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Executive Summary

The Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Edncation Act of 2006 (Perkins I17), signed into law on
August 12, 2000, lays out the statutory requirements governing federal support for career
and technical education (CTE) services offered within secondary schools and postsecondary
institutions throughout the United States. Aimed at more fully developing the academic and
technical skills of students enrolling in CTE programs, Perkins I1” stipulates the required and
permissible uses of federal funds by states and local subgrantees and the administrative and
compliance reporting expectations for states and local subgrantees. Since its inception in

1984, Perkins has undergone three reauthorizations; the current legislation covers a six-year
period spanning fiscal years (FY) 2008-2013.

Congress has used successive reauthorizations of Perkins to support state and local innova-
tion, advance programmatic initiatives to improve services, and hold grantees accountable
for the resources they receive. One of the most noteworthy changes in Perkins I1” was a new
requirement that all local subgrantees offer one or more programs of study (POS) — career
pathways that help students make the transition from secondary to postsecondary education
while pursuing an industry-recognized credential, postsecondary certificate, or degree. Per-
kins 117 also introduced new accountability requirements, including adding new indicators
and reporting requirements aligned with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and ex-

tending accountability and performance reporting requirements to local subgrantees.

The purpose of this study is to examine how state grantees and local subgrantees have
implemented Perkins I1” provisions related to finance systems, accountability, and POS,
based on surveys and interviews with state and local administrators as well as analysis of
extant data. Data collection was conducted in 2009 through 2010, and findings in this report
relate to the 2008—09 and 2009-10 program years.

Research Questions and Study Methodology

This study presents information on the implementation of Perkins I1” provisions by state
grantees and local subgrantees, including local education agencies (LEAs) and institutions of

higher education (IHES), in regards to the research questions listed below.
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Finance Systems

How have federal appropriations for Perkins changed over time?
How are Perkins I1” funds distributed among state-eligible agencies?

How are eligible agencies using Perkins I1” resources to support state operations and

local program improvement efforts?

How are Perkins I1” resources allocated among LEAs and IHEs?

Accountability

How are states and local subgrantees implementing Perkins I1” accountability re-

quirements?

What challenges are states and local subgrantees facing, and how are these challeng-

es being resolved?

Are states and local subgrantees setting and meeting performance targets, and what

is happening when targets are not met?

How are data used to promote program improvement and student success?

Programs of Study

How are states and local subgrantees developing and implementing POS?

What challenges are states and local subgrantees facing in developing and imple-

menting POS?
What is the scope of student participation in POS?

How are states and local subgrantees addressing the core elements defined by feder-

al legislation?

The study used a mixed methods research design that included quantitative and qualitative

data from a variety of sources at the state and local levels. Web-based surveys were adminis-

tered in fall 2009 to state directors responsible for overseeing Perkins implementation at the

secondary and postsecondary levels in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Surveys

were also administered to local program directors in a stratified random sample of 1,993

LEAs, 48 independent area CTE centers, and 1,006 IHEs (in this report, survey data for area

CTE centers were combined with LEA data due to the small sample size for the CTE cen-

ters). State and local surveys asked primarily about program implementation during the



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY XXi

2008-09 program year. Fiscal data on state reservations and suballocations for the 2009—10
program year were obtained from 50 secondary and 49 postsecondary directors. Case studies
were conducted in six states and 18 local communities, including site visits and in-depth in-
terviews. An expert panel was convened to review state POS materials and guidance. The re-
search team also compiled extant data and administrative reports maintained by federal and

state agencies and national stakeholder groups.

It is important to note that much of the data in this report is for years when grantees were

still in the early stages of implementing Perkins I1” provisions.

Key Findings

Perkins legislation has gradually evolved to keep pace with changing educational conditions.
While Congress retained many of the key provisions and statutory requirements of preceding
legislation in Perkins I17, it introduced several new provisions. These modifications have,
over time, expanded the scope of the legislation, tightened administrative and compliance
expectations, and introduced new policy initiatives intended to improve the effectiveness and

reach of CTE instruction. Key findings identified in this study are discussed below.

Finance Systems

Fiscal analyses addressed how Perkins appropriations have changed over time and how funds
are used at the state level and allocated to local secondary and postsecondary subgrantees.
With few exceptions, study analyses reproduced findings from the 2004 National Assessment of
Vocational Education Final Report to Congress, which provided information on the implementa-
tion of the Car/ D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1998 (Perkins 111).
This result is not surprising given that resource distribution formulas in Perkins 117 parallel
those in Perkins I11. One notable difference relates to Tech Prep: Perkins I1” offers states the
option of merging their Tech Prep funding into their basic grant, providing greater flexibility

in how federal resources may be spent.

1. When adjusted for inflation, federal Perkins allotments to states bhave declined over the lifetime of the

legislation.

With each reauthorization, Congress has escalated its investment in CTE, although these in-
creases have not kept pace with inflation. For example, overall federal appropriations in-
creased by 13 percent between the first years of Perkins 111 and Perkins I17, but they declined
when adjusted for inflation. In real 2010 dollars, federal appropriations have declined in each
reauthorization year, falling from nearly $1.71 billion in FY 1985 to $1.35 billion in FY 2007.
This corresponds to a 20 percent decline in federal support for CTE, or a loss of roughly

$360 million in purchasing power over the lifetime of Perkins. In contrast, the purchasing
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power of the appropriations for the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Title 1

grants to states more than doubled during the same period.
2. States invest a relatively greater proportion of funding in CTE at the secondary education level.

Perkins I1” provides states with considerable discretion in how they distribute their Title I
funds across secondary and postsecondary education. On average, states allocated neatly
two-thirds (64 percent) of their Title I funds to the secondary level in FY 2010, a proportion
that has remained relatively constant since FY 1992. The division of funds between educa-
tion levels typically is negotiated by state education agency representatives to support state
education goals. A majority of state directors indicated that they did not anticipate any
changes in the amounts allocated to the secondary and postsecondary education levels for

the remainder of Perkins I1/.

3. The number of grants to LEAs and IHEs bas remained relatively stable across Perkins 111 and IV,
as has the targeting of resources to LIEAs serving high-need populations and unique areas.

Nationally, the number of grants to LEAs and IHEs were substantially unchanged between
Perkins 11 and I1”. Among states for which trend data on LEA grants were available, 4,388
grants were awarded to individual LEAs and consortia in FY 2009, compared to 4,424 grants
in FY 2001. States for which IHE trend data are available reported a slight decline, awarding
971 grants in FY 2009, compared to 1,065 grants in FY 2001. Perkins I1” also continues to
target resources to LEAs serving high-poverty, rural, and urban areas. In particular, high-
poverty LEAs received $53 per student in both 2001 and 2010, while the amount per student
in low-poverty LEAs fell from $41 to $25. On a per student basis, Perkins I1” funds dispro-
portionately benefited rural and urban LEAs in 2010. These LEAs received an average of
$53 and $45 per secondary pupil, respectively. By contrast, the funding per pupil in suburban
LEAs was $32.

4. States concentrate their administrative and leadership funds on providing technical assistance and profes-

sional development to local subgrantees.

States may set-aside a portion of their Perkins I1” grant to conduct state-level activities.
Roughly half of states (48 percent) in FY 2009 reserved the maximum amount available for
state grant administration (i.e., up to 5 percent of their state allotment). States also may re-
serve up to 10 percent of their federal funds for state leadership activities, such as assessing
CTE program performance and providing technical assistance to grant recipients. The larg-
est percentage of state leadership funds (about 20 percent of earmarked resources) were used
to offer technical assistance to LEAs and IHEs, followed by the delivery of professional de-
velopment activities (roughly 15 percent) and efforts to assess the performance of CTE pro-

grams (roughly 10 percent). State directors reported that they placed the least emphasis on
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serving individuals in state institutions, such as state correctional facilities and institutions

serving disabled students (about 5 percent each).

5. States are making use of the increased grant flexibility to merge their Title 11 (Tech Prep) funding into
their Title I (basic grant) allocation.

Perkins I permits states to merge their Tech Prep funding into their basic grant allocation.
As of FY 2010, 27 states had taken advantage of this option. State directors cited the desire
to incorporate Tech Prep into all CTE programs and the perceived similarity between Tech
Prep and POS National Assessment of 1 ocational Education Final Report to Congress as the most
common reasons for merging. Both secondary and postsecondary state directors also report-
ed wishing to avoid the data burden associated with collecting new Tech Prep measures. As
a result of states’ consolidation of their Title I and II allocations, the number of grants to
Tech Prep consortia declined by about half (49 percent) between 2001 and 2010, falling
from 738 to 378.

Accountability

While the accountability framework in Perkins I1” retains flexibility for states—by allowing
them to use recommended indicators or existing state performance measures—the legisla-
tion expands and refines performance requirements for states and local subgrantees. In a
change from Perkins 111, Perkins I1” identifies separate core indicators for CTE students at the
secondary and postsecondary education levels and introduces nine Tech Prep measures. The
legislation also asks that states align two secondary indicators with accountability measures
contained in ESE.A and establishes new expectations for collecting and reporting valid and
reliable data. Finally, it extends requirements for continuous improvement to the local level
by requiring subgrantees to negotiate performance targets for each indicator with their state
agency; those falling short of their performance goals face sanctions that may include the

loss of some or all of their grant funding.

1. Most states and local subgrantees are working to improve the quality of their Petkins IV accountability

Systems.

States and local subgrantees continue to refine the systems they use to collect and report da-
ta. Neatly all states (49 secondary, 44 postsecondary) have adopted more than one strategy to
ensure quality control and promote the validity and reliability of locally reported data. Com-
mon strategies included providing technical assistance or guidance on collecting and editing
data and performing electronic error checking and desk audits of data submitted by local
subgrantees. The Department is supporting these state efforts by offering multiple opportu-
nities for technical assistance and by providing nonregulatory guidance to support valid, reli-

able, and comparable reporting across states. States and local subgrantees also continued to
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refine data collecting and reporting through initiatives such as introducing common student
identifiers across education levels and connecting Perkins I1” data systems with other educa-

tion data systems.

2. Perkins IV and the Department’s nonregulatory gnidance offer states flexibility in how they interpret
acconntability requirements, contributing to variation in data collection and reporting practices across

States.

The changes to the Perkins I1” accountability requirements and the introduction of the De-
partment’s nonregulatory guidance have refined expectations for data collection and report-
ing. Both the legislation and the guidance, however, offer states the flexibility to determine
what indicators they will use and how they will define populations and performance
measures. This has resulted in differing state interpretations of accountability requirements.
While many states at least consulted the nonregulatory guidance for one or more population
and measure definitions, only nine states used the nonregulatory guidance verbatim when de-
tining all of their secondary populations and performance measures, and only five states did
the same for every postsecondary population and performance measure. The flexibility in-
herent in the legislation and the nonregulatory guidance may reduce the comparability of da-
ta across states and pose challenges to the Department in aggregating data at the national

level.

3. Capacity and infrastructure influence how states and local subgrantees approach data collection and re-

porting.

Issues such as the capacity of student information systems, access to necessary data, timing
of data collection and reporting, cost, and legal interpretations of federal privacy laws con-
tinue to affect the ability of some states and local subgrantees to implement accountability
requirements. The postsecondary placement indicator is one example: while providers are
required to report whether students are employed, in the military, or enrolled in an appren-
ticeship program after leaving their institution, a few states did not have the legal authority to
access state employment databases to obtain students’ labor market outcomes. More than 30
postsecondary state directors indicated the cost of matching student records with other state
or national databases had at least some impact on their ability to report results for this indi-
cator. These and other differences contribute to variations in how states report Perkins I1”

performance results to the Department and may reduce data comparability across states.

4. States have implemented performance requirements for locals, although the effect of these requirements has
yet to be fully measured.

Most states had existing state policies requiring subgrantees that failed to meet targets on

one or more core indicators to implement a local improvement plan (47 secondary, 38 post-
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secondary).! Some states also had policies for restricting or eliminating local subgrantees’
flexibility in expending Perkins tunds (30 secondary, 22 postsecondary), while very few had
policies to reduce or eliminate local subgrantee funding (11 secondary, 9 postsecondary).
Most local directors were aware of the potential new performance requirements, and 65 per-
cent of LEA directors and 78 percent of IHE directors reported that their state would re-
quire a program improvement plan if a local subgrantee failed to meet one or more targets.
About half of local directors (48 percent of LEAs and 52 percent of IHEs) reported that ne-
gotiating local targets would have no impact on CTE administration and implementation,
and more than one-quarter thought it would have a somewhat to very positive impact.
Among LEAs and IHEs that negotiated performance targets with their states, most experi-
enced little to no difficulty in the negotiation process for each indicator. A large proportion
of local directors (61 percent of LEAs and 67 percent of IHEs) also reported that introduc-
ing sanctions would have no impact on local CTE administration and implementation, alt-
hough very few (15 percent of LEA directors and 11 percent of IHE directors) said it would

have a somewhat to very positive impact.?

5. States and subgrantees use data to identify programs in need of inprovement and provide technical assis-

tance.

States, LEAs, and IHEs have made efforts to use data for continuous improvement. More
than half of states shared statewide averages with local subgrantees (40 secondary, 29 post-
secondary), and many shared individual performance results with local subgrantees (35 sec-
ondary, 30 postsecondary). The majority of states used Perkins I1” accountability data to
identify programs in need of improvement. While most states also used Perkins I1” data to
provide targeted technical assistance (45 secondary, 40 postsecondary), only about one-third
of local subgrantees thought their state had a policy of providing professional development
to staff of underperforming programs. Nearly half of local subgrantees used Perkins data
quite a bit or to a great extent to identify programs that need improvement (49 percent of
LEAs and 47 percent of IHEs) or to make program funding decisions (49 percent of LEAs
and 48 percent of IHEs).

Programs of Study

One of the most substantive changes introduced in Perkins I17is the requirement that all

states offer POS that incorporate academic, career, and technical content to prepare students

U At the time of this study, not all states had enough information about their local providers’ 2008—-09
performance to determine how many providers were required to submit a plan for 2009—10.

2 The surveys did not provide further insight into local subgrantees’ reasons for reporting that sanc-
tions would have no effect or a positive effect. It is possible, however, that the timing of the survey
played a part. Local directors responded to the survey in late 2009, at the same time they were submit-
ting the first full year of Perkins I1” data. They had not yet had extensive experience with new state
policies regarding sanctions for failing to meet negotiated targets.
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to make successful transitions to postsecondary education and the workplace. All LEAs and

IHESs must offer one or more POS that
e Incorporate secondary and postsecondary education elements;

e Include coherent, rigorous content aligned with challenging academic standards and
relevant career and technical content in a coordinated, nonduplicative progression
of courses that align secondary education with postsecondary education to ade-

quately prepare students for success in postsecondary education;

e  Offer the opportunity for secondary education students to participate in dual or
concurrent enrollment programs or other activities to acquire postsecondary educa-

tion credits; and

e lead to an industry-recognized credential or certificate at the postsecondary level or

an associate’s or bachelor’s degree.

In January 2010, the Department issued a POS Design Framework (Framework) that describes
10 components considered essential to creating and implementing high-quality comprehen-
sive POS. Released in the third fiscal year of the legislation, findings within this report assess
the extent to which POS created by state agencies and local subgrantees address the 10

Framework components, as well as how states are monitoring and evaluating POS.

1. States and local subgrantees are developing and implementing POS, although the characteristics and
quality of these programs vary.

All secondary and postsecondary subgrantees reported that they were offering one or more
POS, although study data revealed considerable variation in their structure and quality across
states and, in some instances, among local subgrantees within states. This variability is a re-
sult of the flexibility that states had in implementing statutory provisions: most state direc-
tors reported that their state neither created legislation nor developed administrative
guidance to support LEAs and IHEs in developing POS. A substantial number of state di-
rectors (29 secondary, 20 postsecondary) reported that state approval is required for all POS,
which provides some assurance that a minimum level of program quality is achieved among
local subgrantees. Both secondary and postsecondary state directors reported that POS de-

veloped locally with state guidance were the most common type of state-approved POS.

2. States and local subgrantees face substantial challenges that complicate POS development and implemen-

tation.

Most state and local administrators described good faith efforts to ensure that each Perkins

subgrantee offered one or more POS. In working to develop these programs, state and local
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directors most often cited a lack of funds, staff, and time as barriers to POS development.
Both secondary and postsecondary state directors also cited a lack of understanding among
local academic instructors about the purposes of POS, and they indicated that academic and
CTE instructors often lacked sufficient time to plan programs and integrate curricula. Local
LEA and IHE directors also reported that shortages of local CTE staff and lack of technical
expertise were barriers to local POS development, though to a lesser extent than other fac-
tors. Finally, staff in area CTE centers reported difficulty in establishing meaningful POS se-
quences that included academic coursework taken by students in the 9th and 10th grades at

their sending schools.

3. Most states and local subgrantees are unable to quantify the number of students enrolled in POS or the

outcomes that they achieve.

Perkins I neither provides a statutory definition of POS students nor requires that state
agencies or local subgrantees report the number of students participating in POS or the out-
comes of their involvement. As such, relatively few state or local Perkins subgrantees can
provide accurate counts of the scope of student participation in POS or the educational out-
comes associated with POS completion. Many states also lack the capacity to track second-
ary students from high school through completion of a postsecondary credential, even in
states and communities that have worked to establish secondary-postsecondary partnerships
or opportunities for students to earn postsecondary credit while in high school. In some in-
stances, state directors reported being able to track secondary students into selected in-state
institutions (e.g., community colleges), but they were unable to assess student transitions into

two- or four-year colleges located beyond state lines.

4. Secondary and postsecondary administrators and instructors have difficulty coordinating POS' develop-

ment across levels.

Although LEA and IHE program administrators reported that they cooperated to design
POS, case study visits suggested that the formation of effective partnerships between the
secondary and postsecondary education levels can be logistically challenging. Some case
study respondents noted that teachers and faculty within high schools and colleges were of-
ten physically isolated, which reduced their opportunities to collaborate. Other perceived
bartiers included the amount of time and training needed to support teachers and faculty in
aligning secondary and postsecondary curricula, the processes required to develop local ar-
ticulation agreements, and resistance from some postsecondary faculty, who considered POS

primarily a strategy for secondary program delivery.

5. Secondary students participating in POS often lack opportunities to earn college credit or earn an indus-
try-recognized credential or a postsecondary degree or certificate.
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Perkins I17 suggests, but does not require, that POS offer secondary students the opportunity
to earn college credit. Although three-quarters of secondary local directors reported that their
district had articulation agreements in place with at least one postsecondary institution, only
half reported that they offered dual credit opportunities in one or more of their POS. Fur-
thermore, although required by the legislation, fewer than half of LEA directors reported that
the POS offered led to an industry-recognized credential or a postsecondary certificate or de-
gree, with many responding that they did not know whether this opportunity existed.

Summary

Perkins IV plays an important role in promoting continuous improvement in the organiza-
tion and delivery of state and local CTE services. The financial support that Perkins Il pro-
vides is critical to maintaining state leadership and keeping local programs and equipment
up-to-date with the skill demands of a dynamic workplace. Accountability requirements con-
tinue to hold states and local subgrantees responsible for achieving results. And the intro-
duction of POS also is promoting alignment and coordination of CTE services across the

secondary and postsecondary levels.

Successive reauthorizations have, however, added to the legislation’s requirements at a time
when many states, LEAs, and IHEs are struggling to maintain CTE programs and staff due
to budget cutbacks. This combination of increased requirements and decreased resources
has made it difficult for states and local subgrantees to implement Perkins I1”’s components
and monitor program effectiveness. While the Department has worked to improve the valid-
ity and reliability of Perkins I1” accountability data, measures and reporting approaches vary
within and across states. This variation may be traced to flexibility inherent in the legislation,
the nonregulatory nature of the Department’s guidance, and continuing challenges in track-
ing students across secondary and postsecondary education levels. While POS offer a new
framework for organizing the content and delivery of CTE coursework, Perkins I1” resource
distribution formulas are not designed to promote this initiative, and the absence of perfor-
mance accountability expectations also prevents federal and state policymakers from as-

sessing the potential contribution these programs may offer.

As Congress begins its reauthorization deliberations, careful consideration should be di-
rected to the scope and specificity of the current legislation. While policymakers have histor-
ically used reauthorization to improve and redirect the legislation, for example, by adding
expectations for POS development, the continued addition of new requirements complicates
state and local administration and program management. Statutory flexibility also has, to
date, allowed states to respond differently to grant requirements. Congress may wish to use
reauthorization to assess the extent to which current legislative provisions and state flexibil-

ity to respond contribute to achieving the legislation’s intended purposes.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

The Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Edncation Act of 2006 (Perkins I17) extends a longstand-
ing federal commitment to supporting career and technical education (CTE) services offered
within states! at the secondary and postsecondary education levels. Signed into law on Au-
gust 12, 2000, Perkins 11" originally covered a six-year period encompassing 2008-2013.2
Aimed at more fully developing the academic and career and technical skills of secondary
and postsecondary students enrolling in CTE programs, the legislation details the required
and permissible uses of federal funds and the administrative and compliance reporting ex-

pectations of all state agency and local secondary and postsecondary grant recipients.
This study examines the implementation of Perkins I1” provisions related to three main areas:

1. Finance Systems—how state financing of CTE occurs and is changing over time;

2. Accountabilit—how, and to what extent, performance reporting requirements

are promoting accountability and program improvement; and

3. Programs of Study (POS)}—how states and local subgrantees are integrating chal-
lenging academic standards and rigorous technical content into sequenced,
nonduplicative coursework aligned across secondary and postsecondary educa-

tion levels.

Historical Context

Federal support for CTE has its origins in the Morril/ Act of 1862, which required states to
apply revenue from the sale of federally donated land to establish at least one college dedi-
cated to instruction in agriculture and the mechanical arts. Following its reauthorization in
1890, Congress adopted the landmark Swith-Hughes National 1 ocational Education Act of 1917,
the first congressional legislation to earmark funds for career studies and, in particular, agri-

cultural education. Since then, Congress has continued to demonstrate its support for CTE

1 Perkins I1” defines a “state” as “each of the several States of the United States, the District of Co-
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and each outlying area” (Sec. 3). The term “state” as it is
used in this report includes the 50 states of the United States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the outlying areas of the United States Virgin Islands, Guam, Ameri-
can Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and the Republic of Palau.

2 Congtress extended the legislation to cover the 2014—15 program yeat.
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by directing federal resources to CTE programs and students through successive legislative

efforts.

Early Support

Congress laid the foundation for contemporary CTE fiscal and accountability policies at the
dawn of the Great Society era with its authorization of the VVocational Education Act of 1963.
The legislation introduced a federal-to-state allotment formula that allocated funds based on
the number of students in different age categories within states, a variant of which is still
employed in Perkins I17. Congress also used the 1963 legislation to abolish categorical fund-
ing for specific CTE program areas, such as agriculture, giving states increased flexibility in
spending federal funds. To hold states accountable, the legislation mandated that states con-
duct follow-up studies to assess the extent to which graduates entered training-related em-

ployment, although states were not required to share these results with the Department.

The Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 expanded expectations for state expenditures of
federal funds, introducing a state-to-local distribution formula that earmarked funds for dis-
advantaged populations, out-of-school individuals seeking employment, and the handi-
capped. The 1968 legislation also called for state advisory councils to conduct evaluations of
program activities, again without imposing any reporting requirements. The legislation pre-
ceding the Perkins era, the Educational Amendments of 1976, augmented federal investment in
CTE while maintaining existing resource distribution formulas. The 1976 legislation also re-
quired that states evaluate whether those who had completed or left programs found train-
ing-related employment and whether employers were satisfied with the preparation of these

individuals.

The Perkins Era

Congressional passage of the Car/ D. Perkins VVocational and Technical Education Act of 1984
(Perkins I) established the legal precedent upon which more than a quarter of a century of
tederal CTE policy rests. Perkins I included an innovation affecting how state funds were to
be expended: specifically, it set aside just over half of its resources for special populations,
including the handicapped, the disadvantaged, adults in retraining, single parents and home-
makers, and the incarcerated. Remaining resources were directed to program improvement.
Perfkins I also laid the groundwork for a formal accountability framework, requiring states to
develop measures to assess the effectiveness of vocational education programs in meeting

state labor market needs and in supplying workplace competencies desired by employers.

The Carl D. Perkins 1V ocational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1990 (Perkins 1) intro-
duced a substantive policy shift in federal support for CTE. With respect to finances, Perkins
II reformulated the state-to-local distribution formula, requiring that three-fourths of funds
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be allocated as a basic grant predicated on the number of persons enrolling in eligible institu-
tions. At the secondary level, federal funds were distributed based on the number of youth in
participating local agencies, with 70 percent based on the number living in poverty, 20 per-
cent on the number who were handicapped, and 10 percent on the total number enrolled.
Postsecondary funds were allocated based on the number of Pell Grant recipients and recip-
ients of assistance from the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the formula that continues to be used

today.

Equally noteworthy in Perkins II was the fact that it specified a set of performance accounta-
bility requirements. The legislation directed states to create measures of learning and compe-
tency gains—including those related to basic and advanced academic skills—and to adopt
one or more measures of performance related to technical competency attainment; job or
work skills enhancement; retention in schooling; or placement into additional training, edu-
cation, military service, or employment. Although Perkins II did not require states to report
outcome data on these measures to the Department, it held local recipients responsible for
conducting program evaluations and implementing improvement plans if they failed to make

substantial progress toward meeting identified standards.

Perfins I1 also is distinctive for introducing Tech Prep? as a demonstration grant program.
Tech Prep was first introduced in high schools in the eatly 1980s as a locally driven im-
provement strategy that offered a combined secondary and postsecondary program leading
to the award of an associate’s degree or a certificate. Congress used Perkins 11 to support
consortia of secondary and postsecondary agencies in developing and operating Tech Prep
programs that, because of their focus on coordinating instruction across education levels,
serve as a precursor to the programs of study (POS) framework introduced in the Perkins I1”

legislation.

The Carl D. Perkins 1V ocational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1998 (Perkins I1I) formal-
ized the funding and accountability criteria upon which Perkins I1” is based. Specifically, Per-
kins I1I increased the percentage of local resources dedicated to the basic grant (from 75 to
85 percent) and introduced a reserve fund to enhance state flexibility in allocating federal
CTE funds. Perkins 111 also eliminated previous set-asides for some special populations and
for state gender equity coordinators, and it voided requirements that local agencies direct

funds to schools and programs with the greatest concentration of special populations.

Perkins 111 turther expanded state accountability requirements, introducing a set of four core
performance indicators on which all states were required to report. States failing to achieve
performance targets negotiated with the Department faced sanctions, beginning with devel-

oping a program improvement plan and extending to the loss of some or all of their federal

3 “Tech Prep” refers to the content of tech prep programs described in Sec. 3(32) of Perkins I1/.
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allotment. In keeping with provisions introduced in Perkins I, Perkins 111 held local subgrant-
ees responsible for making substantial progress in achieving state-established performance

levels, with those falling short directed to develop a program improvement plan.

Perkins IV: Federal CTE Policy Today

Current federal CTE policy is governed by the provisions of Perkins I17. Although Perkins I
formally went into effect in the 2007-08 program year,* many policies governing state and
local accountability and POS implementation were delayed a year to allow states to develop a
five-year plan for implementing legislative requirements. During the one-year transition peri-
od, state administrators consulted with local subgrantees, educators, students and parents,
institutions of higher education, representatives of business and industry, and other stake-
holders to identify any changes needed to state policies, programs, or accountability systems,
as they began to implement these changes for the 2008—09 program year. States submitted
their five-year state plans for Perkins I1” on April 1, 2008.

Although Perkins I1” introduces some innovations, consistency with past legislation is an
overarching theme. This study focuses on assessing state and local implementation of Perkins

I in three key areas, as described below.

Finance systems
Perkins I continues most of the fiscal policies contained in Perkins I11. Congress primarily
fine-tuned formula operations by, for example, introducing new allotment procedures for
years in which new federal funds are appropriated. The most substantive change in fiscal
policy introduced in Perkins I1” relates to Tech Prep: states now can consolidate all or a por-
tion of their Tech Prep allocation with their basic grant. States exercising this option must
treat consolidated funds as they would other funds allocated as part of their basic grant. This
new provision has increased state flexibility in allocating funds to secondary eligible recipi-
ents and postsecondary eligible institutions. 3 For the purposes of this report, the terms LEA
and IHE are used to refer to all local subgrantees at the secondary and postsecondary educa-

tion levels that are eligible recipients of Perkins I17 funding.

* A program year begins on July 1 and ends on June 30 of the following calendar year. The 2007-08
program year began on July 1, 2007, and ended on June 30, 2008.

5 Perkins I1” Sec. 3. Secondary eligible recipients include local education agencies, charter schools op-
erating as a local eligible recipient, an area career and technical school, an educational service agency,
or a consortium. A postsecondary eligible institution may include a public or nonprofit private institu-
tions of higher education that offers CTE courses that lead to technical skill proficiency, and industry
recognized credential, a certificate, or a degree; and postsecondary subgrantees also include a small
proportion of middle schools and adult programs, a local education agency providing education at the
postsecondary level, an area career and technical education school providing education at the postsec-
ondary level; a postsecondary institution operated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs or operated by or
on behalf of an Indian tribe; an educational service agency; or a consortium.
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Accountability
Perkins I continues to hold state eligible agencies® responsible for collecting and reporting
performance data but asks for a higher level of data quality. In a break from eatlier legisla-
tion, federal policymakers crafted a separate set of core indicators for secondary and post-
secondary education and introduced new indicators for Tech Prep programs, previously not
subject to measurement. Only states that elect to maintain a separate Tech Prep funding al-

location are accountable for the new Tech Prep indicators.

The legislation also incorporates two core indicators from the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 2002 (ESEA) to link CTE student performance to academic performance assess-
ments and high school graduation measures used for all secondary students. Finally,

Perkins I extends the expectations for reporting and continuous improvement to the local
level, requiring that secondary and postsecondary subgrantees negotiate performance goals
for each indicator with the state. Those that fall short of their negotiated targets face pro-
gressive sanctions that begin with developing a program improvement plan and may culmi-

nate in the loss of some or all of their Perkins I17 funds.

Programs of study
Perkins I introduces the requirement that all local recipients of its funds offer one or more
POS to link secondary and postsecondary CTE. Programs of study can be defined as a se-
quenced, nonduplicative progression of courses that intentionally connect high school and
postsecondary CTE curricula and lead to an industry-recognized credential or certificate, or
an associate’s or bachelor’s degree. Curriculum and instruction are standards-based and em-
phasize the linkages between rigorous academic and technical content. Where appropriate,
students also can earn college credits while still enrolled in high school. Students completing
the secondary component of a POS can transition seamlessly into an articulated postsecond-
ary program without the need for remedial education or duplicating coursework that they
completed in high school. Although local subgrantees are required to make POS available,
they are neither accountable for student performance in these programs nor asked to collect

data on student participation or outcomes.

Research Questions

This study uses a complex research design to gather information on how states, LEAs, and

IHESs organize, administer, and deliver CTE services. Study activities call for evaluating three

¢ According to Perkins I17, an “eligible agency” is a state board designated or created consistent with
state law as the sole state agency responsible for the administration of career and technical education

in the state or for the supervision of the administration of career and technical education in the state
(Sec. 3(12)).
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aspects of state and local implementation of programs funded by Perkins 117, with the goal of

answering the following research questions, among others:

e Finance Systems
o How have federal appropriations for Perkins changed over time?
o How are Perkins Il funds distributed among state-eligible agencies?

o How are eligible agencies using Perkins I1” resources to support state opera-

tions and local program improvement efforts?
o How are Perkins Il resources allocated among LEAs and IHEs?
e Accountability

o How are states and local subgrantees implementing Perkins 117 accountabil-

ity requirements?

o What challenges are states and local subgrantees facing, and how are these

challenges being resolved?

o Are states and local subgrantees setting and meeting performance targets,

and what is happening when targets are not met?
o How are data used to promote program improvement and student success?
e Programs of Study
o How are states and local subgrantees developing and implementing POS?

o What challenges are states and local subgrantees facing in developing and

implementing POS?
o What is the scope of student participation in POS?

o How are states and local subgrantees addressing the core elements defined

by federal legislation?

Data Collection

Answering the study research questions required assembling a substantial amount of quanti-
tative and qualitative data, using a mixed methods research approach. Study activities includ-
ed collecting original source data and compiling extant data and administrative reports—

maintained by federal and state agencies or produced by CTE researchers, professional asso-

ciations, and national stakeholder groups. The following section provides a brief summary of
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the data collection approaches used for this study; a detailed description of the study meth-
odology is presented in Appendix A.

Original Data Sources

The research team constructed a set of data collection tools to address the study research
questions. This task included formulating web-based surveys to collect feedback from state
CTE directors and LEAs and IHEs; collecting fiscal allocation data from states; conducting
case study site visits to a subset of representative states; and conducting expert panel reviews
of state POS materials and guidance. Protocols for structuring case design visits and expert

panel reviews were pilot-tested with state and local CTE administrators prior to their use.

State director surveys

Each state designates a state director of CTE with primary oversight of the federal grant.
Typically, this person is located at either a state secondary or postsecondary education agen-
cy, boatrd, or commission, though other administrative structures exist. To ensure the collec-
tion of comprehensive data, researchers developed and administered separate surveys to the
state director and the person charged with CTE oversight at the counterpart secondary or
postsecondary education agency. Surveys were administered to a total of 57 secondary and
57 postsecondary state directors.” Study findings are based on responses obtained from 51

secondary and 48 postsecondary state directors.

LEA and IHE surveys

To identify a random, representative sample of survey participants, the researchers construct-
ed a stratified sampling frame from two National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) da-
tasets: the Common Core of Data (CCD) and the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS). They then administered surveys to local directors at a random sample of
1,993 LEAs and 1,006 IHEs, as well as 48 area CTE centers that operated independent of a
school district.®? Completed surveys were received from 77 percent of LEAs, 91 percent of

IHEs, and 93 percent of area CTE centers.

7'The term “state director” as it is used in this report refers to the individuals at the secondary and
postsecondary education levels who are charged with oversight of federal grant resources and who re-
sponded to the secondary and postsecondary state director surveys.

8 The term “local director” as it is used in this report refers to the individuals at LEAs, IHEs, and area
CTE centers who responded to the LEA and IHE surveys.

° Area CTE centers provide CTE instruction to students who receive all or most of their academic in-
struction at their home high school. An area CTE center often serves multiple high schools within
multiple school districts.
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State fiscal allocation survey
Federal resources are allotted to states using a formula specified in Perkins IT7. A portion of
these funds are used by state eligible agencies to administer the grant and offer technical as-
sistance and program support; remaining funds are distributed among participating LEAs
and IHEs. To assess these state-to-local
formula allocations, researchers asked state

directors to submit their Title I and Title II Grant Com pone nts
fiscal allocation data for LEAs and IHEs in

the 2009—10 program year. Researchers also

requested information on consortia mem- Perkins 1V resources are allocated to states for
bership and state-level allocations of leader- different purposes, as follows:

ship and administrative funds. Fiscal data Title —CTE Assistance to the States

were obtained from 50 secondary and 49 Details the formula for distributing federal re-

sources among states for state administrative
uses and for state formula allocations to local
providers as basic grants.

postsecondary state directors.

Case study site visits

Researchers conducted case study visits to e

Describes the allotment and uses of federal

funds to support Tech Prep programs offered
sent the continuum of state approaches to by local providers.

six states. The states were selected to repre-

implementing Perkins I1” legislative provi- ) .
Title lll—General Provisions

Summarizes federal and state administrative
terviews with secondary and postsecondary provisions governing the uses of funding.

sions. Site visitors conducted in-depth in-

state directors and administrative staff, and

visited three randomly selected local com-

munities (one urban, one suburban, and one rural) to collect data from LEA and IHE ad-
ministrators, faculty, and staff. Visits also included meetings with business, industry, and la-

bor representatives, where feasible.

Expert panel reviews
The research team convened and facilitated virtual meetings of a 10-member expert panel to
assess the usefulness of state CTE guidance and technical assistance materials related to POS
design and implementation. Panel members reviewed state materials submitted by state di-
rectors as part of the survey effort, along with other publicly available documents posted
online. Materials were obtained for the 50 states and the District of Columbia. A list of ex-

pert panel members is included in Appendix B.
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Extant Data Sources

Researchers conducted an exhaustive search of the literature to identify existing data and
published reports documenting efforts by the Department, state education agencies, and lo-

cal subgrantees to implement Perkins I1” finance, accountability, and POS provisions.

Department databases
Each year, states report financial and accountability data to the Department to be used for
Perkins I compliance and monitoring purposes. Study researchers obtained permission
from Department staff to access relevant administrative databases to identify state uses of

federal resources.

Additional resources
Federal and state education agencies annually release information on the design, implementa-
tion, and administration of secondary and postsecondary CTE programs, including those
funded with Perkins I1” resources. Researchers accessed publicly available data and reports
posted on Department websites, along with those maintained by state secondary and post-
secondary education agencies, to identify information relevant to the study. They also ac-
cessed websites maintained by public and private CTE stakeholders and associations, and
searched relevant literature for supplemental information about the design and implementa-
tion of Perkins I17. Finally, they accessed state five-year Perkins I1” plans and annual plan up-

dates to assess ongoing grant administration.

Organization of the Report

This report summarizes data and information collected as part of the study. Each chapter
opens with a summary of key findings. Throughout the report, and where appropriate, data
from multiple sources have been integrated into the text to support and illustrate key study
findings. For example, observations and feedback collected through case study site visits re-
inforce findings distilled from the state CTE director and LEA and IHE surveys. Similarly,
data from the state fiscal allocation survey are supplemented with information from the fed-
eral database review to provide additional information on state uses of funds for administra-

tive purposes.

Chapter 2 provides a summary of Perkins 117 fiscal policies, documenting federal allotments
of funds to states, uses of funds by states for administration and leadership, and state alloca-
tions to local providers. Where appropriate, trend data illustrate changes in states’ receipt of

federal funds and how resources are targeted to student subpopulations and programs.
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Chapter 3 presents a detailed discussion of federal efforts to improve the collection of state
accountability data and documents issues affecting the comparability, reliability, and validity
of performance data. The chapter reviews the changes in accountability under Perkins I/
outlines challenges that states face in collecting and reporting data; and discusses how states
and subgrantees negotiate performance targets, address difficulties in meeting targets, and

use performance results to improve programs.

Chapter 4 provides information on the development of POS—one of the most substantive
changes introduced in Perkins [1”—and issues related to local implementation. The chapter
describes how states, LEAs, and IHEs design POS, the scale of these programs, the strate-
gies states used to promote their implementation, and the challenges encountered in the de-

sign and implementation process.

The report closes with a summary of key findings found across the three topical areas and is-
sues deserving continued attention. Appendix A describes the study methodology and tech-
nical documentation associated with data collection and includes copies of the protocols
used to collect survey data and to conduct case study interviews. Appendix B summarizes
the expert panel review of state POS materials and guidance. Finally, Appendix C presents a
cross case analysis of information collected during case study visits to six states, and three
local partnerships within each state, selected as representative of the range of approaches

states are using to develop and implement POS.



CHAPTER 2. FINANCE SYSTEMS

Chapter 2. Finance Systems

The Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Edncation Act of 2006 (Perkins I17) details the funding
distribution formulas and criteria used to allot the nearly $1.3 billion that the federal gov-
ernment invests annually in secondary and postsecondary career and technical education
(CTE). This chapter examines the flow of Perkins I1” basic grant (Title I) and Tech Prep (Ti-
tle IT) funds from the federal level to state eligible agencies, and from eligible agencies to lo-
cal education agencies (LEAs) and institutions of higher education IHEs).

The analyses in this chapter seck to answer the following research questions:

e How have federal appropriations for Perkins changed over time?
e How are Perkins I1” funds distributed among state-eligible agencies?

e How are eligible agencies using Perkins I1” resources to support state operations

and local program improvement efforts?
e How are Perkins I1” resources allocated among LEAs and IHEs?

The chapter opens with an assessment of how federal fiscal priorities and distribution for-
mulas for CTE changed with Perkins I1”in 2006 and the implications of these changes for
states and local providers. This discussion is followed by an analysis of how states allocate
tederal resources in support of secondary and postsecondary education programs. The re-
view of state grants is divided into two parts. The first addresses how funds are spent at the
state level for state administration and state leadership, and the amounts dedicated to set-
vices for individuals in institutions and preparing for nontraditional occupations. The second
addresses how funds are allocated to LEAs and IHEs through the use of the reserve fund
and the statutory formula that governs the disbursement of remaining Title I funds. The
analysis also addresses local spending for required and permissive uses and how local CTE

administrators determine how funds are spent.

The final sections address the flow of Tech Prep funds from the federal to state and local
levels and the option states have for consolidating Title I and II funds. The discussion closes
with an examination of how Tech Prep funds are allocated by states to consortia of LEAs

and IHEs and how recipients use these resources.

1"
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Key

This chapter is based on survey data submitted by state directors and local directors, fiscal
data obtained from state directors and staff, site visits with state and local directors and CTE

staff, and information retrieved from federal administrative databases.

Findings

1. When adjusted for inflation, federal Perkins grants to states have declined over the lifetime of the legisla-

ton.

Federal appropriations for CTE, in real 2010 dollars, have declined in each reauthorization
year, falling from nearly $1.71 billion in FY 1985 to $1.36 billion in FY 2007. This represents
a 20 percent decline in federal support for CTE, a loss of roughly $350 million in purchasing
power, between the first year of the Carl D. Perkins 1 ocational and Applied Technology Education
Act of 1985 (Perkins I) and the most recent reauthorization.

2. States invest a greater proportion of Perkins funding at the secondary edncation level.

On average, states allocated about 64 percent of their Title I funds to the secondary level in
FY 2010, a proportion remaining relatively constant since FY 1992. The average percentage
of Title I resources allocated to the secondary level between FY 2001 and FY 2010 differed
by 5 percent or less in 33 of the 44 states for which multi-year data are available. Among the
cleven states with percentage changes greater than 5 percent, five decreased the proportion

of resources flowing to the secondary level, resulting in a more balanced split across the sec-

ondary and postsecondary education levels.

3. The number of LIEA subgrantees has remained relatively stable across Perkins 111 and IN, as has the
targeting of resources to LIEASs serving high-need populations and rural areas. The number of IHE and
other postsecondary subgrantees declined by about 9 percent between FY 2001 and FY 2010.

Nationally, the number of LEA subgrantees was substantially unchanged between Perkins I11
and Perkins I17. Among the 39 states for which trend data were available, there were 4,388
LEAs and consortia subgrantees in FY 2010, compared to 4,424 subgrantees in FY 2001, a
difference of less than 1 percent. The number of local postsecondary grants declined by
about 9 percent over the same time period; states reported awarding 971 grants in FY 2010
and 1,065 grants in FY 2001. As in Perkins I1I, LEAs serving high-poverty, rural, and urban
areas received relatively larger proportions of Perkins I1” resources. High-poverty LEAs re-
ceived $53 per student in both FY 2001 and FY 2010, while the amount per student in low-
poverty LEAs fell from $41 to $25. On a per student basis, Perkins I1” funds disproportion-
ately benefited rural and urban LEAs in FY 2010. These LEAs received an average of $53
and $45 per secondary pupil, respectively. By contrast, the funding per pupil in suburban
LEAs was $32.

12
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4. States concentrate their administrative and leadership funds on providing technical assistance and profes-

sional development to local subgrantees.

A portion of each state’s Perkins I1” grant may be set-aside for state-level activities. Neatly
half of states (47 percent) in FY 2009 reserved the maximum amount allowed for state grant
administration. States also may reserve up to 10 percent of their federal funds for state lead-
ership activities, such as assessing CTE program performance and providing technical assis-
tance to subgrantees. State directors reported that the largest percentage of state leadership
funds (about 20 percent) supported technical assistance to LEAs and IHEs, followed by the
delivery of professional development activities (roughly 15 percent) and efforts to assess the
performance of CTE programs (roughly 10 percent). Reflecting legislated limits, the lowest
percentage was for serving individuals in state institutions, such as state correctional facilities

and institutions serving disabled students (about 5 percent of leadership funds).

5. States are making use of the increased grant flexibility to merge their Title 11 (Tech Prep) and Title I
(basic grant) funds.

As of FY 2010, a total of 27 states had merged their Title I and II funds, with one state con-
solidating only a portion of its resources. The most common reasons for merging cited by
secondary state directors were the desire to incorporate Tech Prep into all CTE programs,
followed by the similarity between Tech Prep and programs of study (POS). A further incen-
tive, mentioned by both secondary and postsecondary state directors, was that merging funds

allowed states to avoid the data burden associated with collecting new Title I measures.
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The Federal Investment in CTE

Federal funding for Perkins I1” has declined since the legislation’s passage in 2006; appropria-
tions fell by roughly 2 percent between FY 2007 and FY 2008, declining from $1.30 to $1.27
billion. Congressional appropriations have since remained constant at $1.27 billion annually
in FY 2009 and FY 2010 (U.S. Department of Education 2010, 2010a). Historically, howev-
er, the dollar amount of Perkins grants to states and territories has increased with each legisla-
tive reauthorization (Exhibit 2.1).! In nominal dollars, federal appropriations for CTE
climbed by roughly 20 percent between 1985 and 1991 (the first years of Perkins I and Perkins
1], rising from $0.84 billion in FY 1985 to $1.01 billion in FY 1991.2 Following the reauthor-
ization of Perkins I1I, first-year appropriations rose by 14 percent to $1.15 billion by FY 1999.
Finally, congressional authorizations for the first year of Perkins I1” climbed by about 13 per-
cent from FY 1999 to FY 2007, increasing to about $1.3 billion.

Although federal appropriations for CTE rose in nominal dollars from FY 1985 to FY 2007,
appropriations declined over this period when adjusted for inflation. In real 2010 dollars,
federal appropriations for CTE fell from nearly $1.71 billion in FY 1985 (Perkins I) to $1.36
billion in FY 2007 (Perkins I17) (Exhibit 2.1). This represents a 20 percent decline in federal
support for CTE, and is equivalent to a loss of roughly $350 million in purchasing power be-
tween the first years of Perkins I and Perkins I

! The amounts cited hete are based on federal appropriations in the first fiscal years of Perkins I
through Perkins IT; Congress determines federal appropriations for Perkins in the fiscal year preceding
the year in which the funds are expended by states. For example, Congress made the first appropria-
tions for Perkins I17in FY 2007 for use by states during F'Y 2008.

2 Appropriations for CTE are allocated through Perkins programs. Nominal dollars are amounts unad-
justed for inflation. Real dollars are amounts adjusted for inflation with reference to a particular year.
The real dollars reported here were calculated using the inflation calculator maintained by the U.S. Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm) (accessed January 20,
2011).
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Exhibit 2.1.
Federal fiscal year appropriations for CTE in nominal and real 2010 dollars (in billions of
dollars) in the first years of Perkins Ito Perkins I'V: Fiscal Years 1985, 1991, 1999, and 2007

Federal
appropriations
(in billions)
1.71
$1.80 1ol .
1.60 - 51
1.20 1 1.01
1.00 1 0.84
0.80 -
0.60 A
0.40 A
0.20 -
0.00

1.36

Perkins I Perkins I1 Perkins 111 Perkins IV
FY 1985 FY 1991 FY 1999 FY 2007

B Nominal dollats B Real 2010 dollars

Exhibit reads: In nominal dollars, the federal appropriation for CTE was $1.30 billion in FY 2007 and $0.84 billion in FY 1985. In real
2010 dollars, the federal appropriation for CTE was $1.36 billion in FY 2007 and $1.71 billion in FY 1985.

NOTE: Appropriations for CTE are allocated through Perkins programs.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education Budget History Tables, FY 1980-FY 2009,

http:/ /www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/history/edhistory.pdf (accessed January 12, 2011); and Real dollar calculations: Bureau of
Labor Statistics, Inflation Calculator, http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl (accessed January 20, 2011).

By contrast, federal appropriations for the U.S. Department of Education increased from
18.9 to 67.1 billion dollars in nominal terms, and from 38.5 to 70.9 billion in real 2010 dol-
lars, an increase in purchasing power of about 84 percent.? Funding for some major pro-
grams has increased accordingly. For example, appropriations for the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA)* Title I grants to LEAs increased in both nominal and real 2010 dol-
lars over the same period (Exhibit 2.2). The nominal increase in funds from about $3.2 to
$12.8 billion from FY 1985 to FY 2007 is equivalent to an increase in purchasing power of
about $7 billion in real dollars, or about 108 percent.

3 Education Department Budget History Table FY 1980—FY 2009, retrieved September 19, 2010,
from http:/ /www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/history/edhistory.pdf.
4P.L. 89-10, 79 Stat. 27.
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Exhibit 2.2.
Federal appropriations for Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Title I grants
to LEAs (in billions of dollars): Fiscal Years 1985, 1991, 1999, and 2007

Federal
appropriations
(in billions)
$16.00

J 13.50
14.00 84

12.00 A

10.12

10.00 A

8.90

8.00 |
6.00 1
4.00
2.00 1

0.00 -

FY 1985 FY 1991 FY 1999 FY 2007

B Nominal dollars B Real 2010 dollars

Exhibit reads: In nominal dollars, the federal appropriation for ESEA Title 1 grants to LEAs was $12.84 billion in FY 2007 and $3.20
billion in FY 1985. In real 2010 dollars, the federal appropriation for this program was $6.48 billion in FY 1985 and $13.50 billion in FY
2007.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education Budget History Tables, FY 1980-FY 2009,

http:/ /www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/history/edhistory.pdf (accessed January 12, 2011); and Real dollar calculations: Bureau of
Labor Statistics, Inflation Calculator, http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicale.pl (accessed January 20, 2011).

Title | National Activities and Programs

Most federal CTE funds are allotted through Pergins Title 1 programs. In FY 2007, Title 1
funding was $1.18 billion, or about 91 percent of the total $1.30 billion appropriated. The
appropriation for Title II programs was $105 million, or about 8 percent of the total.> In ad-
dition to funding state grants, Perkins I17 Title I funds provide for a number of national ac-
tivities aimed at improving CTE quality and effectiveness.® These funds support research,
development, and evaluation through a national research center and the National Assess-
ment of Career and Technical Education (NACTE) study. In FY 2007, about $10.0 million
was appropriated for these programs. The amount fell to $7.86 million in FY 2008, and re-
mained constant at that level in FY 2009 and FY 2010.7

5 Education Department Budget History Table FY 1980—-FY 2009, retrieved September 19, 2010,
from http://www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/history/sthistbypt01to08.pdf.

6 Sec. 114.

7FY 2011 Department of Education Justifications of Appropriation Estimates to the Congress, re-
trieved February 10, 2010, from

http:/ /www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/budgetl1/justifications/index.html.
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In keeping with preceding legislation, Congress has also reserved a portion of Title I re-
sources as set-asides for special purposes; these amounts are deducted before funds are dis-
tributed to states. Perkins I17 introduced two changes to these set-asides.® The first ended the
eligibility of Micronesia and the Marshall Islands for funds, reducing funds to outlying areas
from 0.2 to 0.13 of the Perkins Title I appropriation.® The second change eliminated the state
incentive grant program introduced in Perkins 111 (1998) and maintained from FY 2000 to FY
2003. This program provided financial rewards for states meeting their negotiated perfor-
mance targets for Perkins III and Titles 1 and 11 of the Workforce Investment Act (WI1A).10

In addition to the assistance for outlying areas, Congress also provides separate appropria-

tion for three other Title I programs:

e Native American Programs (Sec. 116)—to provide grants to Indian tribes, tribal
organizations, and Alaska Native groups to carry out CTE programs consistent
with the legislation. A portion of the overall appropriation under this section is
reserved for grants to community-based organizations serving and representing

Native Hawaiians for the same purpose.

e Tribally Controlled Postsecondary CTE Institutions (Sec. 117)—to provide
grants to support CTE programs for Indian students and offset institutional

support costs.

e  Occupational and Employment Information (Sec. 118)—to provide grants to
states for technical assistance and the dissemination of information, products,

and services to assist states in carrying out the legislation.

Funds for Title II of the legislation, covering Tech Prep education, are allotted through a
separate appropriation, with state grant eligibility estimated using the same distribution for-
mula used to award Title I funds. Title II funds to states and distribution trends are dis-

cussed in a later section.

Title | State Grants

After funds reserved for special purposes and the programs are deducted, nearly all remain-

ing Title I funds—referred to as a “basic grant”—are allotted by formula to the 50 states and

8 Sec. 111(a)(1).

° Outlying areas and their grant eligibilities and amounts are stipulated in Perkins I (Sec. 3(21) and
Sec. 115). These areas include American Samoa, Guam, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands, and Palau. Although defined as an outlying area, the U.S. Virgin Islands receive Perkins I1”
funds through the federal state grant allocation formula.

10PI.. 105-220, 112 Stat. 936.
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the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.!! State grants are based
on states’ relative share of the national population across four age groups and the state’s per
capita income, averaged over three years, relative to the national average. Generally, the in-
come adjustment means that a state with a lower average per capita income will receive more

funding per student than one with higher relative wealth.

Perkins 11" also places several conditions on the Title I grants received by states, and initial
amount calculations are adjusted until these conditions are met.'? Two provisions place a
floor on the total amount that states can receive. According to the special rule known as the
small state minimun, no state can receive less than 0.5 percent of basic grant funds (excluding
set-asides). In FY 2009, the small state minimum was $5.7 million. Further, the ho/d-harmiless
provision prohibits states from receiving less than their FY 1998 grant. Another provision
caps grant amounts at no more than 150 percent of their prior fiscal year grant, or 150 per-
cent of the national per pupil payment of Pergins funds multiplied by the number of individ-
uals counted in the state’s Perkins formula, whichever is less.!3 In practice, these limits have
capped grant amounts for some states qualifying for the small state minimum grant at an
amount less than 0.5 percent of basic grant funds. In order to increase funds for small states,
Perkins I changed the funding formula to direct one-third of any federal appropriations
that exceed the FY 2006 funding level to small states until they reach the small state mini-
mum; the remaining two-thirds would be allocated to all states by formula. Since appropria-

tions have declined since FY 20006, this provision has not yet come into effect.!4

Federal funds to outlying areas are allotted on a nonformula basis subject to terms specified
in Sec. 115 of the legislation. In the first year of Perkins IT” (FY 2007), Guam received
$660,000; American Samoa and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands each
received $350,000; and the Republic of Palau received $160,000.'> Subsequent amounts were
adjusted based on the amount appropriated and then distributed in equal proportions to

Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. !¢

1" The U.S. Virgin Islands has consolidated funding status and receives all of its federal education
funding, including for Perkins and other education programs such as special education, as a single allo-
cation from the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education. While the U.S. Virgin Islands does
report CTE performance data to OVAE, they do not report the amounts allocated to Perkins funding
categories and are therefore excluded from the state-level analyses in this chapter.

12 Sec. 111(a).

13 Sec. 111(2)(3).

4 Sec. 111(a)(4).

15 Perkins I made the Republic of Palau ineligible for further funding if it enters into an agreement to
extend U.S. education assistance under the Compact of Free Association.

16 Palau is excluded from subsequent year allocations (Sec. 115(d)). Outlying areas, with the exception
of Puerto Rico and, where noted, the U.S. Virgin Islands, are excluded from the analysis in this chap-
ter because funds for outlying areas are not subject to the same fiscal requirements as those for other
state grantees (Sec. 115(b)(2)).
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Trends in Grant Amounts

State grant amounts changed between FY 1992, FY 2001, and FY 2009, years that corre-
spond to the first program year of Perkins I and the second program years of Perkins I1I and
Perkins 117 (Exhibit 2.3).17 Because the distribution formula remained essentially the same
across Perkins 111 and I17, changes in states eligibility from FY 2001 to FY 2009 are a func-
tion of annual changes in federal appropriations, changes in states’ population and/or three-
year average per capita income relative to those of other states, and/or the application of the

hold-harmless provision and other limits on grant size.

In nominal dollars, total Title I state grants increased by 4 percent between FY 2001 and FY
2009. As a consequence, grants for the majority of recipients increased. Of the 34 states (ex-
cluding outlying areas) gaining funds, amounts allocated to five states increased by more than
15 percent. All five of these states were among the 10 states that experienced the highest
rates of population growth between 2000 and 2010, and this growth likely contributed to the

funding increase.'®

Although most states experienced a nominal increase in their federal grant, not all benefitted
equally from appropriations added across the two most recent reauthorizations, and in 11
states resources declined. Again, these changes may result from relative shifts in states’ popu-
lation, the three-year average of per capita income relative to that of other states, and/or the

application of the hold-harmless provision and other limits on grant amounts.

Grants to three outlying areas increased between Perkins 111 and I/, with Guam gaining
more than 30 percent and American Samoa and the Commonwealth of the Northern Maria-
na Islands gaining more than 80 percent. Although grants for these areas were lower under
Perkins 111, these outlying areas also received Perkins funding through Pacific Resources for
Education and Learning (PREL) (not shown in Exhibit 2.3). Together, these two sources re-
sulted in total grants to each of these territories that are similar to the funds that they re-
ceived under Perkins 117, making the proportion of Perkins funds received by these areas

similar across the different authorizations of the legislation.!”

17 These dates were selected to provide roughly equivalent time periods across Perkins I, 11, 111, and
I17, as well as to provide the most recent data available for analysis.

18 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census Data, Population Change By State: 2000-2010
http://2010.census.gov/2010census/data/ (accessed April 19, 2011).

19 Personal communication with the Budget Setvice, Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy De-
velopment, Aug. 3, 2010.


http://2010.census.gov/2010census/data/
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Exhibit 2.3.
Perkins Title I state grant amounts, fiscal years 1992, 2001, and 2009, and percent change, by
state: FY 2001 through FY 2009

Perkins IT Perkins IIT Perkins IV Percent change from
FY 2001 through

State FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2009 FY 2009
Alabama $18,493,908 $20,036,322 $19,217,606 -4
Alaska 4,214,921 4214921 4214921 0
Arizona 14,813,300 20,178,519 25,047,298 24
Arkansas 10,276,155 11,925,341 11,989,737 1
California 95,689,053 120,745,507 128,360,005 6
Colorado 11,448,761 14,415,073 15,782,973 10
Connecticut 9,005,327 8,826,329 10,020,303 14
Delaware 4214921 4,468,631 4,803,968 8
District of Columbia 4214921 4,214,921 4,214,921 0
Florida 41,552,691 51,525,165 60,428,537 17
Georgia 26,758,908 31,493,636 38,592,850 23
Hawaii 4,699,626 5,376,800 5,709,941 6
Idaho 4,699,626 6,619,244 6,499,494 -2
Tllinois 37,481,798 41,157,929 44.837,143

Indiana 22,791,404 24,786,555 25,818,445 4
Towa 10,662,123 12,381,109 12,103,307 -2
Kansas 8,940,430 11,370,063 10,961,229 -4
Kentucky 16,637,536 18,364,632 17,905,647 -3
Louisiana 19,221,631 22,051,050 21,041,943 -5
Maine 4,695,577 5,376,800 5,709,941 6
Maryland 13,742,757 15,994,426 16,440,022 3
Massachusetts 17,429,978 17,323,922 18,687,903 8
Michigan 34,720,346 38,255,683 40,835,345 7
Minnesota 15,092,540 17,410,608 17,697,927 2
Mississippi 12,364,726 13,920,402 13,363,550 -4
Missouri 19,059,451 22,506,237 23,405,180 4
Montana 4,214,921 5,268,996 5,363,650

Nebraska 5917,914 7,138,876 7,053,557 1
Nevada 4,699,626 5,854,216 8,031,665 37
New Hampshire 4,699,626 5,376,800 5,709,941 6
New Jersey 21,151,258 22257214 24,078,336

New Mexico 6,595,354 8,559,863 8,858,892 4
New York 52,699,128 52,486,933 57,403 836

North Carolina 28,486,370 29,975,525 35,752,471 19
North Dakota 4214921 4214921 4214921 0
Ohio 41,619,711 44,682,695 45,028,414 1
Oklahoma 13,368,617 16,119,667 15,094,180 6

See notes at end of table.
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Exhibit 2.3.—cont.
Perkins Title I state grant amounts, fiscal years 1992, 2001, and 2009, and percent change, by
state: FY 2001 through FY 2009

Perkins IT Perkins ITT Perkins IV Percent change from
FY 2001 through

State FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2009 FY 2009
Oregon $10,379,115 $13,191,901 $14,063,250 7
Pennsylvania 41,635,031 42,540,576 44,795,856 5
Rhode Island 4,699,626 5,376,800 5,709,941 6
South Carolina 16,293,814 17,647,448 19,078,798 8
South Dakota 4,214,921 4,328,867 4,294,134 -1
Tennessee 20,831,856 22,531,516 23,882,364 6
Texas 71,509,430 86,234,261 92,532,081 7
Utah 8,372,087 12,453,906 12,925,301 4
Vermont 4,214,921 4214921 4,214,921 0
Virginia 21,516,428 24,827,445 25,292,041 2
Washington 16,653,997 21,232,147 21,617,410 2
West Virginia 8,009,762 8,428,617 8,428,617 0
Wisconsin 18,463,176 21,603,995 21,594,496 0
Wyoming 4,214,921 4,214,921 4,214,921 0
Ametican Samoa 191,336 190,000 347,509 83
Guam 503,513 500,000 655,304 31
Northern Mariana Islands 191,336 190,000 347,509 83
Puerto Rico 17,816,604 19,089,614 18,458,484 -3
Virgin Islands 509,173 567,534 605,536 7
Freely associated states 0 0 158,862 n/a
Indian set-aside 12,259,166 13,750,000 14,511,388 6
Other (non-State allocations) 898,256 10,010,000 2,902,278 n/a
Total 953,968,830 1,100,000,000 1,160,911,000 6
Exhibit reads: The Title I allocation for Alabama was $20,036,322 in 2001 and $19,217,606 in FY 2009, a decrease of about 4 percent.

n/a Not applicable.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of the Deputy Secretary, Budget Service. State Funding History Tables by Program,
http:/ /www.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/history/index.html?src=rt (FY 2001 data; accessed June 16, 2010); and

http:/ /www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/statetables/11stbyprogram.pdf (FY 2009 data, accessed February 1, 2011).

In FY 2011, overall Perkins I1” funding declined by about 12 percent (in nominal dollars)
when Congress eliminated Title 11 funding and reduced Title I basic grants by about 4 pet-
cent from the previous year. As a result, grants made to all states declined (Exhibit 1.4). The
percent change ranged from a low of about -1.9 percent to as much as -19.7 percent from
FY 2010 to FY 2011, reflecting states’ relative population and income levels as used in the

formula calculations.
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Exhibit 2.4.
Estimated federal grants to states before and after the FY 2011 reduction in Title I funds
and elimination of Title II and percent difference, by state: FY 2010 through FY 2011

Amount Percent
FY 2010 total Estimated FY 2011 difference difference
(base grant plus total FY 2010 through FY 2010 through
State Tech Prep) (base grant) FY 2011 FY 2011
Alabama $21,169,358 $19,175,065 -$1,994,293 -9
Alaska 4,465,084 4,214,921 -250,163 -6
Arizona 26,950,635 24,555,169 -2,395,466 -9
Arkansas 12,905,743 11,403,795 -1,501,948 -12
California 139,243,327 117,708,010 -21,535,317 -15
Colorado 17,242,558 15,573,228 -1,669,330 -10
Connecticut 10,831,245 9,564,397 1,266,848 -12
Delaware 5,052,516 4,618,602 -433914 -9
District of Columbia 4,349,598 4,214,921 -134,677 -3
Florida 64,193,572 58,075,608 -6,117,964 -10
Georgia 41,807,825 38,228,368 -3,579,457 -9
Hawaii 6,121,451 5,468,243 -653,208 -11
Idaho 7,006,710 6,429,955 -576,755 -8
Illinois 49,157,223 41,593,212 7,564,011 -15
Indiana 28,052,743 25,109,985 -2,942,758 -10
Towa 13,208,250 11,963,946 1,244,304 -9
Kansas 11,721,389 10,245,408 1,475,981 -13
Kentucky 19,767,916 17,905,647 -1,862,269 -9
Louisiana 23,230,400 21,041,943 -2,188,457 -9
Maine 6,235,453 5,468,243 -767,210 -12
Maryland 18,424,911 15,367,652 -3,057,259 -17
Massachusetts 20,565,053 17,912,559 -2,652,494 -13
Michigan 44,594,721 39,142,926 5,451,795 -12
Minnesota 19,395,706 16,754,034 -2,641,672 -14
Mississippi 14,753,419 13,363,550 1,389,869 -9
Missouri 24,871,527 22,165,679 2,705,848 -11
Montana 5,825,871 5,170,438 -655,433 -11
Nebraska 7,525,881 6,816,893 -708,988 -9
Nevada 8,609,174 8,441,770 -167,404 -2
New Hampshire 6,086,100 5,468,243 -617,857 -10
New Jersey 26,071,027 22,219,837 -3,851,190 -15
New Mexico 9,279,588 8,028,287 -1,251,301 -13
New York 66,954,138 53,752,353 -13,201,785 -20
North Carolina 38,904,958 35,259,396 -3,645,562 -9

See notes at end of table.
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Exhibit 2.4.—cont.
Estimated federal grants to states before and after the FY 2011 reduction in Title I funds
and elimination of Title II and percent difference, by state: FY 2010 through FY 2011

Amount Percent
FY 2010 total Estimated FY 2011 difference difference
(base grant plus total FY 2010 through FY 2010 through
State Tech Prep) (base grant) FY 2011 FY 2011
North Dakota $4,528,072 $4,214,921 -$313,151 -7
Ohio 49,171,479 42,750,001 -6,421,478 -13
Oklahoma 16,664,042 15,094,180 -1,569,862 -9
Oregon 15,361,296 13,566,146 1,795,150 -12
Pennsylvania 49,131,116 42,285,519 0,845,597 -14
Rhode Island 6,048,484 5,468,243 -580,241 -10
South Carolina 20,567,894 18,256,242 -2,311,652 -11
South Dakota 4,697,519 4,214,921 -482,598 -10
Tennessee 25,366,106 23,208,260 -2,157,846 -9
Texas 101,081,082 88,684,893 -12,396,189 -12
Utah 14,197,655 12,544,692 -1,652,963 -12
Vermont 4,452,109 4,214,921 -237,188 -5
Virginia 27,720,438 23,932,351 -3,788,087 -14
Washington 23,061,524 20,335,265 -2,726,259 -12
West Virginia 9,305,231 8,428,617 -876,614 -9
Wisconsin 23,499,683 20,782,582 -2,717,101 -12
Wyoming 4,448,650 4,214,921 -233,729 -5
Puerto Rico 20,378,250 18,458,484 -1,919,766 -9
Virgin Islands 655,450 571,147 -84,303 -13

Exhibit reads: The total Perkinsstate grant amount for Alabama was $21,169,358 in FY 2010 and $19,175,065 in FY 2011, a difference of -
$1,994,293 or about -9 percent.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of the Deputy Secretary, Budget Service, Fiscal Year 2010-FY 2012 President's Budget
State Tables for the U.S. Department of Education http://www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/statetables/index.html; and U.S.
Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education. (2011). Program Memorandum: Revised Estimated Federal Fiscal
Year (FY) 2011 State Allocations under the Catl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006 (Perkins IV)

State Categorical Funding for CTE

CTE instruction is often costlier to provide than academic instruction. These greater costs
are mainly due to the smaller classes associated with CTE instruction: schools adopt lower
student-teacher ratios for CTE because of the high cost of specialized equipment and the
potentially higher risk associated with its use (Klein 2001). To offset these added expenses,
some states have adopted categorical funding for CTE to steer supplemental funding to local
providers. In many cases, these state resources are supplemented by local resources and ex-

ceed the contribution made by federal Perkins funds to local programs.
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Findings from the survey of state directors indicate that about half of states provided some
form of categorical aid to support secondary CTE programs.?’ Of the 48 secondary state di-
rectors who provided information on categorical funding, 22 reported that their states pro-
vided some form of dedicated funding in FY 2008 for CTE in secondaty schools. This result
is not consistent with the findings in a previous report, which indicated that in FY 2001, 40
states reported offering some form of categorical funding for CTE services in secondary
schools (Klein 2001).2! Among the 22 state directors who reported categorical statewide
support for CTE, 16 indicated that the source of the funds was the state, seven reported lo-
cal sources, and four federal sources. At the postsecondary level, state directors reported that
CTE categorical funding was available during the 2008—09 program year in roughly two-
tifths (18) of the 42 states responding to the question. With regard to the source of funds,
the majority of directors (13) indicated they did not know the funding source.?

State Uses of Perkins Funds

A small portion of Perkins I1” funds allotted to states may be harnessed by state staff for
grant administration, leadership, and other legislated uses. The following section details the
statutory requirements associated with these funds and how states are using them to carry

out the legislation’s provisions.

Eligible Agencies

Perkins Il requires states to designate or create a single board—called an e/jigible agency—to be
responsible for the administration or supervision of CTE in the state.?> Generally, this board
is located within the state department of education, with 40 of the 55 total Perkins state
grantees charging their K—12 education agency with Perkins I1” oversight. Nine states chose a
postsecondary system office or institution to serve in this role, and six states designated a
state department of CTE or workforce development agency.?* The choice of eligible agency
likely reflects the relative amounts of funds flowing into each education level, state adminis-

trative capacities, historical precedent, and other state-specific factors.

20 Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009.

21 'The results may reflect changes in state funding formulas over time, directors’ misunderstanding of
the survey question, or different interpretations of the question’s intent. For example, directors in
states providing categorical funding for stand-alone area CTE centers might have responded negative-
ly if they believed that the question only applied to comprehensive high schools.

22 The response rate for some question items was less than 85 percent; results should be interpreted
with caution.

2 Sec. 3(10).

24'This total includes tetritories and outlying ateas. http://www.cateertech.org/state_profile/ (ac-
cessed June 10, 2010).
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The eligible agency is directly responsible for developing, submitting, and implementing the

Perkins 11 state plan and evaluating all Title I-related programs, services, and activities.?> The
eligible agency also is responsible for administering funds in accordance with Perkins 11/ stat-
utory provisions. States are required to divide their Title I state grant into the following cate-

gories:

e State Administration: up to 5 percent or $250,000 (whichever is greater) for use

in administering the state plan.

e  State Leadership: up to 10 percent for use in carrying out state programs, with
not more than 1 percent for individuals in state institutions and not less than
$60,000 or more than $150,000 for services to prepare individuals for nontradi-

tional fields.

e  Grants to Local Providers: at least 85 percent for secondary and postsecondary

education programs.

State Administration

Congress allows states to use up to 5 percent or $250,000 of their Title I grant (whichever is
greater) for administering Perkins I17. Allowable uses include (1) developing the state plan,
(2) reviewing local plans, (3) monitoring and evaluating program effectiveness, (4) ensuring
compliance with federal law, (5) providing technical assistance, and (6) supporting and de-

veloping state data systems relevant to Perkins provisions.?6

Just under half of states made full use of the state administration provision to offset the
staffing and resource costs associated with Per&ins 117 administration. Twenty-four of the 51
states for which FY 2010 data are available reserved the maximum amount available for state

administrative activities (Exhibit 2.5).

Federal law stipulates that states provide a dollar-for-dollar match for funds used for state
administrative purposes, although states are not required to obligate these funds for any spe-
cific purpose.?” It appears that 19 of 50 states for which data are available are contributing
state funds in excess of the federal match requirement. While in some instances, additional
funds are simply due to states’ rounding of their contribution, in others, the state contribu-

tion substantially exceeds the match requirement.

25 Sec. 121.
26 Sec. 112(2)(3).
27 Sec. 112(b).

25
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Exhibit 2.5.
Amount and percentage of state Perkins Title I and II funds allocated to administration
and amount and percentage of state match, by state: FY 2010
Percent of
Total Title I State Percent of total total state
and II administration state Perkins Matching state Perkins

State funds amount allocation contribution allocation
Alabama* $21,169,358 $1,028,468 5 $1,028,468 5
Alaska 4,465,084 250,000 6 250,000 6
Arizona 26,950,635 1,253,518 5 2,358,900 9
Arkansas* 12,905,743 645,287 5 1,000,000 8
California 139,243,327 6,399,575 5 6,399,575 5
Colorado* 17,242,558 792,447 5 792,447 5
Connecticut* 10,831,245 541,562 5 51,189,507 473
Delaware 5,052,516 250,000 5 71,000,000 1405
District of Columbia* 4,349,598 250,000 6 250,000 6
Florida* 64,193,572 1,350,000 2 1,350,000 2
Georgia* 41,807,825 2,090,390 5 2,090,390 5
Hawaii* 6,121,451 306,073 5 523,137 9
Tdaho* 7,006,710 350,335 5 n/a n/a
llinois 49,157,223 2,255,395 5 2,255,395 5
Indiana 28,052,743 494,923 2 494,923 2
lowa 13,208,250 $598,197 5 598,197 5
Kansas* 11,721,389 586,069 5 586,069 5
Kentucky* 19,767,916 988,396 5 2,167,818 11
Louisiana* 23,230,400 1,161,520 5 1,161,520 5
Maine* 6,235,453 311,773 5 311,773 5
Maryland* 18,424911 921,246 5 921,246 5
Massachusetts 20,565,053 600,000 3 600,000 3
Michigan 44,594,721 2,047,648 5 2,047,648 5
Minnesota* 19,395,706 969,785 5 969,785 5
Mississippi 14,753,419 668,178 5 668,178 5
Missouri 24,871,527 1,134,685 5 1,667,627 7
Montana 5,825,871 269,892 5 285,091 5
Nebraska* 7,525,881 376,294 5 376,294 5
Nevada* 8,609,174 430,458 5 488,233 6
New Hampshire 6,086,100 304,305 5 285,498 5
New Jersey* 26,071,027 1,303,551 5 1,303,551 5
New Mexico 9,279,588 422,287 5 422,287 5
New York 66,954,138 1,400,000 2 1,400,000 2
North Carolina 38,904,958 1,795,580 5 1,800,000 5
North Dakota* 4,528,072 250,000 6 2,100,000 46

See notes at end of table.
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Exhibit 2.5.—cont.
Amount and percentage of state Perkins Title I and II funds allocated to administration
and amount and percentage of state match, by state: FY 2010

Percent of

Total Title I State Percent of total total state

and II administration state Perkins Matching state Perkins

State funds amount allocation contribution allocation
Ohio $49,171,479 $2,233,195 5 $2,233,195 5
Oklahoma 16,664,042 754,709 5 754,709 5
Oregon* 15,361,296 768,064 5 768,064 5
Pennsylvania 49,131,116 2,244.788 5 2,244,788 5
Rhode Island* 6,048,484 285,497 5 437,252 7
South Carolina* 20,567,894 956,407 5 956,407 5
South Dakota 4,697,519 250,000 5 561,852 12
Tennessee* 25,366,106 1,268,305 5 1,268,305 5
Texas 101,081,082 3,290,344 3 3,290,344 3
Utah* 14,197,655 709,882 5 1,539,536 11
Vermont* 4,452,109 250,000 6 282,668 6
Vitginia 27,720,438 1,265,133 5 1,669,645 6
Washington 23,061,524 1,051,234 5 1,051,234 5
West Virginia 9,305,231 421,431 5 1,203,000 13
Wisconsin 23,499,683 1,069,723 5 119,915,408 510
Wyoming* 4,448,650 250,000 6 442,593 10
Puerto Rico* 20,378,250 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Total 1,244,255,700 51,866,549 4 299,762,557 24

Exhibit reads: In FY 2010, Alabama allocated $1,028,468, or 5 percent, of its Perkins funds for administration. Alabama’s matching state
contribution was also $1,028,468, which is equivalent to 5 percent of the state’s Perkins funds.

n/a Not applicable

* State merged (or in the case of Alabama, partially merged) Title 1I funds with Title I funds in program year 2009—10 or earlier.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, 2011, Internal Perkins Data Base System and State
Consolidated Annual Report data system information for FY 2010.

It is unknown whether these funds represent additional resources that would not otherwise
be provided for CTE, or simply reflect funds already legislated by state formula. This study
did not collect comprehensive data on the source of state matching funds, but it appears that
some states may be classifying state categorical funding for CTE as meeting the state match
requirement. For example, in the survey of state directors, one director explained that the
matching funds reported in excess of the required amount represent all the funds spent at
the state level for the administration of CTE programs. State directors in three states report-
ed that the matching funds come from the state general fund or general revenue for the state

agency’s administrative functions.
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The variation in matching amounts raises a question, however, about the intent of the state
match requirement. Some states may be providing supplemental funding for CTE admin-
istration and programs to meet the match requirement, whereas others may be recording re-
sources that would be committed to CTE support in the absence of the match requirement.

The legislation does not specify how matching funds should be obligated.

State Leadership

States may reserve up to 10 percent of their Title I funds as state leadership funds, which can
be used to carry out a set of required and permissible activities.”® In FY 2010, forty-two
states allocated 10 percent for these activities, nine states at least 8 percent but less than 10
percent, and one state 5 percent.?” There are nine required activities that states must imple-
ment using federal funds, such as assessing CTE programs funded under Perkins I1” and
providing technical assistance to eligible recipients. Permissible uses cover 17 activities, rang-
ing from establishing articulation agreements between secondary and postsecondary CTE

programs to supporting CTE student organizations.

Perkins I expands upon the required and permissible state leadership activities in Perkins 111
(Exhibit 2.6). For example, among required activities, Per&ins I1” includes providing guidance
on the content of professional development programs, such as “the effective use of scientifi-
cally based research and data to improve instruction.”*® Congress also added a requirement
that states provide technical assistance for eligible recipients, which was previously a permis-
sible use. The reauthorization added seven new permissible activities, including entrepre-
neurship education and training and the development of technical skill assessments, among

others.

28 See Sec. 124(b) for a list of requited uses and Sec. 124(c) for a list of permissible uses of funds.

2 Internal Perkins Database System and State Consolidated Annual Report data system information
for FY 2010.

30 Sec. 124(b)(3).
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Exhibit 2.6.

Summary of required and permissible state leadership activities:

Perkins IIT and IV

Required uses of state leadership funds

Perkins III  Perkins IV

Preparing individuals for nontraditional fields*

Assessing CTE programs*

Developing, improving, or expanding the use of technology in CTE*

Professional development programs*

Integration of academics with vocational and technical education*

Supporting partnerships among secondary, postsecondary, adult education, and other local institutions*
Serving individuals in state institutions

Programs for special populations*

Technical assistance for eligible recipients®

Permissible uses of state leadership funds

v

< L L L L <<

v

<L L L L L L L <L

Petkins IIT  Petkins IV

Technical assistance for eligible recipients”

Career guidance and academic counseling*

Establishing articulation agreements*

Cooperative education”

Vocational student organizations (VSOs)

Public charter schools operating secondary CTE programs

Programs offering exposure to all aspects of an industry

Family and consumer sciences programs

Education and business partnerships*

Improving or developing new CTE courses and initiatives*

CTE programs for adults and school dropouts

Job and continuing education support for CTE students

Initiatives to facilitate transition of subbaccalaureate CTE students into baccalaureate degree programs
Incentive grants to local grant recipients

Entrepreneurship education and training

Developing technical skills assessments

Developing and enhancing data systems to collect academic and employment outcome data
CTE faculty and other personnel recruitment and retention

Occupational and employment information tesources

\

< < <L < <L L <L <L

<

<L < <L <L L QL L L L L L L L <L

v

Exhibit reads: Required and permissible uses of state leadership funds increased by one required and seven permissible activities between

Perkins 111 and Perkins IV,
* Focus of activity was the same in Perkins III and I17, but language and/or section details changed.
* Changed from a permissible to a required use from Perkins III to 11/

® Combined with support for education and business partnerships in Perkins IV (Perkins 117, Sec. 124(c)(8).
NOTE: For full description of activities, see Perkins I1”, Sec. 124(b) and Sec. 124(c).
SOURCE: Perkins IV, Sec. 124(b) and Sec. 124(c).
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Secondary and postsecondary state directors were asked to report on the proportion of lead-
ership funds that were dedicated to different required leadership activities in the 2008—-09
program year (Exhibit 2.7). According to the state directors, the largest percentage of funds
(about 20 percent) went to technical assistance for eligible grant recipients, followed by
providing professional development activities (16 and 15 percent at the secondary and post-
secondary levels, respectively) and assessing CTE programs (11 and 10 percent at the sec-
ondary and postsecondary levels, respectively). Reflecting the limit the legislation places on
tunds for this purpose, directors reported the lowest percentages for serving individuals in
state institutions, such as state correctional facilities and institutions serving disabled students

(about 5 percent).?!

Exhibit 2.7.
Average percentage of state leadership funds allocated for required activities:

Program year 2008—09

Activity Secondary Postsecondary
Technical assistance for eligible recipients 20 21
Providing professional development 16 15
Assessing CTE programs 11 10
Strengthening the integration of academic and CTE instruction 9 8
Expanding the use of technology in CTE programs 8 7
Preparing individuals for nontraditional employment 7 7

Supporting partnerships among secondatry, postsecondary, adult education,

and other local institutions 8 9
Support for programs for special populations that lead to high-skill, high-wage,

high-demand occupations” 8 6

Serving individuals in state institutions, such as state correctional and

institutions serving disabled students 6 5
Number of responses 34 22
Don’t know/ no response 16 26

Exhibit reads: States reported spending an average of 20 percent at the secondary level and 21 percent at the postsecondary level of state
leadership funds on technical assistance for eligible recipients.
N=50 (secondary); 48 (postsecondary).

* Reflects the language included in the Act (Section 124(b)(8)). The category included in the survey was “Supporting programs that prepare
special education students for entry into high-skill, high-wage, high-demand occupations.”

NOTE: Responses were not required to sum to 100 percent.

SOURCE: Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009.

31 Comparisons of trend data across the 1998 and 2006 legislation are not possible due to differences
in survey questions included in the 2004 NAVE national assessment; the 2004 study combined a sub-
set of required and permissible uses of state leadership funds, while the 2010 survey focused solely on
required uses.
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Perkins I1” introduced a new requirement that local providers offer one or more POS to de-
liver CTE services. POS are coherent programs of CTE instruction that (1) incorporate sec-
ondary and postsecondary education elements; (2) offer rigorous technical content aligned
with challenging academic standards in a coordinated, nonduplicative progression of courses
aligning secondary and postsecondary education; (3) may offer high school students the op-
portunity to participate in dual or concurrent enrollment programs to earn postsecondary
credits; and (4) lead to an industry-recognized credential or certificate at the secondary level

or an associate’s or bachelor’s degree.

Some 24 state directors at the secondary level and 19 at the postsecondary level reported di-
recting state leadership funds to establish POS. At the secondary level, states allocated
roughly 17 percent of their leadership funds to POS development and 15 percent to imple-
mentation. Investment was somewhat lower for the postsecondary level: states used about 9
percent for POS development and 7 percent for POS implementation.?? These data support
tindings on POS discussed in Chapter 4, which indicate that POS development and imple-

mentation activities tend to be focused mainly at the secondary education level.

32 Sec. 122(c)(1).

3 Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009. N=50 (secondary); 48 (postsecondary).
The numbers of state directors who responded that they didn’t know or did not respond were 27 and
29 at the secondary and postsecondary levels, respectively. Because items on these questions had re-
sponse rates of less than 85 percent, data should be interpreted with caution.

31
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Nontraditional employment
Perkins I mandates that states reserve no less than $60,000 or more than $150,000 of their

state leadership funds for services that prepare individuals for nontraditional fields.3*

State support for nontraditional services declined from Perkins I1I to I1” in nominal dollars.
On average, states expended $91,500 in FY 2006 versus $80,983 in FY 2010 (Exhibit 2.8).3>
The number of states spending at the minimum of $60,000 increased from 25 in FY 2006 to
321in FY 2010. Two fewer states in FY 2010 than in FY 2006 spent the maximum amount;
11 states directed $150,000 to nontraditional services in FY 2006 and 9 in FY 2010.

32

Exhibit 2.8.

Number of states at different funding levels for services that prepare individuals for

nontraditional fields and the average amount allocated:
FY 2006 and FY 2010

Nontraditional funding level FY 2006 FY 2010
Minimum amount ($60,000) 25 32
More than $60,000 but less than $150,000 16 10
Maximum amount ($150,000) 11 9
Average allocation $91,500 $80,983

Exhibit reads: In FY 2000, 25 states allocated $60,000 for services that prepare individuals for nontraditional fields. The average amount

that states allocated for this purpose was $91,500.
N=52 (FY 2006); 51 (FY 2010).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, 2011, Internal Perkins Data Base System and State

Consolidated Annual Report data system information for FY 2010.

Many states have staff to coordinate state gender equity and activities for special populations
at the secondary and postsecondary levels, even though the requirement that states do so
was eliminated in Perkins III. More than one-half (29 of 44) of states responding at the sec-
ondary level and 23 of 36 states at the postsecondary level reported that they had a gender
equity or special populations coordinator, or both, on staff in the 200001 program year
(Exhibit 2.9) (Silverberg et al. 2004).

3 Sec. 112(1)(2)(B). “Nontraditional fields” are defined in Sec. 3(17) as “occupations or fields of work,
including careers in computer science, technology, and other emerging high-skill occupations, for
which individuals from one gender comprise less than 25 percent of the individuals employed in each
such occupation or field of work.”

3 State-level allocation compatisons are between FY 2006 and FY 2009. FY 2006 is the first year for
which reliable and complete data are available, and corresponds to the second to last year of Perkins
III. FY 2009 corresponds to the second year of Perkins I1/, and is the most recent year for which data
were available at the time of writing.
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Exhibit 2.9.
Number of states reporting gender equity and special populations coordinators at the

secondary and postsecondary levels: Program years 2000-01 and 2008—-09

2000-01° 200809
Position Secondary Postsecondary Secondary Postsecondary
Gender equity coordinator only 10 6 6 6
Special populations coordinator only 6 5 4 5
Both gender and special populations coordinator 13 12 23 13
Neither 15 13 16 19
No response 2 10 1 5
Average number of FTEs dedicated to these positions’ 1.5 1.5 1.1 1.0

Exhibit reads: In program year 2000-01, 10 states reported having a gender equity coordinator only at the secondary level. The average
number of full-time equivalent positions (FTEs) dedicated to these positions was 1.5 at the secondary level in 2000-01.

* N=46.

" N=50 (secondary); 48 (postsecondary).

¢ Among states reporting one or both of these positions in full-time equivents (FTEs).

NOTE: The results may overestimate the number of positions because coordinators shared across levels may have been reported for both

levels in some states.
SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); White et al. (2004); and Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009.

Some 33 of 49 states at the secondary level and 24 of 43 states at the postsecondary level re-
ported having a gender equity or special populations coordinator, or both, in the 2008—09
program year. The number of full-time equivalent positions dedicated to these positions de-
clined between 2000-01 and 2008—09. In states that reported having one or both of these
positions in 2000-01, the positions represented an average of 1.5 FTEs at the secondary and
postsecondary levels. In 2008-09, the average FTEs fell to 1.1 and 1.0 at the secondary and
postsecondary education levels, respectively, indicating that more of these positions were

part time than in 2000-01.
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Individuals in state institutions

States are required to use a portion of their state leadership funds to serve individuals in state

institutions, which include correctional facilities and facilities serving individuals with disabil-

ities.3 Although the legislation does not specify a minimum amount, it caps spending at no

more than 1 percent of a state’s Title I funds.

In both FY 2006 and FY 2010, states spent, on average, about 0.8 percent of their Title I

funds on programs serving individuals in state institutions (Exhibit 2.10). The majority of

states allocated more than 0.8 percent of Title I funds for this purpose in both years (34 in

FY 2006 and 32 in FY 2010).

34

Exhibit 2.10.

Average and total amounts, and the average percentage of Title I funds allocated to serve

individuals in state institutions, and the distribution of states by the percentage of Title I

funds allocated for this purpose: FY 2006 and FY 2010

FY 2006 FY 2010
Average amount allocated $181,020 $179,790
Total amount allocated” 9,413,014 9,169,303
Average percentage of Title I funds allocated” 1 1
Number of states allocating:
Less than 0.3 percent 6 9
0.3 to 0.8 percent 12 10
More than 0.8 percent 34 32

Exhibit reads: In FY 2000, states allocated an average amount of $181,020 for programs to serve individuals in state institutions, and 34

states allocated more than 0.8 percent of Title I funds for this purpose.
N=52 (FY 2006); 51 (FY 2010).
“The national average is the average percentage of Title I funds dedicated for this purpose across all states.

b . .
The total amount allocated is the sum of allocations across all states.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, 2011, Internal Perkins Data Base System and State

Consolidated Annual Report data system information for FY 2010.

36 Sec. 112(2)(2).
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Reserve funds
Perkins 111 increased the minimum amount of resources that states must distribute to local
programs from 75 percent to 85 percent of the overall state grant. At the same time, Con-
gress offered states the option of creating a reserve fund of up to 10 percent of local sub-
grantee funding (or 8.5 percent of the state’s total grant), which gave states flexibility in

adjusting to the new requirement.’’

Reserve funds are allocated to eligible recipients through means other than the statutory
formula chosen by the state, such as alternative formulas or competitions. Perkins 111 re-
quired states to target their reserves to local programs that (1) were located in rural areas, (2)
had high numbers of vocational students, (3) had large percentages of vocational students, or
(4) had experienced funding losses due to within-state formula changes introduced in the
1998 legislation. Because Perkins I17 introduced no changes to the within-state allocation
formula, the latter provision was dropped in the 2006 legislation, along with a requirement

that states spend funds on at least two of the specified categories.

A growing number of states are making use of the reserve provision (Exhibit 2.11); between
FY 2006 and FY 2010 the number of states using the reserve fund increased from 24 to 41.
As a result, the total amount of reserve funds recorded across states grew from roughly
$34.4 to $51.7 million, or about 50 percent. Among states opting for the reserve fund, the
average percentage of local funds allocated was 7.6 percent in FY 2006 and 7.7 percent in
FY 2010. Ten states chose the full 10 percent permitted in FY 2006, and 21 did so in FY
2010.

States have discretion over how to divide reserve funds between the secondary and postsec-
ondary education levels (Exhibit 2.12). As with formula-allocated Title I funds, in FY 2010
the bulk of reserve funds across all states was allocated to the secondary level (63 percent).
Fourteen states with a reserve fund used the funds exclusively for secondary education. By

contrast, just five states allocated their entire reserve fund to the postsecondary level.

37 Sec. 112(2)(1).
3 Sec. 112(c).
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Exhibit 2.11.
Percentage and amount of Title I local funds used as reserve funds, by state: FY 2006 and
FY 2010
FY 2006
Reserve Reserve
(percentage of Reserve (percentage of Reserve

State local funds) amount local funds) amount
Average percentage and

total reserve amount” 8 $34,379,591 8 $51,728,212
Alabama 7 1,121,513 7 1,223,877
Alaska 10 358,268 10 358,268
Arizona 9 1,763,956 4 818,590
Arkansas * * 600,000
California * * * *
Colorado 10 1,329,388 10 1,486,522
Connecticut 4 344,613 8 736,526
Delaware * * 10 409,068
District of Columbia * * * *
Florida 7 3,818,842 5 2,872,902
Georgia 5 1,554,931 10 3,553,664
Hawaii * * 2 78,049
Idaho * * 7 410,915
Illinois * * * *
Indiana 6 1,451,510 * *
Towa * * 2 150,000
Kansas * * 10 996,318
Kentucky * * 8 1,344,218
Louisiana * * 10 1,974,584
Maine 10 491,258 10 530,014
Maryland * * 5 717,585
Massachusetts 3 428,350 2 300,000
Michigan * * 1 300,000
Minnesota * * 10 1,651,822
Mississippi * * * *
Missouri 10 2,020,867 10 1,928,963
Montana 10 463,856 10 458,817
Nebraska 8 500,000 8 500,000
Nevada 2 156,892 10 695,190

See notes at end of table.
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Percentage and amount of Title I local funds used as reserve funds, by state: FY 2006 and

Exhibit 2.11.—cont.

FY 2010
FY 2006 FY 2010
Reserve Reserve
(percentage of Reserve (percentage of Reserve

State local funds) amount local funds) amount

New Hampshire 5 $245,629 5 $258,659
New Jersey 10 2,100,839 8 1,662,028
New Mexico 10 787,405 10 717,887
New York * * * *
North Carolina * * 7 2,034,991
North Dakota * * 10 382,775
Ohio 10 3,873,461 10 3,801,957
Oklahoma 10 1,355,174 10 1,283,005
Oregon * n/a 10 1,305,710
Pennsylvania 5 1,936,992 * *
Rhode Island * * 10 519,199
South Carolina * * 10 1,755,469
South Dakota 10 368,831 10 366,357
Tennessee * * 10 2,156,119
Texas 6 4,943,999 10 8,013,031
Utah * * 3 400,000
Vermont * * 5 187,845
Virginia * * * *
Washington 6 1,077,164 10 1,787,097
West Virginia * * * *
Wisconsin 10 1,885,853 6 1,000,191
Wyoming * * * *
Puerto Rico * * * *

Exhibit reads: Alabama allocated $1,121,513 or 6.6 percent of local funds to the reserve fund in FY 2006 and $1,223,877 or 7.0 percent in

FY 2010.

* State did not have a reserve fund.

* Average and total calculated for the 24 states in FY 2006 and the 41 states in FY 2010 that had a reserve fund.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, 2011, Internal Perkins Data Base System and State

Consolidated Annual Report data system information for FY 2010.
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Exhibit 2.12.
Percentage and amount of reserve funds allocated to the secondary and postsecondary
levels, by state: FY 2010

Secondary Postsecondary
Reserve amount Amount Percent Amount Percent

Total reserve amount $51,728,212 $32,375,776 63 $19,352,437 37
Alabama 1,223,877 1,223,877 100 0 0
Alaska 358,268 310,000 87 48,268 14
Atrizona 818,590 818,590 100 0

Arkansas 600,000 600,000 100 0

California * * * * *
Colorado 1,486,522 891,913 60 594,609 40
Connecticut 736,526 405,089 55 331,437 45
Delaware 409,068 409,068 100 0 0
District of Columbia * * * * *
Florida 2,872,902 2,517,324 88 355,578 12
Georgia 3,553,604 1,776,832 50 1,776,832 50
Hawaii 78,049 39,025 50 39,025 50
Idaho 410,915 0 0 410,915 100
linois * * * * *
Indiana * * * * *
Towa 150,000 0 0 150,000 100
Kansas 996,318 498,159 50 498,159 50
Kentucky 1,344,218 739,320 55 604,898 45
Louisiana 1,974,584 0 0 1,974,584 100
Maine 530,014 349,809 66 180,205 34
Maryland 717,585 466,430 65 251,155 35
Massachusetts 300,000 300,000 100 0

Michigan 300,000 300,000 100 0 0
Minnesota 1,651,822 693,765 42 958,057 58
Mississippi * * * * *
Missouti 1,928,963 1,928,963 100 0 0
Montana 458,817 229,408 50 229,409 50
Nebraska 500,000 275,000 55 225,000 45
Nevada 695,190 195,190 28 500,000 72
New Hampshire 258,659 258,659 100 0 0
New Jersey 1,662,028 1,662,028 100 0 0
New Mexico 717,887 717,887 100 0 0
New York * * * * *
North Carolina 2,034,991 2,034,991 100 0 0

See notes at end of table.
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Exhibit 2.12.—cont.
Percentage and amount of reserve funds allocated to the secondary and postsecondary
levels, by state: FY 2010

Secondary Postsecondary
Reserve amount Amount Percent Amount Percent
North Dakota $382,775 $82,775 22 $300,000 78
Ohio 3,801,957 0 0 3,801,957 100
Oklahoma 1,283,005 1,283,005 100 0 0
Oregon 1,305,710 652,855 50 652,855 50
Pennsylvania * * * * *
Rhode Island 519,199 137,068 26 382,131 74
South Carolina 1,755,469 1,755,469 100 0 0
South Dakota 366,357 274,768 75 91,589 25
Tennessee 2,156,119 1,724,895 80 431,224 20
Texas 8,013,031 5,649,446 71 2,363,585 30
Utah 400,000 200,000 50 200,000 50
Vermont 187,845 187,845 100 0 0
Virginia * * * * *
Washington 1,787,097 786,323 44 1,000,774 56
West Virginia * * * * *
Wisconsin 1,000,191 0 0 1,000,191 100
Wyoming * * * * *
Puerto Rico * * * * *

Exhibit reads: Alabama allocated $1,223,877 or 100 percent of its reserve fund to the secondary level in FY 2010.

* State did not have a reserve fund.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, 2011, Internal Perkins Data Base System and State
Consolidated Annual Report data system information for FY 2010.

In the 2008-09 program year, state directors reported most often using secondary reserve

funds to support programs in rural areas (12 respondents), followed by areas with high per-
centages of CTE students (9 respondents) (Exhibit 2.13). At the postsecondary level, rural

areas and areas with high numbers of CTE students tied for the most common target cate-
gories. Case study evidence indicates that states used the reserve fund to encourage innova-
tion or allocate additional funds to districts and institutions based on need. Although most
states have established resetve funds, not all have. Administrators from one of the 11 states
that chose not to establish a reserve fund reported state concerns that a reserve fund might

be perceived as taking money from districts.
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Exhibit 2.13.
Number of states using reserve fund allocation criteria options:
Program years 2000—-01 and 2008-09

2000-01° 200809
Criteria Secondary Postsecondary Secondary Postsecondary
Rural areas 12 7 12 6
Areas with high percentages of CTE students 10 6 9 2
Areas with high numbers of CTE students 7 5 6
Other" 8 2 4 2
Don’t know/No response 2 2 16 13
No reserve/No reserve at level 25 35 17 26

Exhibit reads: In program year 2000-01, 12 states reported allocating reserve funds at the secondary level to rural areas.
* N=46.
° N=50 (secondary); 48 (postsecondary).

In 200001, “Other” includes “Communities negatively affected by the 1998 Act.”
NOTE: Respondents could use more than one type of critetia.
SOURCE: White et al. (2004); Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009.

Title | Resources at the Secondary and Postsecondary
Levels

Perkins I1” provides states with considerable discretion in how they distribute their Title I
funds across secondary and postsecondary education. This section examines trends in the
distribution of resources across these education levels and explores whether, and to what ex-

tent, new legislative features have affected states’ distribution decisions.

Historically, states have distributed a larger share of Perkins funds to the secondary level, a
trend that continues with Perkins I17. Nationally, states allocated an average of about 64 per-
cent of funds to the secondary level in FY 2010, a proportion that has risen by just 2 per-
centage points since F'Y 1992 (Exhibit 2.14).3

% These funds exclude the up to 10 percent reserve funding that states may choose to distribute using
criteria detailed in Sec. 112(c).
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Exhibit 2.14.
Percentage of Perkins Title I formula-allocated funds allocated to the secondary and

postsecondary levels, fiscal years 1992, 2001, and 2010, and change in the percentage share
allocated to the secondary level, by state: FY 2001 through FY 2010

Change in
percentage share
allocated to
secondary from

Secondary Postsecondary FY 2001 through

State FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2010
National average” 62 63 64 38 37 36 1
Alabama 66 63 68 34 37 32 5
Alaska n/a 87 85 n/a 13 15 -2
Arizona 86 86 84 14 14 16 -1
Arkansas 71 75 74 29 25 26 -1
California 45 41 38 55 59 62 -4
Colorado 40 42 40 60 58 60 -2
Connecticut 79 86 81 22 14 19 -5
Delaware 85 n/a 85 15 n/a 15 n/a
District of Columbia n/a n/a 81 n/a n/a 19 n/a
Florida 53 53 51 47 47 49 -3
Georgia 50 49 50 50 51 50 1
Hawaii 50 50 50 50 50 50 0
Idaho 70 65 65 30 35 35 0
Tllinois 66 60 60 34 40 40 0
Indiana 64 n/a 64 36 n/a 36 n/a
Towa 28 56 51 72 44 49 -6
Kansas 50 56 50 50 45 50 -6
Kentucky 44 49 55 56 51 45 6
Louisiana 56 55 56 44 45 44 1
Maine 53 50 50 47 50 50 0
Maryland 70 65 65 30 35 35

Massachusetts 81 71 70 19 29 30 -1
Michigan 58 n/a 60 42 n/a 40 n/a
Minnesota 9 36 42 91 64 58 6
Mississippi 46 53 53 54 48 47 1
Missouri 70 71 72 30 30 28 2
Montana 65 63 65 35 37 35 2

See notes at end of table.
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Exhibit 2.14.—cont.

Percentage of Perkins Title I formula-allocated funds allocated to the secondary and
postsecondary levels, fiscal years 1992, 2001, and 2010, and change in the percentage share
allocated to the secondary level, by state: FY 2001 through FY 2010

Change in
percentage share
allocated to
secondary from
Secondary Postsecondary FY 2001 through
State FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2010

Nebraska 50 60 55 50 40 45 -5
Nevada 75 68 68 25 32 32 0
New Hampshire n/a 79 80 n/a 21 21 0
New Jersey 77 66 55 23 34 45 -11
New Mexico 8 36 50 92 64 50 14
New York 66 57 52 34 43 48 -5
North Carolina 69 n/a 64 31 n/a 36 n/a
North Dakota 65 65 65 35 35 35 0
Ohio 82 82 88 18 18 12 6
Oklahoma 84 88 84 16 12 16 -4
Oregon 50 n/a 50 50 n/a 50 n/a
Pennsylvania 71 70 70 29 30 30 0
Rhode Island 90 n/a 85 11 n/a 15 n/a
South Carolina 87 82 67 13 18 33 -15
South Dakota 42 43 50 58 57 50 7
Tennessee 86 89 85 14 11 15 -4
Texas 56 57 71 44 43 30 13
Utah 60 58 60 40 42 40 2
Vermont 80 80 75 20 20 25 -5
Virginia 85 85 85 15 15 15 0
Washington 42 43 44 58 57 56 1
West Virginia 77 78 71 23 22 29 -7
Wisconsin 45 44 48 55 56 52 3
Wyoming n/a 65 60 n/a 35 40 -5

Exhibit reads: Alaska allocated 87 percent of local funds to the secondary level in FY 2001 and 85 percent in FY 2010, a decrease of 2

percent.

n/a not available or missing data.

“The national average is the average proportion of Title I funds dedicated to each level across all states available in a given year (47 states in

FY 1992; 44 states in FY 2001; and all U.S. states, including the District of Columbia, in FY 2010).

SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); and U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, 2011, Internal Perkins

Data Base System and State Consolidated Annual Report data system information for FY 2010.
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Of the 44 states for which data from Perkins 111 and I1” are available, the percentage of funds
allocated to the secondary level differed by 5 percent or less in 33 states from FY 2001 to FY
2010, with 13 states registering virtually no change (i.e., differences of 1 percent or less).
Among the eleven states with percentage point changes greater than 5 percent, six states in-
creased the proportion of resources flowing to the secondary level, and five reduced the sec-

ondary share of the funds.

The case studies indicate that some states had recently changed the division of funds based
on negotiations between representatives for the secondary and postsecondary levels, while
other states maintained divisions that were determined many years ago. For example, negoti-
ations within the last three years in one state resulted in a formula based on enrollments av-
eraged over several years. In another state, the proportion allocated to each level had been
negotiated in the early 1990s. One state-level administrator noted that the issue could be
contentious: “I think the hardest part with Perkins, looking at it from a state level, is there
seems to be more or less a constant battle between postsecondary and secondary on how

much money they get.”

In the survey, state directors indicated that they did not anticipate changes to the amounts al-
located to the secondary and postsecondary levels for the remainder of Perkins 1740 The
majority (37) of the 50 secondary respondents anticipated no changes, and just one director
reported an expected increase to the postsecondary amount; another 11 responded that they
did not know. None of the 45 postsecondary respondents anticipated changes, and 12 re-
ported that they did not know.

Secondary Title | Local Allocations

After the state has deducted administrative, leadership, and (if applicable) reserve fund re-
sources, remaining Title I funds are disbursed to eligible secondary and postsecondary pro-
viders. Grant resources flowing into the secondary level are distributed to qualifying LEAs
using a legislated distribution formula. The following section describes how states distribute
these funds at the secondary level, and provides information on the number and characteris-

tics of participating LEAs.

Allocation criteria
States allocate Title I secondary funds to eligible LEAs using a statutory distribution formula.
The formula allocates 30 percent of funds based on the number of individuals aged 5-17 re-

siding in the school district, and 70 percent based on the number aged 5-17 in the school

40 Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009.
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district who lived in poverty during the preceding fiscal year.*! Calculations are based on all
LEAs in the state eligible for Perkins I1” resources. For example, an LEA serving 5 percent
of those aged 5-17 living in poverty among all eligible districts in the state would be eligible
to receive 5 percent of the 70 percent of formula-allocated funds. Because the formula dis-
tributes resources based on the number of individuals residing within a district’s boundaries
and not on the number participating in CTE programs, funding amounts are not tied to the
presence or size of CTE programs offered within LEAs. Consequently, demographically
similar districts may qualify for roughly equivalent amounts of Perkzns I1” funding irrespec-

tive of student participation in CTE or the level of LEA investment in CTE programs.

Perkins Il offers two alternatives to the legislated formula. First, states may apply for a waiv-
er for more equitable distribution that allows states to use an alternative formula to distribute
resources to local subgrantees.*? This waiver may be granted only if an eligible agency can
demonstrate that its use more effectively targets resources on the basis of poverty, as defined
by the Office of Management and Budget. Second, if 15 percent or less of a state’s grant is
made available to either the secondary or postsecondary level, the Special Rule for Minimal
Allocation allows these funds to be distributed on a competitive basis or by an alternative
method.*® According to Department staff, no state used these options at the secondary level
during the first four years of Perkins I17; the options also were available but unused for sec-

ondary disbursement under Perkins I1I (Silverberg et al. 2004).44

As part of the allocation process, state agencies issue an annual application that LEAs seek-
ing funds must complete and submit. To prepare the application, an LEA must develop a
plan for CTE programs that indicates how it will use federal resources to address the re-

quired activities detailed in Perkins I1” and the state plan.

Findings from the secondary state director survey indicated that, with few exceptions, states
approved neatly all of the 4,060 secondary local subgrantee applications submitted across 45
states for the 2008—09 program year.* States described working closely with LEAs to im-
prove applications that did not initially meet Perkins requirements so that all or most appli-
cants eventually qualified to receive funds. Among the 45 secondary state directors
responding, only three reported rejecting funding applications, with one state accounting for
23 of the 26 rejected applications. The odds that an LEA would qualify for funding, either in

response to its original application or after revision and resubmission, approached 100 per-

41 States must use either Census data used to determine district eligibilities under Title I of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) or data collected by the National Center for Education Statis-
tics (Sec. 131(a)). Poverty data are obtained from Sec. 1124(c)(1)(A) of ESEA.

4 Sec. 131(0).

4 Sec. 133 (a).

4 Perkins I1” information obtained through personal communication with Andrew Johnson, Grants
Management Specialist at the Office of Vocational and Adult Education, April 18, 2011.

4 Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009.
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cent. This finding parallels that reported in the previous national assessment, which found
that 93 percent of local applications for Perkins secondary funds in FY 2001 were approved
and awarded, with only six states rejecting one or more local applications (Silverberg et al.

2004).

State directors in the three states that rejected one or more local applications offered several
reasons for their decision not to award funding. These included failure on the part of the

LEA to provide an adequate plan for allocating funds and collecting accountability data, fail-
ure to provide past accountability data, poor past performance, insufficient program quality,

or an inability or unwillingness to join a consortium.*

Percentage and type of LEAs awarded funding
Although all LEAs enrolling students may qualify for a Perkins I1” grant, resources typically
are distributed to those offering secondary programs (i.e., where grades 10-12 are the high-
est offered) (Exhibit 2.15).

Exhibit 2.15.
Percentage of LEAs with secondary schools awarded Title I funds:
Fiscal years 1992, 2001, and 2010

FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2010

LEAs with secondary school(s) awarded Title I funds 68 64 68
Exhibit reads: Among the 39 states for which data were available in all three years, about 68 percent of LEAs with secondary
schools received a Title I grant in FY 1992.

NOTE: “LEAs with secondary schools,” as defined here and used as the denominator in these calculations, include all LEAs and
identifiable CTE area schools that have at least 10th-, 11th-, or 12th-grade education, based on an analysis using the NCES
Common Core of Local Education Agency Universe Sutvey: School Year 2007-08 (most recent year available). In FY 2010, these

institutions accounted for about 95 petcent of all grantees for which a CCD match was found. The analysis is based on the 39 states
for which data wete available in all three years.

SOURCE: (1992 and 2001 data) Silverberg et al. (2004); (2010 data) Secondary State Director Survey Fiscal Data, 2009; and National
Center of Education Statistics (NCES), Common Core of Local Education Agency Universe Survey: School Year 2007-08.

An analysis of the 39 states for which data were available for FY 1992, FY 2001, and FY
2010 revealed changes of only a few points in the percentage of districts receiving Title I
funds during this period. From 64 to 68 percent of districts with secondary schools were al-

located funds in each of the three yeats.

The requirement that all grant recipients offer one or more POS to obtain funding does not
seem to have adversely affected local CTE program administration and implementation. On

a 1 to 5 rating scale, with 1 being a “very negative impact” and 5 a “very positive impact,”

6 Because responses to some question items were less than 85 percent, results should be interpreted
with caution.
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LEA survey respondents rated the impact of adopting or developing POS at just over 3, in-
dicating that these policies had no or a slightly positive impact on their administration and

implementation of CTE programs.+’

In FY 2010, about 95 percent of Perkins I1” subgrantees were in LEAs with a highest grade
of 12, which received about 97 percent of the funds allocated. LEAs in which grade 8 was

the highest grade offered accounted for about 4 percent of subgrantees, but received just 1
percent of funds (Exhibit 2.16).

Exhibit 2.16.
Percentage of local secondary Perkins Title I allocations, by highest grade offered and type
of LEA: FY 2010

Highest grade and LEA type Number of grantees Percentage of grantees Percentage of funds
Highest grade offered
Grade 8 432 4 1
Grade 12 9,205 95 97
Other grades or not classified 91 1 2
Type of LEA
Local school district 9,520 98 94
Regional education services agency 138 1 5
Other* 70 1 4

Exhibit reads: The highest grade offered by 432 of the LEAs that received a Title I grant in FY 2010 was grade 8. This type of LEA
represented 4 percent of all grantees and received 1 percent of the funds allocated.

* Other includes administrative centers, institutions providing services to individuals with special needs, and charter school districts.
NOTE: Analysis includes data for 9,728 LEAs in 49 states and the District of Columbia (excludes the 39 LEAs that received an allocation
in FY 2010 but for which no NCES ID number or match was found).

SOURCE: Secondary State Director Surveys Fiscal Data, 2009.

Virtually all of the LEAs awarded funds were local school districts (98 percent). Regional

education services agencies, which include Boards of Cooperative Educational Services, vo-
cational school districts, and area CTE centers, also received Perkins Title I funds. Although
these types of LEAs accounted for roughly 1 percent of the LEAs allocated funds, they re-

ceived just over 5 percent of the funds allocated.

Beginning with Perkins I (FY 1991), Congress mandated that 1.25 percent of the total Per-
kins appropriation be set aside for programs serving Native Americans and Alaska Natives,
including schools funded by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).* Since Perkins 111, BIA-

47 Secondary State Director Survey, 2009. Requirement to adopt at least one statewide POS to obtain
funds, 3.46 (SE .026); Requirement to develop at least one POS to obtain funds, 3.39 (SE .025).
4 Sec. 111(2)(1).
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funded secondary schools have been ineligible to receive funds directly through this set-
aside; these institutions are eligible, however, for formula-allocated Title I funds. Four states
in the 2000-01 and 2008-09 program years reported awarding state Perkins funds to BIA

secondary schools, either independently or as part of consortia.®

Consortium provision
To ensure that grants are adequate to support CTE programs and meet Perkins I1” require-
ments, an LEA must be eligible to receive at least $15,000 using the basic grant distribution
formula. If an LEA’s allocation does not meet this threshold, it may either join a consortium
with one or more other LEAs, combining resources to meet the minimum allocation re-

quirement, or seek a secondary consortia waiver allowing receipt of a grant less than
$15,000.%

States may grant waivers to any LEA that is either located in a rural, sparsely populated area
or is a public charter school offering secondary CTE programs, as long as the LEA can
demonstrate that it is unable to join a consortium.>!' Similar numbers of secondary state di-
rectors reported issuing minimum local subgrantee waivers under Perkins I1I and Perkins 117
(24 in the 2000-01 program year and 22 in the 2008—09 program year) (Exhibit 2.17).52

# Secondary State Director Survey, 2009. Because question items had response rates of less than 85
percent, results should be interpreted with caution.

50 Sec. 131(d).

51 Sec. 131(d). Both the 2001 and 2009 state director surveys listed three reasons for waiving the min-
imum allocation rule, including the inability to enter a consortium. Because inability to join a consor-
tium is required of all waiver recipients, however, this section only reports two reasons for the LEA’s
inability to join a consortium: location and charter status.

52 The 2008—-09 data may underestimate waiver use, because three states reporting the use of waivers
did not provide information on the number and types issued.
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Exhibit 2.17.
Minimum allocation waiver use at the secondary level:
Program years 2000-01 and 2008-09

Number and type of waivers 2000-01 2008-09"
Total number of waivers reported 434 286
Range (among states) 1-79 1-152
Number of states reporting waivers 24 22
Waiver type
Sparsely populated area (number of waivers) 275 269
Number of states 22 19
Public charter school (number of waivers) 48 12
Number of states 1 2

Exhibit reads: In 2000-01, 24 states reported issuing 434 consortia waivers. Twenty-two states reported issuing a total of 275 waivers to
LEAs located in sparsely populated areas.

" Three of the states reporting waivers in 2008-09 did not know the number and types of waivers received.
SOURCE: White et al. (2004); and Secondary State Director Sutrvey, 2009.

In both years, states gave the largest number of waivers to LEAs located in sparsely populat-
ed (rural) areas that precluded them from joining a consortium. A total of 19 states granted
such waivers in the 2008—09 program year, with 16 states issuing waivers to 10 or fewer
LEAs.3 In contrast, one predominantly rural state granted 152 waivers, one to every LEA in
the state. States were less likely to take advantage of the waiver for public charter schools:

only two states issued a total of 12 such waivers in 2008-09.

Rather than receiving a waiver, the majority of LEAs receiving grants of less than $15,000
joined consortia. In FY 2010, 32 of the 50 states that submitted fiscal data funded at least

one consortium, and 22 states funded 10 or more (Exhibit 2.18).

Nationwide, about 5,570 LEAs received Perkins funds through 703 consortia, representing
about 22 percent of the allocation amounts to secondary subgrantees reported by the 49
states for which FY 2010 data were available. The number of LEAs participating in consortia
varied widely across states, with some states funding as few as two LEAs through consortia
and others 500 or more. Although the legislation does not limit Title I consortia members to
one education level, consortia members in the case study states with Title I consortia were all

at the secondary level.

Grants for all participating subgrantees within a consortium are combined, and members
must agree on how to allocate the aggregated resources to support CTE services across the
consortium. One state director noted that LEAs had largely ignored this requirement in the

past and reallocated funds to consortium members to be spent individually. Under Perkins

53 Data not shown.
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IV, however, consortia members within this state are meeting this requirement. Another
state-level administrator reported that, in an effort to encourage collaboration, the state had
imposed a requirement that LEAs could form a consortium only if they joined with a re-
gional education services unit or community college. As a result, federal funds were more
likely to be invested in creating high-quality CTE programs, rather than used as a revenue
stream for LEAs to make equipment purchases. Another state administrator reported that
the state’s consortia facilitate disseminating information and aid in organizing and providing

professional development.
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Exhibit 2.18.
Number of secondary Title I consortia allocations, number of LEAs participating in

consortia, and average consortia allocation amount, by state: FY 2010

Total number of Total number of LEAs Average consortia
State consortia grants participating in consortia grant (amount)
Alabama 2 6 84,300
Alaska 0 0 0
Arizona 0 0 0
Arkansas 16 179 218,700
California 20 102 101,800
Colorado 14 108 50,900
Connecticut 6 28 63,300
Delaware n/a n/a n/a
District of Columbia 0 0 0
Florida 0 0 0
Georgia 0 0 0
Hawaii 0 0 0
Idaho 18 69 43,800
1llinois 52 483 303,300
Indiana 48 291 418,900
Towa 49 327 51,500
Kansas 18 191 69,500
Kentucky 5 12 23,700
Louisiana 0 0 0
Maine 0 0 0
Maryland 0 0 0
Massachusetts 2 11 147,000
Michigan 24 523 679,800
Minnesota 26 337 240,200
Mississippi 20 57 110,600
Missouri 60 418 187,400
Montana 0 0 0
Nebraska 15 233 79,700
Nevada 0 0 0
New Hampshire 17 28 250,700
New Jersey 1 2 27,900
New Mexico 4 19 42,700
New York 0 0 0
North Carolina 0 0 0
North Dakota 26 151 46,900

See notes at end of table.
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Exhibit 2.18.—cont.
Number of secondary Title I consortia allocations, number of LEAs participating in
consortia, and average consortia allocation amount, by state: FY 2010

Number of Number of LEAs Average consortia

State consortia grants participating in consortia grant (amount)
Ohio 0 0 $0
Oklahoma 59 311 44,700
Oregon 15 142 201,700
Pennsylvania 72 462 255,800
Rhode Island 10 38 397,200
South Carolina 0 0 0
South Dakota 21 140 38,900
Tennessee 1 25 1,582,900
Texas 52 554 85,700
Utah 1 2 15,700
Vermont 0 0 0
Virginia 1 2 278,700
Washington 1 2 16,300
West Virginia 0 0 0
Wisconsin 30 317 134,300
Wyoming 0 0 0
Puerto Rico n/a n/a n/a
Total 706 5,570 n/a

Exhibit reads: In FY 2010, Alabama had 2 Title I secondary consortia with a total of 6 LEA members, and the average allocation
made to consortia in Alabama that year was $84,300.
n/a Data not available.

* Average grant is calculated among states awarding secondary Title I consortia grants.
SOURCE: Secondary State Director Surveys Fiscal Data, 2009.

Number and size of local allocations
Nationally, the number of LEA subgrantees differed little (by less than 1 percent) between
Perfkins I1I and Perkins 11/, reflecting the consistency of the distribution formula across the
two Acts. The 39 states for which multi-year data were available reported a total of 4,388 al-
location amounts to individual LEAs and consortia in FY 2010, compared to 4,424 grants in
FY 2001 and 4,232 in FY 1992 (Exhibit 2.19).
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Exhibit 2.19.

Number and average amount of Title I local secondary allocations, fiscal years 1992, 2001,

and 2010, and difference and percent change: FY 2001 through FY 2010

Difference Percent
from change from

FY 2001 FY 2001

Number and through through

amount of allocations FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2010 FY 2010
Number of allocations 4,232 4,424 4,388 -36 -1

Amount (average allocation size)"

Nominal dollars 76,238 101,813 112,934 11,121 11
Real dollars (2010) 118,629 125,505 112,934 -12,571 -10

Exhibit reads: There were 4,424 Title I secondary allocations in 2001 and 4,388 in FY 2010, a decrease of 36 grants or about 1 percent. In

nominal dollars, the average allocation in FY 2001 was $101,813, and in 2010, $112,934, an increase of $11,121 or 11 percent.

* Current dollars are the actual amounts as they were allocated and reported in the given year. Real dollars have been adjusted for inflation.

NOTE: Calculations include the 39 states for which secondary local allocation data were available for all three years.

SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); NACTE Secondary State Director Survey Fiscal Data, 2009; and Real dollar calculations: Bureau of

Labor Statistics, Inflation Calculator, http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicale.pl (accessed January 20, 2011).

The average LEA allocation increased by roughly one-third between Perkins II and Perkins

1I1. As documented in the previous national assessment, this increase is likely due to the con-

fluence of several factors, including the increase in appropriations between Perkins 1T and

Perkins 11 and a change in the proportion of resources distributed to local providers (Silver-

berg et al. 2004). In keeping with past trends, the average allocation amount also increased

between Perkins 11 and 117, climbing from $101,813 in FY 2001 to $112,934 in FY 2010. In

addition to the factors noted above, the increase in the average allocation may reflect addi-
tional Title I resources in states that consolidated Title I and II (Tech Prep) funds. This in-

crease represents a nominal gain of about $11,121, but in real 2010 dollars the average

allocation declined by more than $12,000 between these years.

In FY 2001 and FY 2010, the average Perkins I LEA allocation varied widely by state, and

ranged from $2,562,592 to $17,097 in FY 2010 (Exhibit 2.20).>* Among the 42 states for

which FY 2001 and FY 2010 data were available, 30 reported an increase in the average LEA

allocation, and 12 reported a decrease. Variations in both the size of the average allocation

across states and the average allocation within states over time can be attributed to changes

in the proportion of funds allocated to the secondary and postsecondary levels, the number

of LEA applicants, the proportion of LEAs in consortia, relative LEA setvice area popula-

tion and poverty levels, and average LEA size.

54 In some states, allocation amounts for 2010 are estimates based on state formula calculations. Actu-

al grant amounts disbursed to recipients may vary.
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Exhibit 2.20.

Average, maximum, and minimum Title I secondary local allocation amounts awarded and

direction of average allocation amount change, by state: FY 2001 and FY 2010

Change
Average allocation amount from Maximum allocation Minimum allocation
State FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2001 FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2001 FY 2010
National® $101,813 $112,934 + $13,526,258  $13,700,000 $582 $157
Alabama 75,837 85,413 + 1,211,668 1,195,365 8,159 15,534
Alaska 66,078 56,574 - 1,102,628 953,409 15,000 15,000
Arizona 120,961 158,091 + 2730984 3,480,298 1,150 1,581
Arkansas 87.356 106,196 + 497,306 623,111 15,379 17,651
California 118,929 122,976 + 7,632,316 7,023,392 2,400 1,891
Colorado 75,131 84,624 + 811,763 933,633 3,934 1,119
Connecticut 77,709 79,346 + 1,048,221 776,539 15,000 13,643
Delaware n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
District of Columbia n/a 600,000 n/a n/a 2,528,015 n/a 54,161
Florida 324,189 421,469 + 3969864 4414487 13,030 14,030
Georgia 72,072 97,409 + 818,653 1,042,007 8,701 2,831
Hawaii” 2285140 2,562,592 + 2285140 2562592 2285140 2,562,592
Idaho 62,024 62,190 + 355,505 370,807 1,687 4,058
Tlinois 354,369 56,590 - 851,808 8,246,886 31,392 382
Indiana n/a 418,916 n/a n/a 1,211,526 n/a 51,866
Towa n/a 60,978 n/a n/a 476,836 n/a 6,428
Kansas 71,443 44,663 - 650,327 712,416 5,879 819
Kentucky 48,499 49,060 + 1084916 1284610 2,702 1,988
Louisiana 149,794 142,170 - 1,469,956 776,767 16,014 12,245
Maine 75,943 88,336 + 173,441 221,635 27,900 8,367
Maryland 356,424 387,762 + 2735562 2105583 30,546 35,583
Massachusetts n/a 156,502 n/a n/a 1,740,285 n/a 14,327
Michigan n/a 832,825 n/a n/a 4505403 n/a 95.807
Minnesota 104,482 240,150 + 1,045,389 741,180 15,001 36,962
Mississippi 48,372 53,701 + 473279 989,002 4,896 4922
Missouti 151,026 183,308 + 1,563,374 1,521,581 3,222 3,282
Montana 26,224 17,097 - 656,347 280,412 1,000 1,000
Nebraska 79,984 98,607 + 894,496 926,719 15,235 16,167
Nevada 225,457 297,722 + 2181208 3,390,042 2,912 2,039
New Hampshire 136,751 250,701 + 514,526 772,281 45,228 28,418
New Jersey 112,699 46,459 - 982,291 923,120 2,550 3,776
New Mexico 117,303 102,683 - 810,549 976,348 22,777 21,722
New York 558,769 431,781 - 13,526,258 13,700,000 73,257 21,528
North Carolina n/a 176,172 n/a n/a 1,681,133 n/a 11,788

See notes at end of table.
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Exhibit 2.20.—cont.
Average, maximum, and minimum Title I secondary local allocation amounts awarded and
direction of average allocation amount change, by state: FY 2001 and FY 2010

Change
Average grant amount from Maximum grant Minimum grant
State FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2001 FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2001 FY 2010
North Dakota $50,279 $62,391 + $209,796 $244,408 $5,547 $14,712
Ohio 322,241 332,428 + 2,667,048 2,340,533 46,833 42,768
Oklahoma 78,113 58,283 - 994,299 1,149,840 3,986 1,165
Oregon n/a 158,727 n/a n/a 649,175 n/a 1,499
Pennsylvania 213,181 263,031 + 5,704,966 6,558,290 19,543 11,332
Rhode Island n/a 397,188 n/a n/a 1,247,770 n/a 104,240
South Carolina 128,254 157,825 + 933,272 1,085,453 13,588 16,537
South Dakota 28,605 43,389 + 146,032 223481 886 3,115
Tennessee 139,909 151,613 + 3,086,573 3,013,420 11,744 8,267
Texas 41,164 137,116 + 3,104,501 3,798,821 1,500 1,597
Utah 688,846 188,152 - 2,418,246 1,066,222 225,604 11,360
Vermont 166,944 159,369 - 290,948 370,720 12,843 39,000
Virginia 137,260 140,565 + 1,420,159 1,607,901 5,640 5,039
Washington 34,955 32,866 - 543,439 501,723 582 157
West Vitginia 90,367 90,904 + 505,548 510,617 8,779 11,995
Wisconsin 92,334 110,510 + 2,212,247 2,156,789 5,151 17,170
Wyoming 47,060 51,564 + 332,601 362,856 2,496 4,075
Puerto Rico n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Exhibit reads: In Alabama, the average Title I secondary allocation was $75,837 in FY 2001 and $85,413 in FY 2010. The maximum and
minimum allocations for this state in FY 2010 were $1,195,365 and $15,534, respectively.

n/a Not available or missing data.

+ Average allocation size increased from FY 2001 through FY 2009.

— Average allocation size decreased from FY 2001 through FY 2009.

a National average reflects the trend calculations in Exhibit 2.19.

b Hawaii has just one school district that receives all of the state’s Title I Perkins funds allocated to the secondary level.

NOTE: Allotment amounts for FY 2010 for some states are estimates based on formula calculations. Actual allocations may vary according
to consortia memberships. Amounts may also include carry over funds, which are unspent local funds from the previous year that are
reallocated by formula.

SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); and Secondary State Director Survey Fiscal Data, 2009.

Allocations by LEA poverty level, location, and size
Several aspects of the legislation target Perkins resources to specific groups of students and
types of LEAs. As in previous legislation, Perins I1” has a compensatory emphasis. As out-
lined eatlier, Perkins I1” allocates 70 percent of secondary funds according to the relative
number of low-income individuals in a community and the remaining amount according to
the relative percentage of residents aged 5—17. Through the reserve allocation, states also
have some discretion to direct additional resources to rural and sparsely populated areas and

to areas with high numbers or high percentages of CTE students. The analyses presented
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here provide an overview of how the various allocation criteria distributed funds by LEA

poverty level, size, and location.>

LEA poverty level
In both FY 2001 and FY 2010, LEAs received an average of about $40 per secondary stu-
dent (Exhibit 2.21). This average differed across low-, medium-, and high-poverty LEAs in
FY 1992, FY 2001, and FY 2010.

In high-poverty LEAs, the funding level per secondary student was $53 in both FY 2001 and
FY 2010, a higher level of funding than in medium- and low-poverty LEAs in both years.
High-poverty LEAs did receive a lower proportion of Perkins tunds in FY 2010 than in FY
2001 (36 vs. 42 percent), but they represented about the same proportion of subgrantees (28
percent). These patterns may reflect demographic shifts and changes in the mix of poverty
levels among the districts applying for Perkins funds and the distribution of reserve funds,
which states may have allocated in ways that disproportionately benefit high-poverty LEAs

on a per student basis.

Exhibit 2.21.
Average Perkins Title I allocations per secondary student and distributions of funds and
local subgrantees, by LEA poverty level: Fiscal years 1992, 2001, and 2010

FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2010
Perkins Perkins Perkins
dollar dollar Percent of dollar Percent of
amount per amount per funds amount per funds
secondary secondary  received by Percent of secondary  received by Percent of

LEA poverty level” student student grantees grantees student grantees grantees
High-poverty $51 $53 42 28 $53 36 28
Medium-poverty 28 32 42 56 37 51 55
Low-poverty 32 41 16 16 25 13 18
All LEAs 32 40 39

Exhibit reads: In FY 2001, high-poverty LEAs received an average of $53 in Perkins funding per secondary student. These types of LEAs
received 42 percent of all local secondary Title I funds at the secondary level, and they accounted for about 28 percent of the secondary
Title I grantees.

* Poverty levels are based on quartiles determined by the percentage of students within a district eligible for free or reduced-priced lunches.
For FY 1992 and FY 2001: Low = 9 percent or less, Medium = 10 to 49 percent, High = 50 percent or more. For FY 2009: Low = 25
petcent or less, Medium = 26 to 50 percent, High = 59 petrcent or more.

NOTE: Calculations are based on the 29 states for which trend data are available. The 2 percent of LEAs for which CCD enrollment
numbers are unavailable are excluded; these include BOCES in New York and joint vocational school districts in Ohio. The unit of analysis
is a secondary student (grades 9—12) because most take at least one vocational education course. Therefore, the Perkins dollar amounts in
this table indicate the amount of federal money that is calculated per potential patticipant in secondaty vocational education. Detail may not
sum to 100 percent because of rounding.

SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); Secondary State Director Survey Fiscal Data, 2009; and National Center for Education Statistics INCES)
Common Cote of Data (CCD) Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey: School Year 2007-08.

5 The trend analyses reported in this section are based on the 29 states for which data were available
for FY 1992, FY 2001, and 2010. Data for the 49 states (and the District of Columbia) for which data
are available in 2010 are included in the exhibits, but not discussed in the text.
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LEA location
In both FY 2001 and FY 2010, more than half of LEA subgrantees were located in rural are-
as (Exhibit 2.22). Because of their relatively small enrollments, however, these LEASs re-
ceived less than one-fourth of Title I secondary funds (about 24 and 21 petcent of funds in
FY 2001 and FY 2010, respectively). By contrast, urban districts accounted for about 7 per-

cent of subgrantees in both years, but they received about 38 and 32 percent of Perkins funds
in FY 2001 and FY 2010, respectively.

Exhibit 2.22.
Average Perkins Title I allocations per secondary student and distribution of funds and local
subgrantees, by LEA locale: Fiscal years 1992, 2001, and 2010

FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2010
Perkins Perkins Percent of Perkins Percent of
dollar amount  dollar amount funds dollar amount funds

LEA per secondary  per secondary received by Percent of per secondary received by  Percent of
locale® student student grantees grantees student grantees grantees
Urban $43 $50 38 8 $45 32 7
Suburban 24 30 38 33 32 47 40
Rural 39 54 24 59 53 21 54
All LEAs 32 40 39

Exhibit reads: In FY 2001, urban LEAs received an average of $50 per secondary student in Perkins funds. These types of LEAs received
about 38 percent of Perkins Title I local funds granted at the secondary level and accounted for 8 percent of all secondary grantees.

*The CCD classifies LEA locales as either an LEA that primarily serves a central city of a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA); an LEA that
serves an MSA but not its central city (suburban); or an LEA that does not serve an MSA (rural). Since 2005-06 was the last year this
classification scheme was used, the 2009 data were analyzed using CCD LEA-level data from that year.

NOTE: Calculations are based on the 29 states for which data were available in all three years and in which more than 80 percent of
grantees in a state had an NCES ID. The 2 percent of LEAs for which CCD enrollment numbers are unavailable are excluded in FY 2010;
these include BOCES in New York and joint vocational school districts in Ohio. The unit of analysis is a secondary student (grades 9-12)
because most take at least one vocational education course. Therefore, the Perkins dollar amounts in this table indicate the amount of
federal money that is calculated per potential participant in secondary vocational education. Detail may not sum to totals because of
rounding.

SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); Secondary State Director Survey Fiscal Data, 2009; National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
Common Core of Data (CCD) Local Education Agency Universe Survey: School Year 2005-06; and NCES CCD Elementary/Secondary
School Universe Survey: School Year 2007—08.

As in FY 2001, Perkins funds in FY 2010 disproportionately benefited rural and urban LEAs
on a per student basis. These LEAs received an average of $53 and $45 per secondary pupil,
respectively. By contrast, per pupil funding in suburban LEAs was $32. The relatively higher
levels of per pupil funding for rural LEAs in FY 2001, compared with FY 1992, resulted
from the introduction of the reserve fund in Perkins 111, which was intended partly to in-
crease assistance for rural CTE programs (Silverberg et al. 2004). This policy continues to

have a salutary effect on rural funding levels under Perkins I1.
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LEA size
Medium-sized LEAs had the largest proportion of subgrantees in FY 2010 (42 percent), but
LEAs enrolling 3,000 or more students received the largest proportion of funds (84 percent).
LEAs enrolling fewer than 500 students received a small proportion of overall Perkins funds

(2 percent), but they accounted for 25 percent of all subgrantees (Exhibit 2.23).

Exhibit 2.23.
Average Perkins Title I allocations per secondary student and distribution of funds and local

subgrantees, by subgrantee size: Fiscal years 1992, 2001, and 2010

FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2010
Perkins Petkins Percent of Petkins Percent of
dollar amount  dollar amount funds dollar amount funds
per secondary  per secondary received by  Percent of per secondary received by  Percent of
LEA size student student subgrantees subgrantees student subgrantees subgrantees
Large $32 $37 79 34 $38 84 32
(3,000 or more
students)
Medium 32 53 18 45 45 15 42
(500 to 2,999
students)
Small 37 88 3 21 50 2 25
(less than 500
students)
All school
districts 32 40 38

Exhibit reads: In FY 2001, large LEAs received an average of $37 per secondary student in Perkins funds. These types of LEAs received
about 79 percent of Perkins Title 1 local funds granted at the secondary level and accounted for about 34 percent of all secondary subgrantees.
NOTE: Calculations are based on the 29 states for which data were available in all three years and in which more than 80 percent of
subgrantees in a state had an NCES ID. The 2 percent of LEAs for which CCD enrollment numbers are unavailable are excluded in FY 2010;
these include BOCES in New York and joint vocational school districts in Ohio. The unit of analysis is a secondary student (grades 9-12)
because most take at least one vocational education course. Therefore, the Perkins dollar amounts in this table indicate the amount of federal
money that is calculated per potential participant in secondary vocational education. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.
SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); Secondary State Director Survey Fiscal Data, 2009; NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) Local Education
Agency Universe Sutvey: School Year 2007-08; and NCES CCD Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey: School Year 2007-08.

On a per secondary student basis, however, allocations to small districts were equivalent to
an average of $50 per student in 'Y 2010, or about 32 percent more than the average $38
that large districts received. Funding levels per secondary student in FY 2010 were smaller in
small- and medium-sized LEAs than they were in FY 2001; for example, small districts were
allocated $88 per student in FY 2001 and $50 per student in FY 2010. Per student alloca-

tions in large LEAs were about the same across the two years.
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Use of secondary funds at the local level
Guidelines for the use of funds at the local level are divided into 9 required and 20 permis-
sive uses. All of the eight required uses in Perkins I1I were maintained in Perkins 11/, with only
some textual changes made to the legislation. These changes added additional detail or speci-
ficity, but they did not change the substance of the required use. For example, specifications
such as the “effective use of scientifically based research and data to improve instruction”
were added to the requirement to provide professional development to faculty, administra-
tors, and counselors. Mention of “Tech Prep” was removed from the requirement to link
secondary and postsecondary CTE programs, and a requirement to offer POS was added.
The only new required use in Perkins I1” was to provide activities to prepate special popula-
tions enrolled in CTE programs for high-skill, high-wage, or high-demand occupations lead-
ing to self-sufficiency (Exhibit 2.24).56

Fifteen of the 20 permissive local uses of Perkins I1” funds also had parallels in Perkins 111,
although several uses acquired new language or specifications.”” The changes include provid-
ing work-related experiences to teachers and faculty as well as students, and addressing the
integration of academic and CTE education in CTE teacher preparation programs. Perkins

I also added six new permissive uses, including support for entrepreneurship education,
career-themed learning communities, training programs in automotive technologies, and

pooling funds with one or more eligible recipients for innovative initiatives.

% Sec. 135(b).
57 Sec. 135(c).



CHAPTER 2. FINANCE SYSTEMS 59

Exhibit 2.24.
Summary of required uses of local funds: Perkins IIT and IV

Required uses of local funds Perkins IIT Petkins IV
Strengthen academic and career and technical skills of CTE students through the integration

of academics with CTE programs through a coherent sequence of courses, such a career and

technical POS described in the state plan, to ensure learning in core academic subjects as v v
defined by ESEA, and CTE subjects.*

Provide students with strong experience in and understanding of all aspects of an industry, v v
including work-based learning experiences.*

Develop, improve or expand the use of technology in CTE.* v v
Professional development consistent with the state plan to secondary and postsecondary

teachers, faculty, administrators, and career guidance and academic counselors who are v v
involved in integrated CTE programs.*

Evaluations of vocational and technical education programs being catried out with Perkins

funds, including an assessment of how the needs of special populations are being met. v v
Initiate, improve, expand and modernize quality vocational and technical education programs, v v
including relevant technology.*

Provide services that are of sufficient size, scope and quality to be effective. v v
Link secondary and postsecondary CTE programs, including by offering the relevant elements

of not less than one career and technical program of study described in the state plan.* v v
Activities to prepare special populations, including single parents and displaced homemakers

who are enrolled in CTE programs, for high-skill, high-wage or high-demand occupations v

that will lead to self-sufficiency.

Exhibit reads: Perkins III had 8 required uses for local funds. Six of these had changes in language, section details, or both in
Perkins 117, which also added one required use.

* Focus of activity was the same in Perkins III and I/, but language, section details, or both changed.

NOTE: For full description of required local uses, see Perkins IV , Sec. 135(b).

SOURCE: Perkins IV, Sec. 135(b).

According to local directors, the most common permissive uses were leasing, purchasing,
upgrading, or adapting equipment (70 percent of LEAs) and providing career guidance and
academic counseling (68 percent) (Exhibit 2.25).58 More than half of LEAs (58 percent) de-
voted funds to support the implementation of POS. Less than one-fifth of LEAs, by con-
trast, offered continuing education or job referral services (13 percent) or the newly
permitted entrepreneurship education and training (18 percent). Districts are generally una-
ble to provide information on the percentage or amount of funds spent on various uses be-

cause funding sources may be combined and few states collect these data (Klein 2001).

38 LEA Survey, 2009. All comparisons of the IHE and LEA survey data were tested for statistical sig-
nificance using the Student’s £statistic, and all differences cited are statistically significant at the p <
.05 level.
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Exhibit 2.25.

Percentage of local secondary grant recipients who reported using Title I funds for

permissive uses: Program year 2008—09

Percentage of

Permissive use LEAs
Leasing, purchasing, upgrading, or adapting equipment 70
Providing career guidance and academic counseling 68
Implementing CTE programs of study (POS) 58
Promoting work-related experiences for students 56
Providing programs for special populations 53
Assisting CTE student organizations 43
Supporting nontraditional training and activities 39
Involving business and labor in designing, implementing,

and evaluating CTE programs covered by the Act 37
Developing new CTE courses 36
Supporting teacher preparation programs 35
Promoting industry experiences for teachers 35
Improving accountability data collection and reporting 30
Offering mentoring and related support services 28
Providing training programs in automotive technologies 23
Entrepreneurship education and training 18
Offering continuing education or job referral services 13
Other” 4

Exhibit reads: In program year 2008-09, 70 percent of LEAs reported using Perkins funds for leasing, purchasing, upgrading, or adapting

equipment.

* “Other” includes CTE teacher training and professional development, career academies, integration of academics, literacy, technology,

career software, industry exams, and inquiry-based learning.

NOTE: Estimates were weighted to reflect population values.

SOURCE: LEA Sutvey, 2009.

Case study evidence indicates that within-district allocations were made chiefly by the local

director on the basis of programmatic priorities and perceived need and the formality of the

funding allocation process varied by district. In some districts, allocation decisions were in-

formed by meetings and discussions with faculty members, whereas others used a written

application process requiring programs to document how funds would be used.

In the survey and case study visits, local directors reported equipment purchases, particulatly

for software associated with specific fields such as business and computer-aided design, as

their most common use of the funds. To support POS, sites reported using funds for pro-

fessional development for faculty (including conference attendance) and consultants to assist

with POS development, articulation agreements with postsecondary institutions, and indus-

try certifications. Other uses included salaries for counselors, data specialists, or faculty;
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sending students to conferences and other professional events; and industry certification ex-

am fees for students.

CTE is often more costly to provide than other types of instruction, chiefly because CTE
classes tend to be smaller due to instructional and safety concerns, and salary and benefits
costs are accordingly higher. Specialized equipment and faculty training also contribute to
CTE program costs (Klein 2001). Case study evidence suggests that local Perkins funds assist
with the equipment and training purchases needed for program innovation. Citing the Per-
kins requirement that funds should supplement, and not supplant, non-federal CTE funds,
several local directors and faculty reported using Perkins funds to keep their programs up-to-
date and in compliance with evolving industry standards. 3 Several directors noted that for
some programs, Perkins funds were the only resources available for these purposes. One di-
rector explained, “...we do use Perkins money to develop new programs, to buy the equip-
ment...that’s the only way we’ve ever had in the past to keep up with changes in technology

because we have no other funds in [this state].”

Postsecondary Title | Local Allocations

As at the secondary level, nonreserve Title I funds are allotted on the basis of a statutory
formula. In contrast to the secondary formula, however, which is based on population and
poverty measures unrelated to CTE enrollments, the postsecondary formula includes a
measure of CTE enrollment. States also are permitted to use alternative methods for distrib-
uting Perkins I17 funds through the special rule for minimum allocation and the waiver for

more equitable distribution.

Allocation criteria
The statutory formula allocates funds to eligible IHEs based on the subgrantee’s relative
share of Pell Grant and BIA assistance recipients enrolled in CTE programs.® As at the sec-
ondary level, states can use an alternative formula if it more effectively targets funds to eco-
nomically disadvantaged individuals.®! In FY 2001, 11 states received a formula waiver for
more equitable distribution at the postsecondary level (Silverberg et al. 2004), and 9 states
did so in FY 2010.¢2

% Sec. 311(a)

%0 Sec. 135(a).

1 Sec. 132(a)

02 FY 2010 information on formula waivers was gathered from Perkins 2008—2013 5-year state plans
archived at U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, 2011, Internal
Perfkins Database System and State Consolidated Annual Report Data System.
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Funds can also be allocated on a competitive basis or through an alternative method if a

state allocates 15 percent or less of local Title I funds to the secondary or postsecondary lev-
els.® Although no state used the special rule for minimal allocation at the secondary level in
FY 2010, according to federal data on Perkins allocations, seven states used this option at the

postsecondary level.o

States have different rationales for choosing to allocate less than 15 percent to the postsec-
ondary level. In one case study, the director reported that though the state recognizes the
importance of postsecondary CTE, it opted to continue past practice by using a competitive
grant process that the state had pioneered. The means of allocating funds varied. For exam-
ple, one state reported using a formula that targeted adult programs, and another allocated
one-half on the basis of the legislated formula, and the other half using a formula based ex-

clusively on local poverty levels.

The postsecondary allocation process is similar to that used at the secondary level. Each
year, state agencies issue an application that IHEs seeking federal funds must complete and
submit. To apply, IHEs must develop a local plan for CTE programs that describes how re-
sources will be used to address the required activities detailed in Perkins I and the state

plan.

Findings from the state postsecondary director survey indicated that states approved neatly
all IHE grant applications submitted for the 2008—09 program year. Specifically, among the
47 states responding, all but two of 1,179 applications submitted in FY 2009 were approved,
either as originally submitted or after they were revised and resubmitted. This disapproval
rate was similar to that reported in FY 2001, when three states rejected one or more IHE

applications (Silverberg et al. 2004).

The two state directors who reported rejecting a local application indicated that the rejec-
tions were for reasons including failure to submit accountability data previously, poor past
performance, low-quality programs, or an inability to meet the $50,000 minimum allocation
threshold.

Percentage and types of IHEs awarded funds
Postsecondary grant recipients must be public or private nonprofit IHEs providing no less
than a two-year program of instruction that can be credited toward a bachelor’s degree, trib-

ally controlled colleges and universities, or nonprofit educational institutions (including

0 Sec. 133(a).

% FY 2010 information on the special rule for minimal allocations was gathered from Perkins 2008—
2013 5-year state plans and Pergins FY 2010 state budgets archived at U.S. Department of Education,
Office of Vocational and Adult Education, 2011, Internal Perkins Data Base System and State Consol-
idated Annual Report Data System.
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LEAs and area CTE centers) that offer certificate or apprenticeship programs at the post-
secondary level.%> While participation is open to a range of institution types, the majority of

postsecondary subgrantees were public two-year colleges in FY 2010 (Exhibit 2.26).

Exhibit 2.26.
Percentage distributions of postsecondary Title I subgrantees and funds, by education level

and higher education subgrantee type: FY 2010

Percentage Percentage of Perkins Title I

Institution and program type of subgrantees postsecondary funds
Total funds 100 100
Programs for adults in non-IHE settings” 14 4
Institutions of higher education 86 96
All institutions of higher education subgrantees 100 100
Administrative units” 2 9
Public four-year 10 9
Private nonprofit four-year 1 0
Public two-year 83 80
Private nonprofit two-year 1 1
Public less-than-two-year 3 1

Exhibit reads: Programs for adults in non-IHE settings accounted for about 14 percent of Title I local postsecondary subgrantees in FY
2010 and received 4 percent of Title I local funds.

* The majority of these subgrantees are area career and technical education centers that also serve secondary students, such as BOCES in
New York.

" Administrative units are offices for multi-campus college systems.

NOTE: Calculations are based on the 50 states that submitted FY 2010 fiscal data.

SOURCE: Postsecondary State Director Survey Fiscal Data, 2009; and NCES, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS),

Local allocation data revealed that about 14 percent of subgrantees were adult programs in
secondary institutions, and 86 percent were postsecondary institutions. Adult education pro-
grams offered through secondary institutions accounted for about 4 percent of the funds al-

located.® The remaining 96 percent of funds went to IHEs.

Public two-year institutions (community colleges) were the largest proportion of postsec-
ondary institution subgrantees (83 percent), followed by public four-year institutions (10
percent). These IHEs accounted for about 92 percent of all Title I postsecondary subgrant-
ees. The remaining 8 percent of subgrantees were a mix of administrative units, public less-

than-two-year institutions, and for-profit institutions, among others. More than four-fifths

% Sec. 3(22).
% Adult programs offer life-long learning opportunities in career and technical fields for adults in
preparation for the workplace or postsecondary programs.
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(87 percent) of all public two-year IHEs received a grant (Exhibit 2.27). In contrast, the pro-
portion of public four-year IHEs among subgrantees was smaller, with about 20 percent of

these types of institutions receiving grants.

64

Exhibit 2.27.
Number and percentage of public two- and four-year or above postsecondary institutions
with Title I allocations: FY 2010

Number Percent
Institution type Number of IHEs receiving grants receiving grants
Public two-year 958 831 87
Public four-year and above 645 98 20

Exhibit reads: In FY 2010, 831 of 958 public two-year institutions received a Perkins Il grant, accounting for 87 percent of these
grantees in this category.

NOTE: Public two- and four-year and above institutions accounted for 92.3 percent of Title I IHE subgrantees. Percentages are based on
the 49 states for which FY 2010 data were available.

SOURCE: Postsecondary State Director Survey Fiscal Data, 2009; Snyder and Dillow (2011).

Consortium provision
To qualify for an individual Perkins grant, an IHE must have a minimum funding eligibility
of at least $50,000, according to the basic grant distribution formula. Those unable to
achieve this funding threshold may either participate in a consortium in which funds are
combined for joint projects that serve all members, or seek a waiver to allow the consortium
to fund programs that don’t serve all members of the consortium. States have the option of
granting a waiver to any IHE located in a rural, sparsely populated area, but only two states

reported exercising this option in the 2008—09 program year, as compared to five states in
2000-01.67

In FY 2010, 10 of the 48 states (and the District of Columbia) for which local allocation data
were available had from one to 26 postsecondary Title I consortia. Some 191 of the 1,197
postsecondary subgrantees (about 16 percent) were members of one of 78 postsecondary
consortia reported in FY 2010. The number of institutions participating by state ranged from
two to 50, with the average consortia allocation varying from $56,000 to $375,000.68

7 Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009.
% Survey of State Directors of Catreer and Technical Education Fiscal Data, 2010.
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Number and size of local allocations
In FY 2010, 37 states allocated funds to 971 postsecondary Title I subgrantees. In FY 2001,
the 38 reporting states reported a total of 1,065 allocations at the postsecondary level.®® The
average allocation amount increased from $285,645 in FY 2001 to $320,496 in FY 2010, an
increase of about 12 percent in nominal terms and a decline of about 9 percent in real 2010
dollars (Exhibit 2.28).

Exhibit 2.28.
Number and average amount of Title I local postsecondary allocations in fiscal years 1992,
2001, and 2010, and difference and percent change: FY 2001 through FY 2010

Difference
from
FY 2001

Number and through Percent
amount of allocations FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2010 change
Number of allocations 996 1,065 971 -94 -9
Average allocation size”

Nominal dollars $226,019 $285,645 $320,496 $34,851 12

Real dollars (2010) 351,282 351,703 320,496 -31,207 -9

Exhibit reads: There were 1,065 Title I postsecondary allocations in FY 2001 and 971 in FY 2010, a decrease of 94 or about 9 percent. In
nominal dollars, the average allocation in FY 2001 was $285,645 and in FY 2010, $320,496, an increase of $34,851 or about 12 percent.

* Nominal dollars are the actual allocation amounts as they were allocated and reported in the given year. Real dollars have been adjusted
for a measure of inflation.

NOTE: Calculations do not reflect consortia memberships. Calculations for 1992 and 2001 are based on the 38 states for which data were
available in both years;FY 2010 calculations exclude one additional state for which data were not available in that year.

SOURCE: Postsecondary State Director Survey Fiscal Data, 2009; and Real dollar calculations: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Inflation
Calculator, http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl (accessed January 21, 2011).

The average allocation increased in 29 states and declined in 12 states between FY 2001 and
FY 2010 (Exhibit 2.29). Average allocation amounts in FY 2010 ranged from $42,881 to
$769,047, although one state reported allocating all postsecondary Title I funds ($1,080,743)
to one subgrantee. In FY 2010, IHE allocation amounts ranged from a maximum of
$5,125,502 to a minimum of $223.

9 Aggregation of 2001 data did not allow the state for which 2010 data are not available to be exclud-
ed in both years.
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Exhibit 2.29.
Average, maximum, and minimum postsecondary allocation amounts in FY 2001 and FY

2010 and direction of average grant amount change, by state: FY 2001 through FY 2010

Average allocation Maximum allocation Minimum allocation
Change
from

FY 2001

through
State FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2010 FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2001 FY 2010
National® $285,645 $320,496 + $4,832,430 $5,125,502 $1,025 $223
Alabama 198916 211,007 + 558,991 463,898 72,066 64,640
Alaska 127,330 121,666 - 184,275 196,646 93,439 10,000
Arizona 246,615 319,353 + 840,683 1,004,975 110,398 175,784
Arkansas 115,288 118477 + 223,805 393,889 52,202 16,667
California 393,154 769,047 + 4,832,430 5,125,502 43746 66,564
Colorado 348,454 420,891 + 885,294 1,179,655 75,354 93,053
Connecticut 123,711 133,454 + 184,175 242,490 72,783 34,241
Delaware n/a 83,135 n/a n/a 92,700 n/a 71,908
District of Columbia n/a 717,360 n/a n/a 717,360 n/a 717,360
Florida 384,061 426,364 + 3,787,602 3,931,771 51,977 1,259
Georgia 363,478 575,221 + 1,189,149 1,328,236 87,936 145,491
Hawaii 2,285,140 320,106 n/a 2,285,140 397,198 2,285,140 249.809
Idaho 316,451 329,284 + 572,433 616,268 162,361 211,768
linois 336,405 390,888 + 3,642,996 3,686,543 79,165 108,699
Indiana n/a 377,542 n/a n/a 1,019,371 n/a 21,538
Towa 299,652 334225 + 692,196 834,924 77,311 76,174
Kansas 151,331 155,075 + 405,891 339,003 51,690 25,435
Kentucky 235,850 345,976 + 559,516 755,921 95,847 84,458
Louisiana 167,455 n/a n/a 1,616,381 n/a 52,803 n/a
Maine 1,973,707 339,104 n/a 1,973,707 611,727 1,973,707 154,418
Maryland 271,075 322,412 + 1,015,393 1,323,289 42,197 23,434
Massachusetts 266,556 193,744 - 492,892 533471 64,079 3,003
Michigan n/a 432,222 n/a n/a 1,594,215 n/a 60,687
Minnesota 392,891 324,616 - 1,568,000 1,077,708 75,772 24,448
Mississippi 396,133 357,062 - 1,098,349 820,694 142,643 175,618
Missouri 290,978 124,204 - 1,316,712 1,298,762 60,579 307
Montana 111,996 135,241 + 204,180 264,270 54,061 65,916
Nebraska 400,833 414,920 + 747,358 946,970 152,803 36,168
Nevada 373,857 526,730 + 846,572 1,228,771 104,866 142,806
New Hampshire 193,044 1,080,743 + 291,782 1,080,743 30,669 1,080,743
New Jersey 209,413 238,284 + 606,229 950,533 1,025 223
New Mexico 274,703 225,902 - 1,464,811 1,296,213 63,448 50,235

See notes at end of table.
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Exhibit 2.29.—cont.
Average, maximum, and minimum postsecondary allocation amounts in FY 2001 and FY
2010 and direction of average grant amount change, by state: FY 2001 through FY 2010

Average allocation Maximum allocation Minimum allocation
Change
from

FY 2001

through
State FY 2001 FY 2010  FY 2010 FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2001 FY 2010
New York $313,510 $354,799 + $1,472,275 $1,705,641 $55,852 $54,161
North Carolina n/a 177,717 n/a n/a 728,659 n/a 53,741
North Dakota 127,339 120,588 - 328,162 230,847 1,352 31,438
Ohio 91,084 154,642 + 335,065 483,850 28,050 52,254
Oklahoma 125,427 42,881 - 292,354 259,148 48,852 3,847
Oregon n/a 345,464 n/a n/a 1,400,536 n/a 22,900
Pennsylvania 222,648 162,069 - 1,620,096 1,005,561 44363 1,774
Rhode Island n/a 87,615 n/a n/a 350,919 n/a 50,000
South Carolina 158,481 370,520 + 351,224 891,997 45972 73,932
South Dakota 393,251 325,659 - 669,646 671,416 23713 91,528
Tennessee 70,645 68,810 - 201,300 146,086 26,600 50,000
Texas 538,625 526,601 - 2,199,000 2,470,525 54,000 50,000
Utah 284,340 290,068 + 1,115,319 1,467,295 8,000 10,830
Vermont 236,504 345,971 + 382,150 518,956 130,622 172,986
Virginia 137,630 140,206 + 418,944 572,252 50,000 50,000
Washington 297,578 360,535 + 1,360,944 1,258,209 65,310 132,873
West Virginia 173,505 229,673 + 355,116 424590 95,181 94,654
Wisconsin 549,267 552,583 + 2,553,540 2,078,600 114,600 106,600
Wyoming 177,378 216,077 + 279,014 414,355 97,757 122,665

Exhibit reads: In FY 2010, the average Title I postsecondary local allocation in Alabama was $211,007, a increase (positive change) from
the average allocation amount in FY 2001. The maximum allocation in Alabama that year was $463,898 and the minimum, $64,640.

n/a Data missing or not available, or data are not comparable across years.

+Average allocation size increased between FY 2001 and FY 2010.

— Average allocation size decreased between FY 2001 and FY 2010.

a The national average reflects the trend calculations in Exhibit 2.28.

NOTE: Allotment amounts for FY 2010 are estimates based on formula calculations. Actual grants may vary according to consortia
memberships. Amounts may also include carry over funds, which are unspent local funds from the previous year that are reallocated by
formula.

SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); and Postsecondary State Director Survey Fiscal Data, 2009.

Use of funding at the local level
The required uses for Title I funds at the local level are the same for secondary and postsec-
ondary education (see page 58).7 The permissive uses apply to both levels as well, except for

one new permissive use directed at the postsecondary level: developing and expanding post-

70 Sec. 135(b).
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secondary program offerings at times and in formats that are accessible for students, includ-

ing working students, through the use of distance education.”

The most common permissive uses among postsecondary subgrantees in the 2008—09 pro-
gram year were providing career guidance and academic counseling (81 percent), followed by
leasing, purchasing, upgrading, or adapting equipment (76 percent) and providing programs
for special populations (69 percent). Among the least common were creating small, personal-
ized career-themed learning communities (11 percent), entrepreneurship education and train-
ing (14 percent), and supporting family and consumer science programs (15 percent)
(Exhibit 2.30).

Case study interviews echoed the survey finding that career counseling and equipment ex-
penses were the most common uses of Title I funds at the postsecondary level. Respondents
noted that Perkins funds were used to support career advisor salaries and equipment up-
grades for technology-dependent programs like healthcare. Among other uses noted by mul-
tiple postsecondary subgrantees were expenditures for data specialists, staff professional
development, and CTE program marketing. Although marketing was noted as a use of funds
at both secondary and postsecondary levels, postsecondary respondents described more ex-

tensive media campaigns that included advertising through print, radio, and other media.

As at the secondary level, case study evidence suggests that postsecondary Perksns funds help
keep programs up-to-date and meet industry standards. One local director explained,
“IThose funds are critical] to support the extra lab hours..., the instructional techs in the
labs to help the students get what they need, the equipment purchases.” Unlike at the sec-
ondary level, however, none of the postsecondary faculty or staff indicated that this was the
only source of funds available for these purposes. Several local directors described combin-
ing Perkins funds with other sources, and two reported leveraging Perkins funds to attract
funding from multiple academic units or outside sources, such as foundations, for large

technology purchases such as computer lab upgrades and medical equipment.

7' Sec. 135(c).
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Exhibit 2.30.
Percentage of postsecondary subgrant recipients who reported using Title I funds for

permissive uses: Program year 2008—09

Percentage

Permissive use of recipients
Providing career guidance and academic counseling 81
Leasing, purchasing, upgrading, or adapting equipment 76
Providing programs for special populations 69
Implementing CTE programs of study (POS) 61
Supporting nontraditional training and activities 61
Promoting work-related experiences for students 57
Offering mentoring and related support services 48
Developing new CTE courses 46
Involving business and labor in designing, implementing,

and evaluating CTE programs covered by the Act 45
Promoting industry experiences for teachers 40
Providing training programs in automotive technologies 40
Improving accountability data collection and reporting 36
Supporting teacher preparation programs 32
Offering continuing education or job referral services 27
Offering programs for adults and school dropouts 26
Assisting CTE student organizations 23
Supporting family and consumer sciences programs 15
Entrepreneurship education and training 14
Creating small, personalized career-themed learning communities 11
Other’ 6

Exhibit reads: In program year 2008-09, 81 percent of postsecondary grant recipients reported using Perkins funds for providing career
guidance and academic counseling.

* “Other” includes faculty training and professional development, career academies, integrating academics and CTE, technology, salaries,
supplies, materials, five-year planning, career software, student credentials and industry exams, and inquiry-based learning.

NOTE: Estimates were weighted to reflect population values.
SOURCE: IHE Survey, 2009.
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Title Il (Tech Prep)

Perkins 11 introduced Title 11 programs as part of the special projects section of the legisla-
tion (Title IIIE), and Congress successively reauthorized the program in 1998 and 2006.72
Although Title II was retained in Perkins 11/, Congress eliminated funding for this program
in FY 2011. Beginning in FY 2012, states no longer received Title II resources. Before the
funds for the program were discontinued, Perkins I1” gave states the option to consolidate
their Title II funds into their Title I basic grant. States that merged funds were exempt from
reporting on the nine new accountability provisions and were no longer required to dis-

aggregate Title II program students on the secondary and postsecondary core measures.

The education programs that Title II resources supported are generally known as Tech Prep
programs. These programs are carried out under a formal articulation agreement between
secondary and postsecondary subgrantees participating in a Tech Prep consortium.”™ A Tech
Prep program combines at least two years of secondary education with at least two years of
postsecondary education, with coursework offered in a coherent, nonduplicative sequence.
Programs integrate academic and CTE instruction, offer work-based learning opportunities
where appropriate and available, and must lead to technical skill proficiency, an industry-
recognized credential, or a degree or certificate in a specific career field. Programs also
should prepare students for employment in a high-skill, high-wage, or high-demand occupa-

tion or for further postsecondary education.

Title Il (Tech Prep) Appropriations and Grants to States

In nominal terms, federal support for Title 11 rose by about $43 million (67 percent) between
FY 1991 (Perkins 1I) and FY 1999 (Perkins 11I), but it declined from $106 million in FY 1999
(Perkins I1I) to about $105 million in FY 2007 (Perkins I17) (Exhibit 2.31). In real 2010 dol-
lars, the purchasing power of Title II funds fell by about $28 million from FY 1999 to FY
2007, a decline of about 20 petcent.

2 Sec. 201(a).
73 Sec. 203(c).
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Exhibit 2.31.
Federal Perkins Title II appropriations in nominal and real 2010 dollars (in millions of
dollars): Fiscal years 1991 (Perkins I1), 1999 (Perkins III), and 2007 (Perkins IV)

Federal
appropriations
$160
140 139
120
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40

20

0

Perkins IT Perkins 111 Perkins IV
FY 1991 FY 1999 FY 2007

B Nominal dollars B Real 2010 dollars

Exhibit reads: In nominal dollars, the federal appropriation for Perkins Tech Prep (Title II) programs was about $106 million in FY 1999
and $105 million in FY 2007. In real 2010 dollars, the federal appropriation was $110 million in FY 2007 and $139 million in FY 1999.
SOURCE: State Funding History Tables, FY 1980 to FY 2008, http://www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/history/index.html
(accessed June 12, 2010); FY 2010 (to date): U.S. Department of Education Fiscal Year 2011 President's Request,

http:/ /www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/budgetl1/summary/appendix4.pdf (accessed June 12, 2010); and Real dollar calculations:
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Inflation Calculator, http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicale.pl (accessed January 21, 2011).

The formula used to distribute Title I funds also determined the amount of a separate annual
Title II allocation to all states. States seeking funds were required to submit an application to
the Department as part of their state plan, describing how such programs would coordinate
with other state activities. States opting to merge Title I and II funding had to notify the
government of their consolidation plans, after which they could manage Title 11 funds as
they would those allocated under Title I. Title II grants to states in FY 2009 ranged from a
maximum of about $11 million to a minimum of $54,653 (Exhibit 2.32).

Reflecting the decline in federal Title II appropriations, grants to all states declined between
FY 2001 and FY 2009. Some 19 of the 53 state grantees experienced losses of just one-tenth

of 1 percent, but the grants declined by more than 5 percent for 15 state grantees.
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Exhibit 2.32.

Federal Title II allocation amounts to states, fiscal years 1992, 2001, and 2009,

and percent change, by state: FY 2001 through FY 2009

Percent change from

State FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2009 FY 2001 through FY 2009
Alabama $1,808,501 $1,995,785 $1,994,293 0
Alaska 160,609 336,753 250,163 -26
Arizona 1,448,578 1,987,848 1,880,272 -5
Arkansas 1,004,895 1,186,934 1,186,047 0
California 9,357,339 11,895,013 11,251,825 -5
Colorado 1,119,563 1,420,073 1,393,615 2
Connecticut 880,622 869,581 868,931 0
Delaware 217,099 440,480 229,550 -48
District of Columbia 179,938 321,892 134,677 -58
Florida 4,063,397 5,075,903 4,815,873 -5
Georgia 2,616,728 3,102,535 3,074,414 -1
Hawaii 358,614 530,000 411,510 -22
Idaho 435,623 652,082 623,977 -4
Illinois 3,665,308 4,054,595 4,049,330 0
Indiana 2,228,749 2,465,494 2,463,651 0
Towa 1,042,639 1,245,235 1,244,304 0
Kansas 874,276 1,120,100 1,065,569 -5
Kentucky 1,626,968 1,863,661 1,862,269 0
Louisiana 1,879,665 2,190,094 2,188,457 0
Maine 459,176 530,000 525,512 -1
Maryland 1,343,891 1,575,660 1,540,547 2
Massachusetts 1,704,461 1,658,556 1,648,213 -1
Michigan 3,395,318 3,768,685 3,641,767 -3
Minnesota 1,475,885 1,736,576 1,735,278

Mississippi 1,209,134 1,390,909 1,389,869 0
Missouri 1,863,805 2,217,159 2,177,836 2
Montana 317,518 519,374 428,023 -18
Nebraska 578,707 709,518 708,988 0
Nevada 379,529 576,717 527,487 -9
New Hampshire 328,238 530,000 376,159 -29
New Jetsey 2,068,361 2,192,627 2,187,235 0
New Mexico 644,953 843,258 833,848 -1
New York 5,153,396 5,246,770 5,242,848 0
North Carolina 2,785,654 2,995,591 2,993,352 0
North Dakota 269,429 376,267 313,151 -17
Ohio 4,069,951 4,449,520 4,446,194 0

See notes at end of table.
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Exhibit 2.32.—cont.

Federal Title II allocation amounts to states, fiscal years 1992, 2001, and 2009,
and percent change, by state: FY 2001 through FY 2009

Percent change from

State FY 1992 FY 2001 FY 2009 FY 2001 through FY 2009
Oklahoma $1,307,304 $1,587,998 $1,569,862 -1
Oregon 1,014,963 1,299,575 1,290,703 -1
Pennsylvania 4,071,449 4,238,522 4,235,353 0
Rhode Island 354,695 530,000 338,543 -36
South Carolina 1,593,356 1,738,505 1,730,085 -1
South Dakota 282,514 426,704 352,942 -17
Tennessee 2,037,127 2,233,311 2,231,641 0
Texas 6,992,837 8,495,203 8,391,458 -1
Utah 818,698 1,226,873 1,195,557 -3
Vermont 214,951 352,887 237,188 -33
Vitginia 2,104,071 2,445,828 2,417,795 -1
Washington 1,628,578 2,091,644 2,036,850 -3
West Virginia 783,267 877,270 876,614 0
Wisconsin 1,805,496 2,128,276 2,105,227 -1
Wyoming 182,117 280,263 233,729 -17
Puerto Rico 1,742,268 1,921,202 1,919,766 0
Virgin Islands 49,792 54,694 54,653 0
Total $90,000,000 $106,000,000 $102,923,000 -3

Exhibit reads: In FY 2001, the Tech Prep allocation amount for Alabama was $1,995,785, and $1,994,293 in FY 2009, a decline of .1

percent.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of the Deputy Secretary, Budget Service. State Funding History Tables by Program,

http:/ /www.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/history/index.html?src=1t (accessed June 16, 2010); and

http:/ /www2.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/statetables/11stbyprogram.pdf (2009 data, accessed February 9, 2011).

Consolidation of Title | and Il funds
Until FY 2012 under Perkins I17, states could choose whether to consolidate their Title I and

II funds each year. During the first year of Perkins I17, several states maintained separate

funding for Title II and then merged funds in later years, and the fiscal and case study data

did not suggest that any state ever reversed the decision.

As of FY 2010, a total of 27 states (including Puerto Rico) opted to merge their Title 11

funds with their Title I allocation. 7* Only one state, Alabama, opted for a partial consolida-

74 States that consolidated Title T and IT funds are shown in Exhibit 2.35, which is discussed in a later

section.
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tion and merged 60 percent of its funding with its Title I grant, with remaining funds dis-

tributed among Tech Prep consortia on a competitive basis.

Secondary and postsecondary state directors provided a variety of reasons for their decisions
to consolidate Title I and II funds (see Chapter 3, Exhibit 3.31). The most common reason
at the secondary level, chosen by 23 of the 27 secondary directors responding, was the desire
to incorporate Tech Prep education programs into all CTE programs, followed by the simi-
larity between Tech Prep and programs of study (18) and to avoid the data burden associated
with collecting new Title II measures (15). Responses from postsecondary directors were
similar, although fewer cited a desire to incorporate Tech Prep into all CTE programs (18
out of 27 responses), which tied with data burden as the most common response. Case study
evidence indicated that concerns about consolidating funds included the possible loss of
funds to the secondary or postsecondary level and the sustainability of existing Tech Prep

programs if dedicated funding were discontinued.

The state director survey also asked directors from states that had not consolidated funds
whether they planned to consolidate during the next two years. Of the 24 responses from
secondary state directors, none reported plans to consolidate by 2011-12.75 Case study evi-
dence indicates that consolidation decisions involve administrators beyond those directly in-

volved with CTE, including chancellot’s offices and state boards of education.

Title Il local allocations
As noted earlier, states maintaining separate Title II funds award grants to Tech Prep con-
sortia. Consortia must consist of a secondary LEA, intermediate education agency, area CTE
center, BIA-funded school, and a nonprofit or proprietary postsecondary institution offering
a two-year associate’s degree or apprenticeship program.’ Grants may be distributed com-

petitively or according to a formula determined by the state agency.

Among the states or territories that had maintained separate funding as of program year
2008-09, nine states allocated by formula, nine states through a competitive grant process,
and another five states used both or other approaches (Exhibit 2.33). State formulas vary
from simple to complex. For example, South Dakota allocated its Title 11 funds equally
across each of its four consortia (South Dakota Board of Education 2008), while Missouri
used a three-part formula that provided a base amount of $105,000 to each of the 12 consor-
tia in the state, with remaining funds split 40 percent based on the percentage of Tech Prep
enrollment (maximum of $50,000 per consortium) and 60 percent based on each consorti-
um’s pro rata share of statewide enrollment (Missouri Department of Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education 2008).

75 The secondary-level responses are highlighted because only 19 postsecondary directors responded.
7 Sec. 204(a)(1).
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Exhibit 2.33.
Among states allocating Title II (Tech Prep) funds, number using various methods to
award consortia grants: Program years 2000-01 and 2008—-09

Number of states

Method used 2000-01" 2008-09"
By formula 21 9
Through a competitive process 14 9
Through a combination of formula and competition 6 4
Other 5 1
No response 0 2

Exhibit reads: In 2000-01, 21 states allocated their Tech Prep funds by using a formula.
* N=46 states.

® N=25 states.
SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); and Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009

As a result of states’ consolidation of their Title I and II funds, the number of allocations to
Tech Prep consortia reported declined by about half (53 percent) between FY 2001 and FY
2010, falling from 738 to 349 (Exhibit 2.34). In real 2010 dollars, the average allocation
amount declined by about $7,000 from FY 2001 to FY 2010, changing from $136,779 to

$144,031.
Exhibit 2.34.
Number and average amounts of Title II consortia allocations: Fiscal years 1994, 1996, 2001,
and 2010
FY 1994 FY 1996 FY 2001 FY 2010
Number of grants awarded 953 1,029 738 349
Average consortium grant amounta
Nominal dollars $117,273 $100,148 $111,089 $144,031
Real dollars (2010) 172,551 139,183 136,779 144,031

Exhibit reads: In FY 2001, 738 Title II grants were awarded. The average grant amount was $111,089 in nominal dollars and $136,779 in
2010 real dollars.

* Nominal dollars are the actual grant amounts as they were allocated and reported in the given year. Real dollars have been adjusted for a
measure of inflation.

FY 1994 and FY 1996: N=50 states.

FY 2001: N=40 states.

FY 2010: N=23 of the 25 states that maintained separate Title I and Title II funds in 2009-10.

SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); and Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys Fiscal Data, 2009. Real dollar calculations:
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Inflation Calculator, http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl (accessed January 21, 2011).

Allocation amounts ranged from a maximum of $986,636 to a minimum of $16,667 in FY
2010. Among the 21 states for which the average allocation amount is available in both years,

the amount increased in 13 states and declined in 8 (Exhibit 2.35).
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Exhibit 2.35.

Average Title II local allocation amounts and direction of average amount change, FY 2001

through FY 2010, and maximum and minimum allocations awarded, by state: FY 2010

Change from

FY 2001
Average allocation through FY 2010
State FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2010 Maximum Minimum
National® $111,089 $144,031 + $968,636 $45,000
Alabama” 77,193 50,000 50,000 50,000
Alaska 118,250 266,786 266,786 266,786
Arizona 112,901 168,351 292,000 112,000
Arkansas 96,219 * n/a n/a n/a
California 117,647 324,125 + 580,001 150,000
Colorado 27,524 * n/a n/a n/a
Connecticut 73,727 * n/a n/a n/a
Delaware n/a Hok n/a n/a n/a
District of Columbia n/a * n/a n/a n/a
Florida 172,218 * n/a n/a n/a
Georgia n/a * n/a n/a n/a
Hawait 530,000 * n/a n/a n/a
Idaho 103,395 * n/a n/a n/a
Hlinois 91,140 101,300 + 495,168 47,362
Indiana n/a *ok n/a n/a n/a
Towa 66,413 79.292 + 115724 65,822
Kansas n/a * n/a n/a n/a
Kentucky 37,393 * n/a n/a n/a
Louisiana 149,213 * n/a n/a n/a
Maine n/a * n/a n/a n/a
Maryland 64,368 * n/a n/a n/a
Massachusetts 131,302 117,170 - 186,338 64,764
Michigan n/a 145,825 n/a 348,066 49,694
Minnesota 53,200 * n/a n/a n/a
Mississippi 123,906 102,936 — 102,936 102,936
Missouri 190,258 146,710 — 265,611 114,309
Montana 102,880 428,023 + 428,023 428,023

See notes at end of table.
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Exhibit 2.35.—cont.

Average Title II local allocation amounts and direction of average amount change, FY 2001
through FY 2010, and maximum and minimum allocations awarded, by state: FY 2010

Change from
FY 2001
Average allocation through FY 2010
State FY 2001 FY 2010 FY 2010 Maximum Minimum
Nebraska n/a * n/a n/a n/a
Nevada $138,054 * n/a n/a n/a
New Hampshire 100,000 $112,000 + $112,000 $112,000
New Jersey 99,813 * n/a n/a n/a
New Mexico 118,164 396,078 + 443,608 348,548
New York 191,442 390,496 + 937,475 92,062
North Carolina n/a 87,077 n/a 197,000 50,000
North Dakota $55,153 * n/a n/a n/a
Ohio 156,548 176,301 + 365,708 114,231
Oklahoma 69,600 51,429 - 65,000 45,000
Oregon n/a * n/a n/a n/a
Pennsylvania 255,860 HoK n/a n/a n/a
Rhode Island n/a * n/a n/a n/a
South Carolina 172,739 * n/a n/a n/a
South Dakota 94,715 76,986 - 76,986 76,986
Tennessee 115,007 * n/a n/a n/a
Texas 297,522 319,722 + 968,636 218,013
Utah 134,479 * n/a n/a n/a
Vermont 56,410 * n/a n/a n/a
Vitginia 89,652 102,079 + 191,658 95,829
Washington 806,466 91,733 + 141,409 74,166
West Virginia 97,313 92,333 — 100,000 84,000
Wisconsin 127,899 124,985 - 173,528 88,632
Wyoming 27,159 * n/a n/a n/a

Exhibit reads: The average Title 11 local allocation amount was $111,089 in FY 2001 and $144,031 in FY 2010, an increase (positive
change) from FY 2001 to FY 2010. The maximum and minimum allocation amounts awarded in FY 2010 were $968,636 and $45,000,

respectively.

* Consolidated funds by FY 2010 (Source: U.S. Department of Education).

** Did not consolidate funds by program year 2008—09, but Tech Prep allocation data at the consortia level are not available.
n/a Data missing or not applicable, or data are not comparable across years.

+Average allocation amount increased between FY 2001 and FY 2010.
— Average allocation amount decreased between FY 2001 and FY 2010.

* The national average allocation is the average of the average allocation for all states for which data are available in each year.

" Alabama partially consolidated and merged 70 percent of Title II funds with Title I funds.
SOURCE: Silverberg et al. (2004); and Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys Fiscal Data, 2009.
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Case study information indicated that consortia used Title II funds for several purposes re-
lated to Tech Prep programs. The funds were used for personnel to assist with articulation
agreement negotiations and to support meetings between secondary and postsecondary ad-
ministrators and faculty. Local administrators also said that some funds were used for pro-
gram websites and for the compilation of student data for federal reporting purposes.
Several local administrators also emphasized the similarities between Tech Prep programs
and POS, noting that some Tech Prep funds were being used to support the development

and implementation of POS.
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Chapter 3. Accountability

Building upon accountability requirements introduced in earlier Perkins legislation, the Car/
D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006 (Perkins I17) continues to hold states and
local career and technical education (CTE) providers responsible for collecting and reporting
data about the performance of the Perkins grant program. As in prior legislation, Perkins 117
offers states considerable flexibility in determining how to collect and report accountability
data but asks for improved data quality in return. The U.S. Department of Education (the
Department) is supporting this higher standard by offering guidance to assist state and local

efforts to report valid, reliable, and comparable performance data.
The analyses in this chapter seek to answer the following research questions:

e How are states and local subgrantees implementing Perkins I1” accountability

requirements?

e What challenges are states and local subgrantees facing, and how are these chal-

lenges being resolved?

e  Are states and local subgrantees setting and meeting performance targets, and

what is happening when targets are not met?
e How are data used to promote program improvement and student success?

This chapter describes the evolution of accountability under prior Perkins legislation; changes
introduced in Perkins I17; and progress by the Department, states, and local subgrantees in
designing and implementing the new accountability framework. It also explores efforts to in-
crease the validity, reliability, and comparability of reported data, and the challenges federal,
state, and local staff face in ensuring the accuracy of performance data. Finally, it investigates
how states and local subgrantees are setting performance goals, meeting performance targets,

and using data to improve programs and student outcomes.

This chapter draws on information from multiple qualitative and quantitative sources. Re-
sults of the state director, local education agency (LEA), and institution of higher education
(IHE) surveys offered insights into how states and local providers ensure data validity and
reliability, set and meet performance goals, and use performance results to improve pro-
grams and student outcomes. Case studies in six states and 18 school districts and institu-
tions provided in-depth information regarding these issues. Extant data sources supported

the original data collected for the study, and included relevant literature as well as the De-
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Key

partment’s nonregulatory guidance; annual reports submitted to Congress regarding Perkins
performance; and findings from Department-sponsored technical assistance activities, such
as Data Quality Institutes (DQIs) and customized technical assistance for individual states.!
Each source contributed to a greater understanding of the accountability framework and
how states and local subgrantees are implementing the requirements. More information

about these data sources and the study methodology is available in Appendix A.

Findings

The following observations emerged from this analysis of states’ implementation of Perkins

accountability provisions and are discussed in greater depth in this chapter.

1. Most states and local subgrantees are working to improve the quality of their Perkins IV accountability

Systems.

States and local providers have continued to develop and refine the systems they use to col-
lect and report Perkins performance data. Most states (49 secondary, 44 postsecondary) have
adopted more than one strategy to improve the quality, validity, and reliability of locally re-
ported data. Common strategies included providing technical assistance or guidance on col-
lecting and editing data, performing electronic error checking, and conducting desk audits of
local data. LEAs and IHEs rely primarily on state measure guidance to promote validity and
reliability. States and local subgrantees also continued to refine the data systems they use to
collect and report data through initiatives such as introducing common student identifiers
across education levels and connecting Perkins data systems with other education data sys-
tems. The Department is supporting these efforts by offering multiple avenues to obtain
technical assistance, as well as providing nonregulatory guidance designed to promote valid,

reliable, and comparable reporting across states.

2. Perkins IV and the Department’s nonregulatory gnidance offer states flexcibility in how they interpret
accountability requirements, contributing to variation in data collection and reporting practices across

States.

Changes to the accountability framework in Perkins I1”—such as the addition of separate in-
dicators for postsecondary—coupled with the Department’s guidance have refined expecta-
tions for data collection and reporting. The guidance and legislation both offer states
flexibility in determining what indicators to use and how to define population and perfoz-
mance measures. Although many states at least consulted the nonregulatory guidance for one

or more population and measure definitions, only nine states used the nonregulatory guid-

! Many of these sources and documents are available on the Department-sponsored Perkins Collabora-
tive Resonrce Network website (http://cte.ed.gov).
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ance verbatim when defining all of their secondary populations and performance measures,
and only five states did the same for every postsecondary population and performance
measure. The flexibility inherent in the legislation and nonregulatory guidance may reduce

the Department’s ability to ageregate data at the national level.

3. Capacity and infrastructure influence how states and local subgrantees approach data collection and report-

ng.

States and local subgrantees offer CTE programs within different governance, resource, and
infrastructure systems. Issues such as access to necessary data, timing, cost, capacity of stu-
dent information systems, and legal interpretations of federal privacy laws continue to affect
the ability of some states and local providers to implement Perkins accountability require-
ments. The postsecondary placement indicator is an example of the challenges some states
may face: while providers are required to report whether students are employed, in the mili-
tary, or enrolled in an apprenticeship program after leaving their institution, a few states did
not have the legal authority to access state employment databases to obtain students’ labor
market outcomes. These states may have relied upon surveys or interviews to gather stu-
dents’ self-reported labor market outcomes. More than 30 postsecondary state directors in-
dicated the cost of matching student records with other state or national databases had at
least some impact on their ability to report results for this indicator. These and other differ-
ences contribute to variations in how states report Perkins I1” performance results and may

result in less data comparability.

4. States have implemented performance requirements for locals, although the effect of these requirements has
yet to be fully measured.

Many state directors reported that their states had existing policies that required subgrantees
to implement a local improvement plan if they failed to meet targets on one or more core
indicators (47 secondary, 38 postsecondary). Several states also had policies for restricting or
eliminating local subgrantees’ flexibility in spending Perkins funds (30 secondary, 22 postsec-
ondary), although very few had policies to reduce or eliminate local subgrantee funding (11
secondary, 9 postsecondary). Sixty-five percent of LEA directors and 78 percent of IHE di-
rectors reported that their state would requite a program improvement plan if a local sub-
grantee failed to meet one or more targets. About half of local directors indicated that
negotiating local targets would have no impact on their administration and implementation
of CTE programs, and about one-quarter thought it would have a somewhat to very positive
impact. Among those LEAs and IHEs that negotiated performance targets, most experi-
enced little to no difficulty during their negotiations with the state. More than half of local
directors (61 percent of LEAs and 67 percent of IHESs) also reported that introducing sanc-

tions would have no impact on local CTE administration and implementation, while very
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The

few (15 percent of LEA and 11 percent of IHE directors) said it would have a somewhat to

very positive impact.?

5. States and subgrantees use data to identify programs in need of improvement and provide technical assis-

lance.

States, LEAs, and IHEs have made efforts to use data to improve program and student out-
comes. More than half of states provided local subgrantees with statewide averages of per-
formance results (40 secondaty, 29 postsecondary), and many shared performance results for
individual LEAs and IHEs (35 secondary, 30 postsecondary). Most state directors reported
using Perkins accountability data to identify programs in need of improvement. While most
states also used Perkins data to provide targeted technical assistance (45 secondary, 40 post-
secondary), only about one-third of local subgrantees indicated that their state had a policy
of providing professional development for staff in underperforming programs. About half of
local subgrantees used Perkins data quite a bit or to a great extent to identify programs that
need improvement (49 percent of LEAs and 47 percent of IHEs) or make program funding
decisions (49 percent of LEAs and 48 percent of IHEs).

Accountability Framework

The Carl D. Perkins 1 ocational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1990 (Perkins II) laid the
foundation for the accountability framework in use today. Perkins 1I required states to devel-
op a system of performance standards and measures of learning and competency gains—
including attainment of basic and advanced academic skills—and at least one measure of
performance, such as job or skill attainment, retention in or completion of secondary school,
or placement into employment or further training. Statewide systems also had to encourage
services for targeted populations and outline procedures for using existing methods and re-

sources developed under other federal programs (Perkins 11 Sec. 115).

Perkins 11 allowed states to choose which competency indicators and performance measures
to incorporate into their accountability systems, without any requirement that the selected
measures or methods be consistent across states. The legislation also did not require states to
submit the results of their measures to the Department or any other federal agency. Perkins 11
called for the secretary of education to submit a report within four years that included a de-

scription of the status of each state’s system of standards and measures; an assessment of the

2 The surveys did not provide further insight into local subgrantees’ reasons for reporting that sanc-
tions would have no effect or a positive effect. It is possible, however, that the timing of the survey
played a part. Local directors responded to the survey in late 2009, at the same time they were submit-
ting the first full year of Perkins I1” data. They had not yet had extensive experience with new state
policies regarding sanctions for failing to meet negotiated targets.



CHAPTER 3. ACCOUNTABILITY 83

validity, reliability, and predictive capacity of the measures; and an evaluation of how compa-

rable the standards and measures wete across states.

The Carl D. Perkins 1 ocational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1998 (Perkins 11I) built
upon Perkins 11 by outlining a single set of four outcome indicators for both secondary and
postsecondary students. The legislation required states to set performance targets for each
indicator and report progress in meeting those targets for all students, including special pop-
ulations.? Perkins 111 permitted states to develop their own methods for reporting results and
offered them the option of reporting on existing state performance indicators as long as they

were aligned with those in the legislation. According to the Department:

[Wihile this statutory flexibility has enabled states to meet their individual
CTE program needs, it has produced dramatic inconsistencies among states
in how student populations are defined and has enabled many states to use
less valid and reliable measures, particularly for academic attainment and
technical skills attainment. As a result, the Department has been unable to
make comparisons of student performance across states or track the perfor-

mance of students over time (U.S. Department of Education 2010c, p. 9).

New Provisions in Perkins IV

Departing from earlier legislation, Perkins I1” outlines separate sets of core indicators for
secondary and postsecondary students, modifies the list of special populations, and intro-
duces nine performance measures for Tech Prep (Exhibit 3.1). The legislation also incorpo-
rates secondary accountability indicators from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA).# Perkins 117 requires data and indicators to be valid and reliable and extends the ex-
pectations for reporting and continuous improvement to the local level. LEAs and IHEs
must now negotiate performance targets for each indicator with the state and are responsible

for meeting those targets.

3 Perkins 111 special populations included individuals with disabilities; individuals from economically
disadvantaged families, including foster children; individuals preparing for nontraditional training and
employment; single parents, including single pregnant women; displaced homemakers; and individuals
with other barriers to educational achievement, including individuals with limited English proficiency
(Sec. 3(23)).

* Although Perkins I1” introduces the programs of study (POS) concept, it does not include any indica-
tors or specific accountability requirements related to POS.
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Exhibit 3.1.

Core indicators for Perkins IIT and Perkins IV

Perkins Il

Perkins IV

Secondary and Postsecondary

Secondary

Postsecondary

Academic and technical skill attain-
ment: Student attainment of challenging
State established academic, and vocational
and technical, skill proficiencies.

Academic attainment: Student attainment

of challenging academic content standards
and student academic achievement stand-
ards, as adopted by the State in for ESEA
and measured by the State determined
proficient levels on the academic assess-
ments under ESEA.

Technical skill attainment: Student at-
tainment of career and technical skill profi-
ciencies, including student achievement on
technical assessments that are aligned with
industry-recognized standards, if available
and appropriate.

Technical skill attainment: Student at-
tainment of challenging career and tech-
nical skill proficiencies, including student
achievement on technical assessments that
are aligned with industry-recognized stand-
ards, if available and appropriate.

Completion: Student attainment of a
secondary school diploma or its recog-
nized equivalent, a proficiency credential
in conjunction with a diploma, or a post-
secondary degree or credential.

Completion: Student rates of attainment
of secondary school diploma; General Ed-
ucational Development (GED); and profi-
ciency credential, certificate, or degree, in
conjunction with a secondary school di-
ploma (if such credential, certificate, or
degree is offered by the State in conjunc-
tion with a secondary school diploma).

Graduation rate: Student graduation rates
as described in ESEA.

Completion: Student attainment of an
industry-recognized credential, a certificate,
or a degtee.

Placement and retention: Placement in,
retention in, and completion of, postsec-
ondary education or advanced training,
placement in military service, or place-
ment or retention in employment.

Placement: Student placement in postsec-
ondary education or advanced training, in

military service, or in employment.

Retention or transfer: Student retention in
postsecondary education or transfer to a
baccalaureate degree program.

Placement: Student placement in military
service or apprenticeship programs or
placement or retention in employment,
including placement in high skill, high
wage, or high demand occupations or pro-
fessions.

Nontraditional participation and com-
pletion: Student participation in and
completion of vocational and technical
education programs that lead to nontradi-
tional training and employment.

Nontraditional participation and com-
pletion: Student participation in and com-
pletion of career and technical education

programs that lead to non-traditional fields.

Nontraditional participation and com-
pletion: Student participation in, and com-
pletion of, career and technical education
programs that lead to employment in non-
traditional fields.

Exhibit reads: Perkins I1” outlines a separate set of core indicators for secondary and postsecondary students and incorporates
secondary accountability measures from ESEA.
SOURCE: The Car! D. Perkins 1V ocational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1998 and the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical

Eduncation Act of 2006.
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To adjust to these new requirements, states had the option of submitting a one-year transi-
tion plan for 2007-08, the first program year covered by Perkins I17. For the transition year,
the Department required states to submit results only for the secondary ESE.A-aligned indi-
cators: academic attainment and graduation rate (Justesen 2007b). States already had estab-
lished reporting processes for the ESEA indicators and therefore only had to develop a
secondary concentrator definition to allow them to identify the subset of all students to in-

clude in the indicator results for Perkins reporting.>

The Department asked states to collaborate with their local CTE communities during the
transition year to develop and submit plans for the remaining five program years of Per-
kins I17. States’ five-year plans included measure definitions for every population and indica-
tor, and states began reporting results for all secondary and postsecondary core indicators in
2008-09. States must update their five-year plans annually and may request approval for
changes to indicator definitions and performance targets at that time. States set future per-

formance targets in the first, third, and fifth years of Perkins I17.6

Validity and Reliability

A report from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) identified a significant flaw in
Perfkins 111 accountability: the lack of comparable performance information across states (Of-
fice of Management and Budget n.d.). OMB rated the Perkins I1I program “Ineffective,” not-
ing that the “validity and reliability of program performance data are limited” (Office of
Management and Budget n.d.).” Perkins 111 offered states the flexibility to define their own
methodology for collecting and reporting indicator data, which resulted, according to OMB,
in a variety of measurement approaches that “do not share a common standard for validity

and reliability and do not allow for aggregation.”s

References to valid and reliable data and indicators in Perkins I1” emphasize the importance of
data quality and set a higher expectation for performance reporting. The legislation does not

specify, however, how indicators should be defined and reported, nor does it specify stand-

5 “Concentrators” are CTE students who meet a state-defined threshold for CTE coursetaking. Con-
centrators represent the cohort of students considered in most of the performance measures under
Perkins I17. For more details, refer to the discussion of concentrators in the section Student Popula-
tions (p. 103).

6 See the Performance section (p. 148) for a detailed discussion of performance targets.

7 OMB used the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) to assess Perkins. PART uses a standard
set of 25 questions relating to program performance and management. More information about
PART is available at www.ExpectMore.gov.

8 http:/ /www.whitehouse.gov/omb/expectmore/summary/10000212.2002.html (May 28, 2010).
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ards for validity and reliability.” As a result, Perkins I1” does not fully address a core challenge
for Perkins accountability: the flexibility afforded states in defining their own indicators may
create challenges in aggregating data at the national level (U.S. Government Accountability
Office 2009; U.S. Department of Education 2010c). States also may use different standards
for validity and reliability, as noted by OMB (n.d.) in its assessment of Perkins I1I. Despite
these challenges to obtaining comparable data, the Department, states, and local subgrantees

employ a variety of strategies to promote data quality, validity, and reliability.
ploy ty gl p quality, ty, y

Department data quality initiatives
Following the reauthorization of Perkins I1”in 2000, states and local providers needed time
and assistance to modify their data systems and develop measurement approaches to meet
the new requirements. Recognizing this, the Department took a staged approach to imple-
mentation and provided multiple technical assistance opportunities to states as they made

changes to their accountability systems.

Nonregulatory guidance
In March 2007, the Department released nonregulatory guidance that outlines preferred
population and measurement definitions for the secondary and postsecondary core indica-
tors (Justesen 2007a). This guidance is designed to promote valid, reliable, and comparable

reporting across states (U.S. Department of Education 2010c).

Respondents in several case study states expressed appreciation for the guidance and its def-
initions of populations and performance measures. According to one state administrator, “I
think that the nonregulatory guidance at this point has been helpful. I think the spirit con-
tinues to grow among the states to work closely to adopt or interpret it as best we can.” An-
other said, “I’m a firm believer that the more we can get at common definitions [or]

common procedures across the country, the better off career tech’s going to be in general.”

At the same time, respondents valued the flexibility in Perkins I17 that allows them to devel-

op their own definitions for populations and indicators based on data sources, reporting ca-

pacity, and program delivery structures. A state administrator noted that, “We met with our

LEA partners and one of the guiding principles during those discussions was we didn’t want
a measure that was only important for the Perkins law. ... We wanted to have relevance to

our institutions ... within the parameters of what was required from the law.”

° The National Center for Education Statistics in the U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Edu-
cation Sciences, defines the terms validity and reliability in its Statistical Standards Program (U.S. Depart-
ment of Education 2002). Validity is defined as “[T]he extent to which a test or set of operations
measures what it is supposed to measure. Validity refers to the appropriateness of inferences from test
scores or other forms of assessment.” Reliability is defined as “[T]he degree to which test scores for a
group of test takers are consistent over repeated applications of a measurement procedure and hence
are inferred to be dependable and repeatable for an individual test taker.”
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Internal capacity, legal barriers, and resource issues, however, pose obstacles to some states’
ability to collect and report data, particularly for the placement and technical skill attainment
indicators (U.S. Department of Education 2010¢; U.S. Government Accountability Office
2009). Further, like Perkins I17, the guidance provides flexibility and includes terminology
that could be interpreted differently by states. For each indicator, fewer than half of all states
used the population and measure definitions outlined in the guidance.!® Although the meas-
ure definitions that states used may be valid and reliable, they may create difficulties in ag-
gregating information across states. In addition, even when the text of a state’s population or
measure definition matches the nonregulatory guidance, there may be underlying differences
in how the state collects and reports data in comparison to other states using the same defi-
nition. These and other issues are discussed in depth in the Indicators, Populations, and

Measures section (see p. 98).

Technical assistance
To help states transition to and implement Perkins 117, the Department offers technical assis-
tance opportunities in several forms, including Department-sponsored events and working
groups, individual state assistance, and a website. The Department invites state CTE direc-
tors and administrators to participate in national and regional Data Quality Institutes
(DQIs), which are designed to disseminate information about Perkins reauthorization, assist
states in developing their performance measurement systems, and promote comparable data
collection and reporting. DQIs focus on implementing the accountability framework, giving
states an opportunity to consult with the Department, data and accountability experts, and

each other about promising practices.

The Department also convenes periodic conference calls to discuss issues associated with
the accountability requirements. The Next Steps Work Group (NSWG) is open to staff in all
eligible agencies and focuses on accountability topics identified by the states and the De-
partment. Quarterly webinars for state directors provide an opportunity for the Department
to share information regularly with state administrators. The Perkins Collaborative Resonrce Net-
work, a website sponsored by the Department, offers states an online resource for infor-

mation about Perkins accountability (http://cte.ed.gov).

The Department has assigned a Regional Accountability Specialist (RAS) to each state. The
RAS assists states in implementing Perkins program and accountability requirements, prepat-
ing and submitting state plans and plan updates, and negotiating performance targets. The
Department also conducts on-site monitoring visits to support states in aligning their poli-
cies with federal regulations. In addition, since 2005, more than 20 states have applied for

and received customized technical assistance through a project at the Department.!! This

10 For more detailed information about states’ use of the nonregulatory guidance, see pages 103 and 104.
11 Several states have applied for and received customized technical assistance more than once.
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Department-sponsored initiative provides consultation to individual states to help them de-
velop their population and measurement definitions and ensure that their state data systems

meet the new reporting requirements.

State and local data quality initiatives
Study findings indicate that administrators and staff in states, IHEs, and LEAs recognize the
importance of the Perkins I1” accountability requirements and are working diligently to en-

sure that data meet congressional expectations for validity and reliability.

Data collection
The six case study states are making progress in establishing statewide standards and strate-
gies for collecting high-quality data. While they varied in their approaches and capacity, ad-
ministrators in each state appeared to understand the accountability requirements and the

importance of collecting valid and reliable data.

Two of the six states had data systems that integrated Perins data with information about
other education programs. Three more planned to develop comprehensive data systems in
the future. A state administrator in one of these states observed that “a lot of Perkins report-
ing and accountability issues will go away and data will get much better” once the state has a
longitudinal data system. This administrator also noted some of the challenges in implement-

ing such a system:

The state’s working right now on a database, if we can ever get all our post-
secondary [institutions] to cooperate with us. Every student [who] goes to
public school in [this state] has a state ID number—not the Social [Security
number], but an assigned unique number. If we can just get . . . all the dif-
ferent postsecondary institutions to agree [that] everybody uses the same

number, then we can simply follow those students.

Local administrators in another case study state relied on software to organize and report da-
ta. As one administrator explained, the “software generates the numbers and grabs the stu-
dent data,” but this required substantial set-up, which included “Making the information
from our student information system available to the software, marking the courses that are
... CTE courses, and marking the graduates—the twelfth-graders who actually graduated
because we’re doing this a year in arrears.” Another local administrator in the same state em-
ployed an administrative assistant to assemble performance data and enter it by hand into

the state online data collection system.

While all six states used some level of technology to make data collection easier and more ef-
ficient, as well as to improve quality, only one case study state possessed a student-level data

system capable of showing student outcomes over time and across educational sectors and
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into the workforce. According to the state director, “We’re able, with all of our longitudinal
data, to hone in on how our students are doing, how our programs are doing, how individual

programs are doing, so that they’re very accountable.”

Some local administrators highlighted steps being taken by their states to collect high-quality
data. According to a director of an area CTE center, “Definitions and measures are getting
better at the state level. We have common definitions now, which are the best part. In the
past, it seemed that rules would change every year because somebody would redefine what

the definitions were.”

There were, however, some problems noted. In one state, local administrators felt the state
did not communicate clearly about accountability requirements. In another state, a local staff
person said, “It would have helped if there had been some consistency in what our defini-
tions were. . . . There wasn’t as much collaboration between systems as we should have had
carlier on and now the definitions have pretty much been mandated to us.” In the same
state, an LEA representative claimed that the state decided to base its definitions on data
that are readily available—and not on “what the feds are really looking for or what would

have to change in order to get accurate data.”

Quality control measures
All states implemented at least one quality control measure to ensute that locally reported
data are valid and reliable, and many adopted multiple strategies (49 secondary, 44 postsec-
ondary) (Exhibit 3.2). The most common approaches were technical assistance or guidelines
on collecting and editing data (45 secondary, 40 postsecondary) and comparing current year

results to prior year reports (42 secondary, 40 postsecondary).
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Exhibit 3.2.
Number of states according to their adoption of quality control measures to ensure validity

and reliability of local data, by education level

Secondary Postsecondary

More than 1 measure 49 44

Provide technical assistance/guidelines on 45 40
data collection and editing

Compare totals to prior year reports 42 40
Use electronic error checking 40 32
Conduct desk audit of local data 39 33

Other 1 4

No quality control measures
have been adopted

No response 1 1

0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50

Number of states Number of states

Exhibit reads: Secondary and postsecondary state directors adopted multiple quality control measures, including technical assistance or
guidelines on collecting and editing data (45 secondaty, 40 postsecondary) and comparing current year results to prior year reports.
NOTE: N = 51 secondary, 48 postsecondary.

SOURCE: Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009.

LEAs and IHEs relied upon state measure guidance to promote validity and reliability (73
percent of LEAs and 78 percent of IHEs) (Exhibit 3.3).12 Spot-checks by instructors and
administrators were another common option for subgrantees at both LEAs and IHEs. Nine
percent of LEA directors and 8 percent of IHE directors did not use or did not know if they

had used quality control measures.

12 All comparisons of the IHE and LEA survey data were tested for statistical significance using the
Student’s #statistic, and all differences cited are statistically significant at the p < .05 level.
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Exhibit 3.3.
Percentage of LEAs and IHEs according to steps taken to ensure validity and reliability of
data
LEA IHE

|

Follow state measure guidance

Internal review by
administrators/program chairs

47

Review/spot check
by teachers/administrators

n/a
_—

Provide TA to teachers 43

Use software program

to flag errors 30 n/a
Other 41 111
No steps taken to ensure 5 1
data accuracy
Don’t know 7 7

20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100

o
o

Percent

Percent

Exhibit reads: LEAs and IHEs overwhelmingly relied upon state measure guidance to promote validity and reliability (73 percent LEA, 78

percent IHE).
n/a = Not asked.

! Interpret data with caution. These items have a response rate below 85 percent.

NOTE: Estimates were weighted to reflect population values.
SOURCE: LEA and IHE Surveys, 2009.

In one case study state, a large district reported hiring a part-time team to review the data for
quality. The local director explained, “We bring in a team of business teachers and other
teachers who have done this before; they go school-by-school and student-by-student to de-

termine if these data are correct.”

Technical assistance

To support the efforts of LEAs and IHEs to improve both data quality and performance,
states offered multiple technical assistance opportunities in 2008—09. Neatly all states pro-
vided more than one technical assistance opportunity (48 secondary, 43 postsecondary)

(Exhibit 3.4). Only one state reported that it did not provide any technical assistance to its

secondary subgrantees.
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Exhibit 3.4.
Number of states according to types of technical assistance provided to local subgrantees in
2008—09, by education level

Secondary Postsecondary

Provided more than one type of
technical assistance

48 43

Provided i.ndividl}ahzed 46 44
technical assistance ‘

Issued guidance on 45 37
data collection

Statewide training on data 41 32
collection and reporting

Help line 37 30
(telephone or e-mail)

Local site visits 32 30

Other 4 5

Did not provide 1 0
technical assistance

No response 1 0

0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50

Number of states Number of states

Exhibit reads: Nearly all states provided more than one technical assistance opportunity (48 secondary, 43 postsecondary). Only one state
reported that it did not provide any technical assistance to its secondary subgrantees.

NOTE: N = 51 secondary, 48 postsecondary.

SOURCE: Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009.

Administrators in each of the six case study states reported providing technical assistance,
most frequently citing workshops or written guidance. Most also offered assistance via e-
mail or phone, and several local administrators noted they had used this form of technical

assistance.

In one state, state staff reported that they have five full-time help desk attendants who re-
spond to “questions associated with data uploads, data connections, and data validation,”
and four regional trainers who “work with school districts all year long.” These staff provide
technical assistance for several federal programs in addition to Perkins I17. In addition, the
state hosts an annual conference focused on data quality, where approximately 700 local
providers attend general and program-specific sessions. A local administrator in this state,
however, expressed concern about the state’s technical assistance initiatives: “What’s difficult

for me is that our state doesn’t have a really good data warehouse and a good, current func-
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tional database for me to pull from. ... It’s the most dysfunctional system I’ve ever wit-
nessed, and I’ve worked in six states. ... The help desk is now dial-a-prayer; there’s nobody

there to ask for help.”
In another state, administrators shared their perspectives on data quality initiatives:

Technical assistance workshops were probably the big ah-ha. We’ve been
mentioning these measures since we first learned about Perkins I17. ... It re-
ally didn’t become real until we had this information out and really got to
do some of the more personal discussions. We’ve [done] presentations. ...
We’ve had [the information] published on our website for them. ... We've

distributed it along with the [negotiated state performance levels].

Another administrator described how the state assisted local subgrantees who miscoded or
miscounted students. “We would go one by one, record by record, with the school dis-
tricts...to see where they were. That’s technical assistance down to the fine grains of sand,

and it’s an excellent opportunity for them to see the importance of accurate coding.”

In a state where workshops are the key tool for technical assistance, a state administrator ex-
plained, “We do an August conference that is aligned around all of the Perkins accountabili-
ties, assessment development using data to inform instruction, and integrated academics.
Then we sponsor regional or other statewide pieces throughout the year to reinforce some
of those things.” An IHE administrator in this state, however, said that “the main thing
they’ve done is sat in several meetings and worked with us around the definitions and per-
formance measures to make sure they’re sensible, that we understand them, and that we can

work with them. Other than that, there’s been very little advance on the technical front.”

Confidence in data accuracy and completeness
Most of the secondary state directors were at least somewhat confident that the data report-
ed for the indicators accurately reflect local performance (Exhibit 3.5). LEA respondents had
the least confidence in the accuracy of General Educational Development (GED) and state-
recognized equivalent data (Exhibit 3.6) and some did not know about the accuracy of each
of these two types of data, which could be due in part to some states not offering these sec-
ondary completion options. Postsecondary state directors and IHE directors appeared to
have at least some confidence in the data for most of the indicators, and 47 percent of post-
secondary local directors were very confident in the accuracy of the data reported for com-
pletion of industry-recognized credentials, certificates, and degrees (Exhibit 3.7 and Exhibit
3.8).
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Exhibit 3.5.
Number and percentage of state directors according to how confident they were that
secondary LEA data accurately reflect local performance
(5—point scale from Not confident to Very Confident)
Number Percent
Less than Not At least
Very very Not applicable/ some No
confident confident confident Don’t No confidence confidence
Core indicators 5) 2-4 a know response Total| (2-5) 1 Total
Academic attainment 26 23 0 1 1 51 100 0 100
Technical skill attainment 17 29 2 2 1 51 96 4 100
Completion
Diploma 32 17 1 0 1 51 98 2 100
GED 14 9 3 2 23 51 88 12 100
State-recognized equivalent 6 6 2 2 35 51 86 14 100
Proficiency credential/
certificate/degree 10 14 2 1 24 51 92 8 100
Graduation rate 25 20 2 1 3 51 96 4 100
Placement
Postsecondary
education/training 8 37 3 1 2 51 94 6 100
Military 9 30 6 1 5 51 87 13 100
Employment 10 32 5 1 3 51 89 11 100
Nontraditional participation 20 28 1 0 2 51 98 2 100
Nontraditional completion 19 29 1 0 2 51 98 2 100

Exhibit reads: Most secondary state directors were at least somewhat confident that the data reported for the indicators accurately reflect

local performance.

NOTE: For the secondary completion measure, states responded “Not applicable” for GED (22 states), state-recognized equivalent (34),

and proficiency credential/certificate/degree (23). Some states did not offer these types of awards or may not have had access to GED

data. For more information, see the discussion of this measure on p. 122. The percentage calculations exclude “Don’t know” and “Not

applicable/No response.”

SOURCE: Secondary State Director Survey, 2009.
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Exhibit 3.6.
Percentage of LEA directors according to how confident they were that secondary data

accurately measure local performance

(5-point scale from Not confident to Very confident)

W Very confident (5) B Less than very confident (2 - 4) = Not confident (1) O Don’t know

Academic attainment 3 8
2
Diploma 6
GED g 5] 30
Completion State-recognized equivalent 5] 47
Proficiency credential/certificate/degree 4 | 32
Graduation rate 12
Postsecondaty education/training 5] 11
Placement Military 2l 12
Employment 6 11
Nontraditional participation 5| 14
Nontraditional completion 4 5| 14
0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent

Exhibit reads: About half of LEAs were very confident in the accuracy of academic attainment and graduation rate data.

NOTE: Estimates were weighted to reflect population values. For the secondary completion measure, 30 percent of LEAs responded
“Don’t know” for GED; 47 percent responded “Don’t know” for state-recognized equivalent; and 32 percent responded “Don’t know” for
proficiency credential/certificate/degree. Not all providers offered these types of awards, and some may not have had access to GED data.
For more information, see the discussion of this measure on p. 122.

SOURCE: LEA Survey, 2009.
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Exhibit 3.7.
Number and percentage of state directors according to how confident they were that

postsecondary IHE data accurately reflect local petformance

(5—point scale from Not confident to Very Confident)

Number Percent
Less than Not At least
Very very Not applicable/ some No
confident confident confident Don’t No confidence confidence
Core indicators (5) 2-4 1) know response Total| (2-5) 1) Total
Technical skill attainment 15 28 3 0 2 48 93 7 100
Completion 17 28 1 0 2 48 98 2 100
Retention or transfer
Retention 21 25 0 0 2 48 100 0 100
Transfer to BA program 15 26 3 0 4 48 93 7 100
Placement
Military 10 24 6 1 7 48 85 15 100
Apprenticeship 9 20 8 1 10 48 78 22 100
Employment 14 29 3 0 2 48 93 7 100
Nontraditional participation 20 25 2 0 1 48 96 4 100
Nontraditional completion 21 23 3 0 1 48 94 6 100

Exhibit reads: Most postsecondary state directors were at least somewhat confident that the data reported for the indicators accurately
reflect local performance.

NOTE: For the postsecondary placement measure, some states responded “Not applicable” for military (7) and apprenticeship (10). Some
states may not have had access to information about these placements. For more information, see the discussion of this measure on p. 129.
Petcentage calculations exclude “Don’t know” and “Not applicable/No response.”

SOURCE: Postsecondary State Director Sutvey, 2009.
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Exhibit 3.8.
Percentage of IHE directors according to how confident they were that postsecondary data

accurately measure local performance

(5-point scale from Not confident to Very confident)

W Very confident (5) B Less than very confident (2 - 4) = Not confident (1) O Don’t know

Technical skill attainment 41 48 5

Completion

43 (6|4

Retention or transfer

Military
Placement Apprenticeship

Employment

Nontraditional participation

Nontraditional completion

0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent

Exhibit reads: Forty-seven percent of IHE directors were very confident that data reported for the completion of industry-recognized
credentials, certificates, and degtees accurately represented local performance.

NOTE: Estimates were weighted to reflect population values. For the postsecondary placement measure, 18 percent of IHEs responded
“Don’t know” for both military and apprenticeship. Some institutions may not have had access to information about these types of
placement. For more information, see the discussion of this measure on p. 129.

SOURCE: IHE Survey, 2009.

According to interviews with state and local administrators in the case study states, confi-
dence in the data varied. In one state, where CTE data are included in a consolidated elec-
tronic data submission, the state extracted a report and sent it to each district for validation.
A state administrator reported finding mistakes in local provider data: “Now that we’re re-
leasing local performance indicators to school districts, we’ve found that a lot of our school
districts misidentified their students, miscoded in the area of graduation rate. Sometimes ...
one student can really make or break a school district, so we’ve been working with our dis-

tricts to help them understand how to identify and code their students.”
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In another state, where providers used some 20 different data systems, an administrator
raised concerns about consistency: “There’s no electronic upload, because every high school
has a different data system. We collect all of our secondary core indicators through a sepa-
rate online data collection system, and all the LEAs have to hand-enter all that data on en-
rollments.” In response to a Department inquiry about the validity and reliability of the
state’s data, the administrator reported, “Our answer was [they’re] about as valid and reliable

as we can get, because [they’re| the only data we have.”

A community college administrator reported issues with data consistency between the state
and local levels. As the administrator explained, “We just last year finally got to the point
where we saw what the state was aggregating. There’s a mismatch between what we know on
our campuses for completion rates and what the state is saying our completion rates are.

We’re trying to figure out how they are pulling those data. The data are messy at this point.”

A local director in one state had no confidence in the validity and reliability of technical skill
attainment data. He stated that he “just provided a number above the state target,” and he
guessed that most of his peers in other local agencies had done the same. He also expressed
concern about data analysis at the state level, although he had confidence in the data submit-
ted by local subgrantees: “We submit electronically. [The data are] manipulated behind
closed doors, and [they come] back out different from what was submitted. . . . You could
just look at the data and see that they weren’t right, didn’t add up. They were clearly bogus,
didn’t pass the smell test.” He acknowledged recent improvements, however, stating that the

state director “has done an awful lot of work on getting higher quality data.”

Indicators, Populations, and Measures

Perkins 117 outlines six secondary and five postsecondary core indicators. The Department’s
nonregulatory guidance outlines two student populations for each sector as well as eight
secondary and six postsecondary performance measures aligned with the Perkins core indi-
cators (Exhibit 3.9). The guidance offers more specificity for each indicator by splitting some
indicators into multiple measures (such as academic attainment) and provides direction for
states in determining their measurement approaches. Discussion of the individual measures
in this section explores how states are implementing the core indicators, populations, and

performance measures.
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Exhibit 3.9.
Perkins IV core indicators and performance measures from the Department’s

nonregulatory guidance

Core indicators Performance measures

Secondary

) ) 1S1: Academic attainment—Reading/Language Atrts
Academic attainment ) ) )
1S2: Academic attainment—Mathematics

Technical skill attainment 281: Technical skill attainment
Completion 381: Secondary school completion
Graduation rate 4S1: Graduation rate

Placement 5S1: Placement

6S1: Nontraditional participation
Nontraditional participation and completion
6S2: Nontraditional completion

Postsecondary

Technical skill attainment 1P1: Technical skill attainment
Completion 2P1: Credential, certificate, or degree!3
Retention or transfer 3P1: Retention or transfer

Placement 4P1: Placement

5P1: Nontraditional participation
Nontraditional participation and completion
5P2: Nontraditional completion

Exhibit reads: Perkins I1” outlines six secondaty and five postsecondary core indicators. The Department’s nonregulatory guidance
describes eight secondary and six postsecondary performance measures that align with the Perkins indicators.
SOURCE: The Car! D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006; Justesen (2007a).

The survey results suggest that most states employ population and measure definitions that
blend nonregulatory guidance with state-developed approaches (Exhibit 3.10 and Exhibit
3.11). Although the methodologies that states use may result in valid and reliable data within
states, variability in how states define their populations and measures reduces the possibility

of validly aggregating data at the national level.

13 For the purposes of this report, postsecondary performance measure 2P1, “Credential, certificate,
or degree” is referred to as “Completion.”
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In 20 states, secondary state directors reported that they consulted the guidance when defin-
ing each secondary population and measure,'* while those in nine states reported using the
guidance verbatim for every secondary population and measure definition (Exhibit 3.10).
Every state reported that they consulted the guidance or used it verbatim for at least one

secondary population or measure.

Exhibit 3.10.
Number of states according to the extent to which they used the nonregulatory guidance to

craft secondary population and performance measure definitions

Secondary
Used

Populations and performance measures verbatim  Consulted Did not use Don’t know Total

Populations
CTE participants 18 30 3 0 51
CTE concentrators 14 35 2 0 51
Use of guidance for both populations 14 30 2 0

Measures
Academic attainment (151, 1S2) 24 27 0 0 51
Technical skill attainment (251) 17 32 1 1 51
Secondary school completion (351) 20 30 1 0 51
Graduation rate (4S1) 23 27 1 0 51
Placement (551) 20 30 1 0 51
Nontraditional participation (6S1) 22 27 2 0 51
Nontraditional completion (652) 20 29 2 0 51
Use of guidance for all measures 14 21 0 0

Use of guidance for every population and measure 9 20 0 0

Exhibit reads: Twenty states consulted the guidance when defining secondary populations and measures, while nine used the guidance
verbatim for every secondary population and measure definition. Every state consulted or used the guidance verbatim for at least one
secondary population or measure definition.

SOURCE: Secondary State Director Survey, 2009.

14The sutvey did not specify the level of consultation, which potentially could vary from changing a
few words to considering the guidance without using it.
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Among the 48 states represented in the postsecondary survey results, 14 consulted the guid-

ance for every population and measure, although only five states used the guidance verbatim

for every postsecondary population and measure (Exhibit 3.11). All states consulted or used

the guidance verbatim for at least one postsecondary population or measure definition.

101

Exhibit 3.11.

Number of states according to the extent to which they used the nonregulatory guidance to

craft postsecondary populations and performance measure definitions

Postsecondary

Populations and performance measures Used verbatim  Consulted Did notuse  Don’t know Total

Populations
CTE participants 21 25 1 1 48
CTE concentrators 13 33 1 1 48
Use of guidance for both populations 13 25 1 0

Measures
Technical skill attainment (1P1) 14 29 5 0 48
Completion (2P1) 19 28 1 0 48
Retention or transfer (3P1) 21 26 1 0 48
Placement (4P1) 22 26 0 0 48
Nontraditional participation (5P1) 28 19 1 0 48
Nontraditional completion (5P2) 26 21 1 0 48
Use of guidance for all measures 12 16 0 0

Use of guidance for every population
and measure 5 14 0 0

Exhibit reads: Fourteen states consulted the guidance for every postsecondary population and measure, although only five used it

verbatim for every population and measure definition. All states consulted or used the guidance verbatim for at least one postsecondary

population or measure definition.
SOURCE: Postsecondary State Director Survey, 2009.
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Case study states:
Perspectives on nonregulatory guidance

During the case study visits, interviewers spoke with state administrators regarding their
views of the nonregulatory guidance and whether they thought the Department should re-
lease regulations for the Perkins accountability requirements.

On the current nonregulatory guidance: “| didn’t use the nonregulatory guidance. | went
to [our eligible agency] for my guidance at every level, every step. The negotiations
for all of our core indicators were done collaboratively between us and our [eligible
agency]. | took a look at their nonregulatory guidance, but that’s pretty much what |
did with it, because there really wasn’t much there, to be honest with you.”

“l don’t know how helpful it was. To me, it seemed like the nonregulatory guidance
was really structured off the Data Quality Institutes. The problem with that was that
there were many small states there who had an equal voice. . . .| guess | would rather
have the nonregulatory guidance than not have it, but there are issues with it. | have
asked OVAE ‘What'’s the question you want answered?’ and they can’t tell me. The
only problem with the core indicators is that | don’t think they measure the right things.
| think some of the core indicators are just giving Congress data, but they’re not nec-
essarily giving them worthwhile data, anything they can really use.”

On releasing regulations: “Yes and no. Yes, in the spirit of trying to create a common
comparative approach, but no, because it typically would mean that it doesn’t come
with funds to help implement systems that would get us there.”

“OVAE should have at least nonregulatory guidance in order for there to be some
consistency across the states. Without such guidance, it leaves each state on its own
to interpret the legislation and to decide on how it wants to build its measures. How-
ever, the guidance should not be developed in a vacuum. OVAE should convene a
committee of state directors to work with them in developing the guidance.”

“l think detailed guidance is better, since federal regulations are often not appropriate
for shared-time systems in career and technical education.”

“The reason | don’t want regulatory guidance is the nonregulatory guidance | don’t
agree with. So | don’t want it to be regulation. If I've got the same kind of regulations
that | have as nonregulatory guidance. . . heaven help us.”
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Student Populations

For Perkins 117, the Department defined two student populations—CTE participants and
CTE concentrators—for both secondary and postsecondaty education. The legislation also
requires states to report disaggregated results for seven secondary and six postsecondary

special populations.

Participants and concentrators
Generally, participants are students who receive at least a minimal level of CTE instruction,

and concentrators are students who participate more extensively in CTE coursework
(Exhibit 3.12).

Exhibit 3.12.

Nonregulatory guidance: Secondary and postsecondary populations

Secondary populations

CTE participant A secondaty student who has eatned one (1) ot more credits in any career and technical
education (CTE) program area.

CTE concentrator A secondary student who has earned three (3) or more credits in a single CTE program
area (e.g., health care or business services), or two (2) credits in a single CTE program
area, but only in those program areas where 2 credit sequences at the secondary level are
recognized by the State and/or its local eligible recipients.

Postsecondary/Adult populations?

CTE participant A postsecondary/adult student who has earned one (1) or mote credits in any CTE pro-
gram area.
CTE concentrator A postsecondary/adult student who: (1) completes at least 12 academic or CTE credits

within a single program area sequence that is comprised of 12 or more academic and
technical credits and terminates in the award of an industry- recognized credential, a cer-
tificate, or a degree; or (2) completes a short-term CTE program sequence of less than 12
credit units that terminates in an industry- recognized credential, a certificate, or a degree.

Exhibit reads: According to the Department’s nonregulatory guidance, participants are students who receive at least a minimal level
of CTE instruction, and concentrators are students who participate more extensively in CTE.

a Perkins I1” does not refer to an “adult” population for accountability reporting; however, the Department’s nonregulatory guidance
uses the language “postsecondary/adult” in the population definitions. Several states offer adult CTE programs outside their
community and technical colleges. For 2007-08, six states—Florida, Louisiana, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, and Tennessee—
negotiated separate performance targets and reported separate data for their adult programs (U.S. Department of Education 2010c).
The remainder of this chapter will refer only to “postsecondary.”

SOURCE: Justesen (2007a).

The Department requires states to report on the number of participants served in aggregate,
as well as disaggregated by special population. Concentrators are the cohort of students
evaluated in every secondary and postsecondary performance measure. The only exception is
the nontraditional participation measure (6S1 for secondary, 5P1 for postsecondary), which

assesses the outcomes of participants instead of concentrators.
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The Department developed and disseminated the nonregulatory guidance to promote validi-
ty, reliability, and comparability in state and local performance data (U.S. Department of Ed-
ucation 2010c). To achieve comparability, evaluations of student outcomes should apply
similar performance measure definitions to similar cohorts of students—in this case, concen-
trators. Only 14 secondary and 13 postsecondary state directors, however, reported using the
concentrator definition verbatim from the nonregulatory guidance (Exhibit 3.10 and Exhibit
3.11), suggesting that definitions of concentrators, and therefore concentrator cohorts, may

vary across states.

In its 2007—08 Report to Congress on State Performance, the Department noted similar concerns.
The specific issue was reporting on students at different points along their educational path:
some states include students relatively new to CTE, while other states report on students
who are close to completing, or have completed, their CTE programs. As the Department
observed, there can be no expectation that students at such different stages in their programs
would have similar levels of attainment, making comparisons of these different groups inva-
lid (U.S. Department of Education 2010c).

The case studies revealed that at least three states continue to designate a student “complet-
er” population at one or both secondary and postsecondary levels.!> In Perkins I11, some
states used the completer population to identify students who actually complete a CTE pro-
gram or graduate. Because the nonregulatory guidance does not mention this population,
these states’ use of completers—instead of concentrators—as the student cohort evaluated

in some indicators will reduce comparability.

Besides these differences in concentrator definitions, states and local subgrantees also vary in
how they determine which students are concentrators. The decision to identify a student as a
participant or concentrator is made at the local level in some states, while others make that

determination for all students at the state level. According to survey responses, 26 percent of
LEA directors and 34 percent of IHE directors reported that their state identified concentra-
tors using a state-level database (Exhibit 3.13). The most common method for both LEAs

(57 percent) and IHEs (60 percent) was having local administrators use local data systems to

identify concentrators.

15 One case study state provided oral definitions of CTE completers, but the definitions are not in-
cluded in its Perkins five-year plan.
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Exhibit 3.13.

Percentage of LEAs and IHEs that used various methods to identify concentrators

IHE

information system

Teachers/faculty identify students
based on coursetaking

State identifies students using
statewide database; no action at
LEA/IHE

Students self-report
concentrator statos NI 12 -
31 | KX

LEA
Administrators identify
students using local management 57 60
R
-

Other

Don’t know F 9 F 5
0

20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60

Percent
Percent

100

Exhibit reads: In more than half of LEAs and IHEs, local administrators use local data systems to identify concentrators.

I Interpret data with caution. These items have a response rate below 85 percent.
NOTE: Estimates were weighted to reflect population values.
SOURCE: LEA and IHE Surveys, 2009.

Given that so few states used the nonregulatory guidance verbatim to define a concentrator,
coupled with the varied methods used to identify concentrators, it is probable that concen-
trator cohorts differ across states. Some of the administrators interviewed during the case
studies explained their reasons for developing different definitions, several of which related
to variations in how they administer programs. One said, “We couldn’t just take the concen-
trator at the 12-credit level. We have completers at 10-credit levels, so we had to fit things
like that into how our system works.” In another state, a secondary administrator offered,
“We didn’t use [the Department’s] recommended definitions because we don’t use Carnegie

units; it was easier for us to use hours.”

The following sections offer a few additional reasons for states’ use of a definition other
than that provided in the nonregulatory guidance, including timeframe, data system capacity,

and challenges linking students to CTE programs.
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Clarity of timeframe
In the nonregulatory guidance, the concentrator definition does not indicate a timeframe
during which students must earn CTE credit or be enrolled in CTE coursework to qualify as
a concentrator. It is therefore unclear if states are looking only at students enrolled in the
current reporting year!S to identify concentrators, or if they are including students who
reached the concentrator threshold in prior years, regardless of those students’ current en-

rollment.

Among the six case study states, for example, two states used the nonregulatory guidance
verbatim to define a secondary concentrator. The definition designated a secondary concen-
trator as a student “who has earned” a specific threshold of credits in a single CTE program
area, but it did not specify when those credits should be earned or that the student be en-
rolled in a CTE course during the reporting year (Exhibit 3.12). A third state used a slightly
different definition, but still based it on credits earned, not current enrollment. These states,
therefore, may have included students in their concentrator cohorts who achieved concen-
trator status in previous years, but who were not concentrators in the reporting year (e.g., a
student who achieved concentrator status in grade 11, who was not enrolled in CTE in grade

12, but was included in the performance outcomes in that reporting year).

Another state referred to students “who have enrolled” in CTE, although it did not appear
to require current enrollment. The last two states required students to be currently enrolled
in addition to having completed a threshold number of hours or proportion of a program
sequence. These states likely did not include students who achieved concentrator status in a
previous year, unless they were enrolled in the reporting year. While each of these approach-
es may offer states valuable information about their students, they result in dissimilar con-

centrator cohorts across states.

Data system capacity
Data system capacity varies among states, affecting the ability of some states to identify stu-
dent populations and in which, if any, CTE program a student is enrolled. A small number
of states did not have the ability to monitor students through grade 12 (9 secondary) or over
time (14 postsecondary) (Exhibit 3.14), suggesting that they were unable to review prior year
records to see if a student had accumulated the credits or courses needed to reach the con-

centrator threshold.

16 The reporting year is the program year ending on June 30 prior to the December 31 Consolidated
Annual Report (CAR) submission deadline. For the December 2010 CAR submission, the reporting
year was 2009—10 (July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010).
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Exhibit 3.14.
Number of states with the ability to monitor individual students

with Perkins database, by education level

Don’t No
Education level Yes No know response Total
Secondary: Monitor individual students through grade 12 40 9 1 1 51
Postsecondary: Monitor individual students over time 28 14 5 1 48

Exhibit reads: A small number of state directors reported that they did not have the ability to monitor students through grade 12 (9
secondary) or over time (14 postsecondary).
SOURCE: Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Surveys, 2009.

Another complicating factor arises from postsecondary students enrolling in multiple institu-
tions to get the courses they need. According to a 2006 report, among undergraduate stu-
dents who entered postsecondary education shortly after leaving high school, nearly 60
percent attended more than one institution (Adelman 2006). Without a state system with the
capacity to track individual students across institutions, match coursetaking records, and
identify programs at the state level, a student taking elements of a CTE program at different
institutions may be considered a participant at the individual institutions, but might in fact be

a concentrator when viewed across institutions.

Linking students to CTE programs
Even states with data systems that can track students over time may encounter challenges in
trying to determine if students are enrolled in a CTE program, and if so, which program.
Programs sometimes include similar coursework or build upon one another. An example is
health-related coursework, which could apply to multiple programs such as Dental Assistant,
Certitied Nursing Assistant, Licensed Practical Nurse, and Registered Nurse, among others.
Programs also may offer students some flexibility in the order of courses they take. States
noted the nonlinear nature of postsecondary coursework during the 2005 Data Quality Insti-
tute, suggesting that some states may find it difficult to determine the program in which a

student is enrolled (Data Quality Institute 2006a).

At the postsecondary level, there are additional challenges to determining what program or
goal a student is pursuing. Students enroll in community and technical colleges for a variety
of reasons, including secking a degree or certificate, improving basic literacy and numeracy
skills, developing career-related skills, pursuing personal enrichment (Bailey, Leinbach, and
Jenkins 20006), and “sampling” college (Adelman 2005). Colleges vary in their approaches to
capturing student “intent” (i.e., students’ reasons for attending and the educational path they
intend to pursue). Some institutions ask students to self-report their intent upon enrollment
(Oftenstein and Shulock 2009), but may not require students to declare a specific program or

major. Students who change their plans after initially reporting their intent may not update
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their information over time, and the institution may be unaware of the change until the stu-
dent applies for a degree or certificate. A 2006 report from the Community College Research
Center (Bailey, Leinbach, and Jenkins 20006) suggested that, while there was a relationship be-

tween students’ primary reasons for enrolling and student outcomes:

A student’s stated primary reason for enrolling did not preclude achieve-
ment of other objectives. Many students who stated that their primary rea-
son was “job skills” or “personal enrichment” still earned a certificate or
degree or transferred, suggesting that many of them sought to attain the
non-degree goals by earning postsecondary credentials, not necessarily just

by taking a limited number of courses (p. 9).

For states that rely on student intent to determine what program a student is in, the self-
reported intent information captured when a student enrolls may be transferred to the state
data system, but it still could be inaccurate for some students. States raised this issue during
the June 2005 DQI, noting that it is difficult to evaluate the accuracy of student intent across
institutions and states (Data Quality Institute 2006a).

Special populations

Perkins Il requires states to report performance data about several special populations, in-
cluding individuals with disabilities; individuals from economically disadvantaged families,
including foster children; individuals preparing for nontraditional fields; single parents, in-
cluding single pregnant women; displaced homemakers; and individuals with limited English
proficiency (Sec. 3(29)). Perkins I1” also requires each eligible secondary recipient to report
indicator data annually, disaggregated by the categories of students listed in ESE.A Sec.
1111(h)(1)(C)(i). While most of the ESE.A categories are identical to the Perkins I1” special

populations, ESEA also includes “migrant status.”

Most secondary and postsecondary state directors had at least some confidence in the accu-
racy and completeness of the special population data reported by local subgrantees (Exhibit
3.15). Secondary state directors were most confident in the data for students with disabilities
and least confident in the data reported for single parents and single pregnant women. For
postsecondary education, state directors had the greatest confidence in the accuracy and
completeness of data reported for economically disadvantaged and foster children and stu-
dents preparing for nontraditional fields. Postsecondary state directors were less confident in

the data reported for students with disabilities than their secondary peers.
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Exhibit 3.15.
Number and percentage of state directors according to how confident they were in the
accuracy and completeness of special populations data reported by local subgrantees, by

education level

(5—point scale from Not confident to Very Confident)

Number Percent
Less than Not At least
Very very Not applicable/ some No
confident confident confident Don’t No confidence confidence
Special populations 5) 2-4 1@ know response Total| (2-5) (€)) Total
Secondary
Students with disabilities 30 19 1 0 1 51 98 2 100
Economically disadvantaged,
foster children 24 24 2 0 1 51 96 4 100
Students preparing for
nontraditional fields 21 25 2 2 1 51 96 4 100
Single parents,
single pregnant women 10 27 9 2 3 51 80 20 100
Displaced homemakers 7 19 5 1 19 51 84 16 100
Students with limited
English proficiency 23 25 2 0 1 51 96 4 100
Migrant students 12 25 6 1 7 51 86 14 100
Postsecondary
Students with disabilities 14 25 7 0 2 48 85 15 100
Economically disadvantaged,
foster children 12 28 6 0 2 48 87 13 100
Students preparing for
nontraditional fields 18 22 6 0 2 48 87 13 100
Single parents,
single pregnant women 5 32 8 1 2 48 82 18 100
Displaced homemakers 5 28 12 1 2 48 73 27 100
Students with limited
English proficiency 14 23 7 0 4 48 84 16 100

Exhibit reads: Secondary state directors were most confident in the special populations data for students with disabilities (49).
Postsecondary state directors had the greatest confidence in the accuracy and completeness of data for economically disadvantaged/foster
children (40) and students preparing for nontraditional fields (40).

NOTE: Percentage calculations exclude “Don’t know,” and “Not applicable/No response.”

SOURCE: Secondary and Postsecondary State Director Sutveys, 2009.
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Most LEA and THE directors had at least some confidence in the accuracy of data they re-

ported for any special population (Exhibit 3.16). About 30 percent of LEA respondents did

not know if the data reported for displaced homemakers were accurate, although this may be

due to the smaller numbers of displaced homemakers served by secondary institutions.

About one-quarter indicated they did not know if the data for migrant students were accu-

rate.

Exhibit 3.16.

Percentage of LEA and IHE directors according to how confident they were in the accuracy

of the data reported for special populations

(5—point scale from Not confident to Very Confident)

LEA THE
Less than Less than
Very very Not Very very Not
confident confident confident Don’t confident confident confident Don’t

Special populations 5) 2-4 1) know Total (5) 2-4 1) know Total
Students with disabilities 53 38 2 6 100 33 54 6 6 100
Economically disadvantaged,

foster children 48 42 2 7 100 32 55 7 6 100
Students preparing for

nontraditional fields 35 51 4 10 100 34 55 6 6 100
Single parents,

single pregnant women 33 43 7 17 100 23 56 12 9 100
Displaced homemakers 24 37 10 29 100 22 54 14 10 100
Students with limited

English proficiency 46 38 3 13 100 27 58 8 8 100
Migrant students 36 36 4 23 100 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Exhibit reads: Among secondary local directors, 53 percent were very confident in the accuracy of data reported for students with
disabilities, while only 33 percent of postsecondary local directors reported the same. Less than 35 percent of IHE directors were very
confident about the accuracy of any special population data.

n/a Not available.

NOTE: Estimates were weighted to reflect population values.
SOURCE: LEA and IHE Surveys, 2009.

Case study respondents at the state and local levels reported efforts to collect special popula-

tions data, while indicating some concern about obtaining valid and reliable data for all spe-

cial population categories. A postsecondary administrator said that “special populations data

are usually collected through self-reporting. For the most part, I think they’re valid, but 1

think no one understands what a displaced homemaker is.” Another respondent noted that

an individual’s status as part of a special population may change: “Because you can be [in

one of] those [categories] one semester and not another semester, [the IHEs] have to ask

those [questions] every semester.”
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A secondary district administrator related problems obtaining reliable information about
some special populations: “Foster care . . . those are hard data to get . . . unless you just ask
the student. [They’re] not reported.. . . Pregnant teen? . . . And how do you ask thatin a
class?” In a local postsecondary institution that collects some special populations data
through student self-report, an administrator said, “any student who self-identifies in a cate-
gory is easy to track,” acknowledging at the same time that students with disabilities “may
not self-identify because they don’t want to share; they may not self-identify because they
don’t know.”
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Reporting special populations data for postsecondary
students: NRCCTE report

Findings from a study conducted for the National Research Center for Career and Tech-
nical Education (NRCCTE) shed additional light on how some states report special popu-
lations data for postsecondary students (Kotamraju, Richards, Wun, and Klein 2010). The
12 states participating in the study noted several issues affecting their ability to collect and
report data on special populations, including uncertainty around collecting certain types of
student information. NRCCTE study findings suggest that there may be variability in how
states report postsecondary data on special populations.

Students with disabilities: Some study states mentioned reluctance on the part of insti-
tutions to share information about student disabilities as a challenge to collecting
these data. Other states questioned whether students should be identified through a
documented disability or by self-report.

Economically disadvantaged students: Pell Grant receipt was the most common meth-
od study states used to identify economically disadvantaged students. States noted
that this approach did not capture students who chose not to apply for financial aid or
who did not qualify for federal aid because they were enrolled less than half-time.
Several, but not all, states sought additional data to identify economically disadvan-
taged students, including data from the Bureau of Indian Affairs and public assistance
programs as well as foster child status.

Students with limited English proficiency (LEP): Some study states categorized stu-
dents as LEP if they had ever taken an English as a Second Language (ESL) class,
while others looked only at ESL coursetaking in the reporting year. Some states
based LEP status on whether students spoke a language other than English at home,
and still others relied on assessments to identify LEP students. As indicated in the re-
port: “States agreed that if policymakers provided greater clarity on this definition,
they would likely be able to adapt their individual data collection and reporting to be
more comparable across states” (Kotamraju et al. 2010, p.12).

Displaced homemakers and single parents: The states did not all ask students if they
were parenting or whether they were displaced homemakers. The study mentioned
tracking individuals entering from programs targeted to displaced homemakers or
single parents, but indicated that most study states did not have reliable methods to
collect this information or did not have such programs.

Core Indicators and Performance Measures

States must report their performance and progress toward negotiated targets for each core
indicator, both in the aggregate and disaggregated by special populations. This section dis-

cusses each core indicator in depth.
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Academic attainment
Perkins 11" includes academic attainment as an indicator only for secondary education, elimi-
nating it for postsecondary education.!” The Department’s nonregulatory guidance splits the

secondary indicator into two separate measures: reading/language arts and mathematics
(Exhibit 3.17).

Exhibit 3.17.
Nonregulatory guidance: Academic attainment
Secondary
181: Academic attainment— Numerator: Number of CTE concentrators who have met the proficient or advanced
Reading/Language Arts level on the Statewide high school reading/language arts assessment administered by

the State under Section 1111(b)(3) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as
amended by the No Child 1eft Behind Act based on the scores that were included in the
State’s computation of adequate yearly progress (AYP) and who, in the reporting year, left
secondary education.

Denominator: Number of CTE concentrators who took the ESFE.A assessments in read-
ing/language arts whose scores were included in the State’s computation of AYP and
who, in the reporting year, left secondary education.

1S2: Academic attainment—Mathematics Numerator: Number of CTE concentrators who have met the proficient or advanced
level on the Statewide high school mathematics assessment administered by the State
under Section 1111(b)(3) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as amended
by the No Child 1.eft Behind Act based on the scores that were included in the State’s com-
putation of AYP and who, in the reporting year, left secondary education.

Denominator: Number of CTE concentrators who took the ESEA assessments in

mathematics whose scores were included in the State’s computation of AYP and who, in
the reporting year, left secondary education.

Exhibit reads: The Department’s nonregulatory guidance splits the secondary academic attainment indicator into two separate
measures: reading/language arts and mathematics.

SOURCE: Justesen (2007a).

States appear to have confidence in the accuracy and completeness of the data reported by
local providers for academic attainment. Among secondary state directors, 26 were very con-
fident that the data accurately reflect performance, and none reported no confidence in the
data (Exhibit 3.5). LEA directors appear similarly confident, with only 3 percent reporting
no confidence at all and 46 percent reporting that they were very confident in the accuracy

of their academic attainment data (Exhibit 3.6).

Some states and local subgrantees registered uncertainty regarding this indicator, however,

with 23 state directors and 44 percent of LEA directors responding that they had some con-

17 According to a report from the June 2005 DQJI, states were in neatly unanimous agreement that ac-
ademic skill attainment should be removed from the postsecondary core indicators, contending that
CTE programs have different purposes and outcomes at the secondary and postsecondary levels, and
the results of the indicator are duplicated in other measures, such as completion and placement (Data
Quality Institute 2006a).
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fidence but were less than very confident about the data reported for the measures. There
are several reasons that directors might question the accuracy and completeness of their data,
some of which also may affect comparability of data across states. These include the timing
of assessments, identifying concentrators who have left education, and applying the ESEA

methodology to a subset of students, which are discussed below.

Timing of assessments
While some students take the tests in 9th or 10th grade, others are assessed in 11th or 12th
grade. As of 2007-08, according to the Center on Education Policy, 18 states offered their
ESE.A assessment in 10th grade and 14 offered it in 11th grade. The remaining states did
not specify when assessments were offered (2) or reported assessing students over multiple
years, ranging from 9th to 12th grade, depending on the subject (16) (Center on Education
Policy 2010).

The decision to alter the construct of this indicator to match the ESE.A reporting method-
ology may indicate an interest in understanding the effect of CTE coursework on students,
particularly whether students in CTE programs fare better or worse than all students on
statewide assessments. For students who begin CTE coursework in 11th or 12th grade,
however, the ESE.A assessment may occur before they have much, if any, exposure to CTE.

According to an administrator in one case study state,

In our state, we give an exit exam in the 10th grade . . . and the majority of
students who enroll in CTE don’t even do so until their junior year. In so