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AUDIT OBJECTIVE 
 
Our objective was to determine, for the period 
July 1, 2002 through May 17, 2005, whether 
the Department of Labor (Department) has 
established a system of controls that provides 
reasonable assurance that data used to 
calculate Workforce Investment Act (WIA) 
performance measures is accurate and 
complete.  We also assessed whether the 
Department has taken adequate steps to 
ensure these controls are in place and working 
effectively. 
 

AUDIT RESULTS - SUMMARY 
 
The Department administers WIA, a 
federally-funded job training program, in 33 
local service areas statewide, and must report 
the State’s achievement of established 
performance goals to the U.S. Department of 
Labor (USDOL).  WIA mandates that states 
control and monitor WIA performance 
reporting and related program data.  To 
enhance reporting accuracy, USDOL requires 
states to perform a Data Validation Test 
before submitting annual WIA performance 
data.  States are subject to USDOL financial 
sanctions if their reporting does not meet 
accuracy standards. 
 
The Department, as well as the two local 
service areas we visited, have established 
control processes that should provide 
reasonable assurance that the data used to 
calculate WIA performance measures is 
accurate and complete.  However, the 
Department needs to train its staff on how to 
use its recently-issued monitoring guide to 
improve the State’s compliance with WIA 
requirements. (See pp. 4-6) 
 
The Department’s Data Validation Test 
results for 2003-04 showed that 15 percent of 
the tested WIA program data had error rates 
higher than 5 percent.  Errors occurred 

because local service areas did not always 
understand or consistently apply directions in 
the Federal WIA Validation Handbook, and 
because Department managers did not 
confirm Handbook compliance.  Our review 
of a sample of validation worksheets also 
found some required data was not tested, or 
was graded incorrectly; other worksheets 
were incomplete or unaccounted for.  Further, 
Department officials did not analyze Data 
Validation Test results, or share them with 
local service areas to help local staff identify 
and correct problems that caused the errors.  
The Department should take the steps 
necessary to improve the accuracy of its WIA 
performance reporting to minimize the risk of 
sanctions, which could reduce State WIA 
funding by up to $11 million a year, when 
USDOL begins to hold states accountable for 
meeting the accuracy standards in 2004-05.  
(See pp. 7-10) 
 
Our report contains eleven recommendations 
to improve controls over the accuracy of WIA 
performance reporting.  Department officials 
indicated our recommendations were valid 
and reasonable, and indicated considerable 
progress has been made in addressing them.   
 
This report, dated February 7, 2006 is 
available on our website at: 
http://www.osc.state.ny.us. Add or update 
your mailing list address by contacting us at: 
(518) 474-3271 or 
Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Services 
State Audit Bureau 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Department of Labor’s (Department) mission 
is to promote job creation and economic 
growth and to facilitate compliance with State 
labor laws.  The Department promotes job 
creation by administering a variety of 
workforce development programs, including 
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, Title 
1B (WIA).  WIA is a Federal program 
administered by the U.S. Department of 
Labor (USDOL) in cooperation with the 
states.  WIA created a new comprehensive 
workforce investment system to help 
employers by upgrading the skills of their 
current employees, and to provide training to 
eligible youth, adults and dislocated workers 
to help them obtain jobs or secure better jobs.  
WIA required states to implement their new 
workforce investment systems by July 1, 
2000.  WIA’s program year begins July 1 and 
ends June 30. 
 
The Department administers the WIA 
program through 33 local service areas 
statewide.  In each service area, a Local 
Workforce Investment Board, whose 
members are local employers and community 
leaders, oversees the operations of the local 
WIA program.  Each local service area has 
one or more WIA sites, called One-Stop 
Centers (Center).  The Center is intended to 
be a single customer-friendly location that 
unifies employment, education and training 
programs and services so customers can 
access a seamless system of workforce 
investment services.  Individuals who visit a 
Center can obtain help in locating a job (e.g., 
identify their specific skills; draft resumes; 
find and apply for actual positions) or 
participate in specialized programs (e.g., 
intensive counseling; specialized training 
services).  Individuals who participate in 
specialized programs must complete the WIA 
registration process.  Eligible participants are 
enrolled in programs that meet their needs and 

help them obtain jobs.  The Department 
aggregates and monitors the list of statewide 
eligible training courses that are selected and 
approved by the local boards.  Participant 
profile, activity and outcome data is entered 
by local personnel on the Department’s One-
Stop Operating System (OSOS) or 
comparable systems, which accumulate 
program data.  Participants exit WIA when 
they complete their program(s), when they no 
longer need Center assistance, or when 90 
days elapse without receiving services.  
 
WIA program goals include reducing welfare 
dependency, improving the quality of the 
workforce, and enhancing the productivity 
and competitiveness of the State’s economy.  
To determine whether state programs are 
meeting these goals, WIA requires the 
establishment of a comprehensive 
performance accountability system to 
measure achievement.  This system comprises 
17 performance measures that relate to both 
program success (e.g., obtaining or retaining a 
job) and customer satisfaction for 3 categories 
of customers:  youth, adults and dislocated 
workers. 
 
USDOL establishes WIA performance goals 
based on a state’s historical job-related data 
and on negotiations with the state.  WIA 
regulations require the state to submit 
quarterly and annual performance reports for 
all three classes of customers.  To meet this 
requirement, local service areas put WIA data 
into USDOL-prescribed format, WIA 
Standardized Record Data (WIASRD), or 
convert their own system data to this format. 
After applying file edits, and making needed 
corrections, local service areas forward the 
data to the Department.  WIA requires that 
states verify the accuracy of these reports, and 
makes USDOL and individual states 
responsible for monitoring the accuracy of 
submitted data.   
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In New York State, the Department and local 
service areas have developed control 
processes and procedures to monitor data and 
reporting accuracy.   
 
In September 2002, USDOL reported that 
audits it had conducted in selected states 
(other than New York) determined that states’ 
reporting of performance measures was not 
reliable, due to inadequate monitoring to 
ensure accuracy.  Therefore, USDOL 
developed a Report Validation Test to 
confirm the accuracy of calculations used to 
produce the state’s performance measures, 
and a Data Validation Test to identify specific 
errors, inaccuracy trends and inconsistencies 
in the data used in the calculations.  These 
tests produce error rates for data and reporting 
accuracy, and should help the Department 
identify the sources of errors.  USDOL also 
developed a Draft WIA Validation Handbook 
(Handbook) with directions for performing 
the tests.  The Department conducted the Data 
Validation Tests and Report Validation Tests 
for 2002-03 and 2003-04, and submitted 
quarterly and annual performance reports to 
USDOL for both years.  USDOL plans to 
audit selected states on a periodic basis to 
confirm that states are doing validation tests 
in conformance with Handbook guidelines, 
and reporting accurate WIA performance 
measure information. 
 
USDOL is in the process of setting accuracy 
standards.  For this purpose, 2002-03 was a 
trial year, when USDOL focused on resolving 
problems with the validation process and state 
reporting systems.  The 2003-04 year was a 
base year, which means that 2003-04 error 
rates will be used to establish error rate 
standards for 2004-05.  Once the accuracy 
standards are established, states will be held 
accountable for meeting them.  If a state does 
not meet its accuracy standard for two 
consecutive years, the state’s annual WIA 
grant may be reduced by up to 5 percent.  

New York State received Federal WIA funds 
totaling about $218 million and $216 million 
in 2002-03 and 2003-04, respectively. 
 

AUDIT FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Department and Local Controls Over WIA 

Data Accuracy 
 
The Department should have a system of 
controls in place that ensures WIA 
performance data meets USDOL accuracy 
standards.  We found the Department has 
established such a system, comprising of 
automated control features (Department and 
Federal edit checks); visits to local service 
areas to verify support for reported data; and 
comprehensive directives (The WIA 
Monitoring Guide) for operating and 
monitoring the program.  New York City and 
Erie, the two local service areas we visited, 
have also established various control features 
to enhance data accuracy.  However, we 
found the Department needs to train local 
service area personnel in how to use the WIA 
Monitoring Guide, and actively inform these 
personnel about program updates, to improve 
the effectiveness of its data accuracy controls.  
Details of these control mechanisms, and our 
observations about them, are listed below. 
 
Department Edit Checks   Edit checks are 
controls built into a system to help ensure that 
the data entered is appropriate, accurate and 
complete.  The Department developed edit 
checks that identify illogical or invalid data 
entries in program data received (in WIASRD 
file format) from local service areas.  These 
edits produce five types of error reports that 
identify incorrect entries, such as participants 
whose social security numbers (SSN) are not 
included in the national allowable table for 
SSNs; youth program participants who are 
younger than 14 or older than 21; and 



 
 

 

 
 

Report 2004-S-80  Page 5 of 24 

participants with a program goal date that is 
earlier than their program registration date.  
Department officials stated they produce and 
distribute these reports so local service areas 
can correct errors prior to submission of a 
final WIASRD file to USDOL.  
 
The Department also applies a set of Federal 
edit checks, programmed into WIASRD, to 
all data elements in program data submitted 
by local service areas.  The WIA program has 
many individual data elements (e.g., 
participant’s date of birth).  Some data 
elements apply to all participants, while 
others are specific to certain classes of 
participants, such as dislocated workers.  For 
example, one WIASRD edit check identifies 
invalid or illogical data (a month number 
greater than 12), while another check ensures 
WIA participants are between 14 and 100 
years old.  The Department runs the WIASRD 
edit checks before submitting WIA data to 
USDOL. 
 
Department On-Site Review   During the 
quarterly file reviews of eligibility and source 
documentation, a Department field 
representative substantiates eligibility data for 
a sample of active WIA participants by 
comparing data on the Department’s 
WIASRD file to information in participant 
folders.  The Department produces a summary 
report of review results and meets with local 
staff to discuss improvement opportunities.  
The Department requires corrective action for 
eligibility data elements found to be in error. 
 
Department Website Information   WIA 
Technical Advisories for Department staff, 
local chief elected officials (grant recipients), 
local workforce investment boards and local 
service providers, as well as Federal WIA 
guidelines and informational documents, are 
listed on the Department’s website.  Putting 
program information on the website does 
make it available, but does so in a passive 

manner.  While we found that the 
Department’s website does contain WIA 
Technical Advisories, we believe that 
Department officials should actively inform 
Centers of program updates through email or 
other communication. 
 
Department WIA Monitoring Guide   In 
November 2004, the Department developed 
and implemented the WIA Monitoring Guide 
(Guide) to help manage and monitor the WIA 
program.  The Guide is intended to help 
review program performance and to assess 
compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations, among other things.  Centers are 
required to implement Guide control 
procedures, and Department field 
representatives are to confirm that Centers are 
following these procedures.  The Guide states 
that the Local Workforce Investment Board is 
responsible for overseeing the Center’s 
operational and financial performance.   The 
Guide also states monitoring requirements, 
and provides direction for doing the work 
needed to meet the requirements.  To 
illustrate, the Guide: 
 

• States that a combination of on-site 
and desk reviews can be used to 
verify program performance, 
including support for and accuracy 
of participant program data entered 
in OSOS; 

 

• Requires Centers to assess 
contractors’ effectiveness in meeting 
contract goals in quarterly reviews 
of contracts; and 

 

• Describes how to perform 
monitoring procedures, such as how 
to perform sampling procedures; 
how and when to provide technical 
assistance to local service areas; and 
how Centers can meet 
documentation requirements. 
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The Department’s Guide contains 
comprehensive monitoring information.  
However, we found that NYC and Erie Local 
Workforce Investment Boards, whom the 
Guide makes responsible for monitoring local 
service areas’ performance, have not fully 
carried out this recently assigned oversight 
function.  Further, local service area 
personnel reported that they have not been 
trained in how to apply the Guide.  Since 
WIA is a complex program, and the Guide is 
a thick reference manual, local service areas 
may not consult the Guide unless they are 
trained to implement it efficiently.  For 
example, officials at the Oyster Bay Center 
said they were unclear as to which sections of 
the Guide applied to them, and how to 
implement the directives in those sections.  
Department officials stated training will be 
provided in the near future but they have not 
developed a training schedule.  Officials 
should make scheduling such training a 
priority so Centers can improve compliance 
with WIA program requirements. 
 
Local Service Area Edits  New York City, 
which uses  the Automated Case Management 
System (ACMS) to accumulate WIA data, 
received 55 percent of State WIA funds in 
2003-04.  Erie, which accounted for 5 percent 
of WIA funds in the same year, uses OSOS.  
The NYC local service area told us they apply 
edit checks to WIA data - independent of 
State and Federal edits - to identify errors and 
poor performing contractors.  Local officials 
also reported that these edits confirm that all 
entries were made, were logically correct and 
were consistent with program objectives.  The 
edits also confirm that participant records are 
not duplicated.  Local officials informed us 
their systems require that corrections be made 
before processing can continue. 
 
Local Service Area Eligibility Reviews   Both 
New York City and Erie perform periodic 

eligibility and documentation reviews, and 
both require corrective action when a 
participant’s record is incomplete.  To the 
extent WIA eligibility data pertains to 
performance measures, this review process 
confirms accuracy.  Both areas also use 
boilerplate contracts that include standard 
contact language to help ensure contractors 
provide complete data.  We reviewed the 
boilerplates to determine if they require 
contractors to submit complete and accurate 
data.  We found that they do require this and 
failure to do so can result in contract 
termination. 
 
Local Service Area Contractor Monitoring   
New York City officials stated they had 
previously canceled a contract for poor 
performance and are currently in the process 
of sanctioning two other contractors for poor 
performance too.  Erie officials stated they 
would take this action, if needed.  To avoid 
the risk of data entry errors made by Center 
staff, New York City also requires contractors 
to enter their WIA participant data directly 
into ACMS, which locks the entries to 
prevent unauthorized changes.  New York 
City managers can print ACMS reports to 
evaluate contractors’ performance and to 
confirm data accuracy.  Furthermore, New 
York City continuously reviews five percent 
of each contractor’s WIA participant files to 
confirm the file is complete and the data was 
properly entered into ACMS. 
 

Recommendations 
 

1. Inform Centers of WIA program updates 
through email or other means of 
communication. 

 
2. Train Local Service Area Staff to use the 

Guide to monitor WIA implementation. 
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Confirmation of the Department’s WIA 
Control Processes 

 
To enhance assurance of data and reporting 
accuracy, USDOL requires that states 
complete both a Data Validation Test and a 
Report Validation Test on their WIA annual 
report data before submitting it to USDOL.  
The Department recently concluded its second 
Data Validation and Report Validation Tests.  
We reviewed the Data Validation Test (Test) 
results for both 2002-03 and 2003-04, as well 
as the validation worksheets that document 
how the tests were performed. 
 
The Test results for 2003-04 reported error 
rates of 5 percent or greater for 17 percent of 
data elements validated.  (The 5 percent 
materiality threshold was based on standards 
of reasonableness and auditors’ judgment.)  
Our review of Department validation 
worksheets determined that error rates 
generally were higher than reported because 
staff did not comply with Handbook 
directions.  We found that for the 137 data 
elements that had data and required data 
validation, the Department properly reported 
error rates for 56 data elements, understated 
error rates for 67 data elements, and 
overstated error rates for 14 data elements.  
The State is subject to audit by USDOL to 
confirm its data and reporting accuracy.  
Therefore, the Department should lower its 
error rate and comply with Handbook 
directions to avoid the risk of sanctions, 
which could cost the State as much as $11 
million per year in WIA funds, when USDOL 
begins to hold states accountable for meeting 
the accuracy standards in 2004-05. 
 
Review of Data Validation Test Results 
 
The Test involves verifying the accuracy of 
certain required WIA data elements that are 
used in calculating the WIA performance 

measures.  USDOL developed validation 
software that selects a sample of participant 
files containing the required data elements.  
For each sampled participant, the software 
prints out a validation worksheet that contains 
each of these data elements.  For each data 
element, Department staff must verify support 
for the data in the participant’s folder.  If 
folder documentation agrees with the entry 
for the data element, staff should enter a 
“pass” value on the validation sheet; if 
support is missing or does not support the 
data, a “fail” entry is required.  Staff should 
consult the USDOL Handbook for definitions 
of data elements and proper documentation 
requirements.  Local service areas then return 
the validation worksheets to the Department, 
where staff input worksheet results in the 
validation software. 
 
In reviewing the results of the Department’s 
2003-04 Test, we found that 28 (17 percent) 
of the 166 data elements USDOL requires to 
be validated had an error rate that exceeded 
five percent.  Of these 28 data elements, 14 
directly impact the State’s calculation of 13 of 
the 17 WIF performance measures.  This error 
rate, based on the Department’s Test results, 
demonstrates that the Department’s controls 
over data accuracy are not working as 
effectively as they should to prevent or detect 
the entry of incorrect data in participant 
records.  Unless the State reduces 
inaccuracies in WIA data, it may be subject to 
sanctions that could reduce New York State’s 
annual funding by up to five percent of total 
WIA funds, or $11 million per year. 
 
While reviewing the Department’s 2003-04 
Test, we found that primarily two factors 
contributed to high error rates:  staff’s lack of 
knowledge about WIA data elements, and 
changes in USDOL requirements.  For 
example, although the Handbook states that 
an entry for the element “Dislocation Date” 
should be the participant’s last day of 
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employment at the dislocation job, some staff 
mistakenly entered the participant’s WIA 
registration date in the “Dislocation Date” 
element.  Likewise, the Handbook defines 
“WIA Exit Date” as the last date on which the 
participant received WIA services, excluding 
follow-up.  When a known exit date exists 
(i.e., date of course completion), the 
completion date is the exit date; when a 
participant has not received services in over 
90 days, and must exit the program, the 
Handbook states the exit date is the last date 
services were provided.  However, we found 
that staff and contractors would, at times, 
incorrectly record the job-attainment date or 
the 90-days-without-services-date as the 
“WIA Exit Date.” 
 
USDOL instituted its documentation and 
validation requirements in September 2002.  
The requirements state that, in completing the 
Data Validation Test, staff must find specific 
documentation showing the participant’s date-
of-birth to “pass” an entry in the “DOB” 
element.  However, due to the time lag 
inherent in performance reporting nationally, 
some participants in the validation sample 
selected for 2003-04 exited the program 
between April and June 30, 2002.  Since the 
specified documentation was not in the files, 
the validators were required to “fail” the data 
element.  Although USDOL does not require 
states to comply with documentation 
requirements retroactively, it did not account 
for the impact of this change in the 
Handbook.  Thus, the error rate for this data 
element was likely overstated. 
 
Center staff should have a good 
understanding of WIA data definitions and 
know how to find further clarification in the 
Handbook.  Since WIA participant files must 
contain the documentation mandated by 
USDOL’s current validation process, the 
Department should develop and issue a WIA 
documentation policy that invokes Federal 

requirements.  The Department should also 
increase its monitoring to verify that staff are 
entering WIA data correctly, and that staff 
and contractors are maintaining appropriate 
source documentation in participant files. 
 
Review of Data Validation Test 
Methodologies 
 
Our reexamination of participant case files for 
a sample of worksheets from Erie and New 
York City, found the Department’s 
conclusions on the data accuracy was 
incorrect for 10 percent of the data elements 
in Erie case files, and for 22 percent of the 
elements in New York City case files.  We 
also reviewed all the worksheets required for 
the 2003-04 Test to ensure they were 
complete and accounted for.  We found that 
worksheets were sometimes deficient or 
missing, and that certain data elements were 
passed inappropriately by Department Central 
Office staff.  We also found that local service 
areas were alerted well in advance about 
specific participant files that would be 
validated during on-site reviews.  Because 
validation testing was not performed in 
accordance with Federal testing requirements, 
the State’s error rates could actually be higher 
than the Department’s Test results indicate. 
 
Validators’ Conclusions   To test the 
accuracy of validators’ conclusions in the 
2003-04 Test, we randomly selected 15 of the 
49 worksheets completed for Erie, and 35 of 
the 706 worksheets completed for New York 
City.  Of the 33 local service areas, we 
selected these two because they account for 
60 percent of the State’s WIA funds and 
because they use different systems to 
accumulate WIA data.  For each worksheet, 
we reexamined the participant’s case file to 
determine whether documentation supported 
the validators’ conclusions for sampled 
elements.  We disagreed with the Department 
validators’ conclusions for 16 (10 percent) of 
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the 154 elements tested in Erie case files, and 
for 80 (22 percent) of the 363 elements tested 
in New York City case files.  Contributing to 
this high rate of variance were factors such as: 
 
• Nonconformance with Handbook 

review methodologies; for example, 
although USDOL requires an exact 
match for each data element (e.g., 
documentation date must exactly 
match the data element date), the 
Erie validator used a “close enough” 
criterion instead; and 

 

• Attempts to validate data elements 
using non-independent sources that 
cannot confirm accuracy; for 
example, New York City staff tried 
to validate ACMS data using ACMS 
itself, the system that generated the   

 
As a result of the incorrect and inconsistent 
review methodologies used, the Department’s 
Test yielded incorrect results.  The WIA 
performance measures calculated with this 
data and reported to USDOL may also be in 
error.  The Department must develop formal 
review procedures and provide them to 
validators so data validation reviews are 
consistent and in compliance with federal 
requirements.  The Department should also 
randomly test the validators’ conclusions to 
ensure they are appropriate. 
 
Arbitrary Methodology    Our review of all 
the validation worksheets for the 2003-04 
Test concluded that staff did not validate (i.e., 
pass or fail) 509 (4 percent) of the 12,604 data 
elements included in the Test.  When 
elements are not validated, Department 
managers are to return the worksheets to the 
local service area for completion.  However, 
Department officials indicated that, since 
these worksheets were received late, 
managers did not have time to review them 
for completeness or return them for retesting 

before the validation results were needed to 
compile the annual report to USDOL. 
 
When we asked Department officials what 
they reported for these 509 elements, they 
said they passed certain elements (where 
validator comments were included) and failed 
others (where no comments existed).  This 
methodology is arbitrary, and has no utility 
for validation purposes.  By recording non-
validated elements as a pass, the Department 
inappropriately decreased its error rate, and 
reduced the reliability of its Test results.  The 
Department should require that validator staff 
complete worksheets and submit them in a 
timely manner, and that managers review 
worksheets to ensure omissions are corrected. 
 
Accountability for Worksheets   Validators 
should return all validation worksheets to the 
Department so the results can be entered in 
the validation software.  However, we found 
that Department validators in New York City 
did not return 101 out of 619 worksheets for 
the 2002-03 Test, and 29 of the 706 
worksheets for the 2003-04 Test.  To account 
for the missing worksheets, Department staff 
indicated on the software that the participant 
file for the worksheet could not be found.  
When a file cannot be located, the worksheet 
is not required to be validated.  Since the 
problem was a missing worksheet, and not 
always a missing file, this was an incorrect 
representation of validation results.  
Department officials told us these worksheets 
were missing because the validators did not 
complete all the worksheets due and return 
them to the Department on time.  Again, 
inputting inaccurate information in the 
validation software reduced the reliability of 
the Department’s Test results.  Department 
officials indicated they would require staff to 
complete and return all worksheets sooner so 
they could identify and account for missing 
worksheets.  
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Notification of On-Site Reviews   The 
Handbook requires Department staff to notify 
local service areas one or two days in advance 
of an on-site validation review.  This 
requirement was established to make the 
review more efficient, while minimizing 
opportunities to change the information in the 
case files to be reviewed.  However, we found 
that Department representatives who 
conducted Tests in Erie and New York City 
gave local officials a list of the participant 
records to be validated two or more weeks 
before the review occurred. 
 
Department officials said they had not told 
field representatives about the one to two-day 
time limit because they were not aware of it.  
To minimize the risk of noncompliance with 
Federal requirements, Department 
representatives should comply with handbook 
notification requirements, and what Centers 
must do to comply with them. 
 
Social Security Validation   Matching an 
individual’s social security number (SSN) 
against State wage data is a very effective 
means of measuring the extent to which the 
State’s WIA program is effective in helping 
participants obtain jobs.  However, the WIA 
program does not mandate that individuals 
provide their SSNs to participate in WIA 
programs.  Therefore, USDOL does not 
require states to validate SSNs, but gives 
them the option of validating the SSNs of 
those participants who do report them to 
identify any invalid SSNs.  During our 
interview of validation worksheets for the 
2003-04 Test, we confirmed that 4 of the 22 
service areas that validated data for this Test 
(the areas where the sampled participant files 
were located) validated participants’ SSNs.  
Of the 776 records validated by these areas, 
40 records (5 percent) were found to have 
erroneous SSNs.  Since SSNs are used to 
obtain State wage data, erroneous SSNs could 
result in inaccurate participant wage data, 

which is used to calculate a WIA performance 
measure.  Therefore, we encourage the 
Department to require the validation of those 
SSNs that are provided voluntarily by those 
WIA participants. 
 
Analysis of Test Results   The Department 
should analyze Test results to identify and 
correct specific problems with the WIA 
reporting process.  By improving the accuracy 
of WIA performance reporting, the 
Department can avoid sanctions that could 
reduce the State’s WIA funds.  The 
Department must also share Test results with 
local service areas, where WIA services are 
provided, and where participant data gets 
entered into OSOS (or equivalent system).  
However, we found the Department has not 
analyzed, trended or shared its Test results 
with the local service areas.  Officials in Erie 
and New York City confirmed they have not 
received reports detailing the Department’s 
Test results.  Department officials stated they 
planned to analyze Test results, but have not 
done so yet because of competing priorities 
and a lack of sufficient resources.  Unless the 
Department performs this analysis and 
conveys findings to local service areas, local 
officials will not have the information needed 
to correct the causes of specific errors or 
address systemic problems that could exist.  
 

Recommendations 
 
3. Train local service area staff and other 

appropriate parties in how to record WIA 
data in accordance with the Handbook. 

 
4. Develop and issue a policy that 

incorporates the WIA program 
documentation requirements set forth by 
the Federal government. 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
5. Periodically confirm that WIA data is 

correctly entered, and that staff and 
contractors maintain appropriate source 
documentation in participant files. 

 
6. Develop and implement written data 

validation procedures that conform to 
Handbook requirements and clearly define 
the responsibilities of validators and 
Department managers.  Procedures should 
include, but not be limited to, provisions 
requiring: 

 
• validators to validate all data elements 

 on the Federal validation worksheets; 
 
• validators to return completed 

 worksheets within a Department-
 established timeframe that allows time 
 for review; and 

 
• Department managers to review 

 worksheets so worksheets with non-
 validated data elements can be returned 
 to local service areas for completion. 
 
7. Comply with USDOL’s requirement to 

provide the list of sampled participants to 
local service areas no more than one to 
two days before the on-site review. 

 
8. Randomly test completed data validation 

worksheets to confirm that validators’ 
conclusions are derived using Handbook 
methodologies and are supported by 
proper documentation. 

 
9. Require that validators in all local service 

areas validate the social security numbers 
of participants who voluntarily provide 
them. 

 
10. Analyze Data Validation Test results to 

identify and correct specific problems 
with the WIA reporting process. 

11. Share the results of the Data Validation 
Test and the Department’s analysis with 
local service areas so they can identify 
and correct the causes of data element 
errors and prevent such errors from 
recurring. 

 
AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

 
We conducted our performance audit in 
accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  We audited 
Department controls over the accuracy of 
WIA program data and WIA performance 
results in conformance with federal 
requirements for the period July 1, 2002 
through May 17, 2005.   
 
We reviewed applicable laws, rules, 
regulations and procedures.  We interviewed 
Department and local service area officials 
and reviewed various Department and 
USDOL reports.  During our audit survey, we 
visited the Oyster Bay local service area.  We 
performed substantive tests in two local 
service districts (New York City and Erie) to 
determine if the performance data used to 
calculate performance measures was accurate, 
complete and reliable.  We selected these sites 
to visit because they account for 60 percent of 
the State’s WIA funds (New York City, 55 
percent; Erie, 5 percent) and because they use 
different systems to accumulate WIA data 
(New York City, ACMS; Erie, OSOS).  For 
this test, we randomly selected 50 participant 
records (15 from Erie and 35 from New York 
City) to determine if the Department drew 
correct conclusions about the accuracy of the 
data.  We also validated participant social 
security numbers and tested the Department’s 
Data Validation Test results to confirm if 
results were properly reported to USDOL.  
We did not review the computer application 
results associated with the Department’s 
Report Validation Test. 
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Data accuracy and reliability was determined 
by using 2002-03 and 2003-04 data validation 
test results to identify data improvement 
opportunities and review what steps were 
taken to prevent such errors from reoccurring.  
In addition, we met with officials from 
Centers in Erie and New York City to 
determine what practices they have instituted 
to assure themselves that the WIA data used 
to calculate their performance measures is 
complete and accurate. 
 
In addition to being the state Auditor, the 
Comptroller performs certain other duties as 
the chief fiscal officer of New York State that 
have been mandated by statute and the State 
Constitution.  The Division of State Services 
is responsible for several of these, including 
operation of the State’s accounting system; 
preparation of the State’s financial statements; 
and approval of State contracts, refunds, and 
other payments.  In addition, the Comptroller 
appoints members - some of whom have 
minority voting rights - to certain boards, 
commissions, and public authorities.  These 
duties may be considered management 
functions for purposes of evaluating 
organizational independence under generally 
accepted government auditing standards.  In 
our opinion, they do not affect our ability to 
conduct independent audits of program 
performance. 
 

AUTHORITY 
 
The Audit was performed according to the 
State Comptroller’s authority under Article V, 
Section 1, of the State Constitution; and 
Article II, Section 8, of the State Finance 
Law. 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
RING  
We provided a draft copy of this report to 
Department officials for their review and 
comment.  Department officials indicated our 
recommendations were valid and reasonable, 
and indicated considerable progress has been 
made in addressing them.  The response 
included additional information that the 
Department believes is important to provide a 
more balanced picture of WIA performance 
data accuracy in New York State.  A complete 
copy of the Department’s response is included 
as Appendix A.  Appendix B contains State 
Comptroller’s comments which address 
certain points in the Department’s response. 
 
Within 90 days after final release of this 
report, as required by Section 170 of the 
Executive law, the Commissioner of the 
Department of Labor shall report to the 
Governor, the State Comptroller, and the 
leaders of the Legislature and fiscal 
committees, advising of the steps that were 
taken to implement the recommendations it 
contained, and/or the reasons certain 
recommendations were not implemented. 
 

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE REPORT 
 
Major contributors to this report include 
William Challice, Richard Sturm, Donald 
Geary, Randy Partridge, Theresa Lawrence, 
Jessie Wright, Nancy Varley and Kenneth 
Ramos. 
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APPENDIX B - STATE COMPTROLLER COMMENTS ON AUDITEE RESPONSE 
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1. Our report states that USDOL is in the 
process of setting accuracy standards.  We 
did not state that  PY 2002 is considered a 
base year.  Rather, we say that 2002-03  
was a  trial year, and 2003-04 was a base 
year from which error rates would be 
established. 

 
In regards to the May 23, 2005, 
conversation, we do not recall USDOL 
commenting on how New York State is 
implementing data validation or that 
USDOL is very pleased with New York 
State.” 

 
2. As stated in our report, the Department’s 

Guide identifies practices and procedures 
Centers should follow to monitor WIA 
implementation and to ensure accurate 
reporting of program results.  The Guide 
defines a Local Workforce Investment 
Board’s monitoring responsibilities which 
is accomplished through a combination of 
desk reviews, on-site reviews, and 
observation.  These reviews are done, in 
part, to assess WIA data integrity which 
aligns with the scope of this audit.   

 
 

3. With the absence of established USDOL 
error standards, we evaluated the 
Department using a 5 percent materiality 
threshold.  Our report states that this 
threshold was based on standards of 
reasonableness and auditor judgement.  
By developing a materiality threshold, we 
were able to focus our audit resources on 

those areas where the Department would 
likely derive the greatest benefit.  Absent 
such focus, the Department may not have 
known where its resources could be used 
to effectuate the greatest positive change. 

 
4. We contend that there is a difference 

between a missing or lost folder and one 
that was not made available.  We state in 
our report: “When a file cannot be 
located, the worksheet is not required to 
be validated.  Since the problem was a 
missing worksheet, and not always a 
missing file, this was an incorrect 
representation of validation results.”  
Department officials acknowledge in their 
response that participant folders “Were 
not made available by the NYC local 
area.”  Because these files could have 
been made available, had sufficient time 
been given to retrieve them, they should 
have been validated. 

 
5. Our report states that USDOL does not 

require that SSNs  be validated.  However, 
USDOL allows states to determine if 
SSNs should be validated.  Because an 
incorrect SSN  will affect certain WIA 
performance measurements, the 
Department should, at a minimum, 
validate those SSNs  that are voluntarily 
provided. 

 
 
 
 

 




