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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

We conducted a review to provide information to the U.S. Department of Education (ED)
on the processes used by state educational agencies (SEAS) to collect and report data to
ED. Our review focused on two of ED’s mgjor state formula grant programs. Grants for
Schools Serving At-Risk Children (Title | program) and Vocational and Technical
Education Assistance to the States (Perkins program). To conduct our work, we
reviewed technical literature and visited five SEAs. Cdifornia, Georgia, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, and New Jersey. The five SEAs we sdlected are not satisticaly
representative and thus the results cannot be projected. However, the information we
obtained from these visits provides insight into the processes used by SEAs in providing
data to ED for the Title | and Perkins programs. Our review was not an audit of either
program or of any of the five states we visited.

Data obtained by ED from the SEASs for these two programs are used to monitor and
evauate the programs. ED also plans to use some of the data in its annua performance
reports to Congress required by the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993
(GPRA or the Results Act). In addition, the authorizing legidation for the Perkins
program requires that ED report state-by-state comparisons of the Perkins performance
data. To be useful for these purposes, the data must be reliable, comparable across states,
consistent over time, and timely.

The results of our review are grouped into overall observations on SEA-supplied data and
more specific observations on Title | data, Perkins data, data on academic achievement,
and placement data.

Overall Observationson SEA-Supplied Data

Based on our review, we have the following observations about the data provided by
SEAsfor the Title | and Perkins programs:

The process of collecting data for both of these programs is complex. Thousands
of entities are involved. Much of the data originates at the thousands of local
education agencies (LEAS) that operate the programs. The LEASs then send
reports to their SEAs, who in turn send reports to ED. The SEAs also collect data
from other sources such as the testing contractor for the statewide academic
assessment.

Each SEA has its own unique processes for collecting data. At the SEAs visited,
the method for collecting data from LEAS varied, from the submission of paper
forms to the exchange of computer diskettes to transmission through the Internet.
The amount of detail provided by the LEASs also varied from data on individual
students to aggregate data for a district.
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Each SEA has its own unique control structure. One SEA required a certification

from the LEAS on the data submitted. Another conducted a quality control review
of the testing contractor’s scoring of the statewide academic assessments.

The data are not timely. The majority of states filed their Title | and Perkins
performance reports for the program year 1996/1997 after the due date. Some
states filed as late as four or five months after the due date, which is already set at
least six months after the end of the program year. Thus, ED received some state
Title | and Perkins program data almost a year after the program year-end.

The data may not be consistent over time. At three of the states visited, spring
1998 marked the initial use of the assessment instrument to measure academic
achievement. These states will not have sufficient, consistent data on academic
achievement to measure educational progress for severa years.

When used for national aggregation or comparison, such as GPRA reporting, the
data are likely to not be comparable across states. In many cases, the states
define how the data is collected and reported. For example, states select the
assessment instruments for academic achievement and decide the number and
meaning of the proficiency levels. States also decide whether placement data are
obtained through searches of state unemployment compensation records or
through surveys of former students.

The lack of comparability across states and the lack of consistency over time are to some
extent inherent in the process. Performance measurement is a dynamic process.
Congress has provided flexibility to states and local educational agencies that can affect
data collection. Improvements in data quality and timeliness may require new systems.
Designing, building, and maintaining systems requires significant human and financial
resources. In addition, some states are dealing with privacy concerns about what
information state databases can contain.

Because of the complexities of the processes, improvements will only come through the
joint efforts of states and ED. ED has begun working with states to improve data
collection through the Integrated Performance and Benchmarking System (IPBS). The
goa of the IPBS is to reduce paperwork and to streamline the federal education program
reporting system in such away that it provides states, districts, school boards, and parents
with accurate, comparable information about federal program resuilts.

Observationson Title!l Data

For fiscal year 1999, ED plans to use information on the count of distinguished schools
and on student assessments to measure the performance of the Title | program for
reporting under the Results Act. However, that information may not be available from
Title I performance reports for fiscal year 1999. The authorizing legidation for the Title |
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program does not require that a final assessment system be in place until program year
2000/2001. Some SEAs do not have a definition of adequate yearly progress, which is
needed to identify distinguished schools. In addition, some SEAs have not been
providing in their Title | performance reports information on student proficiency levels
because they have just started using their statewide assessment systems.

Observations on Perkins Data

For fiscal year 1999, ED is not planning to use state reports as a data source for GPRA
reporting on the Perkins program because the information needed would not be available
in those reports. For fiscal year 2000, ED is planning to use placement data from state
reports in its GPRA reporting on the Perkins program. Recent amendments to the
authorizing legidation of the Perkins program will require ED to report state-by-state
comparisons of performance information.

SEAs have had different definitions for vocational students for reporting on the Perkins
program. In addition, SEAs have not always had access to student level data on
vocationa students and thus may have difficulty obtaining performance data on the
Perkins program. This situation poses a particular challenge to ED in meeting the
requirement to report state-by-state comparisons of information. To address this
challenge, ED has been working with states to develop an accountability framework.
This framework should assist states in moving toward comparable definitions.

Observations on Data on Academic Achievement

As part of our review, we obtained information on how the states we visited administered
their statewide academic assessments, scored the assessments, and reported and used the
results. Both the Title | and Perkins programs require data on academic achievement.
All five states we visited had a statewide assessment system that was required by state
statutes. In al five states, a testing contractor developed and scored the assessment, and
reported the results to the LEAs and the SEA. In one state, staff of the SEA conducted a
quality control check of the contractor’s work. All five states had test security measures
in place. However, the specific measures used varied in each state. All five states
indicated that the results are or will be used to identify schools and districts in need of
improvement.

Observations on Placement Data

We also obtained information on how the states collected data on the placement of
vocational education students. For the Perkins program, each state's performance
measurement system must include a measure of placement in postsecondary education or
employment. Data on placement can be obtained from either a survey of former students
or from a search of state unemployment compensation and postsecondary records. In one
of the states we visited, the LEA conducted the survey using guidance provided by the
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SEA. The SEA had set a minimum response rate. In another state, the search of records
was conducted by another entity and the results provided to the SEA.

ED Commentson Report

The Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE) and the Office of Vocational
and Adult Education (OVAE) provided written comments on the draft of this report,
which are reprinted in appendices G and H, respectfully.

OESE noted that to improve data quality, in addition to the consolidated performance
report and the development of IPBS mentioned in the report, provisons related to
performance data have been included in the proposal for reauthorization of Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

OVAE stated that the results presented in this report are consistent with what OVAE has
learned during the course of working with states to implement the new Perkins
legidation. In their comments, OVAE provided more detailed information on the
requirements of the Perkins Act, efforts to improve data quality and comparability among
states, and plans for future GPRA reporting. OVAE noted that the new requirements
substantially increased the complexity of data collection. OVAE's god is to have a
vocational and technical education data system that is reliable, comparable among states,
consistent over time, and timely. To build that system, OVAE is working closing with
the states.

In addition, department officials noted that our work was limited to the SEA level and did
not include a review of the consistency of data collection within states. Department
officials also noted that by their nature state standards and assessment systems change
and, thus, consistency of data will aways be an issue.

OESE and OVAE aso provided technical comments that we incorporated where
appropriate throughout the text.
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INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) first performance report on fiscal year 1999
required by the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA or Results Act) is due
in March 2000. The most common issue raised during our audit of ED’s implementation
of the Results Act was the availability of quality data for that first performance report and
for management decisions.! In June 1998, the Genera Accounting Office (GAO)
concluded that ED’s fiscal year 1999 Annua Plan did not provide sufficient confidence
that its elementary and secondary performance information will be credible because data
limitations were not included in the plan.? Much of that performance information will be
provided by sources external to ED, such as state educational agencies (SEAS).

In response to a request by ED and to follow-up on the earlier reports, we conducted a
review to identify:

(1) the processes used by SEAs to accumulate and report datato ED;
(2) the controls® used to ensure reliability* of the data;

(3) limitations or weaknesses in that data; and

(4) barriers or obstacles to improving the quality of that data.

Our work focused on two of ED’s mgjor state formula grant programs:

Grants for Schools Serving At-Risk Children (Title | program) authorized by Title
I/Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), and

Vocational and Technical Education Assistance to the States (Perkins program)

authorized by Title | of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technology Education
Act of 1998 (Perkins I11).

To obtain information on the data collected by SEAs and reported to ED, we reviewed
technical literature and visited five SEAs. California, Georgia, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
and New Jersey. Although the five SEAS selected are not statistically representative and
thus the results cannot be projected, they provide insight into the processes used by SEAs
in providing data to ED for the Title | and Perkins programs. A satistical profile of the
five SEAs we vidited is included in Appendix B. Our work focused on the SEAs and not
on the local or federal level. Additional information on how we conducted this review is
included in the section “ Objectives, Scope, and Methodology.”

! ED-OIG, 1998. Moving Towards A Results-Oriented Organization: A Report on the Status of
ED’ s Implementation of the Results Act. (ED-OIG/A17-70007) Page 20.

2 GAO, 1998. THE RESULTSACT: Observations on the Department of Education’s Fiscal Year
1999 Annual Performance Plan. (GAO/HEHS-98-172R) Page 3.

® For purposes of this report, controls are what an entity does to provide reasonable assurance that
what should happen happens.

* For purposes of this report, reliability refers to the precision with which a phenomenais
measured. A measured value is considered reliable if it is accurate for its intended use.
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The Title | program provides over $7 billion to schools, especialy in low-income
communities, to improve education for children at risk of failing to achieve high
standards. In 1996, over 50,000 schools received Title | funds. ED distributes Title |
funds to the SEAs using a legidatively mandated formula. In turn, the SEASs distribute
the funds to local education agencies (LEAS) to support programs in schools.

The authorizing legidation for the Title | program requires that states have “high-quality,
yearly student assessments’ for students served by the program. SEAs will report
disaggregated results® from those assessments to ED in an annua performance report.
State and local assessments are a data source in the fiscal year 1999 Title | program

performance plan.

The Title | legidation aso requires that
SEAs designate as “distinguished” any
Title 1 school that, for three consecutive
years, has exceeded the state’'s definition
of adequate progress. The number of Title
| schools designated as distinguished is an
indicator in the fisca year 1999 Title |
program performance plan.

The Perkins program provides over $1
billion to develop more fully the academic,
vocational, and technica skills of
secondary and postsecondary students
enrolled in vocationa and technical
education programs. As with the Title |
program, ED distributes Perkins funds to
the SEA or other designated state agency’
using a legidatively mandated formula.
The designated state agency then
distributes the funds to LEAs and other
eligible recipients, such as community
colleges.

GPRA Requirements

For fiscal years 1999 and 2000, ED submitted
an “Annua Plan” to Congress to meet the
requirements of the Results Act. Those
Annual Plans contain “Program Performance
Plans’ for each of ED’s programs reported
individually or grouped by related program
purpose. ED’s Annual Plansinclude “Program
Performance Plans’ for both the Title| and
Perkins programs. Throughout this report, the
phrase “program performance plans’ refers to
those documents.

Asalowed by OMB, ED decided to combine
its FY 1999 report with its FY 2001 plan. At
the end of February 2000, ED issued a pre-
publication copy of its combined report/plan.
ED expectsto issue afinal version by the end
of March 2000.

® An assessment is an exercise, such as awritten test, portfolio, or experiment, that seeksto
measure a student’s skills or knowledge in a subject area.
® Disaggregated results are results broken down by subgroups, such as gender or student

economic status.

" A state agency other than the SEA can be the primary fiscal and reporting agency for the
Perkins program (e.g., the state agency responsible for colleges and universities). In some states,
more than one state agency administers the Perkins program. For example, the SEA may
administer the secondary programs and another state agency, the postsecondary programs.

March 2000

ED-OIG/S17-90009




Information Report on Data Accumulated by SEAs and Reported to ED:
ESEA/Title | and Perkins Vocational Education Programs FINAL

Recent amendments, which first became effective for school year 1999-2000, to the
authorizing legislation of the Perkins program require states to identify core indicators in
four areas, establish levels of performance for those indicators, and report data to ED.
Those amendments also require states to describe in their state plan how the state “will
ensure” that the data they reported to ED is “complete, accurate, and reliable.” ED is*“to
disseminate state-by-state comparisons of the information” to the public and Congress.
In return for this increased accountability, those amendments provide more flexibility to
the states; for example, fewer dollars are earmarked to specific programs.

For fiscal year 1999, the data sources in the Perkins program performance plan are
studies conducted by the Planning and Evauation Service (PES) and the Nationa Center
for Education Statistics (NCES). For fiscal year 2000, the data source for the indicator
related to student outcomes is state performance reports. The data sources for the other
indicators in the fiscal year 2000 program performance plan are studies conducted by
PES and NCES.

The Title | program is administered by ED’s Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education (OESE). The Perkins program is administered by the Office of Vocationa and
Adult Education (OVAE). Additiona information on the Title | and Perkins programs
and on the program performance plans for both programs isincluded in Appendix A.

Acronyms used in this report are listed in Appendix D. Appendix E contains definitions
of the technical terms used in this report.
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SEA-SUPPLIED DATA

Below is a summary of our observations about the processes SEAS use to collect and
report data, the controls used to ensure the reliability of the data, the limitations and
weaknesses in the data, and the barriers and obstacles to improving the quality of the
data. In later sections of this report, we provide detailed information about program
reporting for the Title | and Perkins programs, data on academic achievement, and
placement data.

Processesfor Collecting and Reporting Data

OIG Observations - The processes for gathering data on the Title | and Perkins programs
are complex because thousands of entities are involved. Each SEA has its own unique
processes for collecting the data.

Much of the data for the Title | program originates at the 50,000 participating schools.
Data is collected from the schools by the LEAs. The LEAs send reports to the SEA. In
turn, the SEAs send to ED annual performance reports. As with the Title | program,
much of the data for the Perkins program originates at the LEAs and the other digible
recipients of Perkins funds. Reports from these local entities are also sent to the SEA or
other designated state agency. In turn, the state agencies send to ED annual performance
reports. Even when the SEA is responsible for both programs, separate divisions within
the SEA may be responsible for the two programs.

During our visits, we noted that:

Data transfer from the LEAS to the SEASs varied, from the submission of paper
forms to the exchange of diskettes to transmission through the Internet.

The detail provided to the SEA by the LEAS varied from data on individual
students to aggregate data for a district.

A testing contractor developed and scored the statewide academic assessment and
provided the results to both the LEAs and the SEA. Four of the five SEAs got the
results at the student level in electronic form. The fifth SEA will get the results at
the student level in electronic form in the future.

Placement information was obtained through either a search of dsate

unemployment compensation records and postsecondary records or a survey of
former students.

The diagram below illustrates the basic processes for gathering performance data on the
Title | and Perkins programs. Since each state has its own governance and organizational
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structure, the information trail represented below is generalized and does not illustrate the
processes used by any particular state.

LEA-SEA-ED-Congress Information Trail

The processes for gathering and reporting data on the Title | and Perkins programs are complex because of the numerous state and local
educational entities involved. The diagram below represents generalized processes for the gathering and reporting of data rather than
the specific processes that are used by any of the five states we visited. The actual processes are unique to each state because each state
has its own governance and organizational structure. Our work focused on the SEAs and not the local or federal level.

LOCAL LEVEL: STATELEVEL: FEDERAL LEVEL:
One to 1,044 school districts 50 states plusterritories Annual Performance ED Program offices

Report for Titlel (in
Reports on enrolIment, future consolidated report

participation in various for ESEA programs)
programs, use of
S fundsetc. <

SEA Annual Performance
Report for Perkins

Assessment Results

ED’s Annual
Performance
Report required
by GPRA

A 4

Congress

* ED’s Office of the Under Secretary (OUS)
will be responsible for preparing ED’s Annual
Performance Report required by GPRA.

(directly to

Placement Information Data/Reports ———p

LEA and SEA) (ither to LEA or SEA)
Testing contractor for State unemployment compensation Thisdiagram only includes state reported data for the
assessment system and postsecondary records Title!l and Perkinsprograms. It doesnot include other
+ (generally contracted by SEA) or sour ces of data on those programs, such as studies and

Survey results of former students evaluations. It also does not include other federal grant
programs, such asthose under IDEA, or other federal
data collections, such asthose by NCES.
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Controlsto Ensurethe Reliability of the Data

OIG Observations - Because each state has its own processes, each state will have its
own system of controlsto ensure the reliability of its data.

During our

visits, we noted the following controls in the SEA processes.

For data supplied by the LEAS:

To detect errorsin reports provided by LEAS, al five SEAs indicated that they
ran edit checks. Such edit checks could include comparing the data to data
from prior years.

To prevent errors in reports provided by LEAS, one of the five SEAS required
that the LEAs provide a certification that the data was “complete and
accurate.”®

For academic achievement data:

To prevent errors and irregularies during the administration of the academic
assessment, all five states had some security measures, such as designated
coordinators or logs of test materials, over their statewide academic
assessments.

To detect errors in scoring, one of the five SEAs conducted a quality control
check of the testing contractor’ s scoring of the academic assessment.

To encourage the inclusion of al students in the academic assessment, one of
the five SEAs assigned the minimum score to any students who did not take
the assessment.

During our work, we did not determine the effectiveness of these controls or of any other
controls used by the SEAs. However, we believe that, if properly implemented, the
above controls would help ensure the reliability of the data. The diagram below
illustrates the types of controls that could be used by a state in its processes for gathering
data for the Title | and Perkins programs. The diagram is generalized and does not
represent the system of controls used in any particular state.

® For the Title | report, SEA officials are to certify that the data is the “ most accurate data

available”

For ED’s Annua Plan required by GPRA, ED program managers will be required to

either assert that the data used for their programs' s performance measurement are “reliable and
valid” or have plans for improvement.

March 2000
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Controlsin the LEA-SEA-ED-Congress Information Trail

Diagram depicts some of the controls that we found in the LEA-SEA-ED-Congress Information Trail for the Title | and Perkins

programs. The diagram does not depict the system of controls used in any particular state since that systemis unique to each state.
During our work, we did not determine the effectiveness of these controls.
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data collections, such as those by NCES.

Cqmro_l reliable” : Performance
Certification i Report
“most accurate : 4 : armmsamesnsang
dataavailable’ : PRI :
H © OUS i e B
Control i ‘o > Congr%i
Review : : : :
of s :
report e Control | .* :
Annual “ "~ |Assertion|" H
Performance OVAE | “valid & :
Report “v oo | reliable’ :
Data/Reports . . ... >

March 2000

-12 -

ED-OIG/S17-90009




Information Report on Data Accumulated by SEAs and Reported to ED:
ESEA/Title | and Perkins Vocational Education Programs FINAL

Limitations and Weaknesses of SEA-Supplied Data

OIG Observations — The data are not timely. The data may not be consistent over time.
When used for national aggregation or comparison, such as GPRA reporting, the data
are likely to not be comparable across states.

Timeliness of the Data

We reviewed records maintained by ED on the receipt of performance reports for the
Title | and Perkins programs. For program year 1996/1997, those records indicate that all
but two of the Title | reports were received by ED after the due date of February 1998.
Program year 1996/1997 ended in June of 1997.

Month Report Received  # of SEAsS

February 2
March 28
April 3
May 7
June 12 (one year after program year-end)
July 1
Total® 53

Only 17 of the 54 Perkins performance reports for program year 1996/1997 were
received by the due date of December 31, 1997.'° Four were never received. As of
March 3, 1999, for program year 1997/1998, only 29 of the 54 Perkins performance
reports had been received by ED. These reports were due December 31, 1998. Part of
the lack of timeliness for the Perkins performance report could be that the paperwork
clearance for the form expired in January 1997. The clearance for the form was not
renewed because of pending reauthorization of the Perkins program’s authorizing
legisiation. Instead, ED obtained a voluntary agreement with the states to use the form.*

Historically, states have not been able to meet due dates for performance reports. Some
reports have arrived almost a year after the program year-end.

As part of our review, we did not conduct detailed work to determine the specific causes
for the lack of timeliness of the data. In the next section, we discuss some barriers and
obstacles to improving the overal quality of SEA-supplied data that we identified during
our review. ED has contracted for a study on the causes of the delay of the state Title |

° The 53 entities that submit Title | performance reports are the 50 states, the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia

1% The 54 entities that submit Perkins performance reports are the 50 states, 3 territories, and the
Digtrict of Columbia

1 Although the paperwork clearance had expired, under ED’s General Administrative
Regulations, SEAs were till required to supply the data.
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reports. Information from that study should assist ED in developing an appropriate
federal response.

Consistency of the Data Over Time

Data may not be consistent over time. States can change the methods they use to collect
data. For example, one of the states we visited changed from collecting placement data
using surveys of former students to searching state unemployment compensation and
other records. Any trend analysis of placement data for that state needs to consider the
effect the change in collection method may have on the trend.

As another example, the initial use of the assessment instrument to measure academic
achievement in three of the states we visited was spring 1998. Therefore, these states
may not have sufficient trend data to evaluate educational progress for afew years.

SEAs may change the method used to collect data. ED needs to know when SEAs make
these changes because it affects how the data is analyzed over time.

Comparability of the Data Across Sates

ED is planning to use some of the data reported by SEAs to ED in its annual performance
reports to Congress required by the Results Act. For the Title | program, ED is planning
on using data from state assessments and the status of Title | schools (meeting adequate
yearly progress, identified for improvement, or identified as distinguished). For the
Perkins program, ED is planning to use data from the state performance measurement
systems required by Perkinsllil.

A weakness in SEA data when it is used for national aggregation or comparison, such as
GPRA reporting, is the lack of comparability across states. For example, lack of
comparability in:

Who or what is counted or measured — For the Perkins program, SEAs determine
how a vocational student is defined. Those definitions vary, both in the number of
courses a student takes and in the grades covered.

How data is collected — For the Perkins program, the SEAs we visited varied in how

they collect placement data. Some search state unemployment compensation records;
while others survey former students.

How performance is measured. — For example, each of the five states we visited used
a different assessment instrument to measure academic achievement.

The lack of comparability across states is to some extent inherent to the process.
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Performance measurement is a dynamic process. Local, state, and federa
governments make changes to the legidation that govern and organize the
educational systems. These changes can affect what data are collected, when the
data are collected, and how they are collected.

Congress has provided flexibility to states and local educational agencies in

operating federal programs in return for increased accountability. This flexibility
can include alowing states to make decisions that affect what data is collected.

ED Activities to Address Limitations and Weaknesses

As part of an overall strategy for data quality when reporting under the Results Act, ED
has develop department-wide standards for performance indicator measurement. ED
began training department staff on those standards in Fall 1999. It is phasing in a
requirement that program managers examine the indicators and data for their programs to
determine their accuracy and validity and, as necessary, develop plans for improvement.
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Barriersand Obstaclesto I mproving the Quality of SEA-Supplied Data

Officials at one SEA mentioned that outdated hardware and software were obstacles to
improving data quality. Designing, building, and maintaining systems, especially those
capable of electronic transfer of data, requires significant resources, both financial and
human. One state indicated to us that it had severa openings in information technology
positions. Those vacancies may slow the state’'s development of electronic transfer of
data. Officials at another state indicated that addressing year 2000 concerns had delayed
improvements to its data systems.

Beyond the technical concerns of designing and building data systems, our review aso
noted that some states are dealing with privacy concerns about the state databases
containing detailed student information, such as social security numbers. Generaly,
social security numbers are needed to obtain placement data through searches of state
unemployment compensation records. Social security numbers can aso be used as
unique student identifiers to prevent duplicate counts of students.

Officials in one state mentioned that for the Title | program ED does not provide enough
notice of changes to report format and content to alow the state to update its data
collection systems. In November 1998, the Council of Chief State School Officers Board
of Directors approved the following resolution:

The implementation of any new or revised data collection instruments or
categories, or the establishment/revision of any instructions associated with
such instruments and categories, shall be optiona for SEAs if fina
documents, with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) approval, are
not issued by July 1 of the school year preceding the school year for which
the data collection is requested. Further, this provision should be applicable
to data collection requirements for al the various programs under the United
States Department of Education, with the exception of surveys or other
projects which do not impact state and/or local data systems.*?

Sometimes Congress mandates when a data collection will begin. For example, Perkins
Il was enacted in October 1998 and effective for the program year that began July 1,
1999. Thus, ED and the states had only eight months to plan for the implementation of
the new legidative requirements.

The complexities of data collection require ED to work closely with the states in
developing data collection requirements. ED has begun to do so through activities such
as the Integrated Performance and Benchmarking System.

' Resolution of the Education Information Advisory Committee (EIAC) of the Council of Chief
State School Officers (CCSSO).
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TITLE | PERFORMANCE REPORTS

Summary - For fiscal year 1999, ED plans to use information on the count of
distinguished schools and on student assessments to measure the performance of the Title
| program for GPRA reporting. However, that information may not be available from
Title | performance reports for fiscal year 1999. The authorizing legislation for the Title
| program does not require that a final assessment system be in place until program year
2000/2001. Some SEAs do not have a definition of adequate yearly progress, which is
needed to identify distinguished schools. 1n addition, some SEAs have not been providing
in the Title | performance report any information on student proficiency levels because
they have just started using their statewide assessment systems.

SEAs have reported data annually to ED in a year-end Title | performance report.
Beginning with program year 1998/1999, SEAs must report data in a year-end
consolidated report for all ESEA® formula grant programs. Both the single program and
the consolidated program reports request information on student participation, status of
Title | schools (meeting adequate yearly progress, identified for improvement, or
identified as distinguished), and student proficiency levels.

Participation Data

SEASs obtain participation data for the Title | program from LEAsS. In the states we
visited, LEASs submitted the participation data to the SEA either in hardcopy, on SEA-
supplied diskettes, or through the Internet. The SEA-supplied diskettes contained
software that had built-in edit checks. The data from the diskettes was downloaded into
the SEA’s computer. When the data was supplied in hardcopy, the SEA keyed the data
into its computer. No matter which method is used to obtain the data, the SEAS ran edit
checks on the data entered into its computer. One SEA also required that the LEA include
a certification that the data provided was “ complete and accurate.”

OIG Observations - The use of SEA-supplied software is likely to improve the quality of
the data because of the built-in edit checks and the reduced risk of error caused by re-
entering the data into the SEA’s computer from hardcopy. The use of a certification can
improve data quality because it establishes a means of accountability for the data.

Status of Titlel Schools

We reviewed the year-end reports filed by the five SEAs we visited for program year
1996/1997.** In those reports:

'3 Elementary and Secondary Education Act. ESEA is the authorizing legidlation for several
formula grant programs to the states including the Title | program.

* The program year 1996/1997 reports were the most recent reports available to us at the time of
our review.
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All five SEAs provided a count of the schools identified for improvement.

Two of the SEAs did not provide a count of the schools identified as
distinguished.

One of the SEASs that did not have a count of distinguished schools indicated to us during
our visit that they did not currently have a definition of “adequate yearly progress.”*®
Such a definition is needed to categorize Title | schools as “meeting adequate yearly
progress,” “identified for improvement,” or “identified as distinguished.” The other SEA
without a count indicated during our visit that so far only one school (not in program year
1996/1997) has been designated as distinguished because few schools had the required
three years of academic assessment data to even be eligible for consideration.

During our visits, we noted that two states obtained their count of schools identified as
distinguished as follows:

In one state, elementary and secondary schools are only eligible to be recognized
in the distinguished schools programs in aternate years. Once recognized, a
school is not digible to reapply for five years.

In another state, the SEA provides a list of schools that are candidates for
distinguished school status. The LEASs can nominate schools from that list but are
not required to do so.

OIG Observations — For fiscal year 1999, ED plans to use the information on the count of
distinguished schools to measure the performance of the Title | program. However, that
information may not be available since not al states have a definition of adequate yearly
progress. Moreover, some school’s lack of three years of trend data and the
methodologies used by some states (such as the aternating between elementary and
secondary schools and the voluntary nominations) appears to render a trend in the
number of Title | schools “identified as distinguished” invalid for purposes of measuring
Title | program performance.

Subsequent to our work, ED issued a pre-publication copy of its combine FY 1999 report and
FY 2001 plan. Inthat document, ED dropped the indicator on the count of distinguished
schools.

Student Proficiency Levels

We reviewed the year-end reports filed by the five SEAs we visited for program year
1996/1997. These reports did not include data on student proficiency levels. Although
the form requests data on student proficiency levels, the law does not require a final

15 The SEA had submitted recommendations for defining “adequate yearly progress’ to the state
legidature.
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assessment system until program year 2000/2001. The results of such assessments are
used to determine student proficiency levels.

In a separate section of this report, we discuss the processes and controls used to
administer and score academic assessments and report the results. During our visits, we
noted that:

Spring 1998 was the first time three of the states administered their statewide
assessment instruments.

In dl five states, both the LEAS and the SEA received the results of the statewide
assessment from the contractor that scored the assessment.

In four states, the SEA had the results from the statewide assessment at the
student level in electronic form. In one of those states, the results are maintained
for the SEA in a separate database at a contractor’s site. In the fifth state, the
SEA will have the results at the student level in ectronic form in the future.

In one state, the LEAs determined, within state guidelines, the levels of student
proficiency using their own methodology. Such methodologies can include additional
factors beyond the results of assessment scores on standardized tests, such as grades.
SEA officials noted that this system allows districts to use local standards appropriate for
their student population. The LEASs in this state submitted to the SEA, by school,
disaggregated numbers and percentages of students at each proficiency level. The SEA
manually entered the data from each LEA into its computer and ran edit checks.

OIG Observations — For fisca year 1999, ED plans to use information on student
proficiency levels to measure performance of the Title | program. However, that
information may not be available since some states have just started using their statewide
assessment systems. Further, the authorizing legislation does not require that states have
afinal assessment system in place until program year 2000/2001.

Subsequent to our work, ED issued a pre-publication copy of its combined FY 1999 report
and FY 2001 plan. In that document, ED noted that some states do not have the necessary

data on student proficiency levels.

SEA Evaluation

During our visits to the SEAS, we asked state officials for their comments and opinions
on the Title | program and Title | reporting. Each of the following comments were made
by a SEA officia. Since these comments were made by one individual, they may not be
representative:
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- The Title | requirements were a driving force in the implementation of a statewide
standards-based accountability system. This system will be used to determine
student learning needs, improve school programs, and recognize outstanding
academic achievements of students.

- ED does not provide sufficient notice of changes in the format and content of the
Title I report to allow the state to update its data collection system.

SEA officias in al five SEAs we visited mentioned using or planning to use assessment
data to identify schools in need of improvement.

ED Activitiesto Improve the Data Collection Process for the Title | Program

ED is working with several states on the Integrated Performance and Benchmarking
System (IPBS) for elementary and secondary program data collections. The goal of the
IPBS is to reduce paperwork and to streamline the federal education program reporting
system in such a way that it provides states, districts, school boards, and parents with
accurate, comparable information about federal program results.
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PERKINS PERFORMANCE REPORTS

Summary — For fiscal year 1999, ED is not planning to use state reports as a data source
for GPRA reporting on the Perkins program because the information needed would not
be available in those reports. For fiscal year 2000, ED is planning to use placement data
from state reports in its GPRA reporting on the Perkins program. Recent amendments to
the authorizing legislation of the Perkins program will require ED to report state-by-
state comparisons of performance information. SEAs have differed on how they define
vocational students for reporting on the Perkins program. In addition, SEAs have not
always had access to student level data on vocational students and thus may have
difficulty obtaining performance data on the Perkins program. This situation poses a
particular challenge to ED in meeting the requirement to report state-by-state
comparisons of information. To address this challenge, ED has been working with states
to develop an accountability framework. This framework should assist states in moving
toward compar able definitions.

Reporting for the Perkins program is more complicated than reporting for the Title |
program because it involves both secondary and postsecondary programs. Thus, local
entities, in addition to LEAS, receive Perkins funds and provide data on the program. In
addition, more than one state agency can be involved in the administration of the
program. For example, the SEA can administer the secondary programs, while the state
agency responsible for colleges and universities administers the postsecondary programs.

Appendix B contains the percentage of Perkins funds budgeted in fiscal year 1998 for the
secondary and postsecondary programs in each of the states we visited. In three of the
states, over 60 percent of the funds were used in secondary programs. In a fourth state,
the funds were divided equally between secondary and postsecondary programs. In the
fifth state, 35 percent of the funds were used in secondary programs. In that state, the
SEA was not the primary reporting agency for the Perkins program. Our work focused
on the SEAs and the secondary programs.

The authorizing legidation for the program was reauthorized in October 1998 only a few
months prior to the beginning of our review. The prior authorizing legidation for the
Perkins program (Perkins I1) required a performance measurement system. Perkins Il|
expanded on those requirements. Appendix A contains information about the
performance measurement requirements of the Perkins program. As we were conducting
our review, states were in the process of adjusting their systems to comply with Perkins
1.

The program year 1996/1997 Perkins performance report requested enrollment data and a
description of the state’s performance measurement system for its Perkins program. The
OMB clearance on the form expired on January 31, 1997. Due to the pending
reauthorization of the Perkins program, a new clearance was not obtained. Instead, ED
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obtained a voluntary agreement with the states to use the form.*® A new form for the
performance report is being developed for program year 1999/2000, which will

incorporate the new Perkins requirements.

Enrollment Data

SEAs obtained enrollment data for the Perkins program from the LEAS using processes
similar to the Title | program: hardcopy or electronic, such as a SEA-supplied diskette.
The states varied in the detail that the LEAS provided the SEAs. For example, one SEA
received the socia security numbers of the vocationa students, while another SEA
received only district level counts of the vocational education students by gender,
specia populations, and subject areas. The SEAs compared the current year data to data
from prior years. One SEA indicated that they also compared the data to other SEA

information it had on student enrollment.

We reviewed the Perkins performance
reports for program year 1996/1997 for each
of the five states we visited.’” The draft
instructions for the performance report
contained sample tables for the SEAs to use
in reporting enrollment data.  All five states
submitted enrollment tables that were
modified from the sample enroliment tables
in the draft instructions for the report. The
draft instructions for the report aso
requested explanatory information on the
data in the enrollment tables, for example,
how was enrollment defined. None of the
states provided all the requested explanatory
information. For example, two states
provided no explanation of how enrollment
was defined.

SEAs define vocationa students differently.
vocational education student is defined as:;

Changing Nature of Vocational Education

In recent years, vocational education has
increased the emphasis on academic skills.
The Perkins Act recognizes this change in
vocational education by requiring academic
and technical achievement as an area of
performance measurement.

In addition, recent education reforms have
recognized the importance of providing all
students with training that prepares them for
employment.

These changes in vocationa education
complicate the process of defining the
population of vocational students for data

collection.

For example, in one state we visited, a

“A student who is enralled in a planned, sequenced, and organized system of
coherent courses that leads to employment and/or advanced training.”

In another state we visited, a vocational education student is defined as:

16 Although the paperwork clearance had expired, under ED’s General Administrative
Regulations, SEAs were till required to supply the data.
" The program year 1996/1997 reports were the most recent reports available to us at the time of

our review.
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“A student who has declared that they are pursuing a program aimed at
employment in a pre-baccaaureate setting, or enrolled in a one-course
occupational program, or _enrolled in a second course of a multi-course
occupational program.”

Neither definition equates to the definition of a vocational education concentrator used
by ED in the fiscal year 2000 Perkins program performance plan:®

“A student who completes 3 or more Carnegie units' in a single specific labor
market preparation program area.”

OVAE conducted a study of the SEA definitions of vocational education students using
the 1994 enrollment charts.*® This study grouped the definitions into two categories:

- A student who took at |east one vocational education course — 36 SEAS.
- A student who was enrolled in a vocational education program — 15 SEAs.*

The OVAE study also noted that states differed in the range of grades that SEAs included
when counting vocational students:

Range of Grades # of SEAs Using that Range

Grades 6-12 5
7-12 19

9-12 25

10-12 1
11-12 1

Total 51

OIG Observations — Perkins 111 requires that ED disseminate state-by-state comparisons
of performance information. Currently, states do not have uniform definitions of
vocational education studen