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APPENDIX A. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ABOUT PERKINS V 
This appendix provides a brief overview of the federal legislative and policy context that shapes career and 
technical education (CTE) under the Strengthening Career and Technical Education for the 21st Century Act 
(Perkins V). It summarizes major provisions of the 2018 reauthorization that guide state and district 
implementation, particularly those related to access and participation, program quality, and funding and 
accountability flexibility. The appendix also explains the rationale for the National Evaluation of Career and 
Technical Education Under Perkins V (NECTEP). 

A.1 Perkins V Legislation and Funding 
Policymakers have increasingly emphasized the importance of developing an educated and skilled workforce as 
essential to advancing economic mobility and sustaining American competitiveness.1 Over the past several decades, 
federal policy has underscored the need for pathways that prepare secondary and postsecondary students for careers 
in high-skill, high-wage, and in-demand occupations. CTE has been central to this agenda by providing opportunities 
for students to develop applied knowledge, technical expertise, and employability skills that support successful 
transitions to the labor market. Building on this long-standing federal emphasis on strengthening career 
preparation, Perkins V prioritizes the development of students’ academic and technical skills and their preparation 
for a broad range of careers.2 To implement these priorities, Perkins V specifies how funds are allocated and how 
recipients must use them. 

Under Perkins V, federal funding is distributed to states based on a formula set by Congress, and school districts 
and postsecondary institutions apply to their states for local funding based on criteria set by Perkins V and the 
states.3 Applicants that receive Perkins funding then use these funds to deliver CTE programming consistent with 
required and allowable uses.4 To guide the use of these funds, Perkins V clarifies expectations for expanding 
access and participation—and for providing career guidance and early exposure—and high-quality programs of 
study that prepare students for a range of careers.  

A.1.1 Key Features of Perkins V 
Perkins V translates the federal emphasis on expanding CTE access, improving program quality, and 
strengthening alignment with workforce needs into a set of concrete statutory requirements and flexibilities that 
shape how states and districts implement the law. Although Perkins V maintains many provisions of Perkins IV, it 
introduced three major shifts intended to guide state and local decision making (Exhibit A.1 provides additional 
details on the changes from Perkins IV to Perkins V): 

1. Expanding access to and participation in CTE for all students, including those in special 
populations. Perkins V strengthens requirements to recruit, support, and monitor outcomes for students 
in nine legislatively defined special populations.5 The Act requires states to reserve a portion of state 
leadership funds specifically for recruiting these populations, and districts must identify and address 
barriers to access, participation, and success. Perkins V also reinforces expectations for equal access to 
high-quality CTE and requires districts to use strategies—such as targeted outreach, support services, and 
improved program design—to close gaps in participation and outcomes. 

2. Improving program quality and alignment. Perkins V reinforces expectations for the design and 
delivery of high-quality CTE programs and programs of study. It requires coherent, nonduplicative 
sequences of courses aligned with labor market demand, opportunities for early postsecondary credit, and 
expansion of work-based learning, all supported by stronger secondary-postsecondary connections. Perkins 
V emphasizes continuous improvement, innovation, and meaningful engagement with workforce and 
education stakeholders. These provisions are intended to ensure that CTE programs prepare students for 
high-skill, high-wage, and in-demand careers and support smooth transitions into further education or 
employment. 
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3. Increasing funding and accountability flexibilities. Perkins V increases state flexibility through an 
expanded reserve fund (up to 15 percent), additional allowable and required uses of state leadership funds, 
and closer alignment of planning and accountability provisions with the Workforce Innovation and 
Opportunity Act (WIOA) and the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). These alignments help ensure that 
expectations for labor market relevance, stakeholder engagement, and data reporting are consistent with 
broader federal education and workforce priorities. Perkins V also introduces the Comprehensive Local 
Needs Assessment (CLNA), a central mechanism that requires districts to analyze labor market alignment, 
program quality, equity gaps, and performance data and to use findings from these analyses to guide 
spending decisions. Together, these flexibilities are designed to give states and districts greater discretion 
while ensuring that decisions remain data driven and responsive to local needs. 

These provisions reflect policymakers’ intent to ensure that all students—regardless of background—can access 
high-quality CTE programs aligned with labor market demand; encourage innovation in CTE program design and 
delivery; and reinforce accountability for improving student outcomes. How states and districts implement these 
requirements and use these flexibilities will shape the extent to which Perkins V advances these intended reforms. 

Exhibit A.1. Key Differences Between Perkins IV and Perkins V 

Policy Area Perkins IV (2006) Perkins V (2018) 

Expanding Access to and Participation in CTE 

Special Populations Six specified groups:  
(1) individuals with disabilities 
(2) individuals from economically 
disadvantaged families, including 
foster children 
(3) individuals preparing for 
nontraditional fields6  
(4) single parents, including 
pregnant women 
(5) displaced homemakers 
(6) individuals with limited English 
proficiency 

Nine specified groups:  
(1) individuals with disabilities 
(2) individuals from low-income families 
(3) individuals preparing for nontraditional 
fields 
(4) single parents (including pregnant 
women) 
(5) out-of-workforce individuals 
(6) English learners 
(7) homeless individuals 
(8) youth in or who have aged out of foster 
care 
(9) youth with a parent on active duty  
in the military 

Early Exposure CTE funding permitted beginning in 
Grade 7 

Allows CTE activities as early as Grade 5, 
emphasizing career exploration in the  
middle grades. 

Career Guidance & 
Counseling 

Emphasis on access to basic career 
information such as occupational 
options and general program 
guidance 

Expanded expectations for career guidance 
and counseling, requiring information on 
dual enrollment, work-based learning, 
financial literacy, and available support 
services to  
aid informed decisions; also extends  
(as appropriate) to out-of-school youth 

Access: Programs of Study 
(POS)  

POS referenced but not well-defined POS fully defined with multiple entry and exit 
points, aligned to industry demand, 
culminating in a recognized postsecondary 
credential 



 

3 

Policy Area Perkins IV (2006) Perkins V (2018) 

Equal Access Mechanisms 
(State Leadership 
Set-Aside) 

No dedicated set-aside Requires state leadership set-aside: ≥ the 
lesser of 0.1 percent or $50,000 for 
recruiting  
special populations 

Data Reporting & 
Disaggregation 

Limited, less standardized 
disaggregation 

Requires full disaggregation for ESSA 
subgroups and special populations, and gap 
analysis required; where feasible, 
disaggregate by program or program of study 

Improving Program Quality and Alignment 

Quality Requirements: 
POS 

Expectations for coherence, industry 
alignment, and credential end points 
were less explicit; POS referenced but 
not fully specified in statute 

Statutory definition requires coherent, 
nonduplicative sequences aligned to labor 
market demand, multiple entry and exit 
points, secondary to postsecondary linkages 
(including early postsecondary credit),  
and culmination in a recognized 
postsecondary credential 

Stakeholder Engagement  
& Alignment 

Collaboration encouraged but  
less prescriptive 

Meaningful engagement with employers, 
workforce boards, and education partners 
required across planning and improvement 
activities; stronger WIOA alignment in 
definitions and planning 

Secondary-Postsecondary 
Connection 

Linkages encouraged (for example, 
articulation), but less emphasis on 
structured transitions 

Emphasizes seamless transitions via 
programs of study, credit transfer/dual 
enrollment, and clearer concentrator 
definitions across levels 

Instructor Capacity and 
Industry Relevance 

Less explicit emphasis on supporting 
activities to ensure that CTE 
instruction reflects current industry 
practices or that instructors maintain 
up-to-date technical skills 

Greater emphasis on supporting activities 
that help ensure that CTE instruction is 
aligned with current industry practices, 
including supporting activities to help 
instructors maintain up-to-date technical 
skills and strengthen connections to 
workforce needs 

Continuous Improvement  
& Innovation 

Less explicit statutory language on 
continuous improvement cycles 

Encourages continuous improvement and 
innovation in program design and delivery; 
adds Innovation & Modernization authority 
under National Activities to test and scale 
evidence-based strategies 

Increasing Funding and Accountability Flexibilities 

Reserve Funds Up to 10 percent; focused on rural  
and high-needs areas. 

Up to 15 percent; may target performance 
gaps; supports innovation and POS/career 
pathways aligned to in-demand sectors 

State Leadership Funds Some required uses; no dedicated 
set-aside for access 

Adds required uses (for example, recruitment 
of special populations, work-based learning, 
POS development) and the 0.1 percent or 
$50,000 access set-aside; increases 
institutional set-aside to corrections and 
juvenile justice 
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Policy Area Perkins IV (2006) Perkins V (2018) 

Accountability System Included technical skills proficiency; 
state and federal negotiated targets 

Removes technical skill proficiency as a 
required indicator; state-determined levels  
of performance (no federal negotiation); 
introduces a required secondary 
program-quality indicator (credential, 
postsecondary credit, or work-based 
learning) 

CTE Concentrator 
Definition 

Defined by states Standardized federal definition at secondary 
and postsecondary levels 

Performance Reporting 
and Disaggregation 

Required reporting but with fewer 
disaggregation rules 

Must report disaggregated by ESSA 
subgroups and special populations; identify 
and quantify gaps; (where feasible) 
disaggregate by program/program of study; 
states/districts must disseminate results in 
accessible formats 

Comprehensive Local 
Needs Assessment (CLNA) 

Not required Required; districts must analyze labor 
market alignment, program quality, equity 
gaps, and performance data and use findings 
to drive spending 

A.1.3 NECTEP Evaluation  
The NECTEP study was commissioned to understand secondary CTE. The study examines how states and districts 
nationwide are implementing the provisions of Perkins V and to document the extent to which they are advancing 
federal priorities related to access, participation, program quality, and flexibility. Findings from the evaluation 
will support the U.S. Department of Education in providing targeted assistance to states and districts and will 
inform future policy decisions regarding federal investment in CTE. Postsecondary CTE was not a focus of this 
study. 
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APPENDIX B. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ABOUT HOW THE 
STUDY WAS DESIGNED AND IMPLEMENTED 

B.1 Introduction 
This appendix describes how the study was designed and carried out. It provides additional information on the 
study’s approach to understanding how Perkins grantees (states and districts) expand access to and encourage 
participation in career and technical education (CTE), particularly for students in special populations; strengthen 
CTE program quality through the improvement and alignment mechanisms in Perkins V; and use the funding and 
accountability flexibilities in Perkins V to address their specific needs and priorities. The study aimed to address 
the following research questions: 

1. To what extent are Perkins grantees taking steps to expand access to and encourage greater participation in 
career and technical education as intended by Perkins V, including for students in special populations? 

o 1-1: To what extent are Perkins grantees implementing communication, outreach, and other 
activities to encourage greater participation in Career and Technical Education (CTE), especially 
for students in special populations? 

o 1-2: To what extent are Perkins grantees providing CTE programming to expand exposure to and 
encourage interest in CTE among students in the middle grades? 

o 1-3: To what extent are Perkins grantees providing career guidance and counseling, to help 
students make informed plans and decisions about education and careers? 

o 1-4: What challenges or barriers do Perkins grantees face that limit their ability to improve access 
to and participation in CTE? 

This first research question focuses on understanding the steps Perkins grantees are taking to expand access to 
and encourage greater participation in CTE as intended under Perkins V, especially for students in special 
populations. Together, this information indicates the extent to which grantees used the options in Perkins V to 
broaden exposure to CTE by implementing communication and outreach activities, incorporating CTE into the 
middle grades, and providing career guidance and counseling. It also provides insight into the challenges and 
barriers that grantees reported facing when attempting to carry out these activities and where additional support 
might be needed. 

2. To what extent are Perkins grantees using the new mechanisms for improvement and alignment emphasized 
in Perkins V to improve CTE program quality? 

o 2-1: To what extent are Perkins grantees involving required stakeholder groups in the 
Comprehensive Local Needs Assessment (CLNA), and to what extent do districts find the CLNA 
process useful for identifying needed changes to CTE programs? 

o 2-2: To what extent are Perkins grantees aligning CTE programs with local labor market needs, as 
emphasized in Perkins V? 

o 2-3: To what extent are Perkins grantees implementing strategies that are designed to improve 
CTE such as dual enrollment and work-based learning, as emphasized in Perkins V? 

This second research question focuses on understanding the steps Perkins grantees are taking to use the new 
mechanisms for improvement and alignment in Perkins V to strengthen CTE program quality. Together, this 
information indicates the extent to which grantees implemented the required Comprehensive Local Needs 
Assessment (CLNA), aligned CTE programs with local labor market needs, and used strategies such as dual 
enrollment and work-based learning to improve program quality.  

3. To what extent are Perkins grantees taking advantage of the funding and accountability flexibilities in 
Perkins V that are intended to address grantees’ specific needs and priorities? 

o 3-1: To what extent are Perkins grantees making use of the funding flexibilities provided in 
Perkins V? 

o 3-2: To what extent did Perkins grantees use the flexibility provided in Perkins V when deciding 
how to measure accountability and when setting performance targets? 
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This third research question focuses on understanding the extent to which Perkins grantees are using the funding 
and accountability flexibilities in Perkins V to tailor CTE programming to their specific needs and priorities. 
Together, this information indicates how states and districts exercised these flexibilities by using reserve and 
leadership funds to support priority activities, allocating district funds within allowable categories, choosing 
program quality indicators, and setting performance targets that reflect local contexts. It also provides insight into 
the challenges districts reported when collecting and reporting performance data. 

B.2  Study Sample 

B.2.1  State Director Survey Sample 

Survey Development 

To understand how states were implementing the three key priorities of Perkins V, the study team developed the 
state director survey, in consultation with the U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences 
(IES), the Office of Career Technical and Adult Education (OCTAE), and a technical working group of experts. 
Most of the survey questions were original, though a small number of items were adapted from other surveys of 
state directors of CTE.7 Nine former state CTE directors tested the draft instrument, and the team revised the 
survey based on their feedback. Most survey questions asked respondents about CTE in program year 2022–23, 
with some referring to program year 2021–22. 

Survey Sample 

The study included the universe of state CTE directors in all jurisdictions eligible to receive Perkins funding. These 
jurisdictions include the 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and five outlying areas (American 
Samoa, Guam, Northern Mariana Islands, Palau, and the U.S. Virgin Islands), for a total of 57 state directors of 
CTE. 

Survey Administration 

Survey data collection began in September 2023 with an email invitation to all state CTE directors. The invitation 
included login credentials and a link to the web-based survey instrument. The main page of the survey website 
featured a dashboard that allowed each state director to assign sections of the survey to others, review the status 
of any sections they had assigned, and finalize and submit the survey. While the survey was open, state directors 
received email, postcard, mail, and telephone reminders about the survey about every 1–2 weeks. Survey data 
collection ended in May 2024.  

Of the 57 targeted “states,” 54 state directors completed the survey. After survey administration, it was 
determined that CTE is administered differently in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico 
compared with the five outlying areas. As a result, the outlying areas were deemed ineligible, and data received 
from three of them were excluded from the study. Excluding their responses, the target sample included 52 
“states” (including the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico), of which 51 responded, resulting in a 98 percent 
response rate.  

Weighting 

The state director survey was administered to all state directors of CTE in jurisdictions eligible for Perkins 
funding, rather than a sample. Therefore, it was not necessary to use weights to correct for the design of the survey 
sample. In addition, because the estimates presented in the report are for the 50 states plus the District of 
Columbia and Puerto Rico, and the response rate among this group was 98 percent, it was not necessary to use 
weights to correct for nonresponse. All estimates presented in the report that are based on the state director 
survey are therefore unweighted estimates. 

B.2.1  District Survey Sample  

Survey Development 

To understand how districts were implementing the three key priorities of Perkins V, the study team developed the 
district survey in parallel with the state survey, following similar procedures and with input from IES, OCTAE, and a 
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technical working group. Insofar as possible, the surveys included items worded in similar ways to the state survey. 
Most survey questions were newly developed, with a small number adapted from previous district CTE surveys.8 
Nine district staff knowledgeable about CTE reviewed the draft survey, and the study team revised it based on their 
feedback. The survey questions asked respondents mostly about CTE in program year 2022–23, with some questions 
referencing program year 2021–22. 

Survey Sample 

The district survey was administered to a nationally representative sample of districts and independent area CTE 
schools that received funding under Perkins V for program year 2022–23. Because the focus of the survey was on 
the implementation of CTE under Perkins V, districts and independent area CTE schools that did not receive 
Perkins funding for program year 2022–23 were excluded from the survey sample. The sampling frame combined 
two lists: (a) an extract from the 2021–22 Common Core of Data (CCD) and (b) a list of independent area CTE 
schools identified through a manual review of publicly available information. The CCD extract was restricted to 
districts that were open in the 2020–21 school year and were classified as either (a) a regular public school 
district, (b) an education service agency, (c) an independent charter district, (d) a specialized public school 
district, or (e) a district affiliated with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, since these are the types of districts eligible to 
receive funding through Perkins. Because the survey focused on secondary CTE, the extract was restricted to 
districts that offer Grade 12 or 139 and have at least one student enrolled in Grades 9, 10, 11, 12, and/or 13. Finally, 
because of differences in how CTE is implemented and managed in outlying areas, the extract was restricted to 
districts located in one of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, or Puerto Rico. 

Independent area CTE schools are area CTE schools that are eligible to receive Perkins funding and are not 
managed by a school district.10 It was necessary to prepare a list of them because differences in how states manage 
area CTE schools mean that it is not possible to clearly identify them in the CCD. To prepare the list, the study 
team compared the number of independent area CTE schools in each state from two sources—a publicly available 
list prepared by Advance CTE and the study team’s own calculations based on a manual review of CCD data.11 For 
states where the count of independent area CTE schools differed by 10 or more, the study team investigated 
further to reconcile the two sources. 

After preparing the two lists, the study team combined them and linked the combined list of districts and 
independent area CTE schools to state Perkins Consolidated Annual Report (CAR) data from OCTAE to identify 
those that had received Perkins funding.12 The resulting list of funded districts and independent area CTE schools 
was used as the sampling frame, which included 8,521 districts and 250 independent area CTE schools, for a total 
universe of 8,771. 

From the sampling frame the study team selected the survey sample systematically with no explicit stratification 
and no oversampling, producing a survey sample of 825 districts and 25 independent area CTE schools, for a total 
survey sample size of 850. The survey sample was chosen systematically using implicit stratification after sorting 
the sampling frame by (a) whether the sampling unit was an independent area CTE school, (b) district size, (c) 
district poverty rate, (d) Census region, and (e) locale. B.1 summarizes the number of districts and independent 
area CTE schools in the sampling frame and in the survey sample by each of the sorting variables. 
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Exhibit B.1. Number of Districts and Independent Area CTE Schools in the Sampling Frame and Survey Sample, by Key Implicit 
Stratifying Variables 

District or Independent Area 
CTE School 

District Size 
District Poverty 

Rate 
Census Region Locale Sampling Framea 

Survey Sample 
Size 

District 

500 or 
fewer 

students 

75th percentile or 
below 

Midwest 
Rural 880 85 

Non-Rural 21 2 

Northeast 
Rural 94 9 

Non-Rural 20 2 

South 
Rural 320 31 

Non-Rural 11 1 

West 
Rural 282 28 

Non-Rural 34 3 

Above 75th 
percentile 

Midwest 
Rural 118 11 

Non-Rural 6 1 

Northeast 
Rural 8 1 

Non-Rural 6 0 

South 
Rural 130 13 

Non-Rural 21 2 

West 
Rural 85 8 

Non-Rural 8 1 

Missing 
Midwest 

Rural 5 1 
Non-Rural 5 0 

Northeast Rural 1 0 
West Rural 1 0 

501 to 1,500 
students 

75th percentile or 
below 

Midwest 
Rural 703 68 

Non-Rural 334 32 

Northeast 
Rural 182 18 

Non-Rural 134 13 

South 
Rural 342 33 

Non-Rural 115 11 

West 
Rural 138 14 

Non-Rural 115 11 

Above 75th 
percentile 

Midwest 
Rural 51 5 

Non-Rural 24 2 

Northeast 
Rural 5 1 

Non-Rural 5 0 
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District or Independent Area 
CTE School 

District Size 
District Poverty 

Rate 
Census Region Locale Sampling Framea 

Survey Sample 
Size 

South 
Rural 217 21 

Non-Rural 127 12 

West 
Rural 21 2 

Non-Rural 30 3 

Missing 
Midwest 

Rural 1 0 

Non-Rural 1 1 

Northeast Non-Rural 1 0 

1,501 to 
5,000 

students 

75th percentile or 
below 

Midwest 
Rural 138 13 

Non-Rural 473 46 

Northeast 
Rural 71 7 

Non-Rural 347 33 

South 
Rural 264 25 

Non-Rural 301 30 

West 
Rural 54 5 

Non-Rural 237 23 

Above 75th 
percentile 

Midwest 
Rural 10 1 

Non-Rural 31 3 
Northeast Non-Rural 20 2 

South 
Rural 173 17 

Non-Rural 191 19 

West 
Rural 8 1 

Non-Rural 34 3 
Missing Non-Rural 1 0 

5,001 to 
15,000 

students 

75th percentile or 
below 

Midwest 
Rural 7 0 

Non-Rural 206 20 

Northeast 
Rural 2 1 

Non-Rural 131 12 

South 
Rural 117 11 

Non-Rural 202 20 
West Rural 13 1 
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District or Independent Area 
CTE School 

District Size 
District Poverty 

Rate 
Census Region Locale Sampling Framea 

Survey Sample 
Size 

Non-Rural 222 22 

Above 75th 
percentile 

Midwest Non-Rural 15 2 
Northeast Non-Rural 23 2 

South 
Rural 39 4 

Non-Rural 65 6 

West 
Rural 2 0 

Non-Rural 15 1 

15,001 to 
50,000 

students 

75th percentile or 
below 

Midwest Non-Rural 47 5 
Northeast Non-Rural 10 1 

South 
Rural 19 2 

Non-Rural 139 13 

West 
Rural 1 0 

Non-Rural 136 13 

Above 75th 
percentile 

Midwest Non-Rural 10 1 

Northeast Non-Rural 11 1 

South 
Rural 1 0 

Non-Rural 39 4 

West Non-Rural 5 1 

50,000 or 
more 

students 

75th percentile or 
below 

Midwest Non-Rural 2 0 

Northeast Non-Rural 1 0 

South Non-Rural 48 5 

West Non-Rural 21 2 

Above 75th 
percentile 

Midwest Non-Rural 1 0 

Northeast Non-Rural 1 0 

South Non-Rural 14 1 

West Non-Rural 1 0 
Independent area CTE school N/A N/A N/A N/A 250 25 
Total 

 
8771 850 

a Categories not shown were not represented in the population. 
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Survey Administration 

Survey data collection began in August 2023 with email invitations to district CTE coordinators or the staff person 
in the district most knowledgeable about CTE.13 The invitation email included a link to the web-based survey 
instrument. While the survey was open, district staff received email, postcard, mail, and telephone reminders 
about every 1–2 weeks. The survey closed in April 2024.  

Of the 850 districts in the target sample, 15 were later determined to be ineligible because they had not received 
Perkins funding in program year 2022–23. Among the remaining 835 districts, 651 district staff completed the 
survey for a response rate of 78 percent.14   

After the survey closed, 165 nonresponding districts were invited to complete a shortened version of the survey, 
containing five items considered to be high priority for the study.15 Data collection for the shortened version of the 
survey closed in May 2024. Thirty-two of the 165 districts answered at least one item on the shortened survey.16  

Weighting 

Because the district survey was administered to a sample of districts and to reduce potential bias due to survey 
nonresponse, the study team calculated weights to be used when preparing estimates based on the survey data. 
Using these weights helps ensure that the findings represent the full population of districts in the original 
sampling frame. The weighting process involved four steps. 

In the first step, the study team calculated a base weight for each district in the survey sample to reflect the sample 
selection process. The base weight is the inverse of the probability that the district was selected for the sample. 
Since every district had the same selection probability, this weight was calculated by dividing the total number of 
districts in the sampling frame by the number of sampled districts.  

In the second step, the study team calculated a response weight for each district that responded to the full survey. 
This calculation, based on well-established weighting procedures,17 accounted for variation in response rates 
across districts with different characteristics. A logistic regression was used to estimate each district’s probability 
of responding, using survey response as the outcome variable (1= the district completed the survey and 0 else) and 
predictor variables based on characteristics available for the full population and used for implicit stratification 
when selecting the survey sample. Data for these predictors were obtained from three sources: the Institute of 
Education Sciences’ National Center for Education Statistics’ Common Core of Data, the U.S. Census Bureau’s 
Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, and OCTAE’s Consolidated Annual Reports. The predictors included: 

• District size (6 categories: ≤500; 501 to 1,500; 1,501 to 5,000; 5,001 to 15,000; 15,001 to 50,000; > 50,000) 
• District poverty (≤75th percentile nationally; >75th percentile nationally; missing) 
• Census region (Northeast, Midwest, South, and West) 
• Local independent area CTE school (yes, no) 

The study team used the results of the regression model to generate a prediction of the likelihood that the district 
responded to the full survey, which ranged from 0 to 1. The response weight for each district was set equal to the 
inverse of the predicted value. 

In the third step, the final weight for each district was set equal to the base weight multiplied by the response 
weight. 

In the fourth step, the weights from the third step were adjusted so that the sum of the weights among districts 
that completed the full survey equals the number of districts in the sampling frame. 

To ensure that estimates for the high priority items included in the shortened survey use all available survey data, 
rather than only data from districts that completed the full survey, the four-step weighting process was repeated 
separately for each item on the shortened version of the survey. As a result, estimates for items included in the 
shortened version of the survey use item-specific weights, while estimates for items in the full survey not featured 
in the shortened version rely on a single set of weights based on districts that completed the full survey. 

After completing the weighting process, the study team conducted a nonresponse bias analysis to assess whether 
applying the full survey and item-specific weights were successful in correcting for differences between the 
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districts that completed the survey or priority items and the districts in the sampling frame. The analysis involved 
comparing the weighted characteristics of districts that completed the survey or priority items to the 
characteristics of districts in the sampling frame. The analysis focused on the same district characteristics used as 
predictor variables in the second step of the weighting process. The study team conducted the analysis separately 
for the full survey and for each item included in the shortened version of the survey. The results of the 
nonresponse bias analysis confirmed that the nonresponse weights greatly reduced or eliminated differences 
between the characteristics of districts that completed the survey or priority items and the characteristics of 
districts in the sampling frame. Therefore, using these weights increases confidence that the results are 
representative of the broader population of districts nationwide. 

Using the nonresponse weights can reduce bias, but it can also reduce the precision of weighted estimates based 
on the survey data. One common way to assess the extent to which the weighting has increased variance is to 
calculate “the unequal weighting effect” (UWE). The UWE is an approximation of the factor by which the variance 
of a weighted estimate is greater than the variance of an estimate produced from a simple random sample of the 
same size. The UWE for estimates based on items not included in the shortened version of the survey is 1.01, 
meaning that the nonresponse weights increased variance by approximately 1 percent.18 Such a small UWE shows 
that the reduction in bias did not produce a substantive reduction in statistical precision for the weighted 
estimates. 

B.3 Data Sources Used to Create Study Measures 
Measures for the evaluation were derived primarily from two surveys: (1) the state director survey and (2) the 
district survey. One finding in the report also uses data on characteristics of school districts from the CCD, which 
is a comprehensive national database, maintained by the National Center for Education Statistics, that features 
key information about all school districts. The study team also used the CCD data and district poverty estimates 
from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates program when preparing the district 
survey sampling frame. In addition, the most recent state CAR data submitted to OCTAE at the time that the 
districts sample was developed were used to identify whether each district or independent area CTE school 
received Perkins funding in program year 2020–21. Exhibit B.2 describes each of the study’s data sources in more 
detail. 

Exhibit B.2. Data Sources, Target Population, Survey Sample Size, Timing of Data Collection, and 
Information Obtained From Each Source 

Data Source Target Population 

Target 
Survey 
Sample 

Size 

Timing of 
Data 

Collection 
Information Obtained 

State director 
survey 

State directors of CTE in 
the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, 
Puerto Rico, and five 
outlying areas1 

57 Fall 2023– 
Spring 
2024 

Sponsorship of activities to encourage 
access to and participation in CTE, 
activities to align CTE programs with labor 
market needs, activities to provide CTE to 
students in middle school, activities to 
support dual enrollment and work-based 
learning, activities to support data 
collection for performance reporting and 
accountability, challenges, priorities, 
funding amounts, and uses of funds 



 

13 

Data Source Target Population 

Target 
Survey 
Sample 

Size 

Timing of 
Data 

Collection 
Information Obtained 

District survey District CTE 
administrators in a 
nationally representative 
sample of school 
districts and 
independent area CTE 
schools that received 
Perkins funding in 
program year 2022–23 

850 Fall 2023– 
Spring 
2024 

Sponsorship of activities to encourage access 
to and participation in CTE, activities to 
align CTE programs with labor market 
needs, CTE programs offered, activities to 
provide CTE to students in middle school, 
activities to support dual enrollment and 
work-based learning, activities to support 
data collection for performance reporting 
and accountability, challenges, priorities, 
funding amounts, and uses of funds 

CCD All school districts and 
area CTE schools 

850 2020-21 
School Year 

District size, Census region, and locale 

Census Bureau All school districts and 
area CTE schools 

850 2020-21 
School Year 

District poverty rate 

State 
Consolidated 
Annual Reports 
(CARs) 

States 52 2020-21 
Program 

Year 

Whether a district or an independent area 
CTE school received Perkins funding in 
program year 2020–21 

1 The outlying areas were American Samoa, Guam, Northern Mariana Islands, Palau, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. 

B.4  Study Measures  
To answer the study’s research questions, the study examined measures that describe how Perkins grantees 
expand access to and encourage participation in career and technical education (CTE), particularly for 
underserved students; strengthen CTE program quality through the improvement and alignment mechanisms in 
the Perkins V; and use the funding and accountability flexibilities in the law to address their specific needs and 
priorities. In general, the study team developed two types of measures: 

1. Measures based on the number of states or proportion of districts that met one criterion, such as the 
number of states or proportion of districts that sponsored at least one activity from among a list of activities, 
or the proportion that rated a particular activity as very or extremely challenging. The study team used these 
measures to answer questions about the extent to which states or districts had implemented a specific 
activity. In these instances, the survey response options used to construct the measure were granular 
examples of things states or districts could have done that each represented one way to implement the target 
activity. 

2. Measures based on the number of states or proportion of districts that satisfied multiple criteria, such 
as supporting middle-grades CTE through at least one of three potential ways. The study team used these 
measures to answer questions about the extent to which states and districts supported a particular area of 
emphasis in Perkins V, which they could have done by implementing different types of activities. In these 
instances, the measure was constructed by first identifying whether the state or district implemented each 
one of the relevant activities and then aggregating the results across activities into a single measure, to 
capture whether the state or district implemented any of the component activities (or sometimes a 
combination of them). The study team in some cases identified thresholds for what to count as a meaningful 
demonstration of an activity, such as offering at least five (of nine) career guidance and exploration activities 
to high school students as one way to demonstrate support for incorporating career guidance into CTE.19  

Exhibits B.3–B.5 show the measures used to address each research question and the survey item(s) the study team 
used to create each measure. In each exhibit, text in italics in the third column briefly describes how the measure 
was constructed.
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Exhibit B.3. Research Question 1: Measures, Indicators, and Survey Item(s) Used to Create Each Measure 

RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item  

1.1a The number of states that reported sponsoring 
statewide activities to encourage access to and 
participation in CTE at the secondary level 

We calculated the measures for 1.1a as (1) the number of states that answered “Yes” 
to each of the activities in S.2.1.1.a-e and (2) the number of states that answered “Yes” 
to at least one activity 

1.1b (1) Among states that reported sponsoring each 
statewide activity the number of states that 
reported targeting statewide activities always  
or often, and (2) the two student groups with the 
highest number of states that reported targeting  
at least one activity to them, among states that 
reported targeting at least one statewide activity 
always or often 

We constructed the measures for 1.1b(1) and 1.1b(2) based on the subset of states that 
reported sponsoring each of the statewide activities in 1.1a. Of these states, we 
calculated:  
• Measures for 1.1b(1) as (1) the number of states that answered “Activities always 

targeted” or “Activities often targeted” for each of the 5 activities in S.2.1.4a–e and 
(2) the number of states that answered “Activities always targeted” or “Activities 
often targeted” to at least one activity 

• Measures for 1.1b(2) as the number of states that reported “always” or “often” 
targeting at least one activity to each group in S.2.1.5a–k, then identifying the two 
groups targeted by the highest number of states 

1.1c The proportion of districts that reported 
sponsoring activities to encourage access to and 
participation in CTE 

We calculated measures for 1.1c as (1) the percentage of districts that answered “Yes” 
to each of the activities in L.1.a–h and (2) percentage of districts that answered “Yes” 
to at least one activity 

1.1d (1) Among districts that reported sponsoring at 
least one activity (of eight), the proportion of 
districts that reported targeting activities always  
or often, and (2) the two student groups with the 
highest proportions of districts that reported 
targeting them, among districts that reported 
targeting activities always or often 

We constructed measures 1.1d(1) and 1.1d(2) based on the subset of districts that 
reported sponsoring at least one activity in measure 1.1c 
Of these districts, we calculated:  
• Measure 1.1d(1) as the percentage of districts that answered “Activities always 

targeted” or “Activities often targeted” in item L.2  
• Measure 1.1d(2) as the percentage of districts that reported targeting at least one 

outreach activity to each group in L.3a–k, then identifying the two groups with 
the highest proportion of districts 
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item  

1.2a The number of states that reported supporting 
middle-grades CTE by:  
(1) requiring secondary-level applicants for 
Perkins or any non-Perkins funding to do at least 
one of two things: (a) provide career guidance 
and counseling to all middle school students or 
(b) offer at least one CTE program that includes  
a CTE course taken in middle school 
(2) specifying middle school courses or activities 
for any of their state-developed programs of 
study, or  
(3) (a) funding at least one (of eight) course  
or activity for the middle grades or (b) using 
Perkins reserve funds to support CTE in the 
middle grades, or (c) using Perkins leadership 
funds to support CTE in the middle grades 

We calculated measures for 1.2a as the number of states that responded to each of the 
following supports:  
(1) S.2.2.1a OR S.2.2.1g: “Yes” to receive Perkins or non-Perkins funding 
(2) S.1.3.5a–h: “Yes” to specifying at least one middle school course or activity for at 
least one state-developed program of study  
(3) S.1.4.1a–h: “Yes” to funding at least one middle school course or activity with 
Perkins or other funding, OR S.4.1.6a: “Yes”, OR S.4.1.7f : “Yes” 
In addition, we calculated summary measures indicating whether a state reported at 
least one of the supports listed in (1) through (3) and whether a state reported at least 
one support listed in (1) or (2). 

1.2b The number of states that reported that 
incorporating CTE topics into the middle school 
grades (Grades 5–8) was one of the Top three 
priorities for the state at the secondary level 

We calculated measure 1.2b as the number of states that responded “One of the Top 
three priorities for our state at the secondary level” to item S.2.5.3c 

1.2c The proportion of districts that reported 
supporting middle-grades CTE by:  
(1) offering specific middle school courses or 
activities and requiring all middle school 
students to participate  
(2) funding career guidance and exploration  
in the middle grades 

We calculated measures for 1.2c as the percentage of districts that responded:  
1a. “Offered, and all students were required to participate” for each of items L.26a–i 
1b. “Offered, and all students were required to participate” to at least one of items 

L.26a–i 
2. “Yes” to using any funds to support career guidance and exploration or CTE 

programming in middle grades (item L.38d) 
3. “Offered, and all students were required to participate” to at least one of items 

L.26a–i OR “Yes” to using any funds to support career guidance and exploration 
or CTE programming in middle grades (item L.38d) 

1.2d 
The proportion of districts that reported that 
incorporating CTE into the middle school grades 
(Grades 5–8) was one of their Top three 
priorities 

We calculated measure 1.2d as the percentage of districts that responded “One of our 
Top three priorities” to item L.50b 
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item  

1.3a 
The number of states that reported supporting 
the incorporation of career guidance into CTE by:  
(1) requiring secondary-level applicants for 
Perkins or other non-Perkins funding to provide 
career guidance and counseling to: (a) all middle 
school students, (b) all high school students, (c) 
specific targeted student groups, special 
populations, or grade levels  
(2) funding supports for career exploration and 
planning with Perkins state leadership funds 

We calculated measures for 1.3a as the number of states that responded: 
1a. “Yes” to receive Perkins funding or any non-Perkins funding to each of items 

S.2.2.1a-c  
1b. “Yes” to receive Perkins funding or any non-Perkins funding to at least one of 

items S.2.2.1a-c 
2. “Yes” to S.4.1.7h 
3. “Yes” to receive Perkins funding or any non-Perkins funding to at least one of 

items S.2.2.1a-c AND (2.) “Yes” to S.4.1.7h 

1.3b 
The number of states that reported that 
incorporating career exploration or planning into 
CTE at the secondary level was one of the Top 
three priorities for the state at the secondary level 

We calculated measure 1.3b as the number of states that responded “One of the Top 
three priorities for our state at the secondary level” to item S.2.5.3f 

1.3c The proportion of districts that reported 
supporting the incorporation of career guidance 
into CTE by: 
 (1) offering career guidance and exploration 
activities to high school students and requiring  
all high school students to participate 
 (2) dedicating funding to improving career 
guidance and academic counseling 

We calculated measure 1.3c as the percentage of districts that responded:  
1a. “Offered, and all students were required to participate” to each of items L.27a–i  
1b. “Offered, and all students were required to participate” to at least one of the 
items L.27a–i 
2. “Yes” to using any funds to support career guidance and exploration or CTE 
programming in middle grades in item L.38c  
3. “Offered, and all students were required to participate” to at least one of the 
items L.27a–i OR “Yes” to using any funds to support career guidance and 
exploration or CTE programming in middle grades in item L.38c 

1.3d The proportion of districts that reported that 
promoting student access to career exploration 
was one of their Top three priorities 

We calculated measure 1.3d as the percentage of districts that responded “One of the 
Top three priorities” in item L.50f 

1.4a The number of states that reported improving 
access to, participation in, and outcomes in 
secondary-level CTE among student groups and 
special populations was very challenging or 
extremely challenging 

We calculated measure 1.4a as the number of states that responded “Very 
challenging” or “Extremely challenging” to item S.2.5.1b 
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item  

1.4b The proportion of districts that reported:  
(1) a very large barrier to the local education 
agency’s efforts to offer CTE programs or 
programs of study to high school students (4b-1)  
(2) a very large barrier to student participation in 
the CTE programs or programs of study offered 
by the local education agency to high school 
students (4b-2) 

We calculated measure 1.4b as the percentage of districts that responded:  
1a. “Very large barrier” to each of items L.42a–e 
1b. “Very large barrier” to at least one of items L.42a–e  
2a. “Very large barrier” to each of items in L.44a–j 
2b. “Very large barrier” to at least one of items in L.44a–j 
3. “Very large barrier” to at least one of items L.42a–e, L.44a–j  

1.4c The barriers for which a chi-square test shows a 
statistically significant difference in the 
proportion of districts that reported the barrier 
as very large by district characteristics: size, 
poverty rate, Census region, and locale (with 
categories for each characteristic defined as the 
same categories used for sampling) 

We calculated measure 1.4c as the individual barriers rated as “very large” in 1.4b-1 
and 1.4b-2 for which the results of chi-square tests of independence between the 
barrier and each of the four listed district characteristics indicate at least one 
statistically significant relationship between the “very large” barrier and a district 
characteristic 

Exhibit B.4. Research Question 2: Measures, Indicators, and Survey Item(s) Used to Create Each Measure 

RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item 

2.1a The proportion of districts that reported 
involving stakeholders in the CLNA process: 
(1) the types of stakeholder groups that 
participate to a very large, large, moderate, or 
small extent, or not at all  

We calculated measure 2.1a as  
(1) the percentage of districts that responded “Large extent”, “Very large extent”, 
“Moderate extent” , “Small extent”, or “Not at all” to each of the stakeholder groups in 
L.7 a–h, and  
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item 

2.1b The proportion of districts that reported: 
(1) collaborating with various stakeholder groups 
about CTE programs or program offerings  
 (2) the extent to which the CLNA process made it 
easier to work with representatives from key 
stakeholder groups to a large or very large extent 

We calculated measure 2.1b as the percentage of districts that responded:  
1a. “Yes” to having collaborated with each stakeholder group in items L.9a–c 
1b. “Yes” to having collaborated with at least one stakeholder group in item L.9a–c 
2a. “Yes” to having collaborated with the stakeholder group and that the CLNA 
process made it easier to work with representatives from this group to a “Large 
extent” or “Very large extent” for each stakeholder group in items L.9a–c 
2b. “Yes” to having collaborated with the stakeholder group and that the CLNA 
process made it easier to work with representatives from this group to a “Large 
extent” or “Very large extent” for at least one stakeholder group in items L.9a–c 

2.1c The proportion of districts that reported the 
CLNA process helped them identify to a large or 
very large extent the need to make changes to 
their CTE programs. 

We calculated the measures for 2.1c as the percentage of districts that responded:  
•  “Yes” to having identified a need to make a change and responded “Large extent” 

or “Very large extent” for each item in L.10a–d 
• “Yes” to having identified a need to make a change and responded “Large extent” 

or “Very large extent” for at least one item in L.10a–d 

2.1d  The number of states that reported that many 
local education agencies did not apply for Perkins 
funding in 2022–23 because they found the 
CLNA requirement burdensome 

We calculated measure 2.1d as the number of states that responded “a reason many 
local education agencies do not apply” in item S.2.4.3d 

2.2a-1 The number of states that reported aligning their 
CTE programs to labor market needs by: (1) 
having definitions for high-skill, high-wage, and 
in-demand occupations and industry sectors, (2) 
requiring districts to meet state definitions and 
criteria for high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand 
occupations and industries in order to receive 
Perkins funding, (3) providing resource to help 
subgrantees determine whether their programs 
of study were aligned with the labor market 

We calculated the measures for 2.2a as the number of states that responded as 
follows to the survey items below:  
1a. Listed a definition or linked to a definition in all three items S.1.2.1a–c 
1b. Listed a definition or linked to a definition for each item in S.1.2.1a–c 
2a. Responded “Yes” to items S.1.2.2.a AND S.2.2.1.d 
3a. Responded “Yes” to “My state provided this resource” for at least one item in 
S.1.2.7a–g 
3b. Responded “Yes” to “My state provided this resource” for each item in S.1.2.7a–g  
4. Listed a definition or linked to a definition in all three items S.1.2.1a–c AND 
Responded “Yes” to items S.1.2.2.a AND S.2.2.1.d AND Responded “Yes” to “My state 
provided this resource” for at least one item in S.1.2.7a–g 
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item 

2.2a-2 The number of states that required districts to 
provide each of the following types of evidence to 
demonstrate that locally offered CTE programs 
were aligned with labor market needs in order to 
qualify for Perkins funding: (a) local or regional 
labor market projects or other data showing the 
occupation or industry to be high skill, high 
wage, or in demand; (b) past student job 
placement data; (c) documentation of local job 
openings; (d) letters from local employers 
committed to hiring program graduates; (e) other 
evidence; or to demonstrate employer advisor 
and/or employer advisory committee 
commitment and ongoing input into at least one 
CTE program’s curriculum and activities to 
receive funding 

We calculated the measures for 2.2.a-2-1apx1 as the number of states that responded: 
(1) “Required” to each of items S.1.2.3a–e  
(2) “Yes” to receive Perkins or non-Perkins funding for item S.2.2.1.l 
(3) “Required” to at least one of items S.1.2.3a–e or “Yes” to receive Perkins or non-
Perkins funding for item S.2.2.1.l 
 

2.2b The proportion of districts that reported: (1) 
considering (a) information on which industries 
and occupations are in demand, (b) 
recommendations from employers or employer 
groups to a large or very large extent as part of 
their decisions on whether to add a new CTE 
program or POS for high school students  
(2) considering (a) whether a CTE program or 
POS meets their state’s definitions for high-skill, 
high-wage, or in-demand occupations or industry 
sectors, (b) recommendations from employers or 
employer groups to a large or very large extent as 
part of their decisions on whether to phase out or 
remove a CTE program or POS for high school 
students in 2022–23 or 2021–22 

We calculated the measures for 2.2b as the percentage of districts that:  
(1) responded “Large extent” or “Very large extent” to each of items L.18f,g  
(2) responded “Large extent” or “Very large extent” to each of items L.21e,f 
(3) responded “Large extent” or “Very large extent” to at least one of items L.18f,g, 
L.21e,f 
 

2.2b-1  The proportion of districts that conducted a 
CLNA and used each of seven resources to help 
determine whether their CTE programs are 
aligned with labor market information 

We calculated the measures for 2.2b-1apx1 as the percentage of districts that 
reported that they conducted a CLNA and responded: 

• “Yes” to each of the items L.8a–h  
• “Yes” to at least one of the items L.8a–h 
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item 

2.2c The number of states that reported allocating 
leadership funds specifically to (1) promote 
statewide CTE programs and POS aligned with 
high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand occupations 
or industry sectors (2) increase knowledge of 
high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand industries 
and occupations among special populations 

We calculated the measures for 2.2c as the number of states that responded “Yes” to 
each of items S.4.1.7c, j  

2.2d The number of states that reported aligning 
secondary-level CTE programs to labor market 
demand was one of their Top three priorities  

We calculated measures for 2.2d as the number of states that responded “One of the 
Top three priorities for our state at the secondary level” to item S.2.5.3a  

2.2d— The proportion of districts that reported aligning 
programs with labor market demands was one of 
their Top three priorities 

We calculated measures for 2.2d as the percentage of districts that responded “One of 
our Top three priorities” to item L.50c. 

2.2d-2  The number of states that reported that the 
following efforts were one of the Top three 
priorities for their state: (1) implementing 
definitions for high-skill, high-wage, or in-
demand occupations and industry sectors; (2) 
requiring local Perkins-funded CTE programs to 
meet high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand 
criteria. 

We calculated measures for 2.2d-1apx1 as the number of states that responded: 

• “One of the Top three priorities for our state” to each of items S.1.7.3a, b 
• “One of the Top three priorities for our state” to at least one of items 

S.1.7.3a, b 

2.2d-1  The number of states that reported that the 
following factors were considered to a large or 
very large extent as part of decisions about 
renewing or revising state-developed CTE 
programs: (a) whether the POS falls within state-
determined high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand 
occupations or industry sectors, (b) alignment 
with state-level economic or workforce 
development priorities 

We calculated the measures for 2.2d-1apx2 as the number of states that responded: 
• “Large extent” or “Very large extent” to each of items S.1.3.11c,h 
• “Large extent” or “Very large extent” to at least one of items S.1.3.11c, 

2.2e-1 The number of states that reported improving 
alignment between secondary-level CTE 
programs and labor market needs was very or 
extremely challenging 

We calculated measure 2.2e-1 as the number of states that responded “Very 
challenging” or “Extremely challenging” to item S.2.5.1a 
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item 

2.2e-2  The proportion of districts that reported (1) 
increasing the availability of CTE programs 
aligned with labor market needs was very or 
extremely challenging  
(2) adding, eliminating, or refining CTE 
programs to better reflect labor market needs 
was very or extremely challenging 

We calculated the measures for 2.2e-2apx as the percentage of districts that 
responded: 
(1) “Very challenging” or “Extremely challenging” to item L.46b  
(2) “Very challenging” or “Extremely challenging” to items L.47e–g 

2.2e-1  The number of states that reported that carrying 
out each of the following was very or extremely 
challenging: (a) adopting definitions for high-
skill, high-wage, or in-demand occupations and 
industry sectors, (b) requiring local Perkins-
funded CTE programs to meet high-skill, high-
wage, or in-demand criteria 

We calculated measure 2.2e-1apx1 as the number of states that responded: 
• “Very challenging” or “Extremely challenging” to each of items S.1.7.1a and 

S.1.7.1b 
• “Very challenging” or “Extremely challenging” to at least one of items 

S.1.7.1a and S.1.7.1b 

2.2e-1  The number of states that reported that each of 
the following efforts was the most challenging 
effort they undertook: (a) adopting definitions for 
high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand occupations 
and industry sectors, (b) requiring local Perkins-
funded CTE programs to meet high-skill, high-
wage, or in-demand criteria. 

We calculated measure 2.2e-1apx2 as the number of states that selected: 
• Each of items S.1.7.2a and S.1.7.2b 
• At least one of items S.1.7.2a and S.1.7.2b 

2.3a  The number of states that reported requiring 
secondary-level applicants for Perkins funds to 
require all CTE programs to include a 
dual/concurrent enrollment or dual credit course 
option, and the proportion of districts that 
reported requiring all high school CTE students to 
participate in CTE dual or concurrent enrollment 
options 

We calculated measures for 2.3a as: 
(1) the number of states that responded “Yes” to item S.2.2.2e 
(2) the percentage of districts that responded “Offered, and all students were 
required to participate” to item L.31 

2.3b  The number of states that reported requiring 
secondary-level applicants for Perkins funds to 
require all their students participating in a CTE 
program to have one or more work-based 
learning experiences. and the proportion of 
districts that reported requiring all high school 
CTE students to participate in at least one of 
eight work-based learning opportunities 

We calculated the measures for 2.3b as: 
(1) the number of states that responded “Yes” to item S.2.2.2g 
(2) the percentage of districts that responded “Offered, and all students were 
required to participate” to each item in L.28a–h 
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item 

2.3c The number of states that reported allocating 
leadership funds to support accelerated learning 
programs such as dual/concurrent enrollment 

We calculated the measures for 2.3c as the number of states that responded “Yes” to 
item S.4.1.7n  

2.3c-1  The proportion of districts that report using any 
funding to support the adoption or 
implementation of dual or concurrent enrollment 

We calculated measure 2.3c-1apx1 as the percentage of districts that responded “Yes 
to using Perkins or Other funding in item L.38g 

2.3c-2  The proportion of districts that reported 
supporting the adoption or implementation of 
dual or concurrent enrollment was one of the 
three efforts on which they spent the most staff 
time 

We calculated measure 2.3c-2apx1 as the percentage of districts that selected item g 
in L.39 

2.3d- 
1-2 

The number of states that reported allocating 
leadership funds to support work-based learning 
opportunities, and the proportion of districts that 
reported using (a) any funding or (b) Perkins 
funds to support the adoption or implementation 
of work-based learning opportunities 

We calculated measures for 2.3d-1-2 as: 
(1) the number of states that responded “Yes” to item S.4.1.7o 
(2) the percentage of districts that responded to “Yes” to “Perkins funding” or “Other 
funding” in item L.38h  

2.3d-2  The proportion of districts that reported 
supporting the adoption or implementation of 
work-based learning was one of the three efforts 
on which they spent the most staff time 

We calculated measure 2.3d-2apx1 as the percentage of districts that selected item h in 
L.39  

2.3e The number of states and the proportion of 
districts that reported developing or 
implementing opportunities to accumulate 
college credit in high school is one of their Top 
three priorities 

We calculated measures for 2.3e as: 
(1) the number of states that responded “One of the Top three priorities for our state 
at the secondary level” in item S.2.5.3e  
(2) the percentage of districts that responded “One of our Top three priorities” to item 
L.50d 

2.3e-2  The proportion of districts that reported 
incorporating dual/concurrent enrollment into 
high school CTE was one of the three efforts on 
which they made the most improvement since 
the implementation of Perkins V 

We calculated measure 2.3e-2apx1 as the percentage of districts that selected 
“Incorporating dual/concurrent enrollment into high school CTE” in item L.51 
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item 

2.3f The number of states and the proportion of 
districts that reported developing or 
implementing work-based learning opportunities 
in high school is one of their Top three priorities 

We calculated the measures for 2.3f as: 
(1) the number of states that responded “One of the Top three priorities for our state 
at the secondary level” in item S.2.5.3d 
(2) the percentage of districts that responded “One of our Top three priorities” in item 
L.50e  

2.3f-2 The proportion of local education agencies that 
reported expanding opportunities for students to 
learn through work experience was one of the 
three efforts on which they made the most 
improvement since the implementation of 
Perkins V 

We calculated measure 2.3e-2apx1 as the percentage of districts that selected 
“Expanding opportunities for students to learn through work experience” in item L.51 
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Exhibit B.5. Research Question 3: Measures, Indicators, and Survey Item(s) Used to Create Each Measure 

RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item 

3.1a The number of states that reported they used the 
option to create a reserve fund 

We calculated measure 3.1a as the number of states that responded “Yes” to item 
S.4.1.4  

3.1b The number of states that reported allocating state 
leadership funds to: 
(1) expand access to or increase participation in 
CTE by (a) recruit, prepare, or retain CTE teachers 
and faculty, (b) support statewide CTE programs 
for the middle school grades, (c) provide technical 
assistance or resources to subgrantees to support 
CTE programs for the middle school grades, (d) 
recruit special populations into CTE. (e) 
implement CTE programs in correctional 
institutions, (f) implement CTE programs in 
juvenile justice facilities, (g) implement CTE 
programs in institutions that serve individuals with 
disabilities 
(2) improve the quality of CTE programming by: 
(a) establishing statewide industry sector 
partnerships, (b) partnering with qualified 
intermediaries to develop public/private 
partnerships, (c) supporting accelerated learning 
programs, such as dual/concurrent enrollment, (d) 
establishing or expanding work-based learning 
opportunities 

We calculated the measures for 3.1b as the number of states that responded: 
1a. “Yes” to each of items S.4.1.7 b, f, g, I, q, r, s  
1b. “Yes” to at least one of items S.4.1.7 b, f, g, I, q, r, s  
2a. “Yes” to each of items S.4.1.7 d, e, n, o  
2b. “Yes” to at least one of items S.4.1.7 d, e, n, o 
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item 

3.1c The proportion of districts that reported using any 
funds for the following purposes: 
(1) expanding access to or increasing participation 
in CTE (1c-1) by: (a) increasing student access to, 
engagement in, and success in STEM fields, (b) 
advancing knowledge of nontraditional fields, (c) 
improving career guidance and academic 
counseling, (d) supporting career guidance and 
exploration or CTE programming in the middle 
grades 
(2) improving the quality of CTE programming  
(1c-2) by: (a) integrating employability skills into 
CTE programs or programs of study, (b) 
supporting adoption or implementation of dual or 
concurrent enrollment, (c) supporting adoption or 
implementation of work-based learning, (d) 
supporting adoption or implementation of 
distance, remote, or blended models for CTE, (e) 
supporting adoption or implementation of 
industry-recognized certification exams, (f) 
supporting career and technical student 
organizations 

We calculated the measures for 3.1c as the percentage of districts that responded: 
1a. “Yes” to using Perkins or Other funding to each of items L.38 a–d 
1b. “Yes” to using Perkins or Other funding to at least one of items L.38 a–d  
2a. “Yes” to using Perkins or Other funding to each of items L.38 f–k 
2b. “Yes” to using Perkins or Other funding to at least one of items L.38 f–k 
3. “Yes” to using Perkins or Other funding to at least one of items L.38 a–d, f–k  

3.2a The number of states that:  
(1) identified their own secondary-level program 
quality measure (2a-1)  
(2) chose to use more than one secondary-level 
program quality measure (2a-2) 

We calculated the measures for 3.2a as the number of states that are identified in the 
OCTAE report1 as:  
(1) reporting their own quality indicator 5S4 or 5S5 (see Table B in the OCTAE 
report)  
(2) reporting more than one quality indicator (see Table A in the OCTAE report) 
(3) reporting their own quality indicator 5S4 or 5S5 OR reporting more than one 
quality indicator (see Table B in the OCTAE report)  

3.2b The number of states that reported that they 
considered various factors to a large or very large 
extent when selecting their secondary-level 
program quality indicator(s) 

We calculated the measures for 3.2b as the number of states that responded: 
a. “Large extent” or “Very large extent” to each item in S.2.4.5a–g 
b. “Large extent” or “Very large extent” to at least one item in S.2.4.5a–g 
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RQ Measure Indicator and Survey Item 

3.2c Among districts that reported that the district was 
expected to meet performance targets or 
benchmarks for CTE student or program 
outcomes, the proportion of districts that reported 
that: 
(1) the district negotiated its targets with the state  
(2) the district let the state set its targets although 
negotiation was allowed 

We calculated the measures for 3.2c as follows: 
(1a.) The percentage of districts that responded “Yes, for all CTE programs and 
students” or “Yes, only for Perkins-funded CTE programs and students who 
participate in them” in item L.33  
(1b.) The percentage of districts that responded “Yes, for all CTE programs and 
students”, “Yes, only for Perkins-funded CTE programs and students who participate 
in them”, “No”, or “Don’t Know” in item L.33  
(2) The percentage of districts identified in step 1 that responded “Yes, we negotiated 
our targets with the state” or “No, we let the state set our targets, although 
negotiation was allowed” in item L.34  

3.2d The proportion of districts that reported that 
gathering and reporting data for the new state-
selected quality measure was very challenging or 
extremely challenging 

We calculated measure 3.2d as the percentage of districts that responded “Very or 
Extremely challenging”, “Moderately challenging”, “Slightly challenging”, “Not at all 
challenging”, “Not Applicable” to item L.48f 

1 U.S. Department of Education, Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education. (December 2022). Strengthening States’ Implementation of Program Quality Indicators 
for Career and Technical Education: Collecting and Analyzing Data for the Secondary Program Quality Indicators in the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act 
of 2006. Washington, D.C.: Author. Available at https://s3.amazonaws.com/PCRN/docs/PerkinsV_Quality_Indicators_20221201_508.pdf  
 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/PCRN/docs/PerkinsV_Quality_Indicators_20221201_508.pdf
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B.5  Study Analyses 

To address the research questions, the study team analyzed all measures using descriptive statistics. For 
state-level findings, we reported counts rather than percentages, given the small and known number of 
states. For district-level findings, we summarized responses using unweighted counts and weighted 
percentages to ensure that results reflect the full population of districts represented in the sampling frame. 
Standard errors were also calculated to show much the weighted percentages might vary, so readers can 
understand how precise (or uncertain) the estimate is. Survey data are based on respondents’ reports of 
policies and practices, as well as self-reported perceptions on challenges and priorities. Definitions and 
instructions were provided to support consistent interpretation of key terms (for example, “sponsor,” 
“targeted”), and the survey was programmed to allow respondents to solicit input from others with the most 
relevant knowledge of the programs. Overall, these design features were intended to enhance the accuracy, 
consistency, and completeness of the responses, while recognizing the inherent limitations of self-reported 
data. 

Because participation in both surveys was voluntary, the number of responses varies by item. Respondents 
occasionally skipped individual questions, resulting in item nonresponse. As a result, even though 51 states 
completed the state director survey, the number of responses for any given item may differ slightly. 
Likewise, item response varies across district survey questions relative to the total number of districts that 
responded. 

To support clear and consistent interpretation of findings, the study team applied a set of standardized 
qualitative terms, almost all, most, many, about half, some, and a few, aligned with specific percentage 
ranges (see Exhibit B.6 below). For example, we used “almost all” to describe results of 91 percent or higher, 
while “some” reflected 10 to 44 percent of respondents. The categorization intentionally provides greater 
granularity among responses exceeding 50 percent to distinguish substantively meaningful differences in 
how commonly an activity is reported, while using broader categories below 50 percent to differentiate 
limited from minimal reporting. Using these terms consistently ensures that findings are presented in a 
clear, comparable way throughout the report. 

Exhibit B.6. Qualifying Words Associated with Percentage Ranges 

Qualifying Word(s) 
Percent of States or Districts That Answered the 

Question 

Almost all 91 percent or higher 

Most 70 percent–90 percent 

Many 55 percent–69 percent 

About half 45 percent–54 percent 

Some 10 percent–44 percent 

A few Less than 10 percent 

State analyses do not include statistical tests of differences because the study includes a census of states, 
resulting in responses for nearly all measures. The reported counts and differences therefore reflect the 
actual values for the full population of states rather than estimates derived from a sample. 

For district analyses, the study team conducted chi-square tests to assess whether there were statistically 
significant associations between district characteristics and the likelihood that districts reported specific 
barriers as very large. These tests examined two types of barriers: 

• barriers to the district efforts to offer CTE programs or programs of study to high school students, and 



 

28 

• barriers to student participation in the CTE programs or programs of study offered by the district to 
high school students 

The chi-square analyses tested whether the proportion of districts identifying each barrier as very large 
differed by district size, poverty rate, Census region, or locale.  
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APPENDIX C. SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR FINDINGS 
IN THE REPORT 
This appendix presents additional details to supplement the findings in the report. The underlying counts 
and percentages presented in this section were used to generate the exhibits and findings on (1) outreach 
and support activities to expand access to and participation in CTE; (2) the use of Perkins V mechanisms to 
improve CTE program quality and alignment with labor market demands; and (3) the use of Perkins V 
funding and accountability flexibilities.  

Throughout the appendix, exhibits are organized to mirror the order of items in the survey instrument; 
rows are not sorted by magnitude or alphabetically. 

C.1 Expanding access to and participation in CTE 

Expanding access to and participation in CTE: Outreach activities  

To measure states’ and districts’ sponsorship of activities intended to encourage access to and participation 
in CTE, the study examined the types of activities each reported sponsoring. Exhibits C.1 and C.2 below 
provide the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to Exhibits 2 and the district finding on page 
4 in the main body of the report, respectively. 

Exhibit C.1 shows that the activities most commonly sponsored by states were special state competitions, 
scholarships, or other recognition programs specifically for secondary CTE students and marketing or 
informational campaigns about the benefits of secondary CTE overall. Fewer states reported sponsoring 
summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-term programs for middle and high school students, 
followed by other statewide outreach activities for secondary students. Exhibit C.2 shows that districts 
reported a similar pattern of sponsored activities, with the most commonly sponsored activities closely 
mirroring those reported by states.  

Exhibit C.1. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Sponsoring Statewide Activities 
to Encourage Access to and Participation in Secondary CTE: Program Year 
2022–23 

Sponsored Activity Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one activity 37 72.5 51 

Marketing or informational 
campaigns about the 
benefits of secondary CTE 
overall 

20 40.0 50 

Special state competitions, 
scholarships, or other 
recognition programs 
specifically for secondary 
CTE students 

22 43.1 51 

Summer CTE courses, 
camps, or introductory 
short-term programs for 
middle school students 

17 33.3 51 
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Sponsored Activity Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

Summer CTE courses, 
camps, or introductory 
short-term programs for 
high school students 

17 33.3 51 

Other statewide outreach 
activities for secondary 
students 

15 29.4 51 

Missing:  
Marketing or informational campaigns about the benefits of secondary CTE overall: 1 state did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 2.1.1a–2.1.1e. 

 

Exhibit C.2. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Sponsoring Activities to 
Encourage Access to and Participation in CTE: Program Year 2022–23 

Sponsored Activity Unweighted Number of Districts 
Weighted Percentage of Districts 

(SE) 
Unweighted 
Sample Size 

At least one activity  546 84.3(0.3) 644 

Marketing or informational 
campaigns about the 
benefits of secondary CTE 
overall (e.g., TV, radio, print 
or digital ads, brochures sent 
to schools or to homes) 

337 
51.9 
(0.4) 

640 

Marketing or informational 
campaigns promoting CTE 
programs 

333 
51.8 
(0.4) 637 

Summer CTE courses, 
camps, or introductory 
short-term programs for 
middle school students 

182 
28.1 
(0.4) 

637 

Summer CTE courses, 
camps, or introductory 
short-term programs, for 
high school students 

178 
27.5 
(0.4) 632 

Special competitions, 
scholarships, or other 
recognition programs 
specifically for secondary 
CTE participants 

393 
61.4 
(0.4) 

635 

Reduction or elimination of 
out-of-pocket expenses for 
participating in CTE (e.g., 
fees, transportation, 
childcare) 

318 
49.1 
(0.4) 634 
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Sponsored Activity Unweighted Number of Districts 
Weighted Percentage of Districts 

(SE) 
Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Engagement with 
community-based 
organizations or other 
groups to work on 
overcoming barriers to CTE 
access 

386 
60.2 
(0.4) 

635 

Other outreach activity 
93 

14.0 
(0.3) 644 

Missing:  
At least one activity: 7 districts did not respond to any of the items. 
Marketing or informational campaigns about the benefits of secondary CTE overall (e.g., TV, radio, print or digital 

ads, brochures sent to schools or to homes): 11 districts did not answer this item. 
Marketing or informational campaigns promoting CTE programs: 14 districts did not answer this item. 
Summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-term programs for middle school students: 14 districts did not 

answer this item. 
Summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-term programs, for high school students: 19 districts did not 

answer this item. 
Special competitions, scholarships, or other recognition programs specifically for secondary CTE participants: 16 

districts did not answer this item. 
Reduction or elimination of out-of-pocket expenses for participating in CTE (e.g., fees, transportation, childcare): 17 

districts did not answer this item. 
Engagement with community-based organizations or other groups to work on overcoming barriers to CTE access: 16 

districts did not answer this item. 
Other outreach activity: 7 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 1. 

Expanding access to and participation in CTE: Special populations targeted 

To measure states’ targeting of activities intended to expand access to and participation in CTE to special 
populations, the study examined the statewide activities that states reported always or often targeting to 
specific groups of students or families. Exhibit C.3 provides the underlying counts and percentages 
corresponding to the state finding on page 5 of the main body of the report. 

The most commonly targeted outreach activity was marketing or informational campaigns about the 
benefits of secondary CTE overall. Fewer states reported always or often targeting special state 
competitions, scholarships, or other recognition programs specifically for secondary CTE students; summer 
CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-term programs for middle and high school students; other 
statewide outreach activities.  

Exhibit C.3. Number and Percentage of States That Reported Sponsoring Statewide Activities 
and Always or Often Targeting the Activity to Specific Groups of Students or 
Families: Program Year 2022–23 

Sponsored Activity  
Number of 

States 
Percentage of 

States 
Sample 

Size 

Always or often targeted at least one statewide activity to 
specific groups 15 40.5 37 

Marketing or informational campaigns about the benefits of secondary 
CTE overall 9 45.0 20 

Special state competitions, scholarships, or other recognition 
programs specifically for secondary CTE students 5 22.7 22 
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Sponsored Activity  
Number of 

States 
Percentage of 

States 
Sample 

Size 

Summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-term programs for 
middle school students 

6 35.3 17 

Summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-term programs for 
high school students 

6 35.3 17 

Other statewide outreach activities for secondary students 6 40.0 15 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 2.1.4a–2.1.4e. 
To measure which groups of students or families state and district activities were targeted to, the study 
examined the number and percentage of states and districts that reported always or often targeting at least 
one outreach activity to specific groups. Exhibits C.4 and C.5 provide the underlying counts and percentages 
corresponding to Exhibit 3 and the district findings on page 5 of the main body of the report, respectively. 

States most commonly reported always or often targeting outreach activities to individuals who are or might 
be interested in preparing for non-traditional occupational fields followed by individuals from economically 
disadvantaged families. Districts reported a similar pattern of targeting, with the same groups most 
commonly targeted. 

Exhibit C.4. Number and Percentage of States That Reported Always or Often Targeting at 
Least One Statewide Activity to Specific Groups of Students or Families by 
Targeted Group: Program Year 2022–23 

Targeted Group 
Number of 

States 
Percentage of 

States 
Sample 

Size 

Individuals with disabilities 8 66.7 12 

Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including low-income 
youth and adults 

10 76.9 13 

Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for nontraditional 
occupational fields 

12 92.3 13 

Single parents, including single pregnant women 5 45.5 11 

Out-of-workforce individuals 5 45.5 11 

English learners 8 61.5 13 

Homeless individuals 5 38.5 13 

Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system 5 41.7 12 

Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on active 
duty 

5 41.7 12 

Migrant students 5 41.7 12 

Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, Hispanic) 7 58.3 12 

Missing: 
Individuals with disabilities: 3 states did not answer this item. 
Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including low-income youth and adults: 2 states did not 

answer this item. 
Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for nontraditional occupational fields: 2 states did not 

answer this item. 
Single parents, including single pregnant women: 4 states did not answer this item. 
Out-of-workforce individuals: 4 states did not answer this item. 
English learners: 2 states did not answer this item. 
Homeless individuals: 2 states did not answer this item. 
Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system: 3 states did not answer this item. 
Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on active duty: 3 states did not answer this item. 
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Migrant students: 3 states did not answer this item. 
Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, Hispanic): 3 states did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 2.1.5a–2.1.5e and 2.1.4a–2.1.4e. 

Exhibit C.5. Number and Percentage of Districts That Reported Always or Often Targeting at 
Least One Activity to Specific Groups of Students or Families by Targeted Group: 
Program Year 2022–23 

Targeted Group 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of Districts 

(SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

At least one of the 
groups below 

117 99.1 
(0.2) 

118 

Individuals with disabilities 108 92.8 
(0.5) 

116 

Individuals from 
economically disadvantaged 
families, including low-
income youth and adults 

116 98.2 
(0.3) 

118 

Individuals who are or might 
be interested in preparing 
for nontraditional 
occupational fields 

116 98.3 
(0.3) 

118 

Single parents, including 
single pregnant women 

63 57.6 
(1.1) 

109 

Out-of-workforce 
individuals 

53 48.6 
(1.1) 

108 

English learners 98 83.8 
(0.8) 

116 

Homeless individuals 78 70.1 
(1.0) 

111 

Youth who are in, or have 
aged out of, the foster care 
system 

66 61.0 
(1.1) 

108 

Youth with a parent who is a 
member of the armed forces 
and is on active duty 

66 60.6 
(1.1) 

109 

Migrant students 71 61.6 
(1.0) 

114 

Individuals from specific 
racial/ethnic groups (e.g., 
Black, Asian, Hispanic) 

99 85.1 
(0.7) 

116 

Missing: 
Individuals with disabilities: 2 districts did not answer this item. 
Single parents, including single pregnant women: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Out-of-workforce individuals: 10 districts did not answer this item. 
English learners: 2 districts did not answer this item. 
Homeless individuals: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system: 10 districts did not answer this item. 
Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on active duty: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Migrant students: 4 districts did not answer this item. 
Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, Hispanic): 2 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 3.  
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Expanding access to and participation in CTE: Early exposure 

To measure states support of CTE in the middle grades, the study examined whether states reported 
requiring districts to provide or offer CTE to middle school students; specifying middle school courses or 
activities in state-developed programs of study; or using funds for CTE courses or activities in the middle 
grades; and whether incorporating CTE topics into the middle school grades was a top three state priority. 
Exhibits C.6 and C.7 provide the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to Exhibit 4 and the 
state priority finding on pages 6 and 8 of the main body of the report. 

Most states reported having requirements or using funding for CTE courses or activities in the middle 
grades; however, only eight states identified incorporating CTE topics in the middle grades as a top three 
priority. 

Exhibit C.6. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Supporting Middle Grades CTE 
Through Various Requirements and Supports for Districts: Program Year 2022– 
23 

Requirement or Support Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one selected 
support (requiring, 
specifying, or funding) 

46 90.2 51 

Requiring or Specifying 27 52.9 51 

Requiring districts to 
provide or offer CTE to 
middle school students 

16 31.4 51 

Specifying middle school 
courses or activities in 
state-developed 
programs of study 

21 41.2 51 

Using funding for CTE 
courses or activities in 
the middle grades 

45 88.2 51 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 2.2.1a, 2.2.1g, 1.3.5a–h, 1.4.1a-h, 4.6.1a, and 4.1.7f. 
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Exhibit C.7. Number of States by the Extent to which the State Agencies Reported Prioritizing 
Various Efforts to Improve CTE at the Secondary Level: Program Year 2022–23 

Effort 

One of the Top 
Three Priorities for 

Our State at the 
Secondary Level 

A Priority (we 
were actively 
working on 

this) 

An Emerging 
Priority (we were 
making plans to 

work on this) 

Not a 
Priority in 
2022–23 

Sample 
Size 

Aligning secondary-level CTE 
programs to labor market demand 

19 21 3 6 49 

Improving access to, participation, 
and outcomes in secondary-level CTE 
among student groups and special 
populations 

27 17 4 1 49 

Incorporating CTE topics into the 
middle school grades (grades 5-8) 

8 16 13 9 46 

Developing and/or implementing 
work-based learning opportunities at 
the secondary level 

29 16 4 2 51 

Developing and/or implementing 
opportunities to accumulate college 
credit in high school 

9 26 8 3 46 

Incorporating career exploration or 
planning into CTE at the secondary 
level 

10 21 7 7 45 

Supporting state and local continuous 
improvement for secondary-level CTE 

20 20 6 1 47 

Coordinating, matching, and sharing 
secondary-level data across state 
systems (for example, a state 
longitudinal data system, workforce 
data, and other education data) 

7 19 12 9 47 

Reporting data for the new state-
selected secondary-level quality 
measure 

10 19 7 9 45 

Missing: 
Aligning secondary-level CTE programs to labor market demand: 2 states did not answer this item. 
Improving access to, participation, and outcomes in secondary-level CTE among student groups and special 

populations: 2 states did not answer this item. 
Incorporating CTE topics into the middle school grades (grades 5-8): 5 states did not answer this item. 
Developing and/or implementing opportunities to accumulate college credit in high school: 5 states did not answer 

this item. 
Incorporating career exploration or planning into CTE at the secondary level: 6 states did not answer this item. 
Supporting state and local continuous improvement for secondary-level CTE: 4 states did not answer this item. 
Coordinating, matching, and sharing secondary-level data across state systems (g., a state longitudinal data system, 

workforce data, and other education data): 4 states did not answer this item. 
Reporting data for the new state-selected secondary-level quality measure: 6 states did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 2.5.3. 

To measure districts’ support of CTE in the middle grades, the study examined whether districts reported 
offering CTE courses or activities to middle school students and required students to participate or used 
funding to support career guidance and exploration in the middle grades. Exhibits C.8 and C.9 provide the 
underlying counts and percentages corresponding to the district finding on pages 6 and 8 of the main body 
of the report. Most districts reported supporting CTE in the middle grades; however, most of the courses, 
activities, and supports were not identified as one of their top three priories. 
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Exhibit C.8. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Supporting CTE in Middle 
Grades Through Offering Various Courses, Activities and Supports in the Middle 
Grades: Program Year 2022–23 

Course, Activities, Supports 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Required 
courses/activities or 
funding supports 

590 86.7 
(0.3) 

678 

Offering CTE courses or 
activities to middle 
school students and 
requiring middle school 
students to participate 

467 74.1 
(0.4) 

634 

Exploration of careers 
across industry clusters 

301 48.5 
(0.4) 

631 

Development of digital 
literacy skills 

278 45.5 
(0.4) 

625 

Development of 
employability skills 

203 33.5 
(0.4) 

620 

Work-based learning 
opportunities in selected 
industries 

57 9.4 
(0.3) 

622 

After-school classes 
specifically in CTE 

14 2.3 
(0.1) 

624 

Introductory CTE 
program classes 

168 28.0 
(0.4) 

623 

Development of a high 
school graduation 
and/or college/career 
readiness plan 

340 53.8 
(0.4) 

630 

Career and Technical 
Student Organization(s)  

43 7.0 
(0.2) 

621 

Other 20 3.1 
(0.2) 

634 

Using funding to 
support career guidance 
and exploration in the 
middle grades 

466 68.1 
(0.4) 

678 

Missing:  
Offering CTE courses or activities to middle school students and requiring middle school students to participate: 17 

districts did not respond to any of the items. 
Exploration of careers across industry clusters: 20 districts did not answer this item. 
Development of digital literacy skills: 26 districts did not answer this item. 
Development of employability skills: 31 districts did not answer this item. 
Work-based learning opportunities in selected industries: 29 districts did not answer this item. 
After-school classes specifically in CTE: 27 districts did not answer this item. 
Introductory CTE program classes: 28 districts did not answer this item. 
Development of a high school graduation and/or college/career readiness plan: 21 districts did not answer this item. 
Career and Technical Student Organization(s): 30 districts did not answer this item. 
Other: 17 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 26, 38d.  
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Exhibit C.9. Number and Percentage of Districts by the Extent to which they Reported Prioritizing Various Efforts to Improve CTE: 
Program Year 2022–23 

Effort 

Not a Current Priority 
An Emerging Priority (we are 
making plans to work on this) 

A Priority (we are actively 
working on this) 

One of Our Top Three 
Priorities 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 
Weighted 

Percent (SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Recruiting student groups and 
special populations into CTE 

108 17.7 
(0.3) 

195 31.5 
(0.4) 

239 37.9 
(0.4) 

81 12.9 
(0.3) 

623 

Incorporating CTE into the 
middle grades (grades 5-8) 

153 25.1 
(0.4) 

189 31.0 
(0.4) 

211 33.8 
(0.4) 

63 10.2 
(0.3) 

616 

Aligning programs with labor 
market demands 

66 10.7 
(0.3) 

162 26.2 
(0.4) 

279 43.8 
(0.4) 

122 19.2 
(0.4) 

629 

Incorporating dual/concurrent 
enrollment into high school 
CTE 

81 13.4 
(0.3) 

146 24.2 
(0.4) 

255 41.5 
(0.4) 

131 20.9 
(0.4) 

613 

Expanding opportunities for 
students to learn through work 
experience 

30 5.1 
(0.2) 

121 19.6 
(0.4) 

246 39.0 
(0.4) 

228 36.3 
(0.4) 

625 

Promoting student access to 
career exploration 

53 8.7 
(0.3) 

152 24.8 
(0.4) 

306 48.7 
(0.5) 

108 17.8 
(0.3) 

619 

Increasing number of students 
earning industry-recognized 
credentials 

63 10.8 
(0.3) 

117 19.3 
(0.4) 

231 37.4 
(0.4) 

204 32.5 
(0.4) 

615 

Increasing access to CTE 
programming 

74 12.9 
(0.3) 

144 24.0 
(0.4) 

286 46.9 
(0.5) 

96 16.2 
(0.3) 

600 

Using Perkins performance 
data to effectively track 
equitable access and 
performance 

136 23.7 
(0.4) 

266 43.9 
(0.5) 

183 29.7 
(0.4) 

17 2.7 
(0.1) 

602 

Strengthening the rigor and 
quality of our CTE 
programming 

69 11.7 
(0.3) 

146 24.0 
(0.4) 

286 46.1 
(0.5) 

113 18.1 
(0.3) 

614 
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Effort 

Not a Current Priority 
An Emerging Priority (we are 
making plans to work on this) 

A Priority (we are actively 
working on this) 

One of Our Top Three 
Priorities 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 
Weighted 

Percent (SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Closing CTE student 
performance gaps 

104 18.0 
(0.4) 

208 34.9 
(0.4) 

239 39.3 
(0.4) 

48 7.7 
(0.2) 

599 

Developing new programs of 
study 

135 22.4 
(0.4) 

209 34.5 
(0.4) 

194 31.9 
(0.4) 

66 11.1 
(0.3) 

604 

Implementing Career 
Technical Student 
Organizations (CTSOs) 

177 30.0 
(0.4) 

157 26.3 
(0.4) 

220 35.8 
(0.4) 

48 8.0 
(0.2) 

602 

Missing: 
Recruiting student groups and special populations into CTE: 45 districts did not answer this item. 
Incorporating CTE into the middle grades (grades 5-8): 52 districts did not answer this item. 
Aligning programs with labor market demands [Chapter 3: Indicator 2.2d-1apx: 39 districts did not answer this item. 
Incorporating dual/concurrent enrollment into high school CTE: 55 districts did not answer this item. 
Expanding opportunities for students to learn through work experience: 43 districts did not answer this item. 
Promoting student access to career exploration: 49 districts did not answer this item. 
Increasing number of students earning industry-recognized credentials: 53 districts did not answer this item. 
Increasing access to CTE programming: 68 districts did not answer this item. 
Using Perkins performance data to effectively track equitable access and performance: 66 districts did not answer this item. 
Strengthening the rigor and quality of our CTE programming: 54 districts did not answer this item. 
Closing CTE student performance gaps: 69 districts did not answer this item. 
Developing new programs of study: 64 districts did not answer this item. 
Implementing Career Technical Student Organizations (CTSOs): 66 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 50. 
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Expanding access to and participation in CTE: Career guidance 

To measure states’ support for incorporating career guidance into CTE, the study examined whether states 
reported requiring districts to provide career guidance and counseling to at least one student group or using 
funding to support career exploration and planning. Exhibit C.9 below provides the underlying counts and 
percentages that correspond to Exhibit 4 in the main body of the report. 44 states reported having at least 
one of these requirements or support. 

Exhibit C.10. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Supporting the Incorporation 
of Career Guidance into CTE through at least One Requirement for Districts or 
Use of Funding to Support Career Exploration and Planning: Program Year 
2022–2023 

Requirements or Support Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one selected 
requirement or support 

44 86.3 51 

Requiring secondary-
level applicants for 
funding to provide 
career guidance and 
counseling to at least 
one student group 

30 58.8 51 

Using funding for 
supports for career 
guidance and counseling 

36 70.6 51 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 2.2.1a–c, 4.1.7h. 
 

To measure districts’ support for incorporating career guidance into CTE, the study examined whether 
districts reported offering various activities or use of funding to support career exploration and planning. 
Exhibit C.11 below provides the underlying counts and percentages that correspond to the district finding on 
page 7 of the main body of the report. Most districts reported offering career guidance and exploration 
activities to high school students and requiring all students to participate or using funds to support career 
guidance and academic counseling. 

Exhibit C.11. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Supporting the 
Incorporation of Career Guidance and Exploration into CTE through Activities 
and Use of Funding: Program Year 2022–23 

Activities/Supports 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Required 
courses/activities or 
funding supports 

644 95.0 
(0.2) 

678 

Offering career guidance 
and exploration 
activities to high school 
students and requiring 
all high school students 
to participate 

543 85.1 
(0.3) 

639 
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Activities/Supports 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Career development, 
planning, or exploration 
courses 

303 48.1 
(0.4) 

638 

Career days (with guest 
speakers) 

219 35.0 
(0.4) 

636 

Career fairs (with local 
business represented) 

209 33.1 
(0.4) 

637 

Workplace tours 53 8.4 
(0.2) 

636 

Job shadowing for 
career exploration 

54 8.8 
(0.3) 

634 

Counselor meetings with 
individual students and 
parents to discuss career 
preparation and course 
selection  

341 53.8 
(0.4) 

638 

Student development of 
a written course plan 
while in high school 
(e.g., an individual 
graduation plan) 

428 67.0 
(0.4) 

637 

Exploration of non-
traditional fields 

75 12.1 
(0.3) 

634 

Student completion of a 
career interest 
assessment 

325 52.0 
(0.4) 

632 

Using funding to 
support career guidance 
and academic 
counseling 

522 76.6 
(0.4) 

678 

Missing: 
Offering career guidance and exploration activities to high school students and requiring all high school students to 

participate: 12 districts did not respond to any of the items. 
Career development, planning, or exploration courses: 13 districts did not answer this item. 
Career days (with guest speakers): 15 districts did not answer this item. 
Career fairs (with local business represented): 14 districts did not answer this item. 
Workplace tours: 15 districts did not answer this item. 
Job shadowing for career exploration: 17 districts did not answer this item. 
Counselor meetings with individual students and parents to discuss career preparation and course selection: 13 

districts did not answer this item. 
Student development of a written course plan while in high school (e.g., an individual graduation plan): 14 districts 

did not answer this item. 
Exploration of non-traditional fields: 17 districts did not answer this item. 
Student completion of a career interest assessment: 19 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 27, 38c. 

Expanding access to and participation in CTE: Challenges 

To measure the extent to which states reported facing challenges in efforts to improve CTE at the secondary 
level, the study examined states’ reports of very or extremely challenging efforts. Exhibit C.12 provides the 
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underlying counts and percentages corresponding to Exhibit 5 in the main body of the report. States 
reported varying levels of challenge across improvement efforts. 

Exhibit C.12. Number of States Reporting the Extent to Which State Agencies Faced 
Challenges in Efforts to Improve CTE at the Secondary Level: Program Year 
2022–23  

Improvement Effort 
Not at All 

Challenging 
Slightly 

Challenging 
Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
Applicable, 

We Did 
Not 

Attempt to 
Do This 

Sample 
Size 

Aligning secondary-
level CTE programs to 
labor market demand 

8 24 13 5 0 1 51 

Improving access to, 
participation, and 
outcomes in secondary-
level CTE among 
student groups and 
special populations 

1 14 27 8 1 0 51 

Incorporating CTE 
topics into middle 
school grades (grades 5-
8) 

11 11 14 7 3 5 51 

Developing and/or 
implementing work-
based learning 
opportunities at the 
secondary level 

6 15 22 7 0 1 51 

Developing and/or 
implementing 
opportunities to 
accumulate college 
credit in high school 

5 18 16 9 3 0 51 

Incorporating career 
exploration or planning 
into CTE at the 
secondary level 

13 19 12 2 1 2 49 

Supporting state and 
local continuous 
improvement for 
secondary-level CTE 

8 17 18 6 2 0 51 

Coordinating, matching, 
and sharing secondary-
level data across state 
systems (e.g., state 
longitudinal data 
system, workforce data, 
and other data) 

4 6 11 13 14 3 51 



 

42 

Improvement Effort 
Not at All 

Challenging 
Slightly 

Challenging 
Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
Applicable, 

We Did 
Not 

Attempt to 
Do This 

Sample 
Size 

Reporting data for the 
new state-selected 
secondary-level quality 
measure 

8 16 19 6 2 0 51 

Missing:  
Incorporating career exploration or planning into CTE at the secondary level: 2 states did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 2.5.1.  

C.2 Improving program quality and alignment 

Activities to improve alignment between CTE and the labor market 

To measure state resources used to improve alignment between CTE programs and labor market needs, the 
study examined the extent to which states had definitions of high-skill, high-wage, and in-demand 
(HS/HW/ID) occupations and industry sectors (Activity 1); required districts to meet state definitions and 
criteria for HS/HW/ID occupations to receive Perkins funding (Activity 2); and provided resources to help 
districts determine whether their programs of study (POS) were aligned with labor market needs (Activity 
3). Exhibit C.13 provides the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to Exhibits 6 and 7 and the 
related state-level findings presented on pages 9 and 10 of the main body of the report. Exhibit C.13 shows 
that nearly all states reported engaging in Activity 3, while many states also reported engaging in Activities 
2 and 3.  

Exhibit C.13. Number and Percentage of States That Reported Various Activities Supporting 
Alignment between CTE and Local Labor Market Needs: Program Year 2022–23 

Activities 
Number of 

States 
Percentage of 

States Sample Size 

At least one of three activities 50 98.0 51 

Activity 1: Having definitions for HS/HW/ID occupations and 
industry sectors (must have all three definitions) 

30 62.5 48 

High-skill occupations and industry sectors 30 63.8 47 

High-wage occupations and industry sectors 32 68.1 47 

In-demand occupations and industry sectors 38 79.2 48 

Activity 2: Requiring districts to meet state definitions and 
criteria for HS/HW/ID occupations and industries to receive 
funding 

32 65.3 49 

Activity 3: Providing at least one type of resource to help 
subgrantees determine whether POS are aligned with the labor 
market 

50 100.0 50 

(a) Lists of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand 
occupations or industry sectors at the state level 

43 87.8 49 

(b) Lists of high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand occupations 
or industry sectors at the regional and/or local levels  

37 75.5 49 
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Activities 
Number of 

States 
Percentage of 

States Sample Size 

(c) Tools to assess the alignment between CTE 
programs/POS and high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand occupations or industry sectors 

33 73.3 45 

(d) Free access to EMSI, Burning Glass, or other real-time, 
proprietary labor market data  

19 38.8 49 

(e) Employment (job growth) projections by occupation or 
industry sector 

44 88.0 50 

(f) Reports or profiles of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand CTE occupations and/or industry sectors 

33 66.0 50 

(g) Other resource 3 6.0 50 

Missing: 
Activity 1: Having definitions for HS/HW/ID occupations and industry sectors (must have all three definitions): 3 

states did not respond to any of the items. 
High-skill occupations and industry sectors: 4 states did not answer this item. 
High-wage occupations and industry sectors: 4 states did not answer this item. 
In-demand occupations and industry sectors: 3 states did not answer this item. 
Activity 2: Requiring districts to meet state definitions and criteria for HS/HW/ID occupations and industries to 

receive funding: 2 states did not answer this item. 
Activity 3: Providing at least one type of resource to help subgrantees determine whether POS are aligned with the 

labor market: 1 state did not respond to any of the items. 
Lists of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations or industry sectors at the state level: 2 states did not 

answer this item. 
Lists of high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand occupations or industry sectors at the regional and/or local levels: 2 

states did not answer this item. 
Tools to assess the alignment between CTE programs/POS and high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand 

occupations or industry sectors: 6 states did not answer this item. 
Free access to EMSI, Burning Glass, or other real-time, proprietary labor market data: 2 states did not answer this 

item. 
Employment (job growth) projections by occupation or industry sector: 1 state did not answer this item. 
Reports or profiles of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand CTE occupations and/or industry sectors: 1 state did 

not answer this item. 
Other resource: 1 state did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 1.2.1a–1.2.1c, 1.2.2a and 2.2.1d, 1.2.7a1–1.2.7g1, 1.2.3a.a–1.2.3a.e, and 
2.2.1.l.1. 
To measure state and district support for aligning CTE programs with labor market demands, the study 
examined whether alignment of CTE programs with labor market demands was a top three priority at the 
state and district levels. Exhibits C.7 and C.9 above provide the underlying counts and percentages 
corresponding to the respective state- and district-level findings on page 15 of the main body of the report. 
Exhibit C.7 shows that some states identified aligning CTE programs with labor market demands as a top 
three priority, and Exhibit C.9 shows that some districts did as well.  
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Comprehensive Local Needs Assessment (CLNA) Process: Stakeholder 
involvement 

To measure the extent to which districts involved required stakeholder groups in the Comprehensive Local 
Needs Assessment (CLNA) process, the study examined district reports of collaboration with various 
stakeholder groups about CTE programs or program offerings, the extent to which the CLNA process made 
collaboration with key stakeholder groups easier to a large or very large extent, and the types of 
stakeholders districts engaged when completing their CLNA. Exhibits C.14 and C.15 provide the underlying 
counts and percentages corresponding to the district-level findings reported on page 11 of the main body of 
the report, and Exhibit C.16A provides the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to Exhibit 8.  

Exhibit C.14 shows that nearly all districts reported collaborating with at least one stakeholder group about 
CTE programs or offerings. Exhibit C.15 further shows that, among districts reporting any collaboration, 
about half indicated that the CLNA process made it easier to work with representatives from key 
stakeholder groups to a large or very large extent. Exhibit C.16B shows that some districts reported 
involving employers or employer groups, students, postsecondary institutions, and local or regional 
workforce entities to a large or very large extent. 

Exhibit C.14. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Collaborating with Various 
Stakeholder Groups About CTE Programs or Program Offerings: Program Year 
2022–23  

Stakeholder Group 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

At least 1 group 571 96.5 
(0.2) 

590 

Postsecondary 
institutions 

537 90.9 
(0.3) 

588 

Employer or industry 
groups 

543 92.1 
(0.3) 

587 

Groups representing 
special populations 

405 68.7 
(0.4) 

584 

Note: Sample includes only respondents who completed a CLNA process. 
Missing: 

At least 1 group: 6 districts did not respond to any of the items. 
Postsecondary institutions: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Employer or industry groups: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Groups representing special populations: 12 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 9A.  
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Exhibit C.15. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Collaborating with 
Stakeholder Groups and that the CLNA Process Made it Easier to Work with 
Representatives from Key Stakeholder Groups to a Large or Very Large Extent: 
Program Year 2022–23  

Key Stakeholder Groups 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

At least 1 group 272 51.0 
(0.5) 

529 

Postsecondary 
institutions 

215 42.6 
(0.5) 

500 

Employer or industry 
groups 

204 40.3 
(0.5) 

502 

Groups representing 
special populations 

86 23.4 
(0.5) 

373 

Note: Sample includes only respondents who completed a CLNA process and reported that they worked with 
stakeholder groups. 
Missing: 

At least 1 group: 48 districts did not respond to any of the items. 
Postsecondary institutions: 45 districts did not answer this item. 
Employer or industry groups: 50 districts did not answer this item. 
Groups representing special populations: 44 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 9B.  
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Exhibit C.16A. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported the Extent to Which they Involved Key Stakeholder Groups in the 
CLNA Process: Program Year 2022–23 

Key Stakeholder 
Groups 

Not at All Small Extent Moderate Extent Large Extent Very Large Extent 

Unweighted 
Number of 

Districts 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Employers or 
employer groups 

29 5.1 
(0.2) 

111 19.3 
(0.4) 

221 38.2 
(0.5) 

165 28.1 
(0.4) 

56 9.3 
(0.3) 

582 

Local or regional 
workforce entities 
(e.g., local workforce 
development boards) 

52 9.1 
(0.3) 

127 21.9 
(0.4) 

189 32.7 
(0.4) 

153 26.2 
(0.4) 

61 10.1 
(0.3) 

582 

Postsecondary 
institutions 

60 10.6 
(0.3) 

115 20.2 
(0.4) 

187 32.4 
(0.4) 

144 24.6 
(0.4) 

74 12.3 
(0.3) 

580 

Students 32 5.5 
(0.2) 

112 19.1 
(0.4) 

222 38.0 
(0.5) 

161 27.7 
(0.4) 

56 9.7 
(0.3) 

583 

Parents 40 6.9 
(0.2) 

149 25.3 
(0.4) 

224 38.6 
(0.5) 

133 23.1 
(0.4) 

35 6.1 
(0.2) 

581 

Representatives of 
special populations 
(e.g., single parents, 
including single 
pregnant women) 

114 20.1 
(0.4) 

187 31.7 
(0.4) 

191 33.3 
(0.4) 

67 11.4 
(0.3) 

20 3.4 
(0.2) 

579 

Local agencies serving 
out-of-school, 
homeless, and/or at-
risk youth 

143 25.0 
(0.4) 

187 32.1 
(0.4) 

163 28.1 
(0.4) 

68 11.8 
(0.3) 

18 3.1 
(0.2) 

579 

Other group 499 85.4 
(0.3) 

18 3.1 
(0.2) 

33 5.8 
(0.2) 

19 3.3 
(0.2) 

15 2.5 
(0.1) 

584 

Missing: 
Employers or employer groups: 14 districts did not answer this item. 
Local or regional workforce entities (e.g., local workforce development boards: 14 districts did not answer this item. 
Postsecondary institutions: 16 districts did not answer this item. 
Students: 13 districts did not answer this item. 
Parents: 15 districts did not answer this item. 
Representatives of special populations (e.g., single parents, including single pregnant women): 17 districts did not answer this item. 
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Local agencies serving out-of-school, homeless, and/or at-risk youth: 17 districts did not answer this item. 
Other group: 12 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 7a–h.  

Exhibit C.16B. Number and Percentage of Districts that Completed a CLNA Process and Reported Involving Stakeholders in the 
CLNA Process to a Very Large or Large Extent, By Number of Stakeholder Groups Involved: Program Year 2022–23 

Number of Groups Unweighted Number of Districts Weighted Percentage of Districts (SE) 

No Groups 207 35.9 
(0.4) 

1 Group 74 12.7 
(0.3) 

2 Groups 86 14.6 
(0.3) 

3 Groups 82 13.8 
(0.3) 

4 Groups 36 5.9 
(0.2) 

5 Groups 41 7.1 
(0.2) 

6 Groups 14 2.3 
(0.1) 

7 Groups 32 5.5 
(0.2) 

8 Groups 12 2.1 
(0.1) 

Total 584 100.0 
Missing:  

12 districts did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP district survey, items 7a–h. 
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Comprehensive Local Needs Assessment (CLNA) Process: Identifying 
needed CTE program changes 

To measure the extent to which districts found the CLNA process useful for identifying needed changes to 
CTE programs, the study examined the proportion of districts that reported identifying different types of 
needed program changes and the proportion of those districts that indicated the CLNA process helped them 
identify these needs to a large or very large extent. Exhibit C.17 below provides the underlying counts and 
percentages corresponding to the district-level findings on page 12 of the main body of the report. 

Exhibit C.17 shows that some districts reported identifying needs to develop new programs, identify types of 
CTE educators to target for recruitment, change or update existing programs, or phase out or remove 
existing programs. Among districts that identified at least one need, only some reported that the CLNA 
process helped them to a large or very large extent in identifying these needed changes. 

Exhibit C.17. Number and Percentage of Districts that Identified a Need to Make Changes to 
their CTE Programs and Reported the CLNA Process Helped Identify At Least 
One Type of Change Needed to a Large or Very Large Extent: Program Year 
2022–23 

Change 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Process helped a large 
or very large extent to 
identify at least 1 needed 
change 

164 34.2 
(0.5) 

474 

Change: Develop new 
programs or POS to 
offer 

110 32.3 
(0.6) 

337 

Change: Make changes 
or updates to existing 
programs or POS 

119 28.6 
(0.5) 

411 

Change: Phase out or 
remove existing 
programs or POS from 
those your LEA offered 

54 29.0 
(0.7) 

186 

Change: Identify the 
types of CTE educators 
to target for recruitment 

82 29.9 
(0.6) 

275 

Note: Sample includes respondents who reported their LEA identified a need for a change to CTE programs or program 
offerings (or who marked “non-response” to that question). 
Missing: 

Process helped a large or very large extent to identify at least 1 needed change: 31 districts did not respond to any of 
the items. 

Change: Develop new programs or POS to offer: 22 districts did not answer this item. 
Change: Make changes or updates to existing programs or POS: 29 districts did not answer this item. 
Change: Phase out or remove existing programs or POS from those your LEA offered: 14 districts did not answer this 

item. 
Change: Identify the types of CTE educators to target for recruitment: 20 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 10B.  
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Aligning CTE programs with the labor market: Use of leadership funds 

To measure how states allocate leadership funds to promote statewide CTE programs and programs of 
study aligned with high‑skill, high‑wage, or in‑demand occupations or industry sectors, or to increase 
knowledge of such industries and occupations among special populations, the study examined the number 
of states reporting the purposes for which leadership funds were used. Exhibit C.18 below provides the 
underlying counts and percentages corresponding to the state-level findings on page 12 of the main body of 
the report. Exhibit C.18 shows that most states used leadership funds to advance labor market alignment 
within statewide CTE programs, including increasing knowledge of the labor market among special 
populations and promoting statewide CTE programs aligned with those occupations or industry sectors.  

Exhibit C.18. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Allocating Leadership Funds 
for at Least One Specific Purpose: Program Year 2022–23 

Purpose Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one of these 
purposes 

51 100.0 51 

Support for non-traditional 
fields in current and 
emerging professions 

50 98.0 51 

Recruit, prepare, or retain 
CTE teachers and faculty 

39 76.5 51 

Promote statewide CTE 
programs and POS aligned 
with high-skill, high-wage, 
or in-demand occupations 
or industry sectors 

36 70.6 51 

Establish statewide 
industry sector 
partnerships 

20 39.2 51 

Partner with qualified 
intermediaries to develop 
public/private partnerships 

14 27.5 51 

Support statewide CTE 
programs for the middle 
school grades 

20 39.2 51 

Provide technical assistance 
or resources to subgrantees 
to support CTE programs 
for the middle school 
grades 

23 45.1 51 

Provide technical assistance 
or resources to subgrantees 
on career exploration and 
planning 

36 70.6 51 

Recruit special populations 
into CTE 

45 88.2 51 
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Purpose Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

Increase knowledge of 
high-skill, high-wage, or in-
demand industries and 
occupations among special 
populations 

38 74.5 51 

Increase access to, student 
engagement in, or success 
in STEM among special 
populations  

31 60.8 51 

Support student 
organizations to increase 
CTE participation by 
special populations 

31 60.8 51 

Support areas with 
performance gaps 

36 70.6 51 

Support accelerated 
learning programs, such as 
dual/concurrent 
enrollment 

25 49.0 51 

Establish or expand work-
based learning 
opportunities 

37 72.5 51 

Integrate employability 
skills 

32 62.7 51 

Implement CTE programs 
in correctional institutions 

43 84.3 51 

Implement CTE programs 
in juvenile justice facilities 

36 70.6 51 

Implement CTE programs 
in institutions that serve 
individuals with disabilities 

25 49.0 51 

Award incentive grants to 
subgrantees for exemplary 
performance 

6 11.8 51 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 4.1.7. 

Aligning CTE programs with the labor market: Required evidence 

To measure the extent to which states reported using evidence to demonstrate alignment between CTE 
programs and labor market needs for funding eligibility, the study examined the types of evidence that 
states reported requiring for funding eligibility and whether districts reported considering relevant evidence 
to a large or very large extent when making decisions about adding, phasing out, or removing CTE programs 
or program of study. Exhibits C.19 and C.20 below present the underlying counts and percentages 
corresponding to the state- and district-level findings shown in Exhibit 9 of the main report, respectively. 

Exhibit C.19 shows that nearly all states reported requiring at least one type of evidence to qualify for 
funding, with most states requiring evidence of employer advisory committee commitment and ongoing 
input into at least one CTE program’s curriculum and activities. In addition, many states reported requiring 
local or regional labor market projections or other data indicating that the occupation or industry is high-
skill, high-wage, and/or in demand at the local or regional level. Exhibit C.20 shows that many districts 
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reported considering at least one type of evidence when making decisions about adjusting CTE programs. In 
particular, many districts reported using information on industries and occupations that are in demand 
when deciding whether to add a new CTE program for high school students.  

Exhibit C.19. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Requiring Various Types of 
Evidence to Demonstrate that Locally Offered CTE Programs Were Aligned with 
Labor Market Needs in Order to Qualify for Funding: Program Year 2022–23  

Type of Evidence Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least 1 type of 
evidence 

50 98.0 51 

Local or regional labor 
market projections or 
other data showing the 
occupation or industry to 
be high-skill, high-wage, 
and/or in-demand at the 
local or regional level 

34 66.7 51 

Past student job 
placement data 

8 16.0 50 

Documentation of local 
job openings (e.g., from 
employers or programs) 

5 10.4 48 

Letters from local 
employers committing to 
hiring program 
graduates 

3 6.4 47 

Demonstrate employer 
advisor and/or employer 
advisory committee 
commitment and 
ongoing input into at 
least one CTE program’s 
curriculum and activities 

47 92.2 51 

Other evidence 1 3.1 32 

Note: This state‑level table includes one or more items with item response rates below 85 percent, corresponding to 
missing response counts of 9 or more states. 
Missing: 

Past student job placement data: 1 state did not answer this item. 
Documentation of local job openings (e.g., from employers or programs): 3 states did not answer this item. 
Letters from local employers committing to hiring program graduates: 4 states did not answer this item. 
Demonstrate employer advisor and/or employer advisory committee commitment and ongoing input into at least 

one CTE program’s curriculum and activities: 19 states did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 1.2.3a.a–1.2.3a.e, item 2.2.1.l. 
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Exhibit C.20. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Considering Various Factors 
to a Large or Very Large Extent about Whether to Add, Phase Out, or Remove a 
CTE Program or Program Of Study for High School Students: Program Year 
2022–23 

Consideration 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

At least one of the 
considerations below 411 

65.0 
(0.4) 625 

When considering whether to add a new CTE program or Program Of Study:  

Information on which 
industries and 
occupations are in 
demand 376 

60.2 
(0.4) 616 

Recommendations from 
employers or employer 
groups 301 

48.2 
(0.5) 617 

When considering whether to phase out or remove a program or Program Of Study: 

Whether a CTE program 
or Program Of Study 
meets their state’s 
definitions for 
HS/HW/ID occupations 
or industry sectors 121 

21.9 
(0.4) 544 

Recommendations from 
employers or employer 
groups 98 

17.8 
(0.4) 544 

Missing:  
At least one of the considerations below: 26 districts did not respond to any of the items. 
Information on which industries and occupations are in demand: 35 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from employers or employer groups: 34 districts did not answer this item. 

Whether a CTE program or POS meets their state’s definitions for high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand 
(HS/HW/ID) occupations or industry sectors: 107 districts did not answer this item. 

Recommendations from employers or employer groups: 107 districts did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP district survey, items 18.f–g and 21.e–f. 

Challenges with aligning CTE programs with the labor market 

To measure potential challenges related to aligning CTE programs with the labor market, the study 
examined whether states reported that the CLNA burden was a factor in districts’ decisions not to apply for 
Perkins funding, as well as challenges reported by districts themselves. Exhibit C.21 presents the underlying 
counts and percentages corresponding to the finding on page 14 of the main body of the report. Specifically, 
Exhibit C.21 shows the distribution of states by potential reasons districts did not apply for Perkins funding. 
Relatedly, Exhibit C.22 shows the distribution of districts by the challenges they reported related to 
program alignment and Exhibit C.23 shows the distribution of districts by challenges they reported related 
to program decision-making. 
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Exhibit C.21. Number of States that Reported the Extent to Which Specific Issues were the 
Reason Districts Did Not Apply for Perkins Funding: Program Year 2022–23 

Issue 
Not a Common 

Reason 

A Reason Some 
LEAs Do Not 

Apply 

A Reason Many 
LEAs Do Not 

Apply I’m Not Sure Sample Size 

Career and 
technical 
education (CTE) 
programs offered 
by these LEAs lack 
sufficient size, 
scope, and quality 

19 11 10 4 44 

Requirements for 
labor market 
assessment and 
alignment are too 
burdensome 

30 4 4 6 44 

Requirements for 
accountability 
reporting are too 
burdensome 

17 10 12 5 44 

The required 
comprehensive 
local needs 
assessment 

18 12 11 3 44 

These LEAs 
receive sufficient 
CTE funding from 
other sources 

31 5 1 7 44 

These LEAs don’t 
offer CTE 
programming 

20 11 12 4 47 

Other reason  5 3 6 5 19 

Missing: 
Career and technical education (CTE) programs offered by these LEAs lack sufficient size, scope, and quality: 7 

states did not answer this item. 
Requirements for labor market assessment and alignment are too burdensome: 7 states did not answer this item. 
Requirements for accountability reporting are too burdensome: 7 states did not answer this item. 
The required comprehensive local needs assessment: 7 states did not answer this item. 
These LEAs receive sufficient CTE funding from other sources: 7 states did not answer this item. 
These LEAs don’t offer CTE programming: 4 states did not answer this item. 
Other reason: 32 states did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 2.4.3  
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Exhibit C.22. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported At Least One of Two 
Activities to Increase Alignment with Labor Market Demand Was Very or 
Extremely Challenging: Program Year 2022–23 

Activity 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Increasing the availability of 
CTE programs aligned with 
labor market needs 

142 21.7 
(0.4) 

645 

Adding, eliminating, or 
refining CTE programs to 
better reflect labor market 
needs 

236 35.0 
(0.4) 

666 

Adding new CTE 
programs that better 
reflect market needs 

202 30.0 
(0.4) 

665 

Eliminating CTE 
programs that do not 
reflect labor market 
needs 

84 12.3 
(0.3) 

666 

Refining existing CTE 
programs to better 
reflect labor market 
needs 

78 11.6 
(0.3) 

665 

Missing: 
Increasing the availability of CTE programs aligned with labor market needs: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Adding new CTE programs that better reflect market needs: 1 district did not answer this item. 
Refining existing CTE programs to better reflect labor market needs: 1 district did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 46b, 47e–47g. 
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Exhibit C.23. Number and Percentage of Districts Reporting the Extent to Which Various Activities to Support Decision Making 
about Which CTE Programs and POS were Offered were Challenging: Program Year 2022–23 

Activity 

Not at All Challenging Slightly Challenging Moderately Challenging Very Challenging Extremely Challenging Not Applicable 
Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE)  

Conducting a 
comprehensive 
local needs 
assessment 
(CLNA) 

110 16.6 
(0.3) 

143 21.5 
(0.4) 

230 34.4 
(0.4) 

96 14.1 
(0.3) 

32 4.6 
(0.2) 

55 8.8 
(0.3) 

666 

Consulting 
with 
postsecondary 
institutions on 
the CLNA 

131 19.6 
(0.3) 

188 28.1 
(0.4) 

193 28.8 
(0.4) 

73 10.9 
(0.3) 

22 3.2 
(0.2) 

58 9.3 
(0.3) 

665 

Consulting 
with employer 
or industry 
groups on the 
CLNA 

117 17.5 
(0.3) 

189 28.2 
(0.4) 

200 29.8 
(0.4) 

77 11.6 
(0.3) 

26 3.8 
(0.2) 

57 9.2 
(0.3) 

666 

Consulting 
with groups 
representing 
student groups 
and special 
populations on 
the CLNA 

109 16.4 
(0.3) 

199 29.7 
(0.4) 

176 26.4 
(0.4) 

78 11.6 
(0.3) 

36 5.4 
(0.2) 

66 10.6 
(0.3) 

664 

Adding new 
CTE programs 
that better 
reflect market 
needs 

78 11.7 
(0.3) 

125 18.6 
(0.3) 

182 27.6 
(0.4) 

136 20.3 
(0.3) 

66 9.7 
(0.3) 

78 12.2 
(0.3) 

665 
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Activity 

Not at All Challenging Slightly Challenging Moderately Challenging Very Challenging Extremely Challenging Not Applicable 
Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE)  

Eliminating 
CTE programs 
that do not 
reflect labor 
market needs 

164 24.6 
(0.4) 

138 20.5 
(0.3) 

134 20.4 
(0.4) 

63 9.2 
(0.2) 

21 3.0 
(0.1) 

146 22.3 
(0.4) 

666 

Refining 
existing CTE 
programs to 
better reflect 
labor market 
needs 

99 14.9 
(0.3) 

201 30.2 
(0.4) 

240 35.8 
(0.4) 

61 9.1 
(0.3) 

17 2.5 
(0.1) 

47 7.5 
(0.2) 

665 

Ensuring that 
CTE programs 
and POS meet 
your state’s 
Perkins related 
size, scope, 
and quality 
definitions  

154 23.0 
(0.4) 

188 27.8 
(0.4) 

214 32.1 
(0.4) 

59 8.8 
(0.2) 

19 2.9 
(0.1) 

32 5.3 
(0.2) 

666 

Missing: 
Consulting with postsecondary institutions on the CLNA: 1 district did not answer this item. 
Consulting with groups representing student groups and special populations on the CLNA: 2 districts did not answer this item. 
Adding new CTE programs that better reflect market needs: 1 district did not answer this item. 
Refining existing CTE programs to better reflect labor market needs: 1 district did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 47. 
 
To measure specific challenges districts faced to improving access to CTE among high school students the study examined districts’ reports of barriers to 
improving access to CTE among high school students, by barrier severity. Exhibit C.24 presents the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to 
the district-level finding on page 14 of the main body of the report and provides a more comprehensive view of additional barriers districts face when 
working to improve access to CTE for high school students. 
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Exhibit C.24. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Various Barriers to Improving Access to CTE Among High School 
Students: Program Year 2022–23 

Barrier 

Not a Barrier Small Barrier Moderate Barrier Large Barrier Very Large Barrier 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Finding or 
keeping teachers 
for in-demand 
industries and 
occupations 

104 16.3 
(0.3) 

79 12.4 
(0.3) 

139 21.6 
(0.4) 

153 23.5 
(0.4) 

170 26.3 
(0.4) 

645 

Limited 
availability of 
professional 
development for 
teachers in 
technical fields 

167 25.9 
(0.4) 

171 26.4 
(0.4) 

190 29.4 
(0.4) 

79 12.3 
(0.3) 

38 5.9 
(0.2) 

645 

Difficulty 
keeping CTE 
teachers’ 
technical skills 
up to date 

180 28.0 
(0.4) 

195 30.1 
(0.4) 

194 29.9 
(0.4) 

55 8.7 
(0.2) 

21 3.3 
(0.2) 

645 

Difficulty 
obtaining a 
regular or 
standard state 
teaching 
certificate for 
CTE teachers 
who move into 
teaching from 
other 
occupations  

171 26.7 
(0.4) 

139 21.1 
(0.4) 

156 24.0 
(0.4) 

100 15.7 
(0.3) 

80 12.5 
(0.3) 

646 

Other factor  603 93.2 
(0.2) 

4 0.6 
(0.1) 

9 1.5 
(0.1) 

8 1.3 
(0.1) 

22 3.4 
(0.2) 

646 
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Missing: 
Finding or keeping teachers for in-demand industries and occupations: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Limited availability of professional development for teachers in technical fields: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ technical skills up to date: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty obtaining a regular or standard state teaching certificate for CTE teachers who move into teaching from other occupations: 5 districts did not answer this 

item. 
Other factor: 5 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 42. 
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Strategies to improve CTE Quality 

To measure state requirements that districts applying for Perkins funds had to meet to improve program 
quality, the study examined whether states required districts to (1) offer at least one CTE program that 
includes dual or concurrent enrollment or (2) ensure that students participating in at least one CTE 
program have access to at least one work-based learning opportunity. 

Exhibit C.25 provides the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to the state-level findings 
presented on page 15 of the main body of the report. Exhibit C.25 shows that 14 states and 25 states, 
respectively, reported having these requirements. 

Exhibit C.25. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Various Requirements that 
Secondary-level Applicants Must Meet to Receive Perkins Funding: Program 
Year 2022–23  

Requirement 
Number of 

States 
Percentage of 

States Sample Size 

At least one of the requirements 50 98.0 51 

Provide career guidance and counseling to all middle 
school students 

12 25.0 48 

Provide career guidance and counseling to all high school 
students 

21 42.9 49 

Provide career guidance and counseling to specified 
targeted student groups, special populations, or grade 
levels 

15 30.6 49 

Offer at least one CTE program that is consistent with the 
state Perkins definitions and criteria for high-skill, high-
wage, and/or in-demand occupations and industries 

44 86.3 51 

Offer at least one CTE program aligned with a State-
developed program of study (POS) 

39 76.5 51 

Offer at least one CTE program that includes a sequence 
of at least 4 semester-long or 2 full-year courses in high 
school in a single CTE program or POS 

38 76.0 50 

Offer at least one CTE program that includes a CTE 
course taken in middle school 

7 13.7 51 

Offer CTE courses taught by teachers with relevant 
certifications in the occupation or career cluster 

44 86.3 51 

Demonstrate a plan to address CTE teacher shortages 13 26.5 49 

Identify course sequences aligned to programs offered by 
local postsecondary institutions 

33 64.7 51 

Offer at least one CTE program that includes 
a dual/concurrent enrollment 

14 27.5 51 

Demonstrate employer advisor and/or employer advisory 
committee commitment and ongoing input into at least 
one CTE program’s curriculum and activities 

46 90.2 51 

Ensure that students participating in at least one CTE 
program have at least one Work-based learning 

25 50.0 50 

Offer at least one CTE program that is affiliated with and 
participates in a career and technical student organization 

29 58.0 50 
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Requirement 
Number of 

States 
Percentage of 

States Sample Size 

Offer at least one CTE program that requires students to 
complete a high school capstone or final project (g., a 
presentation or demonstration to local employers) 

6 11.8 51 

Offer at least one CTE program that awards academic 
credit for CTE courses that counts toward high school 
diploma requirements 

16 32.0 50 

Offer at least one CTE program that prepares 
participating students for an industry-recognized 
certification or credential 

27 54.0 50 

Offer at least one CTE program for which participating 
students receive endorsements, or “badges” or other 
recognition of CTE program completion on high school 
diplomas and/or transcripts 

7 14.0 50 

Other  1 2.0 51 

Missing: 
Provide career guidance and counseling to all middle school students: 3 states did not answer this item. 
Provide career guidance and counseling to all high school students: 2 states did not answer this item. 
Provide career guidance and counseling to specified targeted student groups, special populations, or grade levels: 2 

states did not answer this item. 
Offer at least one CTE program that includes a sequence of at least 4 semester-long or 2 full-year courses in high 

school in a single CTE program or POS: 1 state did not answer this item. 
Demonstrate a plan to address CTE teacher shortages: 2 states did not answer this item. 
Ensure that students participating in at least one CTE program have at least one Work-based learning: 1 state did 

not answer this item. 
Offer at least one CTE program that is affiliated with and participates in a career and technical student organization: 

1 state did not answer this item. 
Offer at least one CTE program that awards academic credit for CTE courses that counts toward high school diploma 

requirements: 1 state did not answer this item. 
Offer at least one CTE program that prepares participating students for an industry-recognized certification or 

credential: 1 state did not answer this item. 
Offer at least one CTE program for which participating students receive endorsements, or “badges” or other 

recognition of CTE program completion on high school diplomas and/or transcripts: 1 state did not answer this 
item. 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 2.2.1.  
 

To measure whether states used leadership funds to improve the quality of CTE programming, the study 
measured whether states allocated these funds to support accelerated learning programs, such as 
dual/concurrent enrollment. Exhibit C.26 provides the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to 
the state-level findings presented on page 15 of the main body of the report. Exhibit C.26 shows that 25 
states reported allocating leadership funds to support accelerated learning programs such as 
dual/concurrent enrollment. 
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Exhibit C.26. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Using Leadership Funds for 
Purposes That Support Expanding Access to and Increasing Participation in CTE, 
or Improving the Quality of CTE Programming: Program Year 2022–23  

Purpose Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one activity to 
expand access to and 
increase participation in 
CTE 

50 98.0 51 

Recruit, prepare, or 
retain CTE teachers and 
faculty 

39 76.5 51 

Support statewide CTE 
programs for the middle 
school grades 

20 39.2 51 

Provide technical 
assistance or resources 
to subgrantees to 
support CTE programs 
for the middle school 
grades 

23 45.1 51 

Recruit special 
populations into CTE 

45 88.2 51 

Implement CTE 
programs in 
correctional institutions 

43 84.3 51 

Implement CTE 
programs in juvenile 
justice facilities 

36 70.6 51 

Implement CTE 
programs in institutions 
that serve individuals 
with disabilities 

25 49.0 51 

At least one activity to 
improve the quality of 
CTE programming 

40 78.4 51 

Establish statewide 
industry sector 
partnerships 

20 39.2 51 

Partner with qualified 
intermediaries to 
develop public/private 
partnerships 

14 27.5 51 

Support accelerated 
learning programs, such 
as dual/concurrent 
enrollment 

25 49.0 51 

Establish or expand 
work-based learning 
opportunities 

37 72.5 51 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 4.1.7b, d, e, f, g, i, n, o, q, r, s. 
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To measure state requirements that districts applying for Perkins funds had to meet to improve program 
quality, the study examined whether states that required districts to ensure students participating in at least 
one CTE program had access to at least one work-based learning opportunity also required that this 
requirement apply to all CTE programs. 

Exhibit C.27 provides the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to the state-level findings 
presented on page 15 of the main body of the report. Exhibit C.27 shows that 65 percent of states reported 
having this requirement. 

Exhibit C.27. Number and Percentage of States that had at Least One Program Requirement 
and Reported that Secondary-level Applicants for CTE funds had to meet Various 
Requirements for all CTE programs: Program Year 2022–23  

Requirement 
Number of 

States 
Percentage of 

States Sample Size 

At least one requirement 33 94.3 35 

All CTE programs are consistent with the state Perkins 
definitions and criteria for high-skill, high-wage, and/or 
in-demand occupations and industries 

21 72.4 29 

All CTE programs are aligned with a state-developed POS 19 70.4 27 

All CTE programs includes a sequence of at least 4 
semester-long or 2 full-year courses in high school for a 
particular occupation 

22 78.6 28 

All CTE courses are taught by teachers with relevant 
certifications in the occupation or career cluster 

27 87.1 31 

All CTE program includes a dual/concurrent enrollment 
or dual credit course option 

6 50.0 12 

Demonstrate employer advisor and/or employer advisory 
committee commitment and ongoing input into all CTE 
programs' curriculum and activities 

28 87.5 32 

Ensure that all students participating a CTE program 
have one or more work-based learning experiences (e.g., 
worksite visits, job shadowing, and internships) 

13 65.0 20 

All CTE programs are affiliated with and participate in a 
career technical student organization (CTSO) and its 
programming 

12 63.2 19 

All CTE programs require students to complete a high 
school capstone or final project (g., a presentation or 
demonstration to local employers) 

4 80.0 5 

All CTE programs award academic credit for CTE courses 
that counts toward high school diploma requirements 

8 80.0 10 

All CTE programs prepare participating students for an 
industry-recognized certification or credential 

16 80.0 20 

All CTE programs have endorsements or “badges” for 
participating students or other recognition of CTE 
program completion on high school diplomas and/or 
transcripts 

3 75.0 4 

Note: This state‑level table includes one or more items with item response rates below 85 percent, corresponding to 
missing response counts of 9 or more states. 
Missing:  

At least one requirement: 15 states did not respond to this question. 
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All CTE programs are consistent with the state Perkins definitions and criteria for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand occupations and industries: 15 states did not answer this item. 

All CTE programs are aligned with a state-developed POS: 12 states did not answer this item. 
All CTE programs include a sequence of at least 4 semester-long or 2 full-year courses in high school for a particular 

occupation: 11 states did not answer this item. 
All CTE courses are taught by teachers with relevant certifications in the occupation or career cluster: 13 states did 

not answer this item. 
All CTE program includes a dual/concurrent enrollment or dual credit course option: 2 states did not answer this 

item. 
Demonstrate employer advisor and/or employer advisory committee commitment and ongoing input into all CTE 

programs' curriculum and activities: 14 states did not answer this item. 
Ensure that all students participating in a CTE program have one or more work-based learning experiences (e.g., 

worksite visits, job shadowing, and internships): 6 states did not answer this item. 
All CTE programs are affiliated with and participate in a career technical student organization (CTSO) and its 

programming: 11 states did not answer this item. 
All CTE programs require students to complete a high school capstone or final project (g., a presentation or 

demonstration to local employers): 1 state did not answer this item. 
All CTE programs award academic credit for CTE courses that count toward high school diploma requirements: 7 

states did not answer this item. 
All CTE programs prepare participating students for an industry-recognized certification or credential: 8 states did 

not answer this item. 
All CTE programs have endorsements or “badges” for participating students or other recognition of CTE program 

completion on high school diplomas and/or transcripts: 4 states did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 2.2.2.  

 
To measure state and district strategies to improve CTE quality, the study examined whether developing or 
implementing dual enrollment, concurrent enrollment, or other opportunities to accumulate college credit 
in high school CTE program, as well as work-based learning opportunities in high school, was identified as a 
top three priority at the state and district levels.  
 
Exhibits C.7 and C.9 above, in section C.1, provide the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to 
the respective state- and district-level findings in Exhibit 10 of the main body of the report. Exhibit C.7 
shows that some states identified developing or implementing dual enrollment, concurrent enrollment, or 
other opportunities to accumulate college credit in high school CTE program, as well as work-based 
learning opportunities in high school, as a top three priority, and Exhibit C.9 shows that some districts did 
as well.  
 

C.3 Increasing funding and accountability flexibilities 

Use of funding flexibilities: State reserve fund 

To measure states’ use of the option to create a reserve fund from the State Perkins allotment intended for 
districts, the study examined states’ self-reported practices related to the creation and use of reserve funds. 
Exhibits C.28 and C.29 below provide the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to the state-
level findings reported on page 17 of the main body of the report.  

Exhibit C.28 shows that 40 states reported creating a reserve fund from their State Perkins allotment 
intended for districts. Exhibit C.29 indicates that 29 states reported using reserve funds to support the 
implementation of programs of study aligned with labor market needs, while about 25 used reserve funds to 
support the development of programs of study aligned with labor market needs. Some states also reported 
using reserve funds to support efforts to prepare individuals for nontraditional fields and to support CTE in 
the middle grades. 
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Exhibit C.28. Number and Percentage of States That Reported Using the Option to Create a 
Reserve Fund from the State Perkins Allotment Intended for Districts: Program 
Year 2022–23  

  Reserve Fund Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

Created reserve fund 40 78.4 51 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 4.1.4. 

Exhibit C.29. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Allocating Reserve Fund 
Dollars Specifically for Any of the Following Purposes: Program Year 2022–23 

 Purpose Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

Supporting CTE in the middle 
grades (grades 5-8) 

13 25.5 51 

Supporting preparing 
individuals for nontraditional 
fields 

22 43.1 51 

Supporting development of 
programs of study (POS) 
aligned with labor market 
needs  

25 49.0 51 

Supporting implementation of 
POS aligned with labor 
market needs  

29 56.9 51 

Other purposes (specify): 20 39.2 51 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 4.1.6.  

Use of funding flexibilities: State leadership funds 

To measure states’ use of the option to allocate Perkins V state leadership funds to expand access to or 
increase participation in CTE or to improve the quality of CTE programming, the study examined states’ 
self-reported practices related to their use of leadership funds for activities aligned with these two purposes. 
Exhibit C.30 below presents the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to Exhibit 11 in the main 
body of the report.  

Exhibit C.30 shows that nearly all states used leadership funds to support activities aimed at expanding 
access to and increasing participation in CTE and most states used leadership funds to support activities 
intended to improve the quality of CTE programming. 
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Exhibit C.30. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Using Leadership Funds for 
Purposes That Support Expanding Access to and Increasing Participation in CTE, 
or Improving the Quality of CTE Programming: Program Year 2022–23  

Purpose Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one activity to 
expand access to and 
increase participation in 
CTE 

50 98.0 51 

Recruit, prepare, or 
retain CTE teachers and 
faculty 

39 76.5 51 

Support statewide CTE 
programs for the middle 
school grades 

20 39.2 51 

Provide technical 
assistance or resources 
to subgrantees to 
support CTE programs 
for the middle school 
grades 

23 45.1 51 

Recruit special 
populations into CTE 

45 88.2 51 

Implement CTE 
programs in 
correctional institutions 

43 84.3 51 

Implement CTE 
programs in juvenile 
justice facilities 

36 70.6 51 

Implement CTE 
programs in institutions 
that serve individuals 
with disabilities 

25 49.0 51 

At least one activity to 
improve the quality of 
CTE programming 

40 78.4 51 

Establish statewide 
industry sector 
partnerships 

20 39.2 51 

Partner with qualified 
intermediaries to 
develop public/private 
partnerships 

14 27.5 51 

Support accelerated 
learning programs, such 
as dual/concurrent 
enrollment 

25 49.0 51 

Establish or expand 
work-based learning 
opportunities 

37 72.5 51 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 4.1.7b, d, e, f, g, i, n, o, q, r, s. 
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Use of funding flexibilities: District use of funds 

To measure districts’ use of funds from any source to expand access to or increase participation in CTE or to 
improve the quality of CTE programming, the study examined districts’ self-reported practices related to 
their use of funds for activities aligned with these two purposes. Exhibit C.31 below presents the underlying 
counts and percentages corresponding to the district-level findings reported on page 17 of the main body of 
the report. 

Exhibit C.31 shows that nearly all districts used funds for at least one of these purposes. More specifically, 
nearly all districts reported using funds to support at least one activity intended to improve the quality of 
CTE programming, and most districts reported using funds to support at least one activity aimed at 
expanding access to and increasing participation in CTE, indicating widespread district investment across 
both dimensions. 

Exhibit C.31. Number and Percentage of Districts That Reported Using Funds to Support 
Expanding Access to and Increasing Participation in CTE or Improving the 
Quality of CTE Programming: Program Year 2022–23  

Purpose 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Use funds for any of the 
following purposes 

634 93.2 
(0.2) 

678 

At least one activity to 
expand access to and 
increase participation in 
CTE 

597 87.7 
(0.3) 

678 

Increasing student access 
to, engagement in, and 
success in STEM fields 

508 74.7 
(0.4) 

678 

Advancing knowledge of 
nontraditional fields 

454 66.7 
(0.4) 

678 

Improving career 
guidance and academic 
counseling 

522 76.6 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting career 
guidance and exploration 
or CTE programming in 
the middle grades 

466 68.1 
(0.4) 

678 

At least one activity to 
improve the quality of 
CTE programming 

619 90.9 
(0.3) 

678 

Integrating employability 
skills into CTE programs 
or POS 

522 76.6 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of dual 
or concurrent enrollment 

465 68.1 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of work-
based learning 

511 74.9 
(0.4) 

678 
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Purpose 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of 
distance, remote, or 
blended models for CTE 

253 37.1 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of 
industry-recognized 
certification exams 

506 73.9 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting career and 
technical student 
organizations 

489 71.4 
(0.4) 

678 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 38a–d, f–k. 

Use of accountability flexibilities: State customization of program quality 
indicators 

To measure states’ use of the option to customize their program quality measures beyond the base 
requirements of Perkins V, the study examined states’ self-reported practices. Exhibit C.32 below presents 
the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to the state-level findings presented on page 18 of the 
main body of the report.  

Exhibit C.32 shows that some states chose to use more than one of the three program quality indicators, 
with some states also identifying their own program quality indicator. 

Exhibit C.32. Number and Percentage of States That Identified Their Own Secondary-Level 
Program Quality Measure or Chose to Use More Than One Secondary-Level 
Program Quality Measure 

Choice of Measure Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

Identified their own 
measure or chose to use 
more than one measure 

18 35.3 51 

Identified their own 
measure(s) 

13 25.5 51 

Used their own 
measure(s) and one 
Perkins V indicator 

11 84.6 13 

Used their own measure 
and two Perkins V 

indicators 

2 15.4 13 

Chose to use more than 
one measure 

18 35.3 51 

Chose two measures 10 55.5 18 

Chose three measures 8 44.4 18 

Used all three 
Perkins V 
indicators 

3 37.5 8 
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Choice of Measure Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

Used their own 
measure and two 

Perkins V 
indicators 

2 .25 8 

Used their own two 
measure and one 

Perkins V indicator 

3 37.5 8 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education. (December 2022). 
Strengthening States’ Implementation of Program Quality Indicators for Career and Technical Education: Collecting 
and Analyzing Data for the Secondary Program Quality Indicators in the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical 
Education Act of 2006. Washington, D.C.: Author. Tables A and B. [Retrieved from: 
https://s3.amazonaws.com/PCRN/docs/PerkinsV_Quality_Indicators_20221201_508.pdf] 

Use of accountability flexibilities: District input in setting performance 
targets 

To measure districts’ input into setting their performance targets, the study examined districts’ awareness 
of expectations to meet CTE performance targets and their reports on how those targets were set. Exhibit 
C.33 below provides the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to the district-level findings 
presented on page 19 of the main body of the report. Exhibit C.33 shows that, among districts that reported 
being aware they were expected to meet CTE performance targets, some districts reported being allowed to 
negotiate their performance targets with the state.  

Exhibit C.33. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported District had any Input into 
Setting its Performance Targets: Program Year 2022–23 

Input Unweighted Number of Districts 
Weighted Percentage of Districts 

(SE) 

Yes, we negotiated our targets with the 
state.  

60 15.9 
(0.4) 

No, the targets were set by the state 
and negotiation was not allowed.  

227 60.4 
(0.6) 

No, we let the state set our targets, 
although negotiation was allowed. 

64 17.7 
(0.4) 

Other 22 6.1 
(0.3) 

Total 373 100.0 

Note: Sample is restricted to respondents who reported that their district was expected to meet performance targets or 
benchmarks for CTE student or program outcomes. Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 
Missing:  

11 districts did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP district survey, item 34. 

Use of accountability flexibilities: District challenges around program 
quality indicators 

To measure the extent to which districts reported challenges in gathering and reporting data for the new 
state-selected quality indicator, the study examined districts’ reports of moderately, very, or extremely 
challenging efforts. Exhibit C.34 below provides the number and percentages corresponding to the district-
level findings reported on page 19 of the main body of the report. Exhibit C.34 shows that some districts 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/PCRN/docs/PerkinsV_Quality_Indicators_20221201_508.pdf
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reported at least moderate challenges in gathering and reporting data for the new state-selected program 
quality indicator, with a few districts reporting the activity was very or extremely challenging.  

Exhibit C.34. Number and Percentage of Districts That Reported Gathering and Reporting 
Data for the New State-Selected Quality Measure was Very Challenging or 
Extremely Challenging 

Response Category Unweighted Number of Districts Weighted Percentage of Districts (SE) 

Very or extremely challenging 45 7.3 
(0.2) 

Moderately challenging 143 22.2 
(0.4) 

Slightly challenging 213 33.2 
(0.4) 

Not at all challenging 148 23.0 
(0.4) 

N/A 90 14.3 
(0.3) 

Total 639 100.0 

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 
Missing:  

12 districts did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP district survey, item 48f.  

Use of accountability flexibilities: Factors considered in selecting program 
quality indicators  

To measure the factors states considered to a large or very large extent when selecting their program quality 
indicators, the study examined states’ self-reported practices related to indicator selection. Exhibit C.35 
below presents the underlying counts and percentages corresponding to Exhibit 12 in the main body of the 
report. Exhibit C.35 shows that nearly all states reported considering at least one factor to a large or very 
large extent, with most states weighing alignment with established state priorities when selecting their 
program quality indicator.  

Exhibit C.35. Number and Percentage of States That Reported They Considered to a Large or 
Very Large Extent Various Factors When Selecting Their Secondary-level 
Program Quality Indicators: Program Year 2022–23 

Factor Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one of these 
factors to a large or very 
large extent 

49 96.1 51 

Data for the indicator(s) 
are already routinely 
collected. 

31 60.8 51 

Administrative data are 
available for the 
indicator(s) so that we 
do not have to rely on 
student self-reports. 

28 57.1 49 
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Factor Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

Indicator(s) is/are 
included in ESSA (Every 
Student Succeeds Act) or 
other state 
accountability measures. 

17 33.3 51 

Indicator(s) is/are 
aligned with state 
priorities or other state 
policy or legislation. 

38 74.5 51 

There is equitable 
opportunity for students 
across the state to 
participate in and 
achieve the activity 
described by the 
indicator. 

34 66.7 51 

Input from stakeholder 
engagement and 
consultation. 

32 62.7 51 

Other factor 2 3.9 51 

Missing:  
Administrative data are available for the indicator(s) so that we do not have to rely on student self-reports: 2 states 
did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 2.4.5. 
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Accountability expectations for CTE programs vary across districts, which has implications for how 
performance is monitored and improved. As shown in Exhibit C.33, districts varied in whether and how 
they were held accountable for CTE performance. While many districts reported having performance targets 
for their CTE programs, others indicated that such expectations apply only to specific programs or were 
uncertain about whether any targets existed—suggesting inconsistency in how accountability measures are 
implemented across districts. 

Exhibit C.36. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported they were Expected to Meet 
Performance Targets or Benchmarks for CTE Student or Program Outcomes: 
Program Year 2022–23 

Response Unweighted Number of Districts Weighted Percentage of Districts (SE) 

Yes 384 58.9 
(0.4) 

Yes, for all CTE programs and 
students 

305 46.6 
(0.4) 

Yes, only for Perkins-funded CTE 
programs and students who 
participate in them 

79 12.2 
(0.3) 

No 77 12.5 
(0.3) 

Don’t know 176 28.7 
(0.4) 

Total 637 100 

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 
Missing:  

14 districts did not respond to this item. 
Source: NECTEP district survey, item 33. 
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APPENDIX D. SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS 

This appendix presents additional findings not included in the report to provide new information for 
interested readers. While not the focus of the report, to help identify how states and districts promote CTE 
opportunities to all students, the study provides information on specific activities to expand access to and 
participation in CTE. The study also provides information on efforts to improve CTE program quality and 
alignment because engagement in local needs assessments and stakeholder collaboration shows how 
districts ensure CTE programs meet student and labor market needs. And, the study provides additional 
information about districts’ accountability reporting to highlight how new Perkins V flexibilities may 
support CTE programs.  

Throughout the appendix, exhibits are organized to mirror the order of items in the survey instrument; 
rows are not sorted by magnitude or alphabetically. 

D.1 Expanding access to and participation in CTE 
To expand access to CTE, it is important to understand how districts tailor outreach to specific student 
populations. Exhibit D.1 shows that just over half of districts reported targeting at least one outreach 
activity to specific student groups or families, while 43.7 percent indicated their outreach was always 
universally available. Only 6.2 percent of districts reported always targeting their outreach.  

Identifying the barriers that districts face in expanding access and participation in CTE is essential for 
informing policy and support strategies. Exhibits D.2 through D.7 provide detail on districts’ reported CTE 
participation barriers. D.2 shows that 43.1 percent of districts reported at least one very large barrier to 
improving access and participation in CTE. The most frequently cited barriers to offering CTE programs 
were related to staffing, with 26.3 percent of districts reporting difficulty finding or retaining teachers for 
in-demand industries and occupations.  

Understanding barriers to expanding CTE can help policymakers tailor interventions to the needs of 
different types of districts. Exhibit D.3 shows that districts often considered the barriers to be minor or 
moderate obstacles rather than major ones. Exhibits D.4–D.7 break down the prevalence of the most severe 
(“very large”) barriers by district characteristics such as size, poverty level, region, and locale. These exhibits 
show some significant differences – for example, large districts were more likely than small districts to 
report teacher shortages as a very large barrier (62.8 percent of the largest districts vs. 32.5 percent of the 
smallest). 

Exhibit D.1. Number and Percentage of Districts by Reported Frequency of Targeting at least 
One Outreach Activity to Specific Groups of Students or Families: Program Year 
2022–23 

Frequency of Targeting Unweighted Number of Districts Weighted Percentage of Districts (SE) 

Activities always targeted  34 6.2 
(0.2) 

Activities often targeted  84 15.4 
(0.3) 

Activities sometimes targeted  148 27.2 
(0.4) 

Activities rarely targeted  42 7.6 
(0.3) 

Activities always made universally 
available; (i.e. never targeted) 

238 43.7 
(0.5) 
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Frequency of Targeting Unweighted Number of Districts Weighted Percentage of Districts (SE) 

Total 546 100.0 

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 
Source: NECTEP district survey, item 2.  

 

Exhibit D.2. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Very Large Barriers to 
Improving Access and Participation in CTE Among High School Students: 
Program Year 2022–23 

Type of Barrier 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

At least one selected 
barrier 

280 43.1 
(0.4) 

647 

Barriers to offering CTE 
programs or programs 
of study to high school 
students 

213 32.8 
(0.4) 

646 

Finding or keeping 
teachers for in-demand 
industries and 
occupations 

170 26.3 
(0.4) 

645 

Limited availability of 
professional 
development for 
teachers in technical 
fields 

38 5.9 
(0.2) 

645 

Difficulty keeping CTE 
teachers’ technical skills 
up to date 

21 3.3 
(0.2) 

645 

Difficulty obtaining a 
regular or standard state 
teaching certificate for 
CTE teachers who move 
into teaching from other 
occupations 

80 12.5 
(0.3) 

646 

Other factor 22 3.4 
(0.2) 

646 

Barriers to student 
participation in CTE 
programs or programs 
of study offered to high 
school students 

143 21.9 
(0.4) 

644 

Lack of time in students’ 
schedules for CTE 
courses 

53 8.3 
(0.2) 

643 

Students’ or parents’ 
negative perceptions of 
CTE 

16 2.4 
(0.1) 

643 
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Type of Barrier 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Students’ or parents’ 
lack of awareness of CTE 
programs or POS 

23 3.4 
(0.2) 

643 

Teachers’ or guidance 
counselors’ negative 
perceptions of CTE 

17 2.6 
(0.1) 

643 

Transportation to CTE 
programs or POS 
outside of the high 
school campus 

39 6.0 
(0.2) 

644 

Transportation to work-
based learning 

63 9.8 
(0.3) 

642 

Students’ costs for 
supplies, uniforms, 
materials, or industry 
exams 

23 3.6 
(0.2) 

644 

GPA requirements 5 0.8 
(0.1) 

644 

Lack of student support 
services for special 
populations 

11 1.7 
(0.1) 

641 

Other barrier 15 2.4 
(0.1) 

644 

Missing:  
At least one selected barrier: 4 districts did not respond to any of the items. 
Barriers to offering CTE programs or programs of study to high school students: 5 districts did not respond to any of 

the items. 
Finding or keeping teachers for in-demand industries and occupations: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Limited availability of professional development for teachers in technical fields: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ technical skills up to date: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty obtaining a regular or standard state teaching certificate for CTE teachers who move into teaching from 

other occupations: 5 districts did not answer this item. 
Other factor: 5 districts did not answer this item. 
Barriers to student participation in CTE programs or programs of study offered to high school students: 7 districts did 

not respond to any of the items. 
Lack of time in students’ schedules for CTE courses: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ lack of awareness of CTE programs or POS: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Teachers’ or guidance counselors’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to CTE programs or POS outside of the high school campus: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to work-based learning: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ costs for supplies, uniforms, materials, or industry exams: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
GPA requirements: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Lack of student support services for special populations: 10 districts did not answer this item. 
Other barrier: 7 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 42a–e, 44a–j. 
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Exhibit D.3. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Barriers to Improving Participation in CTE Among High School 
Students: Program Year 2022–23 

Type of Barrier 

Not a Barrier Small Barrier Moderate Barrier Large Barrier Very Large Barrier 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Lack of time in 
students’ schedules 
for CTE courses 

107 16.8 
(0.3) 

143 22.4 
(0.4) 

223 34.7 
(0.4) 

117 17.9 
(0.3) 

53 8.3 
(0.2) 

643 

Students’ or 
parents’ negative 
perceptions of CTE 

292 46.0 
(0.4) 

174 26.9 
(0.4) 

127 19.5 
(0.3) 

34 5.1 
(0.2) 

16 2.4 
(0.1) 

643 

Students’ or 
parents’ lack of 
awareness of CTE 
programs or POS 

181 28.7 
(0.4) 

201 31.5 
(0.4) 

178 27.2 
(0.4) 

60 9.2 
(0.3) 

23 3.4 
(0.2) 

643 

Teachers’ or 
guidance 
counselors’ 
negative 
perceptions of CTE 

360 57.0 
(0.4) 

133 20.4 
(0.4) 

100 15.2 
(0.3) 

33 4.8 
(0.2) 

17 2.6 
(0.1) 

643 

Transportation to 
CTE programs or 
POS outside of the 
high school campus 

307 47.7 
(0.4) 

122 19.1 
(0.3) 

117 18.0 
(0.3) 

59 9.1 
(0.3) 

39 6.0 
(0.2) 

644 

Transportation to 
work-based 
learning  

197 31.1 
(0.4) 

170 26.5 
(0.4) 

139 21.7 
(0.4) 

73 11.0 
(0.3) 

63 9.8 
(0.3) 

642 

Students’ costs for 
supplies, uniforms, 
materials, or 
industry exams 

265 41.3 
(0.4) 

189 29.2 
(0.4) 

126 19.5 
(0.3) 

41 6.3 
(0.2) 

23 3.6 
(0.2) 

644 

GPA requirements 362 56.5 
(0.4) 

187 28.9 
(0.4) 

78 12.0 
(0.3) 

12 1.8 
(0.1) 

5 0.8 
(0.1) 

644 
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Type of Barrier 

Not a Barrier Small Barrier Moderate Barrier Large Barrier Very Large Barrier 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Lack of student 
support services for 
special populations 

337 53.0 
(0.4) 

175 27.2 
(0.4) 

95 14.5 
(0.3) 

23 3.7 
(0.2) 

11 1.7 
(0.1) 

641 

Other barriera 616 95.5 
(0.2) 

-- -- 
(--) 

9 1.5 
(0.1) 

4 0.6 
(0.1) 

15 2.4 
(0.1) 

644 

Notes: 
a Data for “Small” and “Moderate” barrier were combined for “Other barrier” to meet cell size disclosure requirements. 
Missing: 

Lack of time in students’ schedules for CTE courses: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ lack of awareness of CTE programs or POS: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Teachers’ or guidance counselors’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to CTE programs or POS outside of the high school campus: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to work-based learning: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ costs for supplies, uniforms, materials, or industry exams: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
GPA requirements: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Lack of student support services for special populations: 10 districts did not answer this item. 
Other barrier: 7 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 44. 
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Exhibit D.4. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Very Large Barriers to 
Improving Access and Participation in CTE for High School Students, by District 
Size: Program Year 2022–23 

Type of Barrier 

District Size 

Chi-Square 
Significance+ 

1,500 or Fewer 1,501 to 15,000 More Than 15,000 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE)  
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE)  

Barriers to offering CTE programs or programs of study to high school students 

Finding or keeping 
teachers for in-demand 
industries and occupations 

93 
27.9 
(0.5) 57 

22.1 
(0.6) 20 

43.5 
(1.6) Yes 

Limited availability of 
professional development 
for teachers in technical 
fields 

19 
5.8 

(0.3) 14 
5.4 

(0.3) 5 
10.9 
(1.0) Yes 

Difficulty keeping CTE 
teachers’ technical skills up 
to datea  

12 
3.6 

(0.2) 
7 

2.8 
(0.2) 

-- 
-- 

(--) 
Yes 

Difficulty obtaining a 
regular or standard state 
teaching certificate for CTE 
teachers who move into 
teaching from other 
occupations  

42 
12.8 
(0.4) 32 

12.3 
(0.5) 6 

13.3 
(1.1) No 

Other factora  
11 

3.3 
(0.2) 

9 
3.4 

(0.2) 
-- 

-- 
(--) 

No 

Barriers to student participation in CTE programs or programs of study offered to high school 
students 

Lack of time in students’ 
schedules for CTE courses 

25 
7.6 

(0.3) 
21 

8.3 
(0.4) 

7 
15.2 
(1.2) 

Yes 

Students’ or parents’ 
negative perceptions of 
CTEa  

3 
0.9 

(0.1) 
12 

4.6 
(0.3) 

-- 
-- 

(--) 
Yes 

Students’ or parents’ lack 
of awareness of CTE 
programs or POS 

7 
2.0 

(0.2) 
12 

4.7 
(0.3) 

4 
8.8 

(0.9) 
Yes 

Teachers’ or guidance 
counselors’ negative 
perceptions of CTE 

9 
2.7 

(0.2) 5 
1.8 

(0.2) 3 
6.6 

(0.8) Yes 

Transportation to CTE 
programs or POS outside 
of the high school campus 

19 
5.6 

(0.3) 13 
5.2 

(0.3) 7 
15.2 
(1.2) Yes 

Transportation to work-
based learning 29 

8.7 
(0.3) 27 

10.6 
(0.4) 7 

15.3 
(1.2) Yes 

Students’ costs for 
supplies, uniforms, 
materials, or industry 
examsa  

10 3.0 
(0.2) 

12 4.8 
(0.3) 

-- -- 
(--) 

Yes 
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Type of Barrier 

District Size 

Chi-Square 
Significance+ 

1,500 or Fewer 1,501 to 15,000 More Than 15,000 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE)  
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE)  

GPA requirementsba 
-- 

-- 
(--) -- 

-- 
(--) -- 

-- 
(--) -- 

Lack of student support 
services for special 
populationsa  

4 
1.2 

(0.1) 5 
1.9 

(0.2) -- 
-- 

(--) Yes 

Other barrier 4 1.4 
(0.2) 

8 3.2 
(0.2) 

3 6.6 
(0.8) 

Yes 

Notes:  
a Data for the “More than 15,000” district size category was suppressed to meet cell size disclosure requirements. 
b Data for the “GPA requirements” barrier were suppressed for all district size categories to meet cell size disclosure 
requirements. 
+A chi-square test examined the association between districts that reported a very large barrier and district size. 
“Yes” indicate that the association is statistically significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) unless otherwise noted.  
Results are adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Benjamini–Hochberg procedure. An asterisk (*) indicates rows 
with zero cell values, for which the test was not conducted. 
Missing: 

Finding or keeping teachers for in-demand industries and occupations: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Limited availability of professional development for teachers in technical fields: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ technical skills up to date: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty obtaining a regular or standard state teaching certificate for CTE teachers who move into teaching from 

other occupations: 5 districts did not answer this item. 
Other factor: 5 states did not answer this item. 
Lack of time in students’ schedules for CTE courses: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ lack of awareness of CTE programs or POS: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Teachers’ or guidance counselors’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to CTE programs or POS outside of the high school campus: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to work-based learning: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ costs for supplies, uniforms, materials, or industry exams: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
GPA requirements: 7 states did not answer this item. 
Lack of student support services for special populations: 10 districts did not answer this item. 
Other barrier: 7 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 42a–e, 44a–j.  
 

Exhibit D.5. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Very Large Barriers to 
Improving Access and Participation in CTE for High School Students, by District 
Poverty Rate: Program Year 2022–23 

Type of Barrier 

Poverty Rate 

Chi-Square 
Significance+ 

75th Percentile or Below Above 75th Percentile 

Unweighted 
Number  

Weighted 
Percentage 

(SE)  
Unweighted 

Number  

Weighted 
Percentage 

(SE) 

Barriers to offering CTE programs or programs of study to high school students 

Finding or keeping teachers for in-demand 
industries and occupations 

135 26.5 
(0.4) 

31 26.0 
(0.9) 

No 

Limited availability of professional development 
for teachers in technical fields 

32 6.3 
(0.2) 

6 5.2 
(0.5) 

No 
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Type of Barrier 

Poverty Rate 

Chi-Square 
Significance+ 

75th Percentile or Below Above 75th Percentile 

Unweighted 
Number  

Weighted 
Percentage 

(SE)  
Unweighted 

Number  

Weighted 
Percentage 

(SE) 

Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ technical skills up 
to date 

17 3.4 
(0.2) 

4 3.5 
(0.4) 

No 

Difficulty obtaining a regular or standard state 
teaching certificate for CTE teachers who move 
into teaching from other occupations  

68 13.5 
(0.3) 

10 8.3 
(0.6) 

Yes 

Other factor 14 2.8 
(0.2) 

5 4.2 
(0.4) 

Yes 

Barriers to student participation in CTE programs or programs of study offered to high school 
students 

Lack of time in students’ schedules for CTE 
courses 

46 9.1 
(0.3) 

7 5.8 
(0.5) 

Yes 

Students’ or parents’ negative perceptions of CTE 10 2.0 
(0.1) 

5 4.0 
(0.4) 

Yes 

Students’ or parents’ lack of awareness of CTE 
programs or POS 

15 2.9 
(0.2) 

5 4.2 
(0.4) 

Yes 

Teachers’ or guidance counselors’ negative 
perceptions of CTE 

12 2.3 
(0.1) 

3 2.5 
(0.3) 

No 

Transportation to CTE programs or POS outside 
of the high school campus 

29 5.7 
(0.2) 

9 7.7 
(0.6) 

Yes 

Transportation to work-based learning 46 9.0 
(0.3) 

15 13.0 
(0.7) 

Yes 

Students’ costs for supplies, uniforms, materials, 
or industry exams 

19 3.8 
(0.2) 

4 3.6 
(0.4) 

No 

GPA requirements a -- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- 

Lack of student support services for special 
populations 

6 1.2 
(0.1) 

3 2.5 
(0.3) 

Yes 

Other barrier a -- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- 

Notes:  
a Data for this barrier was suppressed to meet cell size disclosure requirements. 
+A chi-square test examined the association between districts that reported a very large barrier and district poverty rate.  
“Yes” indicates that the association is statistically significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) unless otherwise noted.  
Results are adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Benjamini–Hochberg procedure. An asterisk (*) indicates rows 

with zero cell values, for which the test was not conducted. 
Missing: 

Finding or keeping teachers for in-demand industries and occupations: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Limited availability of professional development for teachers in technical fields: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ technical skills up to date: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty obtaining a regular or standard state teaching certificate for CTE teachers who move into teaching from 

other occupations: 5 districts did not answer this item. 
Other factor: 5 districts did not answer this item. 
Lack of time in students’ schedules for CTE courses: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ lack of awareness of CTE programs or POS: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Teachers’ or guidance counselors’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
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Transportation to CTE programs or POS outside of the high school campus: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to work-based learning: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ costs for supplies, uniforms, materials, or industry exams: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
GPA requirements: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Lack of student support services for special populations: 10 districts did not answer this item. 
Other barrier: 7 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 42a–e, 44a–j.  
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Exhibit D.6. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Very Large Barriers to Improving Access and Participation in CTE 
for High School Students, by Census Region: Program Year 2022–23 

Type of Barrier 

Census Region 

Chi-Square 
Significance+ 

Midwest Northeast South West 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE)  
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE)  
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Barriers to offering CTE programs or programs of study to high school students 

Finding or keeping teachers for in-demand 
industries and occupations 

61 26.8 
(0.7) 

19 25.5 
(1.1) 

54 22.9 
(0.6) 

36 32.4 
(1.0) 

Yes 

Limited availability of professional development for 
teachers in technical fields 

7 3.2 
(0.3) 

8 10.6 
(0.8) 

13 5.7 
(0.3) 

10 8.6 
(0.6) 

Yes 

Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ technical skills up 
to date a 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- 

Difficulty obtaining a regular or standard state 
teaching certificate for CTE teachers who move into 
teaching from other occupations  

28 12.2 
(0.5) 

12 16.9 
(1.0) 

25 10.7 
(0.5) 

15 13.3 
(0.7) 

Yes 

Other factor 6 2.5 
(0.2) 

5 6.7 
(0.7) 

6 2.6 
(0.2) 

5 4.5 
(0.4) 

Yes 

Barriers to student participation in CTE programs or programs of study offered to high school students 

Lack of time in students’ schedules for CTE courses 19 8.4 
(0.4) 

5 7.2 
(0.7) 

15 6.4 
(0.4) 

14 12.5 
(0.7) 

Yes 

Students’ or parents’ negative perceptions of CTE a -- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- 

Students’ or parents’ lack of awareness of CTE 
programs or POS 

5 2.1 
(0.2) 

3 4.2 
(0.5) 

7 2.9 
(0.2) 

8 6.8 
(0.5) 

Yes 

Teachers’ or guidance counselors’ negative 
perceptions of CTE 

4 1.7 
(0.2) 

3 4.0 
(0.5) 

7 3.0 
(0.2) 

3 2.4 
(0.3) 

Yes 

Transportation to CTE programs or POS outside of 
the high school campus 

10 4.2 
(0.3) 

5 6.8 
(0.7) 

17 7.5 
(0.4) 

7 6.1 
(0.5) 

Yes 

Transportation to work-based learning 21 8.8 
(0.4) 

9 12.2 
(0.9) 

23 10.2 
(0.4) 

10 9.0 
(0.6) 

Yes 
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Type of Barrier 

Census Region 

Chi-Square 
Significance+ 

Midwest Northeast South West 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE)  
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE)  
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Students’ costs for supplies, uniforms, materials, or 
industry exams 

5 2.1 
(0.2) 

5 6.8 
(0.7) 

10 4.6 
(0.3) 

3 2.6 
(0.3) 

Yes 

GPA requirements a -- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- 

Lack of student support services for special 
populations a 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- 

Other barrier a -- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- 

Notes:  
a Data for this barrier was suppressed to meet cell size disclosure requirements. 
+A chi-square test examined the association between districts that reported a very large barrier and district’s census region.  
“Yes” indicates that the association is statistically significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) unless otherwise noted.  
Results are adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Benjamini–Hochberg procedure. An asterisk (*) indicates rows with zero cell values, for which the test was not 
conducted. 
Missing: 

Finding or keeping teachers for in-demand industries and occupations: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Limited availability of professional development for teachers in technical fields: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ technical skills up to date: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty obtaining a regular or standard state teaching certificate for CTE teachers who move into teaching from other occupations: 5 districts did not answer this 
item. 
Other factor: 5 districts did not answer this item. 
Lack of time in students’ schedules for CTE courses: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ lack of awareness of CTE programs or POS: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Teachers’ or guidance counselors’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to CTE programs or POS outside of the high school campus: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to work-based learning: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ costs for supplies, uniforms, materials, or industry exams: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
GPA requirements: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Lack of student support services for special populations: 10 districts s did not answer this item. 
Other barrier: 7 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 42a–e, 44a–j.  
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Exhibit D.7. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Very Large Barriers to 
Improving Access and Participation in CTE for High School Students, by Locale: 
Program Year 2022–23 

Type of Barrier 

Locale 

Chi-Square 
Significance+ 

Non-rural Rural 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent (SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Barriers to offering CTE programs or programs of study to high school students 

Finding or keeping teachers for in-
demand industries and occupations 

79 25.2 
(0.6) 

91 27.2 
(0.5) 

Yes 

Limited availability of professional 
development for teachers in 
technical fields 

21 6.8 
(0.3) 

17 5.2 
(0.3) 

Yes 

Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ 
technical skills up to date 

13 4.3 
(0.3) 

8 2.4 
(0.2) 

Yes 

Difficulty obtaining a regular or 
standard state teaching certificate 
for CTE teachers who move into 
teaching from other occupations  

37 12.1 
(0.4) 

43 12.8 
(0.4) 

No 

Other factor 13 4.2 
(0.3) 

9 2.7 
(0.2) 

Yes 

Barriers to student participation in CTE programs or programs of study offered to high school 
students 

Lack of time in students’ schedules 
for CTE courses 

30 9.8 
(0.4) 

23 7.0 
(0.3) 

Yes 

Students’ or parents’ negative 
perceptions of CTE 

10 3.3 
(0.2) 

6 1.6 
(0.1) 

Yes 

Students’ or parents’ lack of 
awareness of CTE programs or POS 

17 5.5 
(0.3) 

6 1.6 
(0.1) 

Yes 

Teachers’ or guidance counselors’ 
negative perceptions of CTE 

12 3.9 
(0.2) 

5 1.4 
(0.1) 

Yes 

Transportation to CTE programs or 
POS outside of the high school 
campus 

25 8.2 
(0.4) 

14 4.1 
(0.2) 

Yes 

Transportation to work-based 
learning 

36 11.8 
(0.4) 

27 8.0 
(0.3) 

Yes 

Students’ costs for supplies, 
uniforms, materials, or industry 
exams 

13 4.4 
(0.3) 

10 2.9 
(0.2) 

Yes 

GPA requirements a -- -- 
(--) 

-- -- 
(--) 

-- 

Lack of student support services for 
special populations 

8 2.6 
(0.2) 

3 0.9 
(0.1) 

Yes 

Other barrier 11 3.7 
(0.2) 

4 1.3 
(0.1) 

Yes 
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Notes: 
a Data for “Other barrier” was suppressed to meet cell size disclosure requirements. 
+A chi-square test examined the association between districts that reported a very large barrier and district’s locale. 
“Yes” indicates that the association is statistically significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed) unless otherwise noted. 
Results are adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Benjamini–Hochberg procedure. An asterisk (*) indicates rows 
with zero cell values, for which the test was not conducted. 
Missing: 

Finding or keeping teachers for in-demand industries and occupations: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Limited availability of professional development for teachers in technical fields: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ technical skills up to date: 6 districts did not answer this item. 

Difficulty obtaining a regular or standard state teaching certificate for CTE teachers who move into teaching from 
other occupations: 5 districts did not answer this item. 

Other factor: 5 districts did not answer this item. 
Lack of time in students’ schedules for CTE courses: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ or parents’ lack of awareness of CTE programs or POS: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Teachers’ or guidance counselors’ negative perceptions of CTE: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to CTE programs or POS outside of the high school campus: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Transportation to work-based learning: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Students’ costs for supplies, uniforms, materials, or industry exams: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
GPA requirements: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Lack of student support services for special populations: 10 districts did not answer this item. 
Other barrier: 7 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 42a–e, 44a–j.  
 

D.2 Improving program quality and alignment 
How districts and states use Perkins V mechanisms to improve the quality and alignment of their CTE 
programs is essential for ensuring that students are prepared for high-skill, high-wage, and in-demand 
careers. The CLNA, a requirement under Perkins V, is a key tool in the quality improvement process. As 
shown in Exhibit D.8, nearly all districts had conducted a CLNA, with over 65 percent completing or 
updating one in the 2021–22 or 2022–23 program years. An additional 21 percent reported conducting a 
CLNA but were unsure of the year, while only 9.2 percent had not conducted one. Further, as part of the 
CLNA, 74.3 percent of districts reported making changes to existing programs, 60.6 percent developed new 
programs, and nearly half (49.6 percent) identified educator recruitment needs (Exhibit D.11). In addition, 
districts that collaborated with stakeholders and conducted a CLNA, most reported that the CLNA process 
made it at least moderately easier to work with employers, local or regional workforce entities, and 
postsecondary partners (Exhibit D.9). Districts also reported that the CLNA was at least moderately helpful 
in identifying needed program changes, such as developing new programs, updating or phasing out existing 
programs, and targeting educator recruitment, although fewer reported that it helped to a large or very large 
extent (Exhibit D.10). 

Exhibits D.12 and D.13 provide additional information about the factors districts consider when deciding 
whether to add, retain, or phase out programs or programs of study, including student interest, labor 
market demand, and teacher availability. The section also explores how districts and states assess and 
update alignment with labor market needs (Exhibits D.14, D.17, D.18, and D.19). Only fifteen states 
identified implementing definitions for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations or requiring 
local CTE programs to meet those criteria as a top three priority (Exhibit D.15), and when reported, these 
efforts were more often described as ongoing or emerging priorities rather than among states’ highest 
priorities (Exhibit D.16). Additionally, it highlights the challenges districts face in implementing CTE-
related activities—particularly those supporting decision-making about program offerings and alignment 
with labor market needs (Exhibits D.20 to D.25). For example, over half of districts found increasing the 
availability of labor market-aligned CTE programs and developing work-based learning opportunities to be 
moderately to extremely challenging (Exhibit D.20). Further, the section reports that most districts (90.1 
percent) offer dual or concurrent enrollment (Exhibits D.27). Finally, it summarizes how districts allocate 
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Perkins funds to support various CTE initiatives (Exhibits D.28–D.30), as well as the areas in which they 
perceived making the most progress (Exhibit D.31). 

Exhibit D.8. Number and Percentage of Districts by Year Most Recent Comprehensive Local 
Needs Assessment (CLNA) was Completed or Updated 

Response Unweighted Number of Districts 
Weighted Percentage of Districts 

(SE) 

2022-23 229 34.7 
(0.4) 

2021-22 196 29.6 
(0.4) 

2020-21 21 3.2 
(0.2) 

2019-20 16 2.4 
(0.1) 

A CLNA was conducted, but I don’t 
know in which year. 

131 21.0 
(0.4) 

A CLNA has not been conducted. 55 9.2 
(0.3) 

Total 648 100.0 

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 
Missing:  

3 districts did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP district survey, item 6. 
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Exhibit D.9. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Collaborating with Stakeholder Groups about their CTE Programs 
and Conducted a CLNA, by the Extent to Which the CLNA Made it Easier to Work with Representatives from Each 
Stakeholder Group: Program Year 2022–23 

Group 

Not at All Small Extent Moderate Extent Large Extent Very Large Extent 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Employers or employer 
groups 

28 5.7 
(0.2) 

86 17.3 
(0.4) 

171 34.4 
(0.5) 

150 29.9 
(0.5) 

65 12.7 
(0.3) 

500 

Local or regional 
workforce entities 
(e.g., local workforce 
development boards 

26 5.3 
(0.2) 

88 17.7 
(0.4) 

184 36.7 
(0.5) 

153 30.2 
(0.5) 

51 10.1 
(0.3) 

502 

Postsecondary 
institutions 

22 6.1 
(0.3) 

103 27.8 
(0.5) 

162 42.8 
(0.6) 

62 16.8 
(0.4) 

24 6.6 
(0.3) 

373 

Missing: 
    Employers or employer groups: 45 districts did not answer this item. 
    Local or regional workforce entities (e.g., local workforce development boards): 50 districts did not answer this item. 
    Postsecondary institutions: 44 districts did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP district survey, item 9B. 
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Exhibit D.10. Number and Percentage of Districts that Identified a Need to Make Changes to their CTE Programs and Conducted a 
CLNA, by the Extent to Which the Most Recent CLNA Helped Districts Identify Their Needs: Program Year 2022–23 

Change 

Not at All Small Extent Moderate Extent Large Extent Very Large Extent 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Change: 
Develop 
new 
programs 
or POS to 
offer 

15 4.4 
(0.2) 

55 16.7 
(0.5) 

157 46.7 
(0.6) 

84 24.7 
(0.5) 

26 7.6 
(0.3) 

337 

Change: 
Make 
changes or 
updates to 
existing 
programs 
or POS 

20 4.8 
(0.2) 

81 19.9 
(0.4) 

191 46.7 
(0.6) 

97 23.1 
(0.5) 

22 5.5 
(0.3) 

411 

Change: 
Phase out 
or remove 
existing 
programs 
or POS 
from those 
your LEA 
offered 

17 8.8 
(0.5) 

51 27.6 
(0.7) 

64 34.6 
(0.8) 

43 22.8 
(0.7) 

11 6.2 
(0.4) 

186 

Change: 
Identify the 
types of 
CTE 
educators 
to target for 
recruitment 

27 9.8 
(0.4) 

60 21.9 
(0.6) 

106 38.4 
(0.7) 

59 21.3 
(0.6) 

23 8.5 
(0.4) 

275 

Missing: 
    Change: Develop new programs or POS to offer: 30 districts did not answer this item. 
    Change: Make changes or updates to existing programs or POS: 36 districts did not answer this item. 
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    Change: Phase out or remove existing programs or POS from those your LEA offered: 26 districts did not answer this item. 
    Change: Identify the types of CTE educators to target for recruitment: 28 districts did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP district survey, item 10B. 
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Exhibit D.11. Number and Percentage of Districts that Conducted a CLNA and Reported that 
the Most Recent CLNA Helped Identify Changes to be Made: Program Year 2022– 
23 

Change 
Unweighted 

Number of Districts 

Weighted Percentage 
of Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

At least one of these changes 505 84.9 
(0.3) 

592 

Change: Develop new programs or POS 
to offer 

359 60.6 
(0.5) 

588 

Change: Make changes or updates to 
existing programs or POS 

440 74.3 
(0.4) 

589 

Change: Phase out or remove existing 
programs or POS from those your LEA 
offered 

200 33.6 
(0.4) 

584 

Change: Identify the types of CTE 
educators to target for recruitment 

295 49.6 
(0.5) 

588 

Missing:  
At least one of these changes: 4 districts did not respond to any of the items. 
Change: Develop new programs or POS to offer: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Change: Make changes or updates to existing programs or POS: 7 districts did not answer this item. 
Change: Phase out or remove existing programs or POS from those your LEA offered: 12 districts did not answer this 

item. 
Change: Identify the types of CTE educators to target for recruitment: 8 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 10A. 
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Exhibit D.12. Number and Percentage of Districts Reporting the Extent to Which Various Factors Influenced Decisions to Add a 
New CTE Program or POS for High School Students: Program Year 2022–23 or 2021–22   

Factor 

Not at All Small Extent Moderate Extent Large Extent Very Large Extent 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 
Weighted Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Student interest 30 5.0 
(0.2) 

35 5.8 
(0.2) 

138 22.1 
(0.4) 

253 41.3 
(0.4) 

160 25.9 
(0.4) 

616 

Facilities or space 
considerations (for 
example, whether 
appropriate space is 
available) 

47 7.9 
(0.2) 

58 9.4 
(0.3) 

142 23.1 
(0.4) 

215 34.8 
(0.4) 

154 24.8 
(0.4) 

616 

Costs for new 
program or POS 

53 8.9 
(0.3) 

70 11.3 
(0.3) 

172 27.9 
(0.4) 

191 30.8 
(0.4) 

130 21.1 
(0.4) 

616 

Availability of 
qualified teachers 

30 5.1 
(0.2) 

43 6.9 
(0.2) 

110 17.9 
(0.3) 

219 35.6 
(0.4) 

212 34.6 
(0.4) 

614 

Availability of 
curriculum or 
instructional 
materials 

88 14.8 
(0.3) 

140 22.5 
(0.4) 

213 34.6 
(0.4) 

119 19.3 
(0.4) 

54 8.8 
(0.3) 

614 

Information on 
which industries 
and occupations are 
in demand 

44 7.4 
(0.2) 

46 7.7 
(0.2) 

150 24.8 
(0.4) 

224 36.0 
(0.4) 

152 24.1 
(0.4) 

616 

Recommendations 
from employers or 
employer groups 

67 11.3 
(0.3) 

63 10.3 
(0.3) 

186 30.3 
(0.4) 

196 31.6 
(0.4) 

105 16.6 
(0.3) 

617 

Recommendations 
from postsecondary 
institution(s) 

99 16.5 
(0.3) 

151 24.6 
(0.4) 

220 35.6 
(0.4) 

121 19.3 
(0.4) 

24 3.9 
(0.2) 

615 

Recommendations 
from parents 

68 11.2 
(0.3) 

171 27.4 
(0.4) 

246 39.9 
(0.4) 

108 17.8 
(0.3) 

23 3.7 
(0.2) 

616 
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Factor 

Not at All Small Extent Moderate Extent Large Extent Very Large Extent 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 
Weighted Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Recommendations 
from local or 
regional workforce 
entities (e.g., local 
workforce 
development 
boards, local or 
regional economic 
development 
agencies) 

65 10.9 
(0.3) 

85 13.7 
(0.3) 

189 31.1 
(0.4) 

188 30.4 
(0.4) 

88 13.9 
(0.3) 

615 

Recommendations 
from 
representatives of 
special populations 
(e.g., single parents 
including single 
pregnant women) 

124 20.5 
(0.4) 

189 30.4 
(0.4) 

200 32.7 
(0.4) 

78 12.7 
(0.3) 

23 3.7 
(0.2) 

614 

Recommendations 
from local agencies 
serving out-of-
school, homeless, 
and/or at-risk youth 

160 26.5 
(0.4) 

217 35.0 
(0.4) 

163 26.4 
(0.4) 

59 9.6 
(0.3) 

15 2.5 
(0.1) 

614 

Recommendations 
from your state 
department of 
education 

130 21.3 
(0.4) 

160 25.6 
(0.4) 

194 31.7 
(0.4) 

97 15.8 
(0.3) 

34 5.5 
(0.2) 

615 

Other factor 576 92.7 
(0.2) 

11 1.8 
(0.1) 

19 3.1 
(0.2) 

9 1.5 
(0.1) 

5 0.9 
(0.1) 

620 

Missing: 
Student interest: 35 districts did not answer this item. 
Facilities or space considerations (for example, whether appropriate space is available): 35 districts did not answer this item. 
Costs for new program or POS: 35 districts did not answer this item. 
Availability of qualified teachers: 37 districts did not answer this item. 
Availability of curriculum or instructional materials: 37 districts did not answer this item. 
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Information on which industries and occupations are in demand: 35 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from employers or employer grown-ups: 34 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from postsecondary institution(s): 36 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from parents: 35 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from local or regional workforce entities (e.g., local workforce development boards, local or regional economic development agencies): 36 districts 

did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from representatives of special populations (e.g., single parents including single pregnant women): 37 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from local agencies serving out-of-school, homeless, and/or at-risk youth: 37 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from your state department of education: 36 districts did not answer this item. 
Other factor: 31 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 18.  

Exhibit D.13. Number and Percentage of Districts Reporting the Extent to Which Various Factors Influenced Decisions to Phase Out 
or Remove a CTE Program or POS for High School Students: Program Year 2022–23 or 2021–22 

Factor 

Not at All Small Extent Moderate Extent Large Extent Very Large Extent 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 
Weighted 

Percent (SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Enrollment or 
student interest 

215 39.8 
(0.5) 

20 3.6 
(0.2) 

74 13.3 
(0.3) 

111 20.4 
(0.4) 

125 22.9 
(0.4) 

545 

Facilities or space 
considerations 
(for example, 
facilities are 
outdated, space is 
needed for other 
purposes) 

275 50.9 
(0.5) 

53 9.4 
(0.3) 

92 17.2 
(0.4) 

71 13.0 
(0.3) 

51 9.5 
(0.3) 

542 

Cost of program 
or POS 

281 51.9 
(0.5) 

66 11.7 
(0.3) 

92 17.1 
(0.4) 

57 10.5 
(0.3) 

47 8.8 
(0.3) 

543 

Availability of 
qualified teachers 

223 41.3 
(0.5) 

42 7.4 
(0.2) 

73 13.6 
(0.3) 

78 14.2 
(0.3) 

129 23.5 
(0.4) 

545 
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Factor 

Not at All Small Extent Moderate Extent Large Extent Very Large Extent 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 
Weighted 

Percent (SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Whether meets 
your state’s 
definitions for 
high-skill, high-
wage, and/or in-
demand 
occupations or 
industry sectors 

264 48.9 
(0.5) 

50 9.2 
(0.3) 

109 20.0 
(0.4) 

71 13.0 
(0.3) 

50 9.0 
(0.3) 

544 

Recommendations 
from employers or 
employer groups 

274 50.8 
(0.5) 

60 10.8 
(0.3) 

112 20.6 
(0.4) 

62 11.2 
(0.3) 

36 6.6 
(0.2) 

544 

Recommendations 
from 
postsecondary 
institution(s) 

282 52.5 
(0.5) 

90 16.2 
(0.4) 

102 18.8 
(0.4) 

45 8.2 
(0.3) 

24 4.4 
(0.2) 

543 

Recommendations 
from parents 

285 52.8 
(0.5) 

92 16.5 
(0.4) 

103 18.8 
(0.4) 

46 8.7 
(0.3) 

17 3.2 
(0.2) 

543 

Recommendations 
from local or 
regional workforce 
entities (e.g., local 
workforce 
development 
boards, local or 
regional economic 
development 
agencies) 

276 51.4 
(0.5) 

57 10.3 
(0.3) 

108 19.9 
(0.4) 

61 11.0 
(0.3) 

41 7.5 
(0.3) 

543 

Recommendations 
from 
representatives of 
special 
populations 

292 54.3 
(0.5) 

102 18.5 
(0.4) 

92 17.0 
(0.4) 

39 7.2 
(0.2) 

17 3.1 
(0.2) 

542 
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Factor 

Not at All Small Extent Moderate Extent Large Extent Very Large Extent 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 
Weighted 

Percent (SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 
Unweighted 

Number 

Weighted 
Percent 

(SE) 

Recommendations 
from your state 
department of 
education 

289 53.7 
(0.5) 

91 16.5 
(0.4) 

93 17.2 
(0.4) 

38 7.0 
(0.2) 

30 5.7 
(0.2) 

541 

Other factor 515 94.2 
(0.2) 

5 0.9 
(0.1) 

10 1.8 
(0.1) 

9 1.6 
(0.1) 

8 1.5 
(0.1) 

547 

Missing: 
Enrollment or student interest: 106 districts did not answer this item. 
Facilities or space considerations (for example, facilities are outdated, space is needed for other purposes): 109 districts did not answer this item. 
Cost of program or POS: 108 districts did not answer this item. 
Availability of qualified teachers: 106 districts did not answer this item. 
Whether meets your state’s definitions for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations or industry sectors: 107 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from employers or employer groups: 107 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from postsecondary institution(s): 108 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from parents: 108 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from local or regional workforce entities (e.g., local workforce development boards, local or regional economic development agencies): 108 districts 

did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from representatives of special populations: 109 districts did not answer this item. 
Recommendations from your state department of education: 110 districts did not answer this item. 
Other factor: 104 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 21.  



 

95 

Exhibit D.14. Number and Percentage of Districts that Conducted a CLNA and Reported 
Using Various Resources to Determine Whether their CTE Programs and POS 
are Aligned with Labor Market Information: Program Year 2021–22 or 2022–23  

Resource Type 

Unweighted 
Number of 

Districts 

Weighted 
Percentage of 
Districts (SE) 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

At least one of these resources 557 94.9 
(0.2) 

585 

Definition of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations or 
industry sectors at the state level 

504 86.7 
(0.3) 

579 

Lists of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations or 
industry sectors at the state level 

510 87.5 
(0.3) 

581 

Lists of high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand occupations or industry 
sectors at the regional and/or local levels 

523 89.7 
(0.3) 

581 

Tools to assess the alignment between CTE programs/POS and high-
skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations or industry sectors 

383 66.8 
(0.4) 

571 

Free access to EMSI, Burning Glass, or other real-time labor market 
data 

171 29.6 
(0.4) 

567 

Employment (job growth) projections by occupation or industry 
sector 

493 84.7 
(0.3) 

578 

Reports or profiles of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand CTE 
occupations and/or industry sectors 

479 82.1 
(0.4) 

580 

Other resource 23 3.9 
(0.2) 

585 

Missing:  
At least one of these resources: 11 districts did not respond to any of the items. 
Definition of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations or industry sectors at the state level: 17 districts 

did not answer this item. 
Lists of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations or industry sectors at the state level: 15 districts did not 

answer this item. 
Lists of high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand occupations or industry sectors at the regional and/or local levels: 15 

districts did not answer this item. 
Tools to assess the alignment between CTE programs/POS and high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations 

or industry sectors: 25 districts did not answer this item. 
Free access to EMSI, Burning Glass, or other real-time labor market data: 29 districts did not answer this item. 
Employment (job growth) projections by occupation or industry sector: 18 districts did not answer this item. 
Reports or profiles of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand CTE occupations and/or industry sectors: 16 districts 

did not answer this item. 
Other resource: 11 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 8. 
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Exhibit D.15. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Each Effort to Improve CTE as 
a Top Three Priority for Their State: Program Year 2022–23 

Effort Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one of these 
efforts 

15 30.0 50 

Implementing definitions for 
high-skill, high-wage, 
and/or in-demand 
occupations and industry 
sectors 

8 16.0 50 

Requiring local Perkins-
funded CTE programs to 
meet high-skill, high-wage, 
and/or in-demand criteria 

12 24.0 50 

Missing: 
At least one of these efforts: 1 state did not respond to any of the items. 
Implementing definitions for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations and industry sectors: 1 state did 

not answer this item. 
Requiring local Perkins-funded CTE programs to meet high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand criteria: 1 state did 

not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 1.7.3. 

Exhibit D.16. Number of States Reporting the Extent to Which they Prioritized Various 
Efforts to Improve CTE: Program year 2022–2023 

Effort 
Not a Priority in 

2022–23 

An Emerging 
Priority (we were 
making plans to 

work on this) 

A Priority (we 
were actively 

working on this) 

One of the Top 
Three Priorities 

for Our State Sample Size 

Implementing 
definitions for 
high-skill, high-
wage, and/or in-
demand 
occupations and 
industry sectors 

19 8 15 8 50 

Requiring local 
Perkins-funded 
CTE programs to 
meet high-skill, 
high-wage, and/or 
in-demand criteria 

11 8 19 12 50 

Implementing 
new program 
quality 
indicator(s) and 
setting targets 

12 8 15 16 51 

Operationalizing 
the new 
concentrator 
definition 

17 3 25 2 47 

Missing: 
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Implementing definitions for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations and industry sectors: 1 state did 
not answer this item. 

Requiring local Perkins-funded CTE programs to meet high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand criteria: 1 state did 
not answer this item. 

Operationalizing the new concentrator definition: 4 states did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 1.7.3. 
 

Exhibit D.17. Number and Percentage of States that had a Policy to Periodically Conduct 
Reviews and Reported That Each Factor was Considered to a Large or Very Large 
Extent when Renewing or Revisiting State-Developed CTE Programs: Program 
Year 2022–23 

Factor Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one of these 
factors 

30 88.2 34 

Whether the POS falls within 
your state-determined high-
skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand occupations or 
industry sectors 

28 82.4 34 

Alignment with state-level 
economic or workforce 
development priorities 

28 82.4 34 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 1.3.11c and 1.3.11h 
 

Exhibit D.18. Number of States that had a Policy to Periodically Conduct Reviews, by the 
Extent to Which Each Factor was Considered when Renewing or Revisiting State-
Developed CTE: Program Year 2022–23 

Factor Not at All Small Extent 
Moderate 

Extent Large Extent 
Very Large 

Extent Sample Size 

Strong positive 
student 
outcomes 

4 0 6 14 8 32 

Strong student 
enrollment 

2 3 13 10 4 32 

Whether the 
POS falls within 
your state-
determined 
high-skill, high-
wage, and/or 
in-demand 
occupations or 
industry sectors 

1 1 4 12 16 34 
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Factor Not at All Small Extent 
Moderate 

Extent Large Extent 
Very Large 

Extent Sample Size 

Whether 
packaged 
curricula or 
program 
activities 
already exist 
and are 
available to 
facilitate POS 
implementation 

12 5 8 6 2 33 

The extent to 
which LEAs are 
currently 
offering the 
POS 

4 5 8 12 4 33 

The availability 
of relevant 
instructors at 
the local level 

7 3 10 9 4 33 

The cost of 
necessary 
equipment, 
tools, or other 
resources 

11 3 10 7 2 33 

Alignment with 
state-level 
economic or 
workforce 
development 
priorities 

1 1 4 15 13 34 

Input from 
employers or 
industry 
representatives 
at the state level 

1 1 5 13 14 34 

Other factor  7 22 1 3 1 34 

Missing: 
Strong positive student outcomes: 2 states did not answer this item. 
Strong student enrollment: 2 states did not answer this item. 
Whether packaged curricula or program activities already exist and are available to facilitate POS implementation: 1 

state did not answer this item. 
The extent to which LEAs are currently offering the POS: 1 state did not answer this item. 
The availability of relevant instructors at the local level: 1 state did not answer this item. 
The cost of necessary equipment, tools, or other resources: 1 state did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item. 1.3.11. 
  



 

99 

Exhibit D.19. Number and Percentage of States with at Least One State-Developed POS that 
Reported Having a Policy to Periodically Review their Existing State-Developed 
POS: Program Year 2022–23 

Response Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

Yes, each POS is reviewed 
every year. 

12 29.3 41 

Yes, each POS is reviewed 
every other year. 

4 9.8 41 

Yes, each POS is reviewed on 
another schedule, specify): 

18 43.9 41 

No 7 17.1 41 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 1.3.10.  
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Exhibit D.20. Number and Percentage of Districts Reporting the Extent to Which Various Activities Related to Offering CTE 
Programs and POS Were Challenging: Program Year 2022–23  

Activities 

Not at All 
Challenging Slightly Challenging 

Moderately 
Challenging Very Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging Not Applicable 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Integrating 
career 
development 
or counseling 
into CTE 
courses and 
programs for 
students in 
grades 9-12 

148 22.9 
(0.4) 

207 32.2 
(0.4) 

224 34.6 
(0.4) 

35 5.3 
(0.2) 

12 1.8 
(0.1) 

19 3.2 
(0.2) 

645 

Increasing the 
availability of 
CTE 
programs 
aligned with 
labor market 
needs 

103 16.0 
(0.3) 

162 24.8 
(0.4) 

218 34.1 
(0.4) 

107 16.5 
(0.3) 

35 5.2 
(0.2) 

20 3.4 
(0.2) 

645 

Obtaining 
public input 
on CTE 
programs 

142 22.1 
(0.4) 

209 32.2 
(0.4) 

201 31.1 
(0.4) 

64 10.2 
(0.3) 

7 1.1 
(0.1) 

19 3.2 
(0.2) 

642 

Incorporating 
CTE into 
middle school 
grades  

108 16.6 
(0.3) 

149 23.2 
(0.4) 

168 26.1 
(0.4) 

116 17.9 
(0.3) 

36 5.7 
(0.2) 

66 10.6 
(0.3) 

643 
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Activities 

Not at All 
Challenging Slightly Challenging 

Moderately 
Challenging Very Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging Not Applicable 

Unweighted 
Sample Size 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Unweighted 
Number 

Weight 
-ed 

Percent 
(SE) 

Developing 
and/or 
implementing 
work-based 
learning 
opportunities 
at the 
secondary 
level 

69 10.8 
(0.3) 

155 24.0 
(0.4) 

222 34.3 
(0.4) 

125 19.2 
(0.3) 

46 7.0 
(0.2) 

28 4.7 
(0.2) 

645 

Offering CTE 
programs that 
provide 
opportunities 
to earn 
postsecondary 
credit in high 
school  

124 19.4 
(0.4) 

170 26.1 
(0.4) 

187 29.0 
(0.4) 

106 16.4 
(0.3) 

37 5.6 
(0.2) 

21 3.5 
(0.2) 

645 

Integrating 
opportunities 
to earn 
industry-
recognized 
credentials  

124 19.0 
(0.3) 

176 26.9 
(0.4) 

206 32.2 
(0.4) 

90 14.0 
(0.3) 

28 4.3 
(0.2) 

21 3.5 
(0.2) 

645 

Implementing 
Career 
Technical 
Student 
Organizations 
(CTSOs) 

173 26.7 
(0.4) 

175 26.9 
(0.4) 

155 24.2 
(0.4) 

63 9.6 
(0.3) 

28 4.2 
(0.2) 

51 8.3 
(0.2) 

645 

Other 
challengea  

502 77.6 
(0.4) 

3 0.5 
(0.1) 

6 0.9 
(0.1) 

-- -- 
(--) 

9 1.4 
(0.1) 

125 19.6 
(0.4) 

645 

Notes: 
a Data for “Very Challenging” and “Extremely Challenging” were combined for “Other challenge” to meet cell size disclosure requirements. 
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Missing: 

Integrating career development or counseling into CTE courses and programs for students in grades 9-12: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Increasing the availability of CTE programs aligned with labor market needs Chapter 3: Indicator 2.2e-2: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Obtaining public input on CTE programs: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Incorporating CTE into middle school grades: 8 districts did not answer this item. 
Developing and/or implementing work-based learning opportunities at the secondary level: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Offering CTE programs that provide opportunities to earn postsecondary credit in high school: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Integrating opportunities to earn industry-recognized credentials: 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Implementing Career Technical Student Organizations (CTSOs): 6 districts did not answer this item. 
Other challenge: 6 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 46. 
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Exhibit D.21. Number and Percentage of States that Took on Various Activities to Improve 
Alignment between CTE Programs and Local Labor Market Needs and Reported that 
these Activities Were Very or Extremely Challenging: Program Year 2022–23 

Activity Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one of these 
activities 

9 18.8 48 

Adopting definitions for high-
skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand occupations and 
industry sectors 

6 13.6 44 

Requiring local Perkins-
funded CTE programs to meet 
high-skill, high-wage, and/or 
in-demand criteria 

7 14.6 48 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 1.7.1a-b. 
 

Exhibit D.22. Number and Percentage of States Reporting the Extent to Which Carrying Out 
Various Activities to Improve Alignment between CTE Programs and Local Labor 
Market Needs Was Challenging for State CTE Staff: Program Year 2022–23 

Activity 
Not at All 

Challenging 
Slightly 

Challenging 
Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
Applicable, 

We Have Not 
Attempted to 

Do This Sample Size 

Adopting 
definitions for 
high-skill, high-
wage, and/or in-
demand 
occupations and 
industry sectors 

15 14 9 3 3 7 51 

Requiring local 
Perkins-funded 
CTE programs 
to meet high-
skill, high-wage, 
and/or in-
demand criteria 

10 19 12 3 4 3 51 

Implementing 
new program 
quality 
indicator(s) and 
setting targets 

14 15 12 3 1 6 51 

Operationalizing 
the new 
concentrator 
definition 

24 11 8 3 1 4 51 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 1.7.1. 
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Exhibit D.23. Number and Percentage of States that Carried Out Various Activities to Improve 
Alignment between CTE Programs and Local Labor Market Needs and Reported that it 
was Very or Extremely Challenging for State CTE Staff to Carry Out at Least One 
Activity: Program Year 2022–23 

Response Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one of these 
activities was very or 
extremely challenging 

14 28.0 50 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 1.7.1. 

Exhibit D.24. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Challenges with Activities to 
Improve Alignment between CTE Programs and Local Labor Market Needs and Which 
Activity Was the Most Challenging: Program Year 2022–23 

Activity Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

At least one of these 
activities 

20 51.3 39 

Adopting definitions for high-
skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand occupations and 
industry sectors 

6 15.4 39 

Requiring local Perkins-
funded CTE programs to meet 
high-skill, high-wage, and/or 
in-demand criteria 

14 35.9 39 

Missing:  
At least one of these activities: 5 states did not respond to any of the items. 
Adopting definitions for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations and industry sectors: 5 states did not answer 

this item. 
Requiring local Perkins-funded CTE programs to meet high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand criteria: 5 states did not 

answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP state director survey, items 1.7.2a-b. 

Exhibit D.25. Number and Percentage of States that Reported Challenges with Activities to 
Improve Alignment between CTE Programs and Local Labor Market Needs: Program 
Year 2022–2023 

Activity Number of States Percentage of States Sample Size 

Adopting definitions for high-
skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand occupations and 
industry sectors  

6 15.4 39 

Requiring local Perkins-
funded CTE programs to meet 
high-skill, high-wage, and/or 
in-demand criteria 

14 35.9 39 

Implementing new program 
quality indicator(s) and 
setting targets 

13 33.3 39 

Operationalizing the new 
concentrator definition 

6 15.4 39 

Missing: 
Adopting definitions for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations and industry sectors: 5 states did not answer 

this item. 
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Requiring local Perkins-funded CTE programs to meet high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand criteria: 5 states did not 
answer this item. 

Implementing new program quality indicator(s) and setting targets: 5 states did not answer this item. 
Operationalizing the new concentrator definition: 5 states did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 1.7.2. 

Exhibit D.26. Number and Percentage of States and Districts that Reported Requirements to 
Implement Work-based Learning for All CTE Students: Program Year 2022–23 

Requirements Unweighted Number 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

States 13 N/A 50 

Districts 48 7.6 
(0.2) 

638 

Student-run enterprises or 
services  

11 1.8 
(0.1) 

633 

Mentoring by local 
employers 

10 1.6 
(0.1) 

633 

On-the-job training, 
internships, practicums, 
clinical experiences, or 
cooperative education (co-
op) 

11 1.8 
(0.1) 

637 

Pre-apprenticeship 
programs or youth 
apprenticeship programs 

4 0.6 
(0.1) 

634 

Job shadowing for work-
based learning 

25 3.9 
(0.2) 

636 

Worksite visits for work-
based learning 

17 2.6 
(0.1) 

636 

Virtual/simulated 
workspaces 

17 2.6 
(0.1) 

631 

Other work-based learning 
opportunity 

7 1.1 
(0.1) 

638 

Missing: 
    Districts: 13 districts did not respond to any of the items. 
    Student-run enterprises or services: 18 districts did not answer this item. 
    Mentoring by local employers: 18 districts did not answer this item. 
    On-the-job training, internships, practicums, clinical experiences, or cooperative education (co-op): 14 districts did not 

answer this item. 
    Pre-apprenticeship programs or youth apprenticeship programs: 17 districts did not answer this item. 
    Job shadowing for work-based learning: 15 districts did not answer this item. 
    Worksite visits for work-based learning: 15 districts did not answer this item. 
    Virtual/simulated workspaces: 20 districts did not answer this item. 
    Other work-based learning opportunity: 13 districts did not answer this item.  

Source: NECTEP state director survey, item 2.2.2g and NECTEP district survey, item 28. 
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Exhibit D.27. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Offering CTE Dual or Concurrent 
Enrollment Options to High School Students and Whether Students were Required to 
Participate: Program Year 2022–23 

Response Unweighted Number of Districts Weighted Percentage of Districts (SE) 

Offered, and all students were 
required to participate. 

18 2.9 
(0.1) 

Offered, but only students in 
CTE program/POS were 
required to participate. 

63 9.9 
(0.3) 

Offered, but students were not 
required to participate. 

499 77.4 
(0.4) 

Not offered 62 9.9 
(0.3) 

Total 642 100.0 

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 
Missing:  

9 districts did not answer this item. 
Source: NECTEP district survey, item 31. 
 

Exhibit D.28. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Using Funding or Staff Time to 
Support the Adoption or Implementation of Dual/Concurrent Enrollment: Program 
Year 2022–23 

Supports 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Funding or staff time 465 68.1 
(0.4) 

678 

Use funding to support the 
adoption or implementation of 
dual/concurrent enrollment 

465 68.1 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of dual or 
concurrent enrollment is 
where LEA spend the most 
staff time and resources 

70 11.7 
(0.3) 

599 

Missing:  
Supporting adoption or implementation of dual or concurrent enrollment is where LEA spend the most staff time and 
resources: 9 states did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, items 38g, 39.7. 
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Exhibit D.29. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Using CTE Funds for Various 
Purposes: Program Year 2022–23 

Purpose 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Any of the following uses 
of funds 

658 97.0 
(0.2) 

678 

Increasing student access 
to, engagement in, and 
success in STEM fields 

508 74.7 
(0.4) 

678 

Advancing knowledge of 
nontraditional fields 

454 66.7 
(0.4) 

678 

Improving career 
guidance and academic 
counseling 

522 76.6 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting career 
guidance and exploration 
or CTE programming in 
middle school grades 

466 68.1 
(0.4) 

678 

Involving employers in 
designing, implementing, 
and evaluating CTE 
programs 

374 54.6 
(0.4) 

678 

Integrating employability 
skills into CTE programs 
or POS 

522 76.6 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of dual or 
concurrent enrollment 

465 68.1 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of work-
based learning 

511 74.9 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of 
distance, remote, or 
blended models for CTE 

253 37.1 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of 
industry-recognized 
certification exams 

506 73.9 
(0.4) 

678 

Supporting career and 
technical student 
organizations (CTSOs) 

489 71.4 
(0.4) 

678 

Improving accountability 
data collection and 
reporting  

350 51.3 
(0.4) 

677 

Supporting professional 
development for 
secondary level teachers 
related to CTE  

600 87.9 
(0.3) 

678 
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Purpose 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of 
competency-based 
education  

364 53.5 
(0.4) 

678 

Leasing, purchasing, 
upgrading, or adapting 
equipment for CTE 
programs 

601 88.1 
(0.3) 

678 

Purchasing CTE 
instructional materials 

611 89.6 
(0.3) 

678 

Other purpose 53 7.7 
(0.2) 

678 

Selected at least 4 uses 
above 

631 93.0 
(0.2) 

678 

Missing:  
Improving accountability data collection and reporting: 1 state did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 38. 
 

Exhibit D.30. Number and Percentage of Districts that Reported Efforts for Use of CTE funds and 
Identified Which Effort Required the Most Staff Time and Resources: Program Year 
2022–23   

Effort 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Any of the following uses of 
funds 

599 100.0 
(N/A) 

599 

Increasing student access 
to, engagement in, and 
success in STEM fields 

132 22.6 
(0.4) 

599 

Advancing knowledge of 
nontraditional fields  

57 9.8 
(0.3) 

599 

Improving career guidance 
and academic counseling 

170 28.6 
(0.4) 

599 

Supporting career guidance 
and exploration or CTE 
programming in middle 
school grades 

67 11.3 
(0.3) 

599 

Involving employers in 
designing, implementing, 
and evaluating CTE 
programs  

54 9.0 
(0.3) 

599 

Integrating employability 
skills into CTE programs or 
POS 

123 20.6 
(0.4) 

599 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of dual or 
concurrent enrollment 

70 11.7 
(0.3) 

599 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of work-
based learning 

119 19.5 
(0.4) 

599 



 

109 

Effort 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 
Supporting adoption or 
implementation of distance, 
remote, or blended models 
for CTE  

8 1.4 
(0.1) 

599 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of industry-
recognized certification 
exams  

143 22.9 
(0.4) 

599 

Supporting career and 
technical student 
organizations (CTSOs)  

82 13.7 
(0.3) 

599 

Improving accountability 
data collection and 
reporting  

44 7.3 
(0.2) 

599 

Supporting professional 
development for secondary 
level teachers related to CTE  

196 32.9 
(0.4) 

599 

Supporting adoption or 
implementation of 
competency-based 
education  

28 4.9 
(0.2) 

599 

Leasing, purchasing, 
upgrading, or adapting 
equipment for CTE 
programs 

251 41.3 
(0.4) 

599 

Purchasing CTE 
instructional materials 

157 25.9 
(0.4) 

599 

Other purpose 12 2.0 
(0.1) 

599 

Missing:  
Any of the following uses of funds: 9 districts did not respond to any of the items. 
Increasing student access to, engagement in, and success in STEM fields: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Advancing knowledge of nontraditional fields: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Improving career guidance and academic counseling: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Supporting career guidance and exploration or CTE programming in middle school grades: 9 districts did not answer this 

item. 
Involving employers in designing, implementing, and evaluating CTE programs: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Integrating employability skills into CTE programs or POS: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Supporting adoption or implementation of dual or concurrent enrollment: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Supporting adoption or implementation of work-based learning: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Supporting adoption or implementation of distance, remote, or blended models for CTE: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Supporting adoption or implementation of industry-recognized certification exams: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Supporting career and technical student organizations (CTSOs): 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Improving accountability data collection and reporting: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Supporting professional development for secondary level teachers related to CTE: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Supporting adoption or implementation of competency-based education: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Leasing, purchasing, upgrading, or adapting equipment for CTE programs: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Purchasing CTE instructional materials: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Other purpose: 9 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 39. 
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Exhibit D.31. Number and Percentage of Districts Reporting the Three (3) Efforts on Which They 
Have Made the Most Improvement Since the Implementation of Perkins V in 2019: 
Program Year 2022–23  

Effort 
Unweighted Number of 

Districts 
Weighted Percentage of 

Districts (SE) Unweighted Sample Size 

Recruiting student groups and 
special populations into CTE 

68 10.6 
(0.3) 

642 

Incorporating CTE into the 
middle school grades 

125 19.5 
(0.4) 

642 

Aligning programs with labor 
market demands 

141 21.8 
(0.4) 

642 

Incorporating 
dual/concurrent enrollment 
into high school CTE 

170 26.2 
(0.4) 

642 

Expanding opportunities for 
students to learn through 
work experience 

232 36.0 
(0.4) 

642 

Promoting student access to 
career exploration 

179 28.2 
(0.4) 

642 

Increasing number of students 
earning technical skills 
credentials 

222 34.1 
(0.4) 

642 

Increasing access to CTE 
programming 

230 35.9 
(0.4) 

642 

Using Perkins performance 
data to effectively track 
equitable access and 
performance  

32 4.8 
(0.2) 

642 

Strengthening the rigor and 
quality of our CTE 
programming  

216 34.0 
(0.4) 

642 

Closing CTE student 
performance gaps 

35 5.3 
(0.2) 

642 

Developing new programs of 
study 

147 23.1 
(0.4) 

642 

Implementing Career 
Technical Student 
Organizations (CTSOs) 

83 12.9 
(0.3) 

642 

Missing: 
Recruiting student groups and special populations into CTE: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Incorporating CTE into the middle school grades: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Aligning programs with labor market demands: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Incorporating dual/concurrent enrollment into high school CTE: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Expanding opportunities for students to learn through work experience: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Promoting student access to career exploration: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Increasing number of students earning technical skills credentials: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Increasing access to CTE programming: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Using Perkins performance data to effectively track equitable access and performance: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Strengthening the rigor and quality of our CTE programming: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Closing CTE student performance gaps: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Developing new programs of study: 9 districts did not answer this item. 
Implementing Career Technical Student Organizations (CTSOs): 9 districts did not answer this item. 

Source: NECTEP district survey, item 51. 
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APPENDIX E. SURVEYS 
The appendix includes the state director and district surveys used to examine how states and districts 
implemented the key priorities of Perkins V. Both instruments were administered as web-based surveys and are 
provided here for reference only. 
 

E.1  NECTEP State Director Survey  

Section 1: Statewide CTE Policies and Practices 
1.1: General: CTE Outreach and Access 

General: CTE Outreach  

1.1.1a In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in career and technical education (CTE)?  
 

Marketing or informational campaigns promoting CTE programs in particular 
industries/occupations  
 
By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding whether from Perkins funds 
or other sources.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities.  

 
o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 1.1.1b) 
 

1.1.2a. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected skip to 1.1.4a) 
□ With other funding 

 
1.1.3a. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor statewide marketing or informational campaigns promoting 
CTE programs in particular industries/occupations?  

 
o Yes 
o No  

 
1.1.4a. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how statewide 
marketing or informational campaigns promoting CTE programs in particular 
industries/occupations were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families  
o Activities often targeted  
o Activities sometimes targeted  
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o Activities rarely targeted  
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 1.1.1b) 

 
1.1.5a. In program year 2022-23, were statewide marketing or informational campaigns 
promoting CTE programs in particular industries/occupations targeted to any of the 
following groups and special populations of students or families?  
Special Populations  Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 

low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
e. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
f. English learners  ○ ○ 
g. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
h. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
i. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

j. Migrant students ○ ○ 
k. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 

Hispanic) ○ ○ 

 
1.1.1b In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in career and technical education (CTE)?  
 
Summer CTE courses, “boot camps,” or introductory short-term programs for adults 

 
By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding whether from Perkins funds 
or other sources.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities.  

 
o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 1.1.1c) 

 
1.1.2b. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected skip to 1.1.4b) 
□ With other funding 

 
1.1.3b. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor statewide summer CTE courses, “boot camps,” or introductory 
short-term programs for adults?  

 
o Yes 
o No  
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1.1.4b. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how statewide 
summer CTE courses, “boot camps,” or introductory short-term programs for 
adults were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families  
o Activities often targeted  
o Activities sometimes targeted  
o Activities rarely targeted  
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 1.1.1c) 

 
1.1.5b. In program year 2022-23, were statewide summer CTE courses, “boot camps,” or 
introductory short-term programs for adults targeted to any of the following groups and 
special populations of students or families?  
Special Populations Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 

low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
e. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
f. English learners  ○ ○ 
g. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
h. Migrant students ○ ○ 
i. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 

Hispanic) ○ ○ 

 
1.1.1c In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in career and technical education (CTE)?  
 

Other statewide outreach activities  
 
By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding whether from Perkins funds 
or other sources.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities.  

 
o Yes  
o No (If “no,” skip to 1.1.6) 
 
If yes, please specify: ________________________________________  
 
1.1.2c. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected skip to 1.1.4c) 
□ With other funding 

 



 

114 

1.1.3c. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor the other statewide activities specified above?  
 

o Yes 
o No  

 
1.1.4c. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how the other 
statewide activities specified above were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families  
o Activities often targeted  
o Activities sometimes targeted  
o Activities rarely targeted  
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 1.1.6) 

 
1.1.5c. In program year 2022-23, were the other statewide activities specified above 
targeted to any of the following groups and special populations of students or families?  
Special Populations Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 

low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
e. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
f. English learners  ○ ○ 
g. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
h. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
i. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

j. Migrant students ○ ○ 
k. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 

Hispanic) ○ ○ 

 

General: Strategies and Supports for CTE Access and Participation 

1.1.6. Does your state currently plan to revise its definitions, methods, or supports for assessing gaps in 
access or participation among student groups or special populations for your next round of required 
comprehensive local needs assessment (CLNA) updates?  

o Yes 
o No, (if no, skip to 1.2.1) 
o Don’t know yet (if you don’t know, skip to 1.2.1) 

 



 

115 

1.1.7. For the next required CLNA update, does your state plan to revise your process for local 
education agencies to assess student group gaps in access or participation in any of the following 
ways?  
Response Options Yes No 
a. Develop new state definition(s) or related criteria to assess gaps  ○ ○ 
b. Revise existing definition(s) or criteria to assess gaps in access or 

participation for student groups or special populations ○ ○ 

c. Increase the specificity (e.g., number of guiding questions) in self-
assessment, ratings, or other resources to help assess student group or special 
populations gaps 

○ ○ 

d. Simplify or decrease the specificity of self-assessment, ratings, or other 
resources to help assess student group or special population gaps ○ ○ 

e. Increase trainings and other technical assistance on ability to use data to 
assess student group or special population gaps ○ ○ 

f. Increase trainings and other technical assistance on strategies to help address 
student group or special population gaps  ○ ○ 

g. Revise time period to close student group or special population gaps ○ ○ 
h. Other way (specify): ○ ○ 

 

1.2: General: CTE and Labor Market Needs 
1.2.1. In the text boxes below, please provide your state’s definitions for high-skill, high-wage, and in-
demand occupations and industry sectors as of program year 2022-23, or a link to a website that 
includes this information.  

Categories 
Definition 

(or link to definition) 

Not Applicable 
(my state does not 
have a definition 

for this) 
a. High-skill occupations and industry 

sectors 
 
 □  

b. High-wage occupations and industry 
sectors  

 
 □  

c. In-demand occupations and industry 
sectors 

 
 □  

(If all three of these are “Not applicable,” skip to 1.2.3a) 

1.2.2. In program year 2022-23, did your state require LEAs to meet the state’s definitions and criteria 
for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations and industries for career and technical 
education (CTE) programs to receive Perkins or other state-level CTE funding?  

Response options Yes No 
a. To receive Perkins funding o  o  
b. To receive non-Perkins funding o  o  
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1.2.3a. In program year 2022-23, did your state require or allow subgrantees to use any of the 
following types of evidence to demonstrate that locally offered career and technical education (CTE) 
programs and programs of study (POS) were aligned with labor market needs (and qualify for Perkins 
and/or non-Perkins CTE funding)?  

Types of Evidence Required Allowed Not Allowed 
a. Local or regional labor market projections or other data 

showing the occupation or industry to be high-skill, 
high-wage, and/or in-demand at the local or regional 
level 

○ ○ ○ 

b. Past student job placement data  ○ ○ ○ 
c. Documentation of local job openings (e.g., from 

employers or programs) ○ ○ ○ 

d. Letters from local employers committing to hiring 
program graduates ○ ○ ○ 

e. Other evidence (specify): ○ ○ ○ 
 

1.2.3b. Did they have to submit it for review and approval?  

Skip any of these that were “not allowed” as indicated above in 1.2.3.a 
Types of Evidence Yes No 
a. Local or regional labor market projections or other data showing the 

occupation or industry to be high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand at the local or regional level 

○ ○ 

b. Past student job placement data  ○ ○ 
c. Documentation of local job openings (e.g., from employers or 

programs) ○ ○ 

d. Letters from local employers committing to hiring program 
graduates ○ ○ 

e. Other evidence specified above in 1.2.3a ○ ○ 
 
1.2.4. When did your state require local education agencies (LEAs) to conduct the most recent 
comprehensive local needs assessment (CLNA) update for Perkins funding?  

o 2020-21 
o 2021-22 
o 2022-23 
o Don’t know 

1.2.5. When will your state require LEAs to conduct the next CLNA update for Perkins funding?  
o 2023-24 
o 2024-25 
o Don’t know 
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1.2.6. Does your state plan to make any of the following changes for the next required CLNA updates?  
Response options Yes No 
a. Develop state definition(s) or criteria for high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand 

industry sectors or occupations ○ ○ 

b. Revise existing state definition(s) or criteria for high-skill, high-wage, or in-
demand industry sectors or occupations ○ ○ 

c. Suggest or require different sources of labor market data ○ ○ 
d. Provide additional training or technical assistance to support subgrantees’ 

ability to use data to assess program alignment ○ ○ 

e. Develop new tools for subgrantees to use to assess alignment of programs to 
labor market information ○ ○ 

f. Revise time period when subgrantees are required to modify programs to 
bring into alignment ○ ○ 

g. Other change (specify): ○ ○ 
 

1.2.7. In program year 2022-23, did your state provide resources or technical assistance in any of the 
following areas to help subgrantees determine whether their CTE programs and programs of study 
(POS) were aligned with the labor market?  

Response Options 

My state 
provided this 

resource. 

My state 
provided 
technical 

assistance on 
how to use 

this. 
Yes No Yes No 

a. Lists of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand 
occupations or industry sectors at the state level  ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Lists of high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand 
occupations or industry sectors at the regional 
and/or local levels  

○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Tools to assess the alignment between CTE 
programs/POS and high-skill, high-wage, and/or 
in-demand occupations or industry sectors 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Free access to EMSI, Burning Glass, or other real-
time, proprietary labor market data ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Employment (job growth) projections by 
occupation or industry sector  ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Reports or profiles of high-skill, high-wage, and/or 
in-demand CTE occupations and/or industry 
sectors 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Other resource (specify):  ○ ○ ○ ○ 

1.2.8. Following the most recent CLNA process, how did your state treat subgrantees that offered at 
least some CTE programs that did not align with local, state and/or regional labor market demand or 
did not meet the state definitions for high-skill, high-wage and/or in-demand occupations? Select all 
that apply.  

□ Not applicable, all subgrantees offered programs that were aligned with demand and state 
definitions. (If you select this option do not select any other options.)  



 

118 

□ Not applicable, we did not play a role or offer a specific treatment. Next steps were a local 
decision by subgrantees. (If you select this option do not select any other options.) 

□ We provided technical assistance to subgrantees to help them modify the program(s) to bring 
them into alignment or phase them out over time. 

□ We required subgrantees to submit a plan describing how they would modify the program(s).  
□ We required subgrantees to submit a plan describing how they would phase the program(s) out 

over time. 
□ We took another approach. (specify): 

________________________________________________  
 

1.3: General: State-developed Programs of Study  

General: Current Programs of Study (POS) 

1.3.1. In program year 2022-23, how many state-developed POS were made available in your state?  

 Enter “0” if your state has not developed any POS.  

Number of state-developed POS offered in program year 2022-23:  _________ (If 0, skip to 
1.4.1) 

1.3.2. In program year 2022-23, in which career clusters did your state make available state-
developed POS?  
Career Cluster Yes No 
a. Agricultural, Food, and Natural Resources ○ ○ 
b. Architecture and Construction  ○ ○ 
c. Arts, Audio/Video Technology, and Communications  ○ ○ 
d. Business Management and Administration  ○ ○ 
e. Education and Training  ○ ○ 
f. Finance ○ ○ 
g. Government and Public Administration  ○ ○ 
h. Health Science ○ ○ 
i. Hospitality and Tourism ○ ○ 
j. Human Services ○ ○ 
k. Information Technology  ○ ○ 
l. Law, Public Safety, Corrections, and Security ○ ○ 
m. Manufacturing ○ ○ 
n. Marketing ○ ○ 
o. Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics ○ ○ 
p. Transportation, Distribution, and Logistics ○ ○ 
q. Other career cluster (specify): ○ ○ 

1.3.3. How many of the state-developed POS in program year 2022-23 specify secondary and 
postsecondary courses? 

o All  
o Most 
o Some 
o Very few 
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o None 
 
1.3.4. In program year 2022-23, did your state specify particular middle school courses or activities 
for any of your state-developed POS?  

o Yes, for all state-developed POS. 
o Yes, for some state-developed POS. 
o No (If no, skip to 1.3.6) 

 
1.3.5. In program year 2022-23, were any of the following types of middle school courses or activities 
specified for at least one of the state-developed POS that your state offered?  

Middle School Courses or Activities Yes No 
Courses or Instructional Modules That Promote:   

a. Exploration of careers across industry clusters ○ ○ 
b. Exploration of interests, abilities, and skills ○ ○ 
c. Development of digital literacy skills ○ ○ 
d. Development of employability skills ○ ○ 
e. Introductory level occupation-specific skills ○ ○ 

Activities:   
f. Workplace visits or job shadowing ○ ○ 
g. Participation in a career and technical student organization (CTSO) ○ ○ 
h. Other activity (specify): ○ ○ 

 

General: New POS 

The next few questions ask about program years 2021-22 or 2022-23.  
 
1.3.6. Of the state-developed POS available in your state in program year 2022-23, how many were 
newly created or implemented in program years 2021-22 or 2022-23?  

Number of state-developed POS newly created or implemented in program years 2021-22 or 2022-
23:  

 
______  

(This number should not exceed the number in 1.3.1 above.) 
(If “0” skip to 1.3.8) 
 

1.3.7. In what career cluster(s) were the state-developed POS that were newly created or implemented 
in program years 2021-22 or 2022-23?  

Career Cluster Yes No 
a. Agricultural, Food, and Natural Resources ○ ○ 
b. Architecture and Construction  ○ ○ 
c. Arts, Audio/Video Technology, and Communications  ○ ○ 
d. Business Management and Administration  ○ ○ 
e. Education and Training  ○ ○ 
f. Finance ○ ○ 
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Career Cluster Yes No 
g. Government and Public Administration  ○ ○ 
h. Health Science ○ ○ 
i. Hospitality and Tourism ○ ○ 
j. Human Services ○ ○ 
k. Information Technology  ○ ○ 
l. Law, Public Safety, Corrections, and Security ○ ○ 
m. Manufacturing ○ ○ 
n. Marketing ○ ○ 
o. Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics ○ ○ 
p. Transportation, Distribution, and Logistics ○ ○ 
q. Other career cluster (specify): ○ ○ 

 

General: Discontinued POS 

1.3.8. How many state-developed POS did your state phase out or remove in program years 2021-22 
or 2022-23?  

Number of phased out or removed state-developed POS in program years 2022-23 or 2021-22: 
 

 ______ 
 (If “0” skip to 1.3.10) 
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1.3.9. In what career cluster(s) were the state-developed POS that were phased out or removed in 
program years 2021-22 or 2022-23?  

Career Cluster Yes No 
a. Agricultural, Food, and Natural Resources ○ ○ 
b. Architecture and Construction  ○ ○ 
c. Arts, Audio/Video Technology and Communications  ○ ○ 
d. Business Management and Administration  ○ ○ 
e. Education and Training  ○ ○ 
f. Finance ○ ○ 
g. Government and Public Administration  ○ ○ 
h. Health Science ○ ○ 
i. Hospitality and Tourism  ○ ○ 
j. Human Services ○ ○ 
k. Information Technology  ○ ○ 
l. Law, Public Safety, Corrections, and Security ○ ○ 
m. Manufacturing ○ ○ 
n. Marketing ○ ○ 
o. Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics ○ ○ 
p. Transportation, Distribution, and Logistics ○ ○ 
q. Other career cluster (specify): ○ ○ 

 

General: Reviewing POS 

1.3.10. Does your state have a policy to periodically review your existing state-developed POS?  

o Yes, each POS is reviewed every year. 

o Yes, each POS is reviewed every other year. 

o Yes, each POS is reviewed on another schedule. (specify): 
_______________________________  

o No (If “No” skip to 1.4.1) 

1.3.11. In your most recent review of state-developed POS, to what extent did your state consider 
the following factors as part of decisions about renewing or revising POS?  

Select “Very large extent” for any required factors.  

Factors 

Not 
at 
All 

Small 
Extent 

Moder-
Ate 

Extent 
Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 

a. Strong positive student outcomes ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
b. Strong student enrollment ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
c. Whether the POS falls within your state-

determined high-skill, high-wage, and/or 
in-demand occupations or industry 
sectors  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Factors 

Not 
at 
All 

Small 
Extent 

Moder-
Ate 

Extent 
Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 

d. Whether packaged curricula or program 
activities already exist and are available to 
facilitate POS implementation  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. The extent to which LEAs are currently 
offering the POS 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. The availability of relevant instructors at 
the local level  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. The cost of necessary equipment, tools, or 
other resources  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Alignment with state-level economic or 
workforce development priorities ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Input from employers or industry 
representatives at the state level ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

j. Other factor (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 

1.4: General: State Supports and Policies for Local CTE Programs 

General: Middle School Grades Courses and Activities 

1.4.1. In program year 2022-2023, did your state fund any of the following for the middle grades 
(grades 5-8)?  

Activities or Efforts 

With 
Perkins 
Funding 

With 
Other 

Funding 
Yes No Yes No 

Middle School Courses or Activities That Promote:     
a. Exploration of careers across industry clusters ○ ○ ○ ○ 
b. Exploration of interests, abilities, and skills ○ ○ ○ ○ 
c. Development of digital literacy skills ○ ○ ○ ○ 
d. Development of employability skills ○ ○ ○ ○ 
e. Introductory level occupation-specific skills ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Activities:     
f. Workplace visits or job shadowing ○ ○ ○ ○ 
g. Participation in a career and technical student organization (CTSO) ○ ○ ○ ○ 
h. Other activity (specify):  ○ ○ ○ ○ 
State Efforts:     
i. Develop state standards for middle school career and technical 
education (CTE) ○ ○ ○ ○ 

j. Other effort (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ 

General: Dual/Concurrent Enrollment 

1.4.2. In program year 2022-23, did your state have policies in place that support dual/concurrent 
enrollment participation and credit-earning in any of the following ways?  



 

123 

Policies Yes No 
a. State funding of eligible high school students’ participation in CTE dual/concurrent 

enrollment courses or programs ○ ○ 

b. Requirement that CTE dual/concurrent enrollment course-taking is aligned with each 
student’s program or program of study ○ ○ 

c. Requirement that CTE dual/concurrent enrollment courses count towards CTE 
student concentrator status ○ ○ 

d. Specification of eligibility criteria for CTE dual/concurrent enrollment participation 
(e.g., GPA, test scores, student grade level) ○ ○ 

e. Requirement for credit articulation agreement with two-year postsecondary 
institutions ○ ○ 

f. Requirement that high school teachers be appropriately credentialed if their courses 
will result in college credit ○ ○ 

g. Other policy (specify): ○ ○ 
 

1.4.3. In program year 2022-23, did your state undertake any of the following activities pertaining to 
CTE dual/concurrent enrollment?  

Activities Yes No 
a. Tracked aggregate CTE dual/concurrent enrollment participation (either by 

semester or annually) ○ ○ 

b. Tracked dual/concurrent enrollment participation for CTE concentrators ○ ○ 
c. Identified gaps in CTE dual/concurrent enrollment participation by groups or 

special populations ○ ○ 

d. Identified gaps in CTE dual/concurrent enrollment participation by LEA or by 
program/POS ○ ○ 

e. Provided resources to help address gaps in CTE dual/concurrent enrollment 
participation ○ ○ 

 

1.4.4. In program year 2022-23, how much of a barrier was each of the following factors to CTE 
dual/concurrent enrollment access and participation?  

Factors Not a 
Barrier 

Small 
Barrier 

Moderate 
Barrier 

Large 
Barrier 

Very 
Large 

Barrier 
a. Lack of qualified instructors ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Costs to students ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Costs to LEAs or schools ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Lack of awareness of the 
opportunity among 
students/families 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Lack of awareness of the 
opportunity among secondary 
school staff (e.g., counselors) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Factors Not a 
Barrier 

Small 
Barrier 

Moderate 
Barrier 

Large 
Barrier 

Very 
Large 

Barrier 
f. Lack of commitment or uneven 

commitment from postsecondary 
institutions 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Lack of alignment of secondary-
level CTE courses to 
postsecondary CTE courses 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Dual/concurrent enrollment 
student eligibility criteria (e.g., 
GPA, test scores, student grade 
level) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Other barrier (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

1.5: General: CTE Teacher Pipeline 
 
1.5.1. In program year 2022-2023, did your state have in place any of the following statewide policies 
or supports to help improve the career and technical education (CTE) teacher pipeline?  

Policies or Supports 
Yes No 

a. Required reporting by subgrantees on challenges in hiring and 
retaining qualified CTE teachers 

○ ○ 

b. State funded program to support general education teachers to 
transition to CTE teaching (e.g., gaining appropriate certifications 
or licenses) 

○ ○ 

c. State funded mentorship programs for relatively new CTE teachers 
to gain support from established CTE teachers 

○ ○ 

d. State funded and organized professional learning communities for 
CTE teachers 

○ ○ 

e. State sponsored partnership with higher education institutions to 
develop and/or offer CTE educator preparation programs that meet 
requirements for provisional or full licensure 

○ ○ 

f. Revisions to CTE teacher licensing requirements that are underway 
or were adopted in last two years 

○ ○ 

g. State funding support for re-training, re-certifying, or industry 
credentialing to retain current CTE teachers ○ ○ 

h. Support for transitioning industry professionals in CTE teaching 
profession ○ ○ 
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Policies or Supports 
Yes No 

i. Revision to teacher pay scale to count years in industry towards 
eligible service  

○ ○ 

j. Partnership with industry associations and/or major state 
employers to “lend” certified professionals to serve as, or help train, 
CTE teachers 

○ ○ 

k. Partnership with state Department of Labor to identify qualified 
unemployed or displaced workers to pursue CTE teacher training 
and apply for open district positions 

○ ○ 

l. Other policies or supports (specify): ○ ○ 
 
(If all of 1.5.1 is “no”, skip to 1.5.3.) 

1.5.2. In program year 2022-2023, did your state use Perkins funding or other funding to implement 
any of the following?  

 Include Perkins-funded staff time working on these initiatives as part of Perkins funding.  

(Only answer for any initiatives answered as “yes” in 1.5.1 above.) 

Activities or Initiatives Perkins 
Funding 

Other 
Funding 

Yes No Yes No 
a. Required reporting by subgrantees on challenges in hiring and 

retaining qualified CTE teachers ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. State funded program to support general education teachers to 
transition to CTE teaching (e.g., gaining appropriate certifications or 
licenses) 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. State funded mentorship programs for relatively new CTE teachers to 
gain support from established CTE teachers ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. State funded and organized professional learning communities for CTE 
teachers ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. State sponsored partnership with higher education institutions to 
develop and/or offer CTE educator preparation programs that meet 
requirements for provisional or full licensure 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Revisions to CTE teacher licensing requirements underway or adopted 
in last two years ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. State funding supports for re-training, re-certifying, or industry 
credentialing to retain current CTE teachers ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Support for transitioning industry professionals in the CTE teaching 
profession ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Revision to teacher pay scale to count years in industry towards eligible 
service  ○ ○ ○ ○ 

j. Partnership with industry associations and/or major state employers to 
“lend” certified professionals to serve as, or help train, CTE teachers ○ ○ ○ ○ 

k. Partnership with state Department of Labor to identify qualified 
unemployed or displaced workers to pursue CTE teacher training and 
apply for open district positions 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

l. Other policies or supports (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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General: State Partnerships 

1.5.3. In program year 2022-23, did the following state agencies or entities work on determining 
state definitions for high-skill, high-wage, and in-demand occupations and industry 
sectors?  

 Please answer ‘yes’ only if the agency or entity made substantive contributions, such as designating 
someone as a liaison to your office, regularly participating in meetings, or providing input on key 
decisions.  

Agencies or Entities Yes No 
a. State workforce agency and/or Department of Labor o  o  
b. State economic development agency and/or Department of Commerce o  o  
c. State workforce development board o  o  
d. State postsecondary education agency o  o  
e. State K-12 education agency o  o  
f. Governor’s office o  o  
g. State agency/agencies serving out-of-school, homeless, and at-risk 

children and youth o  o  

h. Representatives of Indian Tribes and Tribal organizations o  o  
i. Other state entity (specify): o  o  

 

1.5.4. In program year 2022-23, did the following state agencies or entities work on developing 
state-level programs of study?  

 Please answer ‘yes’ only if the agency or entity made substantive contributions, such as designating 
someone as a liaison to your office, regularly participating in meetings, or providing input on key 
decisions.  

Agencies or Entities Yes No 
a. State workforce agency and/or Department of Labor o  o  
b. State economic development agency and/or Department of Commerce o  o  
c. State workforce development board o  o  
d. State postsecondary education agency o  o  
e. State K-12 education agency o  o  
f. Governor’s office o  o  
g. State agency/agencies serving out-of-school, homeless, and at-risk 

children and youth o  o  

h. Representatives of Indian Tribes and Tribal organizations o  o  
i. Other state entity (specify): o  o  

1.5.5. In program year 2022-23, did the following state agencies or entities work on facilitating 
employer involvement in CTE?  

 Please answer ‘yes’ only if the agency or entity made substantive contributions, such as designating 
someone as a liaison to your office, regularly participating in meetings, or providing input on key 
decisions.  

Agencies or Entities Yes No 
a. State workforce agency and/or Department of Labor o  o  
b. State economic development agency and/or Department of Commerce o  o  
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Agencies or Entities Yes No 
c. State workforce development board o  o  
d. State postsecondary education agency o  o  
e. State K-12 education agency o  o  
f. Governor’s office o  o  
g. State agency/agencies serving out-of-school, homeless, and at-risk 

children and youth o  o  

h. Representatives of Indian Tribes and Tribal organizations o  o  
i. Other state entity (specify): o  o  

 
1.5.6. In program year 2022-23, did the following state agencies or entities work on improving 
equitable student access to and participation in CTE?  

Please answer ‘yes’ only if the agency or entity made substantive contributions, such as designating 
someone as a liaison to your office, regularly participating in meetings, or providing input on key 
decisions.  

Agencies or Entities Yes No 
a. State workforce agency and/or Department of Labor o  o  
b. State economic development agency and/or Department of Commerce o  o  
c. State workforce development board o  o  
d. State postsecondary education agency o  o  
e. State K-12 education agency o  o  
f. Governor’s office o  o  
g. State agency/agencies serving out-of-school, homeless, and at-risk 

children and youth o  o  

h. Representatives of Indian Tribes and Tribal organizations o  o  
i. Other state entity (specify): o  o  
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1.5.7. In program year 2022-23, did the following state agencies or entities work on creating 
interagency data-sharing agreements?  

Please answer ‘yes’ only if the agency or entity made substantive contributions, such as designating 
someone as a liaison to your office, regularly participating in meetings, or providing input on key 
decisions.  

Agencies or Entities Yes No 
a. State workforce agency and/or Department of Labor o  o  
b. State economic development agency and/or Department of Commerce o  o  
c. State workforce development board o  o  
d. State postsecondary education agency o  o  
e. State K-12 education agency o  o  
f. Governor’s office o  o  
g. State agency/agencies serving out-of-school, homeless, and at-risk children 

and youth o  o  

h. Representatives of Indian Tribes and Tribal organizations o  o  
i. Other state entity (specify): o  o  

 
1.5.8. In program year 2022-23, did your state collaborate with employers or industry 
representatives on any of the following activities?  

Activities 

We did not 
collaborate. 

We have had 
some 

discussions or 
received input 

or feedback. 

We worked 
in close 

partnership 
. 

a. Identifying high-wage, high-skill, and/or in-
demand industries and/or occupations in the 
state 

○ ○ ○ 

b. Understanding skills needs for particular 
occupations and industries ○ ○ ○ 

c. Interpreting and/or supplementing labor 
market projections ○ ○ ○ 

d. Implementing strategies to increase the 
availability of qualified CTE instructors ○ ○ ○ 

e. Getting input on state-developed programs of 
study (POS) standards and/or CTE course 
content  

○ ○ ○ 

f. Establishing performance levels or program 
quality indicators ○ ○ ○ 

g. Expanding work-based learning opportunities 
for students  ○ ○ ○ 

h. Teacher externships ○ ○ ○ 
i. Supporting integration of industry credentials 

into POS/programs ○ ○ ○ 

j. Other activity (specify): ○ ○ ○ 
 
1.6: General: CTE Data Collection and Reporting for Performance and 
Accountability  
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1.6.1. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins core indicator data for any of the following 
purposes?  
Response Options 

Yes  

No, but 
we plan 
to do so 

in the 
future. 

No, and 
we do 

not 
plan to 
do so in 

the 
future. 

a. To identify exemplary programs or POS (e.g., those 
exceeding targets) ○ ○ ○ 

b. To recognize or reward local education agencies (LEAs) that 
are performing well ○ ○ ○ 

c. To recognize or reward postsecondary institutions that are 
performing well ○ ○ ○ 

d. To provide targeted technical assistance to subgrantees 
and/or programs in need of improvement ○ ○ ○ 

e. To inform the development of resources and/or technical 
assistance to address common subgrantee challenges ○ ○ ○ 

f. To inform the decision to sunset or phase out a program or 
POS ○ ○ ○ 

g. To substantially modify a program or POS ○ ○ ○ 
h. Other (specify): ○ ○ ○ 

 

1.6.2. Did any subgrantees fail to meet their performance targets in program year 2021-22?  

o Yes, some subgrantees did not meet their 2021-22 performance targets.  

o No, all subgrantees met their 2021-22 performance targets. (If “No” skip to 1.6.5) 

 
1.6.3. In program year 2022-23, did your state provide any of the following types of assistance to 
subgrantees that missed their performance targets in program year 2021-22? Select all that apply.  

□ Provided an example of a performance improvement plan for use by subgrantees in 
developing a plan of action. 

□ Analyzed data to identify the root causes of subgrantees’ failure to meet the targets. 
□ Provided targeted one-on-one technical assistance to subgrantees to help them modify their 

career and technical education (CTE) program(s) to meet performance targets.  
□ Provided group technical assistance across subgrantees to help them modify their CTE 

program(s) to meet performance targets. 
□ Conducted monitoring visits to assess progress described in subgrantees’ improvement plan. 
□ Asked for interim data to monitor progress described in subgrantees’ improvement plan. 
□ Other assistance (specify): 

______________________________________________  
 

1.6.4. In program year 2022-2023, what types of funds did your state use to provide technical 
assistance to support subgrantees that missed performance targets? Select all that apply.  

□ Perkins state administration funds [Perkins V, section 121] 
□ Perkins state leadership funds [Perkins V, section 124] 
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□ Other Perkins funds 
□ Non-Perkins funds 
□ Did not use any funds 

 
1.6.5. In program year 2022-23, how much of a barrier was each of the following to your state’s efforts 
to coordinate, match, and share data for accountability reporting across state systems (e.g., state 
longitudinal data, workforce data, and other education data)?  

Barriers Not a 
Barrier 

Small 
Barrier 

Moderate 
Barrier 

Large 
Barrier 

Very 
Large 

Barrier 
a. Learner privacy concerns ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
b. Separate data systems – software and 

platforms (i.e., Interoperability 
problems with using different data 
systems [software and platforms]) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Inconsistent definitions ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
d. Lack of will from other state agencies ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
e. Lack of capacity ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
f. Legal barriers ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
g. Political barriers (e.g., not a priority 

of leadership) 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Concerns over cost of collecting data ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
i. Concerns over cost of matching data ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
j. Availability of data ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
k. Other barrier (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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1.6.6. Which of these was the most significant barrier to your state’s efforts to coordinate, match, 
and share data across state systems in program year 2022-23?  

(Only one answer can be selected.) 

Barriers Check if 
Yes 

a. Learner privacy concerns ○ 
b. Separate data systems – software and platforms (i.e., Interoperability problems with 

using different data systems [software and platforms]) ○ 

c. Inconsistent definitions ○ 
d. Lack of will from other state agencies ○ 
e. Lack of capacity ○ 
f. Legal barriers ○ 
g. Political barriers (e.g., not a priority of leadership) ○ 
h. Concerns over cost of collecting data ○ 
i. Concerns over cost of matching data ○ 
j. Availability of data ○ 
k. Other barrier specified above in 1.6.5 ○ 

 

1.7: General: Challenges and Priorities  
We are interested in your perceptions and opinions in these next few items. Your candid views are 
important to us. We will aggregate these responses for reporting so that individual states’ responses 
cannot be identified. 

General: Challenges 

1.7.1. In program year 2022-23, how challenging was it for state CTE staff to carry out the following 
activities?  

By “challenging” we mean the complexity state career and technical education (CTE) staff faced in 
tackling an issue, the level of effort required by state CTE staff, and/or the number of obstacles state 
CTE staffed faced.  

Activities 
Not at All 

Challenging 
Slightly 

Challenging 
Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
applicable, 

we have 
not 

attempted 
to do this. 

a. Implementing 
definitions for high-
skill, high-wage, 
and/or in-
demand occupations 
and industry sectors  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Requiring local 
Perkins-funded CTE 
programs to meet 
high-skill, high-wage, 
and/or in-demand 
criteria  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Activities 
Not at All 

Challenging 
Slightly 

Challenging 
Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
applicable, 

we have 
not 

attempted 
to do this. 

c. Implementing new 
program quality 
indicator(s) and 
setting targets 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Operationalizing the 
new concentrator 
definition  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
1.7.2. In program year 2022-23, which of these activities was the most challenging for state CTE 
staff in your state? 

Activities Check if 
Yes  

a. Implementing definitions for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations 
and industry sectors  ○ 

b. Requiring local Perkins-funded CTE programs to meet high-skill, high-wage, 
and/or in-demand criteria  ○ 

c. Implementing new program quality indicator(s) and setting targets ○ 
d. Operationalizing the new concentrator definition  ○ 

General: Priorities 

1.7.3. In program year 2022-23, to what extent did your state agency prioritize or focus on efforts to 
improve CTE in these ways in your state?  

 Please select no more than three of these efforts for the highest category, “One of the top three 
priorities for our state.”  

Efforts 

Not a 
Priority in 

2022-23 

An Emerging 
Priority (we 
were making 
plans to work 

on this) 

A Priority 
(we were 
actively 

working on 
this) 

One of the Top 
Three 

Priorities for 
our State. 

a. Implementing definitions for high-
skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand occupations and industry 
sectors  

○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Requiring local Perkins-funded CTE 
programs to meet high-skill, high-
wage, and/or in-demand criteria  

○ ○ ○ ○ 

c.  Implementing new program quality 
indicator(s) and setting targets ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Operationalizing the new 
concentrator definition  ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

1.8: General: Non-Perkins CTE programs 

1.8.1. In general, has your state made any changes to your non-Perkins program requirements or 
career and technical education (CTE) funding since the implementation of Perkins V in 2019?  
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o Yes 
o No (If “No,” go to end of survey) 
o Not applicable, my state does not provide dedicated CTE funding. (If “Not applicable,” go to end 

of survey) 
 

1.8.2. In general, to what extent has your state made any changes to your non-Perkins career and 
technical education (CTE) program requirements or CTE funding since the implementation of Perkins 
V in 2019?  

Response Options 
Not at 

All 
Small 
Extent 

Moderate 
Extent 

Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 

a. Strengthened requirements for 
career guidance and counseling 
for high school 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Strengthened requirements for 
dual-enrollment or dual credit in 
CTE programs 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Strengthened requirements for 
work-based learning 
opportunities 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Strengthened requirements for 
employer/industry engagement  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Increased funds for middle 
school CTE courses 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Increased funds for middle 
school CTE activities 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Increased funds for efforts for 
efforts to recruit CTE teachers 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Section 2. Secondary CTE Policies and Practices 
2.1: Secondary: CTE Outreach and Access  
Secondary: CTE Outreach 

2.1.1a. In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in secondary career and technical education (CTE)?  

Marketing or informational campaigns about the benefits of secondary CTE overall (e.g., 
TV, radio, print or digital ads, brochures sent to schools or to homes) 

 
By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding whether from Perkins funds or 
other sources.  

 Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities.  
 

o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.1b) 
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2.1.2a. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected, skip to 2.1.4a) 
□ With other funding 

2.1.3a. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor statewide marketing or informational campaigns about the 
benefits of secondary CTE overall? 

o Yes 
o No  

 
2.1.4a. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how statewide 
marketing or informational campaigns about the benefits of secondary CTE overall 
were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families  
o Activities often targeted  
o Activities sometimes targeted  
o Activities rarely targeted  
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 2.1.1b) 

2.1.5a. In program year 2022-23, were statewide marketing or informational campaigns 
about the benefits of secondary CTE overall targeted to any of the following groups and 
special populations of students or families?  
Special Populations  Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 

low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
e. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
f. English learners  ○ ○ 
g. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
h. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
i. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

j. Migrant students ○ ○ 
k. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 

Hispanic) ○ ○ 

 
2.1.1b. In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in secondary career and technical education (CTE)?  

Special state competitions, scholarships, or other recognition programs specifically for 
secondary CTE students 

 
By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
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By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding whether from Perkins funds or 
other sources.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities.  

 
o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.1c) 

 
2.1.2b. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected, skip to 2.1.4b) 
□ With other funding 

 
2.1.3b. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor statewide special state competitions, scholarships, or other 
recognition programs specifically for secondary CTE students? 

 
o Yes 
o No  

2.1.4b. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how statewide special 
state competitions, scholarships, or other recognition programs specifically for 
secondary CTE students were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families  
o Activities often targeted  
o Activities sometimes targeted  
o Activities rarely targeted  
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 2.1.1c) 

 
2.1.5b. In program year 2022-23, were statewide special state competitions, 
scholarships, or other recognition programs specifically for secondary CTE 
students targeted to any of the following groups and special populations of students or 
families?  
Special Populations Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 

low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
e. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
f. English learners  ○ ○ 
g. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
h. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
i. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

j. Migrant students ○ ○ 
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Special Populations Yes No 
k. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 

Hispanic) ○ ○ 

2.1.1c In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in career and technical education (CTE)? If so, how was this 
funded?  

Summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-term programs for middle school 
students 

By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding whether from Perkins funds or 
other sources.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities.  

o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.1d) 

2.1.2c. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected skip to 2.1.4c) 
□ With other funding 

2.1.3c. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor statewide summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-
term programs for middle school students?  

o Yes 
o No 

2.1.4c. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how statewide 
summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-term programs for middle 
school students were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families 
o Activities often targeted 
o Activities sometimes targeted 
o Activities rarely targeted 
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 2.1.1d) 

2.1.5c. In program year 2022-23, were statewide summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory 
short-term programs for middle school students targeted to any of the following groups and 
special populations of students or families?  

Special Populations Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
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b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 
low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. English learners ○ ○ 
e. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
f. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
g. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

h. Migrant students ○ ○ 
i. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 

Hispanic) ○ ○ 

2.1.1d. In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in secondary career and technical education (CTE)? If so, how 
was this funded?  

Summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-term programs for high school 
students 

By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding whether from Perkins funds or 
other sources.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities.  

o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.1e) 

2.1.2d. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected skip to 2.1.4d) 
□ With other funding 

2.1.3d. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor statewide summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-
term programs for high school students?  

o Yes 
o No 

2.1.4d. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how statewide 
summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory short-term programs for high school 
students were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families 
o Activities often targeted 
o Activities sometimes targeted 
o Activities rarely targeted

Special Populations Yes No 
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o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 2.1.1e) 

2.1.5d. In program year 2022-23, were statewide summer CTE courses, camps, or 
introductory short-term programs for high school students targeted to any of the 
following groups and special populations of students or families?  
Special Populations Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 

low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
e. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
f. English learners ○ ○ 
g. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
h. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
i. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

j. Migrant students ○ ○ 
k. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 

Hispanic) ○ ○ 

2.1.1e In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in secondary career and technical education (CTE)? 

Other statewide activities for secondary students 
By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding whether from Perkins funds or 
other sources.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities.  

o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.6) 

If yes, please specify: ________________________________________  

2.1.2e. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected, skip to 2.1.4e) 
□ With other funding 

2.1.3e. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor the other statewide outreach activities for secondary 
students?  

o Yes 
o No 

2.1.4e. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how the other 
statewide outreach activities for secondary students were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 



139 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families 
o Activities often targeted 
o Activities sometimes targeted 
o Activities rarely targeted 
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 2.1.6) 

2.1.5e. In program year 2022-23, were the other statewide outreach activities for 
secondary students targeted to any of the following groups and special populations of 
students or families?  
Special Populations Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 

low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
e. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
f. English learners ○ ○ 
g. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
h. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
i. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

j. Migrant students ○ ○ 
k. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 

Hispanic) ○ ○ 

Secondary: Strategies and Supports for CTE Access and Participation 

2.1.6. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies receiving Perkins 
funding to document and report CTE participation gaps for student groups or special 
populations? Select all that apply.  

□ Yes, they were required to report participation gaps to the state. 

□ Yes, they were required to report participation gaps to the public. 

□ No, they were not required to report participation gaps to the state or to the public. 

2.1.7a. In program years 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help 
local education agencies assess or address gaps in CTE participation for secondary-level student 
groups and special populations?  

Links to or reports on local CTE participation data for student groups or special 
populations (e.g., through dashboards or spreadsheets) 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.7b)
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2.1.8a. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to use or 
participate in the provided links to or reports on local CTE participation data for 
student groups or special populations? 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.7b) 

2.1.9a. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to report to 
the state the results of using the provided links to or reports on local CTE participation 
data for student groups or special populations? 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No 

2.1.7b. In program years 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help 
local education agencies assess or address gaps in CTE participation for secondary-level student groups 
and special populations? 

A formula or other specific method to calculate a gap in participation for student groups 
and/or special populations 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.7c) 

2.1.8b. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to use or 
participate in the provided formula or other specific method to calculate a gap in 
participation for student groups and/or special populations? 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.7c) 

2.1.9b. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to report to 
the state the results of using the provided formula or other specific method to calculate a 
gap in participation for student groups and/or special populations? 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No 

2.1.7c. In program years 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help 
local education agencies assess or address gaps in CTE participation for secondary-level student 
groups and special populations? 

Self-assessment questions or self-rating tools to examine the extent of the participation 
gap for each student group and special population  

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.7d)
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2.1.8c. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to use or 
participate in the provided self-assessment questions or self-rating tools to examine 
the extent of the participation gap for each student group and special population? 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.7d) 

2.1.9c. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to report to the 
state the results of using the provided self-assessment questions or self-rating tools to 
examine the extent of the participation gap for each student group and special 
population?  

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No 

2.1.7d. In program years 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help 
local education agencies assess or address gaps in CTE participation for secondary-level student 
groups and special populations? 

Step-by-step process to examine barriers, accommodations, and/or supports for student 
groups and special populations that might affect their participation (e.g., instructions on 
how to conduct a root cause analysis) 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.7e) 

2.1.8d. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to use or 
participate in the provided step-by-step process to examine barriers, 
accommodations, and/or supports for student groups and special populations that 
might affect their participation? 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.7e) 

2.1.9d. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to report to 
the state the results of using the provided step-by-step process to examine barriers, 
accommodations, and/or supports for student groups and special populations that 
might affect their participation? 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No 

2.1.7e. In program years 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help 
local education agencies assess or address gaps in CTE participation for secondary-level student 
groups and special populations?  

Workshops or training sessions on how to assess gaps in access or participation for 
student groups and special populations 
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o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.7f) 

2.1.8e. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to use or 
participate in the provided workshops or training sessions on how to assess gaps in 
access or participation for student groups and special populations? 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.7f) 

2.1.9e. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to report to the 
state the results of using the provided workshops or training sessions on how to assess 
gaps in access or participation for student groups and special populations 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No 

2.1.7f. In program years 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help local 
education agencies assess or address gaps in CTE participation for secondary-level student groups 
and special populations? 

Other resource 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 

If yes to either, please specify: _______________________________ 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.10) 

2.1.8f. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to use or 
participate in the provided other resource? 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.10) 

2.1.9f. In program year 2022-23, did your state require local education agencies to report to the 
state the results of using the provided other resource? 

o Yes, to all LEAs 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded LEAs 
o No 

If you do not require local education agencies receiving Perkins funding to document and report CTE 
participation gaps for student groups or special populations to the state (reported in question 2.1.6 
above), please skip to question 2.1.11.  

2.1.10. In program year 2022-23, did your state take any of the following actions with secondary-
level subgrantees that reported large CTE participation gaps among student groups or special 
populations? Select all that apply.  

□ Not applicable; no secondary-level subgrantees had large CTE participation gaps for student 
groups or special populations. 

□ We did not take any actions even though some secondary-level subgrantees had large CTE 
participation gaps for student groups or special populations.
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□ We required one or more secondary-level subgrantees to implement a plan to improve 
participation for certain student groups or special populations. 

□ We provided technical assistance to one or more secondary-level subgrantees to help them reduce 
participation gaps. 

□ We took another action. (please describe state policy):______________________________ 

2.1.11. In program year 2022-23, did your state have a special populations coordinator at the 
secondary level? What was the job status of their position? 

o We had a full-time special populations coordinator. 
o We had a part-time special population coordinator. 
o We did not have a special population coordinator. 

2.1.12a. Were there other state-level staff at the secondary level who have a key role in supporting or 
administering programs for one or more of the special populations?  

o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 2.1.13) 

2.1.12b. Please sum the total amount of time spent by other state staff on special populations support 
or administration using full-time equivalent (FTE) units. Please enter 0 if no other state staff were 
assigned to such duties. 

___ FTE at the secondary level 

If there was no special populations coordinator or other staff working on supporting or 
administering programs for special populations at the secondary level, skip to 2.2.1. 
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2.1.13. In program year 2022-23, were your state’s staff that were assigned coordination 
responsibilities related to secondary-level special populations and CTE responsible for any of the 
following activities?  

Activities Yes No 
a. Collaborating with groups that understand the needs, concerns, and interests 

of Perkins’ special populations at the secondary level ○ ○ 

b. Reviewing regulations, policies, and practices regarding the recruitment and 
participation of special populations in CTE at the secondary level ○ ○ 

c. Identifying and disseminating promising strategies to increase CTE 
participation among special populations at the secondary level ○ ○ 

d. Assessing gaps in CTE participation among special populations at the 
secondary level ○ ○ 

e. Monitoring methods of administration (MOA) at the secondary level ○ ○ 
f. Providing professional development at the state and/or local levels regarding 

strategies to promote CTE participation and success among special 
populations at the secondary level 

○ ○ 

g. Other activity (specify): ○ ○ 

2.1.14. Which of these was their primary coordination responsibility related to secondary-level 
special populations in program year 2022-23?  

Consider any of the responsibilities identified above in 2.1.13. 

Activities Check if Yes 
a. Collaborating with groups that understand the needs, concerns, and interests 

of Perkins’ special populations at the secondary level ○ 

b. Reviewing regulations, policies, and practices regarding the recruitment and 
participation of special populations in CTE at the secondary level ○ 

c. Identifying and disseminating promising strategies to increase CTE 
participation among special populations at the secondary level ○ 

d. Assessing gaps in CTE participation among special populations at the 
secondary level ○ 

e. Monitoring methods of administration (MOA) at the secondary level ○ 
f. Providing professional development at the state and/or local levels regarding 

strategies to promote CTE participation and success among special populations 
at the secondary level 

○ 

g. Other activity specified in 2.1.13g ○ 

2.2: Secondary: State Requirements for Local Programs 

2.2.1. In your state, did secondary-level applicants for program year 2022-2023 career and 
technical education (CTE) funds have to meet any of the following requirements in order to receive 
Perkins funding or other (i.e., non-Perkins) funding?  

Other non-Perkins funding could include state CTE funds, state workforce development funds, state 
funds for secondary education, or federal funds other than Perkins (e.g., WIOA).   
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Requirements 

To Receive 
Perkins 
Funding 

 To Receive 
any Non-
Perkins 
Funding 

Yes No Yes No 
a. Provide career guidance and counseling to all middle school 

students ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Provide career guidance and counseling to all high school students ○ ○ ○ ○ 
c. Provide career guidance and counseling to specified targeted 

student groups, special populations, or grade levels ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Offer at least one CTE program that is consistent with the state 
Perkins definitions and criteria for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand occupations and industries 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Offer at least one CTE program aligned with a State-developed 
program of study (POS) ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Offer at least one CTE program that includes a sequence of at least 4 
semester-long or 2 full-year courses in high school in a single CTE 
program or POS 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Offer at least one CTE program that includes a CTE course taken in 
middle school ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Offer CTE courses taught by teachers with relevant certifications in 
the occupation or career cluster ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Demonstrate a plan to address CTE teacher shortages ○ ○ ○ ○ 
j. Identify course sequences aligned to programs offered by local 

postsecondary institutions ○ ○ ○ ○ 

k. Offer at least one CTE program that includes a dual/concurrent 
enrollment or dual credit course option ○ ○ ○ ○ 

l. Demonstrate employer advisor and/or employer advisory 
committee commitment and ongoing input into at least one CTE 
program’s curriculum and activities 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

m. Ensure that students participating in at least one CTE program have 
at least one Work-based learning experience (e.g., worksite visits, 
job shadowing, and internships) 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

n. Offer at least one CTE program that is affiliated with and 
participates in a career and technical student organization (CTSO) 
and its programming 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

o. Offer at least one CTE program that requires students to complete a 
high school capstone or final project (e.g., a presentation or 
demonstration to local employers) 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

p. Offer at least one CTE program that awards academic credit for CTE 
courses that counts toward high school diploma requirements ○ ○ ○ ○ 

q. Offer at least one CTE program that prepares participating students 
for an industry-recognized certification or credential ○ ○ ○ ○ 

r. Offer at least one CTE program for which participating students 
receive endorsements, or “badges” or other recognition of CTE 
program completion on high school diplomas and/or transcripts 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

s. Other (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ 

If no requirements listed in 2.2.1 were required to receive Perkins V funding, skip to 2.3.1a. 
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2.2.2. In the previous question, you indicated that secondary-level applicants for program year 2022-
2023 CTE funds had to meet the following requirements for at least one CTE program to receive 
Perkins funding. 
Did your state require LEAs to meet these requirements for all of their CTE programs? 

Requirements 

Required for 
Perkins 
Funding 

Yes No 
a. All CTE programs are consistent with the state Perkins definitions and criteria 

for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations and industries ○ ○ 

b. All CTE programs are aligned with a state-developed POS ○ ○ 
c. All CTE programs includes a sequence of at least 4 semester-long or 2 full-year 

courses in high school for a particular occupation ○ ○ 

d. All CTE courses are taught by teachers with relevant certifications in the 
occupation or career cluster ○ ○ 

e. All CTE programs include a dual/concurrent enrollment or dual credit course 
option ○ ○ 

f. Demonstrate employer advisor and/or employer advisory committee 
commitment and ongoing input into all CTE programs’ curriculum and activities ○ ○ 

g. Ensure that all students participating a CTE program have one or more work-
based learning experiences (e.g., worksite visits, job shadowing, and internships) ○ ○ 

h. All CTE programs are affiliated with and participate in a career technical student 
organization (CTSO) and its programming ○ ○ 

i. All CTE programs require students to complete a high school capstone or final 
project (e.g., a presentation or demonstration to local employers) ○ ○ 

j. All CTE programs award academic credit for CTE courses that counts toward 
high school diploma requirements ○ ○ 

k. All CTE programs prepare participating students for an industry-recognized 
certification or credential ○ ○ 

l. All CTE programs have endorsements or “badges” for participating students or 
other recognition of CTE program completion on high school diplomas and/or 
transcripts 

○ ○ 

2.3: Secondary: Work-Based Learning and Employment Transition 
Support  
2.3.1a. In program year 2022-23, did your state have policies in place that specify any aspects of work-
based learning activities for career and technical education (CTE) students at the secondary level?  

o Yes 

o No 

2.3.1b. In program year 2022-23, did your state have policies in place that specify any of the following 
aspects of work-based learning activities for career and technical education (CTE) students at the 
secondary level? 
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Activities 

Policy for 
Who Is 

Eligible to 
Participate 

Policy for 
How LEAs 
Implement 

Activity 

Policy for 
Reporting 

Participation 
or 

Attainment 
to State 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 
a. Worksite visits ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
b. Job shadowing ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
c. Workplace mentor programs ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
d. Internships ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
e. Youth- or pre-apprenticeships ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
f. Simulated work environments ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
g. School-based enterprises ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
h. Other work-based learning activity (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2.3.2. In program year 2022-2023, did your state have policies in place related to any of the following 
ways of facilitating secondary CTE students’ entry into employment?  

Response options Yes No 
a. Requirement for CTE programs or programs of study (POS) to teach a set of 

state-defined/specified employability skills ○ ○ 

b. Requirement for CTE programs of POS to have employer advisory boards or 
councils ○ ○ 

c. State funding for pre-apprenticeships or registered apprenticeships that 
guarantees spots or entry from related local CTE program ○ ○ 

d. Other policy (specify) ○ ○ 

2.4: Secondary: CTE Data Collection and Reporting for Performance 
and Accountability  

2.4.1. How many local applications for Perkins secondary-level funding did your state agency receive 
for program year 2022–23, and how many of these were approved or disapproved?  

a. Total number received ____ 
b. Number approved as originally submitted ____ 
c. Number approved after revision and re-submission ____ 
d. Number disapproved ___ If “0” were disapproved, skip to 2.4.3) 

2.4.2. What were the principal reasons for disapproval of an application at the secondary level in 
program year 2022-23? Select all that apply.  

□ No description or inadequate description of local plans for allocating funds 
□ No description or inadequate description of local plans for collecting accountability data 
□ No description or inadequate description of how the proposed programs or investments align to 

the results of the comprehensive local needs assessment (CLNA) 
□ Program determined to lack sufficient size 
□ Program determined to lack sufficient scope 
□ Program determined to lack sufficient quality
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2.4.3. Consider the local education agencies (LEAs) in your state that did not apply for Perkins 
funding in 2022-23. Are the following common reasons these LEAs did not apply?  

Response Options 

Not a 
Common 
Reason 

A Reason 
Some 

LEAs do 
not Apply 

A Reason 
Many 

LEAs do 
not Apply 

I’m Not 
Sure 

a. Career and technical education 
(CTE) programs offered by these 
LEAs lack sufficient size, scope or 
quality necessary to qualify for 
Perkins. 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Requirements for labor market 
assessment and alignment are too 
burdensome. 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Requirements for accountability 
reporting are too burdensome. ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. The required comprehensive local 
needs assessment (CLNA) is too 
burdensome. 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. These LEAs receive sufficient CTE 
funding from other sources. ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. These LEAs don’t offer CTE 
programming. ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Other reason (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2.4.4. In program year 2022-23, did your state define which courses count toward secondary-level 
CTE concentrator status in any of the following ways?  

2.4.5. To what extent did your state consider any of the following factors when selecting your chosen 
secondary-level program quality indicator(s) for annual reporting?  

Response Options 
Not at 

All 
Small 
Extent 

Moderate 
Extent 

Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 

a. Data for the indicator(s) are already 
routinely collected. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Administrative data are available for the 
indicator(s) so that we do not have to rely 
on student self-reports. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Indicator(s) is/are included in ESSA 
(Every Student Succeeds Act) or other 
state accountability measures. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Indicator(s) is/are aligned with state 
priorities or other state policy or 
legislation.

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Course Types Yes No 
a. Introductory courses must be excluded. ○ ○ 
b. Courses must be at least one year-long (e.g., 1 Carnegie unit or credit). ○ ○ 
c. Courses must meet a minimum number of hours. ○ ○ 
d. Middle school grade courses must be excluded. ○ ○ 
e. Other way (specify): ○ ○ 



149 

Response Options 
Not at 

All 
Small 
Extent 

Moderate 
Extent 

Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 

e. There is equitable opportunity for 
students across the state to participate in 
and achieve the activity described by the 
indicator. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Input from stakeholder engagement and 
consultation. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Other factor (specify) ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2.4.6. Which of these factors was the most important when your state selected secondary-level 
program quality indicators?  

Factors Check if Yes 
a. Data for the indicator(s) are already routinely collected. ○ 
b. Administrative data are available for the indicator(s) so that we do not 

have to rely on student self-reports. ○ 

c. Indicator(s) is/are included in ESSA (Every Student Succeeds Act) or 
other state accountability measures. ○ 

d. Indicator(s) is/are aligned with state priorities or other state policy or 
legislation. ○ 

e. There is equitable opportunity for students across the state to participate 
in and achieve the activity described by the indicator. ○ 

f. Input from stakeholder engagement and consultation. ○ 
g. Other factor specified above in 2.4.5 ○ 

2.4.7. In program year 2022-23, how confident were you that the data your state was collecting from 
LEAs for each of the following Perkins indicators of performance accurately reflected local 
performance?  

Indicators 
Not 

Confident 
Slightly 

Confident 
Moderately 
Confident 

Very 
Confident 

Extremely 
Confident 

Don’t 
Know 

Not 
Applicable 

a. 1S1: Four-year 
graduation 
rate 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. 1S2: 
Extended-
year 
graduation 
rate 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. 2S1: 
Academic 
proficiency in 
Reading 
Language 
Arts 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. 2S2: 
Academic ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Indicators 
Not 

Confident 
Slightly 

Confident 
Moderately 
Confident 

Very 
Confident 

Extremely 
Confident 

Don’t 
Know 

Not 
Applicable 

proficiency in 
Mathematics 

e. 2S3: 
Academic 
proficiency in 
Science 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. 3S1: 
Placement in 
postsecondary 
or advanced 
training 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. 3S1: 
Placement in 
the military 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. 3S1: 
Placement in 
employment 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. 3S1: 
Placement in 
service 
program 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

j. 4S1: Non-
traditional 
program 
concentration 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

k. 5S1: Program 
quality – 
Attained 
recognized 
credential 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

l. 5S2: Program 
quality – 
Attained 
postsecondary 
credits 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

m. 5S3: 
Program 
quality – 
Participated 
in work-based 
learning 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

n. 5S4, 5S5, 5S6, 
Program 
quality – 
Other 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2.4.8. In program year 2022-23, how confident were you that LEAs could report complete and 
accurate data for the following secondary special populations, as defined by Perkins V?  
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Special 
Populations 

Not 
Confident 

Slightly 
Confident 

Moderately 
Confident 

Very 
Confident 

Extremely 
Confident 

Don’t 
Know 

a. Individuals with 
disabilities ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Individuals 
from 
economically 
disadvantaged 
families, 
including low-
income youth 
and adults 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who 
are or might be 
interested in 
preparing for 
nontraditional 
fields 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, 
including single 
pregnant 
women 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Out-of-
workforce 
individuals 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. English learners ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
g. Homeless 

individuals ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Youth who are 
in, or have aged 
out of, the foster 
care system 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Youth with a 
parent who is a 
member of the 
armed forces 
and is on active 
duty 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

j. Migrant 
students ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

k. Individuals 
from specific 
racial/ethnic 
groups (e.g., 
Black, Asian, 
Hispanic) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2.5: Secondary: Challenges and Priorities 
We are interested in your perceptions and opinions in these next few items. Your candid views are 
important to us. We will aggregate these responses so that individual states’ responses cannot be 
identified. 
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Secondary: Challenges 

2.5.1. In program year 2022-23, to what extent did your state agency face challenges in its efforts to 
improve CTE in these ways at the secondary level?  

By “challenging” we mean the complexity state career and technical education (CTE) staff faced in 
tackling an issue, the level of effort required by state CTE staff, and/or the number of obstacles state 
CTE staff faced. 

Response options 
Not at All 

Challenging 
Slightly 

Challenging 
Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
applicable, 
we did not 
attempt to 

do this. 
a. Aligning secondary-

level CTE programs 
to labor market 
demand 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Improving access to, 
participation, and 
outcomes in 
secondary-level CTE 
among student 
groups and special 
populations 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Incorporating CTE 
topics into the 
middle school grades 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Developing and/or 
implementing work-
based learning 
opportunities at the 
secondary level 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Developing and/or 
implementing 
opportunities to 
accumulate college 
credit in high school 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Incorporating career 
exploration/planning 
into CTE at the 
secondary level 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Supporting state and 
local continuous 
improvement for 
secondary-level CTE 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Coordinating, 
matching, and 
sharing secondary-
level data across 
state systems (e.g., a 
state longitudinal 
data system, 
workforce data, and

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Response options 
Not at All 

Challenging 
Slightly 

Challenging 
Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
applicable, 
we did not 
attempt to 

do this. 
other education 
data)  

i. Reporting data for 
the new state-
selected secondary-
level quality measure 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2.5.2. In program year 2022-23, which of these activities was the most challenging? 

Activities Check if Yes 
a. Aligning secondary-level CTE programs to labor market demand ○ 

b. Improving access to, participation, and outcomes in secondary-level CTE 
among student groups and special populations ○ 

c. Incorporating CTE topics into the middle school grades (grades 5-8) ○ 

d. Developing and/or implementing work-based learning opportunities at the 
secondary level 

○ 

e. Developing and/or implementing opportunities to accumulate college credit 
in high school 

○ 

f. Incorporating career exploration or planning into CTE at the secondary level ○ 

g. Supporting state and local continuous improvement for secondary-level CTE ○ 

h. Coordinating, matching, and sharing secondary-level data across state 
systems (e.g., a state longitudinal data system, workforce data, and other 
education data) 

○ 

i. Reporting data for the new state-selected secondary-level quality measure ○ 

Secondary: Priorities 

2.5.3. In program year 2022-23, to what extent did your state agency prioritize or focus on efforts to 
improve CTE in these ways at the secondary level?  

Please select no more than three of these efforts for the highest category, “One of the top three 
priorities for our state at the secondary level.”  

Response Options 

One of the 
top three 
priorities 

for our 
state at 

the 
secondary 

level 

A priority 
(we were 
actively 

working on 
this) 

An emerging 
priority (we 
were making 

plans to 
work on 

this) 
Not a priority in 

2022-23 
a. Aligning secondary-level CTE 

programs to labor market demand ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Improving access to, participation, 
and outcomes in secondary-level ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Response Options 

One of the 
top three 
priorities 

for our 
state at 

the 
secondary 

level 

A priority 
(we were 
actively 

working on 
this) 

An emerging 
priority (we 
were making 

plans to 
work on 

this) 
Not a priority in 

2022-23 
CTE among student groups and 
special populations  

c. Incorporating CTE topics into the 
middle school grades (grades 5-8) ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Developing and/or implementing 
work-based learning opportunities 
at the secondary level 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Developing and/or implementing 
opportunities to accumulate college 
credit in high school 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Incorporating career exploration or 
planning into CTE at the secondary 
level 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Supporting state and local 
continuous improvement for 
secondary-level CTE 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Coordinating, matching, and sharing 
secondary-level data across state 
systems (e.g., a state longitudinal 
data system, workforce data, and 
other education data) 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Reporting data for the new state-
selected secondary-level quality 
measure

○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Section 3. Postsecondary CTE Policies and Practices 

3.1: Postsecondary: CTE Outreach and Access 
Postsecondary: CTE Outreach 

3.1.1a In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in postsecondary career and technical education (CTE)? 

Marketing or informational campaigns about the benefits of postsecondary CTE overall 
(e.g., TV, radio, print or digital ads, brochures sent to schools or to homes) 

By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities. 

o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.1b) 

3.1.2a. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected, skip to 3.1.4a) 
□ With other funding 

3.1.3a. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor statewide marketing or informational campaigns about the 
benefits of postsecondary CTE overall? 

o Yes 
o No 

3.1.4a. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how statewide 
marketing or informational campaigns about the benefits of postsecondary CTE 
overall were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families 
o Activities often targeted 
o Activities sometimes targeted 
o Activities rarely targeted 
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 3.1.1b) 

3.1.5a. In program year 2022-23, were statewide marketing or informational campaigns 
about the benefits of postsecondary CTE overall targeted to any of the following groups 
and special populations of students or families?  
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Special Populations Yes No 
l. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
m. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 

low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

n. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

o. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
p. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
q. English learners ○ ○ 
r. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
s. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
t. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

u. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 
Hispanic) ○ ○ 

3.1.1b In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in postsecondary career and technical education (CTE)? 

Summer CTE courses, "boot camps," or introductory short-term programs for 
postsecondary students 
By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities.  

o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.1c) 

3.1.2b. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected, skip to 3.1.4b) 
□ With other funding 

3.1.3b. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor statewide summer CTE courses, "boot camps," or introductory 
short-term programs for postsecondary students?  

o Yes 
o No 

3.1.4b. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how statewide 
summer CTE courses, "boot camps," or introductory short-term programs for 
postsecondary students were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 
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o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families 
o Activities often targeted 
o Activities sometimes targeted 
o Activities rarely targeted 
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 3.1.1c) 

3.1.5b. In program year 2022-23, were statewide summer CTE courses, "boot camps," or 
introductory short-term programs for postsecondary students targeted to any of the 
following groups and special populations of students or families?  

Special Populations Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 

low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
e. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
f. English learners ○ ○ 
g. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
h. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
i. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

j. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 
Hispanic) ○ ○ 

3.1.1c In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in postsecondary career and technical education (CTE)? 

Special state competitions, scholarships, or other recognition programs specifically for 
postsecondary CTE students 

By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities. 

o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.1d) 

3.1.2c. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected, skip to 3.1.4c) 
□ With other funding 

3.1.3c. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor statewide special state competitions, scholarships, or other 
recognition programs specifically for postsecondary CTE students?  

o Yes 
o No
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3.1.4c. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how statewide special 
state competitions, scholarships, or other recognition programs specifically for 
postsecondary CTE students were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families 
o Activities often targeted 
o Activities sometimes targeted 
o Activities rarely targeted 
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 3.1.1d) 

3.1.5c. In program year 2022-23, were statewide special state competitions, 
scholarships, or other recognition programs specifically for postsecondary CTE 
students targeted to any of the following groups and special populations of students or 
families?  
Special Populations Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including 

low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
e. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
f. English learners ○ ○ 
g. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
h. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
i. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

j. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 
Hispanic) ○ ○ 

3.1.1d In program year 2022-23, did your state sponsor the following type of activity statewide to 
encourage access to and participation in postsecondary career and technical education (CTE)? 

Other statewide activities for postsecondary students 

By “statewide” we mean activities conducted across most or all of the state.  
By “sponsor” we mean your state provided most or all of the funding.  
Please do not include local education agency- or school-sponsored activities. 

o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.6) 

If yes, please specify: ________________________________________  

3.1.2d. How was this funded? Select all that apply. 

□ With Perkins funding (If “with Perkins funding” not selected, skip to 3.1.4d)
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□ With other funding 

3.1.3d. In program year 2022-23, did your state use Perkins V state leadership funds [Perkins 
V, section 124] to sponsor the other statewide activities?  
o Yes 
o No 

3.1.4d. In program year 2022-23, which of the following best represents how the other 
statewide activities specified above were conducted? 

By “targeted,” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., 
invitations) or incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or 
families. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families 
o Activities often targeted 
o Activities sometimes targeted 
o Activities rarely targeted 
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) (if selected, skip to 3.1.6) 

3.1.5d. In program year 2022-23, were the other statewide activities specified above 
targeted to any of the following groups and special populations of students or families?  

Special Populations Yes No 
a. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
b. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, including low-

income youth and adults ○ ○ 

c. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing for 
nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
e. Out-of-workforce individuals ○ ○ 
f. English learners ○ ○ 
g. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
h. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system ○ ○ 
i. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed forces and is on 

active duty ○ ○ 

j. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Asian, 
Hispanic) ○ ○ 

Postsecondary: Strategies and Supports for CTE Access and Participation 

3.1.6. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations receiving Perkins funding to document and report CTE participation gaps for 
student groups or special populations? Select all that apply.  

□ Yes, they were required to report participation gaps to the state. 

□ Yes, they were required to report participation gaps to the public. 

□ No, they were not required to report participation gaps to the state or to the public.
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3.1.7a. In 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help postsecondary 
institutions or other organizations providing CTE assess or address gaps in CTE participation for 
student groups and special populations?  

Links to or reports on local CTE participation data for student groups or special 
populations (e.g., through dashboards or spreadsheets) 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.7b) 

3.1.8a. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to use or participate in the provided links to or reports on local 
CTE participation data for student groups or special populations? 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.7.b) 

3.1.9a. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to report to the state the results of using the provided links to or 
reports on local CTE participation data for student groups or special populations? 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded postsecondary institutions 
o No 

3.1.7b. In 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help postsecondary 
institutions or other organizations providing CTE assess or address gaps in CTE participation for 
student groups and special populations?  

A formula or other specific method to calculate a gap in participation for student groups 
and/or special populations 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.7c) 

3.1.8b. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to use or participate in the provided a formula or other specific 
method to calculate a gap in participation for student groups and/or special 
populations? 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.7c) 

3.1.9b. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to report to the state the results of using the provided a formula 
or other specific method to calculate a gap in participation for student groups 
and/or special populations? 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions
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o Yes, but only Perkins funded postsecondary institutions 
o No 

3.1.7c. In 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help postsecondary 
institutions or other organizations providing CTE assess or address gaps in CTE participation for 
student groups and special populations?  

Self-assessment questions or self-rating tools to examine the extent of the participation 
gap for each student group and special population  

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.7d) 

3.1.8c. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to use or participate in the provided self-assessment questions 
or self-rating tools to examine the extent of the participation gap for each student 
group and special population? 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.7d) 

3.1.9c. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to report to the state the results of using the provided self-
assessment questions or self-rating tools to examine the extent of the participation 
gap for each student group and special population?  

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded postsecondary institutions 
o No 

3.1.7d. In 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help postsecondary 
institutions or other organizations providing CTE assess or address gaps in CTE participation for 
student groups and special populations?  

Step-by-step process to examine barriers, accommodations, and/or supports for student 
groups and special populations that might affect their participation (e.g., instructions on 
how to conduct a root cause analysis) 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.7e) 

3.1.8d. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to use or participate in the provided step-by-step process to 
examine barriers, accommodations, and/or supports for student groups and 
special populations that might affect their participation? 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.7e)
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3.1.9d. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to report to the state the results of using the provided step-by-
step process to examine barriers, accommodations, and/or supports for student 
groups and special populations that might affect their participation? 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded postsecondary institutions 
o No 

3.1.7e. In 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help postsecondary 
institutions or other organizations providing CTE assess or address gaps in CTE participation for 
student groups and special populations?  

Workshops or training sessions on how to assess gaps in access or participation for 
student groups and special populations 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.7f) 

3.1.8e. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to use or participate in the provided workshops or training sessions 
on how to assess gaps in access or participation for student groups and special 
populations? 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.7f) 

3.1.9e. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to report to the state the results of using the provided workshops or 
training sessions on how to assess gaps in access or participation for student groups 
and special populations 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded postsecondary institutions 
o No 

3.1.7f. In 2021-22 or 2022-23, did your state provide the following resource to help postsecondary 
institutions or other organizations providing CTE assess or address gaps in CTE participation for 
student groups and special populations?  

Other resource 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 

If yes to either, please specify: _______________________________ 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.10) 

3.1.8f. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to use or participate in the provided other resource specified 
above in 3.1.7f? 
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o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins-funded postsecondary institutions 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.10) 

3.1.9f. In program year 2022-23, did your state require postsecondary institutions or other 
organizations providing CTE to report to the state the results of using the provided other 
resource specified above in3.1.7f? 

o Yes, all postsecondary institutions 
o Yes, but only Perkins funded postsecondary institutions 
o No 

If you do not require postsecondary institutions or other organizations receiving Perkins funding to 
document and report CTE participation gaps for student groups or special populations to the state 
(reported in question 3.1.6 above), please skip to question 3.1.11.  

3.1.10. In program year 2022-23, did your state take any of the following actions with 
postsecondary-level subgrantees that reported large CTE participation gaps among student groups 
or special populations? Select all that apply.  

□ Not applicable, no postsecondary-level subgrantees had large CTE participation gaps for student 
groups or special populations. 

□ We did not take any actions even though some postsecondary-level subgrantees had large CTE 
participation gaps for student groups or special populations. 

□ We required one or more postsecondary-level subgrantees to implement a plan to improve 
participation for certain student groups or special populations. 

□ We provided technical assistance to one or more postsecondary-level subgrantees to help them 
reduce participation gaps. 

□ We took another action. (please describe state policy: ______________________________) 

3.1.11. In program year 2022-23, did your state have a special populations coordinator at the 
postsecondary level? What was the job status of their position? 

o We had a full-time special population coordinator. 
o We had a part-time special population coordinator. 
o We did not have a special population coordinator. 

3.1.12a. Were there other state-level staff at the postsecondary level who have a key role in 
supporting or administering programs for one or more of the special populations? 

o Yes 
o No (If “no,” skip to 3.1.13) 

3.1.12b. Please sum the total amount of time spent by other state staff on special populations support 
or administration using full-time equivalent (FTE) units. Please enter 0 if no other state staff were 
assigned to such duties. 

_____ FTE at the postsecondary level 

If there is no special populations coordinator or other staff working on supporting or administering 
programs for special populations at the post-secondary level, skip to 3.2.1. 
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3.1.13. In program year 2022-23, were your state’s staff that were assigned coordinator responsibilities 
related to postsecondary-level special populations and CTE responsible for any of the following 
activities?  

Activities Yes No 
a. Collaborating with groups that understand the needs, concerns, and 

interests of Perkins’ special populations at the postsecondary level ○ ○ 

b. Reviewing regulations, policies, and practices regarding the 
recruitment and participation of special populations in CTE at the 
postsecondary level 

○ ○ 

c. Identifying and disseminating promising strategies to increase CTE 
participation among special populations at the postsecondary level ○ ○ 

d. Assessing gaps in CTE participation among special populations at 
the postsecondary level ○ ○ 

e. Monitoring methods of administration (MOA) at the postsecondary 
level ○ ○ 

f. Providing professional development at the state and/or local levels 
regarding strategies to promote CTE participation and success 
among special populations at the postsecondary level 

○ ○ 

g. Other activity (specify): ○ ○ 

3.1.14. Which of these was their primary coordination responsibility related to postsecondary-level 
special populations in program year 2022-23?  

Consider any of the responsibilities identified above in 3.1.13. 

Responsibilities Check if Yes 
a. Collaborating with groups that understand the needs, concerns, and interests 

of Perkins’ special populations at the postsecondary level ○ 

b. Reviewing regulations, policies, and practices regarding the recruitment and 
participation of special populations in CTE at the postsecondary level ○ 

c. Identifying and disseminating promising strategies to increase CTE 
participation among special populations at the postsecondary level ○ 

d. Assessing gaps in CTE participation among special populations at the 
postsecondary level ○ 

e. Monitoring methods of administration (MOA) at the postsecondary level ○ 
f. Providing professional development at the state and/or local levels regarding 

strategies to promote CTE participation and success among special 
populations at the postsecondary level 

○ 

g. Other activity (specified above in 3.1.13) ○ 

3.2: Postsecondary: State Requirements for Local Programs 
3.2.1. In your state, did postsecondary-level applicants for program year 2022-2023 career and 

technical education (CTE) funds have to meet any of the following requirements to receive Perkins 
funding or other (i.e., non-Perkins) funding?  

Other, non-Perkins funding could include state CTE funds, state workforce development funds, 
state funds for postsecondary education, or federal funds other than Perkins (e.g., WIOA).  
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Response Options 

To Receive 
Perkins 
Funding 

 To Receive 
Other 

Funding 
Yes No Yes No 

a. Provide career guidance and counseling to all students ○ ○ ○ ○ 
b. Provide career guidance and counseling to targeted student 

groups and special populations ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Offer at least one CTE program that is consistent with the state 
Perkins definitions and criteria for high-skill, high-wage, 
and/or in-demand occupations and industries 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Offer at least one CTE program aligned with a state-developed 
POS ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Demonstrate employer advisor and/or employer advisory 
committee commitment and ongoing input into at least one 
CTE program’s curriculum and activities 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Offer at least one CTE program that prepares participating 
students for an industry-recognized certification or credential ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Other requirement (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ 

If no requirements listed in 2.2.1 were required to receive Perkins V funding, skip to 3.3.1. 

3.2.2. For those requirements that you indicated in the previous question postsecondary-level 
applicants for program year 2022-23 CTE funds had to meet for at least one CTE program to receive 
Perkins funding: Did your state require institutions to meet these requirements for all of their CTE 
programs?  

Response Options 

Required for 
Perkins 
Funding 

Yes No 
a. All CTE programs are consistent with the state Perkins definitions and criteria 

for high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand occupations and industries ○ ○ 

b. All CTE programs are aligned with a state-developed POS ○ ○ 
c. Demonstrate employer advisor and/or employer advisory committee 

commitment and ongoing input into all CTE programs’ curriculum and activities ○ ○ 

d. All CTE programs prepare participating students for an industry-recognized 
certification or credential ○ ○ 

3.3: Postsecondary: CTE Data Collection and Reporting for 
Performance and Accountability  

3.3.1. How many local applications for Perkins V postsecondary-level funding did your state agency 
receive for program year 2022–23, and how many of these were approved or disapproved?  

a. Total number received _____ 
b. Number approved as originally submitted _____ 
c. Number approved after revision and re-submission _____ 
d. Number disapproved ______ (If “0” were disapproved, skip to 3.3.3)
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3.3.2. What were the principal reasons for disapproval of an application at the postsecondary level 
in program year 2022-23? Select all that apply.  

□ No description or inadequate description of local plans for allocating funds 
□ No description or inadequate description of local plans for collecting accountability data 
□ No description or inadequate description of how the proposed programs or investments align to 

the results of the comprehensive local needs assessment (CLNA) 
□ Program determined to lack sufficient size 
□ Program determined to lack sufficient scope 
□ Program determined to lack sufficient quality 

3.3.3. Consider the postsecondary institutions in your state that did not apply for Perkins funding in 
2022-23. Are the following common reasons these postsecondary institutions did not apply?  

Reasons 

Not a 
Common 
Reason 

A Reason 
Some 

Institutions 
Do not 
Apply 

A Reason 
Many 

Institutions 
Do not 
Apply 

Don’t 
Know 

a. Career and technical 
education (CTE) programs 
offered by these 
postsecondary institutions 
lack sufficient size, scope 
or quality necessary to 
qualify for Perkins 

o o o o 

b. Requirements for labor 
market assessment and 
alignment are too 
burdensome 

o o o o 

c. Requirements for 
accountability reporting 
are too burdensome 

o o o o 

d. The required 
comprehensive local needs 
assessment (CLNA) is too 
burdensome. 

o o o o 

e. These postsecondary 
institutions receive 
sufficient CTE funding from 
other sources. 

o o o o 

f. These postsecondary 
institutions don’t offer 
CTE programming. 

o o o o 

g. Other reason (specify): ○ o o ○
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3.3.4. In program year 2022-23, did your state define which courses or students count toward 
postsecondary-level CTE concentrator status in any of the following ways?  

3.3.5. In program year 2022-23, how confident were you that the data your state was collecting from 
postsecondary institutions for each of the following Perkins indicators of performance 
accurately reflected local performance?  

Performance 
Indicators 

Not 
Confident 

Slightly 
Confident 

Moderately 
Confident 

Very 
Confident 

Extremely 
Confident 

Don’t 
Know 

a. 1P1: Retention in 
postsecondary 
education 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. 1P1: Placement 
in advanced 
training 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. 1P1: Placement 
in the military ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. 1P1: Placement 
in employment ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. 1P1: Placement 
in service 
program 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. 2P1: Earned 
recognized 
postsecondary 
credential 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. 3P1: Non-
traditional 
program 
concentration 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3.3.6. In program year 2022-23, how confident were you that postsecondary institutions could 
report complete and accurate data for the following special populations, as defined by Perkins V?  

Special Populations 
Not 

Confident 
Slightly 

Confident 
Moderately 
Confident 

Very 
Confident 

Extremely 
Confident 

Don’t 
Know 

a. Individuals with 
disabilities ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Individuals from 
economically ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Response Option Yes No 
a. Academic or general education courses within a CTE program or 

program of study are excluded from the 12-credit threshold. ○ ○ 

b. Students must be part of a specified entering cohort or have enrolled 
within a given number of years ○ ○ 

c. Students must attain the 12-credit threshold within a given number of 
years following matriculation ○ ○ 

d. Students must participate in a CTE program or programs of study that 
culminates in the attainment of a recognized postsecondary credential ○ ○ 

e. Other way (specify): ○ ○ 
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Special Populations 
Not 

Confident 
Slightly 

Confident 
Moderately 
Confident 

Very 
Confident 

Extremely 
Confident 

Don’t 
Know 

disadvantaged 
families, including 
low-income youth 
and adults 

c. Individuals who 
are or might be 
interested in 
preparing for 
nontraditional 
occupational fields 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Single parents, 
including single 
pregnant women 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Out-of-workforce 
individuals ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. English learners ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
g. Homeless 

individuals ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Youth who are in, 
or have aged out 
of, the foster care 
system 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Youth with a 
parent who is a 
member of the 
armed forces and 
is on active duty 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

j. Individuals from 
specific 
racial/ethnic 
groups (e.g., 
Black, Asian, 
Hispanic) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3.4: Postsecondary: Challenges and Priorities 
We are interested in your perceptions and opinions in these next few items. Your candid views are 
important to us. We will aggregate these responses so that individual states’ responses cannot be 
identified. 

Postsecondary: Challenges 

3.4.1. In program year 2022-23, to what extent did your state agency face challenges in its efforts to 
improve CTE in these ways at the postsecondary level? 

By “challenging” we mean the complexity state career and technical education (CTE) staff faced 
in tackling an issue, the level of effort required by state CTE staff, and/or the number of obstacles 
state CTE staff faced. 
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Response 
Options 

Not at all 
Challenging 

Slightly 
Challenging 

Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
applicable, 
we did not 
attempt to 

do this. 
a. Aligning CTE 

programs to 
labor market 
demand at the 
postsecondary 
level 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Improving 
access to, 
participation, 
and outcomes in 
postsecondary 
CTE among 
student groups 
and special 
populations 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Developing 
and/or 
implementing 
work-based 
learning 
opportunities at 
the 
postsecondary 
level 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Incorporating 
career 
exploration or 
planning into 
postsecondary 
CTE 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Supporting state 
and local 
continuous 
improvement for 
postsecondary 
CTE 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Coordinating, 
matching, and 
sharing 
postsecondary 
data across state 
systems (e.g., a 
state 
longitudinal data 
system, 
workforce data, 
and other 
education data)

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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3.4.2. In program year 2022-23, which of these activities was the most challenging? 

Response Options Check if Yes 
a. Aligning CTE programs to labor market demand at the 

postsecondary level ○ 

b. Improving access to, participation, and outcomes in postsecondary 
CTE among student groups and special populations ○ 

c. Developing and/or implementing work-based learning opportunities 
at the postsecondary level ○ 

d. Incorporating career exploration/planning into postsecondary CTE ○ 
e. Supporting state and local continuous improvement for 

postsecondary CTE ○ 

f. Coordinating, matching, and sharing postsecondary data across state 
systems (e.g., a state longitudinal data system, workforce data, and 
other education data) 

○ 

Postsecondary: Priorities 

3.4.3. In program year 2022-23, to what extent did your state agency prioritize or focus on these efforts 
to improve CTE in these ways at the postsecondary level? 

Please select no more than three of these efforts for the highest category, “One of the top three 
priorities for our state at the postsecondary level.”  

Efforts 

One of the top 
three 

priorities for 
our state at 

the 
postsecondary 

level 

A priority 
(we were 
actively 
working 
on this) 

An emerging 
priority (we 
were making 
plans to move 
this forward) 

Not a 
priority in 

2022-23 
a. Aligning CTE programs to labor 

market demand at the 
postsecondary level 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Improving access to, participation, 
and outcomes in postsecondary 
CTE among student groups and 
special populations 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Developing and/or implementing 
work-based learning opportunities 
at the postsecondary level 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Incorporating career exploration 
or planning into postsecondary 
CTE 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Supporting state and local 
continuous improvement for 
postsecondary CTE 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Coordinating, matching, and 
sharing postsecondary data across 
state systems (e.g., a state 
longitudinal data system, 
workforce data, and other 
education data)

○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Section 4: Funding for CTE 
Amount of Funding Received for CTE 

4.1.1. What was the total dollar amount your state had available in program year 2022-23 to support 
career and technical education (CTE) overall – from governmental (federal, state, and local) and other 
sources (e.g., foundations)?  

TOTAL FUNDING $|__|__|__|,|__|__|__|,|__|__|__| 

4.1.2. How much of your state’s program year 2022-23 CTE funding overall came from each of the 
following sources?  

Please enter “0” if no dollars came from a funding source. 

Funding Source Dollars 
a. Federal funds (all sources, including Perkins, ESSA, HEA, 

IDEA, WIOA, etc.) 
$ 

b. State funds (all sources, including formula, discretionary, 
or other funds) 

$ 

c. All other funds (e.g., private foundations) $ 
     TOTAL FUNDING $ 

4.1.3. In program year 2022-23, how many full-time equivalent (FTE) units did the state agency have 
whose primary purpose was to plan, coordinate, administer, or oversee CTE?  

a. FTEs for staff who only on secondary CTE: ____ 
b. FTEs for staff who work only on postsecondary CTE: ____ 
c. FTEs for staff who work on both secondary and postsecondary CTE: ____ 

Use of the Reserve Fund 

4.1.4. In program year 2022-23, did your state use the option to create a reserve fund [section 112(c) 
of Perkins V], from the state Perkins allotment intended for local subgrantees?  

o Yes 
o No (If No, skip to 4.1.7) 

4.1.5. In program year 2022-23, how much of your state’s reserve fund was allocated to the following 
areas via alternative formulas or competitive grants?  

Response Options Dollars 
a. Areas with disparities or gaps in performance $ 
b. Rural areas $ 
c. Areas with high percentages or numbers of CTE 

concentrators or participants 
$ 

4.1.6. In program year 2022-23, did your state allocate reserve fund dollars specifically for any of 
the following purposes?  
Response Options Yes No 
a. Supporting CTE in the middle grades (grades 5-8) ○ ○ 
b. Supporting preparing individuals for nontraditional fields ○ ○ 
c. Supporting development of programs of study (POS) aligned with labor 

market needs
○ ○ 
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d. Supporting implementation of POS aligned with labor market needs ○ ○ 
e. Other purpose (specify): ○ ○ 

Use of the Leadership Fund 

4.1.7. In program year 2022-23, did your state allocate leadership funds [section 124 of Perkins V] 
specifically for any of the following purposes?  

Response Options Yes No 
a. Support for non-traditional fields in current and emerging profession ○ ○ 
b. Recruit, prepare, or retain CTE teachers and faculty ○ ○ 
c. Promote statewide CTE programs and POS aligned with high-skill, high-

wage, or in-demand occupations or industry sectors 
○ ○ 

d. Establish statewide industry sector partnerships ○ ○ 
e. Partner with qualified intermediaries to develop public/private partnerships ○ ○ 
f. Support statewide CTE programs for the middle school grades ○ ○ 
g. Provide technical assistance or resources to subgrantees to support CTE 

programs for the middle school grades 
○ ○ 

h. Provide technical assistance or resources to subgrantees on career 
exploration and planning 

○ ○ 

i. Recruit special populations into CTE ○ ○ 
j. Increase knowledge of high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand industries and 

occupations among special populations ○ ○ 

k. Increase access to, student engagement in, or success in STEM among 
special populations 

○ ○ 

l. Support student organizations to increase CTE participation by special 
populations 

○ ○ 

m. Support areas with performance gaps ○ ○ 
n. Support accelerated learning programs, such as dual/concurrent enrollment ○ ○ 
o. Establish or expand work-based learning opportunities ○ ○ 
p. Integrate employability skills into CTE programs or POS ○ ○ 
q. Implement CTE programs in correctional institutions ○ ○ 
r. Implement CTE programs in juvenile justice facilities ○ ○ 
s. Implement CTE programs in institutions that serve individuals with 

disabilities 
○ ○ 

t. Award incentive grants to subgrantees for exemplary performance ○ ○ 
u. Other purpose (specify): ○ ○ 

E.2  NECTEP District Survey 
Section 1: Introduction 

Please take a moment and complete the information below before proceeding with the survey. 
First name:   __________________  
Last name:    __________________  
Email:   __________________  
Phone number:  __________________  
Title:    __________________  
Number of years at local education agency (LEA) in this or similar role: ________________ 

Response Options Yes No 
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A. Did your LEA receive a Perkins grant or participate in a consortium of at least one other LEA or entity 
that received a Perkins grant to support career and technical education (CTE) in the most recent 
program years, 2021-22 or 2022-23? 

 
School Year Yes No 
a. 2021-22 o  o  
b. 2022-23 o  o  

(If no for 2022-23, skip to C.) 
 
B. What type of Perkins grant did your LEA receive or participate in for program year 2022-23? 

 
o My LEA received its own Perkins grant award. 
o My LEA received or participated in a Perkins consortium grant award with at least one other LEA 

or entity. 
 

Go to question 1 on the next page.   
 

C. Why did your LEA not receive or participate in Perkins funding in program year 2022-23? Select all 
that apply. 

 
□ My LEA decided not to apply for Perkins funding because the comprehensive local needs 

assessment (CLNA) that was required as part of the funding application process was too 
burdensome. 

□ The CTE programming that my LEA intended to provide involved too few students or separate 
programs to meet my state’s definition of size, scope, and quality of CTE programming.  

□ My LEA did not meet other application requirements. 
□ My LEA did not apply for or receive Perkins funding for another reason.  

(specify): ____________________________________________  
 
Exit survey.  
 
If your LEA received or participated in a Perkins consortium grant, please answer the survey 
questions as best you can solely about your LEA’s CTE programs and the decisions, processes, and 
practices on behalf of those programs. If there was a mutual decision, process, or practice with other 
LEAs or entities, please answer the question as best you can about your LEA’s experiences using the 
shared decision, process, or practice. 
 

Section 2: CTE Outreach and Access 
 

1. In program year 2022-23, did your LEA sponsor any of the following types of activity to 
encourage access to and participation in CTE? If so, were Perkins funds used to support the 
activity?  

 
By “sponsor” we mean your LEA provided most or all of the funding, whether from Perkins funds or other 
sources. Please do not include school-sponsored activities or regular efforts by your LEA to notify students 
and parents about course offerings more broadly. 
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Activities Yes No 

(If yes) Check the 
box if Perkins 

funds were used 
to support the 

activity. 
a. Marketing or informational campaigns about the 

benefits of secondary CTE overall (e.g., TV, 
radio, print or digital ads, brochures sent to 
schools or to homes) 

○ ○ □  

b. Marketing or informational campaigns promoting 
CTE programs in particular industries or 
occupations 

○ ○ □  

c. Summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory 
short-term programs for middle school 
students 

○ ○ □  

d. Summer CTE courses, camps, or introductory 
short-term programs for high school students ○ ○ □  

e. Special competitions, scholarships, or other 
recognition programs specifically for secondary 
CTE participants 

○ ○ □  

f. Reduction or elimination of out-of-pocket expenses 
for participating in CTE (e.g., fees, transportation, 
childcare) 

○ ○ □  

g. Engagement with community-based organizations 
or other groups to work on overcoming barriers to 
CTE access  

○ ○ □  

h. Other outreach activity (specify): ○ ○ □  
 
If you answered “No” to all of question 1 (a–h), skip to question 4.  

2. Overall in program year 2022-23, how often were activities to encourage access to or 
participation in CTE targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families, as 
opposed to being made available to all? 

 
By “targeted” we mean that materials or communications about the activities (e.g., invitations) or 
incentives to participate were sent only to specific groups of students or families.  
Consider the extent of targeting across all the outreach activities your LEA sponsored. 

o Activities always targeted to specific groups or special populations of students or families  
o Activities often targeted  
o Activities sometimes targeted  
o Activities rarely targeted  
o Activities always made universally available; (i.e., never targeted) If selected, skip to 

question 4. 
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3. In program year 2022-23, to which groups or special populations of students or families were any 
of these activities targeted in your LEA? 

Special Populations Yes No 
l. Individuals with disabilities ○ ○ 
m. Individuals from economically disadvantaged families, 

including low-income youth and adults ○ ○ 

n. Individuals who are or might be interested in preparing 
for nontraditional occupational fields ○ ○ 

o. Single parents, including single pregnant women ○ ○ 
p. Out-of-workforce individuals   
q. English learners ○ ○ 
r. Homeless individuals ○ ○ 
s. Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care 

system ○ ○ 

t. Youth with a parent who is a member of the armed 
forces and is on active duty ○ ○ 

u. Migrant students ○ ○ 
v. Individuals from specific racial/ethnic groups (e.g., 

Black, Asian, Hispanic) ○ ○ 

 

The next two questions ask about resources your LEA may have used or activities your LEA may have 
carried out in program year 2021-22 or 2022-23.   

 
4. In either program year 2022-23 or 2021-22, did your LEA use any of the following resources to 

assess or try to address gaps in CTE participation for specific student groups or special 
populations? If so, check the box if the resource was provided by your state. 

 

Resources Yes No 

(If yes) Check 
the box if the 
resource was 
provided by 
your state. 

a. Links to or reports on CTE participation data for 
student groups or special populations (e.g., 
through dashboards or spreadsheets) 

○ ○ □  

b. A formula or other specific method to calculate a 
gap in participation for student groups and/or 
special populations  

○ ○ □  

c. Self-assessment questions or self-rating tools to 
examine the extent of the participation gap for each 
student group or special population  

○ ○ □  

d. Step-by-step procedures to examine barriers, 
accommodations, and/or supports for student 
groups or special populations (e.g., instructions on 
how to conduct a root cause analysis) 

○ ○ □  

e. Workshops or training sessions on how to assess 
gaps in access or participation for student groups 
or special populations   

○ ○ □  

f. Other resource (specify):  ○ ○ □  
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5. In program year 2022-23 or 2021-22, did your LEA carry out any of the following activities to 
assess or try to address gaps in CTE participation for specific student groups or special 
populations? If so, check the box if the activity was a state requirement. 

Activities Yes No 

(If yes) Check 
the box if the 
activity was a 

state 
requirement. 

a. Examine barriers, accommodations, or needed 
supports for student groups or special 
populations 

○ ○ □ 

b. Report on your progress addressing barriers or 
providing accommodations ○ ○ □ 

c. Other activity (specify): ○ ○ □

Section 3: CTE and Labor Market Needs  
6. In what year was your most recent comprehensive local needs assessment (CLNA) completed or 

updated? 

By “CLNA” we mean a process where your LEA examines student CTE performance by groups and 
describes how well your CTE programs meet student needs and are aligned to local in-demand 
occupations.  

o 2022-23 
o 2021-22 
o 2020-21 
o 2019-20 
o A CLNA was conducted, but I don’t know in which year. 
o A CLNA has not been conducted. (If selected, skip to question 11.) 

7. To what extent did any of the following groups participate in your LEA’s most recent CLNA 
process (e.g., by submitting comments, contributing to meeting discussion, or providing, 
analyzing, or interpreting data)? 

Groups Not at All 
Small 
Extent 

Moderate 
Extent 

Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 

a. Employers or employer groups ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
b. Local or regional workforce entities 

(e.g., local workforce development 
boards or local/regional economic 
development agencies) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Postsecondary institutions ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
d. Students ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
e. Parents ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
f. Representatives of special populations 

(e.g., single parents including single 
pregnant women)

○ ○ ○ ○ ○
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g. Local agencies serving out-of-school, 
homeless, and/or at-risk youth. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Other group (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. In program year 2012 or 2022-23, did your LEA use any of the following resources to help 
determine whether your CTE programs and programs of study (POS) are aligned with labor 
market information? If yes, check the box if the resource was provided by your state. 

9. In program year 2022-23 or 2021-22, did your LEA collaborate with any of the following groups 
about CTE programs or program offerings? If yes, to what extent did the CLNA process make it 
easier to work with representatives from each group? 

Groups 

Did your LEA 
collaborate with 

this group? 

(If yes) To what extent did the CLNA process make 
it easier to work with representatives from this 

group? 

Yes No 
Not at 

All 
Small 
Extent 

Moderate 
Extent 

Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 

a. Postsecondary institutions ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
b. Employer or industry 

groups ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Groups representing 
special populations ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

10. In program year 2022-23 or 2021-22, did your LEA identify a need to make any of the following 
changes to your CTE programs or program offerings? If yes, to what extent did the most recent 
CLNA process help your LEA identify the need to make this change?

Resources Yes No 

(If yes) Check 
the box if your 
state provided 
the resource. 

a. Definition of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand occupations or industry sectors at the state 
level 

○ ○ □ 

b. Lists of high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand 
occupations or industry sectors at the state level ○ ○ □ 

c. Lists of high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand 
occupations or industry sectors at the regional and/or 
local levels 

○ ○ □ 

d. Tools to assess the alignment between CTE 
programs/POS and high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-
demand occupations or industry sectors 

○ ○ □ 

e. Free access to EMSI, Burning Glass, or other real-
time labor market data ○ ○ □ 

f. Employment (job growth) projections by occupation 
or industry sector ○ ○ □ 

g. Reports or profiles of high-skill, high-wage, and/or 
in-demand CTE occupations and/or industry sectors ○ ○ □ 

h. Other resource (specify): ○ ○ □

Groups Not at All 
Small 
Extent 

Moderate 
Extent 

Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 
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Changes 

Did your LEA 
identify a need to 

make this 
change? 

(If yes) To what extent did the CLNA process help your 
LEA identify the need to make this change? 

Yes No 
Not at 

All 
Small 
Extent 

Moderate 
Extent 

Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 

a. Develop new programs 
or POS to offer ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Make changes or 
updates to existing 
programs or POS 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Phase out or remove 
existing programs or 
POS from those your 
LEA offered 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Identify the types of 
CTE educators to target 
for recruitment 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Section 4: CTE Programs and Programs of Study (POS) 
CTE programs and programs of study (POS) refer to CTE programs that include a sequence of courses 
that build skills in a specific career or occupational area. Questions in this section refer to CTE 
programs and POS, not to individual course offerings in occupational areas that may be available in 
your LEA. Be sure to consider only full CTE programs and POS, not individual CTE-related courses, 
when answering these questions.  
The next few questions ask about program year 2022-23. 

11. In program year 2022-23, did your LEA offer CTE programs or POS at any of the following 
locations? 

Locations Yes No 
a. At a juvenile justice facility or correctional institution ○ ○ 
b. At an educational institution solely dedicated to serving individuals 

with disabilities ○ ○ 

12. In program year 2022-23, at which of the following locations did your LEA offer CTE programs or 
POS to high school students? Indicate yes or no for each item. 

Locations Yes No 
a. At all of your LEA’s regular (comprehensive) high schools ○ ○ 
b. At some, but not all, of your LEA’s regular (comprehensive) high 

schools ○ ○ 

c. At another LEA’s regular (comprehensive) high schools ○ ○ 
d. At a CTE-focused high school that students attend full time ○ ○ 
e. At a CTE center that students attend part time (for example, 

students spend half the day at the CTE center and half at the regular 
high school) 

○ ○ 

f. At a 2-year community or technical college ○ ○ 
g. At a 4-year college or university ○ ○ 
h. Other location (specify): ○ ○ 
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13. In program year 2022-23, how many different CTE programs or POS did schools in your LEA 
offer? 

If multiple schools in your LEA offer the same program or POS, please count it as “1”. 

Number: ____  

14. In program year 2022-23, how many different CTE programs or POS did schools in your LEA 
offer in each of the following career clusters, and how many of these were supported with Perkins 
funds? 

Please use the categories below that are closest to those of your CTE programs or POS. 
If a program or POS spans or fits in two of the categories listed below, count it in both. 
Additionally, please count each offered program or POS as “1,” even if it is offered at multiple schools in your 
LEA. 
Enter “0” if there are no programs or POS in a career cluster. 

(For each career cluster, the number of different CTE programs or POS supported with Perkins 
funds should not exceed the number of different programs or POS.) 

Career Cluster 

Number of 
Different CTE 

Programs or POS 
Offered (enter “0” 
if there are none) 

IF > 0 
Number of Different 

CTE Programs or POS 
Supported With 

Perkins Funds (enter 
“0” if there are none) 

a. Agricultural, Food, and Natural Resources 

b. Architecture and Construction 
c. Arts, Audio/Video Technology and 

Communications 
d. Business Management and Administration 
e. Education and Training 

f. Government and Public Administration 
g. Finance 
h. Health Science 
i. Hospitality and Tourism 
j. Human Services 
k. Information Technology 

l. Law, Public Safety, Corrections, and Security 
m. Manufacturing 
n. Marketing 
o. Science, Technology, Engineering and 

Mathematics 
p. Transportation, Distribution, and Logistics 
q. Other career cluster (specify) 
r. TOTAL number of CTE programs or POS 
offered
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The previous questions referred to program year 2022-23. The following two questions ask about CTE 
enrollment in program year 2021-22.  

15. This question focuses on the 5 CTE programs or POS in your LEA regardless of their industry sector 
or career cluster with the highest enrollment in program year 2021-22. Please provide the 
requested enrollment information for each program or POS. 

A Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) code is a six-digit number that identifies instructional 
programs. Click here to search for the CIP code for a program, if needed. If you cannot identify the 
appropriate CIP code using the provided link, you may leave the CIP code blank. 

If your LEA offered 5 or fewer CTE programs or POS in program year 2020-21, please respond about all of 
your CTE programs and POS in that program year. 

Name of CTE 
Program or POS Career Cluster 

Classification of 
Instructional 

Programs (CIP) 
Code 

Total 
Number of 
Students 
Enrolled 

Number of 
Students 

From Special 
Populations 

Enrolled 

Number of 
CTE 

Concentrator 
s 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

16. In program year 2021-22, what was your LEA's total: 

Response Options Number 
a. Number of secondary (grades 9-12) CTE participants 
b. Number of secondary (grades 9-12) CTE concentrators 

The following questions refer to program years 2021-22 or 2022-23. 

If question 13 = 0, skip question 17.  

17. (If question 13 > 0) Earlier you noted that your LEA offered {fill # from question 13} different CTE 
programs or POS in program year 2022-23. How many of these programs or POS were created or 
newly implemented in in program year 2021-22 or 2022-23? 

(If question 13 was skipped) How many of the programs that your LEA offered in program year 2022-
23 were created or newly implemented in program year 2021-22 or 2022-23?  

CTE program or POS: _____  
o Don’t know

https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/cipcode/Default.aspx?y=56
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18. In program years 2022-23 or 2021-22, to what extent did each of the following factors influence your 
LEA’s decision on whether to add a new CTE program or POS for high school students? 

Factors 
Not 

at All 
Small 
Extent 

Moderate 
Extent 

Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 

a. Student interest ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
b. Facilities or space considerations (for 

example, whether appropriate space is 
available) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Costs for new program or POS ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
d. Availability of qualified teachers ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
e. Availability of curriculum or instructional 

materials ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Information on which industries and 
occupations are in demand ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Recommendations from employers or 
employer groups ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Recommendations from postsecondary 
institution(s) ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Recommendations from parents ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
j. Recommendations from local or regional 

workforce entities (e.g., local workforce 
development boards, local or regional 
economic development agencies) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

k. Recommendations from representatives of 
special populations (e.g., single parents, 
including single pregnant women 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

l. Recommendations from local agencies 
serving out-of-school, homeless, and/or at-
risk youth 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

m. Recommendations from your state 
department of education ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

n. Other factor (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

19. How many CTE programs or POS did your LEA phase out or remove in 2022-23 or 2021-22? 

CTE program or POS _____ (If “0”, skip to question 21.) 
o Don’t know 

20. List all the CTE programs or POS in your LEA that were phased out or removed in 2022-23 or 
2021-22 and provide the career cluster for each program. 

Name of CTE program or POS Career cluster 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5.
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Name of CTE program or POS Career cluster 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 

21. In program years 2022-23 and 2021-22, to what extent did each of the following factors influence 
your LEA’s decision on whether to phase out or remove a CTE program or POS for high school 
students? 

Factors 
Not at 

All 
Small 
Extent 

Moderat 
e Extent 

Large 
Extent 

Very 
Large 
Extent 

a. Enrollment or student interest ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
b. Facilities or space considerations (for 

example, facilities are outdated, space is 
needed for other purposes) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Cost of program or POS ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
d. Availability of qualified teachers ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
e. Whether meets your state’s definitions for 

high-skill, high-wage, and/or in-demand 
occupations or industry sectors 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Recommendations from employers or 
employer groups ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Recommendations from postsecondary 
institution(s) ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Recommendations from parents ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
i. Recommendations from local or regional 

workforce entities (e.g., local workforce 
development boards, local or regional 
economic development agencies) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

j. Recommendations from representatives of 
special populations ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

k. Recommendations from your state 
department of education ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

l. Other factor (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

22. Does your LEA currently have a database system that has any of the following capabilities for 
tracking and reporting the number of students enrolled in CTE programs or POS? 

Response Options Yes No N/A 
a. Total number of students enrolled in each CTE program 

or POS ○ ○ 

b. Number of students enrolled in each CTE program or 
POS, separately for those in each Perkins-specified 
special population group

○ ○ 
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Response Options Yes No N/A 
c. Number of students enrolled in each CTE program or 

POS, separately by school ○ ○ ○ 

d. Number of concentrators enrolled in each CTE program 
or POS ○ ○ 

Section 5: Selected CTE Strategies and Practices 
(If, in question 13, you indicated that your LEA has 0 CTE programs or POS, skip to question 26.) 

23. In program year 2022-23, were the CTE programs or POS in your LEA required to satisfy any of the 
following criteria in order to be offered in your state? 

Please consider requirements for all CTE programs or POS, regardless of whether they were 
funded by Perkins. 
Response Options Yes No 
i. Meets your state’s definitions or criteria for high skill/high 

wage/high demand, if any ○ ○ 

j. Is aligned with a state-developed POS ○ ○ 
k. Includes a sequence of at least 2 full-year courses (4 semesters) 

in the same career or occupational area at the high school level ○ ○ 

l. Is taught by teachers with a relevant occupational certification 
or demonstration of experience ○ ○ 

m. Identifies the specific local postsecondary institutions that offer 
related programs 

○ ○ 

24. In program year 2022-23, were the CTE programs or POS in your LEA required to include any of the 
following components in order to be offered in your state? 

Please consider requirements for all CTE programs or POS, regardless of whether they were 
funded by Perkins. 
Response Options Yes No 
a. Integrated career exploration and guidance activities ○ ○ 
b. A series of work-based learning experiences offered to all 

participating students ○ ○ 

c. A dual/concurrent enrollment or dual credit course option, if 
there is one relevant to the program available through your 
state or local arrangements 

○ ○ 

d. Career and Technical Student Organization (CTSO) affiliation ○ ○ 
n. Completion of a high school capstone or final project, including 

a presentation or demonstration to local employers ○ ○ 

o. Input on program instruction from an employer advisor or 
advisory committee ○ ○ 

p. Attainment of an industry-recognized credential ○ ○ 

25. For CTE programs or POS offered in program year 2022-23 that include attainment of an industry-
recognized credential, to what extent are the credentials valued by employers as they make hiring 
and salary decisions? 

o Very large extent 
o Large extent
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o Moderate extent 
o Small extent 
o Not at all 
o Not applicable, none of the programs or POS include attainment of an industry-recognized 

credential 
o Don’t know 

26. In program year 2022-23, did your LEA offer the following types of middle grades (grades 5-8) 
courses or activities, and were students required to participate? 

Courses or Activities 

Offered, 
and all 

students 
were 

required to 
participate. 

 Offered, 
but 

students 
were not 

required to 
participate. 

Not 
offered 

a. Exploration of careers across industry clusters ○ ○ ○ 
b. Development of digital literacy skills ○ ○ ○ 
c. Development of employability skills ○ ○ ○ 
d. Work-based learning opportunities in selected 

industries ○ ○ ○ 
e. After-school classes specifically in CTE ○ ○ ○ 
f. Introductory CTE program classes ○ ○ ○ 
g. Development of a high school graduation and/or 

college/career readiness plan ○ ○ ○ 
h. Career and Technical Student Organization(s) ○ ○ ○ 
i. Other course or activity (specify): ○ ○ 

27. In program year 2022-23, did your LEA offer the following types of career guidance and exploration 
activities to high school students, and to what extent were students required to participate? 

Activities 

Offered, and 
all students 

were 
required to 
participate. 

Offered, but 
only students 

in CTE 
program/POS 
were required 
to participate. 

Offered, but 
students 
were not 

required to 
participate. 

Not 
offered 

a. Career development, planning, 
or exploration courses ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Career days (with guest 
speakers) ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Career fairs (with local business 
represented) ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Workplace tours ○ ○ ○ ○ 
e. Job shadowing for career 

exploration ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Counselor meetings with 
individual students and parents 
to discuss career preparation 
and course selection 

○ ○ ○ 

○ 

g. Student development of a 
written course plan while in ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Activities 

Offered, and 
all students 

were 
required to 
participate. 

Offered, but 
only students 

in CTE 
program/POS 
were required 
to participate. 

Offered, but 
students 
were not 

required to 
participate. 

Not 
offered 

high school (e.g., an individual 
graduation plan) 

h. Exploration of non-traditional 
fields ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Student completion of a career 
interest assessment ○ ○ ○ ○ 

28. In program year 2022-23, did your LEA offer work-based learning opportunities to high 
school students, and to what extent were students required to participate? 

Work-Based Learning Opportunities 

Offered, 
and all 

students 
were 

required to 
participate. 

Offered, but 
only students 

in CTE 
program/POS 
were required 
to participate. 

 Offered, 
but students 

were not 
required to 
participate. 

Not 
offered 

a. Student-run enterprises or services ○ ○ ○ ○ 
b. Mentoring by local employers ○ ○ ○ ○ 
c. On-the-job training, internships, 

practicums, clinical experiences, or 
cooperative education (co-op) 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Pre-apprenticeship programs or youth 
apprenticeship programs ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Job shadowing for work-based 
learning ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Worksite visits for work-based 
learning ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Virtual or simulated workspaces ○ ○ ○ ○ 
h. Other work-based learning 

opportunity (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ 

If pre-apprenticeship programs or youth apprenticeship programs were not offered (question 28d), 
skip to question 30. 

29. In program year 2022-23, which of the following were required of pre-apprenticeship or youth 
apprenticeship programs offered in your LEA? Select all that apply 
□ Program offerings reflect local job demand, based on a review of labor market data and 

discussion with employer partners 
□ Programs use recruiting strategies to target students from under-represented populations 
□ Students take a career interest assessment to guide their program selections 
□ Programs feature classroom and on-the-job training curricula based on industry standards 
□ Programs include paid, on-the-job training



186 

□ Students are supervised by skilled employee mentors during on-the-job training 
□ Programs include articulation agreements for earning advanced credit or placement 
□ Programs encourage students to earn an industry-recognized credential while in the program 
□ Programs include a clear path for students to enter formal Registered Apprenticeships [A 

Registered Apprenticeship is an apprenticeship program that has been validated and approved 
by the U.S. Department of Labor or a State Apprenticeship Agency.] 

□ None of the above 

30. In program year 2022-23, did your LEA undertake any of the following activities pertaining to 
work-based learning? 

If your state uses the work-based learning Perkins program quality indicators, apply the definition 
of work-based learning your state uses for performance reporting. Otherwise, apply the definition 
your LEA typically uses. 

Response options Yes No 
a. Identify gaps in work-based learning participation by student 

groups or special populations ○ ○ 

b. Identify gaps in work-based learning participation by school or by 
program/POS ○ ○ 

c. Provide resources to help address gaps in work-based learning 
participation ○ ○ 

31. In program year 2022-23, did your LEA offer CTE dual or concurrent enrollment options to 
high school students, and to what extent were students required to participate? 

o Offered, and all students were required to participate. 
o Offered, but only students in CTE program/POS were required to participate. 
o Offered, but students were not required to participate. 
o Not offered (If not offered, skip to question 33.) 

32. In program year 2022-23, did your LEA undertake any of the following activities pertaining to 
CTE dual or concurrent enrollment? 
Response Options Yes No 
f. Identify gaps in CTE dual/concurrent enrollment participation by groups 

or special populations ○ ○ 

g. Identify gaps in CTE dual/concurrent enrollment participation by school 
or by program/POS ○ ○ 

h. Provide resources to help address gaps in CTE dual/concurrent 
enrollment participation ○ ○ 

Section 6: CTE Data Collection and Reporting for Performance and 
Accountability  
33. In program year 2022-23, was your LEA expected to meet performance targets or benchmarks for 

CTE student or program outcomes? 
o Yes, for all CTE programs and students 
o Yes, only for Perkins-funded CTE programs and students who participate in them 
o No (If “no” skip to question 37.) 
o Don’t know If (If “don't know” skip to question 37.)
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34. Did your LEA have any input into setting the performance targets? 
o Yes, we negotiated our targets with the state. 
o No, the targets were set by the state and negotiation was not allowed. 
o No, we let the state set our targets, although negotiation was allowed. 
o Other (specify): _________________________________________ 

35. In program year 2022-23, did your state agency communicate with your LEA about its 
performance data and/or whether your LEA did or did not achieve its annual targets? 

o Yes 
o No 

36. To what extent did your LEA use its prior year performance data in any of the following ways in 
program 2022-23 program year? 

Response Options 

Used not 
at All 

Used not 
Very Much 

Used 
Somewhat 

Used 
Quite a 

Bit 

Used to a 
Great Extent 

a. To identify CTE programs in 
need of improvement ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. To make CTE program funding 
decisions ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. To provide targeted technical 
assistance ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. To identify special population 
students not being adequately 
served 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Other way (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Section 7. Funding for CTE 

If your LEA received or participated in a Perkins consortium grant, please answer these questions as best 
you can about the funding your LEA spent or received.  

Note: Because consortium funding may be distributed to each member or used for common purposes, 
please answer these questions about your LEA’s share of the funding received or devoted to the common 
purpose.  

37. How much of your LEA’s 2022-23 CTE funding overall came from each of the following sources? 

Funding Sources Dollars 
a. Federal funds (all sources, including Perkins, ESSA, HEA, 

IDEA, WIOA, etc.) 
 $ 

b. State funds (all sources including formula, discretionary, or 
other funds) 

 $ 

c. Local funds (all sources)  $ 
d. All other funds (e.g., private foundation)  $ 
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38. Did your LEA use any of its program year 2022-23 CTE funds for the following purposes? 

Consider funds for districtwide activities or funds specifically allocated to schools for these purposes. 

Response options 
Perkins funding Other funding 

Yes No Yes No 
Outreach and career guidance 

a. Increasing student access to, engagement in, and 
success in STEM fields 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Advancing knowledge of nontraditional fields ○ ○ ○ ○ 
c. Improving career guidance and academic 

counseling 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Supporting career guidance and exploration or CTE 
programming in middle grades (grades 5-8) 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

Employer engagement 
e. Involving employers in designing, 

implementing, and evaluating CTE programs 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

Program improvements 
f. Integrating employability skills into CTE 

programs or POS 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Supporting adoption or implementation of dual 
or concurrent enrollment 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Supporting adoption or implementation of work-
based learning 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Supporting adoption or implementation of 
distance, remote, or blended models for CTE 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

j. Supporting adoption or implementation of 
industry-recognized certification exams 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

k. Supporting career and technical student 
organizations (CTSOs) 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

Data and accountability 
l. Improving accountability data collection and 

reporting 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

Instructional supports 
m. Supporting professional development for 

secondary level teachers related to CTE 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

n. Supporting adoption or implementation of 
competency-based education 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

o. Leasing, purchasing, upgrading, or adapting 
equipment for CTE programs 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

p. Purchasing CTE instructional materials ○ ○ ○ ○ 
q. Other purpose (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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39. In program year 2022-23, on which of the following efforts did your LEA spend the most staff 
time and resources? Select up to three. 

Response Options 

Select up to 
Three 

Responses 
Outreach and career guidance 
a. Increasing student access to, engagement in, and success in STEM fields ○ 
b. Advancing knowledge of nontraditional fields ○ 
c. Improving career guidance and academic counseling ○ 
d. Supporting career guidance and exploration or CTE programming in middle grades (grades 5-8) ○ 
Employer engagement 
e. Involving employers in designing, implementing, and evaluating CTE 

programs ○ 

Program improvements 
f. Integrating employability skills into CTE programs or POS ○ 
g. Supporting adoption or implementation of dual or concurrent enrollment ○ 
h. Supporting adoption or implementation of work-based learning ○ 
i. Supporting adoption or implementation of distance remote, or blended 

models for CTE ○ 

j. Supporting adoption or implementation of industry-recognized 
certification exams ○ 

k. Supporting career and technical student organizations (CTSOs) ○ 
Data and accountability 
l. Improving accountability data collection and reporting ○ 

Instructional supports 
m. Supporting professional development for secondary level teachers 

related to CTE 
○ 

n. Supporting adoption or implementation of competency-based education ○ 
o. Leasing, purchasing, upgrading, or adapting equipment for CTE 

programs 
○ 

p. Purchasing CTE instructional materials ○ 
q. Other purpose (specify): ○ 

40. In program year 2022-23, did your LEA receive a Perkins reserve fund grant from your state 
[Perkins V, section 112(c)]? 
o Yes, we received a reserve fund grant. 
o No, we did not receive a reserve fund grant. (If “no” skip to question 42.) 

41. Did your LEA use any of its program year 2022-23 CTE reserve funds for the following purposes? 
Response Options Yes No 

Outreach and career guidance 
a. Increasing student access to, engagement in, and success in 

STEM fields 
○ ○ 

b. Advancing knowledge of nontraditional fields ○ ○ 
c. Improving career guidance and academic counseling ○ ○ 



190 

Response Options Yes No 
d. Supporting career guidance and exploration or CTE 

programming in middle grades (grades 5-8) 
○ ○ 

Employer engagement 
e. Involving employers in designing, implementing, and 

evaluating CTE programs 
○ ○ 

Program improvements 
f. Supporting adoption or implementation of dual or 

concurrent enrollment 
○ ○ 

g. Supporting adoption or implementation of work-based 
learning 

○ ○ 

h. Supporting adoption or implementation of distance, remote, 
or blended models for CTE 

○ ○ 

i. Supporting adoption or implementation of industry-
recognized certification exams 

○ ○ 

j. Supporting career and technical student organizations 
(CTSOs) 

○ ○ 

Data and accountability 
k. Improving accountability data collection and reporting ○ ○ 

Instructional supports 
l. Supporting professional development for secondary level 

teachers related to CTE 
○ ○ 

m. Supporting adoption or implementation of competency-
based education 

○ ○ 

n. Integrating employability skills into CTE programs or POS ○ ○ 
o. Leasing, purchasing, upgrading, or adapting equipment for 

CTE programs 
○ ○ 

p. Purchasing CTE instructional materials ○ ○ 
q. Other purpose (specify: _____________) ○ ○ 
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Section 8: Challenges and Priorities 

42. As of program year 2022-23, how much of a barrier was each of the following to your LEA’s efforts to 
offer CTE programs or POS to high school students? 

Response Options 

Not a 
Barrier 

Small 
Barrier 

Moderate 
Barrier 

Large 
Barrier 

Very 
Large 

Barrier 
a. Finding or keeping teachers for in-

demand industries and occupations ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Limited availability of professional 
development for teachers in 
technical fields 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ 
technical skills up to date ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Difficulty obtaining a regular or 
standard state teaching certificate 
for CTE teachers who move into 
teaching from other occupations 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Other factor (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

43. Which of these was the greatest barrier to offering CTE programs or POS to high school 
students? 

Response Options Check if Yes 
a. Finding or keeping teachers for in-demand industries and occupations ○ 
b. Limited availability of professional development for teachers in technical 

fields ○ 

c. Difficulty keeping CTE teachers’ technical skills up to date ○ 
d. Difficulty obtaining a regular or standard state teaching certificate for 

CTE teachers who move into teaching from other occupations ○ 

e. Other factor (specified above in question 42e). ○ 

44. As of program year 2022-23, how much of a barrier was each of the following to student 
participation in the CTE programs or POS offered by your LEA to high school students? 

Response Options 
Not a 

Barrier 
Small 

Barrier 
Moderate 

Barrier 
Large 

Barrier 

Very 
Large 

Barrier 
a. Lack of time in students’ 

schedules for CTE 
courses 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Students’ or parents’ 
negative perceptions of 
CTE 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Students’ or parents’ lack 
of awareness of CTE 
programs or POS 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Teachers’ or guidance 
counselors’ negative 
perceptions of CTE

○ ○ ○ ○ ○
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Response Options 
Not a 

Barrier 
Small 

Barrier 
Moderate 

Barrier 
Large 

Barrier 

Very 
Large 

Barrier 
e. Transportation to CTE 

programs or POS outside 
of the high school campus 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Transportation to work-
based learning ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Students’ costs for 
supplies, uniforms, 
materials, or industry 
exams 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. GPA requirements ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
i. Lack of student support 

services for special 
populations 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

j. Other barrier (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

45. Which of these was the most significant barrier to student participation in the CTE 
programs or POS offered by your LEA to high school students? 
Response Options Check if Yes 
a. Lack of time in students’ schedules for CTE courses ○ 
b. Students’ or parents’ negative perceptions of CTE ○ 
c. Students’ or parents’ lack of awareness of CTE programs or POS ○ 
d. Teachers’ or guidance counselors’ negative perceptions of CTE ○ 
e. Transportation to CTE programs or POS outside of the high school 

campus ○ 

f. Transportation to work-based learning ○ 
g. Students’ costs for supplies, uniforms, materials, or industry exams ○ 
h. GPA requirements ○ 
i. Lack of student support services for special populations ○ 
j. Other barrier (specified above in question 44j) ○ 

46. As of program year 2022-23, how challenging was each of the following activities related to offering 
CTE programs and POS for your LEA? 

By “challenging” we mean the complexity involved in tackling an issue, the level of effort required, 
or the number of obstacles you faced. 

Response Options 
Not at All 

Challenging 
Slightly 

Challenging 
Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
Applicable 

a. Integrating career 
development or counseling 
into CTE courses and 
programs for students in 
grades 9-12 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Increasing the availability 
of CTE programs aligned 
with labor market needs

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Response Options 
Not at All 

Challenging 
Slightly 

Challenging 
Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
Applicable 

c. Obtaining public input on 
CTE programs ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Incorporating CTE into 
middle grades (grades 5-8) ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Developing and/or 
implementing work-based 
learning opportunities at 
the secondary level 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Offering CTE programs 
that provide opportunities 
to earn postsecondary 
credit in high school 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Integrating opportunities to 
earn industry-recognized 
credentials 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Implementing Career 
Technical Student 
Organizations (CTSOs) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Other challenge (specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

47. As of program year 2022-23, how challenging was each of the following activities intended to support 
decision making about which CTE programs and POS were offered? 

By “challenging” we mean the complexity involved in tackling an issue, the level of effort required, 
or the number of obstacles you faced. 
Response 
Options 

Not at All 
Challenging 

Slightly 
Challenging 

Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
Applicable 

a. Comprehensive 
local needs 
assessment 
(CLNA) 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Consulting with 
postsecondary 
institutions on 
the CLNA 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Consulting with 
employer or 
industry groups 
on the CLNA 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Consulting with 
groups 
representing 
student groups 
and special 
populations on 
the CLNA 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Adding new 
CTE programs 
that better 
reflect market 
needs 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Eliminating CTE 
programs that do 
not reflect labor 
market needs 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Refining existing 
CTE programs to ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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better reflect 
labor market 
needs 

h. Ensuring that 
CTE programs 
and POS meet 
your state’s 
Perkins related 
size, scope, and 
quality 
definitions 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

48. As of program year 2022-23, how challenging was each of the following activities related to data 
collection and performance reporting for your LEA? 

By “challenging” we mean the complexity involved in tackling an issue, the level of effort required, or 
the number of obstacles you faced. 

Response Options 
Not at All 

Challenging 
Slightly 

Challenging 
Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
Applicable 

a. Disaggregating 
participation data for 
CTE concentrators 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Disaggregating 
outcomes data for CTE 
concentrators 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Disaggregating CTE 
concentrator 
participation and 
outcomes by program 
and POS or by career 
cluster 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Disaggregating 
participation and 
outcomes data for 
student groups or 
special populations 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Using data to guide 
CTE program 
improvement efforts 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Gathering and 
reporting data for the 
new state-selected 
quality measure 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Other challenge 
(specify): ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

49. Earlier, you indicated that the following activities were [extremely/very/moderately/slightly/not at 
all] challenging for your LEA in program year 2022-23.

Response 
Options 

Not at All 
Challenging 

Slightly 
Challenging 

Moderately 
Challenging 

Very 
Challenging 

Extremely 
Challenging 

Not 
Applicable 
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In program year 2022-23, which of these activities was the most challenging for your LEA? 
Response Options Check if 

Yes 
a. Disaggregating participation data for CTE concentrators  ○ 
b.  Disaggregating outcomes data for CTE concentrators  ○ 
c. Disaggregating CTE concentrator participation and outcomes by program 

and POS or by career cluster ○ 

d. Disaggregating participation and outcomes data for student groups or 
special populations ○ 

e. Using data to guide CTE program improvement efforts ○ 
f.  Gathering and reporting data for the new state-selected quality measure ○ 
g. Other challenge (specified in question 47g) ○ 

 
Priorities 

50. In program year 2022-23, to what extent did your LEA prioritize or focus on efforts to improve CTE 
in these ways?  
 
Please select no more than three of these efforts for the highest category, “One of our top three 
priorities.”  

Response Options 

Not a 
current 
priority 

An emerging 
priority (we are 
making plans to 

work on this) 

A priority 
(we are 
actively 

working on 
this) 

One of our top 
three priorities 

a. Recruiting student groups 
and special populations into 
CTE 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

b. Incorporating CTE into the 
middle grades (grades 5-8)  ○ ○ ○ ○ 

c. Aligning programs with labor 
market demands  ○ ○ ○ ○ 

d. Incorporating 
dual/concurrent enrollment 
into high school CTE 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

e. Expanding opportunities for 
students to learn through 
work experience 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

f. Promoting student access to 
career exploration ○ ○ ○ ○ 

g. Increasing number of 
students earning industry-
recognize credentials 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

h. Increasing access to CTE 
programming ○ ○ ○ ○ 

i. Using Perkins performance 
data to effectively track 
equitable access and 
performance  

○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Response Options 

Not a 
current 
priority 

An emerging 
priority (we are 
making plans to 

work on this) 

A priority 
(we are 
actively 

working on 
this) 

One of our top 
three priorities 

j. Strengthening the rigor and 
quality of our CTE 
programming   

○ ○ ○ ○ 

k. Closing CTE student 
performance gaps ○ ○ ○ ○ 

l. Developing new programs of 
study ○ ○ ○ ○ 

m. Implementing Career 
Technical Student 
Organizations (CTSOs) 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

51. From the list below, please select the three (3) efforts on which you believe your LEA has made the 
most improvement since the implementation of Perkins V in 2019. Select up to three items from 
the list below.  

□ Recruiting student groups and special populations into CTE 
□ Incorporating CTE into the middle grades (grades (5-8) 
□ Aligning programs with labor market demands  
□ Incorporating dual/concurrent enrollment into high school CTE 
□ Expanding opportunities for students to learn through work experience 
□ Promoting student access to career exploration 
□ Increasing number of students earning technical skills credentials 
□ Increasing access to CTE programming 
□ Using Perkins performance data to effectively track equitable access and performance  
□ Strengthening the rigor and quality of our CTE programming   
□ Closing CTE student performance gaps 
□ Developing new programs of study 
□ Implementing Career Technical Student Organizations (CTSOs) 
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ENDNOTES 

 

1 Fernandes-Alcantara, A. L. (2018). Youth and the labor force: Background and trends. Congressional Research Service. 
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R42519 and Edgerton, A. K. (2022). Career and technical education: A 
primer. Congressional Research Service. https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/R47166.pdf  

2 U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Education and the Workforce. (2017). Report 115-164. 
https://www.congress.gov/115/crpt/hrpt164/CRPT-115hrpt164.pdf   

3 States determine the requirements for local applications, but Section 134(b) describes nine elements that must be included in 
the local application. 

4 Section 135(b) describes six broadly defined required uses of Perkins funds for local recipients. 

5 Perkins V, Section 3(48). In addition to these nine special populations defined in Perkins V, secondary-level Perkins grantees 
are required to report disaggregated participation and performance data for migrant students (as defined in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act [ESEA]). Compared with Perkins IV, the Perkins V definition of special populations newly adds 
the last three groups listed. 

6 Nontraditional fields are defined in Section 3(33) as occupations or fields of work, such as careers in computer science, 
technology, and other current and 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. 

7 These include surveys administered by Advance CTE, the Government Accountability Office, and RTI International. 

8 These include surveys administered by the National Center for Education Statistics and RTI International. 

9 Grade 13, as defined in the CCD, refers to an additional grade level beyond the traditional Grade 12 to account for schools 
offering a postsecondary transition year or similar extended programs. These programs may include career and technical 
education (CTE) pathways, dual enrollment opportunities, and college readiness initiatives. 

10 Area CTE schools that were managed by districts were excluded because survey data on the implementation of CTE in those 
schools would come from the district that manages them. 

11 The Advance CTE list is available for download at https://areatechnicalcenters.org.  

12 Small districts may form a consortium with other small districts, with a single district in the group acting as fiscal agent to 
receive Perkins funding and manage CTE programming for the consortium. When the study team identified which districts 
had received Perkins funding, districts that were in a consortium were counted as funded, regardless of whether the district 
was the consortium fiscal agent. 

13 For the rest of this section, we use the term districts to refer to the districts and independent area CTE schools in the survey 
sample. 

14 To count as completing the survey, a district had to satisfy two criteria: (a) the district answered all five high priority items, 
and (b) the district answered at least half of the survey items that were asked of all districts (some items were only asked if the 
district’s answers to earlier questions met certain conditions). Of the 184 districts that did not complete the survey, 97 did not 
start the survey, and 87 submitted a partial response. 

15 The five high-priority items included on the shortened survey were items 15, 16, 38, 47, and 50. Districts invited to complete 
the shortened survey were those that did not screen out of the full survey, did not start or partially complete the full survey, 
and did not refuse to complete the short survey (n = 165).  

16 Thirty-two of the 165 districts answered at least one item on the shortened survey. However, none of these districts answered 
enough items to be considered a complete on the full survey. As a result, no additional districts that responded to the 
shortened survey are counted as respondents to the full survey. The item-specific response rates for the five items on the 
shortened survey, calculated using the combined responses from both the full survey and the shortened surveys were: 66 
percent  (item 15), 64 percent (item 16), 80 percent (item 38), 78 percent (item 47), and 80 percent (item 50). 

 

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R42519
https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/R47166.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/115/crpt/hrpt164/CRPT-115hrpt164.pdf
https://areatechnicalcenters.org/
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17 U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics (2012). Statistical 
standards. nces.ed.gov/statprog/2012  

18 The UWEs for estimates based on items that were included in the shortened survey are similarly small, ranging from 
1.01 to 1.03. 

19 At this time we have not finalized the indicators with IES. As we do so, we will determine appropriate thresholds for 
indicators constructed like this and provide a rationale for the thresholds. 

https://usdedeop-my.sharepoint.com/personal/diana_epstein_ed_gov/Documents/Documents/COR%20Files/NECTEP/Final%20report/nces.ed.gov/statprog/2012
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