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8-PERCENT SECTION OF THE JOB TRAINING
PARTNERSHIP ACT

SATURDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1985

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Atlanta, GA.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 1:30 p.m., in room
214, Georgia World Congress Center, Atlanta, GA, Hon. Matthew
Martinez (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Martinez and Williams.

Mr. KiLBERT. Ladies and gentlemen, I would like to call this ses-
sion to order today. My name is Gerald Kilbert and I am the presi-
dent of the National Employment and Training Association and a
member of the Employment Training Division of the American Vo-
cational Association and we are pleased that we are able to have
the opportunity to have a hearing here at AVA.

We hope that this becomes the first perhaps of future hearings
as a model whereby we can actually have a congressional hearing
conducted here at the annual American Vocational Association
Convention.

The hearing you will be attending today is the Subcommittee on
Employment Cpportunities, which is part of the full Committee on
Education and Labor, and you will hear from Congressman Marti-
nez and Congressman Williams at this hearing. The hearing was
designed to take testimony on the 8-percent education set-aside
under JTPA.

As far as the other announcements that you might like to know
about is that there is a meeting immediately following this of the
National Employment and Training Association Nomination Com-
mittee. Those people are asked to please stay afterward for their
nomination meeting. Other than that, there are no further an-
nouncements and I would like to turn the hearing then over to
Congressman Martinez.

Thank you.

Mr. MarTinNEz. Thank you very much, Jerry. This is a hearing of
the Subcommittee of Employment Opportunities and I would like
to take an opportunity to express my pleasure in being here in At-
lanta to discuss issues that are very important to those of you in
the field of vocational educational training.

The purpose of today’s hearing is to focus on the 8-percent educa-
tion set-aside under the Job Training Partnership Act which pro-
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vides for us to promote service and coordination among JTPA pro-
grams and educational agencies.

We will review the implementation of the 8-percent program to
see how States have utilized the 8-percent funds, how vocational
programs are operating under the offices of the educational system
and what administrative concerns confront operators of the 8-per-
cent program.

We are pleased to have before us distinguished witnesses repre-
senting organizations involved in the design and implementation of
various education and training programs under the 8-percent pro-
gram, including the president of the American Vocational Associa-
tion, Ms. Kolde, and a representative from Florida Governor Gra-
ham’s office and the National Governors’ Association, Mr. Kynoch.

Accompanying me on the roster today is the Honorable Pat Wil-
liams, Representative from Montana, who has a deep, deep interest
in the JTPA Program and is one of the original coauthors. I would
like to welcome all the distinguished visitors and turn at this time
to Mr. Williams for his opening statement.

Mr. Williams.

Mr. WiLLiams. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Like you, I,
too, am pleased to be here with our friends in Atlanta. One of the
efforts that we have tried to achieve with JTPA, and particularly
with this set-aside, is tc allow Governors and the State education
authcrities the flexibility which they have told us they badly need
and also to find ways to better coordinate between education ef-
forts which prepare people for the world of work and some of the
agencies which have a kind of an =ncillary authority in those ef-
forts. This 8percent set-aside is, we hope, designed in a way to
allow States to achieve at least both of those goals.

As of yet, of course, there are no Federal performance standards
and one of the purposes <¢ this hearing—which to some degree I
guess, Marty, is an overs.;ht hearing in the nature of it—is to try
to give those of us in the Congress that work most closely with
JTPA and vocational education an early sense of how well the 8-
percent set-aside is working in your own individual areas.

Thank you.

Mr. MarTiNEz. Thank you, Mr. Williams. Of course, I do not
hnow how many of you are aware that Mr. Williams’ background
is education as he was in that professi n before coming to Con-
gress. .

At this time we would like to turn to vur first witness, Ms. Kolde,
and I would like to announce that all of the written statements that
have been submitted will be entered into the record in their entirety
and we would ask the witnesses to summarize and try to hold the
time of testimony and questioning to the 5-minute rule, in order that
we might expedite the hearing and hear from everyone as fully as we
can.

STATEMENT OF ROSEMARY F. KOLDE, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
VOCATIONAL ASSOCIATION

Ms. KoLpe. Congressman Martinez and Congressman Williams, I
am Rosemary Kolde, president of the American Vocational Asso-
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ciation. I want to take this opportunity to velcome you to the 79th
Annual AVA Convention in Atlanta.

AVA conventions are traditionally times wher. vocational educa-
tors have the opportunity to increase their awareness of the major
trends affecting the fields of education, including the most impor-
tant legislative issues affecting vocational education. It is with this
in mind that we welcome the House Subcommittee on Employment
Opportunities here today to hold a congressional hearing on the
Job Training Partnership Act.

For the next 3 hours you will hear testimony from a variety of
educational groups, chief State school officers, local school boards
and, of course, vocational education. The National Governors’ Asso-
ciation will also be appearing today.

The testimony will focus on the views and, frankly, the concerns
that are shared by these groups about the role of education in the
Job Training Partnership Act, and specifically in the 8-percent set-
aside of title II funds. .

I would hope that by the end of this afternoon some insight could
be gained as to, one, the role of the State education agency as the
administrative entity for the 8-percent set-aside; two, the role of
the local education agency as the provider of training under JTPA;
and three, how the 8-percent funds can be used as an incentive for
flexible and innovative training programs. AVA appreciates this
subcommittee’s willingness to study these issues.

JTPA is at a time when serious and substantial reviews should
be done of the intent and results of the law. AVA will work with
this subcommittee as it continues its oversight of JTPA.

We were a part of thaf;frocess in developing the law because we
realize the role vocational education plays in providing education
and job training to the youth and adults in this country. We will
continue to be part of the process because of the job that remains
to be done.

Unemployment among youth, especially disadvantaged youth, re-
mains at an unacceptably high level. The training and the retrain-
ing needs of adults continues to grow as more and more jobs are
created in the service sector and fewer and fewer in the manufac-
turing sector and as we move more quickly into the age of ad-
-ranced technologies.

JTPA utilizing the strengths of the public and private sectors is
a critical component in the coordinated effort to meet that expand-
ing need for education and training.

Again, we welcome you to the AVA Convention, and we invite
you io join the hospitality of the vocational educators and of this
wonderful city of Atlanta.

Thank you for coming.

Mr. MArTINEZ. Thank you, Ms. Kolde.

Mr. Williams.

Mr. WiLLiams. No, I have no questions except to say hello again,
and that it is always a delight to be with you, Madam President.
The women in the audience will recognize that that term, Madam
President, has kind of a unique ring to it, one that we do not hear
very often in Washington, but perhaps one of these days.

Ms. KoLpE. One of these days, Mr. Williams. Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you.
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Our next witness is Mr. Kynoch.

Are you in the audience?

Mr. Kynoch is the policy coordinator for the county on economic
development from the Florida Office of Planning and Budget on
behalf of Gov. Robert Graham.

‘Welcome.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM KYNOCH, REPRESENTATIVE, NATION-
AL GOVERNORS’ ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY JERRY
SPURLIN, DIRECTOR, VOCATIONAL JTPA PROGRAMS, DEPART-
MENT OF EDUCATION, FLORIDA

Mr. KyNocH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Williams, as you indicated, my name is Bill Kynoch from
Florida Gov. Eob Graham’s office. I appreciate the opportunity to
come and talk to you for a few minutes today about the Job Train-
ing Partnership Act and specifically about section 123 of the act.

In your letter, Chairman Martinez, you indicated you were pri-
marily interested in, I believe, about four areas, strategies for State
and local planning, recent educational developments in coordina-
tion efforts, and in targeting, recruitment, and administrative and
private sector involvement decisions.

In my written testimony I presented a good bit of information
about these issues from a nationwide perspective, particularly with
the emphasis on the role of the Governor.

During these few minutes I would like to take the opportunity to
talk to you in some more detail about our specific experiences in
Florida. Over the last several years, Governor Graham has empha-
sized a coordinated and, where feasible, integrated planning and
service delivery system for State government. I do not have to tell
you gentlemen or the people in the audience the practical problems
that occur with trying to get different agencies with different roles
and sometimes with different goals to work together to integrate
the planning and delivery of services.

Nevertheless, when JTPA came on the scene we felt that its
partnership emphasis gave us a tremendous opportunity to achieve
a degree of integration and some cooperative approaches to solving
of common problems.

In our earliest planning for the transition of JTPA, our State De-
partment of Education, which incidentally is under the jurisdiction
of an independently elected official, was included and fully partici-
pated in all decisions relating to JTPA, including such things as
the numbers of service delivery areas, the boundaries of those serv-
ice delivery areas, the composition of the State job training coordi-
nating counsel and the administrative and policy structures at the
State and local areas. Some early decisions that were made during
that transition process were that the primary statewide policy advi-
sory body for employment training issues would be the State Job
Training Coordinating Council.

Program implementation and policy would be decentralized to
the private industry councils to the maximum extent possible.
Services would be integrated into the current education and job
training systems and the private sector through the PIC's would
have the dominant policy role at the SDA level.

WJ
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Utilizing those criteria, administration of the section 123, 8-per-
cent set-aside funds, were then placed under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Education with policy guidance from the Governor
through the State Job Training Coordinating Council and final ap-
Eroval of the use of the funds at each service delivery area made

y the private industry council in that area.

In my written testimony I have indicated that one of the weaker
points of JTPA efforts to date, and [ believe you will hear a good
bit of this today, is the lack of interagency coordination that is re-
quired to implement the partnership.

In Florida we have put substantial effort into interaFency coop-
eration, yet I would say our progress has been relatively slow and
fairly minor. Interestingly enough, however, our most progress has
been made with education, even though, as I have mentioned earli-
er, they are under an independently elected commissioner.

The emphasis in JTPA on partnership and our implementation
strategy for the 8-percent set-aside resulted in three unexpected, at
least unexpected to me, interagency coordination benefits. First of
all, on the statewide level, we do have a very good and positive re-
lationship with the Department of Education and the Department
of Labor on implementation of the various programs of JTPA and,
second, and I think much more importantly, relationships have
been established between local education agencies and the private
industry councils and, third, and also very importantly, there has
been some accountability to the private sector in the local areas be-
cause of the role of the PIC’s in the approval of the expenditure of
the 8-percent funds.

If I could digress for just a moment, Mr. Chairman, your letter
did ask for some examples of State and local planning efforts. In
terms of our total JTPA Program, as you know, States are required
to present job training plans and job service plans to the Federal
Government.

In previous years, at least in Florida and I would suspect all
other States, these have been independent plans that have gone
through the Department of Labor or to the Department of Labor
under different sets of procedures and guidelines and were very
much process oriented.

This year in Florida we are combining the two plans into a single
employment and training plan which has generated at the service
delivery area level at the direction of the PIC’s. It is consistent
with the goals and policies in the Florida State plan, which is a leg-
islatively adopted document, and most importantly, the plan is re-
sults oriented rather than process oriented.

In other words, our planning guidelines from the State basically
had three goals in it. One is to provide people jobs, another is eco-
nomic development activities, increases in those activities, and a
third for effective and efficient administration of programs. The
local plans will tell how they are going to achieve those programs
in a very quantifiable results-oriented method.

We are frankly very proud of this effort. I hope when it is fin-
ished in July we will be just as proud of it and we are hoping it
will become a model for other States to improve their planning
process and also to become a model within Florida for interagency
coordination activities.
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With that very brief background, my recommendations to the
subcommittee are basically two. First of all, continue to permit
flexibility among the States so that the Federal objectives can be
met through a variety of administrative mechanisms depending on
each State’s unique circumstances.

In other words, if the Congress feels that the goals of the plan
are not being met, I believe you should make us more accountable
for the goals. If interagency coordination is a major goal of the
Congress, I would be perfectly satisfied with providing in our plan
what we are doing for interagency coordination and more impor-
tantly, what that is going to achieve in terms of jobs for people,
training for people who need jobs and so forth, as opposed to—we
are doing a lot of coordination because we are having meetings to-
gether. I am not sure what that has accomplished over the years.

In summary, we believe that in Florida—I am sorry. I forgot to
give you my second recommendation and probably the most impor-
tant one. I could not go home without this one.

That is to continue the involvement of the Governors so as not to
lose the potential and the reality of maximizing services through
program cooperation and integration while minimizing the cost to
the taxpayer.

In summary, we believe that in Florida the system is working.
Utilizing our Department of Education as the administrative entity
for section 123 funds allows these funds to be integrated into the
education system while the policy initiatives from the Governor via
the State Job Training Coordinating Council ensures that these
funds do not become isolated into another duplicative fragmented
training program but are integrated into the total employment and
training system.

But PIC’s and the education industries are working together in
our State. Coordinated efforts are being used to leverage State,
JTPA, and other Federal funds for most cost effective program-
ming. JTPA is even having an impact on the methodology of veca-
tional education in general through its performance orientation.

One of our local superintendents of schools recently made a
statement that JTPA is having one of the most positive impacts on
education and preparing students for future employment of any
piece of legislation he has seen. In fact, he stated that he viewed
JTPA as an education act and not a labor act because of the posi-
tive outcomes that he has seen come out of JTPA.

I believe that statement sums up our expectations for JTPA in
Florida. We are not there yet, but we do have some movement and
we are confident we can achieve the goals that have been set by
the Congress and by our own State elected officials.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Williams, for this opportuni-
ty to provide you with some of our thoughts on JTPA and the 8-
percent set-aside.

[Prepared statement of William Kynoch follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF WiLLIAM KYNOCH, PoLicy COORDINATOR FOR COMMUNITY
AND Economic DEVELOPMENT, GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET,
STATE OF FLORIDA

INTRODUCTION

Good afternoon, my name is William Kynoch. As Policy Coordinator for

Community and B ic Develos t in the Governor's Office of Planning and
Budget for the State of Florida, I ar plessed to have the opportunity to
testify on behalf of the National Governors' Association about the
opportunities for and challenges of employability and educational gystems

coordination under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA).

In the broadest sense, all of JYPA is an educational program becsuse it
offers people the basic education, communication and occupational skills as
well as work behaviors needed to sgecure unsubsidized employment. It does
this, not by creating s separate system of services, but by leveraging
services from schools, community agencies, post secondary educational
institutions and others with the capacity to deliver education, training and

employment services.

My remarks today concern programs and activities carried out under Section
123 of the Act. This section suthorizes Governors to provide funds amounting
to eight percent of the Title IXI-A allocation to the state to a state
educational agency responsible for education and training to: 1) provide
education and job training services to eligible participants under written
cooperative agreements between the state education agency, local uervice
dollvdry areas and, as appropriate, local education institutions; and 2)
facilitate coordination of services for eligible participants through
technical assistance, professional development, curriculum development and

other activities.
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My remarks will:

¢ describe the historical and current context within which
the gtate set-aside is being administered;

e discuss the importance of rnccdination between the
education and employment and training systems: and

¢ summarize state experience to date in using these

resources to meet gtate identified needs and priorities.

CONTEXT FOR COORDINATION BETWEEN EDUCATIONAL AND LABOR MARKET PROGRAMS

Over the last 25 years Congress hag attempted to promote closer

coordination between educational programs and the labor market through a

variety of procedural requirements. Under the Manp Development and
Training Act (MDTA) funds flowed through the state employment security
agencies with the requirement that training programs be developed by the state

vocational education system to respond to identified labor market needs.

The cComprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), which followed on
the heels of MDTA, contsined a five percent (later six percent) state
vocational education set-aside and a separate requirement that 22 porcent of

the Youth Rmployment Demonstration Projects Act (Title IV) resources be spent

d agr t bets the CEYA prime spongor and the Local Education
Agency. Both CETA and the Vocational Education Aet mandated ovsrlapping
menbership on their respective state and national advisory councils. Under
both acts, 8 national and SO State Occupational Information Coordinating
Committees were also crested to promote sharing of planning and other

information between the two systems.

12
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It was not until the passage of JTPA that Congress wisely recognized that

fedarally mandated gtrategies for promoting coordination between the education

and employment and training systems must take into t differ in the
way education delivery systems are gtructured within states. Thus JTPA sets
forth the objective of coordination and provides resources to facilitate this
coordination: it does not, however, specify which state education agency(ies)
should be involved in administering the eight parcent funds. This flexibility
has resulted in Eight Percent funds being used within some states by single
agencies and, in other states, by multiple agencies including departments of
public instruction, boards of vocational and technical education, and
community college systems. The choices being made undoubtedly reflect the
historical relationship between the stata education and employment and
training agencies and the different goals set forth for the ugse of the
resources. A study conducted more than a year ago by the U.S. Department of
Bducation indicated that during Program Year (PY) 1984 Bight Percent funds
were distributed among various education agencies as follows:

Adult Basic Bducation 14%

Vocational Bducation 28%

Post Secondary Rducation 40%
Other 18%

In some instances the 20 percent portion of the get-aside has gone to one
agency while the 80 percent gervices portion has gone to snother. Other
divigions have been worked out within states to support such diverse
activities as intensive remedial education for incarcerated youth, the
introduction of computer-assisted instruction in local programs, diversified
staff training in youth employment competencies, and support for labor market

information services.
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Beyond recognizing the diversity of state educational structures, JTPA
provisions have helped overcome other barriers to coordination between the two

systenms.

® Moving JTPA to a two year planning cycle with forward
funding on a July to June prograxm year basis has made
coordinated planning a more achievable goal.

® Allowing 25 percent of the individuals sgerved in the
Eight Percent programs to be non-economically
dissdvantaged hac given the states an opportunity to
better mesh the needs of the economically and
educationally disadvantaged in determining eligibility
eriteria for sgervices. On a practical level, this
flexibility also makes it possible to provide sgervices
in gchools where many, but not all, students meet JTPA
income eligibility eriteria.

e Providing states the flexibility to ease JTPA support
service and administrative cost limitations under the
various parts of the set-sside has made JTPA more
conducive to educational agency practices.

® Requiring a 1:1 mateh of non JTPA resources to Bight
Percent dollars has provided an impetus for states to
better mesh federal resources with all other availsble
resources. Admittedly federal matching requirements
have not yet proven to be ag effective a tool to promote
coordination as one would hope. Yet, the intent of
promoting more coordinated use of federal and non
federal dollars to support gervices to at-risk
populations is one to be applauded.

WHY IS COORDINATION PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT TODAY?

Improving education is a major public policy objective. Responding to
significant ecriticism about the quality of education, state and local
initiatives to improve schools have snowballed. Tougher competition from
oversess in sguch industries as steel, automotive and textile and the
proliferation of computers in factories, offices, retail stores and homes as

wall as other technological advances have forced a reexsmination of
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education’s role. Interest has also stimulated the creation of new private
sector partnerships with local education institutions. Although a number of
states have started to coordinate employability and education policies, no

state has put all the pieces together in this area.

We know that basic academic skills are critical to economic success. High
school graduates earn more than nongraduates. High school dropouts are more
likely to be wunemployed than graduates. Two-thirds of economically
disadvantaged people in America, the group targeted by JTPA, do not have high
school diplomas. For Blacks, the higher their achievement test scores, the

greater their employment rate.

It hus boon estimated that over thirty million Americans are functionally
illiterate; they do .. * have the skills necessary to master the demands of
many job and life situations. Estimates vary dramatically because of the
varied definitions of literacy being used. Tho lack of good information on
the true dimensions of the problem has made it difficult for states to
effectively target resources to address the adult literacy problem. Yet
despite dats limitations, we know that in gheer numbers, the greatest problem
lies with the 18 through 29 year old cohort. A disproportionate share of
individuals who are functionally illiterate are poor, minorities or
imnigrants. Betwoen 700,000 and one million young people drop out of high
lchqol. each year, adding to thig problem. We know of new education programs
targeted specifically at addressing the dropout progrzm in 17 states. This is

but a beginning.
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The needs of many individuals within at-risk groups exceed the combined
scope of traditional education programs and the financial resources available
through the Job Training Partnership Act. They call for mobilization of a
wide spectrum of education, employment and related services to create flexible
learning opportunities for youth and adults who are out of school and the
“5-20 percent who are not successful ir regular schools. The Eight Percent
program offers a genuine resource for focusing attention on this issue and
leveraging the necessary public and private resources to meet identified
needs. Funds under the Eight Percent sat-aside, currently about $150 million
nationwide, can: (1) provide needed employment-related services linked to
educational gervices; (2) bring about change in the ways at-risk individuals,
e.g., potential dropouts and dropouts, are served within the two systems; (3)
leverage other resources to refocus ways traditional sgtate functions related
to employability and education are ecarried out; and (4) further state
education and economic reform initiatives by enhancing or supplementing loecal

efforts.
WHAT ARE STATES' EXPERIENCES TO DATE?

The first two years' experience with the education set-aside program have
beon varied. Some states have undertaken significant new initiatives using
the resources available as the stimulus while others have continued ongoing
ingtitutional arrangements and activities begun under CETA. Some gtates have
shifted the focus of coordination from the state level to the local level by
directly allocating the set-aside funds to the states’ Service Delivery Areas
(SpAs). It ia important to note that in planning for the use of the Eight
Percent funds, many states have recognized that adults as well as youth have

substantial literacy needs related to employment and therefore have worked
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with community colleges and adult basic education programs that traditionally

serve adult populations.

At this point we have only anecdotal information abpout :he kinds of
programs that have been funded, the characteristics of the population being
served and the ingtitutional arrangements negotiated between the JTPA and
education systems. To remedy this situation, the National Governors'
Association is currently collecting information from the states which we hope
will provide a fuller picture of what the program looks like nationwide. KGA
staff hope to have a report on this and the Three Percent, Older Individual

Set-Aside available later this winter.

Based on the information we do have, we know that the states have used the

flexibility given them in administering the program in:

® setting goals and priorities for the program;

o targeting different segments of the st-risk population
for service; and

® the manner in which funds have been distributed within

states.

Goals and Priorities

bDuring th2 past two years, sgtates have used funds under the education
set-aside to support efforts that meet various objectives including:
improving basic skills; reducing dropout rates; educating those who have
already dropped out; promoting the use of competency-based instruction and
meaningful credentials; and tyiug educational gervices into economic

development activitiaes.
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For instance, states such as Ohio, Colorado and Hawaii have supported the
implementation of competency-based basic skill programs which make extensive
use of computer-assisted instruction to complement traditional paper and

psncll remediation techniques.

North Carolina and Texas have used the Bight Percent funds to enhance
state educational reform initiatives by supporting dropout prevention

activities.

Missourl has chosen to use its Eight Percent funds L0 promote the greater

use of customized training as part of its ie develor t activities.

Target Population

As indicated, states have targeted both youth and adults for service.
While Kentucky focused on dropouts, the handicapped, offenders, wards of the
state and the mentally retarded, Massachusetts placed major emphasis on AFDC
recipients. Vermont used funds to improve the ability of its vocationsl and
technical schools to provide retraining and basic skill upgrading servicss to

adults.
Substate Fund Distribution

As with target populations, states have made cholces in how tao administer
the program. In Florida, for instance, the Governor has sele.ced the

Department of Education to administer the Eight Percent set-aside. Funds are

allocated to Local Bducation Agenclies by formula sccording to non-financisl
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agreemeants negotiated with Private Industry Councils. Alternatively, in
Michigan, funds were distributed by foruula to the Service Delivery Areas
requiring that cooperative agreements between the JTPA and Local Bducation
Agencies be signed at the local level. Still another approach was used in
Massachusetts. There, program goals were articulated through a state designed
Request for Proposal directed at Private Industry Counecils. Funds for winning
proposals were channelled to local Private Industry Councils in order to

strengthen their community-wide planning and coordination role.

CONCLUSIOH

Although many exeiting initiatives have bee!: implemented since passage of
JIPA, it is fair to say that the real .opportunities lie ahead for using the
Bight Percent program to better integrate educational sgervices with those
designed to prepare youth and adults for work. The potential for such
integration has been advanced with Congress® recent passage of the Carl
Perkins Vocational Education Act. This Act sets goals for expenditure of
federal vocational education dollars which in many ways are consistent with
the goals of the JTPA system. It also, for the first time, requites the
education syctem, esnd not Jjust the employment and training system, to
coordinate planning and other activities with the other system. The real
impact of the changes and possibilities for significantly improved
relationships between the two systems will not be fel: within the states for

several years to come.
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Within the JTPA system, now that the basic JTPA systems have been put into

place, ettention can be turned to refi t of t strategies,

instructional methods and other elemants of program design that impact on the
quality of gervices being delivered. Over the years we have learned a lot
sbout what works and what doesn't. We know much more ebout assessment snd
instructional practices, program design, and management strategies than we
actually use within our schools and employment snd training prograsms. Many
useful program models exist which can be incorporated into state and local

programming with the help of the Eight Percent program.

We also know that institutional change is slow, especially when it
involves different agencies with separate governance structures at both the
atate and local levels. Given the diversity of structures involved, it ig
only the atate level that has the suthority to rationalize systems and the

ellocation of resources.

We must all recognize that as a nation we have a long way to go in
developing coherent national or state education and training policies which
will help guide us through the difficult process of economic change in which
we find ourselves. Federal leadership in creating bridges between the two
systems would go a long way to energizing the process of coordination that
must take place witi.in the statea. Unfortunately, we are too well aware that
this important aspect of the federal role in education and training has besn
sorely neglected over the years. We are encouraged by the U.S. Department of
Labor's increasing interest in providing such leadership especially related to

youth development and werker adjustment issues.
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We trust that the Governors® continued high interest in furthering

educational reform and ic develop t within the states will provide a
fertile environment for state policy development and implementation of state

education coordination activities.

Despite the frustrations we might all feel, it is important to reiterate
that we believe that JTPA provides Governors with a useful tool to bring about
needed structural changes in our education and training systems. It will take
time and the sustained support of Congress to accomplish that which has been

sought for many years.

We appreciate the opportunity to share the Governors® perspective on this

important aspect of the Job Training Partnership Act.
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Mr. MaARTINEZ. Thank you. That was Mr. Kynach?

Mr. KyNocH. Yes, sir; that is correct.

Mr. MARTINEZ. ] got it right that time.

Mr. KyNocH. It was close—the first time was close.

Mr. MarTINEZ. We understand the reasons for the Governor’s
wanting the flexibility they have. From a political standpoint it is
a great advantage, but the subcommittee is more interested in the
functional aspects of it than control.

In that regard, the Department of Labor has not provided as
much direction in some instances that they should have. One of
those areas that they have not provided direction is in the match-
ing funds on the 8-percent set-aside. Has the Governor taken steps
to determine to the local agencies what, in his estimation, would
be—what would be actual matching funds, what elements?

Mr. KyNocH. We do have some guidelines for the matching
funds, Mr. Martinez. For example, you know, FTE funds from
other programs can be used as matching funds. I have Mr. Spurlin
from our Department of Education who is here and can tell you in
more detail about that if you let me—if you want me to bring him
forward.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes, please.

Mr. hynocH. He can tell you in much more detail.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Sure. Bring him up here.

Mr. KyNocH. This is Jerry Spurlin, who is the Director of Voca-
tional JTPA Programs for our Department of Education.

Mr. SpUrLIN. Good afternoon, sir.

Mr. MArTINEZ. Good afternoon. The reason I am asking is be-
cause SO many times we hear some confusion out there as to what
different agencies—State agencies throughout the United States—
can use as a part of that matching money. When many States are
short of funds—actual funds that they can come up with—they pro-
vide services in kind, a plant facility, teachers, et cetera, et cetera.
How do you handle that?

Mr. SpurLIN. In our State we have not found that the difficulty
for meeting the match has been that that has occurred in other
States. Part of that reason is because of the State funding formula
and the local dollars that are put into the vocational education pro-
grams in our State.

In fact, with the 8-percent money and the dollar-for-dollar match,
in the first 2 years of this program we have had better than a 3-to-
1 match from one source and that one source being, in our State,
the FTE dollars or full-time equivalency dollars that are put in by
local and State general revenue dollars to support education.

Now that does not mean that matching has not created some-
what of a problem paperwork-wise. It is more of an accounting pro-
cedure than anything else, but in our particular State, we feel that
education is the responsibility of the States in general anyway and
because of that philosophy I think that a lot of the dollars that are
being placed in local programs through the State legislature and
through our local tax structure is putting dollars in there for the
match sufficiently, so that the matching is rot a problem for us.

Mr. MarTINEZ. That is good because in some cases we have heard
where some States just simply cannot come up with the money and
they are left without being able to have the actual dollars to
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match. The Department of Labor has not established guidelines to
help States determine what can be used for matching funds. This
leaves them in the dilemma of being fearful of doing the wrong
thing and then later being held libel for the use of those moneys.

Mr. SpurLIN. All the 3-percent set-aside moneys are—have been
used and all of them have been matched, as I said, by better than a
3-to-1 matching fund and all that is by cash dollars generated at
the local level. We have not chosen, because of the paperwork prob-
lem, for in-kind of establishing, you know, what is a legal or a justi-
fiable cost for buildings or plant or in-kind services.

Mr. MARrTINEZ. Thank you.

Mr. Williams.

Mr. WiLLiams. Thank you.

Did I understand your testimony correctly that you were encour-
agin?g more specific Federal goals regarding interagency coordina-
tion?

Mr. KyNocH. Not necessarily.

Mr. WiLiams. Could you expound on what your statement was?

Mr. KyNock. All right, sir. OK. I guess my concern would be
that I would prefer to have the Congress not mandate an adminis-
trative way in which these funds should be utilized. In other words,
mandate that the Governors use them specifically in their offices.

That obviously would not be acceptable. My testimony was, if
those problems have arisen, and I assume some of them have and
that is the very reason for the ineeting, and if the Congress has
some concerns about the use of those funds and possibly the, say,
the interagency coordination activity related to those funds, I
would much rather see you hold us more accountable for the goals
so that, for example, and as I mentioned to you, the employment
training——

Mr. WiLLiaMS. Excuse me.

Mr. XyNocH. Yes, sir.

Mr. WiLLiams. Would you have us set the goals?

Mr. Kynoch. OK, well—

Mr. WiLLiams. Do ycu want to set them and have us hold you
accountable for your own goals?

Mr. KynocH. OK. You are going to have to tell me what you
mean by “set the goals.”

Mr. WiLLiams. Weil, tell me what you mean by goals.

Mr. KynocH. OK, let us say, for example—OK, I guess we are
both questioning here. Let us just say, for example, the one I used
earlier in my testimony, that you are concerned that there is not
enough cooperation between the Governor or certain executive
branch agencies and the Department of Education.

Let us assume that may be a problem, so you would like to
know—for example, you would like that to be a goal, to have
strong interagency coordination cooperation among the education
agency and the Governor or whoever is administering section 123
in the State.

What we are requiring on things along those lines in our employ-

-ment training plan is that we require—we are requiring the jocal
SDA’s to provide us that information on interagency coordination,
we are going to these people’s boards, et cetera, et cetera, and what
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t}]1at is going to achieve in terms of these three goals in our State
plan.

What kind of cost efficiencies is that going to gain? Is that going
to achieve the ability to leverage more funds so that, for example,
funds in the Department of Labor—that is, State general revenue
funds—are now going to be coordinated with some education funds
to do some more apprenticeship-type activities? And how many jobs
is that going to get?

These types of quantifiable results, I believe, are what a planning
process should be about and not a process of how we are going to
be transferring paper back and forth.

So, that was the context of my comment.

Mr. WiLLiAMS. In the statement which you provided us, which is
a good statement, and, by necessity more detailed than your verbal
statement, you have this paragraph, which I would iike you to
expand on it for myself as well, if you will.

I am quoting now:

We must all recognize that as a nation, we have a long way to go in developing
coherent, national or state education and training policies which will help guide us
through the difficult process of economic change in which we find ourselves. Federal
leadership in creating bridges between the two systems would go a long way to ener-
gizing the process of coordination that must take place within the States. Unfortu-
nately, we are too well aware that this important aspect of the Federal role in edu-
cation and training has been sorely neglected over the years. We are encouraged by
the U.S. Department of Labor’s increasing interest in providing such leadership, es-
pecially related to youth development and worker adjustment issues.

I am particularly interested in vour phrase “coherent national
education and training policies.” Would you have the Federal Gov-
erningnt set for Georgia more coherent training and «ducation
goals?

Mr. KynocH. I believe what that statement meant, Mr. Wil-
liams—I certainly couldn’t answer for Georgia, but in terms of
what that statement would mean would not be specific goals for
each State, but to ensure that goals for job training programs and
education programs that are set up by the Federal Government are
coherent and coordinated in nature.

Obviously, over the years there has been some going in different
directions in those programs. I think the closer that they can
become and the closer coherence to a set of goals for those pro-
grams, the more ability the States have to—than at the level we
have—ensure more coordination cooperation among agencies, par-
ticulurly in terms of agencies that have different governing bodies,
somuewhat different goals and missions in life.

It provides us more direction and more clout to get those things
done at the State level.

No, I was not talking specifically in terms of the Congress setting
the goals for each State. You know, the Congress would have some
nationwide goals they would want to achieve, and we all have to do
our part to articulate those goals and let us provide you our plans,
our planning documents, how we are reaching them and what part
each State is taking in reaching those goals.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Would the gentleman yield for a second?

Mr. WiLLiAMs. Yes.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Just to expand cn that thought and more on the
question that Mr. Williams asked you. When you say “coherent,”
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would a part of that coherency be in the Federal Government on
the national level, by doing the kind of study that is needed to de-
termine what jobs are going to be the jobs of the future?

I think back awhile when everybody was going to be an engineer
and all of a sudden the bottom fell out of that, and engineers were
a dime a dozen, and some of them ending up doing something com-
pletely different.

But in your mind, is establishing that kind of a policy separate
from interfering with the State’s rights to try to make determina-
tions of their own?

Mr. KyNocH. Mr. Martinez, on that particular issue, I guess I
would be very concerned about the Federal Government setting
those goals for jobs for certain categories of workers, for example,
only because that is such a fast changing thing in this day and age.

You—we can all read in the paper about the high-tech revolution
and all the changes that have occurred in just the last 3 or 4 years
Jjust in high technology.

I would be very encouraged about somehow getting locked in,
whether that would be through Federal activities or, in fact,
either—even State activities into local service delivery areas. These
are the types of jobs you have to train for.

We undertake a very serious labor market information effort in
our State, and we have—the State Job Training Coordinating
Council is our labor market information committee, so we can try
to keep the labor market information coordinated with our job
training and job placement efforts.

That is a real moving target. I think that would be one that
would be needed to be kept flexible.

Mr. MarTINEz. So then, it is safe to assume that your statement
would not lead anybody to believe anything like I said, but would
be more in line with you setting your own curriculum and the
kinds of vocational training you need. You’d also have from the
Federal Government some sort of determination as to specific
amounts of money spent in specific areas?

Mr. KynocH. I guess the—I will give you an example of the way
that I think would be a very appropriate way. Let us say, for exam-
ple, that there should be some more training or some additional
type of training or some training in the Congress’ eyes should
relate to people achieving jobs. That is a major overriding goal of
the Congress.

I think that is a goal that could be articulated, and then in terms
of the expenditures of training dollars, we should demonstrate how
those training programs are, in fact, getting people in the jobs and
even the types of jobs, and that you would want to see that type of
information for policymaking in the future.

Mr. WiLLiams. Well, finally, Mr. Chairman, the discussion here is
one that goes on in Washington constantly. I know the one you
read about is our struggle with the budget and appropriations, but
within that is a more important debate which is what we are talk-
ing about here, and that is the philosophical debate about what is
the appropriate Federal role in education in America.

Americans discovered long ago that because of the size of this
Nation, our economic, social, and geographic length and breadth, a
central agency, rather, no central agency had enough wisdom to be
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able to set all the goals and all the timetables for each school dis-
trict in America.

And so, we have continued on all these years with enormous va-
riety, and that has been our great asset in America. We have edu-
cational variety.

The liability in that has clearly been that variety has led to com-
plexities. The American system of education is the most complex in
the world, and it has also led to a significant lack of individual fo-
cused direction.

Americans are not sure whether they want their schools to turn
out the front line of the Green Bay Packers, to feed their children,
to be nurses, to provide opportunities for good eyesight, to teach
math, or to get a race of people out of the back of the bus.

Our schools do all of those things in America, and now we have
come to a time in the country when we have begun to compare our-
selves, unfavorably in our own eyes, interestingly enough with the
Japanese students.

We are comparing apples and oranges. Japan has strong central
authority over every school in that country. You do not want that,
so you have to have the complexities, the variety, the strengths,
and you have to take some of the weaknesses with it.

And I think as long as we have the type of education system,
which, in my judgment, works pretty well, the type of a multifacet-
ed education system that Americans seem to want, then we have to
take some of the bad along with some of the good.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Williams. Mr. Kynoch, thank
you. Mr. Spurlin, thank you.

Mr. KynocH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Our next witness is Mr. Charles McDaniel, State
superintendent of schools from Atlanta, GA.

Mr. McDaniel, welcome.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES McPANIEL, STATE SUPERINTENDENT
OF SCHOOLS, ATLANTA, GA

Mr. McDaNieL. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Williams, I am Charles
McDaniel, the State school superintendent here in Georgia, and I
welcome you folks to our State.

Today, however, I am representing the Council of Chief State
School Officers. This council is an independent organization com-
posed of the commissioners and superintendents of education from
each of the 50 States, 6 extra-territorial jurisdictions, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Members of the council are, for all practical purposes, the princi-
pal adminstrative officers of the public school systems of our coun-
try.
The purpose of my appearance today is to provide the council’s
reactions to the role of education agencies in the implementation of
the Job Training Partnership Act.

My comments are organized according to the sections of the act
which provide opportunities for participation of education agencies
and the institutions in the implementation of the act.

In general, the council feels that schools and colleges have been
contributing participants in these programs, but there have been
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some problems. When you have 57 States or territories, you have
different sorts of arrangements, different relationships between
Governors and commissioners.

I bring to the subcommittee’s attention three factors which, I be-
lieve, limit the involvement of education agencies in the 1mplemen-
tation of the Job Training Partnership Act.

The council believes that the enforcement of the legislation and
technical assistance would greatly reduce these restraints and
ensure greater participation of the education community.

The written testimony lists specifically the parts of the act which
we are concerned about, and I will pass over that because you have
that in front of you.

Despite these provisions, however, which we believe were de-
signed to maximize the utﬂlzatlon of education agencies and insti-
tutions for the provision of services, the involvement of education
agencies and institutions in the implementation of JIPA has been
limited in some States.

Not every State has the cooperation that we heard from Florida
or that we have in Georgia. Certainly, some of the limitations on
education’s involvement can be attributable to the newness of the
program and the educator’s lack of familiarity with the program.

However, we believe that there are other factors which we have
identified as contributing to the underutilization of education’s po-
tential to contribute to JTPA’s operation.

The council has identified three general factors which we think
impéde the involvement of educational agencies.

No. 1, there are conflicting interpretations of sections of the leg-
islation. I guess you have that on a lot of legislation.

No. 2, there is certainly a diverse political configuration through-
out our 57 jurisdictions.

No. 3, there is resistance on the part of the employment and
trammg community and, to a lesser extent, the education commu-
nity.

It is new. We are not quite sure what needs to be done, and so
rather than make a mistake, we just kind of put ourselves in a
holding pattern.

These factors are closely related to the problems of the imple-
mentation of the sections of this act, particularly sections 123,
107(c), 141(1), 141(2), and of these impediments and ambiguities in
the statute are perhaps the most susceptible to correction through
enforcement mechanisms and technical assistance.

There are four specific issues which result, specifically in section
123. I will mention only a couple of them.

The use of State education agencies in section 123 has given the
impression that governors have the option of making direct grants
to local and State institutions that operate educational programs or
are directly performing a statewide coordination role, thus replac-
ing the statutory agencies in that role.

If, in fact, the legislative intent, as we believe it was, that the
coordination of educational services occur at the State level
through the State agency primarily responsible for the supervision
of elementary and secondary education, the current definition of
State education agencies is siot sufficient.
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That is one of the problems we see, as really what do we mean
and what do you folks mean? What does the law mean by State
education agencies?

In some States, elementary and secondary education and voca-
tional education are administered by different agencies or in sepa-
rate governing bodies. In other States, a single board does most of
the coordination.

A clearer definition, if that were possible, is the establishment of
enforcement of a statutory mechanism that would help ensure that
State education agencies are able to perform that role for which we
think we are best suited.

Another problem is associated with the involvement of diverse
political configurations. This exists in a number of States, as I have
already indicated. We have not only different configurations, but
we also have dfferent relationships.

In some places things work well and programs are going fine. In
others, one part of the configuration takes it and runs with it and
does not share too much with the other partners.

As it is written in section 107(c), 107(c) does little to ensure that
the existing appropriate education agencies will, in fact, be granted
first right of refusal and we read that in the act, first right of re-
fusal to provide these JTPA services, although it is clearly the
intent of the legislation, as we interpret it, to bypass education
agencies.

Private industry councils and service delivery areas must demon-
strate that alternative agencies or organizations would be more ef-
fective in providing these needed services.

However, the statute does not provide standards for determining
effectiveness, nor does it provide mechanisms for enforcing the
standard.

As a result, in many States major providers of educational serv-
ices have been excluded from involvement in the employment and
training system.

And so, the council recommends that the Department of Labor,
in collaboration with the State education agencies, establish proce-
dures that guarantee this provision and guarantee that it will be
implemented.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we believe that the Department of Labor
should encourage greater participation of schools in these pro-
grams.

Such encouragement, of course, does not require legislative
action. It is really a matter of interpretation and a matter of get-
ting the word out and communicating.

If these private industry councils will acknowledge the role and
importance of schools in educating the Nation’s youth, we think
that schools serve about 85 percent of the age cogort targeted by
the JPTA.

There have been increasing concerns with school dropouts and
unemployment rates among our youths, and we feel that the pro-
grams—the JTPA programs are one of the most effective means of
addressing these concerns.

However, in some States effective means of working with schools
does not occur, does not exist. Congress cannot enact good will or
-esponsible planning, but maybe with oversight, maybe with over-
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sight, the subcommittee can encourage more cooperation between
business and schools and employment and training communities.

We strongly believe that effective cooperation could be achieved
if, first, the Department of Labor rigorously enforces closer adher-
ence by the States to what we believe was the original intent of the
legislation; and second, the Department establishes and sponsors
regional technical assistance programs with the purpose of increas-
ing the involvement of education agencies in the implementation of
the Job Training Partnership Act.

I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Williams, for al-
lowing me to speak on behalf of my 56 colleagues.

Mr. MarTINEZ. We thank you, Mr. McDaniel.

[Prepared statement of Charles McDaniel follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHARLES MCDANIEL, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, STATE
OF GEORGIA

EDUCATION AGENCIES: THE UNDERUTILIZED RESOURCE IN THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF JTPA—ISSUES POR OVERSIGHT HEARINGS

I. Intxoduction

Mr. Chairman, I am Charles McDaniel, State Superintendent of
§chools in Georgia. I am here today representing the Council of
Chief state School officers (CCSSO). The Council is an independent
organization composed of the commissioners and superintendents of
education from each of the fifty states, six extra-territorial
jurisdictions, and the District of Columbia. Members of the Council
are the principal administrative officers of the public school
systems in each state, and as such bear a heavy respongibility, along
with our colleagues at the local level, for helping to ensure that

our children are well sexved by the nation‘'s educational systems.

The purpose of my appearance today is to provide the Council‘s
reactions to the role of education agencies in the implementation of
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) of 1982, My comments are
organized according to the sections of the Act which proviée
opportunities for the participation of education agencies and
institutions in the implementation of the Act. In general, the
Council has found that schools and collegesz have been contributing
participants in JTPA programs, but there have been problems. This is
not to say that some areas have not had splendid cooperation or to
infer that JTPA is not a needed program. I will bring to the
sui:comittee's attention three factors which limit involvement of
education agencies in the implementation of JTPA. The Council

believes that enforcement of the legislation and technical assistance
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would greatly reduce these restraints and ensuxe greatex
participation of the education community in the implementation of

JTPA.

II. Provisions for the Involvement of Education Agepcies in JTPA

Congress intended coordination among a variety of state and local
public agencies in the implementation of JTPA. The design of the
legislation stipulates a tripartite "partnership" of business,

government, and education in the provision of services.

For instance, it is required that 70% of all JTPA funds be
allocated for training and related r~ervices. The provisions for the
involvement of education agencies are clearly stated in Sections 123,
107, and 141(o) which identify how education agencies and
ingtitutions are to be involved in the provision of these required

training services.

The most significant of these provisions which delineate
education‘'s involvement in JTPA is section 202(b)(1l) in Title II Part
A which establishes an eight percent funding set-aside to carry out
section 123, relating to state education programs. This eight
percent set-aside is intended to assist State education agencies
responsible for education and training to provide services for
eligible participants and to facilitate coordination of education and
training services for eligible participants through cooperative

agreements.
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The set-aside has several unique features which facilitate the

delivery of education and training services:

© There are no caps on spending for training or support gervices.

O All 8 percent funds spent on training must be matched on a JTPA
dollar for a non—JTPA dollar basis thus generating more cash
for programs serving JTPA participants.

o The eight percent programs can support most non—placement
activities such as high school equivalency, English as a second
language, or basic skills with the recognition that these
activities have direct impact on the employment potential of
persons.

Section 107(c) also defines a specific role for local education
agencies by giving them the right of "first refusal® during the SDA's
selection of primary service providers. It also expands the roles of
local education agencies beyond the general ones mandated in Section
123 and reflects the stated purpose of JTPA for using the existing

educational system.

Section 141(o) further mandates that Title IT youth education
programs be consistent with applicable state and local educational
standards. This provides a stzbng tie between the operations of

education agencies and JTPA program sexrvices.

The involvement of the education community in JTPA is not limited
to these three sections of the Act. congress further reinforced
education’'s role through other significant Provisions including:

1. the requirement that at least 40 percent of Title II-A funds

must be spent on youth, both in-school and out-of-school;

2. the stipulation that Private Industry Councils (PICs) may

develop certifiable employability competencies as legitimate
positive terminations for youth;
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3. the support of conventional and model educational programs as
legitimate services under Title IX (Section 204);

4. the encouragement of Employment Services to provide job
exchange sites in local high schools undex Wagner-Peyser;

S. the inclusion of educational interests on the Governor's
advisory body, the state Job Training Ccordinating Council;
and

6. the enhanced representation of public schools, vocational
education, postsecondary education, and private schools on
local PICs.

Despite these provisions, which were designed to maximize the
utilization of education agencies and institutions for the provision
of gservices, the involvement of education agencies and institutions
in the implementation of JTPA has been limited in many states.
Certainly, some of the limitations on education's involvement can be
attributable to the newness of the program and educators’ lack of
familiarity with JTPA. However, CCSSO believes there are other
factors which have been identified as contributing to the
underutilization of education's potential to contribute JTPA's

operation. The Council has identified three general factors which

' impede the involvement of education agencies in JTPA:

1. conflicting interpretations of sections of the legislation;

diverse political configurations under which the program is
being implemented; and

[\
.

3. resistance on the part of the employment and training
community and, to a lesser extent the education community.

These three factors, are closely related to problems in the
implementation of Sections 123, 107(c), 1l4l(o)(1l), and 14l(o0)(2). oOf

these impediments, ambiguities in the statute are perhaps the most
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susceptible to correction through enforcement mechanisms and

technical assistance.

Pour specific issues result from ambiguities in Sections 123,
107(c), 242(c)(1l), and 141(o0)(2). Pirst, use of "state education
agencies” in Section 123 has given the misimpression that governors
have the option of making “irect grants to local and state
institutions that opera’ .ducation programs or of directly
performing a statewide coordination role, thus replacing the
statutory agencies in that role. If in fact the legislative intent
was that the coordination of educational sexrvices occur at the state
level through the "State agency primarily responsidle for the
supexvision of elementary and secondary education,™ the current (and
ambiguous) ‘definition of “state education agencies" is not
sufficient. In some states elementary-secondary education and
vocational education are administered by different agencies and/or
separate governing boards. In other states a single board does most
or all of the coordination. A clearer definition, and/c» the
establistment and enforcement of a statutory mechanism would help to
ensure that state education agencies are able to perform the role for

which they are best suited.

The second problem is associated with the involvement of civerse
political configurations and is exacerbated by ambiguities in the
statute. As it is written, Section 107(c) does little to ensure that
existing appropriate education agencies will in fact be granted first
right of refusal to provide JTPA sexvices, although that is the clear

intent of the legislation. To bypass education agencies, Private
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Industry Councils (PICs) and Service Delivery Areas (SDAs) must
demonstrate that alternative agencies or organizations would be more
effective in providing the needed services. However, the statute
does not provide standards for determining effectiveness nor does it
provide mechanisms for enforcing this standard. As a result, in many
areas, major providers of educational services have been excluded
from involvement in the employment and training system. The Council
recommerds that the U. S. Department of Labor (DOL) in collaboration
with state education agencies establish procedures to guarantee that

this pro'rision be implemented.

The third problem regards Section 141(o)(1l) which r2quires that
all education programs for youth supported by Title II funds be
consistent with applicable state and local standards. This section
recognizes that minimum standards of education quality vary and it
appropriately seeks to require adherence to educational standards
while making allowances for local differences. While it is not
necessary or desirable for the Act to provide nationwide standards,
the Council recommends that DOL require assurances from states that
minimal education requirements as stipulated by the appropriate atate
education agency are met. This is necessary so that employment and
training program standards are consistent with existing state

education standards.

The fourth problem involves Section 141(0)(2) which requires that
standards and procedures usc Co award academic credit and certify
educational attaimment in programs supported by Title II, be

consistent with the requirements of applicable state and local laws
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and regulations. As previously noved, this language makes
appropriate allowance for variations in state and local standards,
but fails to provide a mechanism for defining and enforcing adherence
to this requirement. We recommend that this requirement be
implemented,

Pinally, Mr. Chairman, we believe that: the Department of Labpz
must act to encourage greater participation of schools in JTPA ‘
programs. Such encouragement does not require legislative action,
rather it requires that Private Industry Councils acknowledge the
role and importance of schools in educating the nation's youth;
schools which serve about 85 percent of each age cohort targeted by
JTPA. There has been inCreasing concern with school dropouts and the
increased unemployment rates among our youth. We feel that JTPA
programs are one of the most effective means of addressing these
concerns. However, in some states effective means of working with
schools does not exist. Congress ca;';not enact good will or
responsible planning but through oversight, the Subcommittee can
encourage better cooperation between business, schools, and the
employment and training communities. We strongly believe that more:
effective cooperation could be achieved if 1) the Department of Labor
rigorously enforces closer adherence by the states to the original
intent of the legislation, and 2) the Department establishes and
spongors regional technical assistance programs with the purpose of
increasing the involvement of education agencies in the

implementation of the Job Training Partmership Act.

I thank you Mr. Chaimman for this opportunity to present our

views to the Subcommittee.
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Mr. MARTINEz. Mr. McDaniel, you noticed that Congressman
Williams laughed when you referred to the fact that most pieces of
legislation have conflicting interpretations to it, and this is certa.n-
ly one of them.

In fact, you know, back to a statement you made where you sug-
gest that it mandates education’s participation in the PICS, actual-
ly it does not. It suggests, but it really does not mandate.

We could do it through encouragement rather than through
trying to open the legislation up and then leaving a victim to
maybe something worse.

As far as education agencies getting right of first refusal, what
the law really states is that appropriate education agencies in a
service delivery area shall be provided the opportunity to provide
educational service unless—here comes the ambiguity—unless the
administrative entity demonstrates that alternative agencies or or-
ganizations would be more effective or would have greater poten-
tial to enhance a participant’s continued occupational and career
goal. The word “unless——"

Mr. McDANIEL. Negates the whole thing.

Mr. MARTINEZ [continuing]. Negates the whole thing. And we
often write legislation that way, and I, like you, assume something,
and then somebody points out a word to me. One word changes the
whole thing.

In regard to that, what would your response be? Do you mean
that you still feel that through encouragement and oversight that
we can still have education and vocational training entities in-
volved in this.

Do you think we could do it that way, or do you think we would
have to take that word out?

Mr. McDANIEL. I hesitate to recommend changing the law. Once
you change the law, it opens the whole ball of wax up, and you
never know what is going to come out of it.

I really believe that with oversight and encouragement, the over-
sight committee, the subcommittee, if you folks would take some
stands—and I think you will—then I think you would help provide
the cooperation and communication that we need.

In some States it works perfectly, you know, no problems at all.
In other States, we, frankly, have a lot of problems.

Mr. MARTINEZ. | talked to Bob Jones the other night, and he
seemed to be in agreement with that. I would hope that we could
do it through encouragement and strong prompting from the com-
mittee, and we are going to attempt to do that. -

Mr. McDANIEL. Great.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Mr. Williams.

Mr. WiLLiamMs. Mr. Superintendent, as you probably know, the
Governor’s Association and the U.S. Department of Education and
a private corporation have all conducted surveys as to how States
have used the 8-percent money in the first year, and the survey
documents considerable variety among the various States.

So, let me ask you specifically about this State. Through the use
of the 8-percent money, which groups—if you can identify them,
are targeted for assistance, for the bulk of assistance and what
kind of assistance? What kind of services are being provided?
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Mr. McDanNiEL. Let me ask for my assistant, Mr. McLeskey, to
come forward and answer specifically, because he can give you the
details which I am not able to provide.

This is Mr. Ed McLeskey.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Would you identify yourself for the record and
give your statement?

Mr. McLeskey. Yes, I am Ed McLeskey, and I work with the
Georgia Department of Education, with section 123 of JTPA.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you.

Mr. McLeskey. Your question concerns groups, Mr. Williams,
target groups?

Mr. WiLLiams. Yes.

Mr. McDanieL. For the money that has been used in our State,
the majority.

Mr. McLeskey. We—I would say that the majority of our pro-
grams serve a mix of youth and adult, about 50-50. We have—we
do remediation. We do a lot of remediation for youth aged 16 to 21.

Mr. WiLLiams. In school? ‘

Mr. McLeskeY. In school and out of school. The majority of them
are out of school, yes. Most of them are dropouts, and we do that in
preparation for them to move into title 2(a) programs for further
training.

Mr. WiLLiams. Can you speak to the success rates or lack of suc-
cess yet, or is it too early?

Mr. McLEeskey. I do not have any information in hand right now.
We have been, I think, successful. We have impraved the SDA’s
performance—their ability to meet their performance standards by
preparing these participants, you know, for them entered in 2(a)
programs.

Mr. WiLLiams. Well, many of us, I think the bulk of us in Con-
gress, are very hopeful that such efforts will be successsful, particu-
larly those efforts that are focused on the out-of-school youths, par-
ticularly dropouts.

I think all of us have come to realize now that America is fast
approaching a problem which threatens us as a people and as a
Nation, and that is that our dropout rate among young people is
far too high, is growing at much too fast a rate, that the difficulties
of the growing number of functional illiterate Americans is reach-
ing dangerous proportions, and that if we do not find a way to
break that wave or stem that tide, we are going to find that before
this century is out—and we do not have long to go—that we really
have two Americas: a literate America and an illiterate America.

And we already know the income levels and the color of the illit-
erate America, and it is a matter which this Nation of generosity
and ability cannot permit, therefore we are hopeful for your suc-
cess.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Williams.

Thank v-u, Mr. McDaniel and Mr. McLeskey, for your fine testi-
mony. We appreciate it.

Mr. McDaNigL. May I?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes, please.

Mr. McDanieL. I am very impressed, Mr. Williams, with your
understanding of the educational system of our country. I must and
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want to point out to you that, unfortunately, in this particular sec-
tion of our country we have always had two Americas.

I started school in the first grade. There were almost 100 of us in
the first grade. I graduated with 16. So, it is not new.

As a matter of fact, we really are doing a much better job now
than we did 40 years ago, but it is still very, very bad, and I appre-
ciate your understanding and look forward to your assistance in
helping us to upgrade this whole business of providing enlighten-
ment in education and skills to our society.

Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you.

We next will have the introduction of our first panel. Our first
panel will consist of Mr. Ron Chandler, associate director of voca-
tional education/employment training, Virginia Department of
Education; Mr. Morgan Lewis, National Center for Research in Vo-
cational Education; Mr. Kadamus, assistant commissioner for occu-
pational and continuing education, New York Department of Edu-
cation.

Thank you all for appearing today. I would like to announce that
your written testimony was entered into the record in its entirety.
Wc1>uld you please summarize, and we will abide by the 5-minute
rule.

STATEMENT OF RONALD CHANDLER, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, VO-
CATIONAL EDUCATION/EMPLOYMENT TRAINING, VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

" Mr. CHANDLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman Martinez and Mr. Wil-
iams.

My name is Ronald Chandler, and I am the vice president of the
Employment Training Division of the American Vocational Asso-
ciation.

The membership of this division, Mr. Chairman, is made up of
persons from the State and local levels that administer and operate
programs, educational programs, that are funded in part or in full
with funds from the Job Training Partnership Act.

My purpose for being here today, sir, is to share some of our con-
cerns about educational programs as we are operating them under
JTPA. For the purpose of this testimony, I would like to confine
my remarks to section 123, sir.

Mr. MARTINEZz. Very well.

Mr. CHANDLER. Section 123 of the act is, as we are all aware of,
sir, is that section that designates an educational grant for the
State that are known as the 8-percent funds to those of us that
work in the business, if you will.

The act under the regulations further states that these funds will
have special characteristics that we feel set them aside from the
other JTPA funds.

For example, there are no strict performance standards on these
particular J%‘PA funds as there are some of the others. The funds
are not mandated to be allocated to the SDA’s as some other funds
are. There is no spending cap on these funds—on some of the
funds, the supportive services section funds, as there are in other
areas.
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There is a broader window with these funds for serving people
that do not meet the disadvantaged category and also these funds,
as we know, have a matching requirement.

We think, sir, that the special inclusion of these funds in the act,
as well as these particulars that were given to these funds, make a
special case for the involvement of the State educational agency. It
gives us at the State educational agency, the opportunity to operate
special—these specia! programs. It gives us the flexibility to oper-
ate these special programs and try to design innovative and special
programs that will in fact serve the JTPA populations.

We think, Mr. Chairman, that the act is clear as to the involve-
ment of a State educational agency in the operation of JTPA pro-
grams. We have found out, however, that the involvement of a
bona fide State educational agency in JTPA, at the State level, has
not always taken place.

In a recent survey that has been done by a group of southeastern
States, we have found that in some States across the country that
the Governor is in fact bypassing the State educational agency and
these funds are being assigned to other State agencies. The survey
also showed, Mr. Chairman, that in some cases the 20-percent sec-
tion of the 8-percent funds are being held back by the Governor’s
office of employment training or some such other office, depending
upon the State in which this is happening, to be used for that office
for other purposes.

Again, Mr. Chairman, we believe the law to be clear here. In re-
viewing the JTPA committee report prior to the passage of JTPA,
we found that the committee showed that there in fact, at one
time, was consideration for two set-asides, a 6-percent set-aside and
2 percent. Again, we found the committee report to be clear and
that they combined these two set-asides into one single set-aside for
the State educational agency.

We also found that in some cases when the State educational
agency was bypassed, but their lack of involvement when they
were not bypassed—excuse me, that though they were not by-
passed, their involvement was not to the degree that we feel the
law intended.

Certainly if the involvement of the State education system is im-
portant, and we feel it is, there should be no holding back of funds
to the State educational agency. This could, in fact, impede the in-
volvement or the commitment of the State educational agency in
the provision of training programs for JTPA constituencies.

The National Governor’s Report, as a matter of fact, has issued a
paper concerning the 8-percent programs recently. It dealt with the
innovative programs that could be designed with the 8-percent
funds it dealt with, especially with the flexibility that is built into
tl’}% f-percent funds in designing innovative programs for the
J

However, we cannot agree with the section of that report that
does indicate that the Governor has the authority to indicate that
these funds be given to other agencies other than what we feel is a
bona fide State educational agency.
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I might also say that we are aw..e of—that one State, in fact,
and the Governor did indicate that there vould be—the 8-percent
funds might be assigned to another agen aside from the educa-
tional community. The educational agency .a that State sought and
received an opinion from their State’s attorney general to the
intent of the act. Their State’s attorney general indicated that the
law is clear, that the funds should be designated to the State edu-
cational agency, which did in fact take place.

It is unfortunate that those kinds of situations did exist or had to
exist and hopefully—or may exist still. It is estimated that the edu-
cational system is now providing approximately 70 percent of the
programs for the JTPA participants at the local level. If these fig-
ures are accurate then certainly the participation level of the edu-
cation community is high.

We feel this could continue. However, we are concerned that the
bypassing of a State educational agency could again impede its in-
volvement of the local educational system of JTPA. There are in-
stances, in fact, in which a local educational system may not be
willing to or be hesitant to participate in a program st the local
level unless their State counterpart is participating in the same
program.

Again, to repeat myself, we think that the law is clear as a
matter of fact as to the assignment of the 8-percent funds to the
proper State educational agency. However, since there does seem to
be some confusion we would like to suggest the following:

The language in section 123 be amended or be made more specif-
ic as to the definition of a State educational agency and this lan-
guage should only reflect a bona fide State educational agency.

It is our position that a Governor’s choice under section 123 be
limited to the following types of agencies:

The State education agency responsible for elementary or second-
ary schools; or a State agency responsible for vocational or techni-
cal education; or a State agency responsible for community and
technical colleges and higher education; or finally, a combination
of any of those agencies.

We also suggest, sir, that the language in section 123 be amended
or be made more specific as to congressional intent, as to the split
of the 80-20 split of the & percent, that there should be no holding
back of the 20 percent for another agency and the 80 percent be
assigned to an agency. If there is going to be a split, then the split
should be even across the board. Fifty percent of the 8 percent goes
to one agency and 50 percent of the 80 percent should go and 50
percent of the 20 percent should go along with it. The coordination
money should accompany the training funds.

We believe that a clarifying change, Mr. Chairman, in the law
would probably be the best way to correct to this situation here;
however, we understand this may not be possible. If, in fact, this is
not, we would ask that the Department of Labor be directed to
inform \he States of the proper intent of section 123 and that they
be asked i« monitor the States to make sure that they are in com-
pliance.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly want to thank you for the opportunity
to present this testimony today.

[Prepared statement of Ronald Chandler follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RONALD H. CHANDLER, VICE PRESIDENT EMPLOYMENT
TRAINING DIVISION, AMERICAN VOCATIONAL ASSOCIATION, ATLANTA, GA

Good afternoocn, Mr. Chairman Martinez and Mr. Williams. My name is
Ronald Chandler and I am the Vice-President of the Employment and Training
Division of the American Vocational Association. The membership of this
division of the AVA is made up of persons from the state and local levels
that administer and operate educational programs that are funded either
in part or in full with resources from the Jobs Training Partnership Act.

On behalf of the membership of the division I want to thank you for taking
the time from your schedules to be with the AVA here in Atlanta.

My purpose in being here today, Mr. Chairman is to share with you and
the committee some of the concerns that we as an association and as persons
operating programs have in relation to the J.T.P.A.

For the purpose of this testimony this afternoon I will confine my
remarks to Section 123 of the Act.

SECTION 123

Section 123 of the Jobs Training Partnership Act is that section of
the Act that addresses an Educational and Coordination Grant for State
Educational Agencies.

While the education community as a delivery system and as a source of
trchnical assistance is mentioned and/or mandated a number of times in the
Act the single most important part of the J.T.P.A. that deals with the educa-
tion community is Section 123.

The Act states that sums available for this Section shall be used by
the Governor to provide financial assistance to any State Educational Agency
responsible for education and training (1) to provide services for eligil:ie
participants through cooperative agreements between any State Education Agency
or Agencies, administrative entities in service delivery areas 1n_the State
and (where appropriate) local educational agencies; and (2) to facilitate
coordination of education and training services for eligible participants

through such cooperative agreements.
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The Act and/or the accompaning regulations further stipulate that these
funds will have certain characteristics that set them apart in some degree
from other funds in the J.T.P.A. For example {1) these funds do not have to
be allocated to the SDAs on a strict formula basis; (2) these funds do not
have the strict performance standards that other J.T.P.A. funds have; (3)
there is no spending cap on the supportive services portion of these funds
as there is on other J.T.P.A. funds; {4) these funds have a broader (25%)
window for persons that do not necessarily meet the economically disadvantaged
category and (5) these funds require a non-J.T.P.A. match.

We believe that the specific inclusion of these funds in the Act and
the flexibility given to these funds as stated above mandate a significant
role for the educational system at the State level and gives that system the
parameters in which to administer, design, package or to operate special
innovative educational programs for the J.T.P.A. target population. In fact
the National Governor's Association, i a recent publication “Getting 100%
Results From the Eight Percent (8) Education Set-A-Side", focused on the impor-
tance of the 8% funds in increasing involvement between the State Educational
Community and the Employment and Training Community and the importance of the
flexibility of the 8% funds in being able to create innovate programs.

Mr. Chairman, the intent of the Act is clear as to the 1nvo]vgment of
a State Educational Agency in the Employment and Training Process. We have
however, found that the involvement at the State level of a bona-fide State
Educational Agency is not always taking place. Our concern here is that this
exclusion of State Educational Agencies might tend to expand unless proper
steps are taken at the federal and state levels.

In a recent survey taken by the J.T.P.A. Consortium of Southeastern
States Educatic- Agencies showed that of 28 states reporting six state

educational agencies were not designated as the recipient of the 82 educational
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grant funds. In reviewing the survey we also found that although certain
states were designated as recipients they were not involved in the J.T.P.A.
process to the extent that the Act intended. The survey also showed in some
states where the State Education Agency was designated as the recipient of
the 8% funds some or all of the 20% funds were held back by the Governor's
Employment and Training office or some such equivalent tobe used for other
purposes. Again, Mr. Chairman, we believe the law to be clear on the issue
of splitting the 8% funds in this manner. In reviewing the J.T.P.A. Con-
ference Committes report that dealt with this issue, before J.T.P.A. became
law, it showed that the issue of two separate educationa) set-a-sides were
discussed and resolved by combining the two into one single set-a-side. In-
deed there is no provi~ion in the current Act that provides for a split of
the 20%2 from the 80%.

The survey also showed that in some states the funds were merely passed
through the State Educational Agency and given directly to thé SDAs to be used
in the same manner as other Title II-A funds or in some cases a formula was
mandated as the method of allocating 8% funds to SDAs.

Certainly if the involvement of the State Educational System in the
operation of J.T.P.A. is important, and we believe it is, then there should
be no'holding back of these funds to the State Educational Agency that could
impede the involvement or the commitment of the educational community. There
should be no passing by of the State Educational Agency and there should be
no development of duplicative agencies to provide what is already there.

We cannot agree the same National Governor's Association Report that I
referred to earlier when they state that the Governor may assign the 8% funds
to any state agency including the State J.T.P.A. Agency if appropriate. I
might say, at this point, that I am aware of one state that originally had

intended to assign the 8% to an agency other than the state educational agency.
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wWhen this occured the state educational agency sought and received an opinion
from their State Attorny General that stated that the law was clear and that
the state educational agency should receive the 8% funds. .The state edurational
agency eventually did receive the 8% funds.

It is unfortunate that this kind of situation had to exist and possibly
still may exist. It is estimated that the edlcational system at the local level
now provides 70% of the training to J.T.P.A. participants. If these figures
are accurate then certainly the participaticn level of the educational system
is high. We believe, however, the potential for this kind of participation
to continue will be jeopardized if any trend were to develop that would lead
to the lessening of the involvement of the state educational agency.

There are instances in which locél education systems will not become
involved in programs outside of the normal educational process until their
state counter-parts are likewise involved. The "bottom line" result of this
whole situation will be the weakening of an existing delivery system for J.T.P.A.
and this will obviously adversely affect the Q.T.P.Af participant.

Mr. Chairman, again may I say that we believe the Act to be explicit as
to the involvement of state educational agencies in the J.T.P.A. process,
however, since there seems to be some confusion about the issue we therefore
would like to request the following:

1. Language in Sectioﬁ_123(a) should be amended to be more specific

as to the definition of a State Educational Agency and this
language should only reflect "bona-fide" state educational agencies.
It is our position that a governor's choice under Section 123 be

limited to the following types of agencies.
(a) The state agency responsible for elementary and secondary schools;

or
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(b) A state agency responsible for vocational or tehcnical
educational schodls; or
(c) A state agency responsible for community and technical
colleges and higher education institutions; or
(d) A combination of any of these agencies.
2. We also suggest that the language in Section 123 be amended to
reflect Congressional intent concerning the 80%-20% split of the
" 8% funds. In other words not splitting the 20% from the 80% but
keeping them togecher as one grant. If there is to be any split
then- the entire grant should be split equally. In other words
an equal part of the 20% and the 80% should go to each recipient.

While we believe that a clarifying change in the statue would be the
best way to correct the situation presented today, we also understand that
this might not be possible. 1In that case, Sir, we would ask that the Depart-
ment of Labor be directed to inform the states of the intent of the Act
relevant to Section 123 and to monitor the individual states to ensure that
they are in compliance.

Mr. Chairman, there are other.concgrns involving the educational J.T.P.A.
process that I am sure you will hear about from my colleagues on this panel,
also, let me say that I am aware of the great involvement that the education
community already has in the J.T.P.A.pocess and I believe that this involve-
ment will continue to grow if the concerns expressed here this afternoon
are correctly addressed.

Thank you for this opportunity to present this testimony.
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Mr. MARTINEZ. Well thank you, Mr. Chandler. Mr. Lewis.

STATEMENT OF MORGAN LEWIS, NATIONAL CENTER FOR RE-
SEARCH IN VOCATIONAL TI'DUCATION, ACCOMPANIED BY
DELINA HICKEY

Mr. Lewis. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Williams, thank you for
this opportunity to report on some of the background work which
we at the national center have been doing in preparation for our
congressionally mandated study of vocational education, JTPA co-
ordination.

I am Morgan Lewis. I am a research scientist at the national
center and accompanying me today is Delina Hickey, who is the co-
author of the background statement which was presented to the
committee and also formerly an advanced study fellow at the na-
tional center.

And Dr. Hickey, while she was an advanced study fellow at the
national center, conducted case studies in seven States of the 8-per-
cent set-aside and much of our testimony and our comments today
will be based on her studies. '

I want to emphasize that this is not the congressionally mandat-
ed report. What we are reporting today is based on our background
work for that congressionally mandated study, and it is based on
our review of the literature on coordination, it is based on conver-
sations we have had with many knowledgeable individuals, and it
is based on Dr. Hickey’s case studies.

We propose the definition of coordination in the written state-
ment, which I will not repeat here, but it is guiding our work. Its
emphasis is on the shared benefits of coordination, the necessity for
communication between the parties involved in the coordinated
effort, and an emphasis on improving services or eliminating dupli-
cation. o

As I am sure you are aware, the early studies of CETA and
JTPA and Vocational Education Coordination did not indicate very
high levels and it seems that the early studies on JTPA-VocEd Co-
ordination have been moving toward more coordination. There does
seem to be some movement from the condition that existed under
the previous comprehensive employment and training situation.

Despite the increase in this coordination, there are still some fac-
tors which seem to be limiting the amount of institutional training
which JTPA participants are taking and these are primarily the
lack of a training statement available to the trainees, the short
training period and the emphasis on low cost which is incorporated
in the performance standards and the necessity for the individuals
to move quickly from the training program into a paid job.

And this seems to be putting the emphasis primarily on on-the-
job training as opposed to institutional training.

The method of allocating the responsibility and then allocating
the 8-percent funds has been referred to by Mr. Chandler already
and the literature which we have reviewed indicates, just as he
pointed out, that in many cases the educational agency—the chief
educational agency within the State is not receiving this responsi-
bility and even when they are receiving this responsibility, there
are sometimes constraints wihch prevent them from allocating the
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funds in the way which would be conducive to improving coordina-
tion.

The one practice for allocating funds which seems to be most op-
posed by the PIC’s, the [private industrr councils], is direct alloca-
tion of those funds to local educationa agencies without involve-
ment of the PIC’s, so that they have some determination about how
the funds are going to be used in their service delivery area. That
seems, from the comments we have gotten and the literature we
have looked at, to produce a lot of resistance.

I will now shift to Dr. Hickey who will report on some of the re-
sults of her case studies on centers and constraints on coordination.

Ms. HICKEY. Thank you, gentlemen.

I would like to repeat that this was a piece of research of my
own design as an advanced study fellow at the National Center. I
was accepted at the center to conduct this research. It is a seven-
State case study.

Basically, what I did was visit four of those States and talk to
educators from the State level to the private industry council level,
with educators on the PIC’s as well as vo.ational educators of the
local level. So I think I have a global picture of how the 8-percent
functions within each of the four States that I focused on.

The additional three States were individual involvement with
key educators in those States and I also conducted case studies
with those people.

One of the things that I found, when talking to educators at all
levels, both State and local, was the concern that each of these
States are unique entities and that when considering implementa-
tion, particularly around coordination, which was the focus of my
study, that we need to consider those environments, the economic,
the political, the demographic environments and that Federal law-
makers need to take these differences into account when drafting
Federal legislation in developing policy.

They also indicated some of the incentives and the disincentives
to bring about the coordination effort and I have listed them iu the
paper, but perhaps I can go through them very quickly for the
other people here.

One of the most—the strongest incentives these educators said
they needed was a strong message from the Governor that ccordi-
nation is a high priority. iIf a Governor in fact said that coordina-
tion should take place, indeed, it seemed to be happening., A com-
prehensive State plan for economic development, again driven pri-
marily by State level educators, and common goals at the State
level, preferably ones that are measurable and in one State’s case
thinks like reducing the illiterate rate was given as an example.

That the Governor provide some financial incentive for the co-
ordination. In addition to the JTPA funds, that the governor comes
up with state funds to help this coordination effort and th~t State
legislation that exists on the books, and it was interesting for me to
find out that such things were there, that impeded coordination be
removed and, in fact, some States are doing just that.

That creative approaches to coordinations be given positive pub-
licity and there be some protection for these creative approaches.

People can take risks and the penalties are not that great if, in
fact, there is some failure. In my paper I indicate that I put failure
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in quotes, meaning that I do not think there is such a thing as fail-
ure. It is just learning a new piece or a new way of doing things
and perhaps maybe modifying it the next time around, and a toler-
ance for some of those processes that do not work quite the way
they had planned.

Again, the involvement of the enthusiastic educators throughout
the states and that from the Federal level that success be meas-
ured within the context of the states as opposed to some national
norm. How do you define coordination in one State versus another?
It may be very different again based on the circumstances.

Specific disincentives from these educators’ point of view were
reduction in funding based on gocd coordination efforts, Some
States indicated that when we became more efficient and effective
we received fewer dollars the next time around and is that an in-
centive to continue to coordinate, or a rigid standard—adherence to
a standardized criteria for coordination that the Federal educators
would put in place so that the States would not have the flexibility
and the mobility to coordinate in ways that they felt were most
meaningful.

Complicated budgeting systems which discourage or disallow
whole funding of efforts, and I heard that at every level. That the
budget system is so complex that we really cannot joint fund a par-
ticular project or becomes—it is too burdensome.

One of the other things, a highly publicized negative attitude
toward an agency or an agency involved in coordination. That
agency that felt that they were under siege in some way did not
really feel that they wanted to participate in this activity. In some
States there existed a competition between agencies for those 8-per-
cent dollars. Again, another disincentive to coordinate and really
work well together. And funding level which fluctuate from month
to month or did not allow the continuation of programs where the
coordination effort had been in place.

I also include some more specific examples of the difficulties en-
countered in the paper that you might want to look over and per-
haps have some questions about.

Mr. MARTINEz. Excuse me just 1 minute.

Were we provided with copies of that?

Mr. LEwis. Yes; you were.

Ms. HickEy. Yes.

Mr. MARTINEz. The study?

.Ms. Hickey. Not the study.

Mr. Lewis. Not the study, just paper.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Oh, will this will be released in January?

Ms. HicKEY. January, yes.

Mr. MARTINEz. OK, 50 you will make those available to us?

Ms. Hickey. Yes; I will,

Mr. Lewis. I would like to clarify that, Mr. Chairman. We will
begin our study, our congressionally mandated study of coordina-
tion between JTPA and VocEd in January and we will report to
the Congress in February 1987. Dr. Hickey’s study was done while
she was an advanced study fellow over the past academic year.

It is in the final stages of being prepared for release, but this is
her individual study. It is not the congressionally mandated study.
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Mr. MArTINEZ. Well, then the Chair would request that you pro-
vide that for us so we could have it for the record.

Ms. Hickey. Certainly.

Mr. Lewis. We list some preliminary conclusions in the paper
based on Dr. Hickey’s study, or review of the literature in our con-
tact with knowledgeable people. I have previewed one of those con-
clusions already. It does appear that there are more efforts going
on to align programs and to eliminate duplication than there have
been previously.

Each State stresses the uniqueness of its—and each locality actu-
ally, of its own particular situation and there does seem to be a
need for more technical assistance from the Federal to the State
level, so that there can be more technical assistance from the State
to the local level to carry out the policy initiatives which are con-
tained in this.

And finally, and this is a more tentative conclusion, but there is
such variability even at the local level within States which have
similar State policies and are under the same national legislation
that it seems to us that in many cases the quality of coordination
depends on the personal relationships that develop between voca-
tional educators and employment and training professionals and
that practices which encourage those two communities to work to-
gether to receive funds, to plan to receive funds, may have the
most potential for developing the kind of coordination we would all
like to see happen and we will have the—we v7ill be initiating the
mandated study within the next month and we will have the full
report of that for the Congress and the Secretaries of Fducation
and Labor in February 1987.

[Prepared statements of Morgan Lewis and Delina Hickey follow:]

(O
<
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MORGAN V. LEw1s AND DELINA HICKEY, NATIONAL CENTER
FOR RESEARCH IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, we appreciate this
opportunity to acquaint you with some of the background work that
we at the National Center have done in preparation for our study
of joint planning and coordination between programs assisted by
the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act and the Job Training
Partnerghip Act which will commence in January, 1986.

I am Morgan Lewis, a Research Scicntist with the National
Center and with me today is Delina Hickey a Senior Research
Specialist at the National Center. As I am sure you are aware,
the Perkins Act assigns to the National Center the responsivility
to report annually on the extent, efficiency and effectiveness of
joint planning and coordination under the two acts. In
preparation for this study, we have talked with many knowledgeable
individuals, including staff of the National Commission for
Employment Policy, and reviewed several relevant studies. Dr.
Hickey has recently conducted case studies in seven States on the
implementation of Sec 123 (a) of the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) which mandates an 8 percent setaside of funds for
coordination with education.

In addition to Dr. Hickey's case studies, we are aware of two
other focused examinations of the use of the 8 percent
coordination setaside, one by Pritchard (1984) and the other by
Darr, Hahn, and Osterman (1985). Studies of the early
implementation of JTPA have examined coordination as one of the
several issues addressed (Cook et al. 1985; Walker, Feldstein and

Solow 1985; Comptroller General of the United States 198S5;
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National Alliance of Business 1985). Our remarks today are based
on these multiple sources.

I wish to emphasize that this is pot the report of the
National Center's Cungressionally mandated study. We are still in
the preparation phases for that study which is scheduled to begin
in 1986 and to be reported to Congress and the Secretaries of

Education and Labor in February 1987.

Defining Coordinatign

Working from several studies of coordination, we propose the

following definition of the concept:

Actions designed to achieve common objectives and irtended to
improve services or prevent duplication that are taken with
the joint knowledge of the parties in a relatjionship.

All of the words in the definition were carefully chosen and the
reasons for using them warrant further explanation.

Actions - this word implies that actual steps have been
taken: meetings held, memoranda sent, agreements signed,
cliegts referred, funds transferred, staff relocated and so
forth.

i ~ these words are proposed to indicate
that the focus is on coordination not on the effectiveness of
programs. If the actions taken by or between two parties are
intended to achieve their common objectives, they qualify as
coordinated if both parties are informed of the actions. It
is not necessary to determine if the action actually achieves
the desired objective.

- these words imply the shared or mutual
benefit that most research has established as essential to
coordination. They are not meant to imply that the
objectives are jointly determined. If, for example, a
postsecondary institution and a Private Industry Council
(PIC) have a common objective of retraining dislocated
workers, it is not necessary that they arrived at the
objective through consultative process.

intended to improve sexvices or prevent duplication - this
phase implies that the parties in a relationship acknowledge
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that it may be necessary to modify their own programs to
achieve the common objectives.

i i ~ this
phrase indicates that communication is essential among the
parties in a relationship if there is to be coordination.
There may be as few as two parties or several. The word
"all®” was purposely not included. A PIC could be involved in
several relationships with different vocational institutions
in its Service Delivery Area. For these relat:onships to be
considered coordinated, it is only necessary that each of the
vocational institutions be aware of its relationship with the
PIC. It is not necessary that each of the institutions be
aware of all of the other relationships.

FPactors Inflvencing Coordination

Most reviews of the status of coordination between vocational
education and e¢mpioyment and training programs coordination
conclude that various situational and institutional factors have
prevented success (Bailis 1983; Drewes 1980; Ketron 1981; Riffel
1981; starr et al. 1981). These factors include (1) the
complexity of the two systems, (2) the difficulties of aligning a
state~local system with a federally directed systems (3) the lack
of experience and resources in the public schools for meeting the
needs of disadvantaged youth, and (4) simply the fact that
independent, education and training programs are less demanding to
manage and administer.

Ketron (198l1) makes this last point most forcefully. Citing
a previous study the firm *-3 conducted on coordination between
employment and support programs (not just vocational education):

This study found that coordination between programs wasg rare;

and in those areas where it did occur it followed no

consistent pattern, being rather the product of local

initiative and desires. At the operating level, at least, it

was clear that no unifying impetus was operating to bring
about coordination even though the body of laws and



50

regulations should have brought about at least some
recognizable, common response between programs. (p. 38)

Although there were some complaints about structural problems
in laws that inhibited coordination, particularly unilateral
requirements to coordinate, the general view was that the lack of
coordination was neither due to barriers in the law 1or due to a
conscious effort to circumvent federal requirements. "The lack of
coordination was simply the result of operatiopal necesgity:
staff found it easier to operate independent of other programs and
beli 3t} this ind 3 cfoct] "
(ibid., pp. 2~3, emphasis added).

Although the status of coordination, as described in the
reports cited, is not encouraging, it does appear to be improving.
The most recent study of coordination under CETA in fiscal year
1983 (Bailis 1984) found that of nine different groups, vocational
educati.\ and other public education programs generally had the
best relationships with prime sponsors.

Early evidence of vocational education-JTPA coordination is
also encouraging. In the fall of 1983, the National Alliance of
Business (1984) surveyed all service delivery areas (SDAs) set up
under JTPA. 1In 92 percent of these SDAs, public schools were
being used to provide training. Studies Jy Westat (Cook et al.
1985) and Walker, Feldstein, and Solow (1985), however, indicate
the absence of training stipends, and the emphasis on high
placement rates and short training periods have been pushing JTPA
programs toward older, more job-ready participants who can profit

from on-the~job rather than classroom training.
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The strongest mechanism in either the Perkins Act or JTPA to
foster coordination is the 8 percent set-aside of a State's Title
II-A allocation under, JTPA. These funds are to be used by the
Governor to provide financial assistance to any State education
agency responsible for education and training to--

o provide services for eligible participants through
cooperative agreements, and

o facilitate coordination of education and training services.
{P.L. 97-300, section 123(a)]

Pritchard (1984) found that during the initial implementation
period, (November 1983 through January 1984) the 12 States she
studied "were working out organizational and administrative
arrangements to accommodate the 8 percent as well as other facets
of the new law" (p. 36). Vocational education agencies received
the responsibility to administer the 8 percent funds, in 5 of the
12 states in her study. The National Governors' Association
(1984) survey of 35 States found that in 21 of the services
portion of the 8 percent get-aside was transferred to the State
education agency for administration.

Three main methods are useda to allocate the 8 percent funds:
(1) formula allocation, (2) requests for proposals, and (3) sole-
source grants. Of the three, direct allocation to local education
agencies is the least popular with private industry councils;
because it reduces their influence on how the 8 percent funds are
spent in their areas (Walker, Feldstein and Solow 1985). Some
States have responded to this criticism by allocating funds to
SDAs and requiring the PICs to develop cooperative agreements

directly with local educationzl agencies for their use.
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The request for proposal (RFP) process can be used to combine
State leadership with local initiatives by requiring local
cooperative planning on the part of fund recipients. Darr, Hahn
and Osterman (1985) describe several of these different methods
and propose guidelines and program models for usirg 3 percent
funds. Their guidelines are as follows:

o0 A capable State-local planning process will carefully

consider the circumstancers of a given State and its
localities.

o Innovation must be defined locally and will have endless
possible adaptations.

0 Because strategies and goals are by nature general, there
will always be more than one possible program to implement
them.

o Just as different programs can carry out the same goals,
one program type can be justified according to several
strategies.

o Program design should be knowledgeable about National and
other program evaluation and other professional
literature. (pp. 17-19)

Darr, Hahn and Osterman then propose seven alternative goals

for the use of 8 percent funds:

1. Improving basic skills.

2. Improving student retention and completion.

3. Educating those who have already dropped out.

4. Stimulating competency-based inst-uction and meaningful
credentials

5. Linking econumic development with education
6. Meeting skill demands in the private sector

7. Linking serves into a coherent sequence (pp. 19-30)
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Dr. Hickey's study in seven States dealt directly with how

the 8 percent requirement is being implemented. The State and

local level administrators and policy-makers whom she interviewed

were eager to discuss some of the incentives and disincentives for

coordination. They all claimed that State and local environments

{economic, political, demographic) affect significantly the level

and quality of the coordination effort and that Federal law makers

need to take these differences into account when drafting Federal

legislation and developing policy. The following are examples of

incentives and disincentives she identified:

Incentives for coordipation

1.

2.

3.

Strong message from the governor that coordination is a
high priority

Comprehensive state plan for economic development of which
education, employment, and training can be a part

Common goals at state level, preferable ones that are
measurable and toward which all agencies involved in
education, training, and employment can work (for example,
decrease illiteracy by a specified percentage).

Governor provide financial incentives to agencies that

engage in agreed upon coordination criteria, e.g., monies
for equipment, minimum grants, for experiment, etc.

State legislation that removes impediments to
coordination

Creative approaches to coordination efforts, for example,
by giving positive publicity to the agencies involved

Protective (state agency) umbrella for risk taking with
regard to inncvative coordination

Technical assistance to LEAs and PICs
Evolution of programs, tolerance for "failure,” and
acceptance of the unsuccessful attempts at coordination of

the process of evolving better programs for the long term



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

54

10.Involv ment of the most enthusiastic actors

1l.Action plans for coordination agreements which drive

12.

funding, not vice versa

Success measured in the context of the State and local
environment in which jt has taken place rather
thun against national norms

Disincentives for coordination

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Reduction in funding based on more efficient use of
education, employment, and training systems

Rigid adherence to a standardized criteria for
coordination (unwillingness to consider state/local
factors]

Complicated budgeting systems with discourage/disallow co-
funding of projects

Highly politicized negative attitudes toward agency or
agencies involved in the coordination efforts

Creating competition between agencies for specific dollars
(i.e., 8 percent funds)

Funding levels which fluctuate from month to month

While Dr. Hickey found many states moving in the direction of

greater
exist.
follows:

1.

2.

coordination, circumstances that impede coordination do

Some examples of the difficulties encounterd are as

A State level situation where education/vocational

education is undergoing a great deal of reform and where
there exists considerable confusion regarding roles and
responsibilities in preparing people for the job market.

Local situations in which the PIC staff feel some
hostility toward the LEAs primarily because of lack of
contact and icfocmation.

SDAs that incorporate geveral LEAs and have a tradition
(dating back to CETA) of dealing with only one LEA
creating tension and friction between LEAs.

4. A general misunderstanding on the part of all actors

involved with regard to performance gtandards.
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S. Local LEAs organizational and administrative structures
that are too rigid to accommodate quick start programs,
evening or weekend classes.

6. Elaborate budgeting systems that create a burden for the
LEA running the program.

Preliminary Conclusions

On the basis of this background information, we have arrived
at some preliminary conclusions which we shall test further in
the National Center'study, beginning in 1986. Pirst, it appears
to us that the eﬁphasis on coordination in the Perkins and JTPA
acts is causing more efforts to align programs and eliminate
duplication. Second, each State and-locality stresses its
uniqueness and an awareness of each particular context is
necessary to assess the degree to which Federal policy initiatives
have been implemented. Third, technical assistance from Federal
to State level and State to local level is needed to provide
effective policy transmission. Fipally, it often appears that
coordination depends ultimately on the personal relationships that
develop at the local level. Federal and State policies that
encourage vocational educators and employment and training
professionals to plan together to receive funds provide a means of
encouraging the kind of personal relationship that frequently
underlie effective coordination between programs.

In little mcre than a year we shull have the data to test and
supplement these preliminary ;onclusions. The National Center
shall strengthen relationships already established with
representatives of the major actors responsible for implementation
of the Perkins and JTPA acts to produce a balanced and

comprehensive analysis of joint planning and coordination.
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Mr. MArTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Lewis.
Mr. Kadamus.

STATEMENT OF JAMES A. KADAMUS, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER
FOR OCCUPATIONAL AND CONTINUING EDUCATION, NEW
YORK DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mr. Kapamus. Chairman Martinez, Mr. Williams, it is an honor
to be here to talk to you today on the 8-percent set-aside program,
the Job Training Partnership Act and how it operates in New York
State. We have provided you with lengthy written testimony for
the record and I will summarize that testimony for you.

Training for employment must be based on a clear understand-
ing of the economy and the work force in which trainees will be
asked to compete. In our testimony we have provided you with
some background on the changing economy and work force in our
State and this country and describe how we have implemented the
8-percent State Education Coordination Grants Program based on
our experience.

The focus of the 8-percent program in New York State is to mar-
shall the resources of educational agencies and institutions to help
train and retrain the workforce as part of the State’s overall eco-
nomic development program. New York State has the most com-
prehensive vocational education system in the Nation. There are
over 1,200 educational agencies serving more than 760,000 students
in vocational education.

The educational system uses JTPA funds to serve disadvantaged,
unemployed youth and adults, disabled persons, and others with
barriers to employment. In addition, JTPA resources are targeted
on specific programs to support economic development and as such,
the statute in New York State ig simultaneously a tool for econom-
ic development by providing the economy with skilled workers and
a mechanism for economic opportunity of providing disadvantaged
and unskilled persons with the opportunity to become more eco-
nomically self-sufficient.

Last June when I testified before your committee on the individ-
ual training accounts legislation, I provided you with a context for
job training in New York State and this country and I repeated
much of that here because I believe that New York’s objectives for
JTPA for the 8-percent program are grounded in a careful analysis
of the State’s economic needs.

The transformation from manufacturing to a service economy in
which New York leads the Nation in business services, health care,
and financial services and is a leader in high technology manufac-
turing, the growth of small business in our State, the impact of for-
eign competition on jobs and the retraining needs of the workforce,
the changing demographics, people who are moving into our State
who lack basic skills, whe are not literate in the English language,
the aging of our population and the aging of our workforce, women
as a major source of job entrants.
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All these factors were considered when we developed our 8-per-
cent program and let me just focus in the next couple of minutes
on three of those priorities which I think are of interest to the com-
mittee.

Our first priority was on basic skills. We believe that successful
participation in most job training programs depends on trainees
having adequate confidence in such basic skills as reading, writing,
oral communication, mathematics, computer literacy, and job read-
iness skills. Often applicants who do not possess these skills are not
accepted into training programs.

We use the 8-percent program in New York State to fund basic
skills instruction, to bring youth and adults to a level of compe-
tence which enables them to receive a credential and more into oc-
cupational training. This increases the access of target populations
to JTPA services. In New York State, over 50 percent of the people
in the Basic Skills Programs are welfare recipients. We had a 70-
percent completion rate in the program.

Our second priority is school-to-work programs for handicapped
youth and youth with other barriers to employment. Over the past
decade, substantial progress has been made in extending and im-
proving educational programs and services for handicapped youth
and youth with other barriers to employment. But we believe the
lgrealt;est impact has been at the preschool and elementary school
evels.

In order to build on those achievements and provide a transition
for school to employment, the JTPA 8-percent program in New
York State has a priority on handicapped and at-risk youth in sec-
ondary schools, trade schools, and colleges and helping them make
the transition from educational grograms to the world of work.

Our 8-percent program dicectly supports services to youth that
result in them obtaining competitive unsubsidized employment.

Our third program that I want to highlight, our third priority, is
our Employer-Specific Training Program. It is a customized train-
ing program that helps firms remain, expand or come into New
York State. The JTPA 8-percent ﬁrogram is one of the earlier
sources of funds used to support the Employer-Specific, or some-
times called Quick Start Customized Training Programs in New
York State which now draws other State and Federal resources to-
talling $9 million.

In addition to the JTPA 8-percent funds, we use Vocational Edu-
cation Act funds, JTPA title III funds for dislocated workers, and
State funds under the Employment-Specific Skills Training Pro-
gram. In 1985, we had over 500 employer-specific training projects,
‘we served 30,000 participants.

In fiscal year 1985, over 2,000 of those participants were given
employer-specific training through the 8-percent program. The cost
per trainee was $912. They all got jobs because we find the jobs
first.

The unique aspect of this program is you identify the jobs and
then you train the people for those jobs that are available.

Let me turn now to some observations and concerns, if you want
to look at these, they are on page 18 of the testimony. I want to
highlight four observations ihat we believe comes out of the 1, 1%
years that we have had experience with JTPA 8-percent program.

63



60

One is that a successful JTPA effort depends on the full and
active participation of State and local education agencies in em-
gloyment and training efforts. It is essential that 8-percent funds

e administered in a way that uses and builds upon the existing
educational resources within a State. We believe our program does
that. It is therefore critical that State education agencies, as de-
fined by JTPA, be designed to administer the 8-percent prcgram
within each State.

Second, JTPA-funded employment and training programs use a
wide range of service providers to meet the needs of the variety of
clients. The diversity of service providers creates a critical need to
ensure that program standards are clearly set and carefully moni-
tored so that the quality of training programs are guaranteed. Ac-
cordingly, sections 141(0) (1) and (2) should be strengthened so that
they clearly designate the State education agency as being respon-
sible for defining two sets of standards: Standards for State and—
State and local standards for educational quality of programs for
youth and standards and procedures for awarding academic credit
and certifying educational attainment in programs.

The third recommendation is that a most important aspect of
linking JTPA resources with other State and Federal resources,
which support preparation for employment, is combining JTPA
funds with other key Federal fund sources, such as the Vocation
Education Act, the Rehabilitation Services Act and the Adult Edu-
cation Act. One of the difficulties in linking these fund sources
with JTPA funds is that the bulk of those JTPA funds, 78 percent,
are operated by sub-state level entities, the service delivery areas.

A chief advantage of the 8-percent funds is that they are admin-
istered at the State level and thus, can be used to create leverage
and draw out other resources of State level fund sources.

And finally our fourth observation is that the 8-percent funds
can be used to support experimental and innovative training pro-
grams without the rigid Federal reporting requirements which
often restrict similar activities at the SDA level. That programmat-
ic flexibility has been one of our greatest strengths in New York
State and the two examples we believe are the Employer-Specific
Training Program, a unique program that combines educational
opportunity and economic development, and our basic skills pro-
grams as well as our programs for school to youth transition be-
cause it identifies participants that we think are precisely those
which the average SDA-given performance standards will be least
likely to serve.

I want to thank you very much for the opportunity to testify
today. I would certainly be willing to answer any questions.

[Prepared statement of James A. Kadamus follows:]

64



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

61

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES A. KApaMUS, AsSiSTANT COMMISSIONER FOR OCCUPA-
TIONAL AND CONTINUING EDUCATION, NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

STATE EDUCATION COORDINATION AND GRANTS PROGRAM
8% SETASIDE UNDER THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT

Chairman Martinex and members of the Subcommittee on
Employment Opportunities it is an honor to present testimony on
the eight percent set~aside program of the Job Training Part-
nership Act and how it operates in New York State. Training
for employment must be based on a clear understanding of the
economy and the workforce in which trainees will be asked to
compete. In my testimony I will provide some background on the
changing economy and workforce in New York :tate and describe how
we have implemented the 8% State Bducation Coordination and
Grants (SBCG) Program baaed on that changing ccntext. I will
conclude my testimony by making some general observations on the

SECG program based onh our experience.

I. The Role of Zduca. - “sb Training Partnership
The focus of Naw York - sereent Pian is to marshall
the resources of aduc .~ v .-1ea and institutions to help
train and retrain the wor® ... . a: pa:t of “he 3tate's overall

economic development proOgram. New York State has the most
comprehensive vocatioasal edication eystem in the nation. There
are over 1,200 educational 1igencies (secondary, postsecondary,
adult, proprietary) serv.ng more than 760,000 etudente in.
vocational education. The education system uses JTPA funds to

serve disadvantaged, unemployed youth and adults, disabled
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persons, and others with barriers to employment. In addition,
JTPA resources are targeted on specific programs in support of

economic development.

The economic welfare of New York State is largely dependent
on the quality of its labor force. A productive labor force,
trained in skills appropriate for a knowledge-intensive econony,
ias as essential an ingredient in future econonmic growth ana
developnment as physical plantas, eguipment and technology.
Investments in capital resources must be made in partnership with
inveatments in human resources. Only by developing the pool of
skilled workers ‘can capital investments provide a fully p:oduc~

tive return.

Promotion o7 economic development through education and
training programs not only supports economic growth, but also
provides opportvu:ities for individuals to achieve a measure of
self-sufficiency through the mastery of skills that lead to
gainful employment. Income and wages, in turn, help to assure
adequate housing, nutrition, health care, a satable family 1life

and access to leisure.

JTPA programs provide education, training and employment
services to persons experiencing serious barriers to employment.
Ad such, the gtatute is gimultaneously a tool for economic
development -~ by providing the economy with skilled workers --

and a mechanism for economic opportunity. providing disadvantaged

and unskilled persons with the opportunity to become more
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economically self-eufficient. The objectives for JTPA in New
York State promote these reciprocal goals of statewide economic
development and the improvement of the economic condition of

disadvantaged persons.
II. Changirg Context for Job Training in New York State

New York's objectives for JTPA are grounded in careful analysis
of the State's economic needs. The following gections discuss

the changing context for job training in New York.

A. Transformation from a Kanufacturing to a Service Economy

At the root of the growing imbalances and dislocations in
our society and economy are several major transformationa in our
State's economy. During the 1970's, New York leost populatiqn and
Congressional seats to the rest of the nation. New York only
generated a net gain of 50,000 jobs during the 1970's, while the
repainder of the nation added upbroxlnutely 19 million new jobs.
Since 1970, the State's economic base has changed dramatically.
The manufacturing sector has been shrinking and the service
sector has been mushrooming. From 1969 to 1981, Wew York State's
manufacturing eamployment decreased by 439,000 jobs, with most of

the decline occurring between 1969 and 1975.

A recent article in the New York Times by Thomas Lueck

indicated that New York State is leading the nation in the shift

to a sarvice econonmy. Based on a Foderal Bureau of Labor
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Statistics report, the article 1nd}cutod that business services,
health care, financial services and ineurance are the State's
fastest growing employers. The service sector h;a contributed
540,000 new joba to the State'e economy over the last five years,
while there was a loss of 163,000 manufacturing jobs. Searvice
industries now account for almost 8 jobs out of every 10 in New

York State.

Within the manufacturing sector, a transformation is also
taking place. The heavy manufacturing “smokestack industries® of
primary metals (ateel production, metal forgings, etc.), auto
production and others are being replaced by "high tech®
manufacturing industries. More than half of New York State's 1.5
million manufacturing workers =~ 51.8 percent - are in Jjobs
directly involving high technology goods. Bven when
manufacturers are not involved in high technology production in
such areas as biomedical engineering and microelectronics, they
are increasingly incorporating automated production processes to
remain cowpetitive. So technology ie dominating and transforming

the manufacturing sector of our economy.

B. Growth of Small Busineasses

Small businesses in New York are an increasingly important
factor in its changing induastrial conpoaiélon. Of the roughly
410,000 busineeses in the State, 98 percent are defined as small,

with 100 or fewer employees. Approximately 320,000 of the

State's businesses employ ten or fewer persons. Over one half of
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our State's private sector workers are employed by small
bueinesses. Today acroee the nation, new small companiee are
being created at the rate »Z 600,000 a year. In 1950, at the
height of the industrial period, the rate was only 93,000 a
year. In New York State, about 25,000 businaasoo open each Yyear,
adding millione of dollars to the econony. The last time so many
new companies were being created was during the nation's trane-
formation from an agricultural to an industrial society. Small

and young firms are vital in generating new and replacement jobs.

C. Impact of Foreign Competition

Another change in the economy which is having an impact on
public policy in the area of worker retraining is foreign
competition. In his book ontltlo& “The Next American Prontier,*
Robert Reich discus  es how foreign trade has grown in its
influence on the American economy in the last 20 years. *prior
to 1965, foreign trade did not fiyure llgnltlcantlylln the
U. S. economy. Only a small portion of American-made goods were
traded internationally, an egually emall amount of foreign
production entered the United State. ...By 1980 more than 70
percent of all the goods produced in the United States were
actively competing with foreign made goods. American producers

have not fared well in this new contest.”

Reich indicates that one out of three American workers

depends either directly or indirectly for his or her livelihood

on American industries that are losing rapidly in international
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competition. Reich believes that the United States is fairing
badly in world markets because it is still competing in
industries in which other countries have the advantage of more
readily available raw materials and cheaper labor. He contends
that to regain its leadership position in the global economy, the
Ameirican economy must make the transformation from one based on
standardization and high volume to one based on flexible system
production. Pplexible system production enphasizes products which
require precision engineering, teating ana maintenance, products
which are custom-tailored to buyers' specific needs, or procucts
which are technology driven. As Reich lndlcatea,'all three
product categories depend on the skills of their employees, which

Reich feels ghould be the focus of our economic transformation.

0. Changing Denmographics

According tc a atudy prepared by the Business Council of New
York State, “The Jsupact of gigxatlon on New York State," the
number of undereducasteld anad disadvantaged adults requiring
training has grown becnase of the migration patterns from 1970 co
1980 in which ,.7 million people moved out of the State and 1.06
million woved {n. Much of the out-migration consisted of young
educated individuals. By 1980, New York State had 200,000 fewer
college ornduatee or adults who had attended some college,
100,000 tewer managers and professionals, 180,000 geyer young
adulits between the ages of 20 and 34, and 300,000 fewer members

of the labor force than it did in 1875. Everywhere upstate, and
on Long Island, population loss was largely confined to those
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with at least a high school diploma. Nearly one~-third of the
State's net loss in the total labor force was in managerial and
profeesional occupatins. Much of the in-migration, however,
conaisted of undereducated, foreign-born immigrants. Nearly
460,000 people entered the State from Puerto Rico and foreign
countries. More than 96,000 of these were without a high achool
education; more than 100,000 were members of single-parent
householda. More than one-third of the new residents took
low-paying jobs such as operators and laborers. Providing
employment ekills to nuw residents is another role New York's

training system must secve.

B. Women as Major Source of New Job Entrants

Retraining programs must also help to provide equitable
1ccess cor women to occupations ch meet the needs of the
economy. This is particularly important since ghe major source
of new workers for New York's economy during the next two decades
will be women. Women will constitute two of every three new Jjob
entranta. Many are single parents who must work to support their
families. Most find that their job opportunities are confined to
clerical or secretarial work, cetail and secrvice trades, and
other work in which pay may be low and opportunities limited.
For example, women are becoming self-employed at a rate five
times that of ‘men, yet the average faemale entrepreneur in 1980
earned $3,456 annually compared to $11,000 for self-employcAd

men. At the same t‘t:, blue-collar women who are being laid-off

from manufacturing industries are being for~ed back into the



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

68

low-paying world of “"women's work," just after making a difficult
rise in heavy {industry. The steel industry, for example,
employed 14,500 wonen in production jobs five years ago, but that
number is now less than 3,000. Generally, dialocated female
workers have suffered a steeper fall than their male counter-
parts. It takea them far longer to find new employment, and
instead of finding semi-skilled induatrial jobs, they are usually

forced into low-wage clerical and service jobs.

P, Implications of Chanjes for Worker Retraining

Any analysis of changes both in the economy and the
composition of the labor force indicates that there needs to be a
significant investment in worker training and retraining, both
nationally and in New York State. Our strategy must be broader
than job training for the structurally unemployed and include
recommendations for retraining the existing workforce for a
service economy baced on technology. The retraining effort must
also be broader than training for epecifi. types of jobs.
BEducation has an important role in retraining the workforce. We
in New York 3State have used the JTPA 8% program as one program

which can help in that ctetraining effort.

III. Operation of the State Education Coordination and Grant

Program (SECG) in New York State

Pursuant to the requirements of Section 123 the Jdb Training
Partnership Act of 1983, the New York State Education Department
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developed a piennial State Plan, approved by the Governor,

outlining its proposed use of its SBCG grant over a two year
period. Biennial cooperative Agreements, were subsequently
negotiated with each of the State's thirty-four Service Delivery
Areas based upon priorities and outcomes included in the approved

Biennial State Plan.

A. New York State's Plan for use of SECG Funds

The existing sState Plan establishes the following uses for

SBCG funds within New York State:

1. A 20% component to support coordination aud technical
assistance activities for Service Delivecy Areas as
well as to support the discretionary funding of a
limited number of experimental and demonstration
projects considered to be of statewide significance.
Chief among these experimental and demonstration
projects are efforts to promote community renewal.
This portion of the grant provides partial support
of the State's ten Regional Bducation Centers for
Bconomic Development for JTPA related employer-specific

training activities.

2, An 80% component, of which 908 is used to provide
direct formula grants to the State's 3¢ Service

Delivery Areas for direct gervices to clients.

The remaining 108 is retained to support employer
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specific training projects which are funded through the

ten Regional Rducation Centers. The 90% formula

allocation funds are diatributed to individual Service

Delivery Areas through anntally negotiatad contracts

under existing Biennial Cooperative Agreements to

suppurt programs in two major target categories:

Two-thirds of the funds to support SDA funded
projects are intended to provide basic skills
instruction to disadvantaged youth and adults.
The basic skills priority encompases programs of
the following types: basic literacy; pre-high
school equivalency; high school equivalency;
Bnglish as a second language; remedial reading,
writing, and mathematics; bilingual instruction;
job aseeking and keeping skilla; and keyboard

skills directly related to computer literacy.

One-third of the funds to support SDA funded
projects are intended to provide School-to-
Work Transition skills and services to handicapped
and non-handicapped youth. These services may
include entry-level employment experiences; tryout
enployments work experience; on-the-job training;
cooperative education programs; programs to
develop work habitss and school to work transition

assistance including job clubs, job search

assistance and job counseling.
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These uses of 8% funds were based on an analysis of the
State's economy, as well as a perception of gaps in the delivery

of education and training services within New York State.

B. Basic gkilla Programs

Successful participation i{n most Job training progranms
depends on trainees having adequate competence in such basic
8kills as reading, writing, oral communication, mathematics,
computer literacy, and job readiness skills, Often applicants
who do not possess these skillas are not accepted as trainees
because of the likelihood that they will not complete the
training prograa within the required time. This effectively
blocks from participation many undereducated anad disadvantagea
peraons who are priority populations to be gerved. As Service
Delivery Area administrators and Private Industry Councils work
toward meeting performance standards and attempt to deal with the
increasing skill levels required by the impact of technology, the
difficulty of serving the most disadvantaged populations will
become more acute. 1In New York State we use the 8 percent State
Bducation Coordination and Grants program funds for basic skills
instruction to bring youth and adults to a level of competence
which enables them to receive a credential and move into
occupational training. This l;creuses the access of target

populations to JTPA services without negatively affecting the

performance standards that SDA's must strive to meet.
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c. School to Work Programs for Handicapped Youth and Youth wWith
Other Barriere to Employment

Over the past decade, substantial progress has been made in
extending and improving educational programs and servicee for
handicapped youth and youth with other barriers to employment.
The greatest impact of these programs has occurred at the
pre-school and elementary school levels. 1In order to build upon
these achievements, it is necessary to focus on the needs of
these students related to the difficult transition from school to
work. Transition from school to employment is difficult for all
youth, as witnessed by high youth unemployment rates. This
transition is even more difficult for handicapped youth who nmust
overcome additional barriers to employment related to their

handicaps.

JTPA 8% Programs focus on handicapped and at-risk youth in
secondary schools, business and trade schools, and colleges as
they make the transition from educational programs to the world
of work. JTPA 8% resources support direct services to youth that
regult in competitive unsubsidized employment. The focus on
in-school youth is in recognition of the need to coordinate

educational support and assistance as part of the transition to
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employment. It is also in recognition of the fact that eligible
out-of-school youth and adults have employment and training
opportunities under local JTPA programs and through assistance

provided under the Rehabilitation Services Act.

D. Employer-Specific Training Program

.

The Bducation Department established an enployer-specific
training program to meet the workforce needs of business and
industry and the needs of dislocated workers for employment.
Through a statewide network of ten Regional Education Centers for
Economic Development, the Education Department works with the
firms and with economic developers to design customized trulplng

programs to help firms remain, expand or come into the State.

The Regional Education Centers for Economic Development help
to identify training needs of business and industry related to
retention, attraction, expansion or technological upgrading and
arrange for business specific training programs to address these
needs. Rach Center 18 governed by a coordinating committee with
representatives of secondary and Postsecondary institutions,
business and industry, economic developers, labor, vocational

rehabilitation and other areas.

The employer-specific training programs operated through the
Centers work well. An intensive research study on the impact of

the program was conducted this past year. Seventy-eight firms
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which had received training through this program from 1980 to
1983 were asked to identify impacts of the program on their

operations. This study showad that:

] A total of 1.900 pew jobs, 1,700 of which were in

manufacturing were ..eated.

o The dollar value of increases in productivity, quality
or quantity of goods or services was projected by the
participating companies to exceed $33 million over a

one year period.

o The companies inveated over $66 million in equipment,

construction, new technologies and services.

o Based on Department of Commerce projectiona, the 1,700
new manufacturing jobs were estimated to create 2,295
other new jobs in related industries; generate annually
$91.8 million in personal income; $34 willion in
additional retail sales; and $8.1 million in sState and

local tax revenues.

JTPA 8% program was one of the earlier aources of funds used
to gupport the employcr-specific training program which now draws
in state and other rederal funds totaling over $9 million. 1In
udd}tlon to JTPA 8% funds, money used to fund employer-specific

trélnlng Picgrams comes from Vocational Rducation act funds,
Title III funds for dislocated workera under the JTPA, and State

X
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funds under “he Employer Specific Skills Training Grant Program.
In 1985, over 500 employer-specific training projects were
funded, serving over 30,000 participants. 8in¢¥ the program was
initiated in the early 1980's. it is estim/ted - at over 5,000
jobs have been created. cso. cederal yesr .5, over 2,000
persons were given employsr-specliic trevining with 8% funds.
These people were either dissadvantaged or faced barriers to
employment. The cost per trainee was $912. All of those trained
have been taken off public assistance and are now gainfully
employed. Although the average cost per trainee for JTPA funded
firm-specific training programs is higher than other similar

proyranms, it is significantly lower than other JTPA programs

funded by Private Industry Councils.

E. Community Renewal

Another innovative approach to using JTPA 8 percent funding
being implemented by the Education Department {s community
renaeawal projects in which schools are used as a base for
addressing the economic and human service needs of economically
distressed communities. Efforts are directed at developing
the capacity of schools to serve community renewal areas by
roordinating basic literacy instruction, occupational training,
job-related activities, and day care and after~school services

with the aschool's more traditional activities.

Unemploynent and its ucco@panying conditions are not spread

throughout the State in a uniform manner. Need is concentrated
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in specific areas and on specific economic and racial or ethnic
groups, A disproportionate share of these problems is found in
urban ghettos and in igolated rural areas. It is distressed
areas such as the South Bronx and Bedford-Stuyvesant in New York
City that show the greatest concentration of need in terms of
hundreds of thousands of individuals and troubled families,
with community support structures that are basically {nef-

fective.

Society has not been unmindful of the problems of these
conmunities. To address gome of them, a broad array of human
services is supported by Pederal, state and local resources. But
these resources are overwhelaingly di - ted to meet individual
needs by way of individual entitlements, ignoring the fact that
the coamunity at~large is also at risk and unable to support the
individual in the use of availsble resournes. as addressing the
Unemployment needs of individuals without addreasing their social
and physical needs is insufficient, so also is targeting
individual needs without addressing the wide array ot neceds of

at-tisk communities.

At the present time, rescurces supporting Juman service
programs are dispersed among a wide variety of diffezent agencies
and or janizations within a community. The sharing of resources,
joint planning and referrals among gervice providers has been
minimal. As a result, those who are most-in-need, lack access to

information about availabla fcograms and by and large, have not

been able to benefit from services that exists within their
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coamunity. The difficulties many individuals experience {in
gaining sccess to needed services in their comaunity pose a

critical problem for their readineas for employment.

In response to the need for greater coordination of services
for disadvantaged, unemployed youth and adults, community renewal
service systems should be established in inner-city and in crural
areas. A system would be comprised of one or several conmpre-
hensive service sites devoted to more effectively 1linking
individual needs with existing community resources. Many of the
components are available, but need to be coordinated into a

comprehensive gservice system.
Bach service site would have a twofold purpose:

o to provide facilities for many community secrvices
thereby offering "one-stop shopping® for individuals in

need of diverse sgservices, and:;

o to serve as » locus for strengthening community
activitive and mediating informal social structures

within the community.

Local 8chools would serve as a primacry site for the

community renewal service system.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Iv.

78

Observat ons Based on Bxperience with the SBCG pProgram

During the First Biennial Period

The following obamrvitions are offered for determining how

the State Bducation Coordination and Grants portion of JTeA might

be strengthened to ensure that the resources of the education

system arn used to the fullest extent possible to support

training for youth and adults:

Ae

A successful JTPA effort depends upon the full and
active participation of State and local education
agencies in employment and training efforts. It is
essential that 8% funds be administered in a way that
uses and builds upon existing educational resources
within each state. It is therefore critical that
State Bducation Agencies, as defined by JTPA, be
designated to administer the SECG programn within

each State.

JTPA fundod employment and training programs use a
wide range of service providers to meet the needs of a
variety of client. The diversity of service providers
creates a critical need to ensure that program
standards are clear'’ get and carefully monitored so
that quality training programs are guaranteed for JTPA

clients. Accordingly, sections 141(o} (1) and (2) of
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JTPA ehould be strengthened so that thay clearly
desigrate the State Bducation Agency ae being

responsible for defining two sets of etandarde:

1. State and local standards for education quality of

programe for youth.

2. StandarJds and procedures for awarding acadenic
credit or certifying educational attainment in
programs for youth ard adults funded under Title

II.

A most important aspect of linking JTPA resourcee with
other FPederal and State reaourcew, which support
preparation for employment, is the combining anaq
coordination of JTPA funde witi: three other key Pederal
fund souc:zces. These are: Vocation Education Act
(VEA), Rehabilitation Act, Adult Education Act (AEA).
In each case, theee funds are administered by
designated State agenciee. Onn of the difficulties in
linking theee three fund sourcee with JTPA is that the
bulk of JTPA funds (78%) are operated by sub-etate
level entitiee, Service Delivery Areae. A chief
advantage of the 8% SECG funds is that they are
adminietered at the state level and thus can be used to

lever and draw out reeources from other etate leve.
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fund sources. It is critical tha. 8% SECG funds
continue to be ~dministered c©. rhe state level to
maxidize their ability to pmarshall other «ducational

resources,

The SECG 6% funds can be used to support experimern. al
and innovative training programs without the rigid
federal reporting requirements which often restrict
similar activities at the SDA level. The "window" on
participant eligibility which allows 25% of those
served to be non-economically disadvantaged, the
absence of an absolute cap on participcant support
expenditures and the absence of rigid ptogram reporting
raquirexwnts has allowed agencies to use SECG funds to
suppo' t wctivities and rervices which can often not be
und: <t *ar by local SDAS using their own Title II 78%
grant allocations. The New York State pducation
Department has chosen to target funds to support basic
skills and school-to-work youth transition progranms
Auvigned to enroll the state's most difficult to serve
economically disadvantaged youth and auults, including
those who are handicapped. These programs provide
prepacatoary ingtruction and services tr the most ta
need as a preliminary step to entollment :in locally
su ported 78% programs. These participants are
precisely those which the average SDA would be least

likely to serve owing to the constrzi:tas of federal and

state mandated reporting systems which aagtablish
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minimum participant ®positive termination® levels that
must be met by local authorities. The SECG program has
no hard and fast required reporting system other than
one ag:ieed upon {in its Biennial Plan with the
Governor's office. The prograamatic flexibility
granted .o 8% fundz has been one of its great strengths

and shculd be maintained.

One of <ln moast positive features of the Governor's
plzn for tie use of JTPA funds in New York State is
the setting of dual goals of economic development and
economic apportinity. In the decades ahead, nothing
will influence New York's economy, and its competitiva’
position in the nation and the world, as much as the
quality of its h-'man resources. Thrcugh the dual goals
of economic developament and economic opporturity for
use of JTPA funds, New York will ensure that tue
development of the sState's human rouourcoi is part of
our overal) econonic developmant astrategy and that
those typlcclly left behind in economic expansion

receive the tr:ining they need to .. Included.

In attemdPting to provide a co-..’/* . o3~ asm of educa-~-
tion and related programs {n support uvf® economic
development, shortcomings in existing programs pmust be
{dentified and remedied to :aisure participation of all

eligible fudjviduals. For example, unlike the Compre-
hensive Emsicyment and Training Act (Cu%¥A}, the Jzb
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Training Partnership Act (JTPA) does not include
provisiona»excluding a certain portion of JTPA income
when determining eligibility for Federal public
assistance programs, (e.g., Supplemental Security
Income) or establishing a process for appealing
disallowances and offsat of income to the Social
Security Administrcation. This has had ‘he effect of
discouraging disabled individuals fron participating
in JTPA activities. Language should be added excluding
a certain portion of JTPA income in determining eligi-
bility for Pederal public xssistance programs. Ycuth

income should be part of this excluasion.

Additionally, JTPA specifies that t.- . witbership of
locai private industry councils should include repre-
gentatives of educational agencies, organized 1labor,
rehabilitation agencies, community-based organizations,
economic development agencies, and the public enmploy-
ment service. Some localities are apparently interpre-
ting this section of the law to allow local government
agency heads such as social and youth ssrvices commis-
sioners and directors to s+rve as council members.
This dilutes representation of the more immediately

relevant parties on the councils and may be contrary to

. the intent of Congress.

86



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

83

Section 10G2(a) (20) of the act and anY related
references should be changed regarding private industry

council members as follows:

(Each council shall consist of...)

(2} Sona fide representatives of educational agencies
(rep:zesentatives of all educational agencies in the
service delivery area), organized labor, rehabilitation
agencies, community-based organizstionas, economic
development agencies, and the public employment
gservice. A bona fide representative is one who spends
a majority of time working with or for, or represen-

ting, one of the groups listed above.

Thank You for the opportunity to present testimony on New

York State's State Education Coordination and Grants program.
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Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you. ] have to first apologize for Mr. Wil-
liams. He had to leave; he had an important meeting in Pennsylva-
nia that he had to catch a plane for. He is a keynote speaker and
he asked me to apologize on his behalf.

Because of performance based contracting, contractors choose
those that are most job ready. And sometimes when they look at
these people, I absolutely know that they have to be looking at
their basic skills, and when these skills are not there they tend to
be more reiuctant to accept them into the training program.

So I believe very, very strongly that there has got to be a linkage
between the other parts of JTPA and the 8-percent money and that
much of that 8-percent money should be spent on basic skills. I
would like each of you to respond with your opinion on that.

Mr. Kapamus. In New York we spent 60 percent of the 8-percent
money on basic skills, 60 percent of the 80 percent, but basically
half the money is availabie under the grant award, goes into basic
skills programs. It is combined with State aid funds that we have
and that is the matching for it. We also use substantial funds
under the Adult Education Act. We have done that and worked
with the SDA’s precisely for the reasons that you have identified.
We believe that we have to target those moneys on a client popula-
tion that may not get access to the 78-percent programs and other
training programs because they l:ck basic skills.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Of course, you maow I would not want us to get
the impression that if we used all or a great majority of that fund
for basic skills, that we exclude responsiﬁlities from the other pro-
grams for basic skills because they do have it there and I woultf be
unq’er the impression that they should be locked in. Would you
not?

IV‘I’r. Kapamus. In terms of a Federal requirement as to percent-
age?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Right.

Mr. Kapamus. The only concern I have about that is the fact
that some States have some very large basic skills programs and
when we started the JTPA 8-percent program, we had a very mini-
mal State aid program for basic skills, about $2 miilion.

As a result of using the 8-percent program, as well as other funds
under the Adult Educuiion Act, we are able to demonstrate great
success with a la-ger client population and encourage the State leg-
islature to put in additional funds into the program and now that
program is about $10 million. So I think you have got to look at a
total package of resources.

Mr. MArTINEZ. Yes. Weil, I do not mean locked in in terms of
formula, I mean ir. terms of ob'ication.

Mr. Kapamus. I believe that sbould be true. Yes, I would support
that.

Mr. MarTINEZ. How much does New York get v~ ier the 8-per-
cent——

Mr. Kapamus. About $7.5 million.

Mr. MaRTINEZ. $7Y2 million.

Mr. Chandler.

Mr. CHANDLER. Our basic skills, sir, can be built into a contract
for individual training and other persons, depending upon the need
of that person. The basic skills are part of it. Then the length of
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time necessary for training could be extended to accommodate
that. It could be built into a performance-based contract or either a
reimbursable contract. It can work both ways.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Do you have any idea in your State what percent-
age of that 8 percent is used for basic skills?

Mr. CHANDLER. I would estimate approximately 20 percent, 25
percent at this time.

Mr. MARTINEZ. In your testimony you expressed concern about
the lack of involvement on the part of local education systems and
the PIC’s, and you suggested legislation. Can you think of any
other kind of remedy without going the legislative route?

Mr. CHANDLER. Well, I also recommended, sir, that if the Depart-
ment of Labor were directed to work more closely with the States
to monitor the correct involvernent .of the State educational agency
in JTPA, I think as some of the other people have identified here,
that we seem to think that the law in fact does mandate the in-
volvement of a bona fide State educational agency in the process,
and if this is monitored correctly by the Department of Labor then
obviously there would be no need for a change in the law, simply to
carry out the intent of the act as you all wrote it.

Mr. MarTINEz. The way we intended it. I think somehow there
should have been some strong report language along with some
clarifications on the interpretations as has been demonstrated here
today. But we might have to go back and do that rather than try to
get this thing up onto the House floor.

Well, you felt vary strongly, too, about the integration or the
linkage between the 20 percent and the 80 percent. Would you
elaborate a little more on that?

Mr. CHANDLER. Yes; I would be glad to. The 80-percent funds, as
¥ know, sir, are training funds that need to be spent at the local
level. Twenty-percent coordination funds allows the State dgency
the flexibility to spend those funds on curriculums, on designing in-
novative programs of things that really do not have to be spent on
training programs for individuals. The coordination money can
allow th:e State educational agency to spend money on activities
that would involve other agencies.

For example, in my own State, we are involved with community-
based organizations from my level. We are involved with the com-
munity college system, which it a separate agency in our State. We

te also involved with the correctional system. We are involved
~ith private organizations that are conducting programs for plac-
ing potential ser.iors in jobs

We are using those kinds of funds to effect that kind of coordina-
tion and also tying the 80-percent training programs together with
those funds too. It would seriously impede the results of those 80-
percent programs, [ feel, if we did not have those coordination
funds to go along with it. Fortunately for us, in my State we get all
the 80-percent grait administered at our level.

Mr. MarTINEZ. In your State you utiiize all the 8-percent funds?

Mr. CHANDLER. Yes, sir. I think we nave a small percentage to
carry over this year.

Mr. MARTINEZ. And you do, tno?

Mr. Kapamus. Yes, sir.

57-091 0 - 86 - 4 89
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Mr. MaRrTINEZ. There are some States that do not utilize it. Are
any of you aware of what the mandate for that fund is when they
are not utilized?

Mr. CHANDLER. Yes. Are you referring to section 121?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes.

Mr. CHANDLER. If those funds are not used by the State educa-
tional agency or there is no agreement to use them, then those
funds can, in fact, revert back to the Governor under section 121 to
be used for a multitude of other things.

Mr. MARTINEZ. In any discretionary purpose?

Mr. CHANDLER. Yes. I do not have any specifics on any State that
has done that as yet. It may be.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Yes. I asked the Departmen* of Labor and they
do :iot have assistance on that either. Their estimate was about 70
percent of the 8-percent moneys were being used.

I appreciate the testimrny you have given. It helps us tremen-
dously. There are a lot of recommendations that have been made
over the past year on thi. program and a lot of these things are
being considered right now between ourselves and the chairman of
the full committee, Gus Hawkins. We do intend to take some
action to remedy this, probably early in the next year or at least
next year sometime. So thank you again for your testimony.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Our next panel consists of Mr. Gerald Kilbert, ad-
ministrator of California Department of Education, ’ocational
Educational Training Section, and Ms. Myra Ford, Lansing Board
of Education, Michigan.

Mr. Kilbert, let's start with you.

STATEMENT OF GERALD KILBERT, ADMINISTRATOR OF CALI-
FORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, VOCATIONAL EDUCA-
TION TRAINING SECTION

Mr. KiLsert. Thank you, Chairman Martinez. I am here testify-
ing before this committee as the president of the National Employ-
ment and Training Association which has some 1,200 members na-
tionwide. We are an affiliate of the American Vocational Associa-
tion, and like several of our other members I am an administrator
within the State of the 8-percent funds.

What I would like to talk about today is that we now have had
about 5 yea:5 of program experience, give or take some months, in
administering those 8-percent funds and collectively the members
of NETA have some concerns wk.ch they would like to share with
you regarding the 8-percent trosrom. But as you heard earlier
from Charles McDeaniel and o : 1lelina Hickey, each State has
their own special differences «:-: ““wewr special concerns and prob-
lems and therefore my commer s - 72! not apply to every Staie, but
they will apply to some States that do have the problem that exists
and you have heard.

And my first issue, of course, is that Congress’ intent was to have
local education agencies have the first opportunity to provide train-
ing and there are numerous-—or to be involved in the training and
JTPA programs. Numerous citations which were given to you in
written testimony as well, but despite that intent, apparently
throughout the Nation there are difficulties in having public educa-
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tion agencies have the opportunity to offer the training and what
we are proposing is that either therc be some amendment language
or the regulations be strengthened or the monitoring devices used
by the Department of Labor be strengthened.

However it is done, the phrase might be changed to something
such as “to first right of refusal” instead of the phrase you identi-
fied earlier of, you know, ‘“shall be provided the opportunity”
unless, and then there are some other reasons why. Provided the
opportunity in many States in their service delivery areas means
we will issue an RFP and the education agencies respond to that
RFP. If they receive funding or where they did not receive funding,
they were provided the opportunity and that is all there is to it,
without any justification whatsoever for identifying that someone
else could do it more cost effectively or meet the needs of a particu-
lar population better or at any other time. The unless phrase is to-
tally ignored in some States.

Second, the performance standards which some people addressed
earlier this day seemed to actually be a barrier to serving pupula-
tions that have multiple barriers to employment. That is, we are
dealing with a population oftentimes that not only has an economic
barrier, but oftentimes is handicapped, oftentimes are dropouts, of-
tentimes have a variety of other barriers, being single parents,
being teenage parents and all those other reasons. And what hap-
pens is, is that they lack basic literacy skills, F ~g’ish skills, preem-
ployment skills, as well as job skills. And se as the SDA’s go about
assessing whether or not this person should have some type of
training, and thinking about the performance standards, and
thinking about the 6-percent incentive funds that they might get if
they exceed those performance standards, they are likely not to
serve those people having multiple barriers.

Therefore, what we are urging is that somehow the SDA’s,
through the Department of Labor, have some relaxation of those
performance standards, especially when dealing with youth who
have multiple barriers.

In many of our States the 40-percent youth is funds that the di-
rective to spend at least that much on youth is not being met and
some of those reasons are because the whole psyche of having
short-term training at a low cost takes place in serving—whether
you are serving youth or adults ¢:" anybody in JTPA. We could
easily serve 40-percent youth provided we are willing to state the
time it takes and spend the dollars it takes in those training pro-
grams and the duty outreach necessary to find those youth.

Third, some States are having difficulty with the definition of
what is a local education agency. In fact, there are some legal cpin-
ions given by some States that say that local education agency is
any service provider offering education or training services. and
what that does is that allows SDA’s in some States to take ¢ per-
cent funds in those States where it is allocated to SDA’s by formula
and totally bypass a public education system and use those funds
only in private schools or community-based organizations.

And so what we are proposing is that somehow at a minimum
there be a requirement that says that a better definition of local
education agencies and that at least the public education agencies
ought to be involved in any type of program funded with 8-percent
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funds, whether it be a Frivate school or a CBO, but it could be in
cooperation with both of those types of o' her agencies.

Fourth, another problem which we have identified is a reporting
requirement. As best we can determine, there is no particular re-
porting requirement on the number of participants and placcment
of participants, that sort of thing, for the 8-percent program from
the Department of Labor, and the reason for that was that the 8-
percent funds were to be used as perhaps supplemental to the 78
percent. They are to be used to encourage coordination, they were
to be used to develop linkages.

But what happened is many States have instituted a reporting
requirement and therefore the reporting requirement oftentimes is
totally inaccurate and certainiy blown out of perspeci 2 because
the reported numbers :ire often duplicative of what is i: the 78-per-
“pat program. And in iact, in one of the States they h..' identified
that 1f you use 8-percent funds as a supplement to the ° s-percent
yrogram to achieve some coordination and linkages, " hat hap-
reng is that you do have a placement out of the p-ograin. You
count the placement in the 78-percent reporting ard not in the 8-
percent reporting, 8 percent would show a very low number of
placements, 78 percent might show a high number of placements.

You might have a duplicative count and then some ody right
say, aha, 8 percent is not doing their job and yet in fact it was
probably the funding that either gave the remediation or provided
the other skills or brought the linkages and coordination necessary
to even get that placement in the first place.

Finally, one other area that we think there is some concern is in
the review of the State vocation educational plans by the State job
training coordinating councils. In some of the States that review is
perfunctory at best and sometimes a paperwork exercise. NETA is
recommending that there be some criteria set forth in perhaps the
regulations that would give some definite criteria as what ought to
happen in those State vocational educational plans and how those
plans ought tc link very clearly with the JTPA plans in the State
and how JTPA funds might be used in conjunction with vocational
education funds.

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Educational Act cites numerous
references to linking the JTPA, and JTPA cites references of link-
ing with vocational education and yet sometimes that is done very,
very well, as you heard today, and in some States it is not done
very well. Maybe what we need to do is Berhaps—anu we are rec-
ommending as a national organization—that there be some nation-
al effort, perhaps spearheaded by the AVA and perl = by a spe-
cial task force, a congressional task f.r:-e perhaps, s. - it we truly
link both the vocational education iun”s with the J't'"A funds to
serve the population that we are mc: ‘nte~ested in as educators.

Those five concerns are NETA’s major .nr:ernc at this time. We
would like to see some kind of support 21d scme kind of effort that
maybe we could work together with you or any other groups to try
and achieve answers to those issues. We certainly appreciate your
committee coming to AVA and giving us the opportunity to present
our testimony before you.

Thank you, Mr. Kilbert.

[Prepared statement of Gerald Kilbert follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. GEraLr H. KiLBERT, PRESIDENT, NaTIONAL EMPLOY-
MENT AND TRAINING ASSOCIATION, CALIFORNIA STATE DFPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

I have previously testified before you as a member of the California
State Job Iraining Coordinating Council. In rhat testimony I discussed
youth programs in California. Today. I am testi” Ing on the JTPA Eight
Percent program before you as the President of the 1,200 member National

Employment and Training Association (NETA).

NETA 1» &> a/iiliate organization of the American Vocational Assocliation
CavL) L.~ several other NETA members, I have the administrati-~
respornst:.ilty for the JTPA State Education Coordination and Grants

funds, commonly known as the Eight Percent funds.

OQur NETA members have had three program years of experience in
administrating the Eight Percent funds. Based upon our colleccive
experiences, I have several recommendations to present to your committee

for improving JTPA program effectiveness using the Eight Percent funds.

First, it was Congress' intent that loca) education agencies be given the

first opportunity to serve JTPA participants and have a significant role
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in JTPA programs. There are many references in JTPA to support

strong role expected of the public education community by Cong:

» Education representatives are require. on the Private Industrs
Counciles (PIC)(sec.#102).

» Funding duplicative gervices is prohibited (sec.f107) and

(sec.f#141(h)).

Education agencies wmust be provided the opportunity to provide

educational services (sec.#107).

The Goveruor's Coordination and Special Services Plan shall

establish criteria for coordinating JTPA activities with programs

and services provided by state and local education agencies

(sec.f121).

v All education programs for youth are to be consistent with

applicable state and local education standards (sec.f#141(0)(1l)).

40 percent of the funds must be expended on youth (sec.#203).

Eight Percent funds are required tov be matched dollar for dollar.

(sec.#123).

However, despite obvious Congressional intent, public education agencies
are not receiving the first opportunity to serve JTPA participants. In
accord with provisions of JTPA, NETA recommends that public education
agencies have the first right of refusal to provide JTPA gervices. This
can be accomplished by amending the act or expanding the regulations by
inserting clearer language guch as "first right of refusal” rather than

merely “"provided the opportunity”.
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Secondly, the JTPA performance standards and the basis of incentive
grants encourages short-term training programs leading to job placements.
This emphasis 18 not good for people having multiple barriers to
employment such as a lack of basic/literary skills, English skills,
rreemployment skills and job specific skills. In fact, all the research
conducted on successful programs for populations having multiple barriers
to employment indicate that long-~term training is more effective in
preparing youth or adults for placement into not only the secondary labor
market, but also in the primary labor market. The performance standards
actually work against providing services to youth. SDAs are not meeting
the 40% youth requirement because it r-quires more costs and longer term
training. The costs and longer trairing time prevent SDAs from meeting
performance standards and receiving incentive grants. The JTPA or the
regulations need to be modified to provide iucentives to PICs to offer
long~term education and training needed by JTPA participants who have

multiple barriers to employment.

Thirdly, in some states the definition.of a Local Education Agency (LEA)
is a problem. The definition section on JTPA refers to local education
agency ag defined in the Vocational Educstion Act. 1In some states, legal
opinions have concluded that this jencludes not only public schools but
private schoo'; and community based ovganizations (CBOs). This policy
enables private schools and CBOs to becone reciplents of the Eight
Percent funds and diffuses the public scheols first right of refusal to

offer training and serv!:ces.
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Fourthly. the JTPA and the United States Department of Labor do not
require reporting on Eight Percent funds. Instituting a requirement for
Eight Percent ruporting on such {items as placements and cost per
placement 18 unnecessary. Yet, some States are requi:ing such reporting.
The very nature of the Eight Percent funds, education coordination and
linkages, does not support requiring reporting on participants.
Furthermore, such reporting encourages ghort term programé of low cost
thereby avoiding providing training to the hard to serve. NETA
recommends that State Councils be made aware, through regulations, that

Eight Percent reporting on placements 18 not required.

Fifthly, the SJTCC 18 to certify the conaistency of the Service Delivery
Area (SDA) Job Training Plans with the criteria under the Governor's .
Coordination and Special Services Plan (GCSSP). The SJTCC is also to
comment on the State rloi for Vocational Education. Experience has shown
that these reviews are cursory at best. Thu criteria of the G -ernor's
Coordination and Special Services Plan are general {5 nature. Therefore,
it is difficult to compare the GCSSP with the more especific SNDA job
training plans. State Councils frequently delegate this review check to
the State Employment Agencies and acts upon their recommendations. NETA
recommends that the JTPA regulations require the local SDA job training
plan specifically address the criteria in the Governor's Coordination and

Special Services Plan.
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In some states, the revie’ of the Vocational Education State Plan is con-
ducted by SJTCC committees which have no understanding of the Vocational
Education Act or how it relates to JTPA, It 1is doubtful that this review
provides any meaningful information and 18 more than a paperwork exercise

for all parties.

NETA recommends that the JTPA regulations specify criteria for review of
the Vocational Education State Plan. Having such criteria will increase
SJTCC members understanding of VEA, guide their review and enable Council

input into the planning Proc2s8s for VEA funds.

Lastly, the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act requires that VEA be
coordinated with JTPA programs at the local level. One of the dif-
ficulties in establishing this coordination 1is the participant group de-
fined in each act, JTPA dollars are targeted for economically dis-~-
advantaged youth and adults, VEA funds are targeted for all populations.
The two funding sources are distributed independently and frequently
through different deli;ery systems making it extremely difficu. o
coordinate services for the JTPA population. NETA recommends that a
national committee be asked to recommend ways these major funding sources

can better link to serve the economically disadvantaged.

NETA appreciates the committee for holding a hearing here at AVA., We

thank you for giving us the opportunity to testify before you.
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Mr. MARTINEZ. Ms. Ford.

STATEMENT OF MYRA FORD, LANSING BOARD OF EDUCATION,
MICHIGAN

Ms. Forp. Thank you. I am here today specifically to talk to you
about the experience which the Lansing School District in Michi-
gan has had with JTPA 8-percent funds and more generally to talk
to you about the recommendations and conclusions of the National
School Boards Association.

The involvement on the part of the NSBA of the education com-
munity is crucial to the success of the JTPA program for JTPA cli-
ents cannot become economically independent without the basic
education necessary to help them develop specific job skills. Educa-
tion and the JTPA form a mutually beneficial partnership. To the
JTPA, educational institutions bring an existing network of facili-
ties, well-trained professionals and other resources capable of pro-
viding a wide range of training and support services. Reciprocally
for educators, the JTPA provides an additional source of revenue
which would allow schools to expand or initiate programs for disad-
vantaged youth at a time when traditional funding sources are
shrinking.

Moreover, by providing services to JTPA eligible clients, educa-
tors can increase public support in their communities, especially
among local employers. Furthermore, participation in the JTPA
also expands communication and contact with local government,
labor unions, CBO’s and other community agencies. Clearly, many
advantages can be gained from participating in the JTPA and com-
petition exists for participation in the JTPA program.

The law governing membership on the Private Industry Council,
the policy on the JTPA program, sets up a free market system for
service providers of JTPA services. In this free market, service pro-
viders in both the public and private sector as well as within the
education community itself vie for PIC membership. NSBA strong-
ly urges school board members to enter this competition. They rec-
ommend that local school board members either directly represent
the education community on private industry councils or closely co-
ordinate with an administrator who is willing to serve. Their
survey findings indicated that school board members are currently
very underrepresented on PIC's.

Only approximately one-tenth of respondents of a survey which
was conducted in April 1985 of school board members indicated
that they had or were able to supply the names and titles of their
PIC’s education representative and only 10 percent of those were
actually school board members. Furthermore, results showed that
direct PIC representation better insures open communication be-
tween school districts and PIC’s, and more importantly, it better in-
sures receipt of JTPA funds.
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Strong correlations appeared between representation on PIC’s
and receipt of JTPA funding as well as between PIC representation
and higher levels of communication. In light of these findings, the
NSBA strongly urges school board members again to compete vig-
orously for representation on their local PIC’s.

The Lansing School District more specifically has long enjoyed
an active and positive relationship with its service delivery area,
the Lansing tricounty employment and training partnership. Cur-
rently and during the past 2 years, the school district has received
a total of more than $2,470,000 to provide both 2(a) and 2(b) pro-
gramming. This is a combination of the 78 percent and 8 percent
and also the summer youth employment program.

The district’s director of vocational education is an educational
member local perspective of the Private Industry Council. Two
other educational members are also included on our PIC, one from
the three intermediate school districts in Michigan and one from
the community college in Lansing. These educational representa-
tives are also members of the designated educational planning
entity for the 8-percent funds. Because of this strong relationship,
the Lansing School District feels very much involved in the local
JTPA process and decisionmaking.

There are, however, some recommendations which correlate basi-
cally between both Lansing’s experience with the program and also
the national experience. They take the place—take place in four
specific areas.

One is that all locally operated JTPA-funded programs should be
channeled through the appropriate local service delivery area orga-
nization. We have found in Michigan that those 8-percent funds
which go through the Department of Education in Michigan very
often are handed out as political favors to people wiio have done
obviously favors at the State level for someone, and that leaves us
in the position sometimes of having duplicate programs because
the local SDA’s are not a part of making the decision.

Also, you have situations where the local SDA may be the best
person or the best organization to determ.ine whether a program is,
in fact, going to be cost-effective and is going to be effective in gen-
eral terms, because they are more aware of what—who the people
are at the local level who are providing these types of programs.

The second recommendation is that more emphasis should be
glaced on support services such as child care and transportation.

pecifically, this recommendation is that perhaps a stronger cate-
gorical set-aside for these services would encourage more program
operators to target the hard-to-reach nontraditional populations.
The figures in terms of money spent on daycare and money spent
on teen populations or teen-paresnt populations as well as dropouts
tend to be much lower, because of the lack of these services being
provided.

Third, longer training programs should be considered. Apparent-
ly, because of the interpretation of the Federal legislation, very
often the length of time that a program may be provided is short-
ened considerably in terms of the moneys that are available. Cer-
tain types of technical programs require a much longer period of
time as well as the improvement of basic skills on the part of the
recipients.

39



96

Fourth, is that local school districts nced to be made more aware
of funding opportunities available through JTPA and of the possi-
bilities of serving on the Private Industry Council. I have already
alluded to that in the statement from the National School Boards
Association.

The facts—some of the statistics include the fact that 48 percent,
or nearly half, of all the school boards which were contacted and
which responded to the survey indicated that they did not, in fact,
have an educational representative on their local PIC.

The correlation between the provision of services by local school
districts and the membership on the local PIC’s is very high
indeed, and those school districts who did not have a great deal of
expenditure of funds or receipt of funds from JTPA funds were
those same school districts who, in fact, did not have representa-
tion from their educational community on the PIC’s.

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Myra Ford follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MYRA FORD, LANSING BoaRp OF EpucaTioN, MICHIGAN

INTRODUCTION: Implementation Plan of Michigan State Bd. of

Education, State Education Coordination and Grant
Program

The Job Training Partnership Act (P.L. 97-300) establishes
a system of state and local job training and employment prepara-
tion programs based on a cooperative partnership between state
and local governments and the private sector. The Act changes
the emphasis of employment and training programs from income
maintenance and public sector job creation to preparation for
employment, training, and re-training in the private sector.
Additionally, the Act recognizes the importance of program and
participant performance rather than process, and outlines a
system of measurement based on performance standards for youth
and adult programs. The Governor's Coordination and Special
Services Plan states:

It is the purpose of the Jot Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) to prepare individuals for productive, unsub-
sidized employment through the provision of adequate
skill training within the framework of a cooperative,
public/private sector paritnership at the iocal service
delivery arez level. It is intended that the focus
and ultimate objective of human resource development
activities and services is to ensure that the individ-
ual participant obtains and retains productive, unsub-
sidized, gainful employment.

The Governor, accing with the advice of the Michigan Job
Training Coordinating Council, has an oversight role in the
planning and operation of all JTPA programs in Michigan. 1In
addition, the Governor has established an Office for Job Training
responsible for giving a special economic development focus
to state use of JTPA funds. The State Board of Education (SBE}
through the Michigan Department of Education (MDOE) coordinates
its employment and training efforts with the Office for Job
Training to ensure effective and efficient use of resources,
program and Services. This program plan provides the framework
for delivering services and administering funds provided through
the State Education Coordination and Grants Program authorized

by Section 123 of the Act.
STATE EDUCATION COORDINATION AND GRANTS PROGRAM

The Act mandates a special funds set-aside which enables
the Michigan State Board of Education to carry out programs
authorized undcr Section 123. The Education Coordination and
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Grants funds represent 8% of the 22% allocation to the Governor
under Title II-A (Adult and Youth Programs) of the Act. Pursuant
to Section 123, the State Board of Education will:

1. Utilize at least 80% of the 8% funds to make grants
to education agencies to provide education, training
and related services to eligible participants based
on a cooperative agreement between the State Board
of Education, Service Delivery Area officials, and
designated educational planning entities. The State
Board of Education will award all of these funds on
a formula grant basis. The State Board of Education
w.ll, however, target 40% of the funds within each
SDA to meet established Department of Education goals,
objectives and initiatives under JTPA. The 40% monies
must be used for direct training activities. (See
Goals and Objectives)

2. Utilize ot more than 20% of the funds to facilitate
the cocruination of education and training services
for eligible participants through cooperative agree-
ments. The SBE will award up to $30,000 to each SDA
which has submitted an approvatle plan for coordination
activities, while the remaining funds will be “iscre-
tionary to provide statewide coordination and training
services. '

The purpose of the State Education Coordination and Grants
Program is two-fold: (1) To assure the fullest participztion
of the education community in JTPA by providing resources for
employment and trairing programs and related services, and (2)
to increase state and local cr-~rdination in order to improve
the effective delivery of servic.s to youth, adults, and special
populations. The education and training funds available through
the State Education Cocrdination and Grants Program support
two of the common goals of Michigan Education adopted by the
State Board of Educaticr, which state that students should (1
"acquire performance ar ° technical skills related to the content
of the chosen vocatioual program for Jjob entry and continuing
education at a higner level of competence," and (2) "acquire'
knowledge about careers, understand the requirements of various
career roles, and be able to make career choices."

The coordination funds of the program seek to assure that
the vdious elements of the education community are adequately
represented in the public sector/private sector partnership,
mandated in the Job Training Partner s p Act.
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Under this partnership, the State Board of Education works
closely with education agencies, local chief elected officials
(CE0s), private industry councils (PICs), the private sector,
organized labor, and other appropriate agencies to develop new
and innovative programs enabling participants to acquire productive
employment .

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The focus of the 8% JTPA State Education Coordination and
Grants Program plan, the goals and objectives, are included
as ATTACHMENT I.

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS/LOCAL COORDINATION

The Designated Educational Planning Entity (DEPE) will
be responsible for the joint development of the Cooperative
Agreement. This agreement must be drawn up in conjunction with
all participating educational agencies (public and private)
within the Service Delivery Area (SDA), SDA representatives,
including Private Industry Council (PIC) and local elected off-
icials. The designated educatinnal planning entity will provide
within this plan that the representative educational institu-
tions, both public and private, have been given the opportunity
to participate in the planning activities and those involved
concur with the plan. If an SDA is unable to surface a design-
ated educational planning entity, the Michigar Department of
Education will provide technical assistance.

The designated educational planning entity will have joint
sign-off of the Cooperative Agreement with the PIC/CEO (Chief
Elected Official).

This agreement will set forth the framework for the activi-
ties to be conducted in each SDA utilizing the Section 123 Eight
Percent Funds. Cooperative agreements will address the
following:

-- Statement of assurances, as specified by the State
Board of Education (SBE)

-~ Fiscal information regarding available training
resources in the SDA

-- Services to be provided
-- Targeted activities and coordination plans

-- Project implementation schedule
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-- Matching requirements

-- Appropriate participant data

-~ Skill shortages in the SDA

-- Performance standards

-- Monitoring and evaluation procedures
-- Contracting procedures

-- Reporting requirements

-- Efforts to increase coordination with other public
and private sectors

Bach agreement must be approved by the SBE before program
activities are implemented.

PROGRAM PARAMETERS

Programs funded under Section 123 of the Act provide services
needed to enable eligible persons to find unsubsidized employment
in the private sector as part of the state's economic development
strategy. Allowable program activities under cooperative agreements
could include, but not be limited to:

-- Occupational training targeted at existing jobs or
new jobs created by business expansion and start-up
which are coordinated with appropriate agencies.

-- Programs operated in cooperation with other organiza-
tions and agencies that make use of special outreach,
counseling, and personal support potential.

== On-site industrial training for high school, adult
and post-secondary students.

-- Special training to enable education agencies to meet
the training needs of business and industry.

-~ Provision of academic credit for work experience or
alternative training and the utlization of Employ-
ability Development Plans.

-- Job Placement services at high schools, area vocational-
technical centers, community colleges, MRS and other
education sites.
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~-- Vocational assessment services to clients (especially
those on welfare) to assess work readiness, job
interests, and basic skills before placing them i
a training program.

-- Training individuals in jobs that have advance commit-
ment to hire from business and industry.

-- Offering additional instructional programs at non-
traditional times.

-- Seeking out and offering training programs at sites
48ing specialized equipment and teaching methods and
non-traditional instructors for high technology training

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND EVALUATION

Refer to ATTACHMENT II
LLOCATION OF EDUCATION GRANTS

Upon notification to the State by the U.S. Department of
Labor that funds are available, the Michigan Department of Laber,
acting for the Governor, will prepare and/or submit the appropriate
documents to comply with the Act and receive the state's fundiing
award. One of these documents will be the 8% state plan (or
its summary) regarding the Section 123 Education Coordination
and Grants Program.

Because these funds come initially to the Michigan Depurtment
of Labor, a funds transfer mechanism must be established to
convey these dollars to the SBE. Both agencles have agreed
to implement a periodic (monthly, bi-monthly, or quarterly)
funds request and transfeir process conistent with the state's
approved fiscal procedure. The SBE will initiate these transfer
requests to the appropriate MDOL fiscal agency.

SELECTION OF SERVICE DELIVERERS

The State Education Coordination and Grants Program is
designed to minimize unnecessary duplication and maximize the
utilization of existing resources and services. The SBE will
require:

A cooperative agreement which has been jointly developed
by the PIC and CEQ and the designated planning agency.

The specific activities, projects, or process to be cconducted
in each SDA will be contained within the Cooperative Agreement.
The proceduce for administering grants will be consistent with
established SBE procedures. The State Board of Education reserves
the right to review and comment on each project application.
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Each project grant must be matched, on a cash or in-kind
basis, with an amount equal to the MDOE/JTPA funds requested.

In identifying and selecting service dellverers, the SBE
will use the following criteria:

1. Grant recipient shall be licensed or approved public
or private education institutions.

2. Tralning programs shail be:

(a) Cost-effective.

(b) Competency based.

(c) Capable of meeting participant's needs.
(d) Creative and innovative.

(e) Complement locally funded JTPA programs.

ALLOCATION OF COORDINATION GRANTS

Twenty percent (20%) of the funds under Section 123 may
be used to facilitate coordination of education and training
services for participants under the JTPA. Local coordination
grants will be distributed to SDAs having approvable coordina-
tion activities.

These coordination activities will be part of the overall
program coordination effort articulated in the Governor's Coordi-
nation and Special Services Plan. These activities will promote
the use of Michigan's job training resources and enhance economic
development.

The SBE/JTPA coordination program will include the following:
State Staff Support - Funds from the 20% will be used to
provide MDOE staff to administer and coordinate the 8%

State Education and Coordination Grants Program, assist

the MDOL in implementing JTPA, and work with the MJTCC

ns they conduct their activities.

State Initiatives - Funds will be used to address statewide
and state level initiatives in conjunction with SDA Spon-
sored programs.

Local Coordination - Funds will be available to those SDAs
having an approvable plan for coordination activities.
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LOCAL PERSPECTIVE

LOCAL ORIENTATION

Lansing is the capital city of Michigan. 1Its population
is approximately 148,000. It is the home of a major university,
Michigan State University. Among its major employers are the
State of Michigan and General Motors (Buick-Oldsmobile~-Cadillac).
The Lansing School District serves over 23,000 full-time pupils
in 35 elementary buildings, 9 secondary or alternative locations
and 1 vocational-technical center.

The SDA for Lansing is the Lansing Tri-County Employment
and Training Partnership. It serves the counties of Inghanm,
Eaton and Clinton. Three intermediate school districts provide
services for 22 local districts, excluding Lansing which is
served by the Lansing School District.

DISTRICT JTPA INVOLVEMENT

The Lansing School District-has long enjoyed an active
and a positive relationship with its SDA, the Lansing Tri-County
Employment and Training Partnership. Currently and during the
past two years, the school district has received a total of
more than $2,400,000 to provide IIA (78% and 8%) and IIB (SYETP)
programming. The district's director of Vocational Education
is an educational member (local perspective) of t"e Private
Industry Council (PIC). Two other educational members are also
included on the PIC: one from the three ISD's and one from
the community college. These educational representatives are
also members of the Designated Educational Planning Entity for
the 8% funds. -

Because of the strong relationship, the Lansing School
District feels very much involved in the local JTPA process
and decision-making.

RECCMMENDATIONS

In spite of the very positive cooperative efforts with
the Lansing Tri.County Employment and Training Partnership,
the SDA serving the Lansing School District, several recommendations
and rationale are now presented for the committee'’'s consideration:

1. All locally operated JTPA-funded programs should be
channeled through the appropriate local Service
Delivery Area (SDA} organization. 1In so doing, the
Private Industry Council (PIC) will be provided the
opportunity to review, discuss and evaluate all employ-
ment and training programs in its respective jurisdiection.
Education representation is mandated on each PIC;
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therefore vocational training concerns will be properly
debated and thoroughly coordinated with other JTPA
training providers. Currently, the local SDA recommends
8% projects to the SBE, and the State contracts with

and evaluates the service deliverers. Better coordination
and less duplication of effort is possible with one
contracting agency for all JTFA programs.

2. More emphasis should be placed on support services
Such as child care and transpcr-tation. on-tra ional
vouths (drop outs, teen parents) are more successfully
‘served if these supportive services are emphasized.
Perhaps a stronger categorical set-aside for these
services would encourage more program operators to
target the hard-to-reach, non-traditional populations.

3. Longer trainin rograms should be considered.
Currently, performance standards prohibit Tong term
training. The emphasis is now on short term training
with immediate job placement. Certain technical areas,
due to their nature, are now not available to some
of the more needy clients as training might require
12-18 mos. of classroom and remedial instruction.

4. Local school districts need to be made more aware of
funalng oggortunitIes avallable tﬁrougﬁ JTPA and of
the possib ties of serving on Private Industry
Councils. LegIsTatiIon is iIn place that creates
educational input; however, more awareness and action
by educators needs to occur for true representation
to be realized.
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The folloving goals and object ves represent the focus of the Eight Percent JIPA State Edueatlon Coordination and ¢

rants
Program Plan,

Hsslon: The nisslen of the State Edueatlon Coordination and Grants program [y to prepare Individualy for productive,
unsudsidized employment through the provision of adequate skil} tralning within the framevork of a tooperative,

publiceprivate sector partnership at the local service dellvery ares, To the extent of avallabdle funds, the
Department vill addresy the goals and objectives which follow;

GOAL 1: Assure that all eligible Hlchigan youth and adulty recelve the fyll gnd equal enjoyment of the benef{1y

provided by JTPA undet the State Education Coordlnation and Grants Program vlthout d{scrinination Msed upon
tace, color, creed, religlon, natlona otigin, age, sex, or handleap,

Object {ves Projected Activitles

1o, Assure thet cooperative agreements (nelude outreach - Requlre assurances {n SDA cooperative
sctivities to ensure opportunity for ancollnent of agreements,
A1l segnents of the ellgtble population; Including

bt not (nlted to, velfare reclplents, youth, vonen,  « Require a plan vhich explalng hov the

ATTAOREIT 1

blacks, Hlspanles, Natlve Amerlcans, Aslans, older needs of the ellglble population vill be
vorkers, handlcappers and other groups with special met, and document hov the related agen-
needs,

cles are coordinated,

1b. Assure that employment apd tralalnr funded under the  « Document utillzed recrultment technlques
coordination and grants ¥ ogram achieve equnl rates for miner{tles and women,
of posltive partlelpant 0.7 omey by sex, race, ne-
tiomal origln, age, and hnndicapper/non-hnndlcapper
groups through unrestelcted access to the full range
of JTPA tralning and employment services,

GOAL If: Assure that all eltgible persons are provided with high quallty employsent and tralaing prograns vhich are real-
Lstlc and suffletent In LLght of occupational interests, the requlrements of enployers, and labor market demand,’

Ha. Persons completing o funded enployment and tralning « Provide funds for education agencies

progran shall possess the competencles and skills to cperate competencysbased vocatlonal-
required frr success In gainlng and ralntalnlng technlcal educatlon programs which ray
employnent, Include a baste skills compenent for

particlpant success In the occupation,

« Establish, measure, and achleve adequate
performance standards for all prograns
ot the local service dellvery area level,

SO1
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GoAL 11

{con't,)

COAL L1

goAL v

« Encourage employment and training pros
grans to Include cooperative educatlon,
{nternship, and other cooperative
arrangements betveen employers and
patticipants

- Provide funds for the use of employa-
billty deveiopment plans [or progran
particljants

Assute that handlcapped youth, out=of-school And dropout-prone youth, particularly minorlty youth, are provided
occupational tralning and support services to enadle them to remain [n school and/or return tn conplete a high

school educatlon,

I1la. Youth completing & funded occupatlonal program + Fund and/or develop dropout prevention
vill graduate from Mgh school or complete a programs,

CED equivalency,
- Fund and/or develop model programs fot

out=of -school youth,

« Utilize existing occupational tralnlng
progeans of fered through adult educa-
tion, comounity, alternat{ve education
proprams, and the Michigan Interagency
Dellvery System for Vocational Educa-
tion and Related Services for the
Handlcapped,

Effectively utillze resources in support of the state's overall econonlc development efforts at both the state
and local service dellvery (SDA) level.’

IVa, Tducatlon personnel will pattlcipate In conrunity « Fun¢ tralning and technlcal assistance
Job retention/expansion/ereation activitles, for educators who are vorking vith lotal
JIPA efforts,

Wb, tltgible JTPA participants will be trained and/or - Fund custom=designed or “qulck-start”
retralned {n local economic developrent programs, business/Industry programs that will
serve JTPA ellgible particlpants In
conjunction vith local Job retentlion/
]N ll treation/expansion activities,

- ———
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AT TACIDU- N

GO ¥: Assure that all programs funded under the State Edueation Coordination and Crants Pregea= ate coordinated with
other JTPA and approprlate non=JTPA funded Prograns to rininlze unnecessary duplication and mainlze the
vtilization of existing resources and services.d :

Va, State and local programs will be coordinated uith * Requlre cooperative planning (n sub
dppropriate agencles, Institutions and service nisslon of local (SDA) cooperative
providers, agreements,

« Provide funds for atatesulde coording.
tion activitles,

« Provide funds for tralning and/or tech-
nieal asslistance to local SDA's,

» Provide funds for state-wide employnent
and training services,

- Develop s statesulde netvork for the
adninlstration of the State Coordlnation
and Grants Progranm,

« Provide funds for a atatevide occupas
tHonal {nformation system (4015),

GOAL VI The Department will target funds for statevide goals, objectives and activitles,

bt

Vi, Target 402 of the Education and Tralnlng Grants * Fund tralning prograns which serve drop-
for ~*ate Inltlatives within each SDA, out=prone youth and handlcapped popula-
tlons,

« Pund tralning programs for out-of-school
youth,

« Fund other Lnnovative programs which
are consistent with this plan,

SPECIAL NOTE: Forty percent monles must be ysed for dlrect tralning actlvities which possess one or more of the folloving
conditions: (1) Cooperntive vork arrangements betveen employera and pactielpants; (1) a coordinated Job
place:ent dellvery system; (3) Lavolvement of educstion and private sector; (4) shared responsidiifty vith
other education agencles; and (5) [ndustey-apeciflc tralning programs designed to enhance econonle develop=
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ATTACHMENT 11

PERFORMANCE STANDARLS

The Secretary of Labor has proposed performance standards for youth and
adult programs. According to the Governor's Coordination and Special
Services Plan, the State has elected to empl'y the Secretary's performance
standards for each SDA in Michigan. 1In addi.ion, the State has further
elected not to employ 8 GCovernor's performance factor or utilize other
factors to account for unique, local eircumstances at this time. Finally,
the State has reserved the right to employ its own factor to account for
circumstances unique to Hichigan; and in the event that such right is
exercised, to submit an appropriate modification to the State Plan.

Final decisions on Michigan's program standards have not been rade.
Pending modification, all 8% programs must be developed to mecet 'he

appropriate youth and/or adult performance standards as follows:

YOUTH PERFORMANCE STANDARDS:

1. Entered Employment Rate - Number of youth who entered employ-
ment at the termination of their program, as a percentage of
the total number of youth who terminated a program: 41Z.

2. Positive Termination Rate - Number of youth having a positive
termination (entered employment or acquired the knowledpe,
information, or employability or occupational skills needed
for future employment), as a percentage of the total number of
youth who terminated: 827.

J. Cost Per Positive Termination - Total expenditures for youth
divided by the number of youth having a positive termination:
$4,900.

ADULT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS:

1. Entered Employment Rate - Number of adults who entered employ-
ment, as a percentage of the number of adults who terminated:
55%.

2. Cost Per Entered Employment - Total expenditures for adults
divided by the number of adults who entered employment:
$5,704.

3. Average Wage at Placement - Average wage for all adults who
entered employment at the time of termination: $4.91 per hour.

4. Welfare Entered Employment Rate - Number of adult welfare
recipients who entered employment at the termination of their
program, as a percentage of the number of adult welfare
reciplients who terminated: 39%.
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ATTACHMENT 1

The previously listed performance standavds represent specific and
immediate outcome achievement levels for youth and adult programs. Many
activities authorized under the Act, particularly those for in-school youth,
are by design "employment enhancement activities” and therefore may not be
immcdiately measurable by these standards.

The State Board of Education will work with the education agencies, PIC
and SDA representatives to ensure that appropriate performance standards or
objectives, as well as an appropriate mechani{sm for immediately evaluating
their level of attainment, ere established for such employment enhancement
programs.

‘n an effort to assist education agencies and SDAs in achieving these
performance atandards, the SBE will encourage the use of proven programs and
instructional techniques, the development and utilization of youth and adult
Employability Development Plans, Individualized Education Plans, and the
increased utilization of adult and vocational education facilities. The
Department will also take steps to improve coordination with related programs
and the private sector.

The SBE intends to participate in the statewide JTPA Management Informa-
tion System, established by the Michigan Department of Labor, which will
involve every aspect of the Michigan JTPA program. It is not the Department's
intent that these standards either prohibit innovatinn or the use of new and
creative program approaches, or that they be the sole measure of a program's
success or failure. These standards, as they are applied fn each SDA program
and to statewide programs, may vary and will serve as benchmarks in the
Management Information System. As such, they vill be used to examine the
result of a program or actlivity in relation to pre-determinel standards and
{dentify ways to improve these programs.

EVALUATION

Programs and activities funded through cooperative agreecments under the
State Coordination and Grants Program will undergo rigorous evaluation.
Specific program objectives, criteria, current and projected needs assessments
and success measures will be developed and used to measure the effectiveness
of the program. In addition, reports will be submitted to MDOE. All evalua-
tive design will include both formative and summative data and narrative
descriptions of the funded programs and activities.
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Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Ms. Ford.

Let me follow up on the last thing you said. We have been hear-
ing this on more than one occasion—that there seems to be some—
I do not know what they call it—conflict or turf battle between pri-
vate vocational schools in certain areas and public vocational
schools in the education system vying for moneys.

We have heard just the opposite, too, in some areas where there
is no feeling like that; there is a tremendous feeling of cooperation
betwg,en them. And you just mentioned 48 percent of those sur-
veyed.

How extensive was that survey?

Ms. Forp. I believe the survey was sent out—OK, just a moment.
Let me see if I can find the specific figures.

OK, 179 school district representatives from 36 States responded.

Mr. MARTINEZ. So that is quite a sampling, then. So it indicated
that there is a considerable problem with 48 percent.

Mr. Kilbert, in his testimony, referred to the fact that under the
law—and it was the intent of the law, and some people even inter-
preted—that it was mandated that all PIC’s have published school
representation on it, and that is not true, either.

It was suggested—it is not mandated, but maybe it should have
been. The opportunity for local school representation to be there—
public school representation to be there, I guess—falls then on the
aggressiveness of the individuals in the district.

Can you tell me of a way that we might, without going back and
trying to rewrite the legislation, get more representation on local
PIC’s by public school representation of that representation?

Ms. Forp. OK.

I think, by and large, probably the most important aspect of it is
through better communication in terms of what JTPA is about.
Very often, smaller school districts are very much controlled by
their local board of education because of a lack of money to go out
and hire administrators to handle a lot of the functions that need
to be taken care of. What happens is that these people either do
not have the time or the knowledge to beconme involved in what
JTPA is about and what the opportunities are.

Now, Michigan is somewhat unique in the sense that we have in-
termediate school districts, and every—basically every county in
the State of Michigan is an intermediate school district. These in-
termediate school districts represent all of the local school districts
within their county.

Now, what happens in that is that you have a situation whereby
a lot of times the smaller school districts, which would not other-
wise be able to put on programs because of the small number of
students participating, are able to take part in those services which
are offered by the intermediate school district on a larger level.

Now, in Michigan, because we do have these kind of situations,
we have intermediate representatives on some of our PIC’s, or at
least in the Lansing Tri-County area we do. It certainly is up to the
intermediate districts in that particular case to go back to the local
districts and encourage them to participate.

Sometimes the paperwork involved, sometimes the lack of infor-
mation, lack of knowledge, all of those things, I think are a part of
it, and I certainly think being able to do away with some of the
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paperwork. But, more importantly, just i aproving the communica-
tion that goes on and stipulating to the Jepartment of Labor and
the Department—or the State Governor: and so forth that they
need to give this information to these peo ile.

Mr. MARrTINEZ. Do you think that, whe: 2 the Governor was given
much discretionary power over this whole program, that the Gover-
nors in each of these States have a respor sibility to make sure that
the PIC’s do include public school entities on there? I mean, here is
an opportunity for the Governor of the St ate to make that determi-
nation, and, you know, through a policy statement, in fact, urge
and almost mandate by that policy state nent the participation of
public school entities on the PIC’s,

Ms. Forp. Well, I think certainly that could be the way it is han-
dled. 1 think it is an obvious situation of “the buck stops here.”
Someone has to be responsible for saying this is the person who is
going to be responsible for seeing that that communication takes
place. If that needs to be the Governor., then perhaps the Depart-
ment of Labor needs to indicate that to the Governors.

Mr. MARTINEZ. One thing you mention :d touched on a sore spot
with me when you talked about discretionary funds being a politi-
cal plum to someone. Back in the count:’ of Los Angeles, which I
was part of, the supervisors each had a little fiefldom with equal
amounts of Federal moneys coming in to be dispersed among their
communities, as it would do them the most political good. This
leads me to a question that I want to ask you, Mr. Kilbert, because
you are directly connected with the Governor of the State of Cali-
fornia.

Does not that kind of a situation create a potential for the Gover-
nor not to push hard for that participatior. for those 8 percent funds
when he knows that they will revert to him to be used among the
rest of the discretionary monies he has got?

Mr. KiLBERT. I guess that comment goes back to what was said
earlier. Every State does things a little differently. But, in our
State, that could not happen because the 8-percent funds all go
through the State Council for approval, and therefore there could
not be the potential of the fact that perhaps the State—in our
State, the State superintendent of public construction is elected, as
well, so that person could not use those dollars as a political plum.
And even though the Governor appoints our State Council mem-
bers, the State Council as a whole votes and they make a decision
as to what happens with those 8-percent funds.

Mr. MARTINEZ. So they are an indepeindent body——

Mr. KiLBERT. They are independent.

b M';' MARTINEZ [continuing]. Even though they are appointed by
im?

Mr. KiLBeRT. That is partially true.

Mr. MARTINEZ. It does not seem to work that way.

Do you feel that the hesitancy on the part of the education and
training agencies in some States to work together is so deeply
rooted and it is so entrenched now in those places that it is that
the problem cannot be resolved? Or do you still hold out hope that
the problem can be resolved?

Mr. KiLeerT. I always hold out hope that it can be resolved.
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In your earlier discussion, when you were talking about the—for
example, the representation on the PIC as one way, as my col-
league here has mentioned to you, in some States there is State
legislation r:garding who serves on the PIC. So, even though it is
not in the Federal law of JTPA, therz is State legislation.

There are some problems with that. Even, for example, in one of
the States where it is in State legislation that there must be an
education rep on each PIC, that education rep could oftentimes be
from a community-based organization or a private school.

In a very large county with which you are familiar, the repre-
sentative of a PIC is the private school person, and therefore the
many community college districts and public school districts feel
that they are unrepresented and they cannot get on the PIC. No
matter how much they would like to, or be aggressive to get on it,
they cannot because there is only one slot for an education rep,
and that is appointed by the local elected officials. So, although
there is—if we did something where we said the public education
agencies have to be represented, made it very clear, I think there is
hope that, yes, you could bring people together.

Mr. MArTINEZ. That might be something we have to do, because
in that one statement in the law where it says local education
agency, the word “public” should have been in there.

Mr. KiLBERT. It should have been in there.

Mr. MARTINEZ. And it was not. We do that many times.

Ms. Ford, I am not sure that you did say this or you did not, that
g}% 8-percent funds should be passed through directly .to local

’s.

Do you feel these funds should be passed through the local PIC’s
and the educational agencies, and not through the State?

Ms. Forp. I am not implying necessarily that they should not be
passed through the Department of Education or through the-—in
our case, it goes through the State Board of Education to the De-
partment of Education, and the State contracts with and evaluates
the services delivered. That specifically is what we are asking, that
the function be turned over or perhaps at least be coordinated with
the local SDA’s so that there—that, in turn, cuts back on duplica-
tion as well as the other aspects of it, the problems with it.

Mr. MArTINEZ. Well, you know, in the testimony we have heard
so far I draw a picture, and I would like you to respond, Mr. Kil-
bert, if this picture is at all accurate. Through this whole situation
there seems to be turf battles between private vocational training
agencies and public educational systems on one side; and then on
the other side, a kind of a turf battle between the discretionary
funds and how they are used.

Do you see anything like that?

Oh, excuse me, not the vocational but the public education
system.

Mr. Kneerr. I think I would have to answer yes, there are those
turf battles. I think any time you have dollars available to—that
are going to a State, and no matter whether it is through the De-
partment of Social Services, through the Education Department,
through whatever, there are numerous entities in every State that
those dollars eventually float, and all those entities are going to
compete and try and deliver the best services.
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In some respects, that is not bad. In some respects, the corapeti-
tion of that makes it a stronger program. It is only when tliat com-
petition is unfair or when it seems to detract from the bas’c intent
of the law that something should be done about it.

I think the testimony you heard today is not that people ure
saying we ought to avoid all the competition and not have that
type of thing, but we should probably look toward the settir.x of a
mechanism so we clearly serve the client in the most effectivi- way
and a fair way. I think the confusing definitions and the confusing
cox:iflicting statements in the Jaw makes that sometimes impossible
to do.

Mr. MARTINEZ. So, here again, by a program of education maybe
through the Departmant of Labor down onto the Governors, this
would be the best avenue we could use right now?

Mr. KiLBERT. I think so.

Mr. MARTINEzZ. I want to thank you very much. We are getting to
be real friends. I think this is about the third or fourth time you
have testified before this committee.

Mr. KiLBerT. I think so, but each time in a different capacity.

Mr. MARTINEzZ. That is right, and I have noticed that, too. You
wear several different hats.

Mr. KiLBERT. Thank you, sir.

Mr. MarTiINEZ. We thank you very much for being here and
coming all the way from California.

Ms. Ford, we thank you for coming down from Michigan.

Ms. Forp. Thank you.

Mr. MArRTINEZ. We appreciate your testimony here today.

With that, we will be adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 3:26 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.]
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