rate was 89.6
percent.

The open-ended items had very low response rates. the median item response
rate for open-ended items was 9.6 percent. These items required respondents
to describe the “other” aspects of publications, databases, etc., that they wished
to rate, or their “other” reasons for not usng NCES products or services,
gpparently, few survey participants chose to provide this detail: less than 20
percent at most, and for oneitem only 7.3 percent.
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Table B-7.—Item responseratesfor 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction

Survey
Item
Number  response
of rate
Survey question number/question wording (abbreviated) items (percent)
Al Heard of NCES? 1 975
A2 Awarethat NCESisapart of U.S. Dept. of Ed.? 1 93.6
A3 Used NCES publicationsin past two years? 1 100.0
A4  Form of publications used 1 925
A5  Frequency of use of NCES publications 1 93.7
A6  Satisfaction with NCES compendium publications 3 98.0
A7al through A7e6 Satisfaction with NCES survey 29 98.0
publications
A8  Usefulness of publication formats 5 920
A9  Satisfaction with aspects of publications 6 91.6
A9other Satisfaction with any other aspect of publications 1 10.3
A10 Ranking the importance of aspects of publications 5 89.6
A1l Reasonswhy publications not used 8 945
Allother Any other reason not used publications? 1 19.9
Bl  Used NCES databases/user toolsin past two years? 1 100.0
B2  Frequency of use of NCES databases/user tools 1 85.3
B3  Satisfaction with NCES user tools 4 94.5
B4al through B4e4 Satisfaction with NCES survey 17 96.3
databases
B5  Satisfaction with aspects of databases/user tools 8 87.3
B5other  Satisfaction with any other aspect of databases 1 7.3
and user tools
B6  Ranking theimportance of aspects of databases/user 6 87.3
tools
B7  Reasonswhy databases/user tools not used 9 90.8
B7other Any other reason not used databases/user tools? 1 13.7
Cl  Know how to contact NCES? 1 939
C2 Used NCESservicesin past two years? 1 100.0
C3  Frequency of use of NCES services 1 921
C4  Satisfaction with NCES services 5 97.6
C5 Satisfaction with services on NCESWeb Site 6 95.5
C6  Satisfaction with online data access tools 4 90.5
C7  Satisfaction with aspects of NCES services 11 91.7
C7other Satisfaction with any other aspect of NCES 1 8.6
services
C8 Reasonswhy NCES services not used 10 91.8
C8other  Any other reason not used NCES services? 1 9.1
D1 How recently used NCES publications, databases, user 1 81.8
tools, or services?
D2  Purposesfor which use NCES publications, databases, 12 99.6
user tools, or services?
D3  How found about NCES publications, databases, user 10 974
tools, or services?
D4  Obtained education info. from organizations other than 1 79.7

NCESin past 2 years?
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Weighting
Procedures

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES
Customer Satisfaction Survey.

The 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey used a dtratified random
sampling design. Therefore, in each stratum or substratum, a sample mean or
percentage based on responses from al of the sampled unitsis an unbiased
estimate of the population mean or percentage. However, since not al the
sampled units in each stratum responded to the survey, data are available for
the respondents only. The nonrespondents, if they had responded, might have
answered differently from the respondents. In that case an estimate based only
on the respondents would be biased. However, we recontacted a subsample
of nonrespondents (see Appendix F), and from their replies to a subset of items
in the questionnaire, we concluded that the nonrespondents are not significantly
different from the actua respondents. Thus, an estimate based solely on the
respondents would have small or negligible bias, and there is no need to adjust
the results for nonresponse. Each response was assigned aweight equa to
Nw/n,, where n, = the number of respondentsin stratum h, Nj, = the estimated
gze of the population of stratum h, Sn, = n, and SN, = N. Initid population
estimates, based on actud counts, were adjusted on the basis of indications of
cases that were out of scope (see table B-2 on page B-11).

Since five respondents in the sample appeared in two Strata/subgtrata, two
weighting schemes have to be developed for these five responses depending on
whether an estimate is developed at the stratum level or the whole population.
In the case of agtratum leve estimate, dl the respondents receive aweight of
one. In the case of the whole population estimate, each of the five respondents
is randomly assigned to one of the two strata that the respondent belongs to,
and isassgned aweight of one; aweight of zero is assgned for the other
gratum. The following chart shows the weighting scheme for these five
respondents.

Respondent Stratum

1 Federd Policymakers NEDRC Users
Weight =1 Weight =0

2 Federd Policymakers NEDRC Users
Weight =0 Weight =1

3 Federa Policymakers NEDRC Users
Weight =0 Weight=1

4 Federa Policymakers NEDRC Users
Weight =1 Weight =0

5 Federa Policymakers | Academic Researchers
Weight =0 Weight =1
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Sandard Error Let

Calculations of p, = sample percentage in stratum or substratum h,
Percentages within n, = the number of respondentsin stratum or substratum h, and
a Sratumor N, = the population Sze of stratum or substratum h.
Substratum

The estimate of the standard error of any estimated percentage ( p,, ) from the

h™ stratum or substratum, when the sampling fraction El_h issmdl, is

h
1 -
approximately equa to w . If the sampling fraction (%) is
h ™ h
not smdl, the above formula must be modified by a quantity known asthe
finite population correction factor and the estimate of the standard error of
p, isequd to:
(Nh - nh) Pn (100 - ph)
N, n,-1
Standard Error The combined estimated percentage (p) over k strata or substratais obtained
Calculations for asfollows
Percentages across
Strata or Substrata k
a Nhpn
p=28—
a Np
h=1

The esimate of the sampling variance of p is obtained asfollows:

& (Nh - nh)Nh XPy, (100' ph)
V(p) 21 Nz(nh _ 1)

k
where N = é Np
h=1

and the estimate of the standard error of p isasfollows:

S&(p)I\/ék_ (Nh - nh)Nh ><ph(loo' ph)

h=1 Nz(nh B 1)
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Confidence
Intervals

Satistical Tests

Intervas can be congtructed for different confidence levels once the standard
error (se) is estimated. For example, a 95 percent confidence interval for the
unknown population percentageisgivenby p- 1.96 (se.), p + 1.96 (s.e),
where 1.96 is the norma deviate corresponding to 95 percent probability.

The standard statistica theory of testing hypotheses must be used to compare
two estimates. A difference between two estimates is gtatistically sgnificant
when it can be concluded with sufficient confidence that they are unequd in the
two subpopulations. In other words, the percentages, p; and p,, from two
independent samples (for example, two strata) can be compared to find out if
they are Sgnificantly different (i.e,, if the corresponding population percentages
P, and P, are different) using the following formula:

- Pi- P>
\/pl(loo- p) . P,(100- p,)

n -1 n,-1

where p; and p, are the observed sample percentages, n; and n, are the
corresponding number of respondents (assumed to be larger than 20), and
when the sampling fractions are smdl.

If, however, the sampling fractions are not small, the finite population correction
factors must be taken into account and the corresponding t has the following
form:

P.- Py
(Nl - nl) pl(]-oo' pl) + (Nz - nz)pz(loo' pz)
Nl(nl_ 1) Nz(nz' 1)

where N; and N, are the population Szes.

If the null hypothesis H,: B, = P, istested againgt the aternative hypothesis
Ha:P, ' P,, atwo-taled test isperformed. Thet is, if T ti is greater than 1.96
(norma deviate), the null hypothesisisrgected at a5 percent leve of

ggnificance. (Note: All differences of percentages included in this report were
sgnificant when tested at the 5 percent leve of significance))

For comparing two non-overlapping percentages, p; and p,, within the same
stratum (when these two percentages do not add to 100), we have used the
following formula (amodification of the usud t test):
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Bonferroni
Adjustment

P- P

t=
e(N-n)u

\ EN(n- U1 2P 000~ ) +20, (100~ p)- (py+ P,)(A00- - )]

where,
N isequd to the sratum sze
n isequa to the number of respondents in the stratum
p. and p, are the two observed sample percentages.

Thismodification of the usud t-test is necessary because we can not assume
that the two response groups from the same stratum are independent samples
from two populations.

When we make comparisons between the strata, common statistical practice
requires that the procedure be done in such away asto control for error in the
decison process. For example, when we say that there is a sgnificant difference
between two stratum means, we are able to say we are at least 95 percent
confident thereisared differencein the population, not just arandom
difference due to sampling.

All possible pairwise comparisons between the seven strata (21 total) can be
andyzed smultaneoudy with the data. The more comparisons that are made,
the greeter the potentia that some of these comparisons will be declared
ggnificant when they are actudly not different in the population. In this case,
additiona dtatistical measures are employed to control the overal error of the
decision process.

One of the common procedures is to apply the Bonferroni adjustment. For 21
comparisons, we use the critical value of 3.25 corresponding to the Type |
error set equal to (0.05/21) for each comparison, instead of 1.96 at the usud 5
percent leve of significance.
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Appendix C: Analysis of Response Mode

Effect of mail
versus Web data
collection on
response rates prior
to telephone follow

up

NCES decided to use a split-mode administration in 1999, where half of
the sample received a paper survey by mail and the other half of the
sample received an e-mail message containing a link to the survey on the
World Wide Web. Half the sample was assigned to each of these two
modes of data collection in order to determine if there were any systematic
differences in response rates or in responses that might be attributable to
the method of data collection.

The use of two combinations of recruitment mode also permits
comparison of the relative effectiveness of the newer, electronic methods
with the traditional mail methods. Compared to mail administration,
electronic survey administration has several important advantages.

It is faster.

It is cheaper because there are no printing or postage costs.

It is cheagper because it is not necessary to go through a keying process
to convert responses on paper into electronic records for anaysis.

It is more accurate because bypassing the keying of responses
eliminates a source of error.

Electronic administration may be more convenient for respondents as well,
because they do not have to find writing instruments to fill out the
guestionnaires, keep track of reply envelopes, and remember to mail them.
Therefore, it was hoped that initial response rates (prior to telephone
follow up) would be higher than in 1997 when only a mail mode was
available. If that were the case, the reduced need for expensive telephone
follow up would have created additional cost savings.

The split-mode (Web vs. mail) administration experiment ended when
telephone follow up began. The electronic group was contacted by
telephone 7%z weeks after the initial e-mails, and the mail group was given
the opportunity to reply electronically in a mailing sent out 72 weeks after
the first mailing. Telephone follow up for the mail group began 9 weeks
after the initial mailing.

The response rate for the web group at the point at which telephone
follow-up began was dlightly lower than the response rate for the mail
group at the same juncture: 43 percent versus 50 percent. About equal
proportions of the respondents in both groups were “crossovers’ who took
advantage of opportunities to use the other response method. The web site
included an option for respondents to download the questionnaire, print it
on their own printers, and then mail or fax it to the contractor. The last
mailing to the mail group included the web site address. These
opportunities were provided to maximize the overall response rate and
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Effect of mail
versus Web data
collection on final
response rates

minimize expensive telephone follow-up. See table C-3 for details.

The 1999 response rate prior to telephone follow up was 18 percentage
points higher than in 1997, an increase from 27 percent to 45 percent.
This substantial reduction in the need for telephoning was probably due to
both the grester variety of response modes offered to all members of the
sample and to more extensive pre-telephone follow-up contacts.

Although the Web site and associated e-mail contacts were designed to
replicate the paper questionnaire and accompanying letters as closely as
possible, it was not known in advance if there would be any systematic
differences in final response rates that might be attributable to the method
of data collection.

Table C-1 shows the final response rates to the survey by mode of initia
contact. Within the period before telephone follow up, the mail and Web
groups received equivalent follow-up response reminders see table B-2.
After the initial mailing of aletter from the Commissioner of NCES and a
guestionnaire, the paper group received a reminder postcard, another letter
from the Commissioner with a questionnaire, and a third letter (with no
guestionnaire) before telephone follow up was initiated; the mailings that
included questionnaires also included return envelopes. The Web group
received a series of e-mail messages that included the Web site address
and the addressee’ s access code instead of a questionnaire and envel ope.
The content of the e-mail messages was similar to the letters except for the
instructions about how to respond. After several messages, telephone
follow up was initiated with the Web group. Thus, the two groups received
equivaent treatment to the extent possible.

Table C-1.—Final response rate, by recruitment mode

Number Number Response
Recruitment mode of cases* of responses rate (%)
Paper 1,630 1,295 79
Web 1,616 1,258 78

*Excluding 10 duplicates and 28 out of scope (1 duplicate was also out of scope).

NOTE: “Recruitment mode” refersto original assignment and approach, not to how the response
was eventually obtained.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Astable C-1 shows, there was no significant difference in final response
rate between the recruitment groups (79 percent for mail and 78 percent
for Web). The last letter to the paper group included the Web site address
and an access code so that the paper group could respond electronically,
some members of the Web group had to be approached through the mail
when their e-mail addresses proved to be invalid, and some recruited via
e-mail requested that paper questionnaires be mailed to them. However,
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beginning survey recruitment with e-mail messages did not significantly
reduce the response rate in comparison to the group treated with the more
traditional approach.

However, response rates were higher from the mail recruitment group than
from the Web recruitment group within two stratac federal policymakers,
and state policymakers. See table C-2.

Table C-2.—Final response rate, by recruitment mode and stratum

Stratum N Recruitment mode
Web (%) Paper (%)

Federal policymakers 186 67 78
State policymakers 304 73 81
Local policymakers 1,210 80 79
Academic researchers 795 75 77
Education associations 246 85 87
Education journalists 215 80 79
NEDRC users 290 83 82
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Table C-3 shows how responses were ultimately obtained from each
recruitment mode group. Most of the respondents recruited by e-mail
responded through the Web site, whereas most of the respondents
recruited by regular mail used the postal service to respond.

Table C-3.—Distribution of response mode (per cent), overall and by
recruitment mode

Response mode All respondents Recr uitment mode

Web Paper
Web ste 30 59 3
Mail 37 4 68
Fax 3 4 1
Telephone 30 3 28
Total 100 100 100
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Table C-4 shows response rates before telephone follow up began by
stratum and recruitment mode. Pre-telephone response rates were
significantly lower for the web group within the state policymaker, local
policymaker, and academic researcher strata, and in the user population as
awhole.
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Effect of mail
versus Web data
collection on
responses

Comparisons of
responses to items

Table C-4—Response rates (per cent) befor e telephone follow up, by
stratum and recruitment mode

Stratum Overall Recruitment mode
Web Paper
Federa policymakers 45 a4 46
State policymakers 49 43 55
Loca policymakers 46 42 50
Academic researchers 46 42 50
Education associations 50 49 51
Education journalists A 28 40
NEDRC users 56 57 !
Total 47 43 50

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Although the way in which customers were initially contacted and asked
to participate in the survey generaly did not produce large differencesin
response rates, it is possible that the responses themselves would be
different depending on how they were obtained. This could have happened
because the data collection mode itself influenced responses, or because
there were systematic differences between the types of people in the web
and mail samples. For instance, those who had e-mail and web access and
used it to respond might have been more satisfied with NCES data bases
than were customers who either did not have e-mail (and thus had to be
assigned to the mail recruitment mode) or chose not to use it (and thus had
to be followed up by telephone). The remaining pages in this chapter
present comparisons of satisfaction levels among the three different
response modes—web, mail, and telephone—for a selected set of the
items. The analysis represents items from each of the sections of the
guestionnaire.

Table C-5 shows the responses to a question about satisfaction with a
widely used NCES publication, The Condition of Education. Overal,

on NCES NCES customers who responded by the different modes did not differ in
publications, by their satisfaction with The Condition of Education.
response mode
Table C-5.—Satisfaction with The Condition of Education, by
response mode (per cent)
Neither
Response Very dissatisfied Very
mode dissatisfied Dissatisfied nor satisfied Satisfied satisfied
Mail or fax 113 0.96 522 58.10 34.58
Web site 0.92 0.14 4.09 58.99 35.85
Telephone 1.08 0 9.64 55.07 34.22
Total 1.05 0.49 579 57.75 34.92
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Similarly, the usefulness rating of NCES issue briefs did not differ by
response mode (see table C-6).

Table C-6.—Reported usefulness of NCES issue briefs, by response

mode (per cent)
Response mode Not useful Useful Very useful
Mail or fax 191 78.83 19.26
Web ste 124 68.28 3048
Telephone 0.17 67.51 3231
Total 133 72.67 26.01
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

The final publication item analyzed by response mode looked for
differences in the mean rating of five aspects of NCES publications.
Because respondents were asked to rank only the top three aspects, it is
impossible to determine which one was the least important. Therefore, the
“mean” is derived by assigning a value of 3 to the aspect rated most
important, a value of 2 to the aspect rated second most important, a value
of 1 to the aspect rated third most important, and a value of O to the two
aspects not rated in the top three, and dividing the sum of these values by
the number of respondents who rated at |east one aspect.

There were no differences in users’ ranking of timeliness or ease of
understanding of NCES publications by response mode, but there were
differences for the other three aspects (see table C-7). The mail or fax
group rated accuracy as more important (1.90) than the Web (1.50) and
telephone groups (1.55), and both the telephone and Web groups rated
comprehensiveness (0.94 and 0.91, respectively) higher than the mail or
fax group (0.74). The Web group rated relevance (1.48) higher than the
mail or fax group (1.27).

Table C-7.—Users mean ranking of important aspects of NCES
publications, by response mode

Response mode Mean ranking
Comprehen- Ease of

Accuracy Relevance Timeiness siveness understanding

Mail or fax 1.90 127 127 0.74 0.81
Web ste 1.50 148 135 091 0.74
Telephone 155 137 124 094 0.86
Tota 1.69 1.36 129 0.84 0.79

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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Comparisons of
responses to items
on NCES databases
and user tools, by
response mode

Two aspects of NCES databases and user tools were examined to
determine if satisfaction levels differed by response mode: documentation
and accuracy (see tables C-8 and C-9). Results show that there was no
response mode effect, as evidenced by the absence of differencesin levels
of satisfaction between the mail or Web respondents with either of these
aspects. Also, there were no differences in satisfactions levels for these
aspects between telephone respondents and either mail or Web
respondents except that tel ephone respondents were more likely to be
“very satisfied” with database documentation (41 percent) than either the
mail (12 percent) or Web respondents (13 percent). Also, a greater
proportion of telephone respondents were “very satisfied” with the
accuracy of NCES databases and user tools (45 percent) than the Web
respondents (18 percent).

Table C-8.—Satisfaction with documentation of NCES user tools and
databases, by response mode (per cent)

Neither
Response Very dissatisfied Very
mode Dissatisfied Dissatisfied nor satisfied Satisfied satisfied
Mail or fax 1.09 8.24 11.50 67.41 11.76
Web ste 215 7.36 18.40 58.84 13.26
Telephone 0.00 5.36 14.55 39.32 40.76
Total 132 745 14.58 59.71 16.94

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Table C-9.—Satisfaction with accuracy of NCES user tools and
databases, by response mode (per cent)

Neither
Response Very dissatisfied Very
mode Dissatisfied Dissatisfied nor satisfied Satisfied satisfied
Mail or fax 0.13 2.60 13.10 63.27 20.90
Web site 0.00 5.88 18.11 58.15 17.86
Telephone 0.00 0.80 11.05 4351 44.65
Total 0.06 355 14.65 58.18 23.56

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

The final database item analyzed by response mode looked for differences
in the mean rating of six aspects of NCES databases and user tools.
Because respondents were asked to rank only the top three aspects, it is
impossible to determine which one was the least important. Therefore, the
“mean” is derived by assigning a value of 3 to the aspect rated most
important, a value of 2 to the aspect rated second most important, a value
of 1 to the aspect rated third most important, and a value of O to the two
aspects not rated in the top three, and dividing the sum of these values by
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Comparisons of

responses to items
on NCES services,
by response mode

the number of respondents who rated at |east one aspect.

There were no differences in users mean ranking of any of the six aspects
of NCES databases and user tools by response mode (see table C-10).

Table C-10.—Users mean ranking of important aspects of NCES
databases and user tools, by response mode

Response mode Mean ranking
Comprehen- Timdi- Easeof Easeof Documen-
Accuracy  Siveness ness use Access tation

Mail or fax 183 1.07 1.00 117 0.58 0.33
Web site 181 128 119 0.92 0.48 0.31
Telephone 1.68 118 1.03 0.98 0.76 0.32
Total 1.80 116 1.07 1.05 0.57 0.32

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Two aspects of NCES services were examined to determine if satisfaction
levels differed by response mode: staff expertise and the search
capabilities of the NCES Web Site (see tables C-11 and C-12). Results
show that there were no differencesin levels of satisfaction between the
mail, Web, or telephone respondents with either of these aspects.

Table C-11.—Satisfaction with NCES staff expertise, by response

mode (per cent)
Neither
Response Very dissatisfied Very
mode dissatisfied Dissatisfied nor satisfied Satisfied satisfied
Mail or fax 3.34 2.86 757 49.26 36.98
Web site 6.67 101 7.08 40.70 44.55
Telephone 0.00 0.00 4.13 54.89 40.98
Tota 3.69 173 6.74 47.76 40.08

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.

Table C-12.—Satisfaction with search capabilities of NCES Web Site,
by response mode (per cent)

Neither
Response Very Dissatisfied Very
mode Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Nor satisfied Satisfied satisfied
Mail or fax 6.31 6.94 3.82 50.40 3254
Web site 8.99 7.82 12.35 44.89 25.95
Telephone 281 272 6.01 49.10 39.35
Total 6.49 6.35 722 48.23 3172

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 Customer
Satisfaction Survey.
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Appendix D: Weighted Number and Per cent of
Respondents for Selected Survey Items,
by Customer Group

Table D-1.—Respondents usng NCES compendium publications

Adjusted
population The Condition of The Digest of Projections of
Strata size Education Education Education Statistics
Weighted Weighted Weighted

N Percent N Percent N Percent
Total 40,455 10,646 26 12,581 31 8,316 20
Federal policymakers 188 119 63 135 72 58 31
State policymakers 408 207 51 243 60 177 43
Local policymakers 19,501 4,549 23 5,354 27 3,658 19
Academic researchers 19,022 5,296 28 6,204 33 4,021 21
Education associations 247 143 58 151 61 108 4
Education journalists 390 113 29 159 17 79 20
NEDRC users 699 219 31 335 48 215 31

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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Table D-2—Respondents using NCES user tools

Integrated
Adjusted Postsecondary
population Electronic Data Analysis Common Core of Education Data
Strata size Codebook System Data (CCD) System (IPEDS)
Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Total 40,455 1,448 4 1,645 4 1,555 4 1,538 4
Federal policymakers 188 19 10 20 11 14 7 17 9
State policymakers 408 3 8 46 11 48 12 61 15
Local policymakers 19,501 384 2 750 4 501 3 701 4
Academic researchers 19,022 818 4 720 4 849 4 588 3
Education associations 247 12 5 19 8 14 6 20 8
Education journalists 390 0 0 9 2 14 3 2 1
NEDRC users 699 82 12 81 12 115 16 149 21

Table D-3.—Respondents using NCES services

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey.

Adjusted
population Requested info from Ordered from ED Visited NCES Web NCES Electronic NAEP Summary
Strata size NCES staff Pubs site Catalogue Data Tables
Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Total 40,455 5,212 13 4,391 11 6,218 15 3,139 8 3,438 8
Federal policymakers 188 93 49 49 26 89 48 42 22 46 25
State policymakers 408 154 33 103 25 174 43 87 21 83 22
Local policymakers 19,501 1,733 9 1,691 9 2,014 10 1,117 6 1,299 7
Academic researchers 19,022 2,540 13 2,181 11 3,318 17 1,664 9 1,725 9
Education associations 247 9% 39 62 25 95 38 4 18 416 18
Education journalists 390 113 29 45 12 132 A 25 6 82 21
NEDRC users 699 483 69 260 37 396 57 160 23 152 22

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey.
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Appendix E: Open-Ended Items

The 1999 questionnaire included extensive opportunities for respondents
to make their own comments in addition to the specified answer
categories. There were spaces on the mail questionnaire and text boxes on
the Web version, and telephone interviewers asked for additional
comments at the same points. All the Web comments were captured in a
database, but the comments on mail and telephone questionnaires would
have required keying by the data entry subcontractor. The experience of
the 1997 survey had indicated that processing and analyzing all the open-
ended comments would be resource-intensive. NCES sel ected two open-
ended items for tabulation and analysis, based on the volume of responses
and the potential usefulness of the answers. The table below includes all
the open-ended items that had 30 or more comments. Analysis of the two
selected items follows.

Table E-1.—Number and per centage of responses to open-ended items* (unweighted)
Total Distribution of responses by mode

M ail/Fax Web Telephone

No. Perc. || No. Perc. | No. Perc. | No. Perc.

Section A: Questions About Awar eness of
NCES and NCES Publications

A6d. Comments on NCES compendium
publications

A7a7. Comments on educational assessment
publications

A7b6..Comm§nts.0n national longitudinal 75 3 % 48 7 % 12 16
studies publications

A7c5. Comments on library publications 41 2 24 59 13 32 4 10

A7d9. C(_)mment§ on elementary and secondary 104 4 0 38 6 m 18 17
education publications

A7e7. Comments on postsecondary education

155 6 59 33 62 40 A 22

108 4 36 33 53 49 19 18

publications 9% 4 49 50 3 A 16 16
A8asp. Comments on Issue Briefs 51 2 21 41 19 37 11 2
A8esp. Comments on Directories 40 2 26 65 8 20 6 15
A9goth. Other aspects 43 2 16 37 25 58 2 5
Allasp. Comments on obtaining NCES

education information indirectly from other 41 2 25 61 13 32 3 7

sources

Allbsp. Comments on not needing NCES
publicationsin your work

Allcsp. Comments on needing different levels
or types of information than NCES provides

A11fsp. Comments on NCES publications
being outdated

A11gsp. Comments on NCES publications
being difficult to use

Allhsp. Any other reason [for not using NCES
publications]

47 2 26 55 10 21 11 23

49 2 33 67 12 24 4 8

32 1 18 56 8 25 6 19

131 5 63 48 28 21 40 31
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Table E-1.—Number and per centage of responses to open-ended items* (unweighted)—

Continued
Total Distribution of responses by mode
M ail/Fax Web Telephone
No. Perc. || No. Perc. | No. Perc. | No. Perc.

Questions About NCES Databases and User

Toals
B3e. Comments on NCES user tools 87 3 45 52 26 30 16 18
B5i. Comments on aspects of databases 36 1 20 56 11 31 5 14
B7asp. Comments on obtaining NCES

education information indirectly from other 33 1 16 48 13 39 4 12

sources
B7csp. Comments on needing different levels

or types of information than NCES provides &2 1 18 % &8 = 6 19
B7fsp. Comments on not having the computer

technology or technical knowledge necessary 38 1 26 638 4 1 8 21

to use NCES databases and user tools
B7hsp. Comments on NCES databases and user

tools being too difficult to use 4 2 3 0 ° = 5 n
B7isp. Any other reason [for not using NCES

databases and user tools] 112 4 S 48 #¥ 0 24 2a
Questions About NCES Services
C4f. Comments on NCES services 134 5 52 39 58 43 24 18
C5g. Comments on selected Web site services 50 2 22 44 2 M 6 12
C6e. Comments on online data access tools 48 2 24 50 21 4 3 6
C8jsp. Any other reason [for not using NCES

services] 52 2 20 33 18 35 14 27
A Few Last Questions
D2loth. Other purpose [for using NCES

publications, databases, user tools, or 9 4 A A 51 52 14 14

services|
D3joth. Other source [for finding out about

NCES publications, databases, user tools, or 87 3 32 37 42 48 13 15

services]
D4sp. Names of organizations [other than

NCES] and types of education information 1,499 58 | 523 35 422 28 554 37

you have obtained in the past 2 years

* |tems are only included in this tableif they received 30 or more responses.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction Survey.

Thefirst of the selected items was Question B3, “ We are interested in
your use of the following NCESUSER TOOLS. For each USER TOOL
that you have used in the past 2 years, please indicate how satisfied you
were with it. If you have not used the USER TOOL in the past 2 years,
pleaseindicate that.” The following user tools were listed:

Electronic Code Book (ECB)
Data Analysis System (DAYS)

Common Core of Data (CCD) CD-ROM User Interface
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) User

Interface
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The surveys for which ECBs and DA Ss are available were listed in a
footnote on the mail questionnaire and on a pull-down menu on the Web
questionnaire. After the IPEDS User Interface, the questionnaire had a
lined section (mail) or text box (Web) for “ COMMENTS ON NCESUSER
TOOLS”

The survey contractor developed a coding scheme for comments that
included the general topic and the specific survey, if one was mentioned.
Since some comments were lengthy and included more than one idea or
concept, each could be assigned up to four codes. A total of 114 codes
were assigned to the 85 separate comments.

Table E-2 summarizes these codes by general topic and valence (positive,
neutral, negative).

Table E-2—Commentson NCES user tools, by topic and valence

Topic Valence Total
Positive Neutral Negative
Generd 8 10 20 38
ECB 2 0 3 5
DAS 0 0 5 5
CCD CD-ROM 4 0 10 14
IPEDS CD-ROM 0 0 6 6
Other tools 1 3 2 6
Requests 0 12 0 12
Use of user tools 0 26 2 28
Total 15 51 48 114

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES
Customer Satisfaction Survey.

As might be expected, negative comments outnumbered positive ones by
over three to one: customers who were satisfied with the NCES user tools
presumably were less impelled to issue compliments than those who were
dissatisfied were to complain. “Genera” comments included those that did
not mention a specific user tool, such as those with references to “these”
or “the above.” “Requests’ include recommendations for information to
add and suggestions for other features, such as the following: “I would
find it easier to have aflat file and do the filtering and summarization with
my own software”; “Easier access to all the data that is collected in the
surveys would be helpful”; “It would be helpful to have afile layout that |
could print out.” The “use’ category includes comments on who uses the
user tools or how they are used by the respondent, such as: “1 am not a
frequent computer user but my staff accesses info for me”; “Don’t find
IPDES useful for my purposes;” “ Satisfied with SPSS code and text files.”

In table E-3, comments are classified by user tools to which they applied
and by the genera evauation expressed.
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Table E-3—Comments on NCES user tools, by tool and nature
Natur e of comment User tool Total
CCD IPEDS
Generd ECB DAS CD-ROM CD-ROM

Easy to use/convenient
Helpful/good info

CD ROMs convenient

Not compatible with Mcintosh
NCES staff helpful

Inaccurate

Needed NCES help [to use]
Hard to use/navigate

Limited access

Not enough detail

Out of date

Too much missing data 0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction
Survey.
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“General” comments did not refer to specific user tools. The principal
complaint that emerges from this table is that the user tools were difficult to
access and hard to navigate.

The second question for which open-ended responses were tabulated was
C4: “ We areinterested in your use of a select group of NCES SERVICES.
For each SERVICE you have used in the past 2 years, please indicate how
satisfied you were with it. If you have not used the SERVICE in the past 2
years, please indicate that.” The following services were listed:

Requested information from NCES staff by e-mail, mail, fax, or
telephone

Ordered NCES publications or databases from the Education
Publications Center (ED Pubs), the Department of Education’s new
ordering service

Requested information from the National Education Data Resource
Center (NEDRC)

Requested information from the Department of Education’s toll-free
number

Visited the NCES Web site

After the Web site item the questionnaire had a lined section (mail) or text
box (Web) for “ COMMENTS ON NCES SERVICES”

As for question B3, a coding scheme was developed for comments that
included the general topic and the specific survey, if one was mentioned.
Since some comments were lengthy and included more than one idea or
concept, each could be assigned up to four codes. A total of 162 codes
were assigned to the 133 separate comments.
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Table E-4 summarizes the responses by service and valence.

Table E-4—Commentson NCES services, by service and valence

Service Valence Total
Positive Neutral Negative
General 24 1 35 60
NCES Staff 18 5 4 27
ED Pubs 0 0 3 3
NEDRC 4 1 3 8
1-800 Number 1 0 4 5
Web Site 15 2 12 29
Requests 0 9 0 9
Use 0 14 7 21
Total 62 32 63 162

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES
Customer Satisfaction Survey.

“Genera” comments did not refer to any specific service. The following
are some examples of general comments:

“Very helpful. Data delivered quickly.” (Does not indicate whether
data were ordered from ED Pubs, NEDRC, €tc.)

“ After much effort several times my staff and | gave up on contacting
NCES by phone — no one could locate an easily accessible #.” (Might
apply to several services.)

“Excellent.”

“Have had difficulty getting answers to questions regarding IPEDS
finance survey. Also the information is not as useful since you went to
separate forms for the public and privates.” (Not certain who was
contacted—NCES staff, NEDRC, etc.)

Although the general comments were more negative than positive, most
comments about specific services were positive, especially those about
NCES staff. Comments about ED Pubs and the 1-800 number were mostly
negative but there were very few.

In table E-5, comments are classified by services to which they applied
and by the general evaluation expressed.
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Table E-5.—Comments on NCES services, by service and nature

Nature of comment User tool Total

Gen- NCES ED 1-800 Web

eral staff pubs NEDRC no. Ste
Excellent/good work 10 4 0 4 1 8 27
Genera positive comment 6 0 0 0 0 4 10
Responsive 4 13 0 1 0 0 18
Easy to use 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Customer service reps. responsive 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Sometimes rude, sometimes 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

pleasant

Sonrgftl mes responsive, sometimes 1 4 0 1 0 0 6
Not responsive 9 2 3 3 4 0 21
Slow to respond 4 2 0 0 0 0 6
Not much useful information 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES Customer Satisfaction
Survey.

“General” comments did not refer to specific services. Although there
were many positive comments, there was also a large number of
complaints about the responsiveness of the various NCES service
provision avenues: that they were not responsive at al, were slow, or were
inconsistently responsive. Almost all of the comments about the Web site
were positive.
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Appendix F: Recontact of Nonrespondents

After completion of the data collection, we attempted to recontact a
subsample of the nonrespondents. E-mail addresses were available for 488
nonrespondents, including addresses for persons not in the origina e-mail
half of the sample. Each was sent a short e-mail message asking for
responses to two simple yes/no questions:

1. Before being contacted for this survey, had you heard of the National
Center for Education Statistics?

2. Have you used any NCES printed or electronic publication, electronic
or on-line database, or other NCES service within the past 2 years?

Of the 488 e-mails, 85 were returned as invalid addresses. From the
remaining 403, replies were received from 149, or 37.0 percent. Thisisa
reasonable response rate considering that there was only one e-mail
message sent during this recontact effort to a group that had already failed
or refused to respond to all of the appeals and follow ups (multiple
mailings or e-mails plus telephone calls) of the full survey. Of the 149
who responded to the recontact, 9, or 6.0 percent, refused to answer the
two questions.

There was no significant difference between respondents to the full survey
and respondents to the recontact in terms of awareness of NCES.
However, respondents to the recontact were significantly less likely to
have used NCES publications, databases, or other services (see table F-1).

Table F-1.—Comparison of responsesto two questions asked during
full survey and recontact (percent)

Stratum Use NCES publications,
Aware of NCES databases, and services
(percent “yes’) (percent “yes’)
Full survey Recontact Full survey  Recontact
All strata 74 68 66 33
Local policymakers 70 73 59 28
Academic researchers 77 63 70 A

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 NCES
Customer Satisfaction Survey.

Sufficient replies were received for analysis in only two strata, local
policymakers and academic researchers. The results were similar to those
for all strata: within these groups, awareness of NCES was not
significantly different among respondents to the full survey than among
respondents to the recontact; however, use of NCES products and services
was significantly lower among respondents to the recontact.
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Appendix G: Representative Standard Errorsfor Selected Percentages
from the 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey Report

Question number and
response

Standard errors

Totd

Federa
policymakers

State
policymakers

Local
policymakers

Academic
researchers

Education
associations

Education
journalists

NEDRC

Publication questions

A3.

Percentage having used
any NCES publications
(bound or on the
Internet) in the past 2
years

125

1.89

211

1.66

2.03

117

2.84

252

ATc3.

Percentage very
satisfied/satisfied
response with Public
Libraries Survey

8.00

512

10.59

20.00

18.00

19.87

15.01

ATeb.

Percentage very
satisfied/satisfied
response with
educational assessment
publications

137

1.69

1.99

143

2.32

240

348

3.92

Database questions

B1.

Percentage having used
any NCES databases or
user toolsin the past 2
years

0.80

1.89

1.99

101

134

1.06

1.79

2.62

B7g.

Percentage not having
used NCES databases
and user tools because
NCES databases and
user tools are outdated

0.88

1.95

2.95

157

111

221

2.65

0.00
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Question number and
response

Standard errors

Totd

Federal
policymakers

State
policymakers

Local
policymakers

Academic
researchers

Education
associations

Education
journalists

NEDRC

B7c.

Percentage not having
used NCES databases
and user tools because
you need different
levelsor types of
information than NCES
provides

247

6.15

4.60

354

3.64

4.93

7.49

7.08

Service questions

C2

Percentage having used
any NCES SERVICE in
the past 2 years

1.01

244

224

1.20

175

131

2.78

2.27

CAd.

Percentage very
satisfied/satisfied with
requesting information
from the Department of
Education's toll-free
number, 1-800-424-
1616

2.69

15.69

6.41

294

543

6.54

6.65

4.33

Percentage very
satisfied/satisfied with
visits to the NCES Web
gte

1.36

1.99

241

2.72

1.92

221

3.98

145

Questions about customers

D1.

Percentage having used
NCES publications,
databases, user tools, or
services?

1.38

1.72

2.20

1.96

213

150

3.20

195

D2k.

Percentage having used
NCES publications,
databases, user tools, or
services for giving
speeches

1.76

3.23

2.90

2.58

2.69

254

2.05

2.79
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Question number and
response

Standard errors

Totd

Federal
policymakers

State
policymakers

Local
policymakers

Academic
researchers

Education
journalists

Education

associations NEDRC

D2

Percentage having used
NCES publications,
databases, user tools, or
services for marketing,
sales, or promotion

0.86

0.00

163

1.58

1.09

179 94 2.60

D3b.

Percentage having
found out about the
NCES publications,
databases, user tools, or
services they used from
journal articles

1.83

231

2.76

272

2.76

2.56 4.04 273

D3f.

Percentage having
found out about the
NCES publications,
databases, user tools, or
services they used from
ongoing contact with
NCES staff)

1.02

3.33

2.90

1.03

1.73

2.56 3.63 2.83

DA4.

Percentage having
obtained education
information from any
organization other than
NCES in the past 2
years

129

244

2.32

1.76

2.05

1.88 242 3.04
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