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\ ‘.1.“‘ e
INTRODUCTION g '
/
In Decemben 1974, the NLC and USCM produced a report for the -

National Advisory Counc11 on: Vocational Education entitled the

"The Impact ‘of CETA on Institutional Vocational Education, based on

R )

:,.<f - Th communications between states and ‘Tocal prime sponsors.

‘that” study concluded that during that first yea

CETA's first year in operation. The issue of cooperative efforts *
hetween'CETA~prime sponsors and the vocational education system was

new and relatively untalked about at that timei‘ The findings of“ S
eal of CETA 1mp1ementa— o ,.

" tion: . _ ' - ‘

- CETA was not'significantly 1mpacting-on institutional voca-

tional. education, at best the system was merely be1ng main-

-

~ tained as 1t existed tnder MDTA -and EOA. }
- There existed a great dea] of confusion and lack of under- |
. standing among local prime sponsors abdut the system of 1nst1—'
. tu 1ona1 vocational education‘due to the lack of d1r§ot in- ’ LI

-

vo vement»prior to CETA.
needed for CETA to 1mpact posftively on th‘,prﬁ/dsion o# ) : )
) 1nst1tutiona1 vocatiohal educatiod was 1nadequate ‘
- CETA Title I money was not be1ng used to any large extent to . | Cy
increase the training being provided,at existing vooational
education institutions. | . -
- The system of negotiating non-financial agreements with the

state for the provision of vocational education training and ,
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services*through the use of'the five percent suopJemental

vocational education funds often did -not tatford local prime

sponsors adequate flexibility.

.. - The CETA rules.and regulations were yague_regarding alioca- Y
tion of the five percent supplemental vocational education

i . P ) LN
funds W1thfn the states ‘ ¥

5*;"7. - F;?he confus1on, complex1ty, and restriction of local prime
| sponsor flex1b111ty had resulted in f-ustration among/hany
local‘pr1me'sponsors wh1ch made 1t difficult for. the five .-
upercent supplemental vocational edueatdon funds to impact in .

-~ - . . -

‘ locdl jurisdictions.

)

o The issue of CETA/vocat1ona1 educat1on cooperat1on has become
‘ s

a'popular one since our initial study. Meet1ngs panel discuss1ons,

_ and training' sessions have taken plaoe These have been he]pful in

“:_br1ngﬁhg together those concerned with both the CETA and vocat1ona}‘

,:educat1on system and giving them a forum for 1ann1ng philosophies

“and exchang1ng thoughts. '

) Based on the findings of our initial study and‘the g}owing
. _ _ B .
popularity'of the issue, the Nationa] Advisory Council on Vocational
Education again contraEted with NLC and USCM tofheexamine the situa-
tion,in FY 1976 andipublish an;updated report on CETA's second year
of implementation. Data were collected from responses to a survey
which was mailed to prime sponsors'at the end of December, 1975 (see

Appendix II for copy of survey document). The JOO pr1me sponsors who

< ~ were queried in the original study were contacted again and asked to /ﬁ

R
- ——



part1cipate in thi! update. Seventy-four pertent responded (see |
Appe"din I1 for list of bespondents) OQut of the 74 respondents 43
_are members of a consortium arrangement Because NLC and USCM
constituents are Mayors and municipalities each of the prime spon-
sors selected for inclusion in this study is either an indrv1dua1
" city prime sp0n§or or a member of a ;onsortium arrangement with a
princ1pa1 city included K:\the multi jurisdictional arrangement

From those responses, fro conversations, and from meetings with

©
A

some of the actors involved in the.CETA process,we have put together ;f Q; -
this documerit. Some of the conc]us1ons arrived at from ana1y21ng |
" responses are as follows ) _,) , _

d - Over 50 percent of the prime sponsors included in tﬁis study ) ' ;
Jreported more effective working rélationships w1th’the1r
respective vocational education communities in FY 1976. J aﬁ .

- Improved working relationships generally did not result :;\\

. increased CETA Title I fund1ng of. institutional _vocatjonal &

N

education~,. ~__ ,

- The allpwable uses™of the fivewpercent vocational education : f;i A
funds still are causing problems between prime’ sponsors and *
vocational educators in-megotiating non- financial— agreements‘

- Differences in philosophy and the continuation of turf prptec- ;t~ 3
tion are the largest coordin%tion problems that exist at the |
Tocal 1EVe1 between the vocational education system and the
CETA system ’Nl_,

- The main local ing
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. the vocational educatiénicommun1ty and ‘CETA prime sponsors 1s
~ "CETA money." ) | |
~ Prior to- CETA, ?ocaﬁ'efected officials had no part to play
in the vocational education system However, CETAMhas provided
- a role to 1pcal e1ected officials 1n that they. as prime sponsors,
must determine whether or not to fund vocational education activities
out of thelr bas1c T1t1e I grants. ‘\\ o |
In add1t1on. each pr1me sponsor rece1ves a share of a f1ve-
/,/" percent supplemental vocational education appropr1at1on that 1s
, part of a spec1a1 grant to Governors to prov1de vocat1ona1 educat1on
tra1n1ng and services to~pr1me sponsors in each state. Upon”
notification of the'funds'ava11ab1e to a state, the Governor 1s
requ1red to inform the state vocational educat1on departmen% and each

’

prime sponsor of the amount of funds ‘to be spent in their: respect1ve
)

plann1ng area. Each prime sponsor then must plan for the expend1ture
of 1ts local share of f1v;\percent-funds and negot1ate a non-financial
agreement with the state fﬁrfthe delivery of training and serv1ces

»

x

The final agreement,1s termt:/pon -financial because pr1me sponsors
i

ﬁ;io not physically receive their share of the funds; the state 1tse1f

contracts for the train1ng and serv1ces negot1ated in the agreement

D
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'collect the necessary data for a comoirat1Ve analysis of the number

°inc1uoed prime

RN ' -

. "RATIONALE OF THE SURVEY DESIGN L

';;f The'sqrvey document used to collect data for tb{s report was

designed-as a tool for updating The Impact of CETA on Institutiona1~

‘"Vocational Education. Because the:issue of CETA/vocational educa-

tion coordination isgsuch a key one, some of the- questions on ‘the

survey were designed to determine if progress is being made in that . -

area. The following is a section by section explanation of the con-

struction of the survey.

* Section I of the survey document simply asks'prine sponsors. to

identify themselves and to indicate_whether or.not tney'are members

- ’ - R *
of a consort1um arrangement ’

“( Section II is concerned w1th bas1c program administration.. The
que§t1ons are structured to exam1ne the amount of funds ava11ab1e to
Kl .

/\
the “CETA prime sponsors included in this Ytudy for 1nst1tut1ona1

vocat1ona1 educdtion and to exannne state administration of the f1ve

4percent vocat1Qﬁk1 educat1on funds. Also, questions were 1nc1uded to

.

. of slots and eyro]lees funded by CETA in both FY 1975 and FY 1976.

The issue, of adm1n1strat1ve costs was found to be very controversial

.in FY 1976 Th1s section aga1n looks at that 1sshe and d1scusses it /V

from \n updated. perspectwe S R} { g
Section III of the survey document is entitled "Program Opera-

N -
tions."

vocation 1 education offerings funded througn_CETA-in'each of the

<

Vo R A

Its_purpos * was to collect information on the substance of% |

nsor jurisdictions. , Also, this-sectjon was used to.

Q“\



. ‘ t v
prepare a eomparative‘ana1ysis of which institutions are providing
CETA-funded classroom training in FY 1976 as compared with FY.1975.
The last sectiohlof.the survey deals with the issue of program
coordinationﬁ_'Questione are structured to determfne whether working‘
- relationships between CETA prime sponsors and those institutiofis.
that provide vocational education had become more effective, less
=y effective, or had remain} the same in FY 1976 as compared with FY
| ’197§K Prime sponsors were asked to indicate 1ncent1ves app11ed
Jocally to 1mJ;ove coordination They also were asked to 1dent1fy

specific problems that make coordination with the vocational educa-

. }1on community a complexity. ' _ ;>
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ANALYSIS

‘Af Introduction
FY 1976 braught w1th 1t a new level of awareness and sophistica-

t1on to a]l those involved in the CETA process and to all those who

wished to p1ay a part 1n the CETA proces$. CETA has become to many

a 1arge resource that should solve a host of prob]ems created by an

economy in ‘trouble. Prime sponsors have had to choose pr1or1t1es as .

theycrelate to human need. The<Joxury of.a s]ow(maturatjon process
;wathot»afforded to CETA prime sponsors. ’Unemployment rates soared
‘and people needéd jobs.and job skills: quickly. In that climate of (>
crisis, talk of cooperative efforts between CETA andpvocatioﬁél edy-
catioh grew. It seehed, ond still seems 1ogfca1jthat in times of n
oreat human need, forces should be joihed to solve comhon problems.
. There is evidencg in the‘respoﬁses received‘from prfhe sponsors that
relationships in many 1nstances have. 1mproved and 1n almost all N
instances have at least not deter1orateo_*ﬁh19h‘Th 1tse1f is worthy
of ment1on in hard pressed ecanomic t1mes However, 1t was dis- -
covered in tabulating data that 1mproved relationships dB not néces-
sar11y resu]t in 1ncreased fund1ng of 1nst1tut1oqs providing’ c]ass-
room training. Proper coord1nat1on, however, can kae for a harmo-
nious local.situation and alleviation of duplication of efforts The
cooperat1on issue has ga1ned recogn1tuﬁL but desp1te the 1ncreas1ng

rhetoric around the issue of coord1nat1nq CETA and vocat1ona1 educa-

tion act1y1t1es and despite the efforts of those.individuals.involved

A 11




'correct1ve action at the federal and Tlocal 1eve1

1n p1ann1ng and operating sk111 tra1n1qg~Programs, there are a

;number of problems which must be solved before a me1d1ng of activi-
& s can_be truly successful. Some of .the problems, of course, are-

easier than Qthers to solve. Some must be so]vedat\theiiederaT

. Tk _ . .
level, others at the local level, and still others througk joint

Beg1nn1ng at the federa] leyel,’ there is a deep seated problem

“in tha£ insufficient coordination has existed between the Department

of Health, Education,and Welfdre (HEW) and the Department of "Labor
Attempts to rhso]#e,this problem are taking place, but the jssue «of
turf protegtion'is as real at the federal 1eve1'as it is at the local

level. A memorandum of understand1ng has ‘been s1gned by the Secre-

"taries of both agencies. HEW has established 1ts own CETA office

at the nat1ona1 level to ook 1nto the coord1mat1on issue. St111
+

the vocational educat1on system throughout the country is p1an d and

operated by a vast' number of peop]e who lack. knowledge of the CE A

Rz

Taw. State vocational educat1on d1rectors have 1earned what CETA is

<all about, but there are far too many at the local level who are -

Ry
st111 uneducated in the work1ngs of CETA It is the responsibility

of HEW at the national.and regional 1eve1 to make sure that th1§ edu-

catlon does not stop at the state director level, but’ f11ters,down to

those: in the 1dca] educat1on agenc1es so that the vocat1ona1 education .

system cgn become more respons1ve to the needs of CETA clients.

Vocat1ona1 education is a ‘state program while.CETA is a local

>

program. They both 0perate on, d1fferent p]ann1ng\eyc1es, have

Q

-
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— ‘be placed in .a job Nhen unevgp]c%ueon/t rates ar'e h1gh the pressur'e ‘

- ., - A
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drfferent\ repor\tmg r'equn'ements, and’ often ﬁ‘se d1ffer1hg data_ I
sour'ces ThezJ pr‘651~em‘s a]sQ must be so]ved at the {edera'l Tevel. - > i

Losa] e]ec&ed off1c1a}sA’r‘e her\pohﬁcaUy am:ountable for L f[; .
’the successaé{ the C&TA pr: g‘\r‘ m 1n the1r own Jur1sd1ct1ons That ~ve L -
e.means that ,fhe unempwyed &‘t be prthded mth ngs and th% .. - /

.skﬂ]edzunemp]oyed must be prov1ded w1th the necessary fra1n1pg/to

% embloy th%nemployed is great and often mora of“ a pr1or1ty than .

Ao

'skﬂ] t?"’ammg r‘egard]ess of what the- 1ong r'ange 1mp11cat1ons are.

T That fact mgang that v5cat1ona1 education.- 1nst1tut1ons must Strive to

'attr'act more CETA glients- anid more CETA fundmg by mak1ng what they

-

;f
" have to qffer more re]evant to CETA chents and to the labor market

Another@emous prob]ém is that many vocat1ona1 ed tor's are
havmg 4d1ff1cu1ty 1n "unlearning MDT* . Under' the Manpowéer Develop-

. ment and Tr‘a1n1gg Act, 1nst1tut1ona1 skﬂl tra1n1ng was a categor'ical

o program whereby money was channe]e?from the Qepartment of Labor '

-
directly 1nto the vocational educat1§1’ system to operate 1nst1tut10na1

~\
o

skill training. N1th the advent of CETA that categor‘1ca1 pr'ogr'am %,

ended, which led to manﬁhastances of r'esentment and turf protect1on—’ T A
One pr'1,me sponsor inditated on its survey that it had- "d1ff1cu1ty in

,conv1nc1ng ]oca] edujtwgofﬁma]s thét it refusedato use CETA funds T .
.to subs1d1ze vocat1on‘€1 education act1v1!1es, but fnstead would use CETA
to tr\am the peop]e jost in need." That response points out.another

important issue. Both systems seek to train those j d, but they
o . ‘ - : Vi . -

¢
e ¥
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'-econom1caj\x,d1sadvantaged’than vocat1onal eduéat1on c{spnts and,

"therefore,must~be fyBs1d1zed through st1pends Vocat1ana1 educat1oéﬁ

dn a broad array .of su Jects over a much longer per1od of time than

both’ havg differﬁng phi]osophiés CETA‘611ents are genera]]y more ..

[

S

I -~

legns]at1on defines d1sadvantaged tokﬁnclude educat1ona1 and cu1»

~ N ‘

tura] def1f1enc1es as we11 as eqpnomac and,thereﬁBre,ﬁts c]?ents ] -

30ftgn(do.not need f1nanC1aT ass1stance Vocat19na1 educat1on takes' ;

& N
1ace 1n an vn§t1tut1ona1 sett1ng and str1ves to E:a)h part1c1pants '

. @
CETA tra1n1ng programs ’ Pn1me sponsors emphas1s is to prQV1de job -
tra1n1ng to econom1ca11y d1sadvantaged, unemp]oyed and underemp1oyed
CETA ‘training programs %}e more direct in terms of sk111 training’ as

we]f as‘shonter in duration because Tt is the philosophy of CETA,

.both in dintent and in spirit, that the unemployed are not interestad

in learning about citizenship, but . are interested in getting a job
as quickly as possible. Therefore, prime sponsors ugb,a variefy of
‘—instructors to meet th.enegds of their clients. T_he\gET; philosophy
calls for training programs td be.flexible, and open efitry/open exit

o -
in order to produce large numbers of job-ready clients. Instructors.

may be welders or mechan1cs and need not be certified teachérs

This d1fference in ph1losophy is of major s1gn1f1cance and must be
reconc11ed before_coord;natTOn can take place. Prime sponsors w111
not use large sumy/nf Title I money to buy 1nto 1nst1tut1ona1 traifing

programs if vocat1ona1 educat1on is not ready to mag; 1abor market

nnds and the needs of CETA c11enh‘l : » . '
N ”14 -
- “- 10 - {



/8. Program Adm1n1strat1on L 2 S - "

e

R
. Under th1s s;ctwn of the survey document, questwns w”er'e
) structwed to examme the amoun\ﬁ funds ava1lab1e for ﬁshtu-
~' : S
L tional skill trammg, numbers ‘of 'slatstand enro]kees ;iﬁd other

\)‘/‘ ‘ -/ 4. : K

,,adm1mstrat1ve functwns. % X ,;/ C T
. . ) = e, B , .

< .o ) lhor:dertoensurethat the readerfullyurﬂ s the terminology

<

f - used in the following pages, a \_/ue\f expla%tlon of comnonly used

4
Sy e

terms appears below- . - o .
MIIEA and EOA - Manpower Developnent andfTram:Lng Act of 1962 '
;2; and the Economic. Opportunlty Act of 196f. These
, two pleces of leglslatlon were the forerunnexs o 7\;
CETA Under MUI!A and EOA, categoncal grants werg
awa.;ded to varlous local agencies for the proV151on
“of™ manpcmer serszces. ’ o~ N
' CETA - Ccrrprehensive E!rployment q;q\'l‘rammg Act of 1973
'\ _ 'IhepurposeoftheActlsto"pmdejobtrammg .
o and enployment opportunities for the econmucally “ ’

i . g . diﬁadsgmtaged, unemployed, and mxderetrployed persor{‘s,@‘

' : \ and -to assure that training and other services lead
e . . ' .« - |
' _ to maximm employment opportunities and enhance '5\
. ‘ ’ .
L self sufficiency." - ’ N
/
1’}

* Quoted definitions have béen extracted from the CETA rules and

regulations, U. S. Department of Labor, June-25,-1976. - - AR S
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,nﬁ “‘ .
Pr:me Sponsor— A um.t of goverMent, catbmatlons of units of ,
{

-

. : ' ‘ ’ govermnent, or a mral Ooncentrated Errployment Program o

grantee .. whlch has entered—:mto a grant with v_
k - * t{e. Depart:rent of Iabor to provide cauprehensﬂre
ma.npmerservmesurﬂer'rltleIofCEm

-9

. = "Estahlishes a@rogran to pmde’: carprehéﬁsive
r services throuqhout ‘the nation mcludJ.ng
the deve]:ogrent and creatlcx\'of ]ob Jpportmltles,
] :arﬁ the a:.n:uig. e;;hx:“tl)tm and other services ) ’1
< needed to enab'le mﬂivmuals to' sécure and retam

erpl t at theﬂ: maxumm capacity." -

Econanlcally - person who is a. W of a family which:. -
Dlsadvantaged o~ ‘ '
e ' ' 1) recgives cash{(velfare paynents, or 2) has a

I

total annual income for the 12 months prlor to

application, in relation to --g: , feize, that .

' : ' vi C does not exceed the\poverty l Metermined in
’ ) >
/accondance with crlterla establlshed by the Office -~ |
“of Nhnagement and Budget." . )

. \
Five Percent - "Five percent of the funds available under Title I

Funds _
0 of the Act (CETA) shallbeallocatedtothe
. Governors of the states to provide needed vocatienal
, ‘ education and services for ppime sponsors’' through
o r . State Vocational Education Boards."

<12 -




» o o . . ,
Flnanc1al-' A f1nanc1al, statlstlcal, and ‘narrative plan
;xments
developed by the prlme qunsor 1n conjunctlon with

‘the State Vocational Educatlon Board for the \ <\
f expenditure of the five pe;cent funds by the . . ’
Vbcatlonal Educatlon Board in- the pr1me sponsor s .
< 0 area The plan must‘be signed by both the prime-

, State Vbcatlomal Educatlon Qoard.
s v

<@ .
t fumds are actually passeéfthxough to prime’ sponsors

ol . : Cw aE
1. TSta Adm1n1strat1on of the Five Percent Vocational
Edu ation Funds

L/ |
Funds under Section 112 of Title 1 in the CETA 1aw arg desig—KT\&f“~\\>

I

nated to be used: "for prov1d1ng vocatJonal educat1on serv1ces to
f

part1c1pants in programs under th1s title in accordaqce w1th an

"agreement_between the state vocat1ona1 educat1on board and the primé\

-

.'sponsor " In add1t1on the pr1me sponsors can obligate as much of
their Title I grants to vocat1ona1 education as is their desire. &
: Basic Title I grant funds flow directly from‘the Department of Labor
to the prime'sponsor: The following7chart'represents the CETA fund-
"ing process for Titles l; I1, anq;VI (Title II is the Public Employ-
ment Program-element of CETA"and Title VI creates the Emergency Jobs
Program). In addition, the‘funding process for Section 112 (five

percent vocationql education funds) of CETA is diagramed on the

next page. ‘ - ‘ ) —~

13-
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" CETA FUNDING PROCESS*
Lo N
: ]
. 8 . L ) . ) X -
CETA Funding Process , : o ‘ L e v ) ,
' Co ‘ | Departient of-Labor ‘ - - R
‘1. Tidesl, W, VI, — - BRI ,
. v A . . . State Education-
c Agency .
‘Z%‘r D may provide
/“‘ < .‘ ';/..':0.:' . . A 2 |
B :.:‘:' ] I,COO
Ty ﬁ‘%y- «\?‘ °°°:‘ . - CETAPrime Sponsor directly
JE% bl ”Q@\j/ N { ¢
“'L " N ’ ) s’dbgran‘..’ //‘/ : . . , ’ ¢ . Loca' Educ.“on
7~ | - subcontiagtors e ,‘_‘__._ﬂ!'!éf_“!_c.'.‘_'i'..________;___._ Agency
R (it uthlized) . o - - .
T e ST
' ’ .. ‘ : ‘. ' [ ' L2 ’ [y !
. x . 4 . -
2. Section 112—5% funds. A Department of Latior . : . N
. . @ - ] ‘ v . -— - .
. . L S ‘I’ - s !
e ‘- ’ o Governor .~ - .
T £ , . datermines sub- et
, . " state aliocation . .
. for Prlmo Spomors T i “
| CETA N Nogolintnnon-ﬁnqpchl agroomot?l « 3;‘:; d
H g:::,.”, i for >¢ sach Prima Sponsor allocation B S 7| Agency !
- may provide
sorvices
N , Y . directly
N <
’ >
- : Local .
{ subgrantees Education’
' subcontractors { & - Agencies
/ (if present) - : » | (LEA) A ‘ ‘
" F ) . .. e oprovides . - R
’ ' " services . <
o ' \‘ ¢
g *ﬁl' S. Department of Health, Educati on, and Welfare, Office of
P ‘Manpower, Education and CETA (Nashington, D. C.: Gover‘nment I
{rmtmg Office, 1976, p. 15. ) - ‘
W : SR W .
- ]4‘ - : } 4 ; ‘
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k The def1n1t1on of the purpose of Section 2 monfEEThas been

-
>

the cause of prob]ems in some Jur1sd1ct1ons because some vocat1ona1 »

r’

educators and prime sponsors have had d1ff1cu1ty in com1ng to an

N\
agreement on how ‘these funds should be spent * The FY 1977 rul 5,
. andregul t1ons (Sect1on 95. 56(2)(1)) spqufy allowable vocatipnal %&\

education *ervices which maj{ﬁe prov1de%,by staﬁe vocat1ona1 e

cation boards (as agreed‘upon w1th the prime:s : sor) w1th the five

A
<

percent funds as 1nc1ud1ng, but pot 11m1t to,bas1c 'or genexral y

ueducat1on educat1ona1 programs conducted for offenders, 1nstftu--_'
, 3

t1ona1 tra1n1ng, and support1ve s%rv1ces . In add1t1on,,§ect1on o

£ 95.34(c) specifies th_ "a]]owances sha11 be pa1d tprparticipants X

uforftime spent in'c esroom tra1n1ng Many vocat1ohaT educators
..‘_.obJect to the payment of allowances to part1c1pants out of the five - *
_p cent funds even though they ‘are c1ear1y allowable a’der t\a .
_ru]es and regulagsons Ih1s.has been- the source of one problem in '

negot1at1ng non f1nanc1a1 agreements. Another potentéa]'trouble,SpQ‘

was .created in the fo]]ow1ng excerpt from the FY 1977 rules and

S

‘regu]at1ons e i I
B Section 95 58(2)(1) A e \\...

) . CIf, w1thhn 90 days after notification of
- . : ava11ab1e funds for the-area has been pro- T '

R “vided, the prime sponsor and the Board are - R
'%& _'unable to reach an agreement, the Governor® P W
~ ., - - shall mediate the| dispute, with the intent K~

of insuring that Fh local vocat1ona1 educa- -
tion needs of the prime sponsor's area are¥
- met.- The- Governor retains thg authority - v o
. to determ1ne, 1n/consu1tat1on with the prime’ v
. sponsar, the purposes for which thes funds _ ‘ £
should be used If mediation by th Governor
'j}! . ?
315 - "
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' Governor is an 1nterested party. in the negotiations Also, it has

.
& - <
v

- does not result in a solution aeceptable to

both parties . . . the Governdt may then : s
redistribute the funds to another prime o
sponsor area. . ¢ -

The National League pf Cities and the U S. Copferen}e f
Mayors protested the. above paragraph When similar langu}?e a
,’ . J
in the draft regulations There is concern over this p oV151on

because 1t allow? the Governor to

-

diate dispuk even ‘though th

the effect 'of penalizing local ci 1zens by denying services as
intended by the five percent vocational education funds. It also

diminishes prime sponsor’ flex1b11ity A ba51c premise ovaETA is
W’/’-’:/- 9. "/"”

thaé local needs can be detérmined best at the loca

N . WL B ' -
above paragraph is in d1rec p051tion to thé@@éoétj} kg2 gt éﬁ
r’)‘( ) l/ //’ o % ; // )
The: foliow1n\\Js\§~br1ef description of :Savannahi -Gé g 7

R T L :
(experiences 1n negotiating for*vocational educatioﬁfactivities \\\\_

for the use of the five percent funds Surfaoe prqblems were ~7

' soTved “but Savannah noted that thﬁre are long g%anding philosophical. .
differences that make a, truly cogrdinated sXstem of prov1d1ng vocational

: education and CETﬁ services a difficult taskr

ared TN

.d,/"\.-f‘
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e ( \ SAVA)*NA'H, GEORGIA. ' j | S

b Through the use of five parﬁent vdﬁgtional education funds,

/

. 1~_270 CETA clients are‘be1ng placed as individual neferrals into class- X
, rolom tra1n1ng‘at the %avannaﬁ Vocational Techaca] Schoo] (88ere 1s -
{ ; no skill center in Savannah).lThe prime sponsor is not - f‘ .
ﬁ\‘using eny'Title I.dollars for’additiona] classroom training at theT "' \ 5
-vocational technica] schﬁﬁ] (the local Opportunities Industr1a1 tion Centgr ¥
o /e ¥

is ngceiving some T1t1e 1 fund1ng\for att1tud1na1 and¢m0t1vationa1 training.).
o

‘Eare serv1ces for

&

v+ Title Dfunds are being used for allowances and child

+ enrollees in the vocatqonzi;tf::pncal {nst]tute. Dur1ng the process

nancial.agreement the S nformed
J

Savannah that no five percent funds cou]d be use%zﬁ;;\allowanpes or
any other support1ve services even. though the Dep rtment‘Q\&Labor has "

4 of negot1at1ng its local

1nd1cated that 1t 1s acceptab]e to pay a]]owiﬁbes éﬂt of five percent<=r o
' funds T, (};; ' ~:\ : 3 ¥ T
Vo The sgate restr1§ted the use of fixexpeno;

\ Y . - .
t1on (funds q]so were _Ledﬁto’hire a CETA -

o~

supp11es, anF admjni

24

cobrd1natq//w1th12 the vocationa] education gy;?

for use wnt>1n its own system. : ?L;?
A d1§R§:e arose between the vocat1ona1 tec%_ cal school and the prime'y

sponsor shortly after CETA's implementation.

classes ner yeer were funded at the school,

~ cooking "class graduates were put to work 1ntermijﬂ 'o

21
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» .cafeteriés, but only as 1abor,shortdges arose. In addition, they were -

being paid onlywthe minimum wage which was $2,00 an hour at that time.
1 Y-
The prime sponsor resented this treatment of enrollees

"y particularly since thex__ere paying $2. 1 an hour to cljents 51mp1y

w

d8ring the training process. Re]ations sunk to a 1ow Qgint when the prime
sponsor insisted in cutting 0ut the cooking courses. However, WTth
additionai\five percent funds resulting from the alleviation of e p
cooking courses, more enro]]ees wére served in FY 1976 thah in FY 1975.

Savannah's problems were main]y with the vocational education

-system at the Jocal,rather than state level (the main problem with the

N E e y ..

state Was the restriction on using\fixeb::;;;nt'fUNdS for supportive :
& .
servicess -Relations are now more harm s, but a completely coordi- .

~nated system will be.difficult to achieve because.of philosophical

g o

' difzyrencef as well as deep-seated turf protection. The prime sgonsor

indicated- that th largest phi]osophica] difference is that véc___onai
,educators-conside their responsibilities to clients endedﬁupon ‘"'““\i>
completion of training whi]e‘the prime sponsor matntains that job
placement at the end of training is crucf@*fto meetin€~£kajheeds of
enrollees.”” In additi n, the prime sponsor indicated that vocationa]

e
'educators are stilltsuspicious of prime sponsors and the whole CETA

system. ' ‘ ‘ e ' '
. - A : L . ‘Z /
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Distributiqn of the five percent funds amorg *ﬁé prime sponsors

2
.Jn each state is purely.a state function w1th no particuiar formuia

in the CETA rules and‘£eguiations to assure equity. Despite “%he . .
C : s
_ problems indicated by prime sponsors with the state handiing of/Ehe

TS |

five percent'fdpds, response to the question &sking prime sponsors:

: :wwhether or not they were satisfied w1th the non-financial agreementS'"’

negotiated w1th “their state was favorable Sixty-four prime sponsors .

I

1" indicated that they were satisfﬁed with their non-financial agreements,

. whiie oniy eight responded that they were not satisfied Reasons for

' dissatisfaction were: high administrative costsi\:;fficulty in moni-"

foring negotiated act1v1t1es,-é§t1tudes of vocatiohal educatibn insti-‘

h
tutions, which feel that five percent funds belong to them. and

generai bad faith bargaining. In our study of the FY 1975 situation,

. 44 prime sponsors were satisfied, seven were not, and eight did not

respond. This would indicate a somewhat improved level of satisfaction
. /.\ . . 4 ’ . 'v.

in FY,1976.

andther question, prime sponsors were asked for the'amount of
their Title|I allocatiof as well as their state's share and what per-

o r 4
centage of th '_ stat S totai share was allocated for use in their

jurisdictions. In response to that question, several prime sponsors

indicated that they were unhappy with the state's distribution ofl
the five percent funds. For exampie,fPhiTadeiphia indicated that

. [ § 3
‘the state of Pennsylvania changed ‘the distribution formula from

last year, which resulted in decreasing the share of five percent

== funds - going tothe” two'maJor c1t1es {PhiTadelphia and Piftsbﬁrgﬁff‘““;‘;*“

23
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As in XY 1975, New ork C1t ece1ved the 1ar est amount of
y — 'F\ dork City.r g

both‘ itle I gnd five percent funds in F¥ 1976 However, @he Balti-

,more Maryland consort1um (cons1sting of the city of Ba1t1moreﬁand five.
\

sUrrOund1ng count1es) rece1ved th\\ﬂargest percentage share of the

f1ve percent CETA vocat1ona] educat1on fundspﬂya11ab1e 1p each state

" In contrast, Fort Wayne, Ind1ana, received the smallést share of

‘et

. Title I funds, while the sma11est amount of five percent’funds;was

. recei;ed by.Duluth\ Minnesgta/ érie, Pennsylvania got the s%allest |
percentages, rece1v1ng only one percent of Pennsylvan;a’s share_of, -
f1ve percent funds The variance is great in each state, be\aﬁgi each r
state é@term1nes its own fOrmula. Language, however, has been added
to the FY 1977 CETA ru]ejuand regu1at1ons requiring states to

notify prime sponsors'of the methodology used in distributing the five

percent funds. The mos t* common distribution formulas are as follows; -
o N : .

1) based on unemp]oyment and census data;

2) based on the %‘oportion of Title I funds each prime
sponsor had within the state; ’

3) a straight five percent of each prime sp6nsor's share
of Title I money;dand

-4) combination of methodologies.

The complaint is still voiced among.prime sponsors that by giv- _ =
ing statEs control over the distribution.of those funds, the five (“,‘
percent funds go against the intent of CETA which is local flexibil-
ity. . Pr1me sponsors often indicate that if that system must be | ‘.

| ma1nta1ned a fa1r and equitab]e distribution formula shoulgwbecome

part of the CETA rules and regulations.
| - 24
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A “-An isSUe of'majog-significance wnen discussing the‘staté's role
is the issue of administrative costs: fwhen the administrative costs .
x@?;issue was examined in the FY 1976 stuoy; it was'discovereo o be one
. of the most efplosive ano confusing of prob]emsth\prime“sponsors.
p - The regulations;are\]ittle,changeg in FY 1977 on tne subje—j of admin- .
1strat1veicosts The confusing‘ﬁspects have .dot been clarified. One
new d1m4n51on however, is that in Se 9é$§2(A)(4) tates now are

ifé to provide an exp]anation 1n their vocati:nay: ducatien |
hich exceed 20

reg

erv1ces program narrative of administrative cost

percent.

Pertaining to the five percent vocational edication funds, the

FY 1977 CETA ru]es and regulations address the adm nistrative costs :
issue as foﬂ]ows.

Section 98:12 (f)(6) T ‘ .-

Administrative costs shall ~ be Timited to those
necessary to effectively operate the program.
They shall not exceed 20 percent of the total
planned costs for all program activitiés other
than public service employment unless the
Program Narrative Description-under Section
195 14(b)(2)(i) sets forth an explanation of how
all Administration' costs have been determined
. and a detailed documentatYon to support that
; amount. The restriction on the use of Ffunds for
administration in public service employment
. programs is set forth in Section 96.36 =
o (Sec 108(d)(2) : o

_ It was unc1ear at the time of the. 1n1t1a1 study whether or not
‘the 20 percent ceiling meant that a state could take-20 percent of
each prime sponsor's share or whetner it applied to the overall
;state a1]ocation.amrta1§owwascdiscoveregﬁthat,manyfprjmepsponsorsﬂhs”
hao~no idea of what percentage their respective states used for

administration. The FY 1977 rules and regulations do not specifis

-21- . ' -
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cally.-resolve the above issues. However, the 1nterpretation of

Department of Labor off1c1als is that the- 20 percent 11m1tation is -

~r ™

“an overa state 11m1tation - , o y}

" There aiso has been a prob]em 1n defining what' is aliowabie under%

-
-~

' administrative costs Some want strictvdefinitions, others want e

definitions to be 11beralized The FY 1977 ru]es and reguiations

g

, maintain that administrative. costs are as foilows
) 3 Rl Sec. 98 12(e)(6) ot
0 . ‘>
Administration costs shaT] consist of a11 indirect
. ' -and direct costs associated with the management N,
el L . of the grant. Such costs are those.which do not W
S - Jdirectly and immediately benefit participants
E *but are necessary for effective ‘delivery.cof" |
‘direct participant benefits. These costs are. E
generally-identified with supervision, and
mafagement, fiscal and record Keeping systems .0
LExampies of administrative costs are ‘cited in Section 98 12(f)(6) )

—~ ‘(1ﬁ1): As such administration costs may 1nciude.

..all costs of c1er1ca1 personne]. materid
: , suppiies equipment, space, utilities, and.
ST 1 travel which are identifiable with these direct
o e s program administratfen positions shall be
~ ‘ o charged to administration. Some examples of
. administrative costs are-the sa1ary of a-
" . clerical assistant to a supervisor, that part
: of an instructor's salary representing time
spent supervising other instructors, desk top
supplies used by supervisors and in general
office administration, rent, depreciation or
maintenance of non- c1assroom space, staff
) : training, consultants services under contract..
T not involving direct training or services to’
participants, ohe

T

Many vocationai educators at the local institution Tevel have taken

- ﬁé 1ssue w1th what is aiiowabie under the category' of administrative

[t

costs. They argue that many costs-charged -to administration are-in.
¥ fact training costs because they are_necessary for 'the training of
26 -
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clients. .Ifﬂthe”definftion were changed, the 20 percent limitation L
: _ S

wou1d§not be.as—dfffthit‘to cope with< Ma prdme sponsors feel,

. ' ey . N L
however, that if it were-]ﬁbera]iiéd the enti jve percent grant
wou]d in effect wou}d be spent .0Q adm1n1strat1on rather than on c11ent

Yoo v
training. The result of this d1sagreement at times has/ been the

4

cause of negot1at1on d1ff1cu1t1es and”bad‘fa1th bargaining.

JIn the survey document, prime sponsors were asked for the per-

~centage of f1ve percent funds that their respective states used for

state adm1n1strat1on Twenty prime sponsorspe1ther did not know or

.
\

did not respond to the quest1on. In compar1son, 25 pr1me

sponsors d1d not know how much of the f1ve percent funds” went to
state administration in the FY 1975 study ‘ - Al prime’ sponsors
';fshould know the answer to that question becausetjt has some"bearing
'_on.hon much of the‘total state allotment remains to be used forf i
1oca1 administration An average of 11 42 percent of the five per-

| cent funds were spent by the states of the 54 respond1ng prime
spohsors on adm1n1strat1on Because of the overall 20 percent limi-
tat1on on adm1n1strat1ve costs for the ept1re state- allotment, an

average of on]y 8.58 percent rema1ned to be spent for local adminis-

trat1on 1n the respondents states.

.23



: t1me, however, 1t must be stated that however small the>1ncrease

~ T B

.2. Prime Sponsor Administration

In question number, 16 of the survey, prfme §ponsors4werei?
asked if they were using Title I funds in addition to five percent
funds for vocational education training or for suoportive services
to vocoi}ona]beduoation enro]]ees.A'Once again fhe response to this

. question shows no real change'from the-original study which also
asked that question 'of prime sponsors. /{n FY 1975, 58 out of 59
prime sponsors were committing Tit]e‘l funds to'the support of a
uocationaT education effort In FY 1976 71 prime sponsors out of
.w_the 74fwho responded were using Title I funds Prime sponsors were
" not asked for the do]]ar‘amount-of Title I,funds committeo in FY '
1976 as they-were in FY 1975. The reason for this deletion is that
inflotjon in most cases was the cause for’any increases in Tit]e I
'funding:and usually not greater commitment. Instead,.prime sponsors
were asked for a compar1son in the number of slq$s.created and
enrollees served in both years. By do1ng so, it was substantiated
that re1at1ve1y sma11 changes had occurred (see page 25) At this

t

in slots and enro]]ees from FY 1975 to FY 1976, the increase occurred
.inme recessionary period of .time when large numbers ip the Tabor-
force were unemployed and the‘emphasis was on providing public ser-
uice employment rather than classroom training. That.fact speaks for

Rself agd is of great 1mportance - -

“
In order to measure any s1gn1f1cant numer1ca1 changes in pr1me

sponsor S comm1tment to vocat1ona1 education, quest1ons were asked

28
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concerning the numbers of . slots and enrollees participating in

FY 1975 and FY 1976 The f1rst questlon asked for the number of

-
enro]lees who weve served and the number of slots created both in \ :
< -
FY T975 and in FY 1976 through the use of the five percent funds )\\

nlx A slight 1ncrea§£ in both the number of slots and enrollees Ce

g - occurred from FY 1975 to FY 1976 "To be exact, 68 prime sponsors 1L

served a total of 20,583 enrollees in FY 1975, averaging 302 enrol- ‘

lees peﬁ@prime sponsor. - In FY 1976,66!§r1me sgonsors served a total

~ of 21,054 enrollees, averaging 319Jenrollees per prime sponsor. In

terms»of slots, in FY 1975, 64ypr1me!§pon$ors created a totalhof i
15:852 §ﬁots with the five percent funds, avetaging 247 .68 slots per
prime sponsor. Sixty-five'prime sponsors created 17,683 slots,
'averaging 272 .per prime. sponsors in FY 1976. It can be said from the
above data that the five percent funds earmarked for vocational Y
-education stretched a bit further from FY 1975 to FY 1976, but
increases were not dramatic. Five percent funds‘are, of course, w
limited. Because'funds are limited and becauselinflation has taken
\ its toll, one could not expect the fivewpercentnfunds to bring about

any substantial increaseshin slots and enrollees, as would be pos-

sible w1th Title I dollars. The fo]lowing chart represents the
L slot/enrollee breakdown in FY 1975 and FY 1976 through the use of ° v

+

five percent funds

Q
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. TOTAL NUMBER OF ' ENROLLEES SERVED : -
. IN FY 1975 AND FY 1976 THROUGH THE - “ - d
USE OF THE FIVE PERCENT FUNDS
- . RAVERAGE NO. OF AVERAGE NO. OF
FY- 1975 . ENROLLEES PER  FY 1976 ENROLLEES PER
(N = 68) PRIME SPONSOR (N = 66) _ PRIME SPONSOR
, _ X N 0 ; Y —
Enrollees: 20,583 ' 302 ** 21,054 ' | 319
- ' = e t
o TOTAL NUMBER OF SLOTS CREATED
‘ o IN FY 1975 AND FY 1976 TRROUGH . .
",  TE USE OF THE FIVE PERCENT FUNDS
. ' AVERAGE NO. OF AVERAGE NO. OF
~ - FY 1975 . SLOTS PER PRIME FY 1976  SLOTS PER PRIME
/ (N = 68) . ;8  SPONSOR . (N = 65) 'SPONSOR .
ey . - L] [] . .
Slots: 15,852 ' - 248 ‘' 17,683 - 272

] .

‘ Although the abovg data are impartant in kno&ing how much is be-
ing done with the earmarked money, it is not particularly significant -
in cohparing ihe commi tlent of prime“sponsors to vocational educﬁtion'
in FY 1975 with their FY 1976 commitment. What is significant-are
daia;toncekqing‘the use’ of Title I dollars. Title I dollars are
strigtly'primé sponsor dollars. No tqllaborat{on'w$th the state or
any outside party is required. It(i; with Title I dollars that prime
sponsors,if they SO‘Choiie, can increase the fun&ing:of vocational
education institutions. From"the.respoﬁses torthe.survey,:thg dafa
show that in FY 1975, 64 prime sponsors pléced a total of 79,833
enrollees in institutional- classroom training. That amounts to an
ave;age of 1,247 enrollees per p§ime sggnSor. In FY 1976, 65 prime
sponsors placed 94,376 éﬁroj]ees into‘dﬁ'instituticna] setting, averaging

30, : |
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1,498 enrollees per prime sponsor Inﬁterms of slots,'61 prime

sponsors used Title I funds in FY 1975 to create a tota1 .of 39, 858

or.an average of 653 s]ots per pr1me sponsar. -FY 1976 showed a

small increase with 62 pr1me sponsors 1nd1cating that they created O

49 733 slots with the1r Title I funds.which comes to an aﬂerage of
- Jd .
802 slots per prime/sponsor. : 2 ;'
- A ' S !

AL, NUMBER OF ENROLLEES SERVED - .
IN FY 1975 AND FY’1976 THROUGH

s THE USE OF TITLE I FUNDS =~ ’ : R
g : AVERAGE NO. OF . AVERAGE NO. OF
. FY 1975 ' ENROLLEES PER  FY 1976 ENROLLEES PER
‘(N = 64) PRIME SPONSOR (N 63)  PRIME SPONSOR
- T ]
Enrollees: 79,833 ' 1,247 ' 94,376 ' 1,498
' . n ' R
¢ TOTAL NUMBER OF SLOTS CREATED

* IN FY 1975. AND FY 1976 THROUGH
) THE USE OF TITLE I FUNDS

.
~

AVERAGE NO. OF AVERAGE NO. OF
FY 1975 °  SLOTS CREATED - FY 1976 SLOTS CREATED
{N = 61) PER PRIME SPONSOR (N = 62) PER PRIME SPONSOR
- [] RN [
. Slots:. . 39,858 ! ' 653 '1.49,733 ' . 802«
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The overall increases in enro11ees'and slots from FY 1975 to FY

k4

1976 are not very large, but they are significant. in that they indi-

cate that relationships are somewhat improved simply because there was

s

an increase rather than a decrease.

/ |

1dent1fy where CETA-funded vocat1ona1 educat1on takes place A

~

S 31

In a later quest1on, pr1me sponsors were asked to
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comparison was made betwéen the number of slots and enrollees in

pre-CETA dais (under MDTA_and‘EOA) by various institutions and FY
1976 f1gures This question referred to a combination of five’per-
cent and Title I dollars. It:is tntgpest1ng to note that,in general,
) the percentages in terms of slots and enrollees in each of the
,1nst1tut1ons, have shown a’great increase s1nce-vocat1ona1 education
has come into the CETA nealm' These increases are somewhat confus1ng,
Pr1me sponsors seem to have substant1a11y 1ncreased vocat1ona1
educat1on fund1ng s1nce the. days of MDM, wh1]e‘on1y slightly increas-.
ing the funding from FY 1975 to FY 1976. In our FY 1975 study, we
_1nd1cated that 11tt1e had changed during the transition from MDTA to
CETA and now we are say1ng that in fact 1arge inc¢reases have tlehi)

. p]ace between the -days of MDTQ and FY 1976 (the second year: of CETA

1mp1ementat1on). The question, thereforg, is when did increases
occur. Perhaps our FY 1975 study did not reflect large -growth be-

cause the survey in FY 1975 was completed by prime sponsors early in

»
N

" CETA' s_1mp1emehtat1on when many prime sponsors had not locked in all of
e .'“thetr‘TttTe*r*doPTarS‘andwerefnot“yet‘fam11iar‘thh‘thefvocatienaT'"““‘“ “““ S
edueation systen. Also, the fncreases seem to be Vreflected~over a ’

wider range of institutions than just the local ski]]-centers which
were the major funding recipients -under MDTA. ,I fact, data indicate
that skill centers did not experience growth i;(;he numbeh of slots

in FY 1976 as compared with FY 1974,

- .32
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C. Program Operations

In this section oﬂ}the survey, prime sponsors were questioned

‘“ about the'substance of their CETA-funded vocational education pro-

~

?grams In order.for tzedata in this section to be presented'as

clearly as possible, charts have been used in many instances to allow .

- i

the reader to actua]] visua]ize the data.

’ 1. Recruitment’ and Placement, and Determination of
OrcupationaV Needs | -

R}

. It was 1mportant 1n th1s study, as in the FY 1975 study, to
determine which off{ces or agencies assess occupational needs, pro-
vﬁde recruitment and placement services, and carry out the actua]
contract1ng for tra1n1ng and services for CETA-funded vocational
educat1on enro]]ees’ The numbers in this section will appear to be

_‘swollen because the nature of these questions (mu]tip]e choice)
allowed a prime sponfor to 1nd1cate more than one agency

It was learned that in FY 1976, as 1n FY 1975,nost prime spon-

_ sors re]ied on their /respective state emp]oynent service, 1n'tota1

or in part, to prov1 e labor market proJections for use in p]anning

":vocational educatio tra1n1ng Specifical]y, 1n FY 1976 68 pr1me

| sponsors, out of the 74 responding, used their emp]oyment service.

- In FY- 1975, the ra§1o was 1ess (25 pr1me sponsors out of 59 included
in the study), however, almost half of the respondents used the
emo]oyment serv1ce to determine occupationa] needs. . The 1mportance'
of an'effective enployment service, therefore, is evident. If the

-

training providedfby 1nst1tutiona1 vocational education is to be
. 33
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re1evan t 'in terms of labor market‘peeds. then the agency providing
that data must provide up-to-date datafz:/these who function 1n a

-i

planning capacity. The Employment SeryTc€, as a matter ofvfact,

| current]y is being scrutinized by the Congress for its effectiveness Sy

The second most often used data source for planning of voca-'
tional education activities is the prime sponsor itself. Respon-

) ses indicate that they do some or al] of their own labor market
proJections. “The remainder of\respondents indicated that a Tlocal
education agency or another institutiOn,such as a college or univer-
sity, provides necessary data | ' '

Recruitment and p]acement of enrollees in classroom training in
FY 1976 is an equa] function of»both the prime sponsor's office_and
the localfemploymgnt service. Thirty-one prime.sponsors do their
own recruitment and piacement,and 31 prime sponsors use the employ-
m?pt. ‘service. Twenty-three prime sponsors responded that they-
rely on a community-based organizdtion, the skill center, or another
subcontractor for classroom recruitment and placement.. In terms of

- -recruitment, in ‘FY--1975 - the -major- responS1biiity rested.with.the ..
employment servicq. FY 1976 shows the prime—sponsor taking equa]
respons1b1]ity for that function.

In terms of Joh‘placement, 40 prime sponsors indicated- that the
employment service had that responsibi]ity.\ Twenty-six.prime
sponsors indicated that they did their oun job-p]acement; 13 prime
'used:another organization such as a community-based drganization or

o .
a subcontractor. 34 v -
C _ . :

' <~ sponsors used a local‘ education agency to do.job placement,and'24"i

- 32 -
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quest1ons fon.the number oﬁ slots and enroTlees both prior tOhQFTA

(under MDTA and EOA) and currently in FY 1976 at the various 1n§t1tutfons

were able to provrde 1nformation on the number of enrollees in FY 1974

-The responses of the same prime sponsors were used to measure changes,t

that occurred from FY 1974 to FY 1976.

dl.
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WHERE CETA-FUNDED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TAKES
{

- ‘

]
SLOTS L .

s T '

. . S
< FY74(MDTA PERCENTAGE™ '  FY7«
{ and EOA) FY 1976 INCREASE OR *+ and
N = 48 N= 48 DECREASE ' N =

53 B ]

Camunity COlleg\es/ '

Public Technical _ . !
Institutes 1,057 2,610 +147% ' T 4,(

]

opportunities ’ W

oo : Industrialization e !
Centers (0IC's) ~ 3,663 4,850  + 32%. ' 10,¢

R .
Proprietary Schools 464 » 1,023 . +120% ! 1,]

. ce [ M
I
Public Secondary o v

Schools 1,450 731 - 50% . ' 1,:
Skill Centers 6,964 5,558 - 208 . / 17,4

. i s
*Other . 1,764 - 2,954  + 67 © 3,
38,(

TOTALS' 15,362 17,726 .

\
¢

*Generally community-based organizations or other
local subcontractors. ’ '

#*For the purpose of a meaningful comparison, the
responses of the same prime spongors used in the
FY 1974 columns in the above chart are also used
in the FY 1976 columns-

.

LY
v
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PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANTA

In The Impact of CETA on Institutional Vocational Bducation,

Pittsburgh was cited as a prime sponsor having difficulty in
negotiating vocational education activities with its local skn:.ll
fgenter (the postsecondéry institﬁtion which was formerly the recipient
of MDTA and EOA funds). | ‘

" Pittsburgh's FY 1975 share of the five percent vocational . .}‘:
education funds was not large enough to maintain the skill center at '
the MDTA level. Through Title I funds, Pittsburgh could have mqin— f/”
tained the ski11 center's pre-CETA funding level, but chose not fg déé

so because a review, conducted by the Mayor's office, revealed some

major problems with the courses offered and the administration of“the _

skill center. Some of those problems were: poor performance in . .

¢ B
S

ré1ation to cost; éxcessTve administrative costs; and trainfng,gquip—
ment that was ordered too late to arrive on time fo;~§\part1cu1ar course.
P1ttsburgh finally signed a non-financial agreement to fund 185 slots
- in FY 1975 at the ski11 center (this was a reduction from FY- 1974 when “
250 slots were funded under MDTA). The city tien funded 10 hdividual -
referral slots at proprietary sch ls out of Title I fundséig‘ ¢
Pittsburgh's share of five percent fumdg®is less i# FY 1976 than
it was in FY 1975 because of a new state distpibution formula wh1ch
resulted in a reduction of funding for Pennsylvania‘s tﬁo major cities.
The new formula is based on total population, 1ncome-1evg]..number of

L

\' ~
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'unemployed, and educational level. Date used have been eitrected from <
the 1970 census and from projections. |
Negotiating with the local ski11 center for FY 1976 activities
J" was difficult. Becapse its funding source nas the .state, the skill
center refused to accept prime sponsor policy decisions for what was
- to be done with CETA fund¢ in providing classroom training to CETA
_.c11ents. The city, as prime sponsor, wanted to determine what staff
nas needed, what forms were to be usedy and what budgeting.procedqres
Qere to be used. The skill center also 1ookeduWith disfavor upon the '7
city's intention to monitor and éva]uate the progress'of CETA-funded
enroldees. | : | |
Pittsourgh,solred its problems with the skill eenter by using its
FY 1976 five percent funds for class size skill training'at sites other
“than the skill center. Other training sites includer proprietary
,sehoo]s, 0IC's,and various non-profit agencies. They then decided to
use Title I do]]ars to bypass' the state and contract directly with the
skill center for less than;class size or individual referral siots.
”“The 1ess than ciass size training is 1ess expensive and also allows
the prime sponsor more f1exibilitx;in placing enro]]ees 1695 ongoing
classes which meet the needs of each particular enrollee, Also,because
funding is now coming from prime sponsor Title: I funds working
re]ationships bétween the city and the local skill center have become

much more cooperative,

o
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3. Types of CETA Training

As an 1nformationa1 question, prime sponsors were asked to -
identify the programmatic typessof classroom training funded by CETA
‘in their ﬁurisdictions It was not surprising to find that the
overwhelming/majority of prime sponsors (69) of fered training in
the office oecupations cluster. Almost as many prime sponsors (67)
provided funds far training in industry and the trades, a broad area
‘which traditional]y has offered good employment opportunities.

Sixty prime sponsors are funding training in the health occupa-
tions cluster, ‘and 52 prime sponsors have classroom training pro-
grams in the technical occupations The above are the predominant
vuoccupational training clusters as indicated by the 74 respondents
:to the survey The following chart represents the total response,
so that the reader may have a clear picture of the types of tra4n1nq

P

being offered locally by the responding prime sponsors.

TYPES OF CETA TRAINING
(N =74 Prime Sponsors)
. No. of Prime Sponsors

4

AGRICULTURE
CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING
DISTRIBUTIVE EDUCATION.

PRE N PR N L L)

HEALTH OCCUPATIONS 60
" OCCUPATIONAL HOME ECONOMICS 3 EEEEEEE
0FFICE'0CCUPATIO§S"' ------- B9

40,
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. No. of Prime Sponsors
. ’ ° ' ' 1 . . ’ .
"~ .TECHNICAL QCCUPATIONS = -« 52
-« , |', .
TRADE!AND INDUSTRIES v 67
|\

4. Supportive Services .

It is important for thg?purposes oflthis study to discuss the
issue- of supportive.services., CETA clients are generally economical-
1y disadvantaged which means that their universe of need is greater
than just classroom skill train&ng A prime sponsor must be pre-
pared t6 provide the supportive services needed to prepare CETA >
-clients for the training that leads to job readiness anditinally to
placement in a job. The supportiue service most often,supplfed to

CETA c]ients is the payment of allowances A tontroversial-issue%to

date has been whether or not prime sponsors could use all or part of -

the five percent vocational education funds for the payment of allow-

ances. Vocational educators have objected to prime sponsors doing

-so, because = they argue that those funds should be used strictly
for training Prime sponsors, on the other hand, aroue that the
funds still are being used for vocational education because CETA
,,clients could not participate in training without being supported by
~allowances. Also, many prime sponsors find that in terms of fiscal

| management, it is easier to pay allowances to vocational education
enrollees out of the‘five percent funds and then to use.Title I funds
forqtraining. This system also gives prime_sponsors more flexibijity

in determining how CETA funds will be spent in providing classroom

e
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fraining because only prime sponsors determine what is to be done with
Title I funds. Prime sponsor flexibility is 1n keeping with the
intent of the CETA legislation. - The Department of Labor has ru]ed
with pr1me spons0rs in .allowing the five percent funds to be spent

on a]lowances , '
| Responses to our survey show that 65 out of the 74 respondents
use CETA funds (either five percent or_Tit]e 1) to provide.allow-
ances g};a supportive service to vochtiona] education enroilees.
Other supporttve services 1nc1ude child care}~trgn§ggrtetion, GED,

English as a second 1anguage, and medical and leqal ass\stance The

fo11OW1ng chart represents the number of prime sp’nsors that provide

each of the supportive services to CETA-funded vocational education

enro11ees.
 SUPPORTIVE ~ SERVICES
-~ (N-= 74 -Prime-Sponsors)- - -
Services Provided ". No. of Prime Spdnsors

. Allowances | : | 65

Child Care : 45

English as a Second Language : 30 A

GED | ; 49

Other (Medical, Lega], HOUS1ng o ~

- Assistance) ' 32

i

As 1s ev1dent from the above chart the cost to prime sponsors

" fqr providing vocational educat1on to CETA c11ents includes much more

. than paying teachers.

42
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D. Program Coordination . .

This section of the report deals with how CETA prime sponsors
and members of the vocational education community relate to each
other,in terms'of cooperative interaction.

: An often-voiced suggestion for increased coordination betmeen
prime sponsors and vocational educators has been greater access
and participation-on each othar's plannino and advisory councils.
In line with that recommendation, prime sponsors were asked if the
'representation of the vocational education community on their respec—
tive manpower advisory councils had increased, decreased. or
remained the same in FY 197§. Once again,the overwnelming response
was that little had changed from FY 1975 to FY 1976. Specifically, |
no prime sponsors reported decreases,eignt prjme sponsors indicated
-increases. and 66 prime sponsorS'responded that vocational education
- representation on their respectiye manpower advisory councils has
. remained the same. In the FY 1375 study, an average of two represen-
tatiyes;from thelyocational education community served on each man- |
power.advisory councill Because tne majority of prime sponsors »
responded that no: change had occurred it can be said that the poten-
tial 1nfluence, in terms of numbers. of vocational educators on man-"
power advisory councils has not increased. |

The data accumulated from the 74 prime sponsors included in
this study repeatedlyﬂhave indicated lack of substantial change and

grouth'in prime sponsor funding of vocational education. That con-

clus1on does not indicate necessari]y that prime sponsors and

) -
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vocational educators have, not improved their relationships with each

Lother - In fact, it is interesting to note that when prime sponsors o
. were asked if their working relationships with those institutions :
that provide vocational education in the1r respective communities -
had becoTe more effective, less effective, or -remained the same
during FY 1976, the majority of respondents (39) reported’that their
_working relationships had becone norefeffective. 'Thirty-tWo prime
sponsors responded that there was no change in working relationsnips;
"and only three reported deteriorating relationships. Thecresponse‘to
that question is very sionificant-—it implieslthat cooperation'and
coordination are not necessarily tied to funding In conversations
with prime sponsors, many indicated that their understanding of one
another as well as their working relationships had become‘signifi—
cantly ‘better, .even if funding had‘not been increased;

The problems are.‘however, large and difficult to resolve. Turf -,
protection and differing philosophies rank as the most serious and
often mentloned problems when prime sponsors are queried. Also,
varxlng roadblocks exist at the state level. For .example, because of
the lack of a reciprocal agreement on an inter-state basis between
Iowa and Nebraska, the city of Omaha cannot use an excellentfvoca-
tional education institution across the river from Omaha. . |

In addition, a bad economy has added to the problem of cooroi-
nating the twohsystems'because it has tended to strengthen already

- existing philosophical differences as well as priorities. High

unemployment has brought about two separate reactions. Prime sponsors

A4
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-have reacted by putting more emphasis on ﬁuiEk job p]acement;ﬂhile
vocational educators argue that h{gh unemploymént -strengthens the
need for employability fraining as well as skill training so that
an individual is better able to éope with changing_laﬁor market needs.
Perhaps‘as!the economy_recoversﬁandrunemp]oymenf 'rates drop,
prime spénsors will increhse funding of institutional 3ki11 training.
There still, however, will be»a.question of which 1nStitufions pre- |
dominate.ilThoée'institutions which best can meet the needs of CETA
clients and those of tﬁellabor markéf will be selgpted.
Time also will-diminish some of the problems broughtisbout by‘
tvtunf protection. Hopefully, vocat%onalheducatoré in time will
come to realize that MDTA ‘is truly gone and'that CETA and local
elected officials are taking its‘place. At the same time, prime .
sponsors must strive genu?ﬁe]y fbr\impro@ed:codrdination by
recognizing the vocafional educétion system as a potehtia]

I

resource for meeting local déeds.l
The survey asked prime sponsors for incenfives used locally for
improving CEfA and vgcational education coordination. In terms of
numbers, very few prime Sponsors‘responded to that question a; alr.
It is very interesting to note,’however, tﬁat of those who did respond,
the mo§£ commonly quoted igﬁeniivg_wagi"money." Prime sponsbrs'have )
control of the.Title I purse strings. Vocational educators could
respond that this is not cooperation,but instead coercion. The fact
of the matter remains that many prime sponsors see CETA dollars as an

enticement and an incentive for better coordination. Another common

45
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response to the incentive question is a-much less flammable r;spbnse--
communication and participation in planning councils and in the
writing of progfam plans. These suggestions ﬁaVe been, discussed

earlier in the report and are taking place to some extent. D

Duluth, Minnesota is an example of how a prime sponsor and

a state vocational educatian system could combine forces to solve

/o . g problem that left unso]viggfffIélhave resulted in the closing of j’//

a vocational education inst¥tution. ~The following 1s a brief

descript}on of how Duluth has managed 1ts CETA-funded vocational

education activities:.

46 /’/
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i~/ DULUTH, é}NNESOTAV

In FY 1976 Duluth contributed 77 percent of the total cost of
operating 1ts local skill center. ‘ It d1d S0 desp1te 10 percent
“+- funding reduction in 1ts Title 1 grant and a cut in the amount of
its five percent vocat onaJ education allocation. The ‘balance of
the ski1l center funding, came‘from the Northeast Correctional Center,
) the WIN program. and the seven c0unty manpower: consort1um surrounding
‘the city of Duluth. ;.
Duluth has been Sﬂeased with the performance of the skill‘center. o
’ Needs of CETA clients'have beensﬁet through individual attention and
Janyopen entry/open exit system. The city attributes this good relation-
ship to the fact that {t'prOVfdes the majority of the funds necessary

for the sk111 center to ex1st Despite'the good performance of the

sk111 center, the number of s]ots created in FY 1976 did not increase.

funding to the city of Duluth The skill center, however, did service
“many more enrollees. because tra1n1ng slots were split into shorter

» periods of t1me SO that morevthan one enrollee filled each slot. The
A City has not been as pleased with other public vocational institutes
as it has been with the skill.center because they have not been as
responsive to the needs of/éETA clients 1in terms of training courses
available. | 'i// ;
Duluthagain 1s/éac1ng a reduction in CETA funding in FY 1977.and

because of the constantly increasing operating costs, “the skill center
;was in real danger of -being phased out in FY 1977. The City, however,
o _ 45 -

" This 1s ‘due to 1nf1ated ‘operating costs and aTso the reduction in CETA~



was successful tn convincing the State Department of Vocational
Education to contribute to the maintenance of the skill cehteg// The
state 1s gbing td pfck up the tratning costs for all enrollees under
the age of 21. The joining of forces between the state vocational
education system and the CETA prime sponsor to continue ithe existence

of the skil1l center is a real example of a cooperative working

‘

‘relationship. B ’ - -
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CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this repdft is to update the findings of The

Impact of CETA on Institutiohal‘Vocational Education in order fo

measure -any <hanges that dccurred Eince CETA's implementation.
_ We had hoped that,in the process of surveying prime sponéors some‘

good examp]es oﬁ CETA/vocational education cooperation would emerge-
The responses, however, did not point to specific mechanisms used -

to 1mproved coord1nation at. the local level. .

" The results @f this study 1nd1cate that no major 1ncreases in
the fund1ng of glocatmna] education slots: and enroﬂees occurred in
FY 1976. ‘H1dﬁ unemp]oyment rates and the generally bad state of the
economy are respons1b1e partially for the lack of increased pr1me
_sponsor fund1ng of vocational educat1on activities. In add1t1on,
phi]osophica] differences sti]] need to be rectified before large
" increases 1n fund1ng take place. |
Prime Sponsors must provide sk111 tra1n1ng and JOb placement to
’ the hard core unemp]oyed These individuals are econom1ca11y disad-
vantaged and usua]]y require assistance with social prob]ems’t:g?ing
from med1c¢1 to legal assistance. The prime sponsor, “therefore, must
‘meet the neéds 6f its.locai clientele and, in addition, must respond -
"to the needs of its 1oca1 labor market. Prime sponsors must be
“able to place enro]]ees into an open entry/open exit system. The
emphasis is strictly on direct ski}]-tra1n1ng and ultimately on job

- placement. - The certification of teachers is not a requirement. Prime

49
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sponsor philosophy is that it is more important for an instructor to
be able to reiate to the economically disadvantaged than to be certi-

fied. Therefore, instructors often come directly from the professions

beingltaught. The.vooational education system-traditionally has

supported long-range skill training programs which function on a
closed school year system and are taught by certified teachers.
Enrollees are taught how to function in the world of work in'addition
" to being given direct skill training.

" CETA allows prime sponsors to choose which 1oca1 service deli-

very agencies can provide the best and most efficient services in

' meeting 1oca1'goa1s "The vocational education system is a function.

~
of the state and is only one of a variety of service deliverers

ava11ab1e to pr1me sponsors Others include propr1etary Jnst1tut1ons,
commun1ty based organ1zat1ons, private industry, etc. Increased fund-
ing of the institutions within the vocational education system w111
become a reality only through prime sponsorsI positive evaluation of
performance. o '

Turf protect1on still rema1ns a coord1nat1on prob]em This
problem is difficult in that it exists at the federal as well as”
the local level. The Department of Health, Education and Welfare and
the Department of Labor must work together to coordinate the activi;

-

ties funded by their respective agencies. In part1cu1ar, commun1ca--~
tion between agency officials should be routine pract1ce. Ru]es and
regulations for related program activities should be coordinated.

Program data should be drawn from the same sources. Planning cgc]es
50 -
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for related activities shou]d\he coordinatedAon at least be responsive
. to program activities of each other. | |

At the state and local Tevel, MDTA must be forgotten. The
vocational education system must accept CETA as the replacement for
MDTA and work to satisfy the goals of CETA. The prime sponsor,
in tuhn, should recognize the yocationa] education system's long
history in skill tnaining, 3 history that can be a valuable Tocal
resource in meeting .optimum goals. |

States have control over the. a11ocat1on of the five percent
funds There is no prov1s1on in the CETA Ru]es “and regu]ations for
ensuring equity /i n a state S distr1but1on formula. Once the funds
are allocated, the state then negot1ates a non-financial agreement
with the prime sponsor, a cumbersome and comp11cated procedure. In
the new FY 1977 rules and.reguJat1ons, the deernor has been given
’even more control over the five percent funds Beéause he or she :an° :
award the funds to an institution of his or her cho1ce if a drime S
.sponsor and the state cannot come to agreement on.a non-f1nanc1a1
;hagreement. This is significant'in that the Governor is not an un1n-
terested party in the negotiating process,and because it takes'away'
“from the prime sponsor flexibility intended by CETA.

The five percent vocational education‘funds should be used for
meeting local goals through cooperative planning. A1l too often thev
have become a source of divisiveness, with interested parties arguing
over whose-money-it is and the allowable uses for the funds. Perhaps
time will solve the turf protection problem. Already, in FY 1976,

prime sponsg;s indieated improved working relationships with those

51 <



1nst1tht10n§”that'provfde‘VOEatibnal education in their reSpective com-
mundtiegy To fqrther that cause. increased dialogue and the willing- «
neajﬁﬁf }e flexible are’ essent1aT elements. Participation in each

f"other s plann1ng anq ady1sory councils is one 1mpqrtant forum for

A 'remain the prime consgderat1on for planning activities rather than

’ poljtical turf protection.
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LEGISLATIVE UPDATE
\

Vocatlonal educat1on programs trad1t1onally are adm1nnstered
by the U.S. Office of Education of the Department of Health Educa- .
tion and Helfare through match1ng grants to states in accordance \:
| wlth a formula based on the number of. persons in each. state of P

varlous age groups needing vocational education and the states per

cap1ta 1ncome The state board of education then provldes funds to
‘a clty or county board of education to develop and conduct a voca-
tional education program. Programs are.primarily for students from .
15 to 20‘years of age,leither'ﬁn hlgh-sChools.or havlng_graduated»:hillj
from high schools lacking employable skills. \
Enabling legislation for providing federal dollars to the
states stems from the Vocational Educatlon Act of l963.and subsequent
~ education amendments in_ 1968 and 1972. |
“Tr i Ongitem on-the-agenda- of -the. 94th_Congress when it ;~~L-;W~L_:__;_m-se§
-opened was the conslderation of legislatlon for the purpose of extend- l |
ing and amending the Vocat1onal Education Act of l963 which was due
to expire in June,l976 (Vocatlonal educat1on funding currently is
com1ng from a three-month transitional appropriation coverlng July-
’ September, 1976.) - Numerous b1lls were sponsored. by interested partdes,,'
such as the American Vocat1onaf Assoc1at1on&(AVA) the. Amerlcan Asso- g-
ciation of Community and Jun1or Colleges (AACJC) the Natjonal Asso-
‘tion of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGQ),.and the

" Administration. The major issues in the various bills were:
54 . &
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a) inﬁ?@asinﬁ the se@-asides for postseco y institutions
and for the disadvantages; o

bi whether or not to continue state match1ng requ1rements and
if so, at what Tevel; and

c) the consolidation of categoricaliprograms | ’“\ .
}Khe bill that f1na11y emergedjtrom the House and was passed by

the House after a floor debate (390-3) on May 12, 1976, is H. R® .
2835. Specificafly, H.R. 12835 increases the set-aside for disad-

—

vantagedlto 25 percept from thq 15 percent contained in the 1963 law.
- The~ def1n1t1on of d1sadvantaged however, differs frem that used in

- the CETA law. H.R. 12835 defines d1sadvantaged -to 1nc1ude educat1on-

’

ally as well-as economically d1sadvantaged, while CETA uses an
a 2
ecpnom1c measure only

‘The State Vocat1ona1 Epucat1on Board would remain the planngng
and adm1n1strat1ve agency 1nxeach state, but H.R. 12835 has 1nc1uded

language that requ1res the boards tﬁ "actively 1nvolve" the part1c1-'

pation of higher, educat1en agenc1es and manpower agencies in the

-

preparation of the state p]an Three-year vocat1ona1 ‘education plans

d. rather\than the current system of preparing annual\\

R/ Z would be :
L " plans; Under the three-year planning cycle coordination w1th man-
. . power programs m1ght be accomp11shed more readflv in that a frequent-

g . ly voiced problem in the coord1nat1on issue is the fact that both
manpower~and vocational edGcat1on programs currently operate on dif-
fering annual cyc{es ’ ' .
The ‘Senate bill under cons1derat1on is Senator Cla1borne Pell s
" (D -R.I.) omnibus eduqat1on bi11 (S. 2657), which addresses elementary,

; 55
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secondary, a nd vocat1ona1 education in one b111 rather than just -
%

vocational education. Action by the full Senate is expected at the
end of July. . ."
The ]5 percent set-aside for disadvantaged remains unchanged‘in .

S. 2657. A new dimensioh in th1s bill is the creation of state

,planning commissions to plan vocational education programs. State

agencies, however would cont1nue to admin1ster programs and eould

even continue plahning them if they can assure that all interested

groups are represented.

56
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The following is a list of the 74 prime sponsors who resﬁonded

to the survey andmghoséTQesponses are analyzed in this repdrt:

ALABAMA
Birmingham
Huntsville
ARIZONA

Phoenix .
Tucson

CALIFORNIA

Los AngeTes
Oakland

San Diego

San Francisco
San Jose .
COLORADO
Denver
CONNECTICUT

Hartford
- New Haven
Waterbury

FLORIDA

Jacksonville .

Tampa

] %GEORGIA
AtTanta
.Columbus
Savannah
ELLINOIS

Chicago
. East St.

Louis

INDIANA

Evansville
Fort Wayne
South Bend
T10WA

Des Méines
MARYLAND

Baltimore

MASSACHUSETTS

. Bosfon
- Springfield

Worcester

MICHIGAN

" Detroit -

Lansing
MINNESOTA
Duluth
Minneapolis
St. Paul
Jackson

MISSOURI

Kansas City
Springfield

NEBRASKA
Omaha

58 °
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"« 'NEVADA
‘Las Vegas
'MEW_JERSEY

Jersey City

Trenton

NEW MEXICO
Albuquerque
NEW YORK

Albany

Buffalo
New York
Syracuse
Yonkers

NORTH CAROLINA

“Charlotte

Greensboro
Winston-Salem

OHIO

Akron
Cincinnati -
Columbus
Dayton
Youngstown

OKLAHOMA

Tulsa

' OREGON

Porttand

£

e
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PENNSYLVARIA

Erie
Harrisburg
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh

"SOUTH CAROLINA

Columbia -
TENNESSEE -

Memph1 s g
Nashville .

AN

"TEXAS

DaTlas

-Fort Worth
* Houston

UTAH
Salt Lake City
CVIRGINIA

Hémpton
Richmand

Roanoke

WASHINGTON

Spokane
Tacoma

"~ 'WISCONSIN

Mi1waukee

4
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~ NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES © UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

OHBNo 51-575079
Expires: Aprﬂ 1976

* ITALIC PRIWT RE'PRESENTS CUMULATIVE TOTALS OR AVERAGES OF TOTAL RESPONDE'IVTS
. INCLUDED IN THIS UPDATED STUDY . ’

sunvev
" CETA AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION | 1’1

1. '+ GENERAL INFORMATION

1. City ‘

.. State

Yy

2 n N - N E
3. - Name of CETA Administrator R R
4

B --'_ [ ﬁ ~ ' "' o
4. s your C1ty a Menber of a Manpower Consortium? _"_‘ 3 Yes 3t No

‘s . ; ' o
: [N'GTE:, 1f your ‘City is a Member of a Mpopower Consortium, g / .
R : . please respor&} to this survey only as it relates.” .. ..,
: ‘ ' to your City . AL ____/ : @ o

II. “mmmmimmwmmmn ,a?“ﬂ( .*5“‘p,=:3;ﬁwy-’;

S The fo"llowing qqestions probe the PROCEDURES ‘ ‘that were fonwed to estab- |
. __'.Hsh. fuﬁd, ang operate~vocational educatighinder* CETA in. ypur area., g

. v
' -5 *Did your Sta*ie npt‘lﬁ you of the ,amouit obsi funds would be
- “ravailable for. yout City before ne 1ations for tlie financial o
4: ‘ ]

e agregment began? l NS \
‘A l". (oS L. i . . :u

- % Ye&-@_ﬁa "ﬂ—‘g % ) ¥

. '.' .. ' ? N '! |

I 6 Has yOur non-finansﬁl agreeme‘ht be -négotiit%&? If respons r‘l/s 'Np,"
.° -_-; please go on to Questjﬁn 10 jﬁ;i ﬂ»,a ! 5; . @'

‘!

Veﬁj& '& Nq 2. e .:* SR
£ , ’7,_' Hithf'ﬁom a} the State 1eve1 dtd you “’foegotiate your non-fmanm al: - p
T .,-'-" " agree\nent? ' # SR

-

A -
. ! o LI . ) . e
f T g . . v e ' . . ; T .’ . L K o R s
R R 1 oo P 4 ~ R s LA * -
o N e LT Te Bl : S s
N i L Y . ) s~ . :" . .,‘nq . . \ ' |‘ e o, . ‘Q u Z”' ‘ “»' ‘..\ )
@ . My 16 E!ye Street, N‘C’ Was}hgtonb 9)20006/202-293-7300.—_-. R
EMC .. . B P ‘% I"' - ‘ 0‘4&‘ o ’ ..,\" . R
A v 7o providea by eric 3 - 5 . \ . ( *’J(' . R SN L ©oaal TR
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©'8. Was the non-financial agreement negotiéted withfthe-gtéte to your.-
City's satisfaction? o .

>
L] -

.. . " Yes _64. 2?na reggonse No _38

‘ o 9. Are the vocational education activities negotiated in your non-
P *financial agreement incorporated into your FY 19?6 Manpower Plan?

gz"

t
)

Yes 69 2-no response | No _3

o

10. What is your Title I Allocation for FY 19767 highest- §104,515)

. : “ .  lowest -8 - 76,
' 11. What amount of your State's share of the 5% vocational education f

funds was allocated for use in your City? = highest- $ 2,982,397
. : , ', lowest - § 25,000

[

12. what'peréentage of your Staté’s total 5% funds does your City's
: 3hare represent? ‘ ‘average - 14.56%

i

13. According to CETA rules and regulations, a State is entitled to. .
* use up to 20 percent of the State allotment of 5% vocational educa-

tion fung' for administrative costs. What percentage of your v

State's 5% funds did the State use for State administrative costs?

avefagg - 12.%2%

14. /For purposes of answering this Questionnaire, please use the fo?-
Towing definitions: | , ' o b

SLOTS - Trainee positions to be filled.

ENROLLEES - The people who fill slots (sometimes more than
one enrollee can fill a slot if, for example,
a .twelve month slot is filled for-the first six -
months by one enrollee, and the second six months
by another enrollee)./ '

Through the use of the fiVe percent.fUnas only, how many enrol]eés
-were served:and how many slots were created in FY 1975 and

many do you'aniicipate in FY 19767 = e

, FY 1975 __FY 1976 3 ;
o ! ' - RESPONSES ;
"SLOTS - 248 - " 272 ' ARE N
: ' o o AVERAGES
ENROLLEES - ' 392 - ' 319 '

15. Through the use of Title .I fund%*;ther:than the'S%'sétéaside,'how
many slots were created and how Many enrollees were served?.

FY 1975 \ FY 1976 _
' . //{ R P ' RESPONSES
SLOTS - ' @53 ' g2 ' = ARE -, e
' ! . ' AVERAGES .
ENROLLEES - '_ 7,247 ‘1,498 S
, . . o | 61 '
Q Lo c- 62 -
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Will you use Title I funds in addition to 5% funds for vocational

'education training, or for supportive services to vocationa

Yes 71 - Nz N

education enrollees? _ 4

A

II1..  PROGRAM OPERATIONS | |
4 . The-following questions focus on the SUBSTANCE of the vocational educa-

tion

17.

18.

tLar

19.

offerings that are provided under CETA in your locality.

Which égenby do you use as the source of labor market projections
within your planning areas for the establishment of vocational-
education training with CETA funds? . ' Cr

68 State Employment Service
29 Mayor's Manpower Office
_18 Local Educatidbn Agency

Colleges, Universities, Cmununity Based
19 Other (specify) Organizations, Business . -

Please check the types of vhcational education programs which are
operating in your City with CETA: funds.

_4 Agriculture

_LQ_S Coﬁ;pmer_and Homemaking -
13 Distributive Education
60 'Héalth Occupations

7 Occupational Home Economics G
69 Office Occupations:
‘52 Technical Education
67 Trade and Industfie;

WJat other services will be brovided to vocational education
enrollees through CETA funds? , ' .

_65  Allowances 4 N

_45- Child Care:

80 English.as a Second Language

oo

_49  GED Program

_55 Transportation . ' ~ .

32 Other (Specify) Medical Care, Legal Assistance, Housing

) "63"
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20. th vecruits and places enrollees in vocat1ona1 education
pnogramsyunder CETA? _ '
‘LL0ca1 Educat1on Agency
Mayor's Manpower 0ff1ce
?State Employment Serv1ce

Vgrious Subcontractors and Community Based
: Other (Spec1fy) anzzatzons .

PRI DR D R Y

/
: 4 Hhh prOV1des JOb placement services for those who comp]ete voca-
. ; t1ona1 educat1on programs under CETA?

13 Local Educat1on Agency -
26 Mayor's ManpowerJOffice
State Employment Service

Various Subcontractors and Community Based

40
24 Other (Spec1fy) Organizations

. the chart below, please give the number of slots and enrollees
by 1mst1tut1on for vocat1ona1 education funded under MDTA and EOA -

| "”t"“- (GRS o ,
A . P 'SLOTS- . _ENROLLEES
. ffCommun1ty Colleges/Pub11c Technical v v\ .
Institutes B :Z,325 (: 4,p63
) Opportunities Industrializatiqn Centers : :3,8634 : 10,808
| Proprietary Schools 462 1,104
Public Secondary Schools - :Z,450 : 1,354
skm Centers . | 6,961 ' 16,000
Other (Specify) | ‘ \ '1,564 ‘_ 3,235
\ 23. On the chart below, please g1ve the number of slots and enrollees

by institution for vocational education funded under CETA (FY '76) .
a ' SLOTS . ENROLLEES

%

a

Commun1ty Colleges/Public Techn1ca1 ' : :

Institutes , 14,765 ¢ 6,927

| Opportunities Industria]ization.Cen€Ers~ o :7,282 E _-ZQ,??? :

Proprietary Schools _ .v - 20,105’ :b 7,691 :

Public ‘Secondary Schools | ’ ;2,3871 : 2,966 ;

Skil'l_ Centers | ( 63 :9,362_ : )w,_osz :

o . Other g,peCifY) o CBO's :6‘,962 . 7,761 ;
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24. Do_éxisting vocdfiona] education institution facilities in your

planning ‘area have the capacity to expand to me¥t the possible ..
increase in:slots occurring from vocational education activities

under CETA?

Yes 72 No 2

——y

Iv. ' PROGRAM QQSRDINATION

25. Has the representation of the vocational education community on
your Manpower Advisory Council -- during this fiscal year:

g increased?
0 decreased?
64 remained the same?

26. Has your working relationship with those institutions that pro-
. vide vocational education in your_ community? '

™ _ : 39 become more effective in the last year?
. . ' ' -
. 32 remained  about the same?’

3 become less effective in the last year?
. 27. What incentives were created in your jurisdiction to bring about
greater cooperation between your City as prime sponsor and
vocgtiona] education communities at the State and local levels?

Increased CETA Title I funding was the most of%en

¢ cited, followed by the ‘desire to serve those in

"~ need of training . ’

7 . .

28. What, if any, are some of the problems in your jurisdiction which
‘ make it difficult to develop cooperative relationships with the
v vocational education‘sxstem?

. - . ‘
' Differing philosophies. turfemanship, differences
. 2] op! .
in operating procedures, differing definitions of

» . .
disadvantaged, working with a state rather than

a local system.

[
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If you are no longer funding, if you have reduced fﬁnding, or
- if you have increased the funding of institutions that provided
vocational education unde? MDTA, and EOA, please explain why.

29.

Poor performance records, lack of open-engig . .

* gyotem, and uncooperativencss of ingtilulional .

adminigtpators for reducing or eliminating funding.

1

————————

r

Please 1ist the Name, Title, and Phone Number of the Iﬁdividuall
who filled out this Survey. :

NAME . TITLE

TELEPHONE NUMBER

- 66 -




‘ APPENDIX III

"

THE FOLLOWING PAGES HAVE BkEN EXTRACTED FROM THE FORMS
2 v . '
PREPARATION HANDBOOK FOR PRIME SPONSORS UNDER THE COMPRE-

HENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT OF 1973, U. S. DEPART-
MENT OF LABOR, EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION, .

.

- JUNE 1976.
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G. Prime SEonsor/Vocational Education Non-Financial Agreement ‘ .

The purpose of this agreement is to develop a financial, statlstlcal, and
narrative plan for the expendlture of vocational education funds in the

prime sponsor's area. - - .
. ‘ SN

[2

" ‘The prime sponsor wild develop its vocational education plan in ¢onjunction

© with its Cbmprehensive Manpower Plan. The prime sponsor shall be notified

J‘Qf-the vocational education funds available to its area by the Governor ' \ﬁ‘\
as soon as possible after the RD . notifies the’Governor of the amount
-allocated to the State. When the plan is developed, it shall be submitted
to the Vocational Educatlon\Board for approval. This plan when approved
and. signed, will constitute a non-finamcial agreement between the prime
sponsor and the State Vocational:Education’Board. “ A copy of the agreement
is to be sent to the Governor- for inclusion in'the Special Grant applica-
tton. The agreement will consist of the following sections:

. Vocational Edueation Agreement Signature Sheet
* Section i of the Special Grant-Program Planning Summary

+ Appropriate columns of the Special Grant-Bﬁdget Information
Sumﬂhry .

* Vocational Education Program Narrative
. Since this is a non-financial agreement, no money wilI’change hands. The
Vocational Education Board promises to provide the services qutlined in the
agreement upon receipt-of the funds from the Governor. :
. ] » o’ ﬁ

1. Vocationai Education Agreement Signature Sheet

a. 'Purpose. The Vocatlonal Educatlon Slgnature Sheet titutes a
legal and binding document when 51gned by both parties. The State Vocational
Education Board is legally bound to deliver the training and services out-
"line in the program narrative, The Special Gramt-Program Planning Summary,
-and the Special Grant-Budget.Information Summary upon receipt of the funds-
. from the Governor. Both part1es agree to operate\the vocational education
program in accordance with federal regulatlons and “pe non-financial agree-
ment . . . t - ) : o

. 1 :
b. "~ General Instructions.” When an agreement is reached between the

prime sponsor and the Vocational Edutation- Board on the training and ser-
vices to be provided, the agreement signature sheet ,can be signed. At _ -
least three copies of the agreement will be signed: ' one for each of the _ e
signing partles and one to- go to the Governor. Any change to the agreement .
will require prior hilateral approval of both the prime sponsor and the

‘Vocational Education Board. . - _ ,

/

c. Facsimile of Form. See the following:page. .

.- 67
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Co- * US. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
’ * VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AGREEMENT SIGNATURE SHEET
. . / . I,I 1 )
A PRIME SPONSOR g . 2, 'VOCA‘I'IONAL EOUCATION BOARO N
!
¢ - , .|
Pursuant to Sccuon llz(c) of tho Comprchennvo Emp&cm and Training Act of 1973 thu Agrmnem is ent;rod ln
to by the State Vocational Education Board of (3. Neme: of Sma) evnsessraseadh . and
{4. Name of Prime 'pomrl s . \‘_ N
'nus Agreement consists of this shest, the Project Opmnnq Plan and dw Proqnm Narrative. *
As per this Agreement the State Vocational Education Board of (3 Ncnu of § State) ' . ~
is committed to-provide for the- ane Sponsor the tmmng and services outlined in' the Program ‘Narrative. These ser-
vrcos and training will b, prov:dod upon receipt of funds {from the GW’
. " 6. The estimated costs of these services and training by cost category an: "
& COST -CATEGORY 'ssnw\{x?iosrs .
~ [ Training Y
- . Administration 7, ) o
_ 'All;wmnr- @ ks .
Sérvices To Pacticipants - ' '
- - \ -
TOTAL ’
7. AGREEMENT psmoo~6 . EE I I -
; AN . - ' ‘o
" This non- ﬁnancul agrnmom covers the pcnod from...'. ...... weressesranasreeaens lvreeaes RO eerecrremrsursnrensssannrnatanasestessassesassbnonsras
. \ .
2 APPROVED POR THE PRiME SPONSOR BY Lo §9. APPROVED FORTNME "VOCA‘I’!ONALJIDU‘C’A‘I’ION SOARO BY
NAME o NAME - - e
. ‘ ®
TITLE TITLF L
N SIGNATURE o SIGNATURE
g MA 2-199C
X _Mar. 1978
b
Q

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: Lt




! . ) . “( - ‘ ' . & - - ’ ) //
d.' Instructions for Lompletingithe Vocational Education Agreement (/’/—‘\
Signature Sheet

Item 1. Prime Sponsor

Enter the name and address of ‘the prime Sponsot in whose area the training
_and services will ‘be provided

.Itemnzg Vocational Education Board'”'

oy
Enter the nare and address of the State Vocational Education Board pro-
viding the services and training

Item 3. ‘Enter the name of- the State. : -
Item 4. Enter the prime sponsor's name.

= Item 5. Enter the name of the State -

Item 6. Enter the estimated amount of Vocational- Education funds from
the Governor's Special#Grant which will be spent for-the listed cost

* _  tategories. ' .
. : ) .. F _
- . Item 7. Enter the periodncdvered by the non-financial agreement.
- Item 8. Enter the signature of the prime sponsor representative.
} ‘Item 9. Enter the signature of the Vocational Education Board representa-
tive. :
)
N »
3 s
‘1\\-; - -ﬁf‘?"*
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ETA HANDBOOK NO. "o ,

2. Section I of the Sgecial Grant—-Program Planning'Summapi

The Special Grant-Program Planning Summéry, used by the Governoraig‘the o
Special Grant'applioatgon, will also be used by the prime sponsor in

the non-financial agreement. Section B of this chapter contains detailed
instructions on'cgmpletion of this form. Only Section I, Vocational
Education Projects, will be completed by the prime sponsor for the
non-financial agreement. -~ :

3. Appfopriate columns’ of the Speéial Grant—Budget:Information Summary
° .

The Special Grant-Budget Inforamtion Summary, used by the Governor in
the Special Grant application, will also be used by the prime sponsor
_in the non-financial agreement. Section C of this chapter contains
detailed instructions on the completion of this fofm. In section F,
Budget Summary Cost Categories, only the spaces mQBked Voc.Ed. in
colubng b and ¢, and in column £, Total, will be completed for each
line. In section G}]Ggmuiative Quartefly Projections of Obligations
and Expenditures,;‘only. the appropriate lines will be completed for each

column. 1In lines’a and e on%}.the space marked Voc. Ed. will be completed.
Lo -

4. Prime Sponsor/Vocational Education Board Noh-Financial Agreemente
Program Narrative t :

) o B . \
A detailed explanation of the following four. Areas will be developed
by the prime sponsor for the expenditure of ;he[Governor's~Vocational\§§

Education funds available for "the prime dponsor's area:

1

a.‘ The training and services including‘basic and remedial education'gg

to be provided by<the Vocational Education Board to the prime sponsor
upon receipt of .the necessary funds from the Governdr.

o

b. The objectives and need for these'éerviceixand training.

c. The results and benefits expected from these services and

1

training. : .
o ¥ . . ..
d. The coordination of these services and training with the prime
sponsor's CETA grant activities. , .
~
/ .
k] ) L
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He -Quartérly Summary of Parﬁcipmt Characteristics ' s/

1, Purpose. This form provides information on socio-economic charace-
teristics. of participants served by the Vocational Education and State
Manpower Services portions of the Covernor's Special Grant. It will be
ised for assessment and evaluation purposes and to provide the Secretary

with CETA participant-characteristics information.

®,

e

»

2. General Instructions. A separate Quarterly Summary of Participant
Characteristics (QSPC) is required foy the Vocational Education and State

'The QSPCs-are to be submitted to the appropriate ETA reglonal office in three

copies ab the end,of each Federal fiscal year quarter with the Special
Grant-Program Status Summary. The QSPCs’ are due in the regional office
no later than 30 days.after the end of the reporting period. Entries are
to be cumulative for the,graui year to dave. A1l indaviauals receiving
training .and/or services from the Vocational Education or State Manpower
Services portions should be, counted on the respective QSPCs, even if th
participants are reported on regular prﬁne sponsors' r‘eports. .

3, Facsimile of Form and Specifi¢ Instructions. See part D of
Chapter V1l. . - < )
7
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