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: The governmental affairs office, therefore, pjanned and orgapiz a'na-
"wonal qyegtionnaire survey to obtain the necessary informatigh Claire
Olson aifd Nancy } rdan, then members of the staff, developed the study,
and tabulated and’mterpreted the findings Both gave considerable spare

- . tmeandefforttothe project ~ * o - N
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We believe the dafa will give some clues as tgways in which community
and junior colleges have and ¢an become invblved in CETA proegrams And
. . the information shoul{d;be of assistance to persons In goyernment as they
-7 plan for the future— particularly with an additional $1/5 billion to flow
through CETA in the ikt year Ms Olsén, therefore, has put together the
- veport which appears in the following pages We are gléd to provide this

. service tomembe® of AAC)C apd to others who might be interested
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. The Comprehemsive Employment and T‘rammg Act was enacted In late
1973, taking effect in 1‘974 CETA replaced a number of categorical pro-
grams duthorized by the earlier Manpower Development and Training Act,
placing most of the authority, as well as most of the funds, in the hands of
local and state prime sponsors, which were empowered to make spetific’
programmdtic decisions under broad guidelines ..

. Many community colleges had been involved with MDTA, especially as of-"
ferors of mstututnor]al training A number housed gla’borate skuly centers

which were prime institutional training sites ih'the areds they served
. .

With the advent of CETA, sugh institutional training arrangements were no
longer secure Prime spons§rs were free,.but not required, to con_tmuy
them With decisions now being made at the local rather than the nationat
levet 1t was to be expected that there would be changes in existing
delivery systems as well- as considerable diversity in the new ar-
rangements : ’

in an effort to find out how CE TA has impacted community and juniér col-
leges," the Amerfican Association of Community and Junior Colleges .
surveyed its member colleges in the summer of 1976, two years after the
initial implefnentation of the new program * ° \ g

r

[
K ‘

The survey tested “the éolleges’ knowledge of some key elemients of
4 ' <CETA’s locally-based delwvery system, asked whethdrthey participated (or
had tried to) and at what level of service and funding, in what aspects of
.CETAthey were mvolve'ﬁ, and how their experience i CETA compared
with MDTA Respoﬁden*s.were also invited to make both spéckfnc’and
'g'einer‘al comments : ' SR

I

Of the 919 colleges to which, the survey was sent, 519%esponded —a return

rate of 56 5% Presumably many of the nome‘sgori‘dents are 3l$o non- pars

7 ticipants .
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O;ily.ﬂ 4% of the rgspondents 159 colleges) stated-that they do not par-
. “ tictpate in CETA programs Thus we know definitely that at Ieast~466 com-
ménity and juntor colleges participate in CETA at some level CT
.- . ;

v ' v

. . rd . - . N
In terms of funds, we estimate the distribution as follows

* $1-99,999 per year - ’ . 24 colleges(51%) .
3 ' $100,000 - 499,999 per year 150 colleges (31 4%) ~-
$500,000 or more 28 colleges(59%) /

. [y » . '
§ Interms of programs, we found the Tollowngg distribution

v =
-

L . . .
N 7 $100,000°  -$500,000
o $1-99,999 - 499,999 " ormore
/ ' . : « <
;' Training Only C27% “10% 74% \
. . Public Employment ghly 199% 47% .0,
.* ' - Both ' <. 531% 1 853%. 926%
., A full statistical sq/ maryof survey results is found in the appendix to this
repprt ' X - . :
. p \ .
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* _ MODEL DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAMS - -
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... A_random selectron 6f actiwely participating insytutions shc_;;ws that up-
wards of 75% have one or more of classroom training, indvidual referrals |
anyl, public ergployment program empIoVées onter CETA Sixty-two per-
cent receive funding through Sec 112 which authonizes five percent of
State CETA funds for vocational educational services Also, about 25%
recetve funts under 't overnor’s discretionary program (four percent of
State CETA fuﬁds) Abou*17% of the colleges participate in thé national
priority (Title III)pro'gram_s' . R R

. Training programs cover a widé range of occupations Some examples acé -
‘clencal and secretanal, bookkeeping and accounting, automotive
technology, cwvi] service career preparation, nurses aides and l‘ncense,d .
practical nurses, farm mechanics, small engine and motorcycle repar,
tool‘and die welding, carpentry, and production machine eperator

\ . .

" Especially with individual referrals, CETA stutlents are integrated with -
‘other students at the colleges /and receive the same supportive services
supplied to regular students, and génerally also receive special remegdsal,
counseling, psych’atnc and health services, ;of) placement, and 'wgrk
orientation Many of the colleges have “skills centers” where both CETA
“and tegular students’ undertake job’ training programs Such centers age

"~ complete with the nécessary traning equipment, pducational geﬁor]nel,

"N\ ,and,the student support services to help students-succeed.in th,e,:r educa- '
tional programs_ < :
Qeﬁerally, the colleges put mited emphasis on employment of persons .
funded by Titles 11 or VI of CETA, the Public Employment Programs Most
colleges have just @ few such employees, moré often from one to five than
over five However, a few colleges have PEP" employees in significant -
numbers, the largest number being 144 employees in a large urban college
That college gives its PEP employees released time and |n§\ndual counsel-
Ing t0 assist them to upgrade their skills and be better prepared for un-
. subsidized employn/\en‘t A number of respgndents made special ‘note that

’ - . , .
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) they'had been able to hire a fair proportion of their PEP employees {about
30%) on a permanent, full-timebasis ., . . .

’

- - Fundsscoming to co!feées from Sec 11Z (vocational education serviges)*
generally cover regular CETA program, activities However, occaglon'a_l’ly
such progréms have a special focus A few exarhplesinclude a supplemen- ~ |
tary deliveyy systém, counseling and skill training, bilingual office -
technical program, and technical workshops o .

.
-

Govermor's, discretionary programs were funded for such agtnwhe§ as an
pffender assistance program, career awarengss, one-stop centers, outreach
counseling for women, an occupational needs study -design, career
gundanée for- adults, 'a water trea t plant training program, job
preparatiop for Spanish speaking pessons, and programs for bilingual eldc-
tricians and secretafjes” .

Finally, colleges utihized Title 111 {national prigrity) funds for 'a\wz)men's'
*program, senibr adults job placement, progr msMor migrants, a nurses
aide program, training ¢ompanion aides to homebound elderly, women’s
educational development,-a youth job tramir?g program ané English as d
second language )

. 0
L ) ‘ ’r/‘ * /
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In ;hg su;\gey_gplleg_s were asked ‘whether they were more’ involved with’

-manpower prdgrams undet CETA than they had bean under MDTA Of the
respondents who answered the guestion, 253 said they ‘Yarticipate mgre .

** fullyunder CETA, and M said their partacnpatuonwas greater underMDTA
whyle 33 saw no change °, ! . . .
~ ¢ * %
In additioh, and often, irrespective ‘of theur answers’ to that\ question, .

. respondents offered manykomments about the comparative effectiveness
« .of the two approdc hes to employment amd trainng Often therespondents
had 'strong views on the subject, both favorable apd unfavorable in-
"2+ cluding sbme who ‘explained at considerable length their reasons fdr
' deciding against further iAvolvement withCETA
- P M . . . ;‘ L (
On balance the re3pondents approved of the CETA approach, pointing to .
, the bernefits of f3QXIb||lIy and ‘local control\é numper saw CETA as"an |
ideal opportunity for'the community college to serve i1ts_ community
Many colleges spoke of exceHent relations with and cooperation ‘from
" prime s§onsors {while other colléges held the opposite view) * I

-+ Tagve the flavor of ther views, let the colleges speak forxthe[nselves
“Count’y (or other local) prime sponsorsbnp gives the community ¢ |
colege a tremenddus oppprtunity, -or even mandate, to become e
‘mvohpd it should enhance the college-local government
hnkage 0 T Co
o ' TN
. ' - ( * ‘ . -
[ v \ J I‘ .
) 1 have been associated with MDTA and CETA for twelve years
S The CETA program 1s a vast improvement over the MDTA pro-
gram The CETA program has allowed much more self determina-
tion by. local _goverhing sioards industry and citizens The
delivery system of CETA orking better, and gammg momen-

o . - L)
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tum ear;h day Many of the frustratnons that | expenenced un‘ier
MBTA no Longer exist under CETA” .. :

Ve ' - * * ox ! ‘
v . 4 M R °
“The communlty colleges are, |n¥eneral,_mrssmg aﬁblden op-
portunity to serve -the countr and to generate financial and-
,' other support, by not performnn‘} a more complete role in CETA,
and other revenue sharing prograsms If we don’t take advantage

of our opportumty someone else will "
.~
. - . * % ® , . s' et W
. \ . ",
"The advantages of CETA‘ over MDTAare many, UndeLzCETA
funds are more’responsive to the local or area need For mai-

. power trdining Our col'lege participates: in a training contract

wrth the local Offrce of the State Employment Comphission for °

) fundmg of individual referrals and class- snze.tralmng Ad-
dmonally ouf college contracte dicectly with the State Educa-
tion Agency for CETA-Section 11?funds however, resources of

Qhe State Employment*Commrssron' are utihzed for determma-
tion of eligibiltty of beth Title | and Sectlon 112 students "

»

« , ¢
E o 4
- - |
f
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. . . ,
“This institution has'been more involVEd in manpower aGtivities

under CETA 'This 15 glue to the fact/ that the CETA’ program:
+ allows more flexibility in the selection and operation of pro-

grams which thts institution feels aré .needed to meet the needs
of industry and the community The ahove-raentioned flexibility,
allowing more control, input and decision making on the local
and state level with régard t®&programs offered, designed and
operated, 15 of great beneflt “F{ot only to this mstitution; but to
the entire state A pre-packaged or catégorjzed grogram for the
entire state would not.allow this institution, or any other, to pro-
vide training’ that would lead to maximumi employment op-

+ portunities In th'rs area With the flexibility provrded under\

CETA, this institution can be a phme sponsof, strengthen i1ts own

training program through a consolidated effort, and at the same

time, operate under 1its phl'OSOph)’ of meeting the needs of its
- students-and the community 1t strrves to serve

[ " )
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On 'The Qther Hand, there are those who beheve that- the’CETA system 1s -

" just a touch this side of duslster They found dls‘erganuzatton pohtical in-

* fluence (that they couldn’t penetra‘te') ‘confusing ang conflicting regula-
‘tlons -and+a'lack of focus or thé needs of the CETA Llents Agarrwewill
“let the colleges speak for themseIVes ) ]

"MDTA probably.did as well moré quuefly" g
Ca .

P .
.

. ’

”CET(A 154 éofnple'te failtire as far'as ihstitutional training goes
- . L I N . -
AR AN - _ R :
L3 * * * ﬂ‘ .
’ - v . °
\.

- . . *
¢ 4, ¢ »

Y v

~ e

"t 15 a buré”ucramc mghtmare mass confusion, p{ogfams fund
ed for too Brief periods of timé, logal pohtlcs involved too much .
to let training take place ~ - . .
'. * 3 A ) g > * * t‘:i ’ ’

-~ - - 3 -
‘ 3 . L . A R - Yy

“The political footbadl approach causes massiwe waste and 1s
-very neffectual in"getting at the heart, of the Moblem that the
. Actwas su pposed to address . e .

) . ¢ - P

- N ’
N . .
. .

"

N e . . -4 -
v "Specral mterest‘f'groups outside of the.‘\pu‘bluc educatigpal - .
" system, of the community have been ghién the opportunit
participate th KZETA progra‘ms rathér than th.e commumty col
: Ieges and the pubhic school system _— . PO

-~
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-

, . IR 2 *
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"The MDTA oopcept was better because (a) it was, not as

" political,(b) not as much money was taken off by different agen

c:e.s}for adr?mlstratnon and (c) rndnvnduals lnvolved understood
. Manpower ql ’ SN

.
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",The survey showed ‘that there s a {iefnpu;’e correlation between ak'no&v'lé?
of, how CETA works and participatiorr in CETA programs For example, #W
ly 21% of'non-participants stated that they know who serve as members of
sof manpower planning couneil, while 84% of participants *
and $499,000, and 93% of participants over $500.000 do
a tion £, - - ° -

s

" )

_ ‘voting representation on such “councils, while 58% "of the $100,Q00 - '
% "$499.000 group and 78% of the over $500,000 group have institutional
voting representation . ro ) '

- ’ < - M ‘e
- -

A . . . .
© \Agalh:3&% of the non-participants do not’know what agency serves as
. ‘prime sPonsor for their afea Participants at any level Hawe this iforma- -,
tion We coujd identify aimost no correlation between participation and
* ' type of pnime spOns'or,.aIthough the groups with Righest p‘tlcnpatnon are
-+ more likely to be sérved by a coungaprinesponsor or relate’'to.a combina-
tion of prime sponsor agencies - -

! v L > . ¢
: -3 )
L4 i ) . .. ;
. 2"
8 12 - .
Q ‘ ) N 4
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" #milarly, 14% of non-participants. fesponded that thew institutions have ~
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" RELATIONS WITH PRIME SPONSORS "
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,As with all of CETA, there.1s tremendous variation depending on the logal
situation and the practices of the individual prime sponsofs Overall,
however, our respondents who volunteered comments on the subject ex-
pressed satisfaction with their prime sporfsor agenc¢e£ or the certain In-
dlvtduals in those agencies Twenty respondents reported that they enjoy , .
good relationships with their prime sponsors and 16 gave them “high quale ;,
ty” ratings while 11 rated them of “low quallty

. , . -
. Clearly, some pr|me sponsor agencres are verysresponsive to community
colleges and their people, enough even to prompt an oceasional thank-you —
“Jetter—a ranity in American business life A good, _many prime sponsor RS
agencies understand the importance of traiming 'n manpower develog- \
ment and are*willing and anxious to work with training institutions Again; 4 hy
. it would appear from our comments that a number of prime sponsor agen- \\ g
cies (city, county, and state) have develop®d systems for r?ewmg nput
from all interested parties and’ of making all groups feeI they are being .
treatedfalrly /0 .

v

As clearly, there are prime sponsor agencies that are viewed- as disorga-|
nized, inefficient, and‘%uﬁ(y of favoritsm, Several &f our respondents J
report that their numerous attempts to participatetin CETA, whether in the,

planning process or being funded( have been rebuffed They are-the “"outs”|

E

who have natyet figured how tog
as wmefficiently administered and b
and excessive paperwork Others are

are |hsen5|t|ve or inexpert in manpower

ed down with administrafive detail!
portedly staffed with peoplr\e whd
aiming, with mited knowledg

. of educationat processes For colleges«;se ed by more than one pnm

sponsor, there ¥s the built-in confusion of frav
wh'gh,f)perate differently’ B

/

Q ) 1

h] . L Y

to work with two systems

.~ -

]

t1in ” Some prime sponsors are viewed .
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“ As 'was méntl_oned above, community college participation and
}tnOWIedgeff #the CETA plannmg drocess vanes with their 1nvolvement

. VIEWS OF MANPOW MING COUNCILS
. . : P

. & with CETAY self For the middle groyp, 84% know who serve on their man- *
" .". power planning council and 58%{havé voting representation-on such
council$ L w :

. -

¢ Some respondents seémed to feel that their manpower planning councils

e j\were basicatly inefféctive tokens whpse ole s to ratify decisions already
F" b

.
3

‘

T,

" wrdfde Oﬁe thoughtful comment was regelved.whl'ch will be quoted here
»The'final decision making authority in terms of the expendhtures of
CETA monies rests with elected officials This s probably as 1t should
be What must be reckoned with 1s the fact that 1n most cases local
gohiticianssdo not understand nor do they have time to learn man- °

pf)wer« and the manpower planning process Congress ‘obvuously‘

recogr?zed this tn that they provided for the creation of Manpower
Planning Councils which would be broadly representatyve and which

‘could provide advice or recom?nendaflons of the Primes”

c . . ’ \ A . ~

“This 1s essentially very sound thinking The proble comes with the

imolementation Planning councils are at the mefcy of and totally
dependent upon the. Pnmes (Iocal‘ pohiticians) The Primes screen,.:
select, and appoint Plaqmng Councik Members They also determine
the, level of staff services to tth]annlng Council. /

& M .

oL, .
-

“This is simply not functional Plahning Councils must be given more
teeth They must be given. some say 1n the numbet of members, the
representatlven"?ég of the members, tﬁeﬂrpanpower planning process,
and lastly, they must be given staff to provide services.to them Effec-

. tive Manpower Plaonlng.Coufncnls age the only, mechanism CETA pro-
vides te—nsure that broadly representative, comngunity based, par-
ticipatory planmné otcurs The overall suctess or fatlure of CETA 1s
dependent upén the extent to w‘hlch‘PIa'nnmg Coungls can fungtion
in an effective mann®r s — (Peter L Van Groll,'Mdraine Park VTAE
District, Fond du Lacy Wisconsin) . ' . .
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CETAADMINISTRATION ~ . .

Asked whether they think it 15""confusing,” colleges overwhelmingly said
“yes” —by a vate of 94 to 38 on responses from applicants who answered
that question A number of respondents took a forgivifig, patient tone Yes
the program 1s confusing It is new, with a new staff, trying to pull together
previous proggams and create a new system 1t will improve—or; it 1s now
v:siblyimprox‘/mg - )

ot

#;,More specific problems causing conf%llon'were-cnted‘
"y

P

"

1 Lack of clanty on pohc:es objectives and guidelines, result.mg in m-

e

adequate guidance ang conflicting ﬂzgulat:ons

tween the state and the

prime sponsors, or between multiple prime sponsprs As one put 1If! “One is
never sure which to commumcate with, and whidhever way we go 1s wsual-
ly in the incorrect way ” Since the collg ges ard often county or district
based; they may deal with one or more p‘ me sponsors.as well as a balance
of state area or reglonal consortiums ey then confront a lack of con-
formity in terms of forms, pohcues systems, procedires and reporting re-
-quirements Thus excessive time may baspent with administrative detail |

’

-

2 Inadequate communications — infqrma

% ,
n systems between prime. '

.

“sponsor, manpower planning council, subcontra;tors and athers. Sometime®

.

o ~
E
e

’
-

RIC

colleges need to go the Depattment of Labor or a paid information service
to get information that prime sponsqrs should share routnnely, of
meetings, guidelines, d7adl|nes regulations, ‘eté LI

k4 ’
* (3) CETA personnel. One would guess that tHere 1s a fairly high turnover
of CETA staff, which brings a number. of problems For example decisions
made by one staff member may be revoked by his Successors or, d rela-
»
tlonshlp bullt with an agen;y through one pérson may be bgt when he
leaves A number of respogients commented that in general CETA. staff
lack expénence with manpower training, or indeéed had “not mastered
CETA programs and requirements sufficiently to provnde effective
guidance to program apﬁpktants’ Also, in m \any cases it takes excessive
e - N X

. L \. .
LN ‘ "

-
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. ' L
), o . .
- time to get a ‘ '
\ g pprovals| of projects, leaving little lead time for project
' -operators e

(4) CETA is "politicall” Quite a number of respondents (18) felt that the
goals of the program were being lost in a power struggle, resulfing in ”little
concern alzout the needs of the students” A typical comment “In our
- district the CETA progrant is mixed up with county polities Job slots have
been almost entirely dounty and city public sefvice jobs | am not sure
'what we have gained 1h this model other than another large staff of CETA
employees ” Another facet of the “politics” ?GETA 1s the competition
among applicant groups, many of which had‘their own special position in
/che MDTA system, as well as new applncants all now relating to a single
agency at the prime sgonsor level

L [ S B
(5) Red Tape' While the question was not ‘asked in the survey, 38.
respondents addressed the .paperwork problem, indicating that this may
. be an area in whch much improvement s needed “The pape!work s
legion” —the phrase was supplied by two respondents, 6ne mn Texas and
one 1n Oregon, who are apparently in touch with the same muse If the
\ respondents are correct, the repor(img reguirements aré excessive and
repetitive '‘There have been several timeé when CEFA staffhas required -
”specnal" reports and then asked for pra)t/tlcally.‘he same information two -
or three weeks later,” said one, We spend ‘more trmé filling out forms -
hqg e do dealing with stutlents ported another Ap additional prob-*
lem 15 that the paperwork— admum{fatwe service —is not recompensed to -
the program operators Thus staff/,o handle it cannot be hired, and 1t dqes .
mdeed, take up time of staff wh should be dealing with the CETA chiepts
The paperwork requnreme}z{s #d other confusions have caused more than
' . one collefe to decide that CE'TA participation 1s not worth the éffort After‘
T two.years as a subcontratdr running a local CETA iMake center, ‘which :
was touted as a model fpr its effectiveness, one college notified |'ts lqcal
manpower agencies th/{t it no longer wished to be considered *'You cang
imagine the” "shock w#ve that went through the CETA commumty when |
made that décision/ saidha college official “There werethose-who could .+
not understand. w y'we would give up sqrﬂe of that great federal money
/‘(V_yg still stand réady to undertake any training responsibility which the . °
o

-

Y

nsortium m{ght feel that we arelbest dquipped to dd We will do sg;
.. however, on'the basrs of a simple contract where the cdifege will be pald ‘ :
- to do a job without all the expensive tlmec{)nsummg Raper work that 1s
associated with the program, We have other contrac&wnth oth‘er agen- '
.ties which work smoothly and very effe;twely =

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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\PROCEDURAL IMPROVEMENTS SUGGESTED  /
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»  (3) Procedural de1ays of many kinds were reported S

y .
7 : A

«
‘ ‘ -

.
’ S ‘

/cordung to our respondents, some changes ih the system of op,eratuons

sofve the question 'of wh9 ~pay$ the participants, the Local Employ-
megt Secunt)/’fo:ce or the State Office (the respondent 1s In a balance-of-
state area) It would be better o deal with the local office and let that of-
* fice deal with the State There” are problems of communication wuth the

>

sate office - . - R

. -

1

(2) Probléms with md:wdual referrals The collége should be able'to bill
for reumbufsement at the tame%f registration The pro raita reduction ‘for
drop-outs fails to recognize the adminustraive costs to thé institution The .

stipend checks should be mailed to the student'to cut’ college ad- '
- . - ministrative overhead Accjuntmg prbcedures need to, bE simplified Ifa’

coblege has 350 referral students, it kas 350 budgets and réﬂlmbursement re-
quests with no funds gwen for admunlstratrve of cI/|caI support

- /2 r . Y
cific areas includ-
ed tack of timely and adequate guidelines from prime spohsOrs dejayed
decision-making giving agplicants short notice on prge t approval? delays
in relmbu'rsements—here two approaches wer gebted, first; a larger

" advance payment than the present 25%, and second, transfér to the Col-

a
executing the budgetaccurately and responmbf@" ’ ‘7“

Jege comptroller of the approved budget Accordingito,
_"the reimbursement policy hampers the delivery oft
" fakes it difficult to maint@in an organized progra
to schedule The collegg is a creditable instituty

1s respondent,

¢+

(4) Need for coord:natlon between CETA, vocatfnal education, W7N‘_

¢ and other programs wb:ch dellver.slm:}ér kinds of services ”CQJ help the

\5
o
. d ®.
O

ERIC
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institution which hlres,’the same person to provide these serv}(fes to chents :

from all these agencies,” Prorating requires a mastér public aceountant

Coordination is neededat the local, state, and federal Jévels to mimimize,

competition between t ese agencies and prevent proggm overlap .

] ] *

IS SRS

.w;?help the CETA system run mote smoothly St

ining services and - .
perafing accordmg “
1s quitg capable oj/" -~
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x TFtAINING AND EDUCATION IN CETA o : ’
‘ PROGRAM CONTlNUlTY

fom the current thrust of CETA in reSponse to recent high
ploymerit The emphasns on public employment op putting
|mmed.|ately mto ]obs seems to have made prime sponsors 1p
parts.ef thé, -eountry turn’ emphatlcally away “from trai hg Perhaps
.o ndipg ta .pressure from highen levels, the prime spo\ors are in-
e te ested |n”vo|ume not r;esults as one respondent put it ) Y |

»

A re/;'??s

mphhsw oh :publlc service employment may satisfy immedate polrtmal
ressures, it-is actually only_postpening cntical unem.gloyment (2) The
peogle bmng employed are not. thqse most: in need of skills training and , ‘- .
cgreer (,ie ent, but are the ones who have tralnmg arid job. ex- C

ve
perience aIacceptabl—e to employers ; )

£

| Fhe emphas;*énynmmet{nate em ployment rather than career development
* tendl to qdro lotal mappower planners’ thoughts away frobm creative ap-’
proachés tp job training, including modes -of working with employers i
|Ob’ eveloartnt and job restructur:ng. to greate vigble jobs for CET

*t’ycibaots A respondent comments that ;ooperatlve effqrts betwee, primé
.{ sponsors, planning. councils, traifing institutiens, and employ€rs could -
{ p-to provide current and acturat€ labor market informap6n, Job train- ']
) |:gprograms and jobs'with upward mobrhty which woul ’

‘ 'bequrt to CETA dartlcrpar{ts ., - -
N B the a number of colleges find that t}\err me/.sp’onsors look more
i favorably at on-the-job tramning and work expérience programs than on in;-
R R stltutlorvall tralpmg programs, which in sfe short run seem more costly .
v, However ‘the colleges feel that the pfime sponsors are being very short-
E . ghted n taklng this view, fajlmgto c0mprehend the lasting Iong -term

efl.t that participants can '

’

L .

ive from educqtlon

] \ -

e
= \ .
1 \ e - -
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gested that a specufrc percentage of CETA Title | fpnds should be sat aside
for training pro rams -at the prime sponsor |level This would nvolve a

. T
\ s §
I . y .

The cyregnt lack of stability 1s for some of the respor;dents a pkblem of
uch grgat magnitude that they .question the wisdem of participating in
it all In fact, our suﬁ/ey did st:mulate some lengthy letters from

'place ften CETA programs are funded for too brief a time,"and worse,
finding decisions #re made sO Iate that tralnfng |nst|tut|ons have dlfflcult?

could seF up its system get its teachers, have its space and equipment
* 'ready, and be able to carry on an effectively funct:omng program for
’ / ‘/CETA cthts A set-aside for training under Title | woul encourage the -
;prlme sponsors to develon continuing arrangements w training institu-

,/ tions This does not mean ‘that the training instjtutions wotild not be ac

.

tiveness |t does mean that the trarnrng would be more effective, however,
[ for the continuity would permtt tralmng institutiohs to do a better 1ob

’
. - ~

¢ Respondents also suggestéd some changes in legislative restrictions on

basic skill developmenqt should be removed Many participants in CETA
programs lack competence in language and math, which inhibits their suc-

cess\in the job martket and restricts‘them to the Iowest skilled and most in;

’ secure |0b:ﬁ§t this kind-of training {remedhal éducatrona‘ waye not per-"_
mrtted in miny CETA: training akrangements Again, maﬂv CE ients

‘" need work"brrentatlon and the de elopment of personal abats aﬁoals

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
. . ’

ol trarnrng which'in thelr vrewrwould benefit CETIA clients Many beliexe that
a t CETA 15 to encourage its clients to devé&lop the skills to gnve them up-

Fa ward mobility, more emphasns on guidance and counseling 1s needed, the ',
', limit of 12 mohths Jn time should. be eliminated, ahd the restrictions on

a_16 A .o ~ A
EMC ‘ e' * . 20 v . . ., ".
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i
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/ ) / countable for results, og<that they would not be dropped for lack of effec-
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whlch help them frod and keep jobs Some may need this, pius remedia-
. tion, plus specific job skills Twelve months is not adeguate for a job of
ths. magnrtude In add|t|on a Ionger period’ for trarnlng would enable
" somE of the participants to earn certificates, associate degrees, or even
liegrn work toward a higher degree whrch wOuId help them with theyr
longer tergn employabrlrty
2 9 Y . .. * -~
Respondent comments om-this subject follow

We need a legistative prionity on training 1n regard to other services in.
Title ] The Iong range advantage of CETA in the next 10-20 years will
) . be the residual of trained, skilled,"employed workers resulting ffom
" the training activities, and not those recipients of temporary work
' .assugnmepts . .
.‘ Y A . <

- " e

i —

The‘€mphasis should be on training and retr'alnlng and related work
experience aimed at enhancrng employability —plus assistance in

finding work, counseling, etc Attention néeds to be concentrated on

¢~ .Tthose characteristics of the participants which tend to prevent suc-
"7 cessful permanent employment It certainly does mothing” far the

economy to attempt tomove them into ?ubllc erhployment

~
t

. 4 . rxr . N
[ . 4

A specific percent’of money should be get aside for training at the
=+ prnime sponsor level This would lend stability to ldng range com-
.mitménts for colleges and training agencies Each year we must fight
oo for Money and. cant look forward to expanding and improving pro-
. grams .

a

v

LR A )
.
.

Our experi?éﬁce wr? local CETA personnel' has found them to be very
cooperative Howéver, the philosophy of CETA appears to imhibit
their-effectiveness from the point of view of education Apparently,
they are forced to fund only programs which resuit in “instant jobs”
This means that the placements are at the lowest level If they were
allowed to be concerned about upward rnobllrgg and opportunrty for

Q ’ 1 - .
fRIC el AR
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advancement into muddle management., they could fund Ionger range
programs This would be edjjcational programs ieachlng people the
-~ skills of communication and interpersqnal rglatnons which are*’
critical to move people beyond the productign line As an.example,
we had a program teaching Mexican-Americans to speak English This | !
1s a crucial need; yet 1t 1s unpossnble to make these people job-teady

in six months or even a year e y
B " AT
; : o * - N

22 v . T

2

Itis |mpossvialé to do any Iong-range planmng for a class-size training
program It is definitely an *'if and when” gperation No gne seems to ’
know 1f or when any program will be funded or when the funds will be
released If a program 1s funded, the tm\ung i1s usually 3 to 9 months.
late. When a program 1s finally funded, ‘the traiming agency 1s' ‘ex-
pected torstart the program imnrediately, within 4 weeks With a%ixty
day.to 6 months delivery date on equipment, employing competent
instructors, finding suitable heusnn%and getting eyerything set up in-
cluding procuring instructional matenals, it is almost an u'qpossuhle
task to set yp a meaningful program | have worked with MDTA and

.

o ™ CETA since 1967 and it seems to get worse instead of better, it refer
II“
. ¢U\g to the 'red tape’ and uncertainty / "
" ) . N
< L d
. .
hd * L2
. '\»
7. -

Rl | -
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. - CLENT/STUDENT SERVICES -
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RespOndents offered some interesting commths focusing on the ex
perience of the reason for it al - the CE'EA participant

. . PES 3
Two threads of concern were reflected in a number @f comments. I?\rst,
“that CETA may not be serving the most needy, and second,,that concern
for the individual paftucup#ts 1s being lost in a mire of paperwork and con:
flicts. overturf ’ .

.
-~ ,

Respondents suggested that CETA placemenf and- completnon e
qujrements are set so high by the prime sponsors (to show good results)
that the people.who really need the training are not being referred They’
state that CETA 15 unreahistic in its expectationsefrom programs which aré
des:gned for the disadvantaged, who are hard toreach and hard to teach
The dariger that with too strong an emphasis on “poggive termina-

. fions;” marginal cahdldate{s those really most 1 ed of services, may be
screened out of the program Said one_respondent “There 15 reason to
believe that the disadvantaged recetve less manpower serviges than undet
MBITA and CETA funds are being used tn balance local. government
budgets ” e | — -
Related to this4s the suggestion that prime sponsoss using individual refer-
rals should provide additional fungjmgfor ounselmg tutorial, and_other
services to the CETA participants It would|seem that these costs are not
covered In individual referral contracts All coileges make avali'able the
services customarily a&allable to students, and many Talso provide mote in-
tensive additional serx)lces to the CETA indiidual referrals However, they
state that there 1s a imit tothe extrasetvices they can provide, and many
feel.that the needs of the_clients are not fully served
A needfor greater CETA training flexlbllity as indicated One ;eSpondént
suggested that “some consideration should be given to allow a'eek off
for the traindes They are in class from eight.to five o’clock, five days a

’ week for the duration of the training They are non-tfadltlonaj students

P

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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¢ Evenregular students'need a break it becomes long-and tedious and some
. drop out because they.are overWhelmed by the 40 hour week '

Theré 15 a suggestuon of a breakdown when ‘t colnes. to job placements
e - following training "We get them and train them, help them learn skills and
growan confidence,” said one college official ""Then the person is “back on ‘

the streets CETA fosters false hopes " As a prac;lcal solution to this prob-
+  lem, it might be useful to consider making the trainYng-institution responsi-
ble for placement As the quotation below suggests; it may be that. they
S can do it better In addition, the ability to place 1s a measure of the effec-
b~ tiveness of traiming” It could be argued that institutions which cannot
- place people who have completed training for the local job market may
not understand the job market well enough to be involved in training As

‘one respondent put it
“The ultimate oblectfﬁe*for each student completing vocational trais-
g 15 gainful employmept Under thé present manpower programs,

we are respondible for providing vocatlonal training to students, and .
Employment Security 15 responsible for |ob placement ,More positive
. and effective job development-tould be attamned, if the trainiig in-
stitution s given job developrent/placemeént responsibility Thastu-
tdent’s instructor, under the coordination 6f the training institu ior's
» “job developer, would be able to job develop for the student betweeh
2-4 weeks prior to the student’s completion date The instructor 1$'bdt-
. ter qualfied and knowledgeable of the student’ s potential fot’-
employment» 3 ‘

.
- . * N .

.

', '«d

- The seccl‘nd hread n responYents’ commients was that coficern for thein- .
divndualfpartucupant ts being Idst in a mire of paperwork and confhicts over
" tuef This 1s.a typical commekt “Students are often lost in the CETA.
. bureaucracy without sesdeone taking a special interest’ Federal re'gulaA
. tians are more restrigtive which results in the student not being served
because 1t's not’ allovwed 1n the regulations—There are so many rules and
* protection of turf that the mduvudual clientas forgotten ”” Unsolicited com-
ments of this nature appeared often enough in our survey responses to in-
. dicate a problem which may need investigatian

ERIC . .24 :
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RE&OMMENDATIQNS FOR MPROVEMENTS IN CETA

; : / . ’ - =
The survey results provnde grounds for a new look at CETA wath regard tg

community college participation Therefore, the followfng recommenda-
tions for Iegfslatnve and procedural improvements are offered”

. N L . . . ' T
(1) State and local manpower plafning counEnIs need to be strengthened
so that thetr |nvolvement in CETA planmng, implementation, and review’
IS more umformly effective One méthod, which was used in the 1876
amendments to the Vocational Education Act, would be to give é
planning counals their own staff, independent fnom the prime sponsor
staff

-

(2) Ereater technical assistance ¢o tmme sponsors'and training for prime

sponsor personnel 1s. neéded to help them bring about better under-

standing of the complexmes of employment and traiming, and DOL

reguldtions. Especially with apparent staff turnover, prime Sponsors _
seem to have difficulty keeping up with program and regulation
changes DOL regional officeg or state manpower agencies should have

this responsibihity specifically allocatedsto them

2 - . ) , ‘/ ' e .\

”“B) Within the states, more coordination among agencnes 1 needed SO v
that agencies working thard related goals are able to wark together .
productwe!y rather than impose differing requirements on the samme
groups’ To some extent the Yaw already requires this of Yhe Statg Man-
power Services Council In additiom the 1976 amendments to the Voca-
tional Edqca’t"on Act require CETA membership on the State Vocatfonal
Education Adws\ory "Council However, it does not seem that the man- .
dé‘?‘ﬁ‘ﬁ% of a "eonststeot integrated and coordinated approach” has .

- been Med A comprehenswe mapping of “programs 15 needed,
together with a listing &f their goals-and requirements An infragency

.council should be required. td study, prdbose, and oversee the im-
plementation of coordtnative measures

.B < ' | #
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(4) Clearly,the Department of Ljabot /must take a very ¢lose look. at
_CETA reporting requirements Information néeds should be rationalizeq
and codified to eliminate all unnecessary repetition, as well as repocting.
" of bnne,edgd information It could be expectedrthat DOL techmical’
.asstance t6 prime sponsors could be helpful in this reard as wel); one
gets the impression that a consrderable amount of prime sponsor report-
m&’réquests aré-due partly.to misunderstanding of DOL regulations, and
partly out of fear of making mlstak/es which will create conflicts with
: DOL : ' : t s - "
P ) o . , | W ' ’ C L e——
(5) CETA legislatioft should be ‘a.m'en'c'}e‘d'té require greater prime spon-
sor emphasis on training and education As sug’g"sted by oﬁréggrvey

% respondents, a set-aside.or rqdunrement that a certain mininiim percent-

= ~pe of ‘prime sponsor funds be allocated fo training 1s one approach
5 - YL . ' , , s

(6) Inaddstion, a legisldtive.change 1s needed td'permft more than 12
months .training -experience, at least for CE]’A.'cltent; whose basig
reading’ and magherpatfcs skills are s? poor that their Iong-ru’h_’hqpes n
the job market are dim For such pgrsons remedial education, plus job
behavior skills, may be a necessary part of training for meaningful entry

" into the job market Through this, CETA would be of Jbetter service to

+ the disadvantaged persons it is expeﬁted to serve. .

. o,

NS Respondents’ comments suggest that greater flexibility in CETA job

* " training arrangenients would seem helpful A more effective CETA-
focus on the disadvantaged could be achieved through (1) ‘alfpwing .
more training time when needed, including basic skills, (2) ad-
ministrative albowances to institutions prq\‘riding training, which would .
be used for couhseling and related services; (3) flexible edules, in- .

S cluding time off,_to encourage the psychpfogncal transition te.the wg_rld TN

v “f work; (4 more effettive placement, including arrangeme?ts wheréby
training institutions undertake the task .

Kl

v

ER]
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APPENDIX

SURVEY RESULTS

COMMU NITYAND lUNIOR CO[I.EGES
AND CETA ’ :
.1 519 of the 919 member m.stltuxlohs returned surveys, giving us a return
rate Qf 56 5% .

. .- »

o

2) Of the total. returned 59 of 114% do not participate. 88.6% of the
r@Sﬂondents DO partnctpate in CETA programs

»

-

) 79% (41) of the total respondents partlcu;iate but incompfete survey
mformatlon makes it |mp0551b|e to determlne the Jevel of participa-

f‘ 4 -
4) Of the 478'surveys foa which thé Ievel of participation can be deter-
mmed the sthools partlcnpate as follows *

/

-

Fotal Dollars Received . Numbers Percéntage

$500,000 + 26 59
$100,000 - $499,000 _ 150 . 314

Y
-

$1-$99,000 = - 241 . sio

L]

* .

K ledge of the members and mstltutlonal votmg e resentation on

the prime sponsor ‘manpower planning coungil proved to be strongly
rélated to the level of* participation Each of these questloNva,s . ,'
tabulated wnthm the grouplngs as descrlbed aboﬁe

a }(nowledge of members - “yes" (questipn #8) i

y non—partncnpants $1- 599000 “100 $499,000 5500000+

. -21 4% ’ qsya 84% 92.6%

g




Y.
“
* " v
. . . €,
b Institutional voting representation - “yes” (question #9) : ‘
5 ; - ]
14 3% . 336% 58% 77 8%
These relationships are shown m the following charts ,

-~

¥

a Knowledge of members on manpower plannong counci! and level of e
participatiop *
v M . \
100% f . C, . coper
- " ) 1 non participants
‘ . 2,81 $99000
' . 92 6% 3 ;lmvssooooo )
: e 4 #500 000 +

- 659% o .

[»] . ‘.

% £ . "
R En_g P . R ‘.‘ .

- T 3 -

23 '

b4 1
. d214% e ‘

0 1 2 3, o 4

.

Ltevel of partictpation See code*

-

1.

»

~

9

b Instltutlonal voting represen‘tatlon on manpower planmng counCII
and level of participation

- ‘

N I ’ A Y
A Y
,  100%-, . R .
, -
. 778%|
< .
5
- = . )
s sl . 58%
G wa »
= er
' 2 5 ’, 4 ’ »
=8 . . )
w oL
£ 2 136% . ’ > .
£ - - ‘ o
St . . !
ol 143% |- ), .
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Level of participation See code* 4 hid : ’
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Prime Sponsors. Various patterns can be noted in-the relationship be- '
tween prime sponsor and the level of community, college participation *
Prime sponsor level of participation s as follows For the purpose of
comparison, the number of types of prime sponsors 1n each category
has been translated into percentage terms - ‘

v

1 2 <3 4
Prime Sponsor )
municipality - 89% 70% 8™  107%
county + W9 27 4 233 357
‘consortium 179, 104 . 167 143 °
entire state 143 <129 60 71
balance of state " 54 253 193 36 .
combination* : 36 137 247 286,
don'tknow =~ - 375 3 -6 0
no response . 36 0 6 0

7

vThis data needs further analysis, and a Iook at the breakdown Cf/prlme
sponsors across the country From the above midrmatlon the following
poirts should be noted : v

L4

a Of group™#1 (non- partncnpants) 37 5% of the responderﬁés |nd|cate
that they do.rfot know who the CETA prane sponsor in their area 15, as
compared wtth 3%, 6%, and 0% ineach of the other categories

b There » a higher percentage of two or more prime.sponsors (com-
bination®) in each of the three partitipating categories, as compared
with those that do not receive EETA funds ,28 6% of those re¢eiving
$500,000 or more have two or more prlme sponsors, possnblyfducatmg
an advantage to having more than one“source of funds, e)(cept for
smgle county funding

¢ 89% of the non-participants indicate that they have a gounty prime
sponsor, as compared with 27 4%, 23 3%, and 357% in each of the
three partlcnpatmg groups This may show a relationship bétween. -
coynty prime Sponsor and the ability of community colleges to secure

funds ) -
) v

7) Training versus Public Service Employment Because the survey in-

Jormation was often inadequate In identifying the source or program
of funding, it was noted whether the school particnpatgd in training ac-

* tivities (including Title | class size training programs; individual refer-

.
-
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rals, training under Title HI of “national. pnonty groups, vocational
education services - the 5% provided to.the state under Sec 112 of Ti-
tle | and training activities under the Governor’s Discretionary Fund) or
Public Employment Programs (Title I and V1) only or BOTH There 152
sagmfncant relationship betwéen participation in both types of pro-
grams and high overall participation This correlation 1s understand-
able and perhaps even obvious Dath s provided below
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$1-$99.000 $100- 500,000 $500,000 +

%

Training ONLY 27% ;0% 74%
Public Employment ONLY 199% - 47% 0
BOTH 531% 853%  926%

It seems important to note that 46 9% of those receiving between $1 -
$99,000 participate in Training or Public Employment prograr?'rs exc[uslve-
“ly. LIRS :
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_ 8) CETA versus MDTA. The survey asked’whether the “amount of actiysty

increased or decreased under CETA as compared with MDTA ” The
responses of those part:cupatlng institutions are poted by level of par-
ticipation. .

o

* 4 2 "3 4
Y Increase 515% 727% 740%
_# Decrease 167% . . 113% 74%% -
Same. 120% - 73% 111%

P NoResponse ¢ £ 200% B7% . 74%

The institutions at the highest level of participation have more often ex-
perienced an increase In actowty it cannot be determlned how many o)
indicated an increase or “no ‘response” in fact did-not participate In
MDTA, and therefore cannot compare The small decrease 1s encouraging
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_9) Comments. The last page of the survey (see attached) asks for generaf

‘ explanatlons of the problems and successes of their re|ationship with
their prime sponsor, as well as details of some quantified, but desérves
careful examination




What is perhaps most significant about these comments 1s the broad
range from overwhelmlné enthusiasm and understanding of the ebjec-
tives of the program to total frustratnon and/or confusion by the proc-
ess of local administration of funds . :
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The wide range of responses 1s indicative of the unique quality of each
commumty and 1ts polutucal circumstances Many claim that CETA 1s’

‘too “’political” yet the above survey data shows that those that effec-

tlvely cope with the politics and ‘know or get involved w1th%he man-
power planning council, are most likely to do well .
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