January 2018
PE 17-09-603

AGENCY REVIEW

DIVISION OF REHABILITATION SERVICES
AUDIT OVERVIEW
Twenty-Two (22) Percent of the Division of Rehabilitation Services’ Cases
That It Reported as Achieving Employment Goals in CY 2014 Did Not
Achieve the Specified Employment Goals. Also, Inactive Cases Remain
Open for Years Before They Are Closed, and in Many Cases There Was
a Lack of Documentation on How the Agency Confirmed Employment
Outcomes Other Than the Clients’ Statements

WEST VIRGINIA LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION & RESEARCH DIVISION

JOINT COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS		
Senate

House of Delegates

Ed Gaunch, Chair
Mark Maynard, Vice-Chair
Ryan Weld
Glenn Jeffries
Corey Palumbo

Gary G. Howell, Chair
Lynne Arvon, Vice-Chair
Zack Maynard
Richard Iaquinta
Isaac Sponaugle

Agency/ Citizen Members
Keith Rake
Vacancy
Vacancy
Vacancy
Vacancy

JOINT COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION
Senate

House of Delegates

Ed Gaunch, Chair
Mark Maynard, Vice-Chair
Greg Boso
Charles Clements
Mike Maroney
Randy Smith
Dave Sypolt
Tom Takubo
Ryan Weld
Stephen Baldwin
Douglas E. Facemire
Glenn Jeffries
Corey Palumbo
Mike Woelfel

Gary G. Howell, Chair
Lynne Arvon, Vice-Chair
Michael T. Ferro, Minority Chair
Phillip W. Diserio, Minority Vice-Chair
Vernon Criss
Dianna Graves
Danny Hamrick
Jordan R. Hill
Rolland Jennings
Patrick S. Martin
Zack Maynard
Pat McGeehan
Tony Paynter
Ben Queen

Chuck Romine
Terri Funk Sypolt
Guy Ward
Scott Brewer
Mike Caputo
Jeff Eldridge
Richard Iaquinta
Dana Lynch
Justin Marcum
Rodney Pyles
John Williams

WEST VIRGINIA LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION & RESEARCH DIVISION
Building 1, Room W-314
State Capitol Complex
Charleston, West Virginia 25305
(304) 347-4890
Brandon Burton
Research Manager

Jill Mooney
Research Manager

Aaron Allred
Legislative Auditor

John Sylvia
Director

Keith Brown
Senior Research Analyst

Christopher F. Carney
Senior Research Analyst

Samantha Holiskey
Referencer

Note: On Monday, February 6, 2017, the Legislative Manager/Legislative Auditor’s wife, Elizabeth Summit, began employment as the Governor’s Deputy Chief
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Furthermore, the Legislative Auditor has instructed the Director of Performance
Evaluation and Research Division to document and discuss any issues he believes
are a threat to the division’s independence with the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House due to Ms. Summit’s position.

.

Agency Review

CONTENTS
Executive Summary........................................................................................................................................................................ 7
Issue 1:

Twenty-Two (22) Percent of the Division of Rehabilitation Services’ Cases That It
Reported as Achieving Employment Goals in FY 2014 Did Not Achieve the Specified
Employment Goals. Also, Inactive Cases Remain Open for Years Before They Are Closed, and
in Many Cases There Was A Lack of Documentation on How the Agency Confirmed
Employment Outcomes Other Than Clients’ Verbal Statements...........................................................11

List of Tables
Table 1: Sample of Calendar Year 2014 Closed Cases DRS Reported vs. PERD Analysis....................................12
Table 2: CY 2014 Closed Cases Listed as Achieving Employment Goal DRS Reported vs.
PERD Analysis...............................................................................................................................................................16
Table 3: Calendar Year 2014 Cases Closed as Successful with Employment Outcomes Inconsistent with
the Goal Stated in the Employment Plan...........................................................................................................17
Table 4: Comparison of Federal Regulation, Agency Policy, and Agency Practice for Determining If a
Vocational Rehabilitation Case File is Successfully Rehabilitated.............................................................21
Table 5: Comparison of Successful and Unsuccessful Sampled Calendar Year 2014 Cases Timeframe to
Meet Expected Completion Date..........................................................................................................................25
Table 6: Reasons for Closure of Calendar Year 2014 Unsuccessfully Rehabilitated Cases Which Took
Longer Than 5 Years...................................................................................................................................................26
Table 7: Performance Reviews of Vocational Rehabilitation Programs in Other States and Their
Relevant Findings.......................................................................................................................................................29
List of Figures
Figure 1: DRS FY 2016 Financial Report...............................................................................................................................13
List of Appendices
Appendix A: Transmittal Letter.................................................................................................................................................31
Appendix B: Objectives, Scope and Methodology ..........................................................................................................33
Appendix C: DRS Rehabilitation Service Process...............................................................................................................35
Appendix D: Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1998...................................................................................................37
Appendix E: Legal Opinion........................................................................................................................................................39
Appendix F: Agency Response.................................................................................................................................................43

Performance Evaluation & Research Division

|

pg. 5

Rehabilitation Services

pg. 6

| West Virginia Legislative Auditor

Agency Review

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Performance Evaluation and Research Division (PERD) within the Office of the Legislative Auditor conducted an Agency Review of the Department of Education and the Arts pursuant to
West Virginia Code §4-10-8. As part of the process, a performance review of the Division of Rehabilitation Services (DRS) was conducted. The objective of the audit was to assess if the DRS’ process
for assisting clients to achieve employment goals are effective and efficient in terms of accomplishing
the goals in a cost-effective and timely manner.

Frequently Used Acronyms in this Report:
PERD- Performance Evaluation and Research Division
IPE- Individualized Plan for Employment
DRS- Division of Rehabilitation Services
RSA- Rehabilitation Services Administration
WIOA- Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act
VR - Vocational Rehabilitation

Report Highlights:
Issue 1: Twenty-Two (22) Percent of the Division of Rehabilitation Services’ Cases
That It Reported as Achieving Employment Goals in FY 2014 Did Not Achieve the
Specified Employment Goals. Also, Inactive Cases Remain Open for Years Before
They Are Closed, and in Many Cases There Was a Lack of Documentation on
How the Agency Confirmed Employment Outcomes Other Than Clients’ Verbal
Statements.
Issue Summary
 PERD found that DRS is closing cases as being successfully rehabilitated that are not
according to federal regulations.
 DRS’ policy does not comply with the federal regulations which state that a case may
only be deemed a success if an individual has achieved an employment outcome that
is described within the Individualized Plan for Employment.
 The DRS allowed some cases to remain open for extended periods of time with no
progress made by the clients to achieve employment, even after multiple letters were
mailed and telephone calls made requesting contact were unanswered.

Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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 The number of cases that have remained open due to a lack of contact, if closed,
would lead to greater efficiency and effectiveness of the program.
 The DRS is currently limited in access to key interchange data systems and therefore
confirms employment outcomes primarily by clients’ verbal statements. In order for
the DRS to meet federal reporting requirements of the Workforce Innovation and
Opportunity Act, it will need to address its data collection limitations in the near
future.

PERD’s Response to the Agency’s Written Response
PERD received the DRS’ response to the draft copy of the Agency Review on November 17,
2017. The DRS’ response can be found in Appendix F. The DRS agreed with recommendations two
and four. However, it did not agree completely with recommendations one and three. Regarding
recommendation one, the DRS reported that they “…believe that it is appropriate to recognize any
employment chosen by some consumers as a successful outcome.” The DRS reported that this
practice is not unique as “Several states close VR cases as successful even though the employment
does not “match” the occupation identified in the IPE.” However, federal language reports that an
employment outcome is not only achieved or deemed successful by obtaining employment but when,
“The individual has achieved the employment outcome that is described in the individual’s IPE....”
Therefore, utilizing the federal language, it is the Legislative Auditor’s opinion that simply achieving
an employment outcome is not compliant with federal regulations. Ultimately, in response to the
Agency’s written response to recommendation one, PERD maintains that the DRS should accurately
report cases as unsuccessful when the outcome does not meet the employment goal.
Regarding recommendation three, the DRS agrees that cases should be closed in a timely
manner. However, the DRS reports that the reasons for PERD’s original draft recommendation are
inaccurate because individuals on a waitlist are made active when DRS determines that there are
sufficient human and fiscal resources available to serve all individuals in the category and because
“Individuals on the waitlist, however, represent an anticipated encumbrance. When the DRS has
very limited fiscal resources, it is unable to activate those on the waitlist as a result, even on an
individual basis.” PERD acknowledged the DRS’ response regarding the waitlist and amended the
recommendation for the final report to state that the DRS should establish benchmarks to close files
in a timelier manner to facilitate greater efficiency and effectiveness in the vocational rehabilitation
process. It is the Legislative Auditor’s opinion that the DRS’ practice of keeping cases open
when clients have not maintained contact with DRS staff is a decision to avoid reporting negative
performance indicators. Therefore, it is PERD’s opinion that not closing files in a timelier manner
creates a culture within the agency and with clients to allow unnecessary extensions of cases. This
decision ultimately leads to ineffective management of case files and inefficient use of program
resources.

Recommendations
1.

pg. 8

DRS should accurately report cases as unsuccessful when the outcome does not meet the
employment goal.
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2.

DRS should establish a set number of request-for-contact letters that can be sent before
ultimately closing the case.

3.

DRS should establish benchmarks which will close files in a timelier manner to facilitate
greater efficiency and effectiveness in the vocational rehabilitation process.

4.

The DRS should continue to make progress in addressing the issue of data limitations in
order to be able to completely and accurately report performance data as required in the
Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act.

Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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ISSUE1
Twenty-Two (22) Percent of the Division of Rehabilitation
Services’ Cases That It Reported as Achieving Employment
Goals in FY 2014 Did Not Achieve the Specified Employment Goals. Also, Inactive Cases Remain Open for Years
Before They Are Closed, and in Many Cases There Was
a Lack of Documentation on How the Agency Confirmed
Employment Outcomes Other Than Clients’ Verbal Statements.
Issue Summary
The Performance Evaluation and Research Division (PERD) randomly
sampled 357 cases from the 5,153 vocational rehabilitation cases that
DRS closed in calendar year 2014. Table 1 below shows the results of
PERD’s analysis of the sampled cases. The DRS listed 159 closed cases
as achieving the employment outcome as described in a client’s Individualized Plan for Employment (IPE), but PERD found that 35 of these cases
did not achieve the employment goal per the IPE. This represents 22 percent of the sampled cases closed as successfully rehabilitated. Projecting
the results of the sample to the total population of eligible applicants
indicates that the percentage of closed cases reported as meeting their
IPE goals would have been 51 percent, which would not meet the federal
performance requirement of 55.8 percent.1 In addition, PERD found that
when clients are inactive in pursuing their employment plans, the DRS
keeps many of these cases open for an extended period of time before
closing them. By not closing these cases in a reasonable timeframe, DRS
is not facilitating efficiency and effectiveness in its vocational rehabilitation process. Finally, PERD found that many cases lacked documentation
on how the DRS confirmed employment status, duration of employment
and earnings other than a form that reports what the client verbally reported to the DRS counselor.

The DRS listed 159 closed cases as
achieving the employment outcome
as described in a client’s Individualized Plan for Employment (IPE), but
PERD found that 35 of these cases did
not achieve the employment goal per
the IPE.

Projecting the results of the sample to
the total population indicates that the
percentage of closed cases reported as
meeting IPE goals would have been
51 percent, which would not meet the
federal performance requirement of
55.8 percent.

1

The U.S. Department of Education’s Rehabilitation Services Administration compiles
state level data and calculates the success rate on the federal fiscal year (October 1
through September 30), thus DRS’s reported success rate for FFY 2014 was 68%.
Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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Table 1
Sample of Calendar Year 2014 Closed Cases
DRS Reported vs. PERD Analysis
DRS
Number of Cases

PERD Analysis

Achieved Employment Outcome Per IPE

159

124*

Did Not Achieve Employment Outcome Per IPE

86

121**

Closed Before IPE Was Written

112

112

Total

357

357

Closed Case Category

Source: PERD analysis of a sample of DRS calendar year 2014 closed cases.
*PERD found 35 cases that did not achieve the employment goal of the IPE.
**Includes the 35 cases that did not achieve the employment goal of the IPE.

DRS Provides Vocational Rehabilitation Services to Eligible Disabled Individuals for Assistance in Obtaining or Retaining Employment.
The DRS, within the Department of Education and the Arts, administers the State’s vocational rehabilitation programs and services to
eligible disabled individuals (see Appendix A). Vocational rehabilitation
(VR) services are services found to be necessary to offset a disabled individual’s employment barrier and to enter employment. DRS provides
a variety of services to help eligible disabled individuals achieve their
employment goals. The services provided to a client are determined by
his or her unique employment barriers, chosen employment goal, and
individual circumstances. Over ninety-percent of the eligible individuals
that DRS provides services to are categorized as significantly disabled
in which the individual has a permanent physical or mental impairment
which seriously limits one or more functional capacities in terms of an
employment outcome. According to the DRS 2016 Annual Report, the
primary disability of individuals vocationally rehabilitated are physical
impairments, hearing and communicative impairments, visual impairments, cognitive impairments and psychological impairments. DRS is
therefore, reliant on the rehabilitation counselor to take into account each
individual’s impairment and needs to structure the appropriate IPE that
will ultimately lead to a successful employment outcome.

pg. 12
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The DRS vocational rehabilitation program is funded with state
and federal funds. The federal government provides reimbursement for
78.7 percent of eligible rehabilitation expenditures up to the total annual
federal grant for West Virginia, which was $55.4 million in FY 2016. The
State provides matching funds of 21.3 percent ($13.5 million) for these
federal dollars through the state general revenue fund and local government funds (see Figure 1). During FY 2016, state appropriations and
special revenue totaled $14.5 million. In total, the DRS was funded over
$70 million, of which $25.2 million was used to purchase case services
within the vocational rehabilitation program.

During FY 2016, state appropriations
and special revenue totaled $14.5 million. In total, the DRS was funded
over $70 million, of which $25.2 million was used to purchase case services within the vocational rehabilitation program.

The DRS Will Need to Enhance Data Collection of Performance Data Under the New Workforce Innovation and
Opportunity Act
PERD conducted research on state and national reports to gain
an understanding of current issues within vocational rehabilitation programs. PERD found that at the federal level there are concerns with the
overall quality and uniformity of performance data, in terms of consistency and validity for vocational rehabilitation services, adult education and
other workforce development programs. This concern is a focal point
of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (Public Law No. 113128), which brought about changes in 2014 to the Workforce Investment
Act of 1998. The new law requires the implementation of a common
Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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performance accountability system for all six core workforce development programs, one of which includes vocational rehabilitation services.
Beginning in July 2016, states are required to report six performance
indicators for each core program, including:
1.

employment status in the second quarter after exit,

2.

employment status in the fourth quarter after exit,

3.

earnings,

4.

attainment of a credential or diploma,

5.

skills gained in education or training, and

6.

effectiveness in serving employers.

Some of these performance data are new to VR. For example,
VR programs generally report employment and earnings outcomes at
a single point in time for participants, usually once participants reach
90 days of employment. Since some reporting requirements under the
WIOA are new to state VR programs and require more earning data to
be collected, they may face more substantial changes to collecting and
reporting performance data.
The Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) required the United States Government Accountability Office (GAO) to
examine federal and state databases and data exchange agreements for
job training information relevant to the WIOA. The GAO examined how
states currently report performance data for core job training programs,
changes select states will need to make to collect and report performance
information, the challenges these states will face related to performance
reporting, and what practices are used to safeguard personal information.
In 2016, the GAO reported that there have been concerns of the accuracy of performance indicators provided to the federal government by
VR programs. The GAO also identified that challenges existed related
to data quality and sharing, and the protection of personal information.
The GAO indicated that some states have expressed facing difficulties
reporting the new WIOA performance indicators.
The DRS indicated that its primary source for employment and
wage data is from clients, but that it also uses on a limited basis the
WorkForce WV Unemployment (UI) system data to research wage data.
This practice is relatively common among other states. However, according to the agency, the data provided by the UI system are limited for
DRS’ purposes because the system covers West Virginia and requests
cannot be made for multiple clients. The DRS would like access to the
data from the Wage Record Interchange System (WRIS) and the Wage
pg. 14
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quarter after exit, employment status
in the fourth quarter after exit, earnings, attainment of a credential or diploma, skills gained in education or
training, and effectiveness in serving
employers.

In 2016, the GAO reported that there
have been concerns of the accuracy
of performance indicators provided to
the federal government by DRS programs.
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Record Interchange System 2 (WRIS2), which provides wage data for all
states; however, the agency presently does not have access to WRIS or
WRIS2. The DRS indicated that it has requested access to these systems
but has yet to receive. The WorkForce WV has access to WRIS but the
State does not have access to WRIS2. The DRS is like other state programs that have developed their own data systems for case management.
In order for the DRS to be able to meet federal reporting requirements, it
will need to address its data collection limitations in the near future.

DRS Is Closing Cases as Meeting IPE Goals Even Though
Client Employment Outcomes Did Not Meet the Employment Goals.

In order for the DRS to be able to meet
federal reporting requirements, it will
need to address its data collection limitations in the near future.

As stated previously, PERD randomly sampled 357 case files
from the 5,153 vocational rehabilitation cases that DRS closed in calendar year 2014.2 DRS can close cases for a variety of reasons, but PERD
chose to sample only cases closed after applicants were deemed eligible.
Once eligible, cases may be closed as:
•

meeting the employment goal of the IPE,

•

not meeting the employment goal of the IPE, or

•

closed after eligibility has been determined but before an IPE
is written.

PERD chose a random sample of closed cases to provide a statistically significant sample with a 95 percent confidence level. Table 2
shows that for CY 2014, the DRS reported 159 closed cases as achieving
IPE employment goals compared to PERD’s analysis of 124, which is a
difference of 35 cases. PERD’s analysis finds that the manner in which
the DRS closes cases as meeting IPE goals would suggest a success rate
of 64 percent for CY 2014. However, PERD’s analysis of properly closed
cases indicates a success rate of 51 percent.3

PERD’s analysis finds that the manner in which the DRS closes cases
as meeting IPE goals would suggest
a success rate of 64 percent for CY
2014. However, PERD’s analysis of
properly closed cases indicates a success rate of 51 percent.

In addition to the 5,153 cases that were closed in CY 2014, an additional 916 applications were received but determined to be ineligible for services and another 11 were
voluntarily closed by applicants who decided they did not wish to pursue services prior
to DRS determining their eligibility.
3
Percent is calculated from closed cases after an employment plan was written.
2

Performance Evaluation & Research Division

|

pg. 15

Rehabilitation Services

Table 2
CY 2014 Closed Cases Listed as Achieving Employment Goal
DRS Reported vs. PERD Analysis

Closed Cases
Listed as Achieving
Employment Goal

DRS
Reported

PERD
Analysis

Difference Between
DRS Reported and
PERD Analysis

159

124

35

Source: PERD analysis of DRS calendar year 2014 sampled
closed cases.

Table 3 documents cost data for the number of cases PERD identified in its sample that were deemed to have met the employment goal
of the IPE and that were inconsistent with individuals’ employment plan.
Projecting the results of the sample to the total population of cases closed
as meeting IPE goals in CY 2014 indicates that an estimated 485 cases
did not have employment outcomes as described in the IPE, thus reducing the agency reported rehabilitation rate to 50 percent. This would not
meet the federal performance requirement of 55.8 percent.4

The U.S. Department of Education’s Rehabilitation Services Administration compiles
state level data and calculates the success rate on a federal fiscal year (October 1
through September 30), thus DRS’s reported success rate for FFY 2014 was 68%.

4
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Table 3
Calendar Year 2014 Cases Closed as Successful with Employment Outcomes
Inconsistent with the Goal Stated in the Employment Plan

Outcome is
Inconsistent
with Goal
Outcome is
Consistent
with Goal
Total

Average
Total
Cost of
Percent
Number
Purchased
of
Total Cost
of Cases
Case
Cases
Services
Per Case
File

Average
Number
of
Months

Most
Expensive
Case

Longest
Opened
Files (in
Months)

35

22%

$257,290

$7,351

44

$34,606

103

124

78%

$822,465

$6,632

25

$36,193

130

159

100%

$1,079,755

Source: PERD analysis of DRS calendar year 2014 sampled successfully closed cases.

The following are some examples that are indicative of the 35
cases that PERD identified as closed without achieving the employment
goal of the IPE.
•

Client 1’s IPE goal was to attend school in order to work as an
audio and video equipment technician. The client did not finish
school. However, the DRS counselor closed the case as achieving
the employment goal after the client worked 90-days at Lowes
Home Improvement. DRS spent $3,820 on services for the client.

•

Client 2’s IPE goal was to work in law enforcement as a detective
and criminal investigator. The client obtained an associates degree,
but did not fulfill the goal of a four-year degree or working in the
field of criminal justice. The DRS counselor closed the case as
achieving the employment goal after the client worked 90-days at
Lowes Home Improvement. DRS spent $13,678 on services for
the client.

•

Client 3’s IPE goal was to become a Registered Nurse. Later, the
client’s employment plan was amended to become a secondary
school teacher, then amended again to become a medical and
Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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health service manager. The client obtained a four-year degree.
However, DRS closed the case as achieving the employment goal
after the client obtained employment as a pipe layer for 90-days.
DRS spent $7,678 on services for the client.
•

Client 4’s IPE goal was stated as an Animal Breeder where the client
went to school to study Equine Science. The client graduated with
a B.S. in Animal Science, with a concentration in Horse Science
and attended graduate school. In February of 2013, the client
requested assistance with school loan repayment, but was told
that DRS does not help with that. After that communication, the
client did not reply to numerous contact requests and on October
1, 2013 DRS was to close the case as unsuccessful. However,
DRS did not include a closure date in closure notification sent
to client. A 10-day closure letter was then sent to the client. On
December 5, 2013, the client notified DRS that the client was
employed at a grocery store 20-hours a week and as a substitute
teacher an average of one-day a week. On February 25, 2014,
DRS closed the case as achieving the employment goal due to
the client maintaining employment at the grocery store and the
client’s average one-day per week working as a substitute teacher.
DRS paid $5,884 on services for the client.

•

Client 5’s IPE goal was to return to working as a Physician
Assistant. The client had previously worked as a Physician’s
Assistant but needed to take board exams to become re-certified.
After failing the Physician’s Assistant National Certification
Exam a few times, the client decided to work part-time (7-11
hours per week) at a library and pursue the goal of working as a
Physician’s Assistant later. After working at the library for 90days, DRS closed the client’s case as achieving the employment
goal. DRS spent $1,570 on services for the client.

•

Client 6’s IPE goal was listed as working as an Advertising Sales
Agent (Graphic Arts). The client did not complete the college
program for Graphic Design. After leaving school, the client
obtained a customer service representative position working for
AT&T. After 90-days of employment, DRS closed the case as
achieving the employment goal. DRS spent $19,948 on services
for the client.

Utilizing the total number of cases deemed unsuccessful and successful
(245) from Table 1, if accurately closed per federal guidelines, the number
DRS’ cases closed is successfully rehabilitated in CY14 would fall from
65 to 51 percent. Fifty-one (51) percent would not have met the federal
pg. 18
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Client 6’s IPE goal was listed as
working as an Advertising Sales
Agent (Graphic Arts). The client did
not complete the college program
for Graphics Design. After leaving
school, the client obtained a customer service representative position
working for AT&T. After 90-days of
employment, DRS closed the case as
achieving the employment goal. DRS
spent $19,948 on services for the client.
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benchmark (55.8 percent) for the percentage of individuals exiting the
program who achieved their employment outcome. As described in
cases 1-6, although DRS provided services, they are not demonstrated to
have contributed to the employment goal which was identified within the
employment plan. Therefore, it is the Legislative Auditor’s opinion
that DRS should accurately and appropriately report closed cases
as either achieving or not achieving the employment goal of the IPE.

DRS’ Policy for Closing Cases Is Inconsistent With Federal
Regulations
One of the performance areas reviewed by the Rehabilitation Services
Administration (RSA) are rehabilitation rates. Rehabilitation rates are
the percentage of individuals exiting the program during the current year
who achieved their IPE employment goal5 after receiving vocational rehabilitation services. The RSA requires for all states that 55.8 percent of
individuals exiting the program are to achieve the employment outcome
of their IPE after receiving services. If a state does not achieve this rate
consistently and does not meet other federal performance standards (see
Appendix B), the federal government can require the state to develop a
program improvement plan for improving the state’s performance. Also,
the federal government has the authority to withhold or limit payments
if the state plan has been changed so that it no longer conforms to the
federal requirements of the program or if there has been a failure by the
State to comply substantially with any provision of that plan. DRS reported in its annual reports achieving this performance standard in recent
years with a high mark of 75.4 percent in FY 2013 and 54.4 percent in
FY 20166. However, since FY 2009, the DRS has averaged 68 percent.
The RSA monitors and evaluates DRS’ performance on meeting or exceeding standard measures. According to DRS’ policy regarding employment services,
Throughout the rehabilitation process, the Counselor will
emphasize the goal of competitive employment in the integrated labor market to the greatest extent practicable as
the culmination of all services provided to the client.

The RSA requires for all states that
55.8 percent of individuals exiting
the program are to achieve the employment outcome of their IPE after
receiving services.

It is important to note that simply
achieving an employment outcome
is not compliant with federal regulations. The DRS must achieve the employment goal of the IPE.

However, it is important to note that simply achieving an employment
outcome is not compliant with federal regulations. The DRS must
achieve the employment goal of the IPE. According to the United States
34 C.F.R. §361.56(a), an employment outcome is not only achieved or
The IPE outlines the client’s employment goal, the services that the individual needs to
achieve his or her employment goal, the estimated length of time it will take to complete
the planned services and the estimated costs of the planned services.
6
The figures from DRS annual reports are un-audited.
5

Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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deemed successful by obtaining employment, but when “The individual
has achieved the employment outcome that is described in the individual’s
IPE ….”
DRS policy does not comply with federal requirements. Table 4
compares the requirements under federal regulations for determining if a
case can be considered successfully rehabilitated with DRS’s stated policy
and a quality assurance training document DRS uses for training new
counselors and support staff. Federal regulation has three requirements
that must be met for a case to be considered successfully rehabilitated:
(1) the client achieved the employment outcome that is described in the
client’s employment plan; (2) the client has maintained employment for
a minimum of ninety days; and, (3) the counselor and client agree that
the employment outcome is satisfactory and that the client is performing
well. The federal regulation requires the client to be involved in the
decision-making process up to the final decision to close the case file.
Additionally, the federal regulation requires that the employment outcome
must match the goal listed in the employment plan. DRS’ official policy
for determining whether a client has been successfully rehabilitated is
similar to federal policy but contains weaker requirements. First, it only
requires that the client have completed the program, but does not require
that the individual achieve the employment goal as described in the IPE.
Furthermore, DRS’ policy does not mention anything about the client
and counselor agreeing that the client is performing well. Instead, DRS
policy states that the case can be closed as a success if the client “…[h]as
received substantial services that contributed in an identifiably positive
way toward achievement of an employment outcome.” DRS policy is thus
saying that the client only need to find a job (an employment outcome)
rather than achieving the goal described in the employment plan.
The far-right column of Table 4 illustrates how DRS determines
it is appropriate to close a case as successful. An internal DRS quality
assurance document for training new vocational rehabilitation staff
dictates DRS’ process for determining if a case file can be closed as
successfully rehabilitated. This document states that it is appropriate for
a counselor to close a case file if the vocational rehabilitation staff can
determine if the client has obtained a job and has been working ninety
days. This can be determined by the DRS checking tax records through a
“wage check.” If a client is employed, then the counselor will attempt to
contact the client again. However, if the client does not respond, then the
counselor is to close the case or wait until the client has been employed
for ninety days then close the case as successful. New vocational
rehabilitation staff are told that it is preferable for the client to inform the
counselor, but not required.

pg. 20
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Federal regulation has three requirements that must be met for a case to
be considered successfully rehabilitated: (1) the client achieved the employment outcome that is described in
the client’s employment plan; (2) the
client has maintained employment for
a minimum of ninety days; and, (3)
the counselor and client agree that the
employment outcome is satisfactory
and that the client is performing well.

Agency Review

Table 4
Comparison of Federal Regulation, Agency Policy, and Agency Practice for Determining If a Vocational Rehabilitation Case File is Successfully Rehabilitated
Federal Regulations1

DRS Policy2

DRS Quality Assurance Document3

The Rehabilitation Counselor will It is appropriate to close a case as successful
close an individual’s record of ser- when:
vices as “rehabilitated” when the in• Client informed Counselor/RSA of
dividual:
employment-preference is client
contact.
(a) Was declared eligible for services;
(a) The individual has achieved
• Employment verified by Counselor,
the employment outcome that (b) Received appropriate assessEmployment Specialist or Rehabilitation
is described in the individu- ment and related services;
Service Associate.
al’s employment plan… and is
consistent with the individual’s (c) Had a program for rehabilitation • Verification through wage data check.
strengths, resources, priorities, services formulated;
• Client received services on employment
concerns, abilities, capabilities, (d) Completed the program;
plan and either voluntarily discontinued
interests, and informed choice.
or completed the necessary services
(e) Received vocational counseling
leading to job placement or retention.
(b) The individual has maintained and guidance;
the employment for an appropri• There is verifiable evidence (progress
ate period of time but not less (f) Has been determined to be suitreports and documentation) that services
than 90 days, necessary to ensure ably employed for a minimum of 90
provided by DRS assisted the client in
the stability of the employment days; and,
obtaining/maintaining employment.
outcome, and the individual no
(g) Has received substantial
longer needs vocational rehabiliservices that contributed in an • Client has maintained consistent
tation services.
employment for 90 days.
identifiably positive way toward
(c) The individual and the… achievement of an employment
counselor employed by the outcome.
designated State unit consider
the employment outcome to be
satisfactory and agree that the
individual is performing well in
the employment.
The record of services of an individual who has achieved an
employment outcome may be
closed only if all of the following
requirements are met:

Sources:
Code of Federal Regulation 34 C.F.R. §361.56.

1
2

Division of Rehabilitation Services, Policy 3006 “Rehabilitated Closure (Status 26).”

Division of Rehabilitation Services, “Decision Tree Training 2015: [Quality Assurance] Trainer Notes.”. Internal document
provided to PERD from DRS.

3
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While an individual may gain employment, there is insufficient
evidence to determine that employment was the result of DRS’ services.
A successful outcome is defined by the employment goal, not simply a
client obtaining employment, such as in the 35 cases identified by PERD.
In order to gain a better understanding of the federal guidelines related
to closing a case when the client has achieved an employment outcome,
PERD obtained a legal opinion from the Legislative Services Division
within the Office of the Legislative Auditor. (See Appendix E for the
entire opinion.) Legislative Services noted that,
…under federal law, IPEs must contain a description of a
specific employment outcome, which may be any employment
in an integrated setting. The statutes and regulations are
unclear as to the level of description necessary to satisfy this
requirement-whether IPEs must describe a specific category
of employment (such as “legal professional,” which may
include being a paralegal, legal librarian, lawyer, etc.) or a
specific job title (such as “paralegal”).

A successful outcome is defined by the
employment goal, not simply a client
obtaining employment, such as in the
35 cases identified by PERD.

The legal opinion indicates that although the federal regulations
are unclear as to the level of description of the employment outcome,
the description must allow services to be designed to achieve it (29
U.S.C.S.§722(b)(3)E(ii). While states may vary in the interpretation of
this language, DRS utilizes Standard Occupational Classification (SOC)
codes for describing employment outcomes within each IPE, and once
the case is closed, the SOC code for the employment achieved is recorded
in the file. In evaluating DRS closed cases, PERD compared the SOC
codes within the IPE to the SOC code of the employment achieved when
the case was closed. The cases that PERD determined did not meet the
employment outcome as described in IPEs were diametrically outside of
the SOC codes described in the IPE.
PERD also identified eight cases in which DRS used the
unemployment data system to determine if a client who no longer
maintained contact with DRS had received wages so that the cases
could be closed as meeting the employment outcomes of the IPEs. Four
examples of these cases are as follows:
•

In one example, a counselor requested a wage check on December
12, 2014 for a client who had not been in contact since July.
During the last contact, the client informed the counselor that
he had found employment as a shift supervisor at a fast-food
restaurant. Then between August and December, the counselor
sent two letters and called the client once to request an update,
but the client never responded. On the last contact attempt, the
counselor notes that he, “requested a wage check be completed,
so the case can be closed successfully, if the client has been able
to maintain employment.” Three days later (December 15), the
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PERD also identified eight cases in
which DRS used the unemployment
data system to determine if a client
who no longer maintained contact
with DRS had received wages so that
the cases could be closed as meeting
the employment outcomes of the IPEs.
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counselor received confirmation that the client had been employed
for over 90 days and closed the case as rehabilitated, without the
client’s agreement.
•

In another example, a wage check was requested for a client who
had not been in contact with DRS for eight months. At the time
of the last contact, the client had informed that counselor that he
had not obtained a Mining Inspector Certification as required for
his IPE employment goal; however, he had obtained the same
employment he had before he was laid off as a Mine Electrician.
After the eight months from when DRS was notified by the client
that he had obtained employment, DRS closed the case on receipt
of the wage check without contact with the client or achievement
of the client’s IPE employment goal.

•

In another example, a wage check was used to close a client’s
case as rehabilitated after the client had stopped communicating
with DRS for 11 months in addition to not responding to multiple
contact requests. During the 11 months without communication,
from September 2013 to August 2014, DRS mailed 10-day
closure letters in June and July of 2014 with no response from the
client. Nevertheless, DRS did not close the case as indicated in
those letters and ultimately closed the case as rehabilitated after
the counselor had requested and received a wage check indicating
that the client was employed. According to the documentation
provided by DRS, it is unclear how it determined that the client
had been working for 90 days.

•

In the last example, DRS used a wage check to close a case for a
client who had not been in contact with DRS for over a year and
three months; the last contact was only two months after the case
had been opened. From the time of the last recorded contact with
the client in April 2013 to July 2014 when DRS closed the case,
DRS indicated in its case action statements that a closure letter
was to be sent out in October 2013 if there was no contact, and
again in May 2014. According to the action statements, there
was no response to either. In June 2014, according to DRS, it
requested and received a wage check that indicates that the client
had been employed since July 2013. After receiving the wage
check, DRS attempted to contact the client and the indicated
employer to confirm employment with no response. Ultimately,
DRS closed the case as rehabilitated on July 25, 2014.

During the 11 months without communication, from September 2013 to
August 2014, DRS mailed 10-day closure letters in June and July of 2014
with no response from the client. Nevertheless, DRS did not close the case
as indicated in those letters and ultimately closed the case as rehabilitated
after the counselor had requested and
received a wage check indicating that
the client was employed.

DRS used a wage check to close a
case for a client who had not been in
contact with DRS for over a year and
three months; the last contact was
only two months after the case had
been opened.

DRS’ choice to close these case files as successes based on wages,
is in violation of federal regulations, yet DRS mandates the practice.
Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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DRS Does Not Close Cases in a Timely Manner and Does
Not Follow Its Own Protocols for Closing Case Files When
Clients Fail to Maintain Contact.
The primary goal of DRS’ vocational rehabilitation program is to
achieve successful employment outcomes for its clients. Counselors and
clients begin the vocational rehabilitation process with an employment
plan, which details the services that individuals need to achieve their
goal. In addition to an employment goal a client’s employment plan is to
also include an estimated length of time it will take the to complete the
planned vocational rehabilitation services. Federal regulations, United
States 34 C.F.R. §361.50 (d), indicate that,
The State unit may establish reasonable time periods for
the provision of services provided that the time periods
are (i) Not so short as to effectively deny an individual a
necessary service; and (ii) Not absolute and permit exceptions so that individual needs can be addressed.
PERD utilized the sample cases that ended as successfully and
unsuccessfully closed to review how often target timeframes for completion of service were achieved. Table 5 shows the number and percentage
of those cases from the PERD sample that did and did not achieve the
estimated time frame documented within the employment plan.
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In addition to an employment goal
a client’s employment plan is to also
include an estimated length of time it
will take the to complete the planned
vocational rehabilitation services.

Agency Review

Table 5
Comparison of Successful and Unsuccessful Sampled Calendar Year 2014 Cases
Timeframe to Meet Expected Completion Date
Timeframe for
Closed Case

Cases closed before
expected completion
date
Less Than One Month
1 to 3 Months
3+ to 6 Months
6+ to 9 Months
9+ to 12 Months
1 Year to 1.5 Years
1.5+ to 2 Years
2+ Years
Total

Successful

Percent of
Successful

Unsuccessful

Percent of
Unsuccessful

Total
Number
of Cases

Percent

52

21%

41

17%

93

38%

5
14
20
15
14
13
6
19
158*

2%
6%
8%
6%
6%
5%
2%
8%
65%

4
3
3
2
4
9
4
16
86

2%
1%
1%
1%
2%
4%
2%
7%
35%

9
17
23
17
18
22
10
35
244

4%
7%
9%
7%
7%
9%
4%
14%
100%

Source: PERD analysis of DRS calendar year 2014 sampled closed cases.
*Number is not 159 due to estimated timeframe being inaccessible within one file.

Table 5 documents the successfully and unsuccessfully closed
cases that remained in the DRS program for extended periods of time
beyond their completion date. From the sample, 19 of the successful
files took 2 or more years past the estimated completion date to reach
the employment goal, and 4 of those cases extended more than 5 years
past the estimated completion date. From the unsuccessful files of the
86 clients who did not meet their employment goal, 16 took more than
2 years to close. Of the 16 that took longer than 2 years, 12 took longer
than 5 years (see Table 6). In total, 27 percent of the cases that had an
IPE remained open a year or more beyond the expected completion date,
without an amendment to the employment plan’s timeframe. With more
than a quarter of case files with employment plans going well beyond their
completion dates, DRS is either inaccurately estimating the timeframes
or is not managing the cases according to the clients’ employment
plans. If the problem is with the time estimations, then DRS should be
amending the employment plans to reflect the new timeframes. PERD
did not identify cases that were amended solely to update the expected
completion date. Therefore, the Legislative Auditor concludes that DRS
is not requiring the counselors nor its clients meet the goals in a timely
manner as spelled out in the client’s employment plan.

From the unsuccessful files of the 86
clients who did not meet their employment goal, 16 took more than 2 years
to close. Of the 16 that took longer
than 2 years, 12 took longer than 5
years.

Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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Table 6
Reasons for Closure of Calendar Year 2014 Unsuccessfully
Rehabilitated Cases Which Took Longer Than 5 Years
Case

Months to Close

Reason for Closure

Case 1
Case 2
Case 3
Case 4
Case 5
Case 6
Case 7
Case 8
Case 9
Case 10
Case 11
Case 12

139
132
100
100
99
99
78
78
72
70
68
66

Client unable to work due to health issues.
Client Stopped Communicating.
Client Stopped Communicating.
Client Incarcerated.
Client Stopped Communicating.
Client No Longer Interested in Services.
Client Stopped Communicating.
Client Stopped Communicating
Client Stopped Communicating
Client Did Not Complete IPE Successfully.
Client Stopped Communicating.
Client no longer interested in services.

Source: PERD analysis of DRS calendar year 2014 sampled closed cases.

DRS also does not close case files when the client did not
demonstrate an interest in continuing the vocational rehabilitation program
in accordance with its own policy. Out of the 86 sampled unsuccessful
closed case files from calendar year 2014, 66 percent were closed due to
the client failing to maintain contact with the DRS counselor. In these
cases, the client does not call or meet with his or her counselor and does not
respond to DRS’s request for updates and meetings. When this occurs, the
counselor is supposed to close the file as an unsuccessful rehabilitation,
but only after the counselor has attempted to locate the individual to
determine if they wish to continue working towards their employment
goal. According to DRS policy, prior to closing a case as unsuccessful
for any other reason other than death or institutionalization, the “…case
must be staffed with the district’s Placement Team to determine if all
attempts have been exhausted to locate individuals who have relocated
and to determine if there are any viable actions that may be taken to
assist in a positive employment outcome…. If the expected reason for the
closure is the refusal of services, or failure to cooperate, the individual
must be provided advance notice of the pending closure along with the
reason for the closure and offered a reasonable opportunity to remedy the
problem.”
PERD’s review of the closed files deemed unsuccessful found
numerous cases in which DRS had mailed multiple letters requesting that
the client contact his or her counselor or the case would be closed. In
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Out of the 86 of the sampled unsuccessful closed case files from calendar
year 2014, 66 percent were closed due
to the client failing to maintain contact with the DRS counselor. In these
cases, the client does not call or meet
with his or her counselor and does not
respond to DRS’s request for updates
and meetings.
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some instances, the contact letter contained no closure warning, while
those that did contain a closure warning allowed anywhere between 7
to 30 days to respond with most allowing 10 to 15 days to contact the
counselor.
For example, in one case a counselor sent a letter stating that if
the client did not contact DRS within 30 days then his case would be
closed. The letter was sent on December 4, 2012, 34 days after the last
client-counselor contact. The case should have been closed on January
3, 2013 but remained opened. The counselor called the client again
on February 28, 2013 and left a message requesting a return call. The
client did not return the counselor’s telephone call. Then on March 15,
2013, the counselor saw the client during lunch, at which time the client
informed the counselor that the client had stopped attending the DRS
paid-for HVAC program. The client stated that he was near completion
of another unspecified program. An additional 129 days passed before,
on July 22, 2013, the client telephoned the counselor to state that the
client was enrolling in a computer science program at a state community
college. The counselor informed the client that DRS would not be able to
assist with tuition since DRS paid for the non-completed HVAC program,
but offered career placement services once the computer science program
was completed. The client requested his case be kept open. Then an
additional 263 days passed until the counselor called the client’s home
and left a voicemail message requesting a return call. The client never
responded to the voicemail and, on May 30, 2014 the counselor closed
the case as unsuccessfully rehabilitated.
In a second example, a counselor sent a contact letter without a
closure notification on February 8, 2013 to a client who the counselor
had not spoken to since November 6, 2012. The client telephoned the
counselor on March 14, 2013 requesting to have a meeting to discuss
the case. The client’s original goal was to become a receptionist and
the client wanted to change it after visiting the local community college.
The counselor’s notes do not specify the client’s new goal, but state that
the client had not followed through with some of the requirements in
the employment plan, failed to maintain contact or attend scheduled
meetings with the counselor. The counselor notes that she will contact
the client again and schedule a meeting to discuss the client’s case and a
new training program. Following that contact, the counselor called the
client twice in August with no response. Then on November 18, 2013,
the counselor sent a contact letter with a 30-day closure notification if
contact was not made. The 30 days passed without contact from the client.
However, instead of closing the case, the counselor sent another contact
letter with a 15-day closure notification. Once again, the client did not
respond and the case was finally closed as unsuccessfully rehabilitated on
January 6, 2014.

The counselor informed the client
that DRS would not be able to assist
with tuition since DRS paid for the
non-completed HVAC program, but
offered career placement services
once the computer science program
was completed. The client requested
his case be kept open. Then an additional 274 days passed until the counselor called the client’s home and left
a voicemail message requesting a return call. The client never responded
to the voicemail and, on May 30, 2014
the counselor closed the case as unsuccessfully rehabilitated.

It is the Legislative Auditor’s opinion that continued multiple
request for contact letters being sent to an unresponsive client extends
Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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a case unnecessarily. Currently, DRS does not have a threshold or
benchmark on the number of requests for contact letters to be sent prior to
closing the case. Therefore, it is the Legislative Auditor’s opinion that
to discontinue the unnecessary extension of cases, the DRS should
establish a set number of requests for contact letters that can be sent
before ultimately closing the case.
The large percentage of cases that go well beyond their expected
completion dates and the practice of sending numerous contact letters
to disinterested clients show that DRS is not managing its vocational
rehabilitation program efficiently and effectively. Establishing expected
completion dates for case files to be closed provides a level of accountability
for both the client and the counselor to gauge the client’s progress towards
meeting his or her goal throughout the rehabilitation process. As PERD’s
analysis of the cases that extended past their expected completion date
shows, DRS is not utilizing the established dates and therefore is not
able to close cases efficiently. By allowing the cases of clients who have
not demonstrated an interest in continuing the vocational rehabilitation
program to remain open and then making continual attempts to continue
the case despite the client’s stop in communication, these cases serve
as a burden on the productivity of the counselor and the program as a
whole. When clients can receive services indefinitely without sufficient
procedures to ensure reasonableness, it reduces the efficiency and
effectiveness of DRS’ vocational and rehabilitation program. Therefore,
it is the Legislative Auditor’s opinion that once DRS has made the
established contacts with no response from the client, the case should
be closed to facilitate greater efficiency and effectiveness in the
vocational rehabilitation process.

Performance Reviews of Vocational Rehabilitation Programs in Other States Identified Data Reliability Issues
and Inconsistencies in Reported Employment Outcomes
DRS’ issues with closing case files are not unique. PERD’s
review of performance audit reports from other states found three reports
that address similar issues in other states’ vocational rehabilitation
programs (see Table 7). Like PERD, the audit teams in Colorado and
Pennsylvania found case files that were closed as successes even though
the employment outcome did not match the goal. Additionally, Arizona,
Colorado and Pennsylvania found that case files were not being closed in
a timely manner. Pennsylvania’s audit team determined the cause for the
delay in case closures. As stated in Pennsylvania’s Office of the Inspector
General’s 2012-2013 report:
“OIG received information that district offices were
instructed to hold successful case closures once a fiscal
year goal was met, in an effort to ‘stockpile’ successful
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It is the Legislative Auditor’s opinion
that continued multiple request for
contact letters being sent to an unresponsive client extends a case unnecessarily. Currently, DRS does not
have a threshold or benchmark on the
number of requests for contact letters
to be sent prior to closing the case.

The audit teams in Colorado and
Pennsylvania found case files that
were closed as successes even though
the employment outcome did not
match the goal. Additionally, Arizona, Colorado and Pennsylvania found
that case files were not being closed in
a timely manner.
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case closures for the following fiscal year. OIG analyzed
monthly successful case closures for five fiscal years and
found a significant disparity between percentage of total
cases closed in the first month of the fiscal year (October)
and percentage of cases closed in the last month of the
fiscal year (September).”

Table 7
Performance Reviews of Vocational Rehabilitation Programs in Other States
and Their Relevant Findings
State

Colorado

Pennsylvania

Arizona

Year Issued

Relevant Finding(s)

2013

• The Division has not ensured participants meet their
employment goals in a timely manner nor has it limited the
duration of their Program services. There was no evidence
that eight sampled participants met their employment goals
although they received Program services for 5 or more years.
Fiscal Year 2013 participants had been in the Program for an
average of 1.8 years, but the range was 2 weeks to 32 years.
• The Division has not established reasonable limits on the
dollar amount or number of services participants may
receive.

2013

OVR’s procedures for reporting case closures revealed stockpiling of cases and other deviations from applicable program
requirements.

2017

Although federal law allows states to establish reasonable
expenditure and time limits for clients to receive services, the
Department has not established such limits.

Conclusion
The Legislative Auditor concludes that the inconsistency between
the employment goals and outcomes in the 35 cases identified by PERD
shows that DRS is focusing on simply getting clients employed rather
than meeting their employment goal listed in the employment plan as
required by federal regulations. Whereas the federal regulation requires
that an employment outcome must meet three conditions to be consider a
successful outcome (see Table 4), DRS’ policy and its quality assurance
training document indicate that DRS’ considers obtaining any job after
receiving services to be a successful employment outcome. In effect,
DRS is diluting the vocation rehabilitation program’s purpose. Therefore,
Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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it is the Legislative Auditor’s concern that DRS is closing cases as
successful to meet the performance measure created by the RSA. By
closing unsuccessful cases as successfully rehabilitated and allowing
cases where clients no longer show interest in completing the program
to remain open, DRS is not ensuring federal and state funds are used
appropriately and efficiently. Paying for services for clients who are not
making sufficient progress toward meeting employment goals within
reasonable timeframes is not an appropriate or prudent use of program
funds. By addressing the issues identified in this report, DRS could
better serve its clients by ensuring that those clients are being successfully
rehabilitated.

Recommendations
1.

DRS should accurately report cases as unsuccessful when the
outcome does not meet the employment goal.

2.

DRS should establish a set number of request-for-contact letters
that can be sent before ultimately closing the case.

3.

DRS should establish benchmarks to close files in a timelier manner to facilitate greater efficiency and effectiveness in the vocational rehabilitation process.

4.

The DRS should continue to make progress in addressing the issue of data limitations in order to be able to completely and accurately report performance data as required in the Workforce
Innovation and Opportunity Act.
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By closing unsuccessful cases as successfully rehabilitated and allowing
cases where clients no longer show
interest in completing the program
to remain open, DRS is not ensuring
federal and state funds are used appropriately and efficiently.
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Appendix A
Transmittal Letter
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Appendix B
Objective, Scope and Methodology

The Performance Evaluation and Research Division (PERD) with the Office of the Legislative Auditor
conducted an Agency Review of the Department of Education and the Arts pursuant to West Virginia Code
§4-10-8. As part of the process, a performance review of the Division of Rehabilitation Services (DRS) was
conducted. As established in West Virginia Code §18-10A, the DRS was established to provide vocational
rehabilitation services to eligible disabled individuals.

Objective
Objectives of the audit were to assess if the DRS’ process for assisting clients to achieve employment
goals are effective and efficient in terms of accomplishing the goals in a cost-effective and timely manner.

Scope
The scope of the audit included only the vocational rehabilitation services of DRS and not the disability determination section. The scope included a random, statistically significant sample of cases closed
in calendar year 2014. The scope included a review of sampled clients Individualized Plan for Employment
(IPE) and expenditures. Finally, PERD used information from the DRS’ internet based electronic case management system (iECM) and its client authorization payment system (CAPS) as a means to obtain and analyze
the closed cases.

Methodology
PERD gathered and analyzed several sources of information and conducted audit procedures to assess
the sufficiency and appropriateness of the information used as audit evidence. The information gathered and
audit procedures are described below.
The audit team used a random sample of the DRS’ vocational rehabilitation case files from its Electronic Case Management System closed in calendar year 2014 as its primary source of information to conduct
the performance review. The audit team reviewed 357 of the 5,164 cases that were closed after the client was
determined to be eligible and have an IPE completed. The DRS told the audit team it could not provide digital copies of case files. This required the team to printout the documentation associated with each casefile at
the DRS’ headquarters in Charleston, West Virginia. The case files included basic information on the client,
the eligibility determination, the IPE, the counselors’ notes (called action statements), closure notification,
case status reports, the record of services provided, the employment verification forms, amendments, and, the
authorizations from the CAPS system. PERD staff then reviewed and inputted each casefile into a Microsoft
Access database to conduct the analyzes used in the report.
The review of casefiles provided assurance that the information in the files was consistent; however, the audit team did not conduct any additional steps to determine the accuracy or validity of the casefile
information. Once all the files were inputted into PERD’s database, the team conducted queries to identify
errors such as incorrect date, created by manual entry. Additionally, the audit team reviewed the paper copies
of files for the employment goal outcome analysis, the contact analysis in Table 4, and the closure reason in
Performance Evaluation & Research Division
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unsuccessful cases (Table 5). The audit team did not identify any issues with the data in the paper files that
would have required additional verification of the electronic records in the iECM system. Therefore, PERD
determined that this data were sufficient and appropriate.
In addition to the casefile review, the audit team completed several additional activities as part of the
performance review of the DRS. For instance, the audit team interviewed members of the DRS administrative
staff as well as the United States Department of Education’s Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA).
The audit team also reviewed the sections of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations related to the State Rehabilitation Services Program and the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act, West Virginia State Code,
DRS’ policy manuals and training documents, performance reviews of the vocational rehabilitation programs
in other states, RSA policy statements; performance reviews of RSA and state vocational rehabilitation programs conducted by the U.S. Government Accountability Office and the U.S. Department of Education’s
Office of Inspector General.
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objectives.
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Appendix C
DRS Rehabilitation Service Process
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Appendix D
Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1998
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Appendix E
Legal Opinion
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Appendix F
Agency Response
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