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'FOREWORD

The mid ‘and late 1970's were characterized by the enactment of new,
major leglslative mandates in the education and employment of handicapped

md:v:duals. Public Law 94-142 and Sections 503 and 504 of the Réhabili-

,tatlon Act of 1973 have had profound effects upon educators and employers,

"In response to these mandates, a number of diverse programming ap-~
N

,proaches. and policies have been implemented by vocutlonal and special

educatour's(7 and vocational rehabilitation personnel at the state and “local

-
- EN

levels.

The Leader'ship Training Institute (LT1)/Vocational and Special Educa-

tion was %stablished to assist state leadership personnel in improving and

<

expanqu vocatlonal education opportunities for handlcapped learners. The
pﬁo;ect is supported by a grant from the Division of Personnel Preparation,

Off“ce,:.of Special Eduction, U.S. Education Department. Through the pro-

v

ject, emerging legislative issues and priorities pertaining to vocational

] .
education for handicapped learners have been addressed ih regional leader-

‘ship training institutes. Through March, 1981, eight institutes had been -

conducted throughout the nation addressing a vaiiety “of key issues,

This series of policy papers and research reports on Fundi;\g and Cost
Analysis deri\}es its impetus, in large measure, from the eighth and last
Leadership Training Institute held in Arlington, Virginia, on March 22-24,
1981. A comprehensive literature review and. a small scale needs assessment
survey identified a number of major concerns in this area such as legisla-
tive and regulatory issues and state planning.

Sevéral recogniz;d leaders in the field of special education, vocational

education, and educational finance have contributed to this policy baper

series. It is' a pleasure to share .the insightful and cogent manuscripts
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through the production of tnis volume. The LT! is indebted to the authors

- ¢

for their excellent contributions-~Donald W. Drewes, Conserva Corporation,
Dr. Vernon Beuke, Cornell University, Dr. Charles Benson, and Gareth
Hoachlander, UniverSity of California-Berkeley, Dr. Paul Wehman and Mark
Hill, Virginia Commonwealth University, and Ken Schnei;:ier, Dr. Frank
Rusch, Dr. Robert Henderson and Dr. Terry Geske, University of Illinois.
Dave Larkin and Bman Cobb, staff of the ‘LTI, have done an outstand-—
ing job in planning and editing this volumé Their efforts are much appre—-
C|ated Dr. Janet Treichel, Training and Dissemination Coordlnator, was
instrumental in the production and dissemination of each of the policy paper .

> series. A special note of anpreciation is extended to Ms. Alicia Bollman for

her assistance in typing and prooﬁng the final masnuscript.

o

L. Allen Phelps, Director
Leadership Training Institute/
Vocational and Special Education
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PREFACE

+

-~

Advocacy groups and educators, as well as federal legislation have
T~

recently attempted to improve the employment possibilities for handicapped
'young persons. Vocational education; s.pecial education, vocational rehabili~
tation, and the Comprehensive Emgioyment and Training Act (CETA) have
all been the recipients of federal funds allocated for this purpose. Un-

@’ N
fortunately the level of employment for handicapped young Americans con-

tinues to present a major problem for the nation.
"A major piece of legislation currently directing vocational education for

handicapped youih is Public Law 94-482, A .section of this law provides for

funds specifically serving handicapped students. Reauthorization of this-

law wiil take place in the near future and represents an extremely important
commitment to handicapped ir;djviduals.- Three of the présentations con-
tained in this monograph address the funding issue in an insightful and
thoughtful manner and -provide for an increased unders.tanding; of this
matter of current i}nportance and ipterest. °

It is difficult to fully measure the costs associated with the unemploy-
ment of many of our handicappded citizens, Many of us believe these costs
to be exorbxita'nt a‘;id, more importantly, largely unnecessary, While it is,
difﬁéult to measure the 'costs of unemployment it would seem to be easierd'to
measure the costs of education. However, such measurement is surprisingly
difficult. Far more difficult to measure are the benefits of education and
the relationship between cdsts and benefits. The evaluation of the relation-
ships existing between costs and benefits is certainly one of the most

difficult evaluations that educators undertake. Because both costs and

benefits possess a large number of variables and ramifications it seems

unlikely that a complete and total study can ever be accomplished.

B




Certainly there is no "best" educational blueprint for all learners. What we
,do look for are characteristics of certain programs that seem to move in sthe
cjirect"?on-of maximal benefits based on reasonable costs. Benefits are
frequently measured in monetary terms, yet other benefits are likely to
result. Such benefits, often termed "ancillary", are difficult to measure in
monétary terms and g?nerally seem to defy deffn;tive criteria. In times of
econoTic abu'ndance they tend to be viewed as possessing more importancé
than tﬂhey pogs,ess in times of economic turmoil or trouble.
"You will find that the studies presented in this monograph base their
‘suggestions largely on; financial criteria, but con°\;ey many implic;tions
regarding the ‘ancillary benefits. There seems to be good reason to suspect
that the costs associatsd with large numbers of unemployed (whatever those
.costs may presently be) ;Ni” continue to increase. This seems to' be pa'?tic-—

K

ularly, significan: when considering the prediction, made by prominent

educators in the field, of a coming shortage of young workers. As editors °

‘l‘{

we believe this collection of cost/analysis materials to be potentially very
valuable. The. data, techniques and ideas presented will help to form the
skills and attitudes necessary for providing a larger proportion of handi-

¥ N

capped workers with empioyment that is rewarding to er.nployee and employer
<

alike. That would -be a develo‘bment from which we would ail benefit.

Sme—
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Vocational Education Funding for Handicapped Students

Many issues and Some Tentative Suggestnons

N bY

Donald W. Drewes ]
Conserva, Inc, 7
" Raleigh, North Carolina-

b

A guest lecturer once described f‘unding as "where tl?e rubber‘l;its the
road."‘ The application to the fﬁnding of handicapped programs is direct.
Whereas rhetoric and good intentions may abound, they retr;ain but empty
promises, unless sufficient resources are sommitted to make them a reality.

It is the purposé of this paper to critique the present funding system.
and to offer tentative suggestions for bossible improvement, The critique
of then present 'system will include“ a description of the present fe(?eral
funding~mechanis,ms, an analysis <;f state and ‘local matching of handicapped
set-aside funds and a discussion of the problems that states ana localities
are experiencing in attempting to, comply with legislative mandates. The
.second part of the .paper will ot;fer some tentative suggestions for improve-

merit, These suggestions are offered in the context of fiscal conservatism

that is anticipated to shape the course of social programming for the inter-

-

v

mediate future.

The Current Mandate

Legislative authority for federal assistance to vocational education is
providsd by Title 1l of the Education Amendments of 1976 (P.L. 94-482).

Title Il will hereafter be referred to as "the Act.
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The Act is d?vided ith two _ma,jor parts: Part A and Pa;'t B. Part @/
per'tair:s to state vocational 'educat“ion programs, whereas Part B is devoted
to national programs. Each part is divided into .subparts.° Since only Part
A has relevance for analysis of financial assistance to the states, no furt’her.'
mention will be made of Part B.

Part A of the Act consists of the following subparté:

() Subpart I--General Provisions
° Subpart ||--Basic Grants = -
e - Subpart IlI--Program Improvement and Supportive Services
° Subpart 1V-~Special Prog;rams for the Disadvantaged
) Subpart V--Consumer and Homemaking Education -
With the exception othubpart I, each of the subparts _provides authoriza-
tion for.a sSpecific grant-in-aid to the states.

Funds are distributed to the states accord\i\ng to an allocation formula.
’i’he allocation formula is a function of state fotal population in three age
'cagc—;gories and the per capita income of each state in relation to the national
per capita income. Separate authorizations are provi_ded for Subparts ||
and 1Il, IV and V. An additional separate authorization provides for state
planning, preparation of accé:untability reports, sfatéwide evaluations and
state administration of vocational education programs. The same allocation
formula is used to allot funds to states under each of the four authorization
categories, ' . ”

The Act requires that each state\receiving funds under the Act use at
least ten percent of the funds received to pay 50 percent of the cost of
providing vocational education to handicapped pJersons. The restriction that

ten percent of funds received be used for a designated purpose is referred

to as a set-aside. In addition to the 10% set-as°iq'e for programs serving

1y




handicapped students, the Acf provides for set-asides for disadvantaged
and for post-secondary vocational educafion. The disadvantaged set-aside
is further subdivided to include those of limited English~-speaking profic-
iency. The set-asides for r;andicappe;i, disadvantaged and postsecondary
- collectively are. referred to as national priority programs, '

States receiving assistance underl the Act are required to pay at least
30 percent of. the cost of providing vocational education to handicapped
persons from state and/or local funds. That is to say, the states must
match the federal contribution on at least a dollar-for-dollar basis. Thus,
- this stipulation h}aés come tc bg known as the "matching requirement." Some
exceptions to the matching requirement are programs that brovide for the
participation of students enrolled in nonprofit private schools and programs
‘funded under Subpart IV. In these instances, the Act allows for full
reimbursemnent of cost from federal funds.

Héndicapped persons' are defined by the Act as$ those who have a
physical, mental or other health impairment that prevents them from suc-
ceeding in regular vocational education progra;ns wnthout special assistance.
Thus, "handicapped" under the Act is regarded as a performance-—based
inability to succeed without special éssustance rather .than a personal dis-
ability of an individual. By virtue of this definition, handicapped is a
relative classification depending upon individual performance capabilities and
program requirements. A person ‘is handicapped only if that person cannot
meet a specific set of requirements. Given a_ change in the perfor;nanc‘e
criteria, the handicap may vanish,

Consistent with this definition of handicapped, the Act requires that

handicapped set-aside funds be used only to pay for the cost of providing

special assistance to handicapped persons so as to allow them to succeed in




. ¢

regular vocational education programs. In those instances where they are

unable to succeed in regular programs even with the provision of special

P

assistance, federal funds can be used to provide for separate programs. '

The stipulation that federal funds be used only to pay for services above

and’ beyond those regularl'&/ provided is referred to as the "excess cost"

>

proviso.

- The excess cost proviso and the matching requirements dictate that

state .and local contributions must be used on at least a dollar equivalency

x

"with federal funds to pay for the cost of special services provided to handi-
capped persons. According to the regulations, state and local expenditures
in t;xcess of the matching r~equirements for “&ther parts of the Act cannot be
used to meet the matching reduirements for.. the added cost'nof programs
serving handicapped students. . The implication is that each- fede}al dollar
used to provide special services to handicapped individuals must be accom-

panied by a state or local dollar spent for the same purpose.

Once a state has made a finantial commitment to support vocational

education, it must maintain that commitment on either an aggregate or per

pupil basis. This co'nditio'n‘ is” known as "maintenance of effort." Main-
tenance of effort can be achieved with no more than a five perceont reduc-
tion from previous expenditures. Thus the implication for the funding of

vocational programs for handicapped students is that once a state .makes an

investment in these programs, it must maintain that investment on an aggre-,

~
.

gate or per pupil expenditure basis with no more than a five percent annual

decrement,

\

The State Response '

A measure of state, responsiveness to national priority programs is

provided by an analysis of the ratio of state and local dollars expended in




federal dollars expended. A listing of the ratio of state/local to federal

expenditures ranked by magnitude of the ratio is pr:esented in Table 1.

©

- Table 1
> State/Local: Federal Matching Ratios for
: Handicapped Set-Asides Ranked by Size of Ratio.1
' High: $13.79 1.50
13.32 1.43
9.98 . 1. s ‘
. ' 9.88 1.39
. ' . - 4,99 1.34
' . 4.80 1.31 K
. 3.49 1.29
- 3.38 1.29
3.06 1.24
2.77 ~ 1.23
< 2.60 . 1.23
2.59 1.21 , ' ‘
‘. 2.34 1.19 a
o 2.27 1.17
2.17 i.17
2.03 1.16
2.0 1.15
1.92 1.13
1.88 1.10
“1.88 1.00
1.84 ° .99
1.80 91
1.63 "85
1.60 .84
1.60 , Low::- .7 ,
1.54 o
’ Mean = $2.50
. Median = 1.54

National ratio 2.28

. N
[ . v

1Prelimi_nary VEDS data, FY 79.

Examination of the table reveals that the nonfederal to federal matching

-

ratio varles from a high of ,$13.79 to a low of § .ﬁg}with an average ratio of
$2.50. If the national aggregate values are used, the ratio is $2.28. The

median ratio,* that is. that ratio 'value which is exceeded by 50 percent of

the states and territories, equals $1.54. The fact that the mean exceeds

the median implies a positive skewed distribution of ratios. - v

{ ‘




* 8
This is readily observed by noting that some few states have ratios that are

widely discrepant from those of the majority of states.

The ratios presented in Table 1 are based of all funds reported out=

laid in fiscal year 1979. Because of the Tydings Améndment, states have

27 months in which to expend funds allocated in a given fiscal year. Thus,

a

the ratios represented in Table 1 are for fiscal year 1979 as well as all

L3

previous fiscal year funds carried over and expended in fiscal year 1979,

Since states have the total 27-month period in which to achieve the set-
aside requirements and since the ratios include funds from several fiscal

years, no attempt should be made to infer the extent of compliance with the

<

- handicapped-set-asides.

£

.t

What the ratios do show, however, is the extent of the utilization of
state and local funds to -meet the added cost of providing handicapped
services. An expenditure of+$2,28 state and local funds per federal dollar

expended in FY 79 for programs serving handicapped students, in contrast

“with $10.36 “of state and local funds per fede‘ra[ dollar for all vocational

14

" education program services ‘and activities indicates the relative importance

»

placed on the provision of special' services to handicappéd individuals.

o
Impact of the Current Legislation-~An Assessment

<
Y . -

The current legislation is predicated upon a rational decision—making

*

approach to the planning of vocationa! education programs, services and

activities. The legislation is prescriptive in nature and stipulates a number

¢

~of conditions that,must be met in orgder to comply with its intent. The basic

assumption is that quality can be legislatively mandated and that rational

planning is the means to assure that state and local actions are in accord

with federal intent. National prioritiés are prescribed with the expectations
that federal dollars directed at these p\riority areas will shape the pattern

>

of stat.e and local expenditures. 1
M,
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These expectations have been largely unmet. National. priorities have
remained na.'tional priorities, with states in many instances unable or unwill-
ing to redirect funding in‘accord with national priority areas. As evi-
_‘)denced by the results, federal priorities on serving handicapped students
_have been relatively unsuccessful?in attracting state/local funds. ) .
Numerous reasons can and have been offered. Many states pass the
responsibility for matching to the local levels. Local agencies and: institu-

tions are experiencing a shortage of funds and are often unwilling to divert

funds from regular programé to provide for matching of costs associated

with provision of special services to handicapped pers’on"s. Because of the
diversity of handicapping conditions and the uniqueneés of the special
services required to overcome these deficiencies, many LEAs are reluctant

’ I

to make an investment in equipment and materials that may serve one or a
., 'limited number of students. Acceptance of federal asuppor"c for programs
servir;g handicapped students in vocational education, or any otrfer federal
vocational education support for that matter,h obligates local recipients to.
compliance with federal reporting and spending constraints. '

State allocations of federal dollars for provision of services to handi~
capped ingi\fidu_als are often at such miniscule levels that accepiapce of the
service obligations by eligible recipients is believed not to be commensurate
with the benefits obtained. The maintenance of effort requi;ement locks the
eligible recipients into a funding level that must bé maintained on a continu-
ing basis. Because provision of special services to handicapped students
can be highly variable dfepending upon the prevalence and incidence of
’ha“nldicaps requiring special services,' LEAs are often reluctant to commit

A

their resources on a continuing basis. The requirement that all handi-

)

capped students have an individualized education plan absorbs extra re-~

£
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"sources and increases the cost of serving handiéapped persons. Handi-
' capped stu%ents are alsbC generally more difficult to place. Since vocational
education programs are to be evaluated according to the ngmber of program
completers placed in occupations related to their field oi-"’training, vocational
educators are understandably reluctant ‘to devote thei;' energies to the
service of clients when the reward may not justify the cost.
The result is that %EAS and LEAs have not moved with dispatch to
adopt federal priorities as their own. Whatever the reasons, the conclusion
is obvious. By and. large, the federal priorit;l for serving handicapped

students invocational education has had but limited success in stimulating

state and local interest.

»
L4

What Could Be--Some Suggestion$

a

It is useful to distinguish between vocational education and Vocational
Education. According to Rupe‘r_'*t Evans (1981), ‘vocational education (lower
case) is concerned with preparing people for work -in a wide range of
occupations needed .by our society. Vocational Education (upper case) is
what the federal legislation says vocational education should be doing. The
neces'sity for both upper case ar_mq lower case vocational education is a
central premise in the subseduent argument.

Vocational Education by definition sHou!d be concerned with the nation-
al priorities. These prior.ities should transcend state and local concerns
and should be addressed to .those issues of consequence to the nation as a
whole. "As addressed in the AVA'E legislative directions for reauthorization

of the Vocational Education Act, these priorities include:

. Human Development

] Productivity and Economic Revitalization




. Full Employment
° Economic Development of Depressed Communities
[ Equality of Opportunity ! N

° Energy Conservation and Generation

® - The Maintenance of Defense Capabilities (AVA, 1980) °

Provision of services to handicapped students presumably would be included
under the priority to provide equality of opportunity to all who need-and
can profit from vocational education.

The 'role of federal support in vocational education has long been
debated. The dJebate centers on whether federal funds should be used
primarily for the support and continued maintenance of exist(mg programs or
whether federal funds should serve as a catalytic agent to promote new
and/or improved programs. Under the assumption that Subpart Il--Basic
G‘rant funds’ have been used largely to supportvexisting programs and that
Subpart lll-—-Program Improvement and Support Servsces funds have been ’
used to support capacity building activities, the disparity of state/local to
federal matching ratios ($12.91 for Subpart 1l versus $2.36 for Subpart .lll)\
provides hard evidence that states have not respondeg with the same inten- -
sity to program improvement and support pricrities, l

Civen the argument that vocational eeucation facilities and equipment,
especially in urban areas, need to be refurbished and modernized, that
instructional staff need to be retrajne.d in order to teach changing tech-
nological skills, and that curriculum anc'i? instructional materials are needed

L3

to reflect changing occupational' patterns and demands, there appears c¢om-

3
i

pelling evidence for a federal role as a capacity-building agent, 2w streng-

thening vocational education's capacity to respond to national priorities, the




¢

|
|
|
:
:’
|
K
.

“federal government could complement and strengthen the s;ate role to pro-
vide for the maintenance of ongoing programmatic efforts.

As with any partnership, a viable relationship between the federal and
state blevels requires that each ‘}'ecei\'e a" reciprocal return. lf the states
are to contribute to the achievement of nation.a'l priorities, there must be an
incentive to induce state cooperatidén. Rigid prescriptions on the use of
funds must be replaced with greéter discr:etior"x in the use of federal sup-
pért. Those states that have achieved an acceptable level of services
should have the privilege to utilize federal funds in those areas of greater
need: If state and local funds are adequately serving the needs of handi-
capped stddents, then the states should not beé required to expend a desig-
nated amount of federal funds simply to comply with n.andated se;-asiqes.
If provisions of vocational services to special groups are judged to serve

the national priorities, then federal funds should flow to these areas unfet-

tered by matching and maintenance of effort requirements.

L4

Suggested Actions .

Consistent with the premise that the federal role should be to promote
the achievement of national priorities and that states should be given great-
er incentive to cooperate in the achievement of these nationdl priorities, the

following suggestions~are offered:

0 Reauthorization of the Vocational Education Act should provide for
it g

a categorical authorization for special support services to disad-

vantaged and handicapped students in vocational education.

A categorical funding authorization would remove the necessity for special
set-asides for handicapped and disadvantaged students. Creation of a

special categorical grant would signal that provision of services to handi-

SRS A
‘\ 10 -
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capped and disadvantaged students i;‘\a national priority. States could be
encouraged to use federal fun~ds to t:;ia‘iild their capacity to serve these
special populations. i

b ® - Federal funds for use;,"'in serving handicapped and

disadvantaged populations should be allocated to the
states on a formula that takes into account persons
served rather than population size.

It is proposed that state allotments for disadvantaged and handlcapped

categorical fundmg could be made according to the relative numbers of

handicapped and disadvantaged persons who are_receiving special vocational
education programs/services. Allocation on ‘numbers 'served rewards per-
formance. Simply put, those states who serve more would get more The
srelative proportion of the handicapped funds allotted to each state \could
bear the sa{me ratio to the total amount of handicapped funds available as
the. ratio of the handicapped persons served by that state to the total
- ‘'number of handicapped persons 'served[ nationally. A similar ratio could be
\
computed for disadvantaged students. The handicapped ratio and the
disadvantaged ratio applie}i respectiv\ely to the total amount of funds avail-
able’ for allocation t9 programs serving handicapped and disadvantaged
students when added together would constitute each state's categorical
allotment, '
Q_\ ° States should have discretion as to how they wish to
spend their categorical handicapped/disadvantaged
allotment.

States would have complete freedom in the determinatioﬁ of the relative mix

of funds allocated to programs for dlsadvantaged and handlcapped popula-

tions. Those stat s desiring to put more state and Jocal dollars in service

&
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to handicapped students with relatively less federal dollars would have that

freedom of choice. By so doing, states would be provided greater discre-

tion in directing the flow of federal dollars.
¢ -~ The maintenance of effort requirements should be
abolished. \ o
States should- be given the freedom to redirect and readj'uSt the funding
levels as is necessary. Existing maintenance of efrfort requirements reduce

the incentive of states to invest in special services for handicapped stu-

dents for fear that once the dollars are committed they must continue that '

3

level of funding regardless of the intensity of need. Removal of this re-
quirement alsq/recognizes that services for handicapped students might be
provided in a more efficient manner, thereby allowing the séme services to
be pro;liided at neduce_? cost. Under the maintenance of effort clause, there
would be no incentive to ir}crease the ncost efficiencies of existing services.
° There should ‘-bg ‘two pools of available categorical®
funds for serving special needs students. One pool
should require no state)local matching, the other pool
should prov&de for progressively greater federal match-ﬂ
ing depending on the magnitude of state effort.
Provision for 100 percent of the cost of handicapped/disadvantaged pro-

grams to be paid for with federal funds would provide an inducement to the

states to address that priority area. By virtue of the allocation for mula,

« those states who were serving a greater number of handicapped and disad-

vantaged studentSs would receive a greater share of federal funds as a
reward. . In order to attract state and local funds to the priority area, a
portion of the federal appropriation for the handicapped-disadvantaged

category would be reserved for entitlement: funding. States would be en-

2
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titled to a spec;fuc allotment, provided that they were wullmg to match that
allotment accerd;i';g to a designated matching proportlon. The matching
proportion should ‘be X: ‘variable rate and should depend upon the ratio of
the national to stat\e""lexpenditure per handicapped student. Those states
having a higher per handicapped, stpdent expenditure in comparison with
the . national average sho;ld be rewarded with a higher federal to state
dollar match ratio. That is to say, those states that are expénding more
for handicapped students should receive more federal dollars per state
dollar expended than those states spending relatively less per handicapped
'student served, The Ioglc for this becomes clear if one considers expendi-
tures per handicapped student as a rough indication of cost. Those states
with a higher per handicapped student expenditure would receive a greater
number of .ederal dollars per state matching dollar in recogmtion of greater

program cost.

. The, federal government should rely on marketplace ac~

ke

countability Father than legislatively nmposed prescrlptnons

1

to ensure program quallty .
Marketplace accountability recognizes that the final testoof utility of Voca-
tional education is the extent to whieh it assists people in working more
effectively. The judgment will ultimately be made. not by federal and state
administrators nor educational professionals, but by the people themselves.
Through free choice, those programs that are meeting the needs will be
supported and those progrants not‘ meeting the needs rejected. However,
exercise of free choice requires adequate information on which tg “base that
choice. Therefore, vocational_ education aata should be collected and made

available to. the public as a means of making an informed decision. By

publicizing vocational education programmatic data, the opportunities for

]
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handicapped individuals to become involved in the social and economic lift\a of
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SR our nation will be ultimately enhanced. )
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The Abt Study of State and Local Compliance
and Evaluation Practices: Special Needs Populations
by q
Vernon E. Beuke

Carnell University
Ithaca, New York

<

The Vocational Education Act (VEA'), as amended in 1976, includes a
variety of provisions intended to promote equity in vocational education for
several target populations. The; emphqs‘is on special populations began with
a broad mandate in the 1963 Vocational Education Act (VEA) that vocational

education respond to the special needs of students who have academic,

economic, or other handicaps which prevent them from succeeding in regu-

«
b

lar programs of vocational education.

In ‘1968, Congresslconcluded that the mandate, which simply empha-
si;ed that special services were needed for these groups, was not having
the anticipated impact. Congress therefore amended the law to ensure that
money was }nade available to remedy these concerns. Thus, the 1968 Amend-
ments specified that a certain proportion ‘of each state's VEA grant be set
aside to serve each target group, and authorized special programs for the
disadvantaged under a separate)subpart. -

Despite this added specificity, Congress remained dissatisfied with the
size of expenditures for sﬁpecial ,needs populations, especially }n regard to

o

This paper was originally presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association; Los Angeles, April 14, 1981, The views
presented in the paper are the author's alone and do not necessarily repre-
sent those of the National Institute of Education, Abt Associates or other
official policy.

<

16




o

sta'te and local contributions which, in many states, ‘«wer‘e often negligible.
The 1976 Amendmc;nts therefore retained the 19 percent‘ set-h.side for handi-
capped students and the separate subpart for special programs, for the
disadvantaged, * They also increased the set-aside for disadvar-xtaged St;.l-
dents from 15 to 20 percent,"-‘ in addition to computing these percentages-on
the total state. grant, rather than simply a portion of it, The Amendn!ents
further specified that a portion of the disadvantaged set-aside be reserved
for limited English-proficient students in proportion to their incidence in“a
state's population aged fifteen to twenty-four. .

Regulations issued to implement the 1976 Amendments further empha-.
sized the government's desire to increase state and local support for handi-
capped and disadvantaged students, ensured that federal dollars supple-

-

mented rather than supplanted state and local dollars, and specified that

.

federal set-aside funds be applied toward the excess costs incurred by

-

providing additional services to handicapped and disadvantaged-students’.

k3

LRERAS

The purpose of this policy paper is to report the major findings of the
Abt Study regarding the impact\.gf‘ ﬁhe 1976 Amendments on-‘services to
special needs populations. Speciﬂd‘all;\)", thig paper will discuss findings
regarding patterns of expenditures of VEA set-asides for special populations

w

and a number of service delivery issues.

Patterns of Expenditures

Clearly’, the primary mechanism for giving priority to special needs
populations in the 1976 Amendments is the targeting of funds through the
handicapped and disadvantaged set-asides under Subparts 2 and 3, and the
special programs for the‘disadvantaged under Subpart 4. In the course of

this investigation, it was found that states are making considerable pro-




gress in serving the needs of haridicapped,\disadvantagedv and limited

.English-proficient populations. There remains rob\m for improvement. This

section will address some of these issues.

w

Distribution: of Set-Aside and Subpart 4 Funds

Not Su\tfpr.ising was the finding that the bulk of the set-asictlges and
Subpart 4 monies in the sample states was distributed to local public educa-
tional institutions. In some states, however, all or some of the set-asides
were used for statewide projects. Two state’s in the sample, for example,
func,i special needs consultants or itinerant teachers to provide technical
assistance to local educators %r) working with the special needs populgtioqs.

.

Other states fl.§nd research and dissemination projects through universities.

’e\s also use the set-asides to fund programs in special schools.

Many stat
Eleven of the fifteem sample states, for exa;nple, used a portion of their
handicapped setl-aside to fund ‘various state and priv’ate_?nstitutions for the
provision of vocational services to blind, deaf, mentally retarded and other
handicapped students. In two" states a méjority of the funds went to sup-
port these programs. Nine of our sample states used a portion of their
disadvantaged set-aside to provide grants for vocational advocates in correc-
tional institutions and sheltered environmenfs. One sample state used its

Subpart 4 funds for vocational training in correctiona! institutions.

N

Targeting ofyFunds

‘ ‘

. The data indicated that despite the high degree of variation in use of
set-aside monies, many states tended tc use their set-asides predominantly
at one level of education. As shown in Table 1, four of the six states for

which data were available spent more than 85 percent of the handicapped

set-aside monies at one level. An equal number of stdtes spent at least 75

18
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! Table 1

Percent of’ Handlcapped and Disadvantaged Funds by Level of Education:
from VEA Funds - Set-asides and Subpart 4* .

>
e

o

N ' ‘ Subpart 4
Handicapped Set-Aside Disadvantaged Set-Aside Special Disadvantaged

Secondary Postsecondary Secondary Postsecondary Secondary Postsecondary

»

Alabama ) 100 0 100 0
California : 50 50 '
Colorado 69 31
Florida 87 13 64 36 40 60
Indiana , " 100 0
Kentucky : 21 . 79
New Hampshire 100 0 : 100 0 52 48
New Mexico 0o - 100 0 100 0 100
Oregon 43 57 38 62 . 58 42
Pennsylvania 64 36 68 32 100 0

Wisconsin 10 %0 21 79 Y9 51

.
kY

*Empty cells indicate that data were not available for that breakdown; sample states with data for
none of these breakdowns are not included. ‘ :

Source: 1978 Accountability Reports.,
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percent of the disadvantaged set-aside monies at one level Those states

-

favoring secondary or postsecondary institutions with Higher levels ‘of

-

funding in one category (e.g., the handicapped set-aside) were consistent _ b
in favoring® them with. higher levels of funding from other categories ,as N
well, Across states, however there was no conslstent pattern of expendi-

- 4

*ures at levels domlnatlng secondary over posicecondary levels, or vice

s

¢ versa, ‘

~

o L

. Site visits suggest two reasons for th'ese s endin atterns. One is
: P g .p

» IS

that the funds were targeted "to reflect the state administrative. agency's

I

prlmary orlentation ‘to one level of educatlor] over another, A second rea-.

A} 3

son for» targetlng is ladmlnistratiVe ease, A’pparently, audit trails for ex-

«Cess costs and matching requlrements are more- easily accommodated within

""" the dellvery and accountjng systems of one level rather than another in e

r “

Jsome states ¢ “

.
\ . N

Given that the Act requires. targeting of funds to both needy students
I *

and needy institutions, analyses of available, data were performed to deter-
mine the degree to which federal handlcapped and disadvantaged funds were .

. targeted to lbcal agencies, Table 2 presents these 'data. - .

<

In most sample states, Subpart 4 funds went to a relatlvely- small’

s

number of institutions and evndenced considerable targetlng The-per-—

_ centage of eligible lnstltutions receiv:ng Subpart 4 funds ranged from less
than 1 percent to 23 percent. There was generally less targeting of set-

aside funds to eligible institutions, with several sample states distributingv
funds to a 'majority of local agencies. For these funds the range was 11 '

. percent to 100 percent ,of eligible institutions receivlng federal funding.

© «

- Although the Act does not require targeting of funds at a_specific

per-pupll expendlture level this seemed to be an lmportant question to try




Table 2

Percent of Local Eligible Recipients Receiving Funding for the’ Handicapped and Disadvantaged
from VEA Funds — Set-asides and ‘Subpart 4* -

o

g

. , ‘ ' : . Subpart 4:
Handicapped Set-Aside . - . Disadvantaged Set-Aside Special Disadvantaged
« " Adult and Adult and Adult and OER
) - Secondary  Postsecondary - Total Secondary  Postsecondary Total * Secondary  Postsecondary Total Funded
* California 78 100 81 . 59 100 65" 20 41 23
Colorado : 4 13 6 Yes o
Florida 49 - 29 39 . 73 * 60 66 22 21 21 Yes
llinois ) ' R 7 23 9 Yes
Indiana : 20 26 4  Yes )
Kentucky ! : 6 Yes o
New Hampshire 74 0 60 81 14 63 7 0 6 Yes
New Maxico 0 25 0 25 7 13 Yes
New -York ' .= ) ' 3 0 2 .
Oklahoma ¢ ‘ '
" Oregon - 18 85 22 20 92 25 _
Pennsylvania 12 11" 12 - «22 32 22 3 3 Yes
Texas . . t - 1 e 9 01 Yes i
Wisconsin — 100 ’ 100 . 100 Yes

*Empty cells indicate that data were not available for that breakdown: sample states with data for none of these br@@owns are not included.
' % . . 4 )

»

A - ¢ -~

. .
«
’
- . -
B «
B .
.
‘




— Mean Project Allocation to Local Institutions and Per-

3

from VEA Funds

Table 3 =~ o

Set-—As:des and Subpart yx

'R}

Pupil Cost

T

Handigapped Set-‘as'idé: ’

Disadvantaged Set-aside

Subpart 4:
Special Disadvantaged

Mean

Mean * Mean Mean Mean Mean .
Allocation Per-pupﬂ Cost-  Allocation Per-pupil Cost Allocation Per-pupil Cost

California 11,519 191 28,409 49 29,065 173
Colorado ) ' 29,978 797
Florida 3v,;293 - - 112 34,088 52 »

linois . 15,811 365
Indiana = 10,770 260 21,782 132 36,782 282
Keptucky ) 9,450 145

New Hampshire 6,586 , 299 7,938 65 9,237 204

New Mexico 33,136 612° 104,710 120 36,625 506

New York 239,586 589,222 52 408,242 191
Oregon 10,024 199 19,450 67

Texas 33,013 50

*Empty cells indicate that data were not available for that breakdown;

of these breakdowns are not included.

Source:

1978 Accountability Reports,

~

; sample states with data for none
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to answer, given the assumption that low levels of funding might iorobably

result in limited impact. Table 3 Presents data which show the pattern of
higher average gran\ts and average 'per-pupil expenditures for Subpart 4
than for the set-asides; This finding is consistent’with requi;ements for

greater targeting of funds under Subpart 4 and miéht be expected given
that Subpart 4 monies can be used to fund 100 percent of the program
costs.’

While the above noted trends and comparisons among categories of
funding is lnteresting, large variation among states in average per-pupil
allocations within categories was also observed Expenditures: under the
handicapped set-aside, for example, ranged from $99 to $612 per pupil.
Such variation is expenditures suggests that funds earmarked for special
needs populations were being useq to suppo}'t widely diff:er‘ing levels and/0r‘
t.ypes of services. Interviews with state and local administrators confirmed

-

this conclusion.

State and Local Matching Funds Increased

A major congressional concern -in drafting the 1976 Amendments was

the: low, and in some cases declining, rate at which the federal set-aside
funds were matched by state and local dollars in FY 1973. An analysis of
Bureau“of Occupational and Adult Education (BOAE) data for FY 1978
revealed that the set-asides were still matched at a rate cons'cierably lower

than , that for the VEA grant overall However, matching ratios for the

set-asides did appéar to be improving., Nationwide, state and local monies

- . 4

’The GAO report indicated that in 1973 states were matching federal funds

for handicapped students at the rates of $1.10 to $1.00, disadvantaged
students: at the rates of $2.19 to $1.00, compared to an overall state to
federal match of $5.93 to $1.00. In 1978 these ratios were $4,07 to $1. 00,
.$5.34 'to $1,00, and $12.27 to: $1 00; respectively

23
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matching the federal set-asides were considerably"higher in FY 1978 than in

FY 1973.!

Also, state and local vocational administrators interviewed
indicated that the expenditures they reported to BOAE to satisfy the fed-
"eral matching requirements by no means; reflected all of the state and' local
spendingq for handicappéd and disédvantaged students in vocational educa-
- tion. .

Return of Federal Set-Asides -

As early as 1979, it became clear that states were experiencing dif-
ﬁcﬁlty complyiné with the law “and regulatior:s and tha}t portions of the
fedqral set-aside would be returned to the Treasury. Congress took steps
at that time to ameliorate the situation by permitting BOAE to approev‘e
waive,gs of matching provisions., The FY 1978 expenditure data showed
that, in fact, no state in our sample spent-all of its set~aside monies during
that fiscal year. However, in roughly half of the :states, the carryover for
the set-asides was no greater than: the carryover ‘or the VEA grant over-
all.  This sugg%:-sts that, in these states,, the proportion of funds not spent
reflected general 'administrative practices rather. than problems unique to
serving handicapped and disadvantagea students. In the remaining states,
however, the carryover for the set-asides was larger than that for the total

+ VEA grant, indicatipg that there ma; be special difficulties %n these states,
Wh'et;wer the difficulty was short term or more permanent in nature remains -
. to be s.een. ~ Judging ' from “interview data, however, major problems ap-

peared to be the result of rapid fiscal shifts and will resolve themselves

over time.
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Concerns of State.and Local Administrators ’

-

Ths major_concern_s voiced by. vocationa! educators in relation ta the
set-asides are .concerned with the exc;ss cost and matching requirements.
Administrators in most sample states reported difficulties in documenting
excess costs expenditures and in generating the state or local match for

those costs. For many administrators, these two requirements posed 'the

largest problems with the 1976 Amendments, '!"his ﬁndihg was consistent

©

" even in some of the states which spent a relatively high proportion of their

set-aside funds, .

- A, numberd of schools in some states simply did not claim reimbursement
under the set-asides because local administrators feared having costs dis-
‘ailowed in an audit and believed that the cost of documenting expenditures
would exceed the federal funding théy r;light have received. Other districts
took advantage of the set-asides, but for very safe and often uncreative
purposes. Most states appear to be increasing their efforts to resolve
these problems. Not only are they increasin§ the pressure on local dis~
trict; ;; spend these monies, but they are providing technical assistance to
rocal‘ districts in defining and documenting costs and m identifying state
programs that might be used as a match.

‘ Some stlatés in our sample were more "creative" in generating a state
match ‘\vithout‘aover—burdening local school districts. For example, several
states gave part of their set-aside allocation to special state~-supported
schools' for deaf, blind, or mentally retarded igdividuals. ‘These states also
funded vocational programs for inmates in state prisons. It was easy, in

this situation, to generate a very large over-match with a small amount of

federal VEA funds. In fact, one state was able to generate almost. all of its

required state and local match Aby allocating funds for a state-supported

inmate training program. . . J ' ‘

L




A final concern among state administrators focused on the requirement
that federal\handicapped and_ d%sadvantaged funds be distributed among
eligible recipients by formula.2 This pr;)cedure, they argued, typically
resultgd in‘one of two séenario§: (1) aﬂocations too small to be of use to
focal districts, or (2) the distribution of funds to local agencies not wanting
them and therefore returning them unspent. However, an analysis of vari-
ous distribution procedures, e.g.,‘ formula vs. projects, indica}ed that
distributing monies - by \;ormula rather than by a project method was not
consistently associated with a lower spending level for set-asides or Subpart

4 funds. . -

3

] Service Delivery [ssues

In addition to setting aside vocational education funds for special

¢

needs populations, the 1976 Education Amendments contain several pro-
visions which address the actual delivery of services to special populations.
Among these are:

° legislatively imposed definitions of handicapped, disadvantaged,

.

and limited English-speakingk students;

° requirements for coordination between special education and voca-

~

tional education; and,
° provisions that special needs students be served wherever pos-
q .
sible .in regular vocational education programs.

By including these provisions, Congress expressed its concern over both
the amount of funds flowing to special programs and the nature of services

Al

beingA provided to special groups.

2While this has never been a "requirement" in the sense of being an. official
regulation or legislative provision, it has‘ been the position of BOAE to

, encourage states to distribute all fuhds to local education agencies by the

formula method. Indeed, many states believe they must do so.

. 3
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States Becoming More Systematic

.In terms of delivering services to handicapped and disadvantaged
'studenyts in vocational education, there were some indications in the sarﬁp!e'
states that local education agencies, particularly at the secondary level,
were becoming more systematic in the definition, identification, and assess-
ment of needs. Thg 1976 Amendments, in conjunction with the Education
for All Handicapped Children Act (l;.L. 94~-142), appear to be havin_g. a
major impact on the way both physically and mentally handicapped students .
are being served. In many schools the IEP process became the basis for
identifying and addressing, the needs of these. students.

As might be exgected, at' the postsecondary level Section 504 of the

Rehabilitaton Act of 1973 seems to. be a more salient force in directing local -

activitjes regarding handicapped individuals. These activities tendea to
focus on modifying facilities to provide access for physically handicapped
siudents. To the extent that postsecondary institutions servea handicapped
students, with other than physical handicaps, their identification and the
assessment of needs appeared to be less systematic than at the secondary
level. \This difference mdy be due entirely to the differential ifnpact of
P.L. 94-142, \

The procedures for identifying‘; disadvantaged students and assessing
their needs at both the secondary and postsecondary levels were more
variable than those for secondary héo\dicapped students. Some districts
identified disadvantag}ed students throg\gh standardized achiever‘ﬁent’ or

diagnosti¢ tests given regularly to all students; other districts relied on
N\

referrals from individual_ teachers of students who needed additional assis-

tance. Most states sampleq emphasized the academic ‘définition to the exclu-

a

sion of the economic definition of disadvantage.

v




Some Progress Despite Problems

. Despite .the apparent progress i;x defining, identifying and assessing
the needs of special populations in vocational education, problems remain,
The needs of limited English-proficient students apparently were not being
systematically assessed in all sémple‘ states. Some state agencies were ,

conducting needs assessments and beginning to plan for this group, but

few programs were operational, Other states appeared to be doing virtually.

nothing for these students. .
Problems- also existed in serving handicapped students. In many dis-

tricts, the role of vocational educators in the IEP process was not clear.

Problgms were also evident in the communication of irformation rt'agarding

special students from "home" schools to area vocational schools. A number

of state agencies -in our sample had begun to address these problems by
working with the division of special education, and in some cases the divi-
sion of vocational rehabilitation, to issue policies clarifying the roles and .
responsibilities of the different groups' worliing witsl'] handicapped students. B
State and local vocational administrators sampled reported three area;s

of progress in increasing the proportion of special needs students served in

regular vocational programs rather than in separate classes. First, state

administrators commentéd that local education agencies were using fewer

VEA dollars than before to sponsor separate "pull-out" programs, However, -

no independent evidence exists (e.g., analyses -of enrollments or types 01; )
program§ funded by VEA) to either {'erify or counter these. reports. l
Second, no mention was made of states or local districts avoiding ma.in- |
streaming because sebarate programs may. be reimbursed at a higher rate--

up to one-half the full cost of programs, rather than one-half the cost of

only the additional services provided in a ‘regular program. !n fact, re-
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spondents ﬁnsis*te:d thhat separate vocational programs were used only for
severely handicapped students. f’inally, interviews indicatad tﬂat disadvan~
~ taged and physica!l~y handicap_ped students are more apt to be mainswreamed
than mentally handicapped students. A common approach 'to serving men-
tally handicapped students who had received their academic instruction in
separate classe.-s. was to begin their ;ocational education in a transitior;a!
class. These students initially took an exploratory vocational course in a
class with only other handicapped students. Then, if sfudents did w‘eII in
» one occupatiolnal area, ”they were transferred to a regular cl;ass in that .
program. However, some less able students remained in a éeparate program

for the duration of their education.

-

State Agency Activities

~

-

At the state level, many sample stéte agencies engaged in a variety of
activities to support special needs’ populat'ions. All sample states had at
least one staff member whose major responsibility inclided overseeing pro-
grams .for one or more special needs populations. In roughly half the
states, the duties of these staff members appeared to be primarily orientéd
towards administering VEA funds. In the other half, however, the staff
placed greater e|:nphasis on program ‘issues., These include;d, for example,
coordinating training and materials development., providing technicaln assis-
tance, and working with other state agencies to issue policie.s and sponsor
programs for special pqpul.ations. The staff in this second group éppeared
to more. actively promote the interests of the special needs students thaIn
did tiwe staff in the first group, and their efforts, seemed to be an impor-
tant source of support in meeting the needs of special populations.:

Two appr:oaches to providing training and techniéal‘ assistance to local

districts were taken by state agencies. - Services ' were usually provided

’

3




' ) © either through colleges and universities, or directly by state staff and
state-hired consultants. College-based training consisted of extended .
courses, while assistance provided by state stoff was. more frequently \
short-term workshops, conferences, professional meetings, or on-site visits

" to individual schools. Through these forums, the state offered awareness
trainir;g, disseminated policies and curricuium matérials, assisted districts in.
administering VEA funds and, in some cases, conducted on-site program
reviews. ' . \

Coordinati?n with other state agencies dealing with special needs
popuTations was a frequent state activity, as well.” These efforts of state
staff %ocused most fequently on programs for handicapped students. Exam-
ples of joint activities with special education and vocational rehabilitation
incIuJed both formal, written interagency agreements which clearly defined

' roles/and responsibilities, and more informal working relationships.

Recommendations

The handicapped and disadvantaged set-asides and the Subpart 4
funds were clearly meeting the original intent of targetiné VEA funds to
special populations, and should be retained. Several state .administrators
reporied that without the mandated set-asides the;l would probably continue

to/serve handicapped and disadvantaged students, but not at the high level

that the current legislation requires.
*The impact of the excess cost and matching requirements which accom-
pany the set-asides was less clear. From this study, it was not possible to

determine the extent to which difficulties cited by administrators were

functions in inexperience in dealing with these concepts. The latter ap-

peared to be the case, but only further study will answer the question

) 30 4{)

inherent in federal requirements, and therefore lasting, or were' simply : . 1
|
i
|
|
|
|
\
|




for sure. it is recommended here that the excess cost and matching re-

-
. @

quirements be retained, but this recommendation must be qualified by the

assumption that the difficulties which states encounter with the excess cost

and matching requirements will dimin;sh over time. ’

Along t-he same lines, "it is recommended that Congress revisé the

-

present ‘excess cost policy allowing districts to apply federal reimbursement

to the full costs of separate programs for handicapped etudents, while only

applying federal funds to the excess costs of mainstreamed programs. While.

no one mdicated that this pollcy was a barrier to mainstreamlng, it ap-

peared to be in conflict with the purposes of P.L. 94-142. Congress might

alter present pokxcy, for example, by supporting separate programs Emly for

\
the costs above the district-wide per-pupil costs of’ providing vocational
\

education to non-hé\ndlcapped and non-disadvantaged students.

. Finally, given limited staffing, OVAE should be eﬁcouraged to give

~

priority to providing states increased technical assistance on excess. cost

and matching of federal funds: It was apparent that administrators in

states were unclear about legislative intent and "had received little guidance

on the matter. OVAE should also be encouraged to monitor the effective-

ness of the revised matching requirements to determine whether its pra-

cedures for seeking a waiver are so restrictive “that states do not take

\

advantage of the new requirements, . '

Since many policy questions will be unanswered by this study, Con-

)

gress should monitor the set-aside expenditures to'determine whether states

4

are indeed mastering the excess cost and matching requirements, or whe-

ther those requirements serve as disincentives to the use of federal funds.

Ot !y minor changes are recommended in the service delivery provi-

sions. With-regard to handicapped students in vocational education, the
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reliance on the P.L. 914-11'42 procéss is useful and appropriate. ‘There seems

to be little Justlfication for creating a pew assessment and lidentification

process just for vocatlonal education. There is, however, a need to clarify\

Q-

the involvement of vocational ‘education in the special education meeds assess- -

’’

ment and planning process. The present process simply does not. include
persons knowledgeable about skill requirements for -.vocational programs.,
Congress should consider adding language to either the Vocational Education C

Act or to the Handicapped Act to ensure the involvemenLof vocational

ah x

educators in the development of lEPs “for handlcapped students .placed in':

vocational education programs., ° Y . 5 ..
|
|
|

'I

‘Since there exists no. standard procedure for identifying and assessing
the needs of disadvantaged students,‘ local education agencies sholujd be - .

encouraged to develop systematic procedures. To support the emphasis.on
. ' 4 .

‘developing systemafic local processes local education agencies should be
required to describe their approach to identifying and serving these stu-

dents in their local applic¢ation or plan for federal funding.

g

If Congress wishes to .continue its emp‘has”is on limited English-speaking
students in vocational education, additional technical assistance should be ‘
provided to states in developing strategies for identifying.and serving this

population. Present efforts appear sporadic and‘l lacking in both identifica-

v

tion procedures and assessment of needs. .

© .

In terms of state activities for special needs populations, it is recom-
mended that each state be required to devefop a plan detailing those activi-
ties state staff will provide in the areas of training and technical assis-

&

tance, coordination with other state agencies, and monitoring local activi-

n

. ties. Such a plan would be comparabfe to the one currently required for

sex equity and is cpnsistent with the earlier recommendation of redefining

L




the state plan as a master plan of state agency activities. This recom-

mendation is based -on the premise that state staff perform critical functions

-

in delivering services to speciaf needs populations.

v

In surﬁhary, current provisions of the law appear to be working rela~-

\

< tively well. " No major changes are recommended’ at this tlme since states

J

séem to be successfully coping with the new provisuons. Congressuonal

. attention should be focused on fine~tuning the leglslatlon in a few areas

mcludlng federal and state admmistratlve roles potential or actual conflicts

with federal mamstreammg policy and improvement of procedures for identi-

fying and serving handicapped, disadvantaged and limited English-speaking

o

populations.

4




Reauthorization of the Federal Vocational
. ~ Education Act:'Possible Directions

¢ Charles S. Benson ’ -
E. Gareth Hoachlander ¢
- University.of California
Berkeley
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/IZ;‘, ) The Vocational Education Act, which last underwent extensive amend-=
‘ ments in 1976, expired September 30, 1981. Although the Congress enacted .
. a one year extension of the 1976 legislation to géive the new administration

time to formulate its own policy on vocational education, it is continuing: to
deliberate reauthorization.  This paper prop;)ses some major legislative

- changes that would not only clarify and simplify the present law, but would
also,make‘federa'l spending for. vocational education more effective. It

argues that while the federal government should adopt a more limited num-

&

ber of more .ciearly specified objectives-~and hold state and local govern- -

ment more accountable for addressing those airr;s--state and local govern- |
ments should be given free reign to meet thesé objectives in whatever
fashion is locally appropriate. In a sentence, it calls for centralization of
purpose and decentralization of process in delivering ;/ocational education.
. \ The paper proposes that federal spending for vocational education
serves four general purposes ﬁ(1) equalization of resources for general

programs, (2) p}'ogram irnprovement in specially designated urban and

. 1981, 7 (1), 14-43.. The views expressed herein are based on research
¢ conducted under Contract No. 400-78-0039 with the ‘National Institute of
' Education. The views are those of the authors and do not necessarily
reflect those of the sponsoring agency.

l Reprinted with permission from Journal of Education Finance. Summer,
|




‘rural areas, (3) expansion of cooperative, apprenticeship, and other pro-~

grams that offer work experience related to clasvsroom instruction, and (4)
achievement of balanced enroliments throughout the vocational education
curriculum in terms of race, sex, handlcap, disadvantage, an‘d limited-
English proficiency. Exustmg set-asides and other restrictions on expendi=
tures of funds are eliminated. In their stead are requirements that recipi~
ents of federal funds demonstrate progress toward achieving };alapged
program enrollments. As long as recipients demonstrate .such progress on
objective measures specuf'ed in the legislation and regulations, they are free
to spend federal and state matching funds as they see fit, subject to ac-
ce;)ted stangdards for auditing. Federal dollars, along with state matching
funds, are’ allocated by a weighted pupil formula with factors and weights
clearly specified in the legislation. Finally, planning and reporting require-

i
ments are substantially reduced.

Coordination With Other Federal Legislation

A major concern of federal policy regarding vocational education has
been improving access to high quality programs among all persons, and
especially among minorities, women, .and handicapped and disadvantaged
persons. While many aspects of current vocational education legislation
attempt to address this probiem, many of the major obstacles to high quality
programs lie outside the vocational education establishment. Among the
major barriers are (1) inadequate basic skills, (2) geographic immobility,
(3) insufficient financial ability,  (4) restricted program enrollments, and
(5) restricted job entry. None of these impediments can be adequately
handled by vocational education alone. Even the problem of restricted

enrollments exists in part because of accurate assessments of basic skills

; — |




necessary to enter the program and employment prospects upon completion.

Consequently, improving access through vocational education legislation will

require better coordination with other aspects of federal policy concerned

with basit skills education, transportation and school cons}ruction, financial
suppor:t for students, expansion of training and improved employment oppor-
tunities. To date, such coordination leaves much to be desired. Some
examples will illustrate the problem, :

It is a common mistake to speak of' vocational education as though it
were a single program, a unified curriculum with rather uniform standards
of entry, instruction, completion, and job placement. In fact, vocational
education is extraordinarily diverse. It represents approximately 200 dif-
ferent, programs, including topics as dissimilar as ornamental horticulture,
general merEhandising, inhalation therapy, home management, - shipping and
}'eceiving, petroleum technology, and aviation airframe and ‘power plant,
maintenance, to name but a few. Eaciw program may be comprised of as
man‘y as a dozen courses. Moreover, even withih a single school district,
programs may be offered in a variety of institutions~-comprehensive high
schools, .community colleges, vocational high schools, "shared time" area
schools, or vocational technical institutions. .

With such diversity, it is inevitable that programs vary widely in
quality. Quality is an elusive term in education, and we do not claim to
have a comprehensive definition. Nevertheless, if one examines some simple
measures such as intensity of instruction (i.e., contact hours, credits,
etc.), expenditures per student, prospects for employment, placements, and
expected earnings, it is clear that there is a hierarchy of vocational pro-

grams with some far superior to others. It is important to note that this

hierarchy is not necessarily constant across a state or even across a local




‘ school district. Thus, welding may be a better program than radiation
therapy in a community with heavy new construction and a gurfeit of health
workers. Similarly, welding taught in a vocational high school and welding
taught in a comprehensive high school may share nothing in c’ommon‘ exceptv
the same six-digit OE program code. In short, one must be discriminant in
labeling particular programs low or high quality, but there is little d‘oubt
that the distinctions exist and are widely understood by employers, teach-
ers, students, and parents. - )

Given' that such a hierarchy exists, how then do special populations

fare? To answer that question, and at the risk of violating the caveat

against generalizing about high quality programs, some 3g“‘;eneral observations
are offered about which vocational education programs are likely to be
better than others. First, offerings in vocational high schools and shared-
time area schools tend to be superior to those in comprehensive high
schools. Compared to comprehensive high schools, these schools are able to
realize scale economies that permit them to use equipment that is more

up-to-date and to employ more experienced staff. Second, programs re-

quiring a higher level of entry level skills tend to have higher rates of

.

completion and more plalcements in higher paying positions. Many of these-
programs are technically oriented but also include more specialized trades
that require long term commitments to training. Third, programs preparing
students for jobs whose entry is closely controlled by unions, professional
associations, or licensing agencies tend to be better than those’ leading to
jobs where entry is unrestricted. Finally, programs that include work
experience, such as cooperative or apprenticeship programs, are often

cuperior to those tnhat do not.

/
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Therje are, of course, frequent exceptions to these generalizatiéns but

if one is willing to accept them as broadly descriptive of the program hier-

archy, they pose some clearr implications. for the access of minorities, -wo-

men, and haﬁdicapped and'disadvantaged studen;mts. First, vocational high
schoc.>ls and area schools are often not conver}iently located to per"mit easy;
access for students.in minority neighborhoods or economically depressed
areas. Moreover, even if transportation costs coula be. covered, trip
lengths of an hour or more make such a solut}on impractical in many urban
as well as rural areas. Consequently, in many aréas, access can be ‘im-
proved only by constructing new facilities or renovating existilng buildings.
While Section 120 explicitly permits using the basic grant for construction,
most states find it impractical to use the basic grant for this purpose,
Moreover, Subpart 4 of Part B, which provides emergency assistance for
remodeling and renovation of vocational education facilities has never been

funded, although the 1976 Amendments authorized expenditures of $250

v
million for FY 1978 through FY 1981. Consequently, substantial numbers of

students in urban and rural areas remajn geographically isolated from high

quality vocational education. , ° -
Second, even where geographic isolation is not a major problem, many
students are unable to enroll in progranis offered at vocational high

s

schools. In New York City, for example, the district estimates that about
15,000 students could %ot be given either their first, 'second, or third
choice of the vocational high school they wanted to attend. In part, this is
a problem of msufficient resources fo expand these programs, but the

impact of the problem is borne disproportionately by special populations.

Because the programs are high quality and because they are oversub-

scribed, admission is competitive and depends largely on academic achieve-




’

ment and mastery of basic skills. Unfortur{ately, because the district does.
not have the resources to expand offerings of vocational high schools, there
is no inceniive, and indeed even a strong disincentive, to provide addi~
tional remedial instruction that would qualify a disadvaataged st.udent for
admission. Similarly, from the student's perspective, the large number of
students rejectedo discourages all but the most determined student from
seeking remedial instruction since even with improved academic performance,
chances of admission are far from certain.

- @

Admission criteria established for more technical programs produce
°

similar problems for disadvantaged students at the postsecondary level. In
this case, as much as a year's work of preparatidn‘ in math or science may’
be necessary simply to be considered for admission into certain vocational
educatioﬁ}programs. For students with Iimited- financial means to support
themselves, lengthy preparation is difficult to pursue and carries with it a
substantial f‘lSk of not being admltted to an oversubscrlbed program, Con-
sequently, such considerations may effectively force these students to opt
for lower quality programs that have no ‘admission requirements, open
enroliments, and prospects of lower paying employment,

Further compounding the difficulties faced by minorities; women, and
disadvantaged and handicapped students are problems posed by restricted
entry into tha labor market. Substantial,discri_minaiion persists, and while
some of this is probably malevolent, some also results from employers'
perceptions that hiring rﬁinorities, women (in non-traditional occupations),
and handicapped individuals carries higher risks. |t matters not that these
perceptions are unfounded, for as long as employers believe that hiring

increases the chances of such problems as increased labor strife, higher

insurance premiums, greater labor ‘turnover, greater probabilities of law




suits and other legal problems, lower productivity, and the like, they will

continue not to hire high risk employee:_s, unless they are offered signifi-

cant financial incentives that reduce the pércei\ged risks. In short, lack of

access to high quality vocational programs results in part from a vicious
cycle that must be broken if gains areu to be realized. Students perceive
that restricted job oppo“rtunities greatly diminish the rewards of large
investments of time and foregone earnings in academic preparation and
vocational education that lead to high paying jobs. Employers see few
minorities, women,  or handicapped students coming through the higher
quality‘ programs and remain suspicious of hiring them. The result is a
kind of self-reinforcing, structural discrimination.

This structural discrim?nation, as well as its more malicious counter-
part, also limits opportunities in vocational education programs that offer
work experience, especially cooperative and apprenticeship programs. Small
programs to begin with, they comprise only about 2 percent of enroliments
in vocational education--co-op and apprenticeship opportunities are even
less available to students who are part of special populations. Job discrimi-
natic;n, however.', is only. one of several causes of limited participation.
Most of the other factors already discussed also impede access to co-op and
épprenticeship programs. Thus, in many instances, there are simply no job
opportunities within traveling distance from the student's home or school.,
‘In other cases, co-op and apprenticeship programs carry higher entry
requirements either to limit enroliments or to recognize real prerequisites
necessary to perform on the job.

While vocational education must shoulder some of the resbonsibility for
limited access, it is clear that many of the impediments are beyond the

~direct influence of vocational educators. Consequently, if federal legislation
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is to improve the access of special populations, it must consider more close~

—
ly *how related federal policies impede or strengthen this objective.

Toward New Vocational Education Legisiation

Seeking to address some of the major deficiencies of the present legi-

slation, extensive revisions of the Vocational Education Act are now offered.
)

Broadly outlined, legislation comprised of three parts is envisioned. Part |,
controlling 50 percent of the federal fu'nds for vocational education, would
provide general program support and would di§tribute funds under a for-
wmula designed to level up.the resources of the neediest eligible recipients."
Part 11, affecting 25 percent of federal VEA funds, would distribute federal
funds di_rectiy to‘ urban and rural areas to expand enrollments in vocational
high schools or shared-time area vocational schools. Part I11, distributing
the remaining 25 percent of VEA funds, would be used to expand enroll-
ments in cooperative, apprenticeship, and other programs offering work
experience related to classroom instruction. Recipients of federal funds
under any of the three parts would continue to be eligible for funds as
long as they could demonstrate ‘either that program enrollments are balanced
in terms of race, sex, handicap, and disadvantage, or that they are making
sufficient progress (as defined in the law) toward balancing enrollments.

An organizing premise for this reformulation of federal legislation holds
that the federal government is too far removed from and too poorly informed
on? local cond.itions to be effectively prescriptive on questions of how to
improve delivery of vocational education. What is needed in one community]
may be unnecessary in another. Consequently, the primary aim of federal
legislation ought tg\ be establishing a few clearly defined objectives for

]
L

vocational educationf and holding states and LEAs accountable for realizing

=4
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those objecti\./es if they are to cc;ntinue receiving federal funds. As to how
those aims are met, states and localities ought to- be allowed to pursue
whatever strategies seem locally appropriate. Under such an approach,
federal oversight would concern itself mainly with what states and Iocalities.
accomplished rather than with how they conform to éxcessively detailed
requirements for planning and fund distribution. " in short, reauthorization
should seek to centralize national objectives while decentralizing the process
for meeting them. In this .section, the outlines cf legislation that address

this aim are suggested.

General Program Support

Under Part | of the proposed legislation, half of the federal funcs
wou\d be available to be used bg eligible recipients for whatever purposss
they coqsider appropriate, Statés would be required to match federal funds
dollar fkdollar and both federal and state matching funds under this part
would be '\stributed by the same formula. Consequently, each federal

dollar distributed to eligible récipients would carry a state dollar with it,

The primary objectives: of this part are twofold. First, it continues
, the aim of the present legislation to aid LEAs that are less able tl‘-nan others
to provide the financial resources necessary to provide high qualf.ty voca-
tional education in the areas they serve. Second, it seeks tc; improve the
access of minorities, women, and handicapped and disadvantaged students
to high quality vocational education. Meeting the first objective is the
responsibility of the state. State administrators would continue to oversee
the distribution of funds to eligible recipients, although by specifying the
distribution formula in federal legislation, these responsibilities are con-

siderably simplified. Meeting the second objective is largely the responsi-

[l
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bility of LEAs, and' they are free to determine their own strategies for
improving access and achieving balanced enrollments.

The ot;jection will be raised‘that this approach is not sufficiently
prescriptive\ that many LEAs will fail to' do the right thing by not pro-
viding adequate support services, in-service training, curriculum develop-
ment, remedial instruction, or any other of countless act_ivities. Many. LEAs
wiil fail to find the right combination and progress will be slower in some
than in others. However, there is no single right approach that all I.EAs
cah be required to follow. Neither are local conditions similar enough to
make such a prescription effective, nor is enough known to say what the
prescription should be. In any event, the bureaucracy responsible for
administering the legislation has shown itself largely unable to administer
the prescriptive aspects: of existing legislation, and it is doubtful that its
performance will improve by giving it even more to do. ‘

“The details of the distribution procedures are as follows. Generally, a

system that allocates funds on the basis of fiscal capacity per unit-of

weighted fﬁ‘il—time equivalent enrollment (WFTE) is e;nvisioned. The legisla-
tlon specifies what categories of students (e.g., handicapped, disadvan-
taged, etc.) are to be weighted. It does not specify the weights precisely
but offers states a range :from which to choose. For example, a handi-
capped FTE may. be assigned a weight ranging from 1.4 to 2.0. Additio'n—‘
ally, states have the option of weighting enrollments by progrém fzosts
where sufficient data are available to make these additional calculations.

The fiscal capacity of eligible recipients is determined in one of two
' ways. In the case where resources are provfded entirely by the state--as
is the case for many postsecondary programs--an eligiblg recipient's fiscal

capacity is simply state revenues ‘for vocational education. In the case

7Y
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‘where both stgte and local revenues contribute to vocational education,

fiscal capacity is determined by levying a computational tax rate against the

\ loc%l tax base (calculated in terms of property values and personal i'n'come)

i
\ .arfd adding the result to state. revenues for vocational education. Eligible

recipients are then rariked‘by fiscal capacity per WF;'E, and federal and
state matching funds are distributed in such a fashion that t;\e lowest is
first raised to the level of the second lowest, these two are then raised to
the level of the third, a;md so on until funds are exhausted. Consequently,
in states where there are vast differences in fiscal capacity per WFTE,
federal and state matching funds under Part | would be concentrated among

the very poorest. In states where these differences are less pronounced,‘

funds would be distributed more widely.

Assistance to Large Cities and Rural Areas

Twenty-five percent 01; federal VEA funds would be distributed ’under
Part |l to provide assistance to large cities and rural areas. Half of the
money under this part would go directly to cities with populations of
300,000 or more as of the United States Census of 1980. These furgds
would be distributed on a per capita basis, with equal amounts per capita
going to all eligible cities. Because of the leveling up feature of Part I, no
attempt is made to compensate for differences in fiscal capacity. Conse-
quently, some cities may receive funds under both Parts | and II, w;\ile
some may receive funds only under Part Il. * Funds would flow directly ‘from
Washington to the cities, bypassing the states which are not required to
match under this part.

’

The primary obje'ctive of funds for cities under this part is expansion

of programs in vocational high schools and shared-time area vocational




© €

schools, or any other program that seeks to concentrate and specialize

vocational activities at a particular school. To continue to be eligible . for
\ € .
funds, a city must demonstrate either that enroliments in vocational high

—

schools, shared—-time area schools, and other specialized programs are '

P

. balanced in terms of race, sex, handicap: and disadvantage or that ade-

» -

quate progress is being made toward such “balance. Cities are free to.

choose any strategy for meetir;g these twi'n objectives of expanded programs

~and balanced enroliments. Thus, funds r;uay be used for construction, "

equipment purchases, transportation, salail'y supplements, in-service tra\in-— !

ing, counseling day care services, or‘ any other purpose, deemed ‘appro-
.

priate. As a general rule, these funds would be used to expand programs

in secondar)‘l institutions only. However, if secondary programs would best

be served by making use of postsecondary facilities and staff, these funds
could be expended at the postsecondary level. 0 .
The other half of the funds distributed under this part would be
awarded on a competitive basis to rural areas for projects designed to
expand and improve vocational education opportuniti:-_s for students in r:ural
areas. For purposes of this part, a rural district is one that contains no .
city with.a 1980 population of 10,000 or more and is not pa"rf of a Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area. Project approv‘al :Nould give priority to pro-
posals for expanding programs in ‘area schools or other shared-time activi~
ties that permit a wider variety of program offerings and specialization.
However, eligible LEAs cold propose alternative projects if they could
demonstrate that e>'<pan:;ion of programs in area schools or other shared-time .
activities was infeasible or inappropriate. Further, rural LEAs with secon-
‘dary enrollments of fewer than 300 students would be required to join with

other LEAs to reach a combined enrollment of 300 or more before applica~-




tions would be considered. Projects could be funded for up to five years,

-

subject to accep'table audits.  Additionally, recipients must demonstrate

-
oy

balanced enrollments in vocational education programs or sufficient progress

toward balance to continue eligibility for federal funds.

Expansion of Cooperative, Apprenticeship, and Other Work Experience

Under Part I, stat"g‘as' would receive 25 pgrcent of federal funds to

distribute to secondary and postgecondary LEAs for expanding coo\perative,

* apprenticeship, and othec- vocational éducation programs that offer work

experience related to classroom instruction. States would be required to

~

n!atch :feq_era! funds dollar for dollar and‘ to distribute %unds to LEAs on t'he
basis of equal federal apd state dollars per WFTE enrollmeAt in vocational
éducation. Here again, because Part | seeks to compensate for fiscal capac-
it_y, Part 11l funds are not constrained by this cénsideratiog; however,

funds are to be "alldcated‘ on the WMasis of weighted FTE student as calcu-

lated for Part I, thus directing more funds per student to LEAs with great-

er numbers of students in special populatio'nsi »~ To continue to be eligible

S
for funds under this Part, LEAs must demonstrate balanced enrollments _in

_cooperative, apprenti‘j?ship, and other work-experience programs or ade~-

-

qudte progress toward balance.

Defining "Balanced Enrollments" and"
Sufficient Progress™ Toward Balance
N

One of the primary objectives underlying each of the three parts of °

this proposal is achieving balanced vocational education enroliments in terms

of race, sex, handicap, and disadvantage. For purposes of this proposal,

enroliments in the relevant programs are considered to be balanced if the

proportions of minority, male and female, handicapped, and disadvantaged

(Y
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students in ‘these programs are equal to the respective proportions of these
groups in the ssconddry or postsecondary enrollments of the LEA, plus or

minus 20 percent of that proportion. Thus, if boys are 50 percent of total

secondary enrollments ( total enroliments, not only vocational education) in
an LEA, a program will be considered sexuallyb balanced if it contains from
40 to 60 percent boys (.2 x 50,= 10; 50 < 10 = 49 to 60). Similarly, if
blacks are 30 percent of an LEA's secondary enrollment, a program will be
considered racially balanced if blacks re*present from z4 to 36 percent (.2 x
30 = 6; éo 6= t0 36) of that program's,enrollment.

Standards of balance would apply to program enrollments at the level
of four-digit OE Codes. Because programs at the six-digit level are fre-
.quently quite small (often containing fewer than: twenty students), auanti-
tative standards are impractical. Balance at t'he, level of two-digit OF Code,
however, s too general to b'e meaningful. For purpose of this legislation,

there are seven categeries of special populations (four racial groupings--

American Indian/ Alaskan Native, Asian American/Pacific Islander, Black Not
Hispanic, and Hispanic-~males and females, handicapped, and disadvan-
tagedj. Local Education Agencies would be expected to achieve balance of
the level of four~digit OE Codes for any group exceeding 5 percent of the
LEA's total enrollments. This 5 percer;t rule is adopled be::auseh below that
proportior‘, the absolute number of students is likely to be too small to
make quantitative standards practical at the lfour-digit program level.
Nevertheless, LEAs would still be expected to achieve balance within the
overall vocational education program for groups re;)resenting less than 5
percent of total enrollment_s. Thus, in an LEA where males are 55 percent -

of total enrollments, Hispanics are 15 percent, Asians 4 percent, blacks 3

percent, handicapped 9 percent and disadvantaged stu‘dénts 7 percent, over




xall vocational programs, Asians must be from 3.2 to 4.8 percent of enroil-
ments and blacks from 2.4 to 3.6 percent.

For programs out of balance, sufficient progress toward balance is
defined as an annual increase in enrollment of 15 percent of the difference
between the districtwide average proportion of the special population and
the’ proportion enrolled in the program. For example, if Hispanics are 20
percent of district enrollments but only 10 per:cent of enroliments in Avia-
tion Occupation (OE Code 17.04), then sufficient progress toward balance
would bel an increase of 1.5 percent the first year (.15 x (20~ 10) = .15 X

3

10 = 1.5 percent), an additional 1.3 percent the second year (.15 x (20 ~

11.5) = .15 x 8.5 = 1.3 percent), 1.1 percent the third year (.15 x (20 -
12.8) = .15 x 7.2 = 1.1 percent), .9 percent the fourth year (.15 x (20 -
13.9) = .15 x 6.1 = .9 percent), and so on until balance is achieved. In

this example, balance is achieved when Hispanic enrollments exceed 16

percent {20 + .2(20) = 20 + 4 = 16 to 24 percent), which would occur in the

sixth year for this particular program if enroliment goals were met. An
LEA that exceeded its enroflment goal in one year could ap'ply the excess
toward the following years. Finally, recognizing that it is unwise to penal-

ize severely LEAs that are making substantial progress toward meeting

these cbjectivés, and LEA would continue to be eligible for federal funds if

it could demonstrate that at least 90 percent of students enrolled in voca-

tional education programs were enrolled in programs that either were in
é

balance or had made 'the required progress toward balance.

"

+ . Distribution Procedures .

Funds allocated for general program support under Part | would be

disiributed under a distribution formula specified in the federal legislation.

-
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The, distribution procedures consist of three basic steps: (1) \?veighting

~

enrollments, (2) determining fiscal capacity, and (3)1 leveling up resources
based on fiscal capacity per unit of weighted enrollment. Each of these

steps will be explained.

Weighting Enrollments in Vocational Education

™  The first step. in the distribution pr;)cess requires weighting the voca-
tional education enrollment of each eligible recipient to reflect the needs of
special populations. At a -minimum, each state would be required to cal-
culate enroliments weighted for' the numbers of handicapped, disadvantiaged,
and limited English proficient students. Additionally, states would have
options of making fir;:ef: distinctions among handicapped students, establish~
ing an incentive system for achieving balanced enrollments, and weighting
for differences in cost per student among different types of programs at

the two, four, or six-digit program level.

Required Welghtlng For each eligible recipient, the state would

determine weighted. enrollment using the following general formula :

WE = VE + ~aHE + bDE +  CcLEP (1) -
where WE = weighted vocational education enrollment
VE : the recipient's total enrollment (unduplicated or FTE)

in vocational education.

HE = number of handicapped students enrolled in vocational
education

DE = number of dlsadvantaged students enrolled in vocatlonal
education

3Where available, FTE should be used throughout.

J
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LEP = number of students with limited English proficiency
enrolled in vocational education.

The coefficients a, b, and c are the weights given to each population and

must lie within the’ following ranges: >
~ a (handicapped) = 4 to 1.0
| b (disadvantaged) . = .3 to .7
c (limited English) = 15t .3

Duplicate counting is required such that a student who is handicapped and

disadvantaged would be counted first as part of VE, second as part of HE,

and "third as part of DE, Ideally, enrollments would be expressed in terms -

of full-time equivalents (FTE) or average daily membership {ADM), but
where states lack such data, simple enrollments could be employed,

To illustrate how the formula would work, consider the following, hypo-
thetica] example in a state choosing the maximum weights in all three cale—
gories. An eligible recipient has 450 s‘.tudents enrolled in vocational educa-
tion. Of these, fifty-three are handicapped, ninty~four are academically or
économically disadvantaged, and ,twenty-two have limited-English proficiency.

The total weighted ‘enrollment for this district is therefore:

WE = 450 +  1.0(53) + .7(94) + .3(22) (2)
WE = 450 + 53 + 65.8 + 6.6
WE = 575.4

.Option One: Distinguishing Among
Dirferent Types of Handicapped and
Disadvantaged Students.

A state wishing to make finer distinctions among different types of
students 'with special needs could adopt a wvariation of the formula' for
weighting enrollments. For example, suppose a state wanted to establish
dift;erent weights for five classifications of handicapped students and two

I\ .
classifications of disadvantaged. It could vary the basic formula as follows:
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WE = VE a1HE1 + azHEz + a3HE3 +, aaHEq

+  agHE’ + b DE + b,DE, + CLEP (3)
. where HE1, HEz’,‘. . . are enfollments of students with particular handi-
caps and a,, az, . . . are different weights (within the specified range of :
.4 to 1.0) applied to efzch group. As long as a state kept w’eighis within
the required ranges, it would be free to establish as many subcategories as
it wished. Students with multiple handicaps could be counted more than
once or assigned to the category carrying the highest weight. Similarly, a
student who was both academically an'd economically disadvanta!ged could be .
counted twice or assigned to the classification with the greatest weight.
Students who are both handicapped and :ﬁsadvantaged must be counted

twice,

Option Two: Incentives for Achieving
Balanced Enrollments.

The basic formula (1)..66‘-.{‘la>alwsb be modified to encourage reéipients to
balance programs by race and sex. For programs that are out of balance
racially, the state would calculate the increase in minority enrollments, ME,
from the previous year. For programs that are sexually imbalanced, the
state would calculate the increase in males and females (one or the other
depending on the nature of the imbalance), SE, from the previous year.

Each increase would be weighted and included in the general formula as

follows:

WE = VE + aHE + bDE + CLEP+ dME + eSE  (4)
States choosing to adopt this option wogld be free to determine the Weights
a and e. Weights in the range of .05 to .2 seem appropriate and likely to

offer effective incentives.




Option Three: Weighting Enroliments -
to Reflect Differences in Program Costs.

States able to determine differences in costs per student among differ-
ent programs could modify formula (1) to account for these differences.

First, using formula (1), weighted enrollment in each program—-—WE1, WEZ',

WE3, .. . —-must be calculated:

Q

WE1 = VE1 + aHE1+ bDE1+ cLEP1 (5)

Then weighted program enrollments are further weighted to reflect cost

13 -

differences:

WE = p1WE1 e pZWE2 + p3WE3 + ... (6)
where the coefficients Pyr Py. Py, . . . are weights adjusting for differ-
ences in costs. For example, consider a recipient with three different
programs costing $950, $1,075, and $1,320 per student respectively, against .

an average cost of $1,000. Weighted enrollments in these programs are

respectively 75, 67, and 84. Then total weighted enrollment would be

calculated:
o WE = .95(75) +  1.075(67) + 1.32‘(814) (7)
‘ WE = 71.25 4 72025  +  110.88
WE = 254,155

Note that this optional cost-weighting formula can include any or all of the

features available under Options 1 and 2.

"

Determining Fiscal Capacity

The fiscal capacity of an eligible recipient would be determined using
one of two methods, one employed for vocational education programs not
supported with any local tax revenues and another for those that do receive
local funds. In the first case, fiscal capacity is simply budgeted expendi-

tures for vocational education, excluding any anticipated revenues under
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VEA and required state matching funds. In the second case, fiscal capac-

ity ,is computed based on equalized assessed property values and personal

income (where available). This calculation is a bit more ‘complicated and

- requires ela%boration. ,
Usi(ng the conventi'onal measure of local fiscal capacity,'assessed prop-

erty value, fails to distinguish between localities with signiﬁcant differences -
in income. Consequently, one typically finds a number of high wealth LEAs
with large numbers of low-income households and a number of poor LEA“s
with large numbers of high-income households. To avvid thesé inequities,
most students of public finance now agree that measures of local fiscal
. capaciiy should reflect differences in both property vajues’ and incomes.
However, property values and personal income cannot be directly compared.

In ‘the language of economists, the first is a "stock", the second is a

"flow", and to be properly compared a flow must be converted to a stock or

vice versa.

One way to compare and combine property v'z;lues with personal income
is to impute the income (the flow) that is produced by property valdgs (the
stock). This can be done if the rate of r;eturﬁ to property is knbwn or
can be estimated. For example, if a house worth $100,000 returns $10,000
‘annually in net rent, the net rate of return is 10 percent per annum.
Alternatively, an investor able to realize a net rate of return of 10 percent
in high grade government bonds would pay no more than $100,000 for a
house returning a net rent of $10,000 since to pay more would diminish the
rate of returnk relative to what could be obtained elsewhere. In other

words, the relationship between property value, V, and rental income, RI,

can be stated as follows:

53

&l




. rv = RI (8)
where r is the prevailing interest rate. Thus, if the average prevailing
rate of return to real property can be established, a measure of Iogal fiscal
c;pacity can be comp-uted, LFC, that combines property value, V, and
personal income, Pl, as follows:

rv + PI = LFC (9)
or

. RI  + PI = LFC
An estimate of total local income results, which for purposes of this legisla-
tion will be used to define fiscal capacity.y The appropriate rate for r
cannot bé a;termin’ed exactly. It is recommended that it be set annually by
the Department of Education at the prevailing rate on long-term government

debt, presently around 10 percent.

Once LFC is determined for each eligible recipient, it is necessary to

establish a computational tax rate that can be used to compute a fair local. .

contribution for vocational educa'tion. In states where the local contribution

is known, it is recommended that this rate, t, be set at the average rate

for the state:

LE

where LE is local expenditures for vocational education. This rate is for

¢

computational purposes only. Local eligible recipients are free to spend

more or less local money on vocational education, but this rate will be used

uThe purist will object that this approach leads to double counting since
some rental income and return on capital are both partially reflected in
personal income. This is certainly true in the case of rental income and is
true of income on capital to the extent that earnings are distributed in the
form of dividends. A more precise calculation might exclude rental prop-
erty from the determination if such value could be readily determined,
However, in our view, this is insisting on unnecessary precision.




to determine the expected share that will be used to distribute federal and

state matching money. For each ’eligible recipient the state calculates the
expected local share, ELSd:
ELSd = tLFCd (11)
To this amount is added additional funds used for_ vocational education,
SAd, excluding money received under VEA. These additional funds would
include any state aid in excess of the 50:50 match and any federal funds
from souces other than VEA used to provide vocational education. Hence
for each eligible recipient, total fiscal capacity, TFCd , is now:

TFCd .= ELSd+ SAd (12)

For eligible recipient; withr no local contribution, ELSd is zero, and TFCd is

based on SAdonIy--thé first case described above. The final step in calcu-

lating relative financial ability, RFAd, will now be performed:
RFA = e (13)
d d . R
Relative financial ability, a measure of expenditures per unit of weighted
enroliment and édjdéted for differences in local fiscal capacityrar»mrd state
aid, can be used to determine the distribution of federal VEA funds and

state matching monies, the final step in the distribution process.

Distributing Federal and State VEA Funds

After RFAd has been determined for every eligible recipient, recipients
are ranked from lowest RFA to highest. Vocational Education Act funds
and state matching funds ‘are then udsed to level up, bringing expenditures
per student of the LEA with the lowest RFA up to expenditures per student

of the second lowest, these two up to the level of the third and so forth

until funds are exhausted. Generally, the procedure would go forth as

follows :




Step 1:
(RFA2 - RFA1)WE1= VEA1 (14)
This calculates the minimum amount of money available to the LEA with the
lowest RFA. If this figure is greater than total federal and state dollars
available, it would ke prorated. If funds remain, one would proceed to the
next step.
Step 2:
(RFA3 - RFAZ)(WE1 + WEz) = VEA2 (14a)

This calculates the amount necessary to bring the first two up to the level

-of the third with VEA2 divided among recipients 1 and’2 in proportion to

enrollments [i.e., recipient 1's share iSWTW?W§ (VEA2)=]. If funds
1 2

<

remainir?g are insufficient to cover VEAz, VEA2 must be prorated and
divided between recipients 1 and 2 in proportion to weighted enroliments. |f
funds remain, one would proceed to level the first three up to the level of
the fourth.

Step 3:

(RFAu - RFA3)(WE1 + WE2 + WE3) = VE/\3 (14b)
The same rules used in Step 2 apply here. |If funds are inadequate to
cover the full amount of VEA3, .the amount is prorated and distributed
among the three LEAs in proportion to weighted enrollment. If funds
remain, the leveling up procedure continues.

This leveling up procedure applies only to funds distributed under
Part 1. Part Il funds would be allocated on a per capita basis diféctly to
eligible cities from the Department of Education. Part |l funds to rural
areas would also be awarded directly by the Department of Education on a

competitive basis. Finally, Part Ill funds, along with the state match,
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would' be distributed by states to eligible recipients on the basis)of equal
amounts per unit of weighted enrollment {WE as calculated for purposes of
distributing funds under Part 1), These‘," procedures would be clearly
specified in the legislation, alor;g vyith the range of weights states would be

permitted to adopt.

- N

Reporting Requirements‘

Under this proposal annual reporting re\quirements would be substan-
tially reduced. Each state would submit an Annual Plan and Accountability
Report usi‘ng a format common to al! states. The Annual Plan “would be
concerned primarily with descrivbing for the upcoming fiscal. year ‘the pro-
cedures for distributing federal and state matching funds, as well as the
goa.l.s for achieving balanced enroliments. The Accountability Report would -
descrite, for the previous fiscal year, actual expenditures and en‘rollments

and evaluate recipients' progress toward achieving enrollment balance.

Annual Plan’

The Annual Plan would have two major sections. The first would
describe the procedures used by the state to distribute funds to eligfble
recipients. It would report five categories of information:

(1) the distribution form‘ula adopted by the state--that is, the re~

quired minimum formula or\any of thé three optiops-,

(2) the weights assigned to the. coefficients for wvariables in the

adopted formula,

(3) the scores of eligible recipients on each of the ;V,ariables and total

weighted enroliment, |

(4) property value, personal income, and state aid for each eligible

recipient, as well as the computational tax rate used by the state,

and
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(5) allocations to elic ble recipients‘,l‘mder Parts | and’lll.

The second section on the plan would describe goals for achieving
balanced enrollments and would report the following information for each
recipient of VEA funds:

(1) the nL:mber of programs completely in balance and the number of

students enrolled in these programs, and

(2) each program that is out of balance, the magnitude of the imbal-

ance, and the annual goal for making sufﬁc\ient progress toward

balance.

Accountability Report

k)
The Accountability Report would contain four sections. The first

would describe actual expenditures by eligible recipient for vocatit‘)nal
education as follows:
(1) federal and state éxpenditures under Parts | and 11,
(2) additional stateieibenditures on vocational 7education, and
(3) local expenditures for vocational education.
The second section would report for each eligible recipient:
(1) enroliments by race, sex, har:dicap, disadvantage, and limited-
English proficiency for each four-digit OE program code, and
(2) enrollments by race, sex, handicap, disadvantage, and limited-
English proficiency for each apprenticeship, cooperative, or other
program with related work experience.
The third section would report for each eligible recipient those pro-
grams that were in balance at the outset of the year and those that
achieved balance Sy the end of the year. The fourth section would de-

scribe for each eligible recipient programs that were not in ‘balance at the

close of the year. It would describe:




programs in which sufficient progress had been achieved, and
programs that ‘had not achieved annual progress’ goals including

an assessment of why goals had not been achieved and a state-

ment of action taken.

Some Concluding Comments On Coordinqtion

The responsibility for expanding high quality )programs and improving
the access of groups heretofore underrepresented in these programs cann“o'E
be borne by vocational education alone. The proposed legislation estab-
lishes some strong iﬁcentives fovr vocational educators to address éhese twin
aims more effectively, but better coordination with federal progréms must be
achieved if greater program improvement and accessibility are to be rea-
lized. Specifically, federal policy must redognize that some students-_-—
minorities, women, handicapped, and disadvantaged--face higher costs and

greater risks in opting for many of the better- training programs. As was

explained, even when room can be made for these students in vocational .

education programs, the time and money required to obtair:1 the r:equired
entry level skills, as well as doubts about employment prospects, .create
substantial obstacles that may discograge students from opt?ng_ for more
‘technical a‘\nd more demandin;q training. How can federal pﬁlicﬁz reduce

these disincentives?

First, as part of their effort toward a;:hieving balanced enrollments in
vocational education, recipients of federal funds could be required té) guar-
antee, to underrepresented students, enroliment in the program of their
choice, conditional only on satisfactory completion of the p'reréquisites.
The number of guaranteed,openings would equal the recipients' annual
enrollment goals for achieving l;alanced enrol!rﬁents: Second, for stu;den{s

in secondary programs, a portion of funds distributed under ESEA would be

v t .,




reserved to p'rox}ige these students with the remedial instruction and basic
sbl;ills necessary - for admission to the vocational education -pirogram. For
students .in postsecon‘dary programs, a portion of funds authorized'ounder
ir’1e Higher Ec;ucation Act would be reserved to provide stipends for stu-
dents pursuing necessary background courses required for entry into
certain occupational training programs. To qualify for such funds, a
student would be required to develop with college counselors an Individu-
alized Careér Program (ICP) specifying the student's career objectives, the
training desired, the neéessary prerequisites from the general postsecond-
ary curriculum, and a schedule foi. completing the program. The ICP would
represent a contract between the studenf and the institution, with the
sytuc?en} receiving‘ from the in;titution a guarantee of financial support and
placement in the desired occupational training program“in return for satis-
factory performance by“ the student within the agreed upon schedule.

To better address the problem of limited job opportunities upon com-
pleting the program, it is proposed that a job development grant be in-
cluded.‘as part of the ICP. This grant, which might represent a wage
subsidy of up to'50 percent of thel student's first year wages, v:rould follow
the student and couldfbe used in any job of the student's choosing, once
the basic skills education and occupational training had been completed.
Further, i'f the student left the job during the first year, the unused por-
tion would be transferrable. The ability to transfer the grant could apply
both ;to changes in p:osition\ within a single firm and to changes from one
firm to .another. Thus, if\ the grantbguaranteed a percentage of wages

reimbursed rather than a flat amount, it would contain a built~in incentive

for employers to promote qualified students quickly; however, some safe-
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guards might be needed to prohibit unwarranted demotions when the grant
//
expired, '

o

A possible source, of funding for job development grants is the existing; ..
CETA program, perhaps using the 22 percegnt setaside for vocational e’duca/—'
tion as well as other CETA funds now used o create jobs, Presentl)ﬁ,
CETA tends to create jobs indiscriminately with little attention to the ca# -
biiities of those eligi‘ble, to present labor market conditions, 'or.the long-
term empléyn;ent objectives of CETA workers. An advantage of a job 7evel—
opment grant under the control of the student is that the type of jo!p’, size
of f;rm, and location can be 1 -2 closely tailored to the student's in/éividual

¢

desires. \ /
/

These are but two examples for better coordination among/different

!

federal programs, and t\here are undoubtedly other opportunities /ffor devel-
oping more integrated programs ‘for trafning and job developme/nt. Com-
munity development grants,', Small Business Administration prog/‘:'ams, pro-
grams administered under the Economic -Development Administ}'ation, and
HUD's housing rehabilitation programs all have as one of their ijectives job
creation and training; however, none of these programs is c,l‘osely tied to
local educational systems, CETA, or other manpower prograr/w/ls. A strong
- commitment to an integrated approach to developing basic fkills, occupa-~

a7 tional training, and creating more good jobs would include a thorough

review of these other federal programs with much more ?‘ttention to the
/

contradictions among them, as well as opportunities for lir/lking them more
effectively. Much research needs to be done in this area qu policy analysis
and development.

In closing, it is recognized that adopting legislation,/of the type pro-
/

i
!

posed would require more careful attention to details,/ as well as some




estimates of how the distribution of funds would differ from that prodﬁced
by present law. However, it is hoped that this prdposal serves to focus
the d;:bate about reauthorization on what federal objectives o:Jght to be
regarding vocational education and whethér states and localities can reason-
ably be held a‘ccountable for addressing them. It is hoped further that
serious consideration of this proposal wouid «help to avoid the divisive and
largely unproductive infighting: among the various special interést groups
seeking their share of the federal dollar and control over how its spent.
What states and localities ought to be trying to accomplish in vocational
education strikes us as an eminently appropriate ar)d im’portant concern for
federal policy. How they do it is their own affair a”hdl'“,in any event not
something the federal government can expect fo control with much compe-

tence or useful result.
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guards -might be needed to prohibit unwarransed derrotions when the grant
expired. - ‘
A possible source of funding for job development grants is the existing
CETA program, perhaps using the 22 percent setaside for vocational educa-
tion as well as other CETA funds now used to create jobs. Presently,
CETA tends to create jobs indiscriminately with little attention to the capa-
bilities of those eligible, to present labor market conditions, or the long-
term employment objectives.of. CETA workers. An advantage of a job devel-

opment grant under the control of the student is that the type of job, size

of firm, and location can be more closely tailored to the student's individual |
desires. . -

These are but two examples for better . coordination among different
federal programs, and there are unddubtedly other opportunities for devel-

3

oping more integrated programs for training and job_develobment. Com-
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munity development grants, Small Business Administration programs pro-

grams administered under the Economlc Develc;pment Admmlstratlon and v
HUD's housing rehabilitation programs all have as one xof their objectives job
creation and training; howeve;r,z'rione of thlese programs is closely tied to
local educational systems, CETAI: or other_rﬁa‘npovyer programs.” A strong '
commitment to an integrated approach tc; developi'ng ‘ba‘sic skills occupa-
tional training, and creatmg more good jObS would mclude a thorough
review of these other federal programs with much more attention to the
contradictions among them,, as well as opportunltles for’ linking them more
effectively. Much research needs to be done in this area of policy analysis
and development. =~ IO .' |
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In closing, it is r.ec_:égniz'ed that adopting legisiation of the type pro-

posed would require more~.car~qful attention to details, as well as some
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by present law. However, it is hoped that this proposal serves to focus
the debate about reauthorization on whét federal objectives ought to be
regarding vocational education and whether states and localities can reason-
ably be held accountable for addressing them. It is hobed further that
seriods conside'ratiqn of this proposal would help to avoid the divisive and
largely unprodijctive infighting among the various special interest groups
Y‘seeking their share of the federal dollar and control over how its spent.

estimates of how the distribution of funds would differ from that produced
What states and localities ought to be trying to accomplish in vocational
education strikes us as an eminently appropriate and important concern for
federal policy. How they do it is their own affair and in any event not

something the federal government can expect to control with much compe-

tence or useful result.




Competitive Empleyment for Mentally Retarded Persons:
Costs Versus Benefits

by

Ken Schneider, Frank R. Rusch, Robert A. Henderson
and Terry G. Geske

University of lllinois
Urbana-Champaign

Several different definitions of cost-benefit analysis have been devel-
oped . for use in education (Cohn, 1979; Conley', 1973; Prest & Turvey,
1975; Webb, 1976): Each, however, similarly assesses the financial impact
of educational projects by looking at the quantifiable costs and benefits that
occur over a specific period of time. Although cost—beneﬁt analyses should
not ever become the sole reason given for discontinuing or continuing
projects that serve handicapped populations (e.g., sheltered workshops,
group homes), cost-benefit analyses can aid in demonstrating that, dollar
for dollar, certain habilitation' approaches return more to society. than
others (Bernard, 1979).

Comnunity-based alternatives for mentally retarded persons typically
include a range of residential and employment services. Residential options
include large intermediate care facilities, group homes and foster homes;
empIOymént obtions often include day care and work activity centers, shel-
tered workshops, and competitive employment. To date, the mental r'gtarda;-:
tion literature suggests savings are accrued when persons are moved toward |

less restrictive community-based residential alternatives (Intagliata, Willer,

& Cooley, 1979). This literature also suggests that group homes are consid-

erably more costly than foster family or natural family alternatives.




Typically, sheltered workshops offer diverse services to an even more
diver:e population of handicapped persons (Whiteheéd, 1979). Among these
services are day care, work activity, extended sheltered employment, work
evaluation, and trapsitional employment. Transitional employment refers to
training for competitive employment. Although cost comparisons have been
made for sheltered workshops located within instiéutional settings versus
community settings (Intagliata et al., 1979) and for the typical services
offered among sheltered workshops and across handicapping conditions
(Whitehead, 1979), little is known about the actual costs associated with
transitional employment training.

Transitional employment training for competitive employment has been
criticized because the available data on successful placements have been
quite discouraging (Whitehead, 1979). It has been suggested that existing
success rates refer to placements that have been successful due to their
own \abilities prior to association with sheltered workshops. Rusch and
Mithaug (1980) indicated that it is quite possible that "successes" are
typified by persons gaining little, if any, actual training.’ They further
suggest that training will be the primary factor that will change the actual
number of persons competing for employment in the public sector.

Recently, Rusch, and Mithaug (1980) and Wehman (1981) delineated the
steps necessary to competitively employ mentally retarded adults. An.
implicit assumption of both approaches is the existence of staff to provide
training, placement, and follow-up services. Rusch and his colleagues at
the University of lllinois at Urbana--Champaign and Wehman and his col-

leagues at Virginia Commonwealth University suggest the train-place-train

approach to vocational habilitation for competitive employment results in a




success rate in excess of 50 pPercent wi‘th persons previously thought to be
unemployable.

Both Rusch (1980) and Wehman (1981) have assumed that cost-benefit
savings would be consiaerable if persons who had formerly been state-
supported could, at some point in their lives, be self-suporting contributors
to society. The Employment Training Project at the University of lllinois at
Urbana-Champaign under the direction of Dr. Frank ‘R. Rusch sought to

determine, through accounting and budgeting procedures, whether the costs

and benefits of the train-place-train approach to competitive employment
were comparable to the costs and benefits of individuals employed in ex-

tended sheltered employment (i.e., sheltered workshops) .

Method

Subjects . ?
Table 1 displays individual demographic characteristics for persons

. trained, placed, and followed-up by the Employment Training Project be-
tween September 1978 and Jjune 1980. Twenty-two mentally r‘etarded“ adults

ages 19 to 45 (x = 29) entered the training project. Two individuals did

not complete the training program, three were terminated during employ-
ment, :;nd ‘seventeen were employed as kitchen laborers/helpers. To esti-

mate 1Qs the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS), the Wechsler Intel-

¢ ligence Scale for Children, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Testj the
Slossen, and the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test were used. Excluding

two personsﬂ for whom tests were not available (13 and 18) and two for

whom tests were not administered due to "untestability" (6 and 14), scores

ranged from 23 on the Slossen to 82 on the WAIS. On two occasions the

Slossen was administered followed by the Peabody. These scores for Sub-




Table 1
Demographic Characteristics for 22 Retarded
Adults Entering the Employment Training

Field
Subject Sex Age - l.Q.2
002 M 27 51-WA
003 F 27 54-WA
004 F 28 76-P
005 F 27 62-P
006 F 24 Not testable
007 M 24 31-5
008 - F 40 23-S; 55-P
009 M 23 36-S; 69-P
010 ‘F 26 66-P
01 F 24 40-S
012 M 32 73=-P
013 M 241 Unknown
014 M 45 Not testable
015 F 26 60-P
016 F 431 28-SB
017 F 321 49-WA
018 M 24 Unknown
” 019 M- 31 63-W
020 M 19 73-SB  _
021 M 33 y5-WA
022 M 25 82-WA
023 - F 27 67-WA
1estimates.
2

.Q. WS: Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale
P: Peabody Picture Vocabulary- Test
. S: Slosson Intelligence Test
W: Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children
. SB: Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale
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“jects 8 and 9 respectively were 23 and 36 for the Slossen and 55 and 69 for

the Peabody.

Each -of the individuals, prior to entering the training project, was
employed in a sheltered workshop ()extended sheltered employment or work
activity). Eleven were males and 11 were females. Prior to training, 114\
individuals resided in a 60-bed intermediate care facility for the develop~-
mentally disabled (ICFlDb) and eight lived with their parents. (See Table
2) - Eligibility criteria for admission to the project included (1) no ph&lsical

handicap, (e.é., paralysis) correctable hearing, and sight; (2) 18 years of

age; (3) 5 feet, 2 inches tall, and controlled seizure activity.

The Employment Training Project
The Employment Training Project began in 1978 with a seed grant from

the College of Education at the University of lIllinois. Since its inception

additional funding was acquired from the lllinois Department of Rehabilita~-
tion Services, the lllinois Department of Public Aid, and the Illinois Depart-
ment of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities. The expressed pur-
pose of the project was to train and employ mentally retarded adults in the
Food Service Division of the Department of Housing and Food Services at
the University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign. The procedures and prac-
tices followed by the Employment Training Project are detailed in Rusch and
Mithaug (1980). For extended discussions of subject and setting variables,
readers are referred to a number of studies which ‘were conducted during
the two years of the project's existence. (Karlan and Rusch, in press;
Menchetti, Rusch & Lamson, in press; ‘Rusch & Menchetti, in press; Rusch

& Schutz, 1979; Rusch & Schutz, in press; Rusch, Weithers, Menchetti &

Schutz, 1980; Schutz, Jostes, Rusch, & Lamson, 1980; Schutz, Rusch, §

Lamson, 1979).
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Days Enrolled in the Employment Training Program,

Table 2

~

Previous Employment Experience, Pre-Training Residential

Placement and Post-Training Residential Placement

o

Pre-Training

Post-Training -

Pre-Training Experience Residential Residential

Subject Employment Placement Placement

002 Unknown ICFDD! Apartment

003 Unknown 3 ICFDD ICFDD

004 Sheltered Workshop (9) {CFDD Apartment

005 Sheltered Workshop (5) ICFDD Apartment

006 Sheltered Workshop (4) Parents' HOme Parents' Home

007 Sheltered Workshop (1) ICFDD Apartment

008 Sheltered Workshop (2) ‘ICFDD Apartn}ent

009 Sheltered Workshop (2) ICFDD ICFDD

010 Unknown Parents' Home Parents' Home

o1 Sheltered Workshop (2) {CFDD ICFDD

012 Sheltered Workshop (6) Parents' Home Parents' Home

013 Unknown ICFDD ICFDD

014 Unknown ICFDD Parents' Home

015 Sheltered Workshop (1) Parents' Home Parentf' Home

016 Sheltered Workshop (4) ICFDD ICFDD

017 Sheltered Workshop (16) Parents' Home Parents' Home

018 Unknown Parents' Home Parents' Home

019 Unknown ICFDD Apartment

020 Newspaper Co. (6) Parents' Home Parents' Home

021 Unknown ICFDD ICFDD

022 Unknown Parents' Home Parents' Home

023 Unknown ICFDD ICFDD

1
2

- Intermediate Care Facility for Developmentally Disabled
- Slated for apartment
- Number of years prior to entering vocational training program




Procedures
Costs.’ iThe direct and indirect costs that provided‘supbort for train-
i?g, placement and follow-up services between July 1978 \and June 1980 for ./
the training project were analyzed. These data were obtained from the
actual grant budgets. The direct costs considered were personal services,
contraétual,:cor‘r}modities; and travel. Indirect costs covered agency, admini-
strative,.and business office expenses for the executive director, business
. office manager, boolskeeper, clerk/typist, administrafive secretary, associate
director, and community educator. Costs for bus passes and taxi fares
were not considered a cost factor since transportation would be required of
most jobs and would not be considered as a cost to the program. It was

from these custs and the average yea&ky earnings per individual that 10,

15, and 20 year projections of costs and earning were calculated.

‘ Benefits. Benefits, for the purposes of this investigation, refer to
the grogs\ earnings of each individual. Earnings were obtaivied for the. 22
mentally retarded adults trained in food service related tasks and competi-
tively employéd as kitchen laborers in the university community from Sep-
tember 1978 to June 1980. Th/\e_ information was obtained from individual
time cards at the university's payroll department. In addition to earnings,
wages, number of hours worked per day and per week, days absent--
excused and unéxcused, minutes and hours late, and days suspended were
accumulated. These data were used to detérmine the average earnings per
year, !

Costs Versus Benefits. From the yearly costs and garnings, cumu-~

lative costs and ea‘rnings were projected éach year for a ten year period,
for the fifteenth year and the twentieth year. Costs of the training pro-

ject remained constant for each year. Earnings consisted of those individ-
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uals who were in training and competitively employed for the year. Earn-
ings accumulated over each year were subtracted from the cumulative costs
as a measure of a cumulative net cost or benefit. The average net cost per
individual entering the project was determined by summing the number of
times individuals (number of person years) contributedlto the cumulative
cost-benefits over a set period of time, and dividing that figure into the
net cumulative cost-benefits. For individuals trained and then competitively
employed, net cost-benefits were determined yearly and accumulated for the
ten year period. Earnings for all individuals employed, including those
terminated, were subtracted from the costs for placement and follow-up.
The net figure was then divided by the number of individuals competitively
employed based on full-time equivalency units. Individuals being trained
during the first half of the year and those terminated were each given a
weight of one-half of one unit. Individuals employed for a full year were

assigned a weight of one unit.

Sheltered Workshop Comparison

Costs and earnings of a local sheltergd workshop were obtained for the
identical periods, i.e., years 1979 and 1980. Other relevant information
which was not available through the sheltered workshop was procured from
the Debartment of Labor reports prepared by Whitehead (1979).

Based on the average number of hours worked daily, the average
monfhly attendance of clients, and payments to clients, an average yearly
payment per client and average hourly wage were calculated for clients in
the sheltered workshop. |

The net cost to society for each client in a typical sheltered workshop

was obtained by subtracting the dollar amount of contracts acquired during




a year from the total operatiné gxpenditures-a’nd dividing this figure Jby
the average number of clients in attenda‘ncéf. Projections for the next/ten
yéars' were determined from a yearly cost to society. The cast to, sgciety
for the next ten years for one client would be calculated By muftiplying
the average yearly cost by ten.

The average yearly cost to society for an individual working in a
workshop was used to determine the costQto society if thés'é individuals in
the Employment Training Project were working in a shelfe:‘}ed workshop for
the ten years instead of their current placement. This figure was ob-*
tained by multiplying the average cost per individual times the number of -
individuals in the training program and employed for each of the ten - ‘

years.

Results

It was projected that each year approximately one person out of seven
being trained and twe individuals already competitively employed would be
terminated. Thus, only four additional adults would be:‘added each year
to the cumulative number employed. A projeétion of the number of ad;,zlts
continuing/not continuing through training and competitive employment\was
determined for the ten year period. Approximafely 78 individuals would
start thé training .period, Ten would not coptinue past Eraining. The
expected cumulative number of adu"ltts employed at the end of the tenth
year would then be 49. During the ten year period, it was‘estimated.th'at
29 adults would be terminated.

During the first, two years of the Employment Training Project,

actual data (Table 3) were used to project the costs and earnings for the

next 8 years with additional projections at 15 and 20 years. During the
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first four years the net cumulative cost would reach its highest point at
$152,842. During the fifth year of the project the“ber]_«;ffts wbu__ld begin to
exceed the yearly ;:ost; resulting in a downward tr;nd ir; cumutative net
costs to society for the project. During the eighth year ‘the cumulative
benefits would exceed the cumulative costs resulting’in a net cumulative

L]

benefit of $458. After ten years of the program,' the net cumulative benefit
/

would resul‘£ in a’.benefit of $212,420; after 15 yea/pg, a net cumulative
benefit\of $1,024,225; ‘and in 20 years, earnings from competitive employ-
ment would generate earnings’ resulting in a net cumulative benefit of
$2,117,930.

~omparisons of the benefits and costs fér training, placement, and
follow-up of 4S mentally retarded adults \)ersus the alternative placement of
these individuals in sheltered ‘workshops are also displayed in Table 3. The
cost for placement of ten mentally retarded adults in a sheltered workshop
for o'ne\ year wasndn average of $50,276. Similerly, the\‘ cumulative cost for
49 individuals placed in a sheltered workshop instead of the Employment
Training Project would be $1,543,467 in 10 years, and for 89 indi\}idlualvs in
20 years, the cunwlative costs for sheltered employment would exceed
-$5,000,000. / J

Discussion

Based upon a two year period, the benefits and costs of 22 moderate-
severely retarded adu'ts trained and competitively employed as kitchen
Iaborc‘ers. were Investigated. These data were compared to the cost-benefit
of individual employment inl .a typical sheltered workshop. Competitive
- employment restlted in a pos‘i'tive benefit after the seventh year. By
co,mpm:tsbn, an individual placed in a sheltered workshop represents a:

L3 N \

constant cost to society.
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Table 3 ,

e . Actual and Projected Distributions for Numbers of New Trainees as well as
- Net and Cumulative Costs to Society for Competitive versus Sheltered Employment Placements

|

1 2 3 4 5 j 6 7 8 9 10 15 20
Actual ) | Projected :
73-79  79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 J 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88 92-93 97-98
|
.+ ' Netnumber of new p- . .
; indwiduals trained and |w | 10 7 4 4 4 oA 4 4 4 4 4 4
placed in competitive z !
employment each year | ® 0 0 0 0 0 }‘ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1
Cumulative number of | & . 4
- individuals tramed and | W | 19 17 21 25 29 o33 37 41 45 49 69 89
w .placed in competitive 2z )
employment each year | 0 0 0 0 0 : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Net yearly cost to E 17,425 76,725| 40.607 18.085 -4497°/ -27,049 -49.601 -~72.153 -94.7b5 -117,257 ~184.913 -241.293
, society for sheltered
| versus competitive em-
ployment placements g 50.276 . 85.469| 105.579 125690 145800 ' 165.910 186,020 206.131 226.241 246.351 346.903 447.455
Training cost-earnings
Cumulative costs to = _ a _ _ R
society for sheltered w [17.425 94,150 134,757 152,842 148345 121,295 71,695 458 95.163 212,420 1,024,225 2,117,930
versus competitive ;
employment placements (% 50.276 135.745| 241.324 3§7.014 512814 678.724 864,744 1.070.851 1,297,116 1.543.467 3.076.879 5,113,048

* Negative sign indicates an income generating rather than an income depleting effect upon society
ETP = Employment Training Project
SW = Sheltered Workshop .
NB ’ For more detailed information about training costs and earnings that were used to compiete
these summary statistics. the reader 1s invited to contact the staff of the LTi

A
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<.




Several monetary benefits accured to the individual and to society as
a result of competitive employment. Individuals in the sheltered workshop
earned considerably less money per hour than those competitively employed .
($.76 vs $3.44). ‘For in'“’fiividuals living at home with their family or inde-

-

pendently in an- apartment, enough money was earned to enjoy man;l of
society's pleasures such as going out to dinner or going to a show with
friends or co-workers. As a result of employment, six persons associated
with this project moved into apgriment settings (Table 2).

For society .t,_hé monetary benefits were realized in a v;riety of ways.
In addition to national income being increased, tax revenues (federal and
state) also increased. It is from these taxes that welfare payments (e.g.,
SS! and SSDI) are made to handicapped individuals. Because of increased
income there is a reduction in the amount of payments made to handicapped
individuals; This reduction is another source of savings to éociety (e.g.,

. Department of Public Aid). An investigation into other savings to society
would be a useful extension of this study.

An additional savings to society would appear to result from the
retraining of individuals after being terminated during employment. The
cost of training is less than the cost of placement in a sheltered workshop
over time. Without retraining, the amount of lost earnings as well as lost
federal and state taxes ‘would éppear to be substantial. In addition to the
monetary returns to society and the individual competitively employed,
there were nonmonetary benefits for the individual: One nonmonetary
benefit to the individual consists of observing appropriate social skflls and

behaviors needed to interact with co-workers in a working environment.

_These social skills and behaviors are essential if retarded adults are to be '

integrated successfully into the workforce and the community. ~Bijou (1966)




J

suggested that individuals excluded from non-sheltered settings develop

socially inappropriate behavior. "
i

Other nonmonetary benefits for: the individual referred to the Employ-
'ment Training Project included acquisition of useful skills, full medical
coverage, partial dental coverage, a comprehensive retirement plan, volun-
tar)) union participation, admission to a residential program that trains each
competitively employed person to live independently, and increased ‘se"lf-
respect and usefulness. to society.

Although there are, many advantages to training for competitive em-
ployment, it is importan~t to mention some of the disincentives. There were
three major disincen\)tives which became appa;'ent after training. First, due
to the limitation of time and materials it was not feasible to provice the
needed massed trials "réq(_;ired by trainees. For example, there was only
one available soup kettle which could be cleaned during the day. A second
major limitation of the project was that the data do not mclude the amount
of unscheduled time needed to work on other skills such as grooming, time
management, and riding the bus. It would be important to know this
* information since it involved time,’ some money, and represented an impor-
tant aspect of this project. Perhaps the third limitation, "down time,"
provnded the biggest obstacle in the provision of services during tra\ining.
Down time occurred during typical university school breaks (e.g., Thanks-
giving, Christmas, and inter~semester breaks). Because so many students
left school, the food services training site was closed. Even though other
social and survival skills were taught, Some progress was lost and some

-

retraining was needed. This raises the question that perhaps training

should occur in off-campus settings.




Three limitations were also identified after training which had a sig-
nificant impact on this project. Because food service industries operate on
weekends and evenings, the means of finding a ride to work were difficult
at these times. Bus schedules and routes were different for nights and
weekends than during the day. The typical alternative to the bus system
was the taxi. However, because of their inconsistency in arriving on time,
the amount of time one has to wait for a taxi ‘cab, and high costs, taxi cabs
provided an ineffective and inefficient means of transportatior;. A second
limitation of the project was that the adults were employed in the Food
Service Division of the Department of Housing and Food Services at the
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign as opposed to being placed in
restaurants outside university settings. Peterson, Rusch, and Sowers'
(1976) survey in the Seattle area on restaurants' willingness to hire re-
tarded, young adults indicated a lack of desire to employ retar"ded adults.
One variable which might contribute to the successful integration pf re-
tarded adults ir.to the food service industry would be the acceptance by
employers and employees.to work with mentally retarded adults. A third
limitation occurred during school breaks ana the. summer when work hour;s
were determ}ned according to seniority (the number of years employed with
the wniversity). This procedure for determining hours affected each of the
adults employed (i.e., "down time"). Just as ddring training, skills were
lost during this time. Loss of skills results in possible termination. Per-~
haps retraining should take place during "down time" to prevent the pos-
sible loss of an individual's job. 5
The literature has reported that mentally retarded individuals will

always require some form of periodic follow-up by a case manager (Wehman

et al., 1980). Whereas this process may appear quite costly, consider the




alternative of the cost for placement in a sheltered setting. Data, in this
investigation suggests that placement in a sheltered workshop . will always

cost whereas, competitive employment with follow-up becomes beneficial after

a relatively short period of time. If employers could be trained to do most
of the follow-up work, the case manager would be required less often and

costs might be further reduced. However, no matter how convincing the

#

argument for nonsheltered c0mpétitive employment, there are some, and
perhaps many, mentally retarded adults who would rather work in a shel-
tered workshop. :

The welfare system contains disincentives which have kept many men-
tally retarded- adults from entering vocational training programs. A men-
tally retarded person earning less than minimum wage at a sheltered work-
shop and living in a gfoup home can draw benefits equal to the amount
earned by an individual competitively employed. Benefits can be received
from Social Security Disability Insurance, Supplemental Security Income,
and Title XX programs.. Unless the nonmonetary benefits to competitive
employment are accepted by mentally retarded adults, these individuals will
continue to work in sheltered settings and live in group homes. ’t would
appear that a sizeable amount of federal and state mbney Qould be saved if
these individuals could become contributors to society instead of users of
socCiety's money.

In summary, the results of this investigation suggest that by the
eighth year, this particular training program is cost-beneficial for mentally
retarded adults, as opposed to placement in a sheltered workshop. It is
important that the results in this study be considered applicable_.to similar

settings. If integration of mentally retarded adults into the community is to

be supported, projects with evidence to support the data found in this




bro]ect are needed. [t will be through the opportunities provided in

projects such as these that mentally retarded individuals will truly become

contributing participants of society.
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Cost Benefit Analysis of Placing Moderately and Severely.
Handicapped Individuals Into Cpmpetitive Employment

by

. ‘Mark Hill
) Paul Wehman
Virginia Commonwealth University
Richmond, Virginia

N4

"The issue of fiscal accountability in human service programs is not

4

new., Yet in the last half of the decag’_e,_\ with inflationary pressures mount-
iné on the economy and the mood :)f the country turning increasingly con-
servative‘, cost-benefit analysis has taken on special significance. Poli-
ticians, administrators, and concerned citizens want to know what their tax
dollars are buying for handicapped people. Unfortunaéely, most human
service and education programs do not provide sufficient assessment .of
efforts on a cost-benefit basis, but aimost exclusively on a human needs
basis. We no longer have this choice.

The best human s;rvice programs designed to demonstrate the ratio of
costs and benefits should be well developed and monitored job training ar&
placement programs for handicapped individuals, especially those with
moderate and severe h?ndicaps where the cost of services escalates with
degree of handicap. fTwo recent papers have addressed this area.
Schneider, Rusch, Henderson, & Geske (1981), and Cho & Schuermann
(1980) both have analy:ze;i the economic costs and benefits associated with
training moderately and:severely handicapped persons. In the Schneider et
al., paper especially, tf|1er“'e was an interesting analysis of actual and pro-

jected costs for approximately 20 mentally retarded persons who were com-
f“ Yy Yy
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petitively employed.” The pro;ectlons run to 1997 and focus heavnly on the
3 .

wages earned by the clients in thear study. | .

lt would appear that in order to furthér document: the value of job -0

. training and placement programs for handlcapped lndlwduals heretofore
consndered "too handicapped" for a competatlve Job ‘costs and benefits must

be. further analyzed in respect to otber"programs < T herefore, we have

¢ n . L%
undertaken an analysis of several cost and benefit‘dimensions associated

© with Project Employablhty, a job placement program established m 1978 for , Y
moderately and severely handlcapped indivnduals (Wehman,. 1981; Wehman §
M. Hill, 1980, Wehman & J. Hill 1979) ¢ ,;.,T\he purpose is twofold: First, we

“wish to expand the literatuie in this\ area wnth dlfferent dimensions of

~

* analysis, and second we aim to establlsh the cost basis valld:ty of a-train-

er.-advocacy intervention model. This model is ! haracterized by providing a

B

¢ T staff person for training and advocacy at’the job site once the client has
A2

. been hired by the empfoyer' into unsubsidized employment. The staff per-

srﬁ‘ reduces .his/her time from the job site once the client becomes more
independent, - |

A concerted effort to identify actual costs and benefits to the ta-xpayer
concerning the clients "placed 'into competitive. jobs has been undertaken.
‘i’axes w'ithhela,\fees for public services, Supplemental Security .lncome and
gross . income reported have not sngply been estimates of what might have -

happened rather” the figures reported here are an attempt to present an

.analysis of how the taxpayer has actually benefited or suffered from our job

placement and job site training activities. -
We have defined benefit to saciety as "a reduction of the financial

burden placed on taxpaying citizens for the careiof disabled persons."

-~

The focus is on what the public must pay, not the amount of personal

-




income generated by our‘employed clients. Gross income is considered a

bene fit ~to the individual as opposed to society, in that, most if not all of
the jobs held by disabled persons would be held by nonhandicapped individ-
uals in their absence. The effect of the economy due to expendable income
then is probably negligible. Other personal development advances are
considered beneficial to society but not on a financial basis.

Presently public service budgets are unlikely to be increased: there-

1

fore a major dilemma faced by administrators is the judicious appropriation®

of available funds. The maintenance and development of social service pro-
grams must be viewed in a holisfic framework. That is, priorities must be
identified, a continuum of services developed and program costs delineated.
As the cost effectiveness of & program increases, so too, is the size of the
population served able to grow. Consequently the provision of services to
the greatest number of people with limited amounts of capital requires <':ost
analysis of each program. Many human service programs must be provided
on the basis of need only, regardiess of expense; yet even these basic
néeds programs should be closely scrutinized for efficiency of operation.

Project_E.mployabiIity is in the unique position of having access to
many financial variables affected directly by the programs operation, Fur-
thermore, the individuals served by Project Employability have been sig-
nificant tax users and thus ‘an attractive population for a cost analysis.
Project Employability's goal for the severely handicapped individual is
greater independence, that is, less external control and greater f;'eedom of
consumer purchasing power via competitive job placements. Vicarious
penefits to society run concurrent with the attainment of these individual
goals and include: increased tax revenues, greater upward flow in the

continuum of vocational services, higher expectations of disabled persons by

o




family, friends, employers,"and professionals and a reddceq _ta‘;k nur"d‘en. In
choosing appropriate programming for the disabled, conﬁ'r‘matic')n of the
above mentioned benefits would _str:ongly suppgrt the pesitioning of job
placement (trainer-advocate) programs for the saverely disebl‘ed as high
priority. | o
The following cost analysis provides the infbrmation necessary in

; '

estimating the efficacy of 'Project Employablllty over -a three year perlod It
involves 56 severely disabled lndlwduals who have been émployed in a
competmve jOb over, the past 30 mo.nths. CItis notable that all or most}of
these individuals were considered b'y other prefessionals to be _"realistically
unemployable." ‘

Method

X“ —— N . ~ -
Participating Clients

[y

The disabled: individuals placed mto competmve employment by Project
Employability from September, 1978 through March 1981 comprise the subject
pool. One individual placed was not included \jn the data due to the non-
severe nature of his handicap and the limited amount of staff time utilized
.to make his job placement.

According to each client's most recent formal evaluation, or as report-
ed by the referring agency when these records were not available, the
range and frequency of the subjects' disabilities occur s described in
Table 1. ) |

Project clients were referred from a variety of agencies in the local
communities in and around Richmond, Va. and from Community Alternatives,

an adult services program in Virginia Beach, Va., which was a replication

site. Sheltered workshops, adult seérvice centers,\Q“epartment of Rehabili-
7
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Table 1

Disability, Re?uabilitation Status, and Present Work Status:
56 Clients Placed Into Competitive Jobs October '78 -

March '81
Reported Number Rehabilitation
Disability Placed Department Present
at Placemént Into Competitive ‘Status at Work 1
Date Jobs Placement Status
6 PE R LO. T

Mildly | -
Mentally 4 - 4 Severe 3" 1
Retarded
Moderately
Mentally 29 24 Severe 15 5 3 6
‘Retarded . 5 None
Severéiy )
Mentally 2 1 Severe 1 1
Retarded 1 None
Multiple 21 18 Severe 16 3 1 1
Disabilities 3 None
TOTALS 56 47 Severe

9 None 35 10 .4 7

1

PE - Presently Employed
R - Resigned

LO- Layed Off

T - Terminated
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tation Services, public schools, and parents have comprised thc referral

-~

sources accepted since the project began. Inclusion into the referral poolv
was adepengent on two factors: first, the person must want to work and
second, hféiher ‘}disability is_ of a severe nature where gaining a competitive
employment p‘osi.tion without the trainer-advocate model would be considered
highly unlikely. It was preferred that referrals, were clients of the Depart-
ment of Rehabilitstive Services alfthough this was not an exclusionary clause.
All of the clients received or weré zeli.gible for disability p‘ayment§ through
the Supplemental Security.lncome program (SSl). Addi'tionally, m;)st clients

were receiving some form of on-going day programming although several

individuals were either -excluded from or waiting for day services and idle

B
*

most of the day.

e N

o

Pr:ocedure ‘

The following data have been collected and reported in Figure 1 to
evaluate the cost basis validity of Project Employability.

Portions of Figure 1 require explanatory remarks. For item #5 the
Virginia DRS, after ev;Iuating client disabilities and after reviewing each
individuai case, aséigns a severe or ngn-severe label on each of its clients.
Generally the label severe is used tp indicate persons who'will require some
"signfficant specialized" service for competitive employment to *become a
reality. A perso}w's case is."open" if he/she is still eligible to receive
services. An individual's case can be reopened if there is an improved
likelihood of achieving competitive employment. The status may have

changed since Project Employability's initial placement; however, the status

at placement date is reported.
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Figure 1

Cost Benefit Analysis:
May '78 To

Project Employability -
March '81

10.
11.
12.
13.

. .Number of'students N
. -Work Status as of March 31, 1981

. Spectrum of Disabilities

.- Work Duration

oooooo

. Virginia Department of

Rehabilitation Services
Sta_tus at Placement Date . . . . .

¥

q .

. Staff hours traveling to and

present on job site . . .

. Project Estimates Expenditures . ,
. (SSI) Supplepmental Security Income

Estimated Day Program Cost. . . .
State and Federal Taxes Withheld .

Total Public Savings from SS!, Taxes and Day Program
. Benefits

Benefit/Cost Information. . . . .

>

. 56
. Presently Employed 35

Terminated 7 ’
Resigned 10
Laid Off 4

Moderately Retarded
Profoundly Deaf
‘Behavioral Disorders »

Non-verbal
Hearing Los
Seizures

Speech Impediment Arthritis  ~
Severely Retarded Hypertension
Mild Sight Impairment Alcoholism
Schizoid Personality Legally Blind
Quadriplegia Schizophrenia
Cerebral Palsy

X =28

Range = 20 to 58 -

Severe (Open) 25

Severe (Closed) 18

Severe (Extended Evaluation) 1
None 10

Severe 2 &

Total Months Employed 631.5
Total Months Working 597

]
11,843

e v e v« . $247,618.00

Saved., . . . .. .. .% 99,016.00
..... . .« e v o . $169,161.00
..... ¢ e v e v e . $25,499,00

. . $293,676.00

$293,676.00
Costs $247,618.00
Benefit/Cost Ratio 1.18
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" ltem #6 reports the client's work history in two dimensions. Months
Employed lists the total number of months that passed while the client was
formally employed although he/she may not have been receiving a pay check

during the entire period, i.e., summer time periods. Months Working

indicates pay periosﬂs and is likely to b.e‘ less than the months employed
figure due to. seasonal work, illness -or sick leave, and temporary ‘lay-offs.
Thisv-informati;)n is vaI/uabIe in understanding low gross income rélative to
month‘s’ employed.

Item #7 provides the number of staff hours spent with clients. Moni-
toring the amount of time spent with each cli;nt was instituted to provide a
means for assessing an individual's progress and to provide for better
administrative direction for staff members.

A key me;asure in evaluating staff-fading capability is tRe amount of
time spent training the client. Amount of time data have been collected in
two ways. From a cost effective standpoint, whether the trainer is inter-
vening or not, time traveling to and at the work site translates roughly
into funds expended on each client. Staff time was clocked beginning with
travel to the job site and ending when the trainer leaves the site for another

¥ S
client,~ the office, or home. This measure, however, is not sensitive ‘to the

‘
gradual fading of direct intervention since a basic fading strategy is reduc-
ing the trainer's availability"“fr;m the client and supervisor. The trainer
systematically increases the amount of time out-of-sight yet on-site for .
crisis intervention.

Trainers have been directed to measure (or estimate when necessary)
the percentage of time at the job site where they were either directly inter-

vening or easily available to the client and supervisor. When more than

one client occupied a job site the travel time to the site was divided equally

¢
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among the workers. On-site hours for sites with more than one client were‘z
determined by using the intervention time as their perce~ntage of the total
time on-site. - |

For example,'{a“ssume Bob and Bill work at _the same’job site and the
total number of on-site staff hours is 500 with 50 additional hours of travel
“time to site. Ass.ume further that 70% of staff intervention time wént to
Bob. To determine each person's portion of the totgl staff hours we di-
vided the nu‘mber of hours traveling to the site by the numbe_r of clients at
the site (i.e., 50 hours/2 = 25 hours each) and added this figure to the
individual's percentagé of total on-site: holrs (i.e., (70% x 500) + 25 = 375
which would be Bcb's share of the total staff hours). Bill's share of the
total staff hours would be (30% x 500) + 25 = 175 hours. An additional
problem to surmount was the fact that specific data logs of trainer hours at
the job site were not kept until June of 1979. Estimates were deri;/ed by
interviewing each trainer who worked with those clients and by reviewing
the clients anecdotal records. These estimates gre believed to be quite -
accurate, ~

Although there are subjective elements in reporting the client's needs
in staff hours on an individual bas_is, the overall amount of time spent by
trainers ‘with all of the clients traveling to and on-site is relatively stable
and less subject to err;or. Therefor2, the hours invested in each client
represent a portion of the 1003 effort and although the individual es;imates
may have small errors, we believe that,‘d on the whole, these errors are
cancelled out. * .

item #9 regards supplemental security income saved. Perstons whose

disability significantly affects their ability to work are eligible for SS!

payments. The Social Security Administration considers may factors when

Q. v . N 1




determining a pérson's eligibility. Although it is not necessary here to
‘describe the criteria e'ligibil\ity it is important to note that all clients placed
by Projecf Employability were receiving or were eligible to receive (SS!)

payments’, C .
@ .

Wehman & J. Hill (1979) have described earlier the fedéral govern-

o

ment's attitude cencerning the disabied person who begins earning substan-

tial income: ’ 2
. .
the federal government does not view this person, as suddenly
rehabilitated or no longer requiring benefits, but rather, the
disabled person is viewed as working regardless of his or her
impairment (p. 50).

Through December of 1980 the SSI program utilized a nine month trial
period where the disabled person could receive a partial SSI payment re-
gardless of and in addition to the individual's salary. This trial period has

been extended to 12 months beginning January, 1981. Some additional

aspects of the SS! program which were considered disincentives to competi-

tive work were changed’ in January, 1981 and are described in detail by

Revell (1981), and Wehman, § M. Hill (1981).
- Researshers evaluating the financial benefits of their wvocational pro-
jects may be temptedpto simplify savings in SSI disability payments by
taking the individual's monthly payment and multiplying it by the number of

months worked. However, this method will result in an overestimation of

benefit due to the SSI regulations designed to wean recipients from public

assistance.
The SSI payments reported in Figure 1 are derived from computing
actual SS| reductions dué/to each client's earned income over the period of

their employment. Pay raises, periodic SS! inflation rate adjustments, and
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clients' living arrangements aii affect the monthly SSI paymer}t on a month

to month basis and have beer. included in each client's SSI savmgs compu-
tations. _

Iltem #10 is Estimated Day Program Cost. When a client is placed in
the referral pool it is a necessary requirement that, as well as can be pre-
dicted, the person would not be able to attain compgtitive employment with- -
out utilization of the on-site trainer-advocate model._ Although there is no 0
way to substantiate that the person would not have become employed any-
.way, the various cooperating agencies have indicated that the individuals
referred are considered unemployable without significant on-site inter-
vention. . ’

Benefits derived from maintaining competitive jobs may thén be logic-

ally attributed to Project Employability activities. A major benefit the

public receives from emplpyment of severeiy disabled persons is the reduc-
tion of expensive /day programming which does not lead directly to competi~
tive remuneration. Adult activity centers, workshop programs, and public
school programs were generally the variety of services that Project Employ-
ability clients attended or for which they were eligible prior to their involve-
ment with th‘e prbject. In a few cases ali of the above services had been
provided, yet the individuals had never worked competitively and were
sitting idle, excluded from any day programming. No publié financial
bepeﬂt from termination of day proéramming is claimed for these clients
although significant individual benefit is evident. These individuals had
been excluded due to lack of usefulness, lack of progress and/or limited

number of programming slots. The implication of wasted human resource

should be evident. .




Each client's case was reviewed concerning residence locality, day
| program status at placement date, age, Department of Rehabilitation Service

status, and past ‘history of-day program involvement in determining the,

probable programming, if an.y, that would have been provided without
competitive job \placement.

Item #11, State and Federal Taxes “Withheld, reports-estimates for
individuals claiming “one.dependent. Income tax is comp.uted at 8 percent”’
for federal and 1.9% for state contribution level and is .in line with the

clients'. average annual salaries. Social Security contributions are not
A

included here although they can be considered a significant benefit to the

k4

\\Social Security System. Each individual's actual contribution in taxes after

nternal “Révenue Service filing is, not available and thus the figures pro-
. \ . -
vided here are best guess estimates&\

Item #12, Total Public Saving\§, ‘from SS|, Taxes and Day Program,

evaluates the total public savings t6 the taxpayer due to Project Employ-

* .

abjlity activities. The following factors have been taken into consideration
') : .

and combined: savings in SSI pa);ments, expendftures of probable day

programs displaced by employment, and federal and staté taxes paid.

The final item, #13, provides the Benefi_t/Cbst Ratio. -1t indicates that
. AN

for every dollar spent the- taxpayer reaps one dollar and eighteen cents in
social benefits. Benéfit/cost \'analysts recommend continuation of any pro-
ﬂ
gram with a benefit/cost ratio in excess of 1.0. The ratio of Project Employ-' o

ability (1.18) clearly suggests a positive rate of return.
. ‘ N k)

. ~ ' ‘

Results and Discussion

" Fifty-six disabled persons'-we."e placed into comp\etitive jobs between

October 1978 and March 1981. Forty-two continue t‘g work successfully as

of March 31, 1981. ‘Project Employability contributed 11,843 staff (trainer-

\)‘ . R . gu 1!. :-
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advocate) hours placing, training and maintaining through follow-up this
working client population,” A total of $247,618 was expended during the
- three year period of May 1, 1978 to March 31, 1981, in support of Project
Employability goals and objectives. This is contrasted by a total public
savings of $293,676. Thus, the total direct financial ggdeﬁt t’o'the public
taxpayer is $46,058 as of March 31, 1981. Obviously, each successive year
of Project Employability'\s. 6peration will see a substantial increase in the
publi‘c benefit figure due to slow start up costs and the increasing popula- )
tion of successfullﬁy; working disabled client;. Our 66 percent retention rate
for those placed indicates a g}rowing coire of clients who are contributing tf’
. the )financial savings to the public. The benefit to taxpayer figure.,takes
into consideration the project'é" tax supported expenditures. The public
benefited in Supplemental Security disability payment savings by $99,000.
Day programm.ing service costs not necessary due to Project Employa'I)ility
placement of clients into competitive jobs totaled $169,000 and, of course,
involved 'state ‘and Iocal‘ as well as federal funds.‘ Approximate state and
federal income tax contributions of clients totaled $25,500.

Each individt.JaI's f:onsequential effect on the publig} taxpayer due to
Proje::t Employability '-eff%rts ranges from a high benefit oi: $12,157 to a
maximum cost of $15,059. The high benefit figure will be. constantly in-
creaéing due to improved evaluation tpols and°Project_Employability staff's
improved ex'pertise at matching job and client. The total public benefit of
public savings minus project expendltures -equaled $46,058. In.less than

. three years the efforts of Project Employabillty have returned funds to the
tax base; that ls,.the operatlon is running in the black- where continued

expansion of public financial benefit is certainly iikely.
! %
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It shoul}d be evident from a review of these data that competitive
employment programs for severely disabled mdnvnduals do work and that
they can be cost effective, both to the pUbllC taxpayer and to the financial
benefit of the individual. It is mcumb_ent upon service providers who
manage prbgrams like ‘Project Employabilit; that careful 'figures be kept for
cost and for b/enefit. The data presented herein are but a very small
sample, in fact a microcosm, of many other programs which are currently

successful in this couniry. The time is now for careful scrutiny of the

cost, benefits of such programs.

The data collection and compilation presented in this paper was a team
effort and special thanks goes to Linda Trimmer, Barbara Bruff, Patricia
Goodall, Joyce Bollinger, Valerie Brooke, Nancy Barrett, Paula Cleveland,
and Julian Pentecost for their contributions. 0

These efforts were supported by a U.S., Department of Education, Rehabili~
tation Ser,vices Administration, Special Report.
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EPILOGUE

)

Two quite separate policy-related areas have been addressed in this
series: methods of funding vocational/special education, and relative bene-
fits versus expenditures for different employment training systems for
moderately z:and severely handicapped persons. A brief synthesis of find-
ings within each domain is presented below.

Drewes' manuscript begins with a thorough treatment of funding pro-
visions in the present vocational educational legislation. Throughout the
paper, he develops the argument that categorical funding provisions for
vocational/special education should be maintained in the future reauthoriza-
tion. He argues persuasively that a spe‘:gial categoricgl grant within thes
legislation would, at once, remove the’ ri\écessity for the ‘cumbersome and
‘unpopular set-aside provision, and indicate a eontinued national concern for
vocational/special education. Beuke's paper acknowledé@s the Hifﬁculty
local and state vocational administrators have experienced with the set-aside
provisions, but recommends maintaining the provision and altering the
implementing policies to make it more congruent with t!.1e least restrictive
maé\dates of P. L. 94-142. He also recommends that OVAE target increased
technical assistance to states concerning the legislative intent of the pro-
visions, and circumscribing the acco;mting processes involved in satisfying
the matching and excess cost provisions.

Benson and Hoachlander have taken a more\r‘adical and prescriptive
approach  to the' reauthorization of the vocational education legislation. They
‘share Drewes' conéern, in that "reauthorization should seek to centralize

national objectives while decentralizing the process for meeting them."

Although Beuke differs from the other authors in his satisfaction with levels

of federal regulation of the funding processes, all of the authors ar: stead-
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Jfast in their concern that vocational education reauthorifing legislation

3
maintain a major commitment to handicapped and disadvantaged students.
In particular, Benson and Hoachlander are to- be congratulated for their
thoughtful application of ecor:or:nic and educatipnal finance concepts to their
proposed model. :

As appropriationé and expenditures in education continue to shrink,
special interest groups at all governmental levels will need more and more
persuasive documentation of their program merits to maintain funding levels.
An analysis that may be particularly powerful in this regard is the subject
of the last two papeis in this series ~ cost/benefit analysis. Schneider et
,‘al\.‘\',;vnd Wehn an- and Hill are to be. applauded for their timely efforts docu-
menting the relative merits of competitive employmeng training for handi-
capped individuals long~considered to be unemployable. An expansion of
empirical information demonstrating the cost/beneficial aspect of vocational/
special education and Ctraining should provide a powerful tool for vocational/
special educators as they compete for declining educational resources.

A summary of the manuscripts contained in this policy paper series
suggests that the federal reauthorizing legislation should cor;tinue to target
handicapped and disadvantaged individuals as primary recipients of voca-
tional education, and that these efforts are likely to result in decreased

federal subsidies to able-bodied workers, and increased economic produc-

tivity nationwide. These are outcomes we can ill-afford tc be without.
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