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Plan Review/ FAPL 

Negotiation
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Issue July 1st and 
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DATE Organization Chart
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Sharon Miller
DATE Division Director

(202) 245-7846

John Haigh
Accountability 
Branch Chief

(202) 245-7735

Jose Figueroa
(202) 245-6054

Sharon Head
(202) 245-6131

Allison Hill
(202) 245-7775

Jamelah Murrell
(202) 245-6981

Jay Savage
(202) 245-6612

Edward Smith
Program Administration 

Branch Chief 
(202) 245-7602 

Rosanne Andre
(202) 245-7789

Sophie Coleman
(202) 245-7849

Marilyn Fountain
(202) 245-7846

Andrew Johnson
(202) 245-7786

Len Lintner
(202) 245-7741

Robin Utz
College & Transition 

Branch Chief
(202) 245-7767

Nancy Brooks
(202) 245-7774

Steve Brown
(202) 245-6078

Sherene Donaldson
(202) 245-7767

Linda Mayo
(202) 245-7792

Laura Messenger
(202) 245-7840
Albert Palacios
(202) 245-7772

Gwen Washington
(202) 245-7790

Margaret Romer
Deputy Director
(202) 245-7501

Bertha Crockett
(202) 245-7311
Denise Garland
(202) 245-7730

Lisa Harvey
(202) 245-7716

Jim Williams
(202) 245-7733



Staff by State
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Accountability Specialist State Assignments

José Figueroa Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Indiana, Nevada, New 
Hampshire, New Mexico, Oregon, Puerto Rico, Utah, Vermont, 
Washington

Sharon Head Connecticut, Illinois, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Ohio, Rhode Island, Virgin Islands

Allison Hill Delaware, Iowa, Kentucky, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, 
Tennessee, Texas, Wisconsin

Jamelah Murrell Guam, Idaho, Maryland, Mississippi, Montana, New York, Oklahoma, 
Palau, South Dakota

Jay Savage Alabama, Arkansas, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kansas, 
Louisiana, New Jersey, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming

http://cte.ed.gov/contact/staff-by-state-responsibility

http://cte.ed.gov/contact/staff-by-state-responsibility


CONSOLIDATED ANNUAL 
REPORT 

http://cte.ed.gov/accountability/annual-reporting 
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http://cte.ed.gov/accountability/annual-reporting


DEC 31st

Submission of  
Consolidated Annual 

Reports (CAR) 

MAR – APR 
CAR  Approval Letters 

are Issued

APR – MAY 
State Plan Submission

MAY – JUNE 
Issue Grant Awards 

(Conditions)

Submission of 
Quarterly 

Improvement Plans 

Submission of CAR and 
Revised State Plans
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Consolidated Annual Report

• CAR data reporting requirements—always refer to 
your CAR instructions and program memos

• CAR data validation and analysis

• CAR revisions and extensions—contact your 
accountability specialist

• State improvement plans—submitted in the CAR
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Section 2: Interim Financial 
Status Reports

• Expenditures for the first 12 to 15 months of a 
Perkins grant

• Purpose
– Used to determine how quickly states are 

obligating and liquidating grant funds
• To reduce the risk of Perkins funds lapsing

– Tool used by federal reviewers and auditors to 
identify possible compliance issues

• §112 set-asides
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Section 2: Final Financial 
Status Report

• Expenditures for the entire 27 months of a Perkins 
grant

• Purpose
– Used to determine if states have met specific 

compliance requirements of Perkins IV and applicable 
regulations

• Section 112 set-asides
• Administration matching

– Lapsed funds
• Returned to US Treasury
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Section 3: Use of Funds

• Section 3A – Review by the Accountability Branch
– 2 permissive use of funds questions

• Section 3B – Review by the Program Administration Branch
– 7 required use of funds questions
– 5 permissive use of funds questions

• Section 3C – Review by the College and Career Transition Branch
– 2 required uses of funds questions
– 10 permissive uses of funds questions
– Always provide a detailed narrative for each of the required uses of 

funds questions
– If the state has answered “Yes” to a permissive use of fund question, 

please provide a detailed narrative explanation in the text box that is 
provided
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Sections 5 and 6: Enrollment Data

CTE Participants & Concentrator Enrollment
• Submit complete CTE secondary, postsecondary, adult (if 

applicable) participant enrollment data
– All subcategories must be reported: gender, race/ethnicity, and 

special populations

• Submit secondary and postsecondary CTE participant & 
concentrator student definitions
– Student definitions should match the definitions that were 

approved in the state plan

• Use the “Additional Information” text box to explain any 
significant decreases in participant enrollment and/or cluster 
enrollment 
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STATE PLAN SUBMISSION
http://cte.ed.gov/accountability/annual-reporting
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http://cte.ed.gov/accountability/annual-reporting


State Plan Submission

• Purpose of a state plan
• Perkins requirements
• Revision versus amendments

• State plan revisions
– The cover letter should provide a brief explanation of 

what changes have occurred in the state plan
– All program administration and accountability 

revisions  must be indicated in the cover letter
– Upload a Word document with a detailed explanation 

as to the nature of the changes



FAUPL Negotiations

• Always include a FAUPL Revision Form for each indicator that 
has been modified (targets, baselines, numerator and 
denominator definition, concentrator definitions)

• Trend data will be used by OCTAE to determine appropriate 
negotiation levels

• A state can change its measurement approach (numerator 
and denominator) as long as it switches to the department’s 
recommended approach or demonstrates how its approach is 
valid, reliable, and appropriate to the circumstances
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FAUPL Negotiations

• A state could use the state’s AMOs or establish its 
own targets for the 3 NCLB indicators, as long as 
there is evidence of continuous improvement, changes 
in assessments, modifications to the ESEA workbook, 
and provided the state makes available appropriate 
justification.

• A state must show continuous improvement, but not 
necessarily increase its levels each year. With the 
proper justification, a state may elect to sustain the 
same level for a maximum of two (2) years. For 
example: if unanticipated circumstances arise.
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FAUPL Negotiations (Continued)

• May a state request a revision to one or more 
of the adjusted levels of performance? 

– Yes, if an unanticipated circumstance arises in 
the state that results in a significant change in the 
factors that are considered at the time they are 
negotiated.

Source: May 2009 Non-Regulatory Program Guidance Memo
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FAUPL Negotiations (Continued)

• What would be an unanticipated circumstance?

– Methodological changes in the way the state collects data, 
such as state-mandated data-gathering methodologies, or 
changes in measures

– Significant shifts in populations
– Economic changes such as spiraling unemployment rates
– Natural disasters that close programs for significant 

periods of time
– Other unintended or anticipated circumstances

Source: May 2009 Non-Regulatory Program Guidance Memo
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DATE MONTORING CYCLE
http://cte.ed.gov/grants/monitoring 
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DATE Monitoring Cycle
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Conduct Risk Analysis 
/ ID States to Monitor

Prepare DATE 
Monitoring Plan

Assistant Secretary 
Signs Monitoring Plan

10/01/15 – 09/30/16                  
Conduct Monitoring 

Reviews

Conduct Pre/Post 
Monitoring Briefings 

Send Final Monitoring 
Reports to States

States Submit Corrective 
Action Plan(s)

Monitoring  Survey/ 
Evaluation

Ongoing:                               
Send Out Close-out 

Letters



Risk-Based Analysis

DATE conducts a risk analysis each year to determine 
states to be monitored based on a combination of risk 
factors, such as:
• Last time monitored
• Questioned costs in statewide audits
• Having significant funds in jeopardy of lapsing and/or 

reverting back to the federal government due to failure to 
draw down available grant funds in regular or reasonable 
intervals

• Having conditions placed on a recent grant award for failure to 
meet agreed-upon performance levels and data quality 
standards

• Having conditions placed on the most recent grant award for 
failure to submit complete performance data
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Risk-Based Analysis (Continued)

• Number of extensions requested to complete 
a CAR or state plan

• Number of missed performance levels
• Number of indicators missed by 90%
• Number of missed indicators for 3 or more 

consecutive years
• Missing student enrollment data
• Timely submission of quarterly improvement 

plans
• Missing sub-indicator or sub-population data
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Risk Level Classifications

• Based on these risk factors, grantees are 
organized into one of three levels of 
differentiated risk

– Low Risk: routine monitoring may be appropriate

– Elevated Risk: increased monitoring frequency 
and/or intensity may be appropriate

– Significant Risk: increased monitoring frequency 
and intensity are appropriate
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Monitoring Reviews/Visits

• “Full” monitoring reviews are generally week-long

• “Targeted” visits are approximately 2- to 3-day visits that 
address one or more of the topical areas depending on the 
issues and needs of the state

• Compliance areas
– State program administration
– Fiscal program responsibility
– Local applications
– Accountability
– Special populations 
– Programs of study
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Monitoring Report Sent to States

• A formal monitoring report is generally 
issued 60 days after the visit detailing 
areas of non-compliance (findings), 
corrective actions, if any, and suggested 
improvement strategies.  
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Monitoring Report: Common Findings

• No state or local assessment of CTE program
• Missing clear descriptions of all elements of 134(b) of Perkins
• Missing inclusion of section 113(b)(4)(A)(ii) in the local 

application  
• Fiscal MOE/hold harmless
• Formula allocation to sub-recipients
• No sub-recipient monitoring
• No improvement plans for sub-recipients that have not met 

performance measures
• Use of Perkins funds in conjunction with CTSOs
• Annual local reports and state and local program 

improvement plans that fail to take into consideration the 
performance gaps among different categories of students, 
including those students belonging to special populations. 
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Monitoring Report: Corrective Actions

• Step 1: Submit corrective action(s) to 
DATE

• Step 2: DATE staff will coordinate 
extensive follow-up

• Step 3: A “close-out” letter is issued to the 
state
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RESOURCES
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Resources

• Perkins Collaborative Resource Network (PCRN) http://cte.ed.gov/

• Non-Regulatory Guidance and Q&A 
http://cte.ed.gov/legislation/perkins-policy-guidance

• Perkins Non-Regulatory Guidance Compilation (versions 1-4) 
https://s3.amazonaws.com/PCRN/docs/Uniform_Guidance_Compile
d_QAs_060315.pdf

• Core Indicators and Data Requirements 
http://cte.ed.gov/accountability/core-indicators

• State Profiles (Archived CAR reports, FAUPLS) 
http://cte.ed.gov/grants/state-profiles
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http://cte.ed.gov/accountability/core-indicators
http://cte.ed.gov/grants/state-profiles
https://s3.amazonaws.com/PCRN/docs/Uniform_Guidance_Compiled_QAs_060315.pdf


Resources (Continued)

• PCRN Learning Center 
http://cte.ed.gov/resources/learning-center

• Events Archived  
http://cte.ed.gov/calendar/events-archive

• 2014 DQI Materials
http://cte.ed.gov/dqi/index.php/pages/materials

• 2013 DQI Materials 
http://cte.ed.gov/dqi/index.php/pages/2013_materials

• 2012 DQI Materials 
http://cte.ed.gov/dqi/index.php/pages/2012_materials

http://cte.ed.gov/resources/learning-center
http://cte.ed.gov/calendar/events-archive
http://cte.ed.gov/dqi/index.php/pages/materials
http://cte.ed.gov/dqi/index.php/pages/2013_materials
http://cte.ed.gov/dqi/index.php/pages/2012_materials
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