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NOTICE 
 
Statements that management practices need improvement, as well as other 
conclusions and recommendations in this report, represent the opinions of the Office 
of Inspector General.  Determinations of corrective action to be taken will be made 
by appropriate Department of Education officials.   
 
In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. §552), reports issued 
by the Office of Inspector General are available, if requested, to members of the 
press and general public to the extent information contained therein is not subject to 
exemptions in the Act.   
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Executive Summary 

 
The purpose of this audit was to assess management controls at the U.S. Department of 
Education (ED), Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) to ensure that 
performance data collected and reported to Congress for the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 
Technical Education Act of 1998, (Perkins III) Public Law 105-332, for the 2000-2001 
program year (PY) (July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001) were complete, accurate, and 
reliable.   
 
While OVAE had a process to collect and review the Perkins III performance data, it needs to 
strengthen controls over its review and reporting processes to ensure that the data are 
complete, accurate, and reliable.  Specifically, our audit disclosed that: 
 

• States were not submitting complete Perkins III performance data to ED.  A review of 
performance data in the Perkins III Performance Report to Congress for the 2000-2001 
PY disclosed that 57 percent (30 of 53 states and U.S. territories) of states did not 
provide complete data to ED. 

• OVAE needs to work with states to assure that performance measures are valid.  We 
found that 34 percent (18 of 53 states and U.S. territories) of states use the same 
performance measures for several sub-indicators.  

• OVAE’s monitoring process did not include Workforce Investment Act (WIA) 
incentive award recipients for monitoring visits.1  During our audit work at three state 
agencies (Florida, Kentucky, and Indiana), we found that each of the three states 
audited received an incentive award for the 2000-2001 PY and had problems with the 
quality of the data reported. 

• Not all states complied with ED’s Consolidated Annual Report (CAR) reporting 
instructions. We found that some state’s Improvement Strategies were not specific to 
the sub- indicators for which the state did not meet its adjusted level. 

 
We recommend that OVAE develop additional procedures and controls to ensure that data 
submitted from the states meet the criteria of each sub- indicator, in addition to ensuring that 
the Perkins III data reported are complete, accurate, and reliable. 
 
We provided a copy of our draft report to OVAE.  In its response to the draft report, a copy of 
which is included as an attachment, OVAE indicated general concurrence with the findings 
and recommendations contained in the report.  For each recommendation, OVAE provided 
details of actions taken to implement the recommendations.  We appreciate OVAE’s efforts to 
implement the recommendations.  
 
 
 
 
                                                                 
1 The Department of Labor, in collaboration with the Department of Education, nominates states that are eligible 
to apply for WIA incentive awards under WIA regulations.  These funds are available to support innovative 
workforce development and education activities.  
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Audit Results 

 
The purpose of this audit was to assess management controls at OVAE to ensure that 
performance data collected and reported to Congress for Perkins III for the 2000-2001 
program year  (July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001) were complete, accurate, and reliable.   
For the purpose of this audit, we assessed and classified the significant management controls 
into the following categories: 
 

§ Date collection and analysis; 
§ Monitoring of states; compliance with Perkins III requirements; and 
§ Reporting. 

 
We found that OVAE’s management controls were not sufficient to provide reasonable 
assurance that the Perkins III performance data received and reported were complete, 
accurate, and reliable.  Specifically, our audit disclosed that (1) performance data were not 
complete for many states, (2) OVAE needs to work with states to assure that performance 
measures are valid, (3) monitoring visits were not performed at states that received WIA 
incentive awards, and (4) not all states complied with ED’s CAR reporting instructions.  
 
Finding No. 1 – States Were Not Submitting Complete Perkins III Performance Data To 

ED    
 
A review of the performance data in the Perkins III Performance Report to Congress for the 
2000-2001 PY disclosed that 57 percent (30 of 53 states and U.S. territories) of states did not 
provide complete data.  Specifically, we found that:   

• One U.S. territory did not report any data for Perkins III;  
• Three states did not report complete data on the progress achieved on their adjusted 

levels of performance; 2 and  
• Thirty states3 did not report complete data on the level of performance for gender, 

ethnicity, and special populations of students participating in the vocational and 
technical educational programs. 

 
As required under Perkins III, sec. 113 (c): 
 

(1) In General. - Each eligible agency that receives an allotment under section 111 shall 
annually prepare and submit to the Secretary a report regarding –  
(A) the progress of the state in achieving the state adjusted level of performance on 

the core indicators of performance; and 
(B) information on the levels of performance achieved by the state with respect to the 

additional indicators of performance, including the level of performance for 
special populations.   

                                                                 
2 The adjusted level of performance is the negotiated final performance level that a state is held accountable for 
meeting or exceeding.  
3 The 30 states include the U.S. territory and the three states that did not report complete data. 
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(2) Special Populations. - The report submitted by the eligible agency in accordance with 
paragraph (1) shall include a quantifiable description of the progress special 
populations participating in vocational and technical educational program have made in 
meeting the state adjusted levels of performance established by the eligible agency. 

 
Under Perkins III, Part B, § 122(c)(20), states are required to include in their state plan 
information that “describes how the eligible agency will ensure that the data reported to the 
eligible agency from local educational agencies and eligible institutions under this title and 
the data the eligible agency reports to the Secretary are complete, accurate, and reliable.”   
 
To give states more time to gather the Ethnicity and Special Population data, OVAE waived 
the requirement for the first year of reporting the performance data; however, it was required 
and should have been reported for the 2000-2001 PY (the second year).  Although OVAE had 
provided workshops and technical assistance to states during that period, it appears that some 
states required additional assistance to ensure compliance with the requirement.  We found 
that OVAE generally contacted the states by email and telephone to request the missing data, 
but did not perform follow-up actions to obtain the missing data.  Since OVAE was aware that 
states were having problems with the collection and reporting of the data, additional technical 
assistance and follow-up, in addition to e-mail and telephone contact was needed.  OVAE 
may have assisted states in determining what needed to be done to collect and report complete 
Perkins III data if it had made on-site monitoring visits. 
 
In addition, to providing on-site monitoring, OVAE can use the results of the audit work 
performed by the states’ independent public accountants (IPAs) to determine which states did 
not submit complete performance data.  The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
Circular  A-133 Compliance Supplement (Compliance Supplement) requires IPAs to review 
the Perkins III performance data.     
 
Since OVAE did not receive the data, ED was unable to report complete Perkins III 
performance data to Congress.  
 
Recommendation:  The Assistant Secretary for the Office of Vocational and Adult Education 
should: 

 
1.1 In the future perform additional one on one assistance activities to those states that are 

having problems reporting complete data in meeting the requirements of the law.   
1.2 Review the Compliance Supplement to determine if changes are needed to ensure that 

the state’s Perkins III performance data are reviewed for completeness. 
 
OVAE Response: 
 
OVAE concurred with the finding and recommendations.  In its response, OVAE stated it 
implemented enhancement efforts for technical assistance, put in place additional procedures 
to address the problems identified, and revised the reporting instrument to require states to 
provide additional information to support the states’ attestation that the data are reliable, 
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accurate, and complete.  In addition, OVAE will review the OMB Compliance Supplement to 
determine if changes are needed. 
 
OVAE also provided information to show improvements in the states reporting of complete 
data.  Although OVAE concurred with the finding, the response indicated that the auditors 
marked the states incomplete if they did not have students in any of these groups without 
considering the states’ written explanations.    
 
OIG Response: 
 
To make our determinations we relied on the report to Congress, prepared by OVAE, which 
did not provide state explanations.  The missing data was either identified as NP (meaning not 
provided, this data was not collected by the state from the districts or entity) or with an 
asterisk (meaning there were no concentrators, completers or participants reported in this 
category).  However, since the related sub- indicator had a performance result reported for the 
sub- indicator then the states should have been able to report gender, ethnicity, or special 
populations data.   
 
Finding No. 2 – OVAE Needs to Work with States to Assure That Performance 

Measures Are Valid   
 
OVAE needs to work with states to assure that the performance measures used by states are 
valid representations of what the sub- indicators are supposed to measure.  We found that 34 
percent (18 of 53 states and territories) of states were using the same performance measure in 
the report to Congress for several different sub- indicators.  Perkins III requires states to 
establish rigorous levels and standards for performance indicators, while at the same time 
giving states the flexibility to define their own performance measures.  States were instructed 
to use the OVAE Core Indicator Framework to develop performance measures for each sub-
indicator.  This framework defines the goals for each sub- indicator measurement approach.  
These measurement approaches overlap and can result in states using the same approach for 
more than one sub- indicator.  For example, one state used the same performance measure 
(percentage of concentrators completing vocational programs)4 for three secondary sub-
indicators that measured academic attainment, skills attainment, and secondary completion.  
In contrast, another state used separate performance measures to measure the same sub-
indicators.  This state defined academic attainment by using the state’s academic assessment 
instrument, skills attainment by using national/state vocational standards and secondary 
completion by using high school graduation.  Using separate performance measures more 
adequately represents what the sub- indicators were intending to measure and will provide 
more valid data.   
 
The Core Indicator Framework defines the validity of the data as the degree to which the 
performance measurement approach directly and fully measures the students’ outcome at an 
appropriate time interval.  OVAE must ensure that states are aware that, in order to develop 

                                                                 
4 Vocational concentrators are students who enrolled or have completed a threshold level of vocational 
education (in a program/sequence)  courses or instructional units that prepares the individual for employment 
and/or advanced education as determined by a State. 
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meaningful and valid performance measures, the definitions need to adequately represent 
what the indicator is intending to measure.   
 
Discussions with OVAE officials disclosed that OVAE does not believe it has the statutory 
authority to regulate how states chose to measure performance.  While we realize that Perkins 
III gives states the flexibility to develop their own measure and it is silent with regard to the 
authority OVAE has when it comes to working with states to develop performance measures, 
the law does give OVAE the authority to review and approve the state plan, which contains 
the performance measures.   
 
Under Perkins III, section 122. (e) (1) The secretary shall approve a state plan, or a revision to 
an approved State plan, unless the secretary determines that –  

(A) the state’s plan, or revision, respectively, does not meet the requirement of this 
section; or  

(B) the state’s levels of performance on the core indicators of performance consistent 
with section 113 are not sufficiently rigorous to meet the purpose of this Act. 

 
Approval of the plan infers that OVAE has some consultation into the state’s development of 
the performance measure.  Therefore, OVAE could provide guidance to the states to assure 
that the performance measures are valid measures of each sub- indicator.  We recognize that 
Perkins III will be under reauthorization in the near future, and changes to the current state 
plans may not be possible.  However, in the future, OVAE should request that states make a 
full disclosure in the CAR in instances where the measure does not fully represent the sub-
indicator it is intended to measure. 
 
Recommendations:  The Assistant Secretary for the Office of Vocational and Adult 
Education should: 
 
2.1 Consider requesting clarification of the law in the current reauthorization to specify that 

OVAE has authority for reviewing and approving states performance definitions.  
2.2 In approving future measures, in those cases where the performance measure do not 

fully represent the sub-indicator, provide guidance to the states for developing other 
measures.   

2.3 In those cases where the definition does not fully represent the performance measure, 
request that states make a full disclosure in the CAR stating that the data is the best the 
state has available to measure the sub- indicator.    

 
OVAE Comments: 
 
OVAE generally concurred with the finding and recommendations.  OVAE’s response stated 
that because of the Perkins III law, OVAE has no role in the states’ establishment of its 
performance indicators.  OVAE also stated that the annual performance reporting instrument 
has been modified to require states to make a full disclosure and that the President’s 
reauthorization proposal will address these issues by streamlining the program’s performance 
measures and adopting certain OMB common measures.  
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OIG Response:  
 
We believe, as stated in the finding, that OVAE does have some role and could provide 
guidance to states during the plan approval process.   
 
Finding No. 3 – OVAE’s Monitoring Process Did Not Include WIA Incentive Award 

Recipients for Monitoring Visits  
 
A review of OVAE’s monitoring process disclosed that OVAE had a process in place for 
identifying high-risk5 states and selecting those states for a monitoring site visit.  However, 
only the high-risk states are being scheduled for the full monitoring visit.  States that 
exceeded their performance levels and were eligible for the WIA incentive awards were not 
visited.  During our audits of the Perkins III performance data of three states that received the 
WIA incentive awards for the 2000-2001 PY, we found serious problems with the quality of 
the performance data that were used to obtain the incentive awards.  Two of the states we 
audited were also selected for an incentive award for the 2001-2002 PY. 6  OVAE officials 
told us that they relied on states attesting to the accuracy of the reported data.  However, as 
we found during our audits of states’ data, the states had not ensured that the data were 
complete, accurate, and reliable.   
 
The OVAE monitoring process was designed to ensure that states that were at risk were 
scheduled for full monitoring visits.  States that exceeded their performance levels and 
qualified for a WIA incentive award would not be selected for monitoring.  Based on our 
audits, these states should not be excluded from full monitoring visits because they qualify for 
an incentive award, as these states may be reporting data that are not complete, accurate, and 
reliable.  While these states were included in the high-risk evaluation process, the fact that 
they were considered exceptional lowered their chances of being selected for full monitoring 
visits.  To ensure the quality of the data for states that receive incentive awards, OVAE needs 
to modify its monitoring selection process to ensure that these states are given the same risk 
factors as the other states.  
 
Recommendation:  The Assistant Secretary for the Office of Vocational and Adult Education 
should: 

 
3.1 Revise its monitoring procedures to include states that qualify for the WIA incentive 

awards for possible selection.  
 
OVAE Response: 
 
OVAE concurred with the finding and recommendation.  OVAE provided a schedule of 
completed and proposed monitoring visits to states that received WIA incentive awards.   
 

                                                                 
5 A high-risk  state is one that received a high score based on OVAE’s weighted risk analysis criteria.  The 
weighted risk analysis criteria was based on accountability, last time monitored, state allocations and audit 
results. 
6 We notified OVAE of our concerns over the states’ eligibility for these incentive awards.  
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Finding No. 4 – Not All States Complied With ED’s CAR Reporting Instructions  
 
Some state Improvement Strategies do not address the specific sub- indicators for which the 
state did not meet its adjusted performance level.  Currently states include an Improvement 
Strategy in the CAR to ED.  The Improvement Strategy should detail what strategies the state 
is going to take to meet the adjusted levels of performance7 it failed.   
 
Our review of the CAR for three states we had previously audited disclosed that two of the 
three Improvement Strategies did not specifically address what the state was going to do to 
meet the adjusted level of performance it failed.8  While these states provided an 
Improvement Strategy at the program level, the adjusted level of performance that failed was 
at the sub- indicator level.  Therefore, the Improvement Strategies should also be reported at 
the sub- indicator level.  
 
OVAE instructed states to provide Improvement Strategies at the sub- indicator level in the 
CAR guidance entitled, Accountability, and Financial Status Report for the State Basic Grant 
and Tech-Prep Grant Programs under Perkins III, OMB NO: 1830-0503.  Under Section B. 
II. (e), the guidance requires states to provide a brief narrative for each sub-indicator on the 
proposed improvement strategies for the next program year.  The narrative should be based on 
the State Performance Summary (IIa) and the Effectiveness of Improvement Strategies (IId) 
in the previous years.   
 
Since some states’ Improvement Strategies did not address the sub- indicators for which the 
state failed to meet its adjusted performance levels, OVAE was unable to determine if the 
states had developed adequate strategies for sub-indicators in need of improvement.  OVAE 
needs to follow-up on its original guidance to the states to provide Improvement Strategies 
specific to the sub- indicators for which the state failed to meet its adjusted performance 
levels.  
 
Recommendations:  The Assistant Secretary for the Office of Vocational and Adult 
Education should: 

 
4.1 Provide additional guidance and instruction to states to provide Improvement Strategies 

that address each sub-indicator for which the state did not meet its adjusted performance 
levels.   

4.2 Follow-up with states that do not comply with the reporting instructions. 
 
OVAE response: 
 
OVAE concurred with the finding and recommendations.  OVAE stated that it revised the 
annual performance reporting instrument to require states to describe how they will improve 

                                                                 
7 The adjusted level of performance is the negotiated final performance level.  This becomes the adjusted 
performance level for the subsequent years. 
8 States do not have to exceed their adjusted performance level for all sub-indicators to be eligible for a WIA 
award.  States must exceed the adjusted level of performance for their aggregated (bundled) sub-indicators.   
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their performance on any sub-indicators for which they failed to meet their performance 
targets.  
 
 

Other Matters  
 
In addition to the findings discussed in the Audit Results section of this report, we noted the 
following minor deficiency.   
 
Report to Congress was not Timely 
 
OVAE was not timely in submitting the Perkins III performance data report to Congress for 
the 2000-2001 PY.  Perkins III legislation does not include a date by which the report must be 
submitted; however, it does state that it should be issued to Congress annually.  From the time 
this data was collected from the states in December 2001, OVAE took 18 months to issue the 
report to Congress. 
 
While OVAE has concurred that its report was not timely and stated that future reports will be 
more timely, we suggest that OVAE consider requesting clarification of the due date for the 
Perkins III report to be issued to Congress in the upcoming reauthorization.  Until the 
Congress provides clarification, OVAE should establish a date by which to issue the report to 
Congress. 
 
 

Background 
 
The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act of 1998 (Perkins III), Public 
Law 105-332, was signed into law on October 31, 1998, and is administered by OVAE.  The 
purpose of Perkins III is to develop more fully the academic, vocational, and technical skills 
of secondary and postsecondary students who elect to enroll in vocational and technical 
education programs.  All states receive Perkins III funds for secondary and postsecondary 
education.  The funds are allotted to the states based on a formula which takes into account 
the state’s population in certain age groups and the groups’ per capita income.  Only State 
Boards for Vocational Education are eligible to apply to ED for State Basic Grants.  The 
distribution of grant funds within a state is directed to priority items established by the state in 
accordance with an approved state plan for vocational-technical education.  Local educational 
agencies and postsecondary institutions are eligible for the grants.  Local agencies can be 
school districts, technical institutions, and community colleges.  
 
The central goals of Perkins III are improving student achievement and preparing students for 
postsecondary education, further learning, and careers in current or emerging occupations 
requiring other than a baccalaureate or advanced degree.  Perkins III gives states, school 
districts, and postsecondary institutions greater flexibility to design services and activities that 
meet the needs of their students and communities.  In return for greater flexibility, states must 
establish more progressive performance standards and goals, and are held to a higher degree 
of accountability than the previous Perkins Act of 1990.  
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Perkins III establishes a rigorous state performance accountability system to assess the 
effectiveness of the state in achieving progress in vocational and technical education and to 
optimize the return of investment on Federal funds in vocational and technical education 
activities.  Perkins III requires states to identify specific measures and adjusted levels of 
performance in its state plan, and to track its achievements in four specific outcome areas:  
 

• academic and technical skill attainment;  
• completion;  
• placement and retention; and  
• non-traditional participation and completion.  

 
There are specific sub- indicators under each outcome area.  Performance data must be 
provided for vocational concentrators and broken down by special population categories.  
States may also add additional performance indicators to its plan.  Perkins III requires states 
to reach agreement with the Secretary on adjusted levels of performance.  States that exceed 
agreed upon performance levels for Perkins III, the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, 
and Title I of the WIA are eligible for incentive grant awards.  The actual level of a state’s 
Perkins III performance is defined as a percentage, based on the number of students in the 
numerator and denominator for each sub- indicator.  The state reports the numerator, 
denominator, and level of performance in the Perkins III CAR.    
 
Perkins III took effect in PY 1999-2000, which began on July 1, 1999.  By April 12, 1999, 
states needed to submit a revised state Plan for Perkins III, taking into account the adjusted 
performance level and measurement of core indicators of performance for Perkins III.  Our 
audit covered data from PY 2000-2001, the second year governed under the new law.  
Congress appropriated more than $1 billion for Perkins III in PY 2000-2001.  States needed to 
submit their Perkins III performance reports to ED for PY 2000-2001 by December 31, 2001.   
 
OVAE administration of the program included the collection, review, monitoring, and 
reporting of the annual performance data reported by states and U.S. territories.  The data 
were transmitted either through ED’s website or email, and were reviewed by OVAE for 
completeness and aggregated through several processes to determine if the data were 
reasonable.  OVAE consolidated the states’ data into a report to be issued to Congress.  This 
report presented a state-by-state review of the results for secondary and postsecondary 
programs using Perkins III funds and the states’ status in meeting their adjusted performance 
levels.   
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Objective, Scope, and Methodology 

 
The purpose of this audit was to assess management controls in place at OVAE to ensure that 
Perkins III performance data submitted to OVAE by the states were complete, accurate, and 
reliable.  The review focused on OVAE processes related to collecting and reviewing the data, 
assessing state performance, and reporting annually to Congress on the status of states 
achieving Perkins III performance goals.  Our audit covered the performance data for Perkins 
III funds awarded during PY 2000-2001.   
 
To accomplish our audit objective, we interviewed OVAE officials responsible for collecting 
and reporting Perkins III performance data.  We evaluated OVAE’s procedures to determine 
whether its management controls ensure that Perkins III performance data were complete, 
accurate, and reliable by reviewing laws, regulations, program guidance and the 2001 Perkins 
III report to Congress.  We also tested the accuracy, timeliness, and completeness of the data 
submitted by all states.  We used the results of our audits in three states – Florida, Indiana, 
and Kentucky. 9 
 
During the audit, we relied on computer-processed Perkins III-related performance data.  To 
assess the reliability and accuracy of the data, we traced the data from the CAR, through 
OVAE’s data review processes, and finally to the draft report to Congress.  Accuracy tests 
were limited as the data were verified twice, once during OVAE’s review of the CAR and 
again during the attestation process.  We tested the data for completeness by verifying that all 
53 states and territories submitted data for the required sub-indicators.  State submitted data 
were also reviewed for reasonableness.  Timeliness was reviewed by checking data 
submission dates.  Based on these tests, we concluded that the data were sufficiently reliable 
to be used in meeting the audit objective.  
 
We performed our fieldwork at OVAE from March 18, 2003, to June 30, 2003.  We held an 
exit conference on July 22, 2003.  We conducted the audit in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards appropriate to the scope of the review described 
above.  
 

                                                                 
9  The audits are: Audit of Florida’s Management Controls Over Perkins III Performance Data (ED - OIG/A03-
C0019); Audit of Indiana’s Management Control Over Perkins III Performance Data (ED-OIG/A05-D0012); and 
Kentucky Department of Technical Education’s Management Controls Over Perkins III Performance Data Needs 
Strengthening (ED -OIG/A04-D0007). 
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Attachment 
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