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June 18, 2025


Ross Santy, Chief Data Officer, Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Ave, SW, LBJ, Room 4C210
Washington, DC 20202–1200


RE:  Public Comment EDFacts Data Collection School Years 2025–26, 2026–27, and 2027–28 (With 2024–25 Continuation) - OMB Docket ID:  Docket No.: ED–2024–SCC–0142

Chief Data Officer:

The Center for Educational Performance and Information within the State of Michigan appreciates the opportunity to provide input to the Department directed questions for school years 2025–26, 2026–27, and 2027–28.

Michigan supports the departments’ interest in reducing state reporting burden.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback. Responses to the directed questions follows.  

Sincerely, 
Fawn Dunbar
State of Michigan EDFacts Coordinator
dunbarf@michigan.gov


CC: Michael McGroarty, Tom Howell, Trina Anderson, Lauren Paluta
















Directed Questions

(1) Is this collection necessary to the proper functions of the Department
State Response: 
Information submitted in the EDFacts collection enables the Department to meet their congressionally mandated reporting function according to statute. It also serves as the basis for important comparative activities across states so that states can gauge relative progress in various programs, services, and academic goals among peer states.  

(2) Will this information be processed and used in a timely manner; 
State Response: 
The ability of the Department to process and publish information in a timely manner depends on whether the remaining staff have the skills bandwidth for those tasks. Most analysis work was completed by IES and contract teams, so it is uncertain to states how the department can perform this work in absence of key partnerships. Continued investment in the Common Education Data Standards and the Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems grant programs can increase efficiencies in process and use. 

(3) Is the estimate of burden accurate; 
State Response: 
Michigan has no insight on accuracy of the estimate of burden the Department reported or the factors that make up that figure.  
The estimate of burden should include state staff engaged in data collection and compilation of submission files. State staff includes technical personnel, data stewards and program coordinators.
(4) How might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected
State Response: 
The EDPass system has improved the quality of the data through the use of technology to perform business rule checks within the system.  Refinement of those checks, system fixes and enhancements, and additional metadata collection could improve the quality and utility of the information. Clarity was improved through conversation between states and Department program offices so guidance in the file specifications was more robust. CEDS definitions and connections can help states align their data and metrics to increase quality and clarity of the information submitted.
(5) How might the Department minimize the burden of this collection on the respondents, including through the use of information technology
State Response: 
If USED continues to shutter programs and services previously available to states, then corresponding data associated with those programs should be eliminated. Careful review should be taken to ensure that high value data needed for both national and state policy are not eliminated in the process.  The implementation of the EDPass submission system was a technological advancement that improves the quality of the data by enabling expanded edits and checks across multiple files. Maintaining a centralized submission system is key to reducing burden. Maintaining 3-year cycles helps limit changes while also permitting the Department to make necessary changes to react to emerging issues in public education. 4- or 5-year cycles, instead of 3, might be sufficient and further limit burden of changes. 
EDPass technical staff could identify ways to prevent the EDPass system from getting hung up with processing or not processing uploads as expected. Asking states to perform an already completed task, like uploading a file, to trigger the system to do what it already should have done is burdensome. 
Michigan’s 60-day comment response included detailed input for how to reduce the burden in EDPass and reiterated below. 

1. Make more effective use of metadata in EDPass to prevent unnecessary edits from firing. Examples
a. English Proficiency – file specs permit states to include/ exclude first year assessed students who test proficient to be counted as “making progress”. A metadata item in EDPass would prevent several business rules from firing unnecessarily (RULE IDs EL-0064, EL-0065, EL-0023 & EL-0025). 
2. Providing additional metadata information is less burdensome than responding to edits in the system.
3. Change proposals should include planned business rule logic in EDPass so states have an opportunity to inform the Department how metadata and business rules in EDPass related to a specific change should be structured. 
4. Proposed changes including new terms/terminology should include definitions for those items so states can provide better informed responses.  
5. The requirement for zero counts in files is burdensome. Rather, program offices within the Department could assume non-reported counts as zero provided that is spelled out in the file specifications. 
6. Resources related to EDFacts are in multiple locations on the internet which means states have to spend time looking through different sites to find information. At a minimum, the EDFacts website should have links to those resources. For example, Community of Practice websites for individual program offices should have links on the EDFacts website.
7. Data elements collected by other federal agencies should be available to program offices so states don’t have to report them to more than one agency. For example, the original proposal included counts for the School Breakfast Program and Identified Student Percentages. These data are already reported to the U. S. Department of Agriculture. Those federal agencies should be able to share data, with appropriate oversight and data sharing agreements, to eliminate state reporting burden. Those departments would also have to align definitions, subgroups and timelines.
8. Michigan would like to reiterate the need for sufficient advance notice to implement reporting changes by the Department. States ability to report data depends upon several factors which all need to be completed and in place for the start of a school year (July 1st in MI). 
a. Informing districts or other states agencies of changes. Smaller districts don’t have the technical staff needed for system updates and may use paper forms instead of electronic for obtaining data. It’s costly for districts to print new forms.
b. LEA and school staff may need training on forms and process changes.
c. Following internal processes for data governance and potential data sharing agreements.
d. Modification of systems for all partners to collect data required in submission files.
e. Creating data extraction processes to produce the submission files.
All of those factors together can easily take a year, sometimes two or more, in order to meet the Department’s submission deadlines. 

Michigan would like to express appreciation for the contractors the Department leveraged during the first two years of EDPass implementation to ensure the technology functioned well and resolved multiple historical issues with the old system. Those folks did an outstanding job of engaging state coordinators in the process to support communication and understanding so the system was able to function quickly, efficiently, and effectively so more accurate data could be published much earlier for the public.  

	That said, there is potential for improved functionality.  
· Allow EDFacts Coordinators to “archive” failed uploads on the upload screen so a concise list of uploaded files can be used for tracking and eliminate unnecessary information in the display.
· Asking coordinators to do extra work because EDPass isn’t working as intended, or as it should, because technical staff don’t have the capacity for system modifications is burdensome. 
· Remove data groups from the display on DSLDQ Results/Data Notes  View Details screen. Data groups, while useful for system function, provide no value to the SEAs in that context and a cleaner screen would be appreciated.
· Create a single download that combines information on both the DQ Results/Data Notes and View Details screens for ALL RULE IDs AND ALL FILE SPECS combined. 
· Navigating EDPass edits requires pulling information from multiple screens into an excel file to keep track of all the information to manage data quality responses and file submissions. Particularly when the same edit fires on multiple files. 
· The process is cumbersome and time consuming. A single downloadable file with information from several of the screens combined into a single document would be helpful. Reducing the number of screens in EDPass, would be even better.
· Suggestion for fields (and their screen location)
	Field
	EDPass Source:

	File Spec
	ADD

	Rule ID
	DSL-->DQ Results/Data Notes

	Error Message
	DSL-->DQ Results/Data Notes

	State LEA/School ID
	DSL-->DQ Results/Data Notes--> View Details

	Condition
	DSL-->DQ Results/Data Notes--> View Details

	Failure Classification
	DSL-->DQ Results/Data Notes

	Unresolved
	DSL-->DQ Results/Data Notes

	Resolved
	DSL-->DQ Results/Data Notes

	Data Note
	DSL-->DQ Results/Data Notes--> View Details












· The Department has created a different state agency number for IDEA Part C with their own EDPass manager, coordinator, etc. Coordinators should only have to see the state agency for which they are coordinator. There’s a lot of information on the screens and keeping it to necessary info would be helpful. Perhaps a way for coordinators to customize what they see?
· Enable earlier upload of files in EDPass when the due dates cover the last 2 weeks of the calendar year or span July so we have more time to manage the investigation of rule failures and provide comments. 10-12 weeks would be appreciated for balancing workload.
· Please be mindful of due dates from multiple departments, such as clearance package or CRDC due dates, for those coordinators that handle more than just EDFacts submissions. 
· The volume of edits is huge and it’s rarely a result of incorrect data for Michigan. Rather, states are being asked to provide explanations for researchers to explain why the data may not conform to their expectations. Based on discussion amongst coordinators, there are common, valid, reasons for differences across files or within files. At some point, once ED has reviewed reviewed explanations and determined the edit did not result in modified data, eliminate the need for comments.
· Reducing the number of rule ids and flagged items to explain would be super helpful. Flagging rule id’s because a related file for a cross-file comparison hasn’t been uploaded is not helpful to coordinators. Setting EDPass rule id’s to not run (pending status?) until all comparison/related files have been uploaded would prevent error messages.
· Improve EDPass edit checks so they are more meaningful. 
· Edits in EDPass don’t always leverage the data ED has available. 
· Example: Invalid comparison of assessment participation counts to grades offered and membership for EUT>0. A school may offer grade 5 but not have any students enrolled in membership as of fall count date. EDPass should be using grade 5 membership reported for that school for the comparison to reduce the number of edits. That said, having to explain a nominal difference between fall count membership and a school year report should be unnecessary. 
· Example: Use the information from approved state accountability plans to inform EDPass edits instead of adding to state’s burden of entering comments on multiple file specifications. Michigan’s approved accountability plan specifies the 7 (of 11 possible) major racial/ethnic categories used, but EDPass required comments to explain this information in EDPass even though it was already known by ED since they approved the accountability plan.
· Edits in EDPass fire for nonsensical reasons and states end up have to enter an explanation indicating federal program office expectations are erroneous. 
· Example: TIPA-0048 fires for FS193 when districts who received Title I, Part A funds report zero foster care students. Since Title I, Part A funds apply to more subgroups than just foster care students, and it is reasonable for a district to be awarded funds even if there are no foster care students enrolled, it does NOT make sense to flag zero counts. As long as the state reports a count of foster care students greater than zero but reports zero foster care students in a subset of districts with Title I, Part A funds, then it seems reasonable for the Department to take that zero count at face value. A longitudinal check for low or no foster care students in the prior year(s) should also be a clue that the zero is correct. States should not have to enter an explanation confirming there were zero counts. The load of expected comments in EDPass is burdensome. 
· Periodic review of thresholds in EDPass would help ensure more meaningful edits. 
· Communication during office hours from the Department has been to assure coordinators a rule is firing correctly based on the logic in the BRSI. However, that is not helpful or relevant if the logic in the BRSI is faulty. 
· Federal program office staff should understand providing clarification or guidance during the period files are being uploaded is too late for most states to make any changes to the data or the programming used to pull the data in the submission file. 
· Depending on the information received, changes may need to go through impact analysis and an internal data governance process before a change can be approved and implemented. 
· Similarly, updating guidance or file specifications AFTER the start of the school year of the data being reported is too late. And the data for the current school year is also going to have the same issues. 
· Depending on the change, states probably need to know a minimum of a year, possibly two years depending on complexity, in advance of the start of the school year the change is effective in order to comply.
· This has been shared with the Department in multiple forums by multiple states and yet the practice continues. 
· Addition of metadata collected in EDPass to reduce the number of business rules flagged would be appreciated. 
· Metadata entry could be simplified so coordinators don’t have to access multiple screens. Alternatively, enabling coordinators to upload a metadata file instead of answering several questions across several screens would be helpful too. 
· [bookmark: _Toc182397051]System changes and updates by SEAs, LEAs and other state agencies is the most  costly portion of collection changes. Identifying ways and means to reduce those costs would be helpful. 
[bookmark: _Toc182397057]
[bookmark: _Toc182397061]The original proposal from the Department included the retirement of two file specifications and one data element, 
· Migratory Children Eligible – 12 Months (FS121)
· Federal Programs (FS035)
· [bookmark: _Toc182397062]Reconstituted Status (FS029, DG743)
Michigan supported the retirement of those file specifications and data element and would appreciate the Department reconsidering the decision to not eliminate them with the roll back to the approved items in the current 3-year EDFacts collection. 
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