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HEARINGS ON REAUTHORIZATION OF THE
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT OF 1963

Part 10: Vocational Education Data éystem

- , THURSDAY, DECEMBER 10, 1981

HouUsE-0F REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMEN-
TARY, SECONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL Epucarion, Com- . -
.MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND Lasog, " .

’ ) Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call; at-9:40 a.m., in room
- 2175, Ra burn-House-Offic Building; Hon. Carl D, Perking (chair-———
ma of the subcommittee) predigding. o o
Members present: Represen tives Perkins, Craig, and Erdahl.
Staff present: John F. JepAings, counsel,” and Nancy L. Kober,
legislative specialist. T . - R
/ Chairman Perkins. The/ Subcommittee on Elementary, Second-
. ary, and Vocational Education is continuing hearings today on the
reauthorization of the Vocational Education Act. |
, This morning we will be focusing on the vecational, education
data system, known as VEDS. s N .
The Education Amendments of 1976 mandated the development
- and operation of a national Vocational Education Data System.
The Secretary of Education and the Administrator of the National
Center for Education Statistics were~jointly charged with the re-.
- sponsibility for developing this system. - ‘
The law specifies that this system shall include information on *
- students, programs, program completers and leavers, staff, facili-
ties, and expenditures. : -
In mandating this system Congress was responding to' a lack of
adequate data to judge program effectiveness and to make. impop- v+ -
. tant decisions about future directions. SN
" Through the testimony today we hope to gain an understanding
of how this systemywas developed, what type: _u(lﬂ"information it is
currently providing, and problems encountered in its development
and operation. We would also like to know the cost, in dollars and . - |
person-hours, of generating this data, as well as any recommenda-
tions the witnesses may have for irnproving Federal vpcational
data collection. . - . ! . . )
* Tbelieve our:objective ought to be to reduce the data collection to
the absolute minimum while securing enough data to hold adminis-
trators accountable for the use of public funds.. .
Without objection, I aim going to put these witnesses on all at
once: Dr. Senese, Assistant Secretary, Office of Educational Re- -
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search and Improvement, U.S. Department of Education, accompa-
nied by Dr. Robert Morgan, Director, Vocational Systems Section,
System DeSign and Analysis'Branch, U.S. Department of Educa-
- tion; M& Donald F. Averill, vice chancellor for vocational education
and planning, Coast Community College District, Calif. anid chair-
man, California Community and Junior College Association; and
Dr. James Lee Harris, representing the American Vocational Asso- |
. & ciation. : .
. I am delighted to welcome all you gentlemen here this morning,
and we will hear from Dr. Senese first.
Identify yourselves, all of you, for the record. .

, ‘ .o
STATEMENT OF DONALD SENESE, ASSISTANT SECRETAR\D

OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT, U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF,EDUCATION -

« Dr. SENESE. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee.’
I am pleased to provide testimony on the development and oper-
ation of the” national Vocational Education Data Systems [VEDS],
¢ operated by one of the compdnents in my office, the National
Center_for Education Statistics [NCES]. I am accompanied by Dr.

Frank Corrigan, Director of the Division of Postsecondary Educa-
%\il%lE SStatistics and Dr. Robert L. Morgan, VEDS Section, Chief of
In addition I would like to subgnit a more extensive treatment of
several of your questions under separate cover, prepared by NCES.
1 would like to talk just very briefly on the history of VEDS. The .
= creation of VEDS was niandated in Public Law 94-482, .section
6l(a) as part of the Education Amendments of 1976. The law
called for NCES to develop, implement,-and operate a national vo-
cational edufgation data systixéx. . ib . V\ ’ Ed
: 'I‘he\%ﬁeci ic questions to be -answered by the Vocational Educa-
tion Data System were: . | l\
. Who is being served in vocational education programs? i
.~ . What.are they being served? \ ’

What is being accomplished? and ’

What is the cost? - 4 ,

Under this broadly defined congressional mandate NCES devel-
oped a comprehensive and complex system to stidy vocational edu-
cation in‘the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and thiee outlying
areas on an annual basis. N .

In .developing the VEDS system, NCES consulted extensively
with other Federal agencies, State agencies, postsecondary institu-
tions, professional associations, and other interested groups. -

IThe first year, of reporting was 1978-79. The third year, 1980-81 °
collection is being reported to NCES this month. ¢

The primary purpose of VEDS is to provide a national reporting—
and” accountability system to generate ‘uniform data from the
States to support the decisionmaking activities of Co¥gress with re-
spect to the establishment of vocational education policies.

As far as the information currently contained in VEDS section
161(a) specifies that YEDS is, to provide inforfnation on vocational:

. first, students, including their race and sex; second, programs;

’
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third, program completers and leavers; fourth, staff; fifth, facilities;

and sixth, expenditures. *

VEDS currently contains information elements representing
each of these areas except facilities. It was found that data on facil-
ities are very stable, and that a recent study could meet the VEDS -

* requirement for some time to come.

tion 161(a) also specifies that program evaluations to be con-
ducted by the States under section 112(b) are to be contained in the |
VEDS system. Thus VEDS contains information concerning the -
extent to which program- completers and leavers find employment
in occupations related to their training, Coe

There are departmental vocational education data collections
other than VEDS. In recent years the Office of Civil Rights, the
-Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation, the National %nstitute
of Education, the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation
Services, and the Office of Vocational and Adult Education [OVAE]
all have undertaken or maintained major collections of vocational
education data. VEDS, however, was specifically designed to be the
prime source of vocational education data, largely subsuming these -
other collections. . ) .

NCES .a]so conducts three major related efforts: The-survey of — — —
noncollegiate postsecondary education, the higher education gener-
al ('iullfo;ilation survey or HEGIS, and the national longitudinal

+ studies. . ’ .
- The- first, the °.gurvey of noncollegiate postsecondary education,

_—provides inforiation on degrees for a category of postsecondary in-

stitutions that are generally not included in the State vocational
-education plan. These data then can be merged with VEDS’ State
plan coverage. )

The second study—HEGIS—deals largely with a populatipn of
schools for which there is a considerable overlap with the VEDS
population. ’ -

The third, the national longitudinal studies, provides outcome
data for a limited subset of students which can enrich the VEDS
followltp findings. - .

Particularly with regard to HEGIS, NCES acknowledges that
there is a degree of duplication in these studies. However, NCES is ,
developing a new unified-system for school years 1982-83 which
will simplify and consolidate HEGIS and VEDS re rting. .

As far as the cost and burden of VEDS to the States it must be
said at the outset that the data on this subject are relatively soft. -

» NCES has conducted a pilot study with eight States in an effort
to develop a methodology for estimating cost and burden. This
study provided results of only limited applicability to other States,

> but these estimates are the only ones available. .

The total national estimated costs were as ‘follows: Start-up costs,
over an average 3-year start-up period, $10 to $35 million; an¥ual
operating costs, $45 to $55 million; and annual person time, 1,000
‘to 1,300 persori-years—including estimates of local school district,
institutional, and individual time. - ) )

In evaluating these costs two factors should be taken intg ac--

*  count. " : o

First, one of the most.difficult problems was that of attributing

y  Particular costs of VEDS when facilities and personnel were share

¢~ i N N ~
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* with"other operations. Data collected during the study suggested’
that dome States tended to overattribute costs to VEDS.

Second, as individual States mature in their data collection and
processing capabilities, operating costs may be reduced.

As far as the Federal costs to establish and operate the VEDS
program, costs incurred by NCES in the development and estab-
lishment of. VEDS for the period from October 1996 through the
end of fiscal year 1981 total approximately $3.5 million, with an ad-
ditional $1.5 million spent for salaries. Half of the $3.5 million has
been given directly to the States in the form of competitive capac-
ity building grants.

VEDS represents a major effort by the Congress to insure more
comprehensive, accurate, and reliable data-about an area of. Ameri-
can education which receives significant financial support from
both the State and local levels. '

VEDS, however, has encountered a variety of problems during its
development, implementation, and operation. These problegns have ~
compelled the Department of Education to take a serious look:at
the VEDS system. < v

The first class of problems which were encountered during the .
developmental period concerned establishing the scope of the
sysgem. What institutions and programs could and should be stud-
ied? . a

NCES used the legislative mandate as the guiding framework.

Only data which NCES decided could be reported by the States

with reasonable -accuracy would be included. In addit{%n, the cur-

rent system contains limited target group data beyond t
mandated by the law. ° :

"~ A continuing controversy exists regarding the inclusion of non-
State plan institutions in the VEDS d4ta collection effort.

A second, definitional problems.

For the purpose of developing VEDS.it was necessary to reach
agreement as to the technical meaning of many vocational educa-
tion, terms. NCES, in cooperation with the States has attempted to
clear up many of the misunderstandings concerning definition of
terms. .

However, ‘problems still do exist in this area. For example, terms
such as disadvantaged, limited English proficiency, handicapped,
and related placement have been defined differently by various
States, leading to data collection problems and incorrect data re-
porting. .o .

NCES is continuing to work with the States on remaining defini-
tional problems, although solutions are not %p arent in all cases. .

A third aspect: Cost and burden faced by th gtates. v,

The issue of cost and burden has been a major complaint about
VEDS. Many States argue that to fulfill all the VEDS data require-
ments puts a heavy drain on their budgets, particularly in a time .
of figcal austerity. . . . -

CES has been sensitive to“these concerns. Through capacity
grants to Stat¥s, a reduction in data_elements, and training and
technical assistance, NCES hag tried to alleviate the burden. How-
ever costs and burden remain a major concern to all the respond-
ents as well as to the Department.

Fourth. Respondent problems.

at directly
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It was recognised early that for a variety of reasons some States
literally could not come into full compliance with the legal man-
date, primarily due to lack of sophistication of their existing data
systems. . :

Working with the Office of the General Counsel, NCES developed
regulations formalizing the concept of substantial compliance with
the. mandate, whq;in these States could supply substantial
amounts ofythe required data along with remediation plans show--
ing how they would come into full compliance within a reasonable

~ period of time.

Were it not for the creation of the substantial compliance catego-
ry roughly two-thirds of the respondents would Qave had vocational
educationfunds withheld in school yéar 1978-79;

And fifth, administrative problems. T .

There have been internal administration and data processing
problems in NCES. These included forms design and the time

"4 period from data collection to publication.
T would like t6 comment on data collection plans for the school

~

... year1981-82 __ ——— e
Now that 2 years of data have been collected NCF{S has begun an
indepth review of VEDS.- -

In order to reduce the targe cost and burden of VEDS while ad-

+  hering to the congressional mandate, NCES has recently worked
with OVAE and the Office of the Genetal Counsel,‘as well as my
own office, to curtail the VEDS collection sharply for the next data
collection year, school year 1981-82. .

In order to do this NCES plans to suspend. several areas of the
data collection which have been most burdensome to the States or
least reliable in the data base. The States were notified of these
changes by letter on November 3. g

The suspensions are as follows:

One. Suspend the collectioh of teacher/staff data: These data are
stable due to the lack of staff changes from year to,year. ¢

Second. Suspend the collection of employer,fql.ld)wup data: These

" data also change very little from year to year. .

Third. Suspend the-c‘olle‘gtion of program leaver and followup
data’ These data also exhibit a low return rate and are expensive.

Fourth. Suspend the collection of certdin enrollment.and finance
data: Definitional problems in the special needs areas make collec-
tion of this enrollment data difficult; some finance data which was

- difficult to collect was suspended.

" We estimate these changes, this coming year, will reduce the
man-hours approximately 48 percent, from 198,000 hours to about
102,000, hours annually. : .

Thatk you. . ) .
[Material submitted by Dr. Senese follows:]
- ‘. » ¢
-~ . ‘4
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' Supplementnryxl(nfomntion from NCES .~

.

This {nformation is intended to supplement the testimony presented on the -

[

devedopment and operation of the Vocntionalgiduc‘tion Data System (VEDS)

presented by Donald J. Senese, Assistafit Secretary for Educational Research

and Improvement, Dr. Frank Corrigan, Acting Assistant Administrutor, Division
of Postsegondary and Vocatfonal Education Statistics, and Robert L. Morgan,
Director, Vocational Education Data System, National Center for Education
Stat'istics, before the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary an(fVocati'onal.
Education of the Comittee on Education and Labor of the House of Representa‘-
tives., ,Specificnlly, this paper provides (a) a chronological, hist.ory of the

development of VEDS, and (b) a description of the types of data collected

-
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As authorized by, P.L. 94~482, the primary purpose of the Vocatiéal Education
-

Data System (VEDS) 1s to provide a national reporting syste{n to generate

uniform data frrow the States to support the decision-making activities of » ¥

Con}ress with respect to the establishment of vocational education policies.
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HISTQRICAL BACKGROUND

!

On October 12, 1976, the cEducation Anen

.
-

g ents of 1976 became law. House Report
94 1085 and the House Hearings on HR-94-19 constitute the. legisla&ve history
T
upon which the development &s the data system is based. Volume I of these

hearings presented the full répott of the GAO study of vocational education
coupleted the previous year.

H

’

Btd
tures of Federal funds

The GAD report criticized the Adninisttation for
t

*failure to require sufficient data to monitor State planning and State ewxpendi-

N

Amons oshe!‘concetns expressed, it wasg concluded that
- better labor market data were neede({, that, improved follow-up data were needed
completers.

and that data were needed on both race and sex of program participants and

ey

f
Throughout the hearings), numerous references were made to the lack
of appropriate and comparable data across States“on Vocational Education.

educdtion programs?

What are they being served?
And what {s the cost?"

A
The specific questions to be answered by the vocational education data systen
S
according to the legislasive history are: Who {8 being served in vocational
©
|

~
.

What s being accomplished?
-

Section l6l(a). of P.L., 94-482 required that 'the Commissionet afthe

data reporting and accountimg system.

Administ:atot of the National Center for %ducation Statistics jointly develop
information elements and unifom definitions for a natidnal vocational education

14
%
This system ghall {nclude information ,
resulting from the evaluations required to be conduceld-by 112(b) . . . and other
information on vocational A) Students, .B) Prograns, C) Program completers and
A -
leavers, D) Staff, E) Facilitiesy and F) Expenditures." Congress required timt
. -
the ssysten be compatible with the Occupation Information System (Section 161(b))
and with the Conmprehensive ‘Employment and Training Act data system. Congress . s
. - . . , - .
. » kS .
. . - , . Y
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also required that any Stste receiving Federal sssistance supply“information
requir‘ed by the Adainistrator and comply in its reports with the infortation

elements snd definitions prescribed. °

Based on the legislative history, NCES and Bureau of Occupational snd Adult :
o h . .
Education (BOAE) staff met to begin the development of {nformation elements
', s v
and unifora definitions to be utilized in reporting ‘on vocational education.

“« .

On October 19, 1976, & central planning committee was formed to set strategles

Qﬂd to deternine respurce needs® Both NCES and BOAE b;gan to identify potential
EY ¢

user groups and collection overlaps with existing surveys.

; e

>
. . .o

. - 4
The central planning comaittee zet and pareed that four ta;k forces should bg

v L]
formed to develop spegific positions of topics of concern. Thepe were:

(
A) System Design, B) Completer/Leaver and Employer Follow-up, C) Definitions,

and D) Bglingual Education. Each task force met {n December with a broad ,

representation of Federal and State interests r;presented. Position papers
rl .

. \ - .
were prepared and reviewed by NCES and BQAE staff. Because of the high degrde
13 T .

of overlap, the task forces were combined. .
B . »
\ £

N « .

On January 12-14, 1977. over 50 Federal and State agency representatives met in -
general session. At thism;eting there was extensive State involvement and many
special interests were iderixtified‘. " For example, the Office for Civil Rights (OCR)
expressed interest 1h'8taff Récial/Ethnic by sex,data at the six-digit program: *
level of specificigy. BOAE expressed interest in student ‘data at the same level

-pf specificity. OMB expressed interest in carefuk euminasioLof other data

sources to assure that no data being collected uere_redun&ant and that all
v

.'relevani sources were utildzed, as well ¥s concern that the facilities a&ea Be

. ¥ A

. v
- - ’
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> refined or culled. Several groups, both State and Federal, expressed i{nterest

in sasuring t‘hat special target groups (e.g. handicapped) be identified by

uboth the handicapping condition and vocatiorﬁl education services provided.

.

Many*States’ expresgtd interest’ in assuring that the datg system have capacity
for fulf‘illing evaluation and accountability requirements under P.L. 94-482. ’

The ’Departmen.z of La.bor expressed a need for high qualitry supply data from

the vocational education sector-to fulfill the Natdonal Occupation Information

Coofdinating Commiptee’s (NOICC'S) requirement for supply estimations. There

LY

. was contern about just what {nformation must‘be gashered by "labor market
N /
« , area,” as well as the definition of that term. .
. ~ ‘ i ¢

» | .

Timing and {nterfiies Wwith other data systems were discus‘sed. States clearly

Al
tndfcated ¥hat considerable lead time was needed to establish a reliable,

s

.
accurate system. States expressed concern about interface between Section 437% -
B

General E‘z’iucatién Provisions.Act (GEPA) and P.L. 94-142 (Special education)

-

data systems. The issue of whéther or not adult enrollments, yere to be
Al
sepatately accounted for and how consumed a large-amount of‘time.

The linkage thtween program data ‘and occupational data was discussed. Problems ™

- related to Handbook VI Standard Tersinology for Curricudum and Instruction In

- .
Local and State School Systems and HEGIS Taxonomies Of Instructional Progranm}

when applied to manpower planning were cited. . Finglly, anotfaer recurring c{ues-
tion emerged, :he sampling unit and reporting unit for thf Fe\geral reporting.
The group was about evenly divh:léd anong those who felt that the vocational
data system lshould co‘llec‘t data by 1) eligible recipien‘t, 2) lfbor narket area,

and 3) State aggregate. At this point the <‘:;/>ncept of reporting versul record

*Now referred to as Section 406(a) .

s .
.

.e
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keepin.g emerged. That is, data at the local level would need to be somewhat
more specific than that submitted to the Federal level in order to assare

‘accurate §ub-State labor supply information. The January meeting fdentified”

wost of ‘the major issues that were to be addressed in the development of the

Al
vocational‘dat‘.a system. Also, this meeting reinforced the importance of”State

input in all developnental activities.

v ' ~
Due to the large number of questions concerning Congressional intent,: meeting
was held-between Congressional Committee counsels and NCES staff. One proposi-
tion advanced b; the counsels was that all public vocational education should
be included in the State Plan and that the notior: of tuo‘distinct universes,,
StaterPlan versus all vocational educatfon, was not the Congress' intent. Rather

it was noted that the Congress intended th;? all publicly supported vocatiopal

education should be covered by the State Plan.
A
» e N

As a result of the mgeting between Congressional and Department sta’ff,'

Mr. Perkins, chairman of the authorization committee, sent a letter to the
4

Administrator of NCES that granted a one-year delay in implementing the VEDS

data collection activity and enumerated three condi{{ons@ursuant to the granting

of that extension. These were: 1) full implementation by FY-79, 2) that the extra
»

year be utilized in systems design, a}q 3) that every effort be made to interface
»

LY
with the CETA data system to achieve a "hand in glove"” fit.

A review of other Federal agency collections was conducted. Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped (BEH) and NCES staff et to determine the interfaces
between P.L. 94%142 and P.L. 94-482. It was agréei‘l. for example, that VEDS
would collect the data required for monitoring P'%;; 94-142 and that haf\dicapped

3
status would be based on Individual Education Plans (IEP's) at the elementary

N - ' Y
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and secondary levels. NCES and Veterans Administration ltaff met to determine
1f data collection of student follow-up information could be coordinated. At

that time, nfter a geries of meetings it was believed that far too Dany

differences existed in the two laws to permit a common collection.
-

Héetings were h;ld between CETA staff and NCES staff to determine the degree of
consistency between the two data_bases. Numerous digferences were identified,
especially in the reco?dkeeping and financial accounting areas. Even greater
differences were seen in definitions in law. The primary reason for the
differences was the high level of emphasis placed on public service employment

L4
° by CETA and emphasis placed oﬁ‘occupational preparation by vocational education.

+ NCES, BOAE, and gffice ;f Planning, Budget, and Evaluation staff met to discuss
the overlap among Se;tign A37'q¥ GEPA; Section 108 and 161(a) of P.L. 94-482.
Careful examination of the provisions of each mandate élearly inditated that
overlap was inherent in the législation and that there was no Hegal basis for
not collec&ing\ghe data specified 1n\each of these sections. It was agrged
that every effgrt would be made t; avoid duplication, but ;hat legislative
1;tervention would be necessary to clarify the roles of each unit with respect
t; these collection eﬁforts. Finally, several lnternal NCES meetings u;r: held

1,°“ financial reporting, enrollment reporting, and staff reporting, and every
effort was mfde to assure compatibility among survey ierminology alth?ugh

. : \
this was nqt always technically feasible.

7 s
In March, two.series of meetings began. The VEDS planning task force was
formed and began meeting on March 4, 1977 on a weekly basis until Hay 25, 1978,
The pirpose of this task force was to develop uniform definitions for required

‘Q - - . . ¢ »
~ »
N /
) " ~
%
h _ﬁ / “
» . o
o ¢ =
J

e
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data elementa and to resolve issues between agencies on reporting requirements
and recqrd keeping requirements. Several staff from the National Center for ¢
' .
.Education Sntistics. (NCZ?), Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education/
Agsociate Commissioner for Occupational Planning (BOAE/ACOP), Bureau of '
Occupational and Adult Edutation/0Office of Planning (BOAE/OP), Bureau of .
Occupational and Adult Education/Division of Vocational and Technical Educatign
» (BOAE/DVTE?. Office of Planning, Budget and Evaluation (OPBE), Ex:gau of
Education for the Handicap;:ed (BEH), Office for Civil Rights (OCR), National_
Qccupation Information Coordinating Committee (NOICC), Department ‘of Labor/
P

Empioyment Training Adoinistration (DOL/ETA) and National Institute for

Education (NIE), participated in the meetings.

« On Mazch 15, 1977, the first of a protracted series of Committee on Evaluation
.
? and Information Systems (CEIS — a committee of the Counc’i} of Chief State

R School Officers) vocational task force meetings began. This series of meetings

focused on the data requirements of P.U. 94-482 in terms of both data burden ,

RN

and the ability of States to provide accurkte, reli-able data. This group
provided input on 1) other related collections; 2) current collection practices

in States; 3) conceptual input on systems desiyn; and 4) State concerns about

|
: data burden. o ) - )
4 feasibility s)tudy was recomqende.d in selected States to test 'the capac‘ity
of Statés‘to obtain reliabdle, 2ccura§; “data for local education agencies and
postsecondary institutions using the applicable data elements and definitions.
AMso, this s;ud; co:xld provide empifrical information on the costs of data
acquisition both in terms 6f manpower and‘dollars- The remainder of the spring

and summer was spent in developing and Yefining definitions and reporting .

° » .
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for;u to be .tested in the feasibility studies 1ncorpog|t1ng input. ’
X ! ,
¥ ] _During JunG‘ and Jul‘y 1977, the rather complex {ed'era}: iome clearsnce process
for the feasibility study Eegan. During August ;nd seﬂ‘tember feasibility
study contracts were let. The selection of s:ntes to participate in the
fensibility study was based in part on ah attempt to represent the range of

" reporting abilittes? The feasibility study was sepnrated into three components.

They were: Bducational Process] Educntioml Impnct' ‘and Educational Finance.

[/Uithin each conponent being tested, one State'was gelected th“d at least. in
theory, had current capacity to provide required data, one Statel\-'hich presently

reported inability to provide such data and one State which had innovative

. 3
solutions to data collection which were not fully,implemented. \

- The partioipnting States by component weres Colorado, Illinois and Texas -
the educa;,ton /process component; Colorado \unn?ta and Pennsylvania ~ the

education 1mpact component; and Califo;n!n;‘ Oklahoma and Utah the educational

N

finance component.’ Wisconsin conducted the study«using all three components «

't at State expense.' |, ‘ \ e
¢ ‘ e - . -
‘) : ,~

Even though the feusibility study 8 scope of work was very detnil'ed
*
operational questions raised by the participating States made it clear that .

inter-State coordination was essential if conpatible results were ﬂ

-achieved. For that reason, a series of meetings were held to assure coord-
P

~ ination. It was apparent that many operational definitions and decisions "
L 2 e ’ N
were necessary to actually implement the data collection at the l’acx-.lvrzvel.

e
»

Over a period of three months each form was restructured and refined.

. < *
. AN \ N . 4
- .
‘ - . ’ .
’ J
q
. N ~
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On reviewing t;:e results of t‘he feasibility study, the States r&:omended
that only data‘ that closely approximated the BOAE collection, wh>ch was to
.be supplanted by VEDS, be requested for 1978-79 gr'xd that NCES de:-elop the i
+ forms féx‘the collection such t.hat data for 1979-80 be made vc;luntary. By
approaching the problem in this manner, it was contended tRhat States would -
~ not be forced to report inaccurate da\ta and that States could \provide substan=
tive reasons for not providing voluntary ;lata thereby identifying areas where .'
technical assistance is needed., Based on these findings NCES staff once

.

again revised the forms. <
9,
. 3
The first public meeting on therrevised forms was held in Washington, D.C.,
Hay,\lﬁn at the State Directors of Vacational Education conference. The
‘ .
primary concern of this group was the funding for iﬁplementation rather than ™

'

the data per se.

'X"he sil:cond\ pu‘blic neeting produc ore tech‘nical conn . This occurred
at the American Vocational Information Association (AVIA), May 23-25, 1978, .
in Olslahoma Gity., Forzy-one‘ States were represented at the meeting with
over 100 participante. Most of the people in attendance were directly s
. 1nv;1ved with the actual data collection within the States. The wrecun'ingw
concern of the meeting was how dat.a could be obtained on the public sector ]
‘of Vocational Education nét covéred by the State Plams It was the opinion
of almost all States 1n>attendal:ce thatqthe data, other th;n State data,
could be obtained on vocational programs covered by thé State Plan, but it “
was Yhe clear consensus of the grogp that’the Vocational Educatiph Agencies
. L

e .
\ could not provide even accurate estimates of data not covered by the State

Plan.
[4

ERIC . | :
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It should be noted that fmost States had some segment of public vocational

education no{_\ govered by the State Plan.

duct 2 separate study to determine for each State that gector not covered 7

States recommended that NCES con-

by the State Plan, and that other collection procedures be developed to

collect that data. There were concerns about the status of the facilities
.

report and evaluations required by Section 112(b)(1)(a) of P.L. 94
’

=482, both
of which are postponed indefinitely.

The Staff form, however, was the Dost serious concern in terns of the technical

abllities of States to provide accurate data.

Full-time Equivalent (FTE)

calculations wcrc not standardized {n terms of the denominator.

The participat-

ing States wanted clear standardization of the computations such that gtandard

data UOuI@’be avallable. They

ended that 500 contact hours be adopted,

for postsecondary fnstitutions and 1000 contact hours be utilized for the * '
. )

secondary level as standard denoninators in FTE calculations. A few States \\
& "

questioned the need for six-digit precision in Staff data for FTE.
rd . .

* o
ke A,
Qther concerns were: ,1) that the variable stcopdary grade level definition
¥ ¥,
' for program enrollnent be standardized to grades 11 'nd 12 for Ear: A' 2) that

Consumer and Homemaking be divided into six-digit Handbook VI catégories
3 .

» AS a result oﬂ this,meeting,
w4

R

and

3) special needs definitions be further refined.’

all forms were revised by NCBS staff. &

A
. _

NCES,.as part of the technical assistance to States, began a series of four

5~day regional workshops beginning in October 1978. Both lecture and demons:ra-

tion were utilized to assure that personnel from each State fully undersbood

- v

3‘ the reporting rcquiremen;s of the dﬂ;a system. 4

| , 13 "

v




be ~ - ~ 7

As & result of this workshop, it became Quite clear that the ipplementation
. of VEDS required not merely a modification of‘existing data collection systems,
« -

but in most States a total development effort starting from "ground zero."
1 3

Moré specifically, many States' representatives freely admitted that they had ™

been providiﬁs at best, estimated data on unduplicated counts of efurolgent

and completers, subiectike data on follow-up outcomes, and crude estimates of
y

Staff assignments. Uibhout' doubt, the financial area vas the least d’eveloped

of the current data components. Accounting for funds by legislative purpose

revenue was beyond the cdpacity of most Staqt‘es, for non-Federal funds.

Fur;her, {t was found that the within-State governance structures were much -~
more important in establishing a uniform reporting.structure than previously
thought. In States that had strong centralized governance gtructures, the
\ implementation was straightforward. However, in, States where some\vocational'
education ;ac.tivities were delegated to agencies not directly reporting to the
/ State Board for Vocational Education (e.g. community colleges or secondary

education), the integration of thd data requirements generated far greater / '

difficulty. In many States, interagency communica:io“n was;not very effective *
¢

- as evidenced by’ the fact that many partic{pants had never seen the VEDS forms ) h
‘ piior to the workshops. ) -
v Ve N v
- .

Beginning in March 1979, Presidents of junior and community colleges initiated .

a major effort to impact the VEDS rcquirem::nts for 1978-79. Among the problems

.identified wera: staff FTE calculation; identification of leavers; identifica~

1
tion of persons who complctera: least SO of their programs; cost/benefit of’.

P N P -

participation in the Federal program; Veterans Administrition rcquir.emcnts'lfor

-

student foilow-up; financial accounting; and postsecondary program definition.
14
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A series of meetings were held to disculs these snd other {ssues with represen~

.

tatives of the posteecondery sgctor beginning Th Hey of 1979, These meetings ’

Ted to a restrueturing of he VEDS data collection for 1979-80 end forvard into o -

b

1) elementery-secondery, 2) postsecondery regionally accredited institutions,
3) postsecondary institutions .not regionally accredited (State-spproved), and
4) postsecondary vocatfonal offétings in elementary-secondary institutional. h

.

settings (Other postsecondary). . :

Most of the postsecondary institutions contended that data normally flowed in

. these four gtreams and that the auelity of the data would tn fect be inproved

.

if each State submitted data in this format,. .

’ ot
"

Responses to some of the issues raised by the postsecondary commuhity led s
- NCES to conclude that gtaff FTE by assignment had so many technical flaws ; . -
that {t ghould not be utilizfd at anye-level. 0verlap between Veterans Admin-"
istration and V;;S data colle:tions ;as cited, but had been wmainly resolved.
Financial accounting problems were partially solved through legisfative action. . ¢

The postsecondary/adult program definition was no longer 3 major doncern

\ because of the change made in the Jevel definitions. Perhaps the largest gain
L] - .
from the interaction uith the representatives of postsecondary institutions uzg
surfacing the overlap betweenaVEDS and the HEGIS earned degree reporting.
L]

This has been addressed and will be finally solved in 1982-83 repSiting.

v

The{ CEIS Vocational Educgtion Task Force, 88 a result of the Spripg 1979 meeting, <o

began to develop a position peper on VEDS. Implicitly this paper endorsed the

1978~79 collection methodology and the notion of a centrelized data system b
Cy similar to VEDS housed in NCES. This paper specifically identified 1ssues end

problems remaining with the proposed 1979-80 VEDS instrumehts and techniques.

b . ‘ " ¢

O [
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.:t thd San Antonio annual meeting of CEIS October 22-25, 1979, NCES presented |:, X

‘C

its position {n respo’pse to the CEIS paper to t.he Vocational Educatipn task
forte. All parties recognized that NCES had met the great major.ity of CEIS o
L X o ° " .

exp?ased concexrns in the positloﬁ paper. Even those peraon; who spoke against

recomnending YEDS noted that NCES had been very resgonsive to ¥CCSSO’ task force.

4 p ' ~
However, 'SEAs claimg? that VEDS set a precedent for student unit accounting
‘ A Y

which could nbt be endorsed. Those speakipg ‘on behalf of recomending VEDS N »

. i
noted'bu'rden reductfon in other collections, replacement of other(f?rveys and

<

: Q@ .
uniford_.daty definitions as reasons for support. '

<

. . P

Thus for the 1979-80 school year the postsecondary collection was placed in 80~ -

e ,‘0 A .

called "streams’ or separate ca&egoriﬁs and nuwerous minor c}éanges were mpde
.

- —

- based on issues raised by the postsecondary community.. In additidm, a few ?1nor

&
changes were made in the secondary sector. Modiffed forms incorporating these

'

/ changes' were submitted t% FEDAC with a request for a three-year?clearar;ce in N

. . @
order to assure system stability over time. In keeping with this clearance,

thJ 1980-81 data collection employed‘ma essentially identi‘cal.to those used
s X bt

. < .

- in 1979-80. c .
¢ a o -
! .

With respect to developnen‘ta in progress for the cungnt x.'.eport g}nar
(1981-825, the reportfng requirements for VEDS have been éa = regie(d S
based on data submitted by the States in the first two years oftthe sy.s;en. )

<

Séveral required information items have produced gxtremely aoft data, and have
‘ )
been unduly burdensome to States as well, Seyeral deetings have been held with{

\ CEIS and with the Postaecondufr Task Porces to determine how best td approach '

follow-up; and employex: follow-up. R ‘ o

v ¢ .
.~ "

n

Q .
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problems that have been revealed in three areas: spec{al needs; leaver, vt ~2
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As a result of this’work. it has been‘luggested that a temporary suspension of
certgin itens vould be An the bestinterest of States and the Federal government.

netwcen January. 1981 and November, 1981, OERI/NCES and OVAE jointly worked with

> the Office of General ‘Counsel and other Depgrtment of Education staff to assure

~

O

ERIC

that data auspens!ons could be legally permissible. On Novemker 23, 1981,

.

Executive-Offtcers of the Sole Boards of Vocational Education were notified of
certain suspensions, which are presented in the follouxng table. :In addition,

in 1982-8§3, NCES' new unified progran taxonony (which has been developed in

collaboratlon with the states) wxllxbe used to provide a-oénptxfied program sfubd

and to consolidate HEGIS and VEDS teportlng- -
LY
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THE TYPES OF DATA COLLECTED -

.
collectdon completed for the 1978-79 school year until the expiration date for the
]

£urrent authorization. In both 1979-80 and 1980-81 school years, allwdata contained.
b . »

Table ] presents by year of colleétxon the data collected by VEDS, from the firse

R in the system were collected. For subsequent school years the upecﬁl needs data,

'S leaver follov-up and eaployer follow-up have been suspended while NCES further
B3 ' assesges the nethodology for collecting these types of data.
&) - M
. Forn and Section Titles < School Years

- 18-19 79-80 80-81

3

81-82 82-83 83-84

Secondary Program Enrollment
] »

" Part A - Occ. Specific

-
Total Enrollment X X X ¢ x X X
RaciaT/Ethnic Desig. and Sex . X X X X , X X
Spécial Needs - X X
. Prograp Completers X X X X X X
Part 4B .- Other Voc. Ed.
Total Enrcllment (X X X X X X
Racial/Ethnic Desig. and Sex X - X X x X X
. Spécial Needs - X X
Enrollment by Program Level X X X X - X X
. Part C . R R
Special Needs by Instru®. Setting ) X X X X X
Part D .
' Enroll. in Cooperative Voc. Ed.. X X X X X X
Part E ©
Participation by Legislative Purp. X X . X . X X X
* ) ' v Work Study Only
B - L .
. 1
. Posues‘bsndnrx Program Enrollment ’
. & - » . v
bart A - Occ. Specific
: Total Enrollment X X X -X X X
Racial/Ethnic Desig. and Sex X X X X X X
" Non-resident Alien X * X X X
-~ ¢ Regxa'm- Accreds Only
SPecial Needs ° . X X
Program\Conpleters X 7 X X X X X
" Part B - Other Voc. Ed.
Total Enrollment s X X X X X X
Racial/Ethnic Desig. and Sex - X X X X X X
Non-resident Alien X X X X X
N Region. Accred. Oomy
. Special Needs .« . X X i
7
. . Y F 4 R N ’ m .
- »
A ° -/
. v
~ . e .
&, (] k
P .
. .
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Tabla ! - continued e *
& « \ , (‘
Form and Section Titlea Y School Yaara
. 78779 7%-80480-81 81-82 82-83 83-84

Poa tucondarz’l’rognn Enrollment

- ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Part C ¢ ’ o.\ s
"-Specia) Needs by Instrue. Sett{ng . X - x X X X &
Part'D . ' | .
Enroll.. {n Co-op and Appren. X X X X X : X
Part E 1 .
Participation by Legislative Purp. xi X X X X
_ 1 Work Study Only
= 4 - ; :
' . | :
Teacher/Staff - Secondary Inst. ~ . B 4
Total Staff  ° X x X Crtx *
Racial/Ethnic Deaig. Totals X X X
. =
Teacher/Staff - Postaecondary- Inst. -
- P § o=
. Total Staff ¢* b S X - -
Racial/Ethnic Desig. Totals ] ¥ X
’ Part-tige . X~ 3
Finance ’ *
.~ S
© Part A N
ection 110 - Setasides X X X X. X X
ection 120 - Basic Grant X X+~ X X X X
ection 130 - Ex. & Innov. X X X » X X X
ection 140 - DisadVantaged X X X X X X
. ection 150 ~ C & HE X X X X X X
ection 102(d) ~ Plan. & Eval. X X+ X X X
Part B . .
Inatruc. Expenditure by Progran . X X X X X
Part C . .
. - Setasides by Streanm# X X
» ‘ .
*Secondary - ‘\' .
Reglonally Accredited
N State Approved
Other Postaecopdary . s
. IS
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'l‘a\'ileI 1.~ continued
o

- .

.
Porm and Section Titles

Secondary Completer/Leaver

Part A(1) i
Employment Statrus of Completers
by Instructional Progran

School Years LI

.
78-™ 79-80 80-8) .81-82 82-83 -83-84

*X X X X $ X X

Part A(2)
Employment Stuus\of Leavers
by Instructional Progran

*X X X \

Pare B(1)
Enployment Status of Completera

by Racislgfe thnic/Sex Duignuion b

Pagt B(2}
Esployment Status of Leavers

by Racial/Ethnic/Sex De:ig?tion
Part CQ1) \

Eoployment Status of CDuple:grs
by Special Need . N -

.

o~

Part C(2) * . k 1
Employment Status of Leavers *
by Special Need

Part.D
Field of Enploynent and Aveuga
Hourly Salary by Innructionu,
Iyogun

*X X X X X X
Avg. hour. salary only

Postsecondary Completer/Leaver .

‘Part A(1)
Employment Status of Complgeters
by Instructional Progun

*X X X <X X X

Part A(2) P
Enployment Status of Leavers
by Instructional Program ¥

*X 4 X . X

Part B(1)
Eoployment “Status-of Completers
by Rnciql/Ethnic/Sex Designation

Part B(2)
Eaoployment '‘Status of Leavers
by Racial/Ethnic/Sex Designation

Part C(1)
Eoployment Status pf Completers
by Special Need

—

Part C(2)
Eoployment Status of Leavers

by Special Need

*Collected but not streamed. .

4



Table 1 - continued .

“ Yorz and Seﬁim‘tizleu

Postsecondary Completers/Leavers

Part D
Field of Employment and Average
Hourly Sslary by Inatructionsal
Progran .

School Yeara

78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84

*X X X X X X
Avg. Hour. Salary only

Part E

Exployment Status by Degree
Conferred

Ezployer Follow—ug, - Secondary
. P2

-

.-~ Part A .
Hean of Employer Rating
by_Inatructional Program

Part B
Hean Rating' by Racial/ *

Ethnic/Sex Designation

Part ¢ °
s Hean Rating by Special Need

L ¥ Pare Do
Hean Rating by Confpletion
Status

*X X X

Ezployer Follow-up ~ Postsecondary
+

" Part A .
. Hean of Employer Rating .
by Instructionsl Program

*X X X

Part B
Hean Rating by Racial/
Ethnic/Sex Desighation

Part C
* Hean Rating by Special Need

- Part D .
Hean Rating by Completion
Status

*Collected but not streamed.

- -~
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" Chairman PErkiNs. All right, our next witness.
Go right ahead, Mr. Averill.

- STATEMENT OF DONALD F. AVERILL, VICE CHANCELLOR FOR

* VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND PLANNING, COAST-COMMUNITY

COLLEGE DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA, AND CHAIRMAN, CALIFOR-
NIA COMMUNITY AND JUNIOR COLLEGE ASSOCJATION

Mr. AvErILL. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I
appreciate this opportunity to present the views of the American
Association of Community and Junior Colleges orr the Vocational
-Education Data System. :

I am Donald Averill and I am vice chancellor for vocational edu-
cation and educational planning for the Coast Community College
District in Costa Mesa, Calif. .

In my testimony, unlike some of the other presenters here today
I do.represent a college district. I do have the primary responsibili-
ty within that college district for the collection of all college ‘report-
ing data which goes to the State or.the Federal Government. How-
ever;' ] am not a principal researcher and I have staff that does
that type of task. So my testimony, to a great degree, is going to
look at some other variables than those which are administrative
variables and causing us a considerable amount of difficulty and
concern.

The State of California several years ago started working very
closely with NCES about its concerns regarding VEDS, and I can
report that Dr. Morgan and his staff came out to California. We
sent people back here to Washington, and we spent several weeks
trying to modify that system and make it more meaningful. A lot
of that effort has-been reported today. .

I think that that has been a positive approach.

However, there are still a number, of concerns that we in Califor-
nia have had and the 14 other States that have joined us that are
not resolved and are substantial problems to us in Califernia.

I think the first and foremost is that you have to look at postsec-
ondary.education considerably differently than it is either by the

. act or by VEDS itself. There is a concern that what the act called

for in measurement and some of the problems of VEDS does exist
in the act and not in the collection system or the processes in
which NCES has had to go about implementing the act itself.

We feel that there neéds to be a major change in the act itself in
terms of that data collection system. .

Coast, has approximately 38,000 full-time equivalent students in
three colleges. The average college nationally is approximately
2,000. full-time equivalent students. We generate, or to generate
that FTE, full-time equivalent, would require an unduplicated head
count of 160,000 students or 4.21 students per full-time equivalent.

The average college then in the State would have to have 8,400
enrollment to generate that 2,000 full-time equivalent.

You can see that that type of data base compounds the collection

* problem tremendously. It makes a totally different type of setting

than that is faced by a secondary system delivering vocational edu-
cation. - '
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With this range the difference in collection of data will have
: Al.%ost uncontrollable ranges of sophistication in how they collect
and record that data, and that’s a major concern to us. .

" We feel that in California and. in most of the community colleges
throughout this Nation that-if we are %oing to collect data that -
that data ought to have management app icability it the communi-
ty*college in which it is being collected.

+ If that data is getting back and is being distorted by aggregation,
by lack of definition in several of the points which were reported
by our previous speaker, we do not have valuable data information,
we cannot make wise management decisions or act upon it..

Both the act and the VEDS requirement of section 112(b) do not
reflect the changing mission of the community colleges. Fortunate-
ly reauthorization has discussed new population needs such as the
upgrading of skills, economic development efforts, and technologi-
cal explosion and the role that the community colleges play and
have played for a long time in implementing these needs.

Community colleges have addressed these needs for years, but
VEDS doesn’t measure this area at all but focuses on the narrower

scope of entry.level enrollment. ‘ .

California provided for program assessment of its vocational pro-
grams prior to the VEDS requirements, and I think that one of our
other speakers today will be addressing this same issue in depth for
their State. .- i ‘

The California occupational program evaluation system [COPES)
provides management feedback of data immediately to the colleges,

* resulting in program improvement. .

The student accountability model [SAM] and a longitudinal study
of that which is being fostered by our district and operated by our
district provides readily usable information regarding student pop-

* ulations. VEDS actually has allowed us to use that S system for
gg‘x;tions of the student accountability nodel of VEDS, and it has
n helpful in bringing some consistency between the two measur-
ing instruments, . . o

A State uniform reporting system now is going into place Ia.nd
will be fully operational in 1981-82. That addresses the broad col-
lege\factors of students, personnel, facilities and budgets. Factors
colleqted on this are uniform and do not vary between the colleges
because the data elements have been defined for the State.

However, there is an inconsistency when you compare that data
back to the VEDS data base and information which is not required
for the State 'system and is required on VEDS.

VEDS or its counterpart should be compatible with existing sys-
tems and should provide usable management information to the
local colleges. d :

The next area that we find a great deal of problem isiin, within. -
the employer data base, and fortunately today it’s been reported
gsgg tshzat 1s going to be withdrawn from the collection system for

-

1

. \
We feel very strongly that that type of system is one in which Jt

has been held down to avoid invasion of privacy, it draws on broad

concepts rather than specifics, and it should make better wide-

range comparisons. We feel again, that with this particular system .

that it should be statistically accurate, and we feel that possibly

* /
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the only way to do that is not through a VEDS system but through
a system similar to a Gallup report-type of survey. .
I support the need for Congress-to determine if it is achieving its
objectives from Federal funding, -however the system should not
« cost more than the amount being funded. Currently in California,
particularly in the coast district, Federal funding for vocational
education amounts to only 3.2 percent of my total expenditure in
vocational education. The data should be reliable and valid for both
Federal purposes and for local management purposes. ‘Obviously, I
think we have heard already today from the administering agency
that there aré some difficulties with that.
The data should reflect the vocational enterprise it issto measure
and not attempt to compare it to problems with different, and pro-
gramé with’ different, purposes. And it does not do that, and there -
has been continuing difficulty with that. N
The accountability model should address the management infor-
mation described in the State plan for vocational education which
could be included in an annual program report to the Federal Gov-
hd ernment. We are seeking that type of consistency and asking that
if we are to .be measured that that measurement be meaningful
and ‘that that meastirement have applicability to the management
of our programs. o0

Thank you. .

Chairman PEerkins. Thank you very much. That was excellent
testimony. . .
. [The prepared statement of Donald Averill follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DONALD AVERILL, VICE CHANCELLOR FOR VOCATIONAL Epu-
CATION AND PLANNING, Coast CommuNiTY COLLEGE DisTRICT, CoSTA MESA, CALIF., %
CHAIRMAN, CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY AND JUNIOR COLLEGE ASSOCIATION, COMMITTEE
ON VoCATIONAL EpUCATION ON BEHALF OF AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY
AND JUNIOR COLLEGES : :

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: I appreciate this opportunity to
present the views of the American Association of Community and Junior Coll%%
(AACJC) on the Vocational Education Data System. I am Donald Averill, Vice

¢ . Chancellor for Vocational Education and Planning, Coast Commiunity College Dis-
trict, Costa Mesa, California.

“It is noteworthy that 54 of 57 States and outlyi:f areas came into compliance
with the laws and regulations in the first operatioffal year of the system, and that
we expect similar results for the second year,” a quote from a March 1981 letter to
Senator Hayakawa from Marie Eldridge. I;shudder, my—how the questionable data
I'm required to provide changes in its jourfiey from my college to the federal gov-
ernment. I'm astounded at the marvels of data processing. *

Let’s review some of the basic geroblerﬁ areas which the Vocatlonal Education
Data System (VEDS) must address before the vocational education enterprise can be
reliably described or judged for its effectiveness. We must address the two basic
questions posed in the Federal Act, are program completers and leavers finding em-
ployment in occupations related to their training, and are they considered by their
employers to.be well trained and prepared for employment?

irst, let's discuss what VEDS should do<and does not do.

1. VEDS should describe accurately and meaningfully the vocational education
enm%ise gs it is conducted at the"local college level—which it does not do.

2. VEDS should collect data which is useful at the local college level for purposes

\ of administration and improvement of programs—which it does not do.

3. VEDS should ansyer the basic questions which Congress asks in Section 112(b)
of the Vocational Education Act—-which it does not do. .

4. VEDS should generate useful data when aggregated/at the stafe and national

) level that are valid for the purposes stated in Section 112(b)—which it does not do.

Secondly, let’s discuss some of the basic reasons why VEDS is not useful,evalid

and in keeping with the intentions of the Vocational Education Act as it should be.
R

’

-
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1. The basic taxonomy problem has not been resolved, nationally or locally. This
tends to nullify the validity of aggregate data at any level. The incompatibility of
educational taxoriomies with classifications used in industry and labor precludes va-
lidity of the data for supply and demand purposes. The taxonomy fosters duplication
of re| rtmg and adds to the local college data burden. Additionally, the incompati-
ble efinition of programs confounds the collection process.

2. The attempt @t standardization of national data elements for VEDS has not
been successful. A prime example is the concept of completers/leavers in California
community colleges. Definition of programs is another example.

3. The specificity of data collection often precludes statistical sampling | iques
at the Tocal college level. Often the cost is far too high for the benefit@®received.

4. The design of VEDS follow-up compounds the errors and, consequently, the in-
formation is of little value for evaluation and planning purposes.

5. The required schedule for collecting and reporting data for VEDS is incompati-
ble with the operations of colleges. VEDS requirements, decisions, mandates, etc.,
are unrealistic in terms of implementing changes in the processes of data collection
at the college level. Oftentimes, two years is required to make a substantial change
in data collection. :

6. The cost of implementing VEDS has been excessive. The indecision, modifica-
tions and c! ¢ of signals have been additionally frustrating for all concerned.

7. Finally, in California has disrupted a planned process of improving data
collection from community colleges, which was started prior to the 1976 Vocational
Education Act. Data collection must be useful and must have the se\ép rt and com-
mitment of local ¢olleges if the required objectives are to be achieved. When federal
fi for vocational education are but a small portion of the total funds expended
for the vocational education enterprise, local colleges and state agencies must have
a greater voice in the national data collection system. Let's take a fresh look at the
total problem.

Conclusions

We have learned far more about vocational education in Caljfornia from our
statewide longitudinal study than from VEDS data. We have confidence in our lon-
gitudinal data and the process is much more cost effective.

Standardization of data elements and additional detail should be limited to state
level management and described in the State Plan for Vocational Education. The
findings of evaluation studies and summaries of statistical data collection should be
included in an annual report to the federal government. A

Chairman Perxins. Dr. Harris. Go ahead.

STATEMENT OF JAMES LEE HARRIS, DIRECTOR, COLORADO
.STATE OCCUPATIONAL INFORMATION COORDINATING COM-
MITTEE, DENVER, COLO., REPRESENTING AMERICAN VOCA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION, A

Dr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am
pleased to be here to speak with you all today on a topic I consider
very important, the Vocational Education Data System or VEDS.

My name is Jim Harris. I have been a management information .
system supervisor in three States, Kansas, Colorado, agd Oklahoma
for 14 years. I recently changed jobs. I am now SOICC director in
Colorado.

I believe that I understand the issues, many of the issues related
to VEDS from State and local perspective, and I hope that my tes-
timony will be a contribution to you as you make your delibera-
tions in the future. ’ .
Ce VEW system but it.is not perfect. There are seven ac-

tions I'believe Congress can take to improve the system and to
reduce the controversy that.surrounds it. These actions expressed
as recommendations are ad follows:

A data use plan should be developed at the Federal level. This
plan should identify the goals and/or objectives where achievemept

Ped
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will be measured. It should identify how achievement will be meas-
ured and should identify the data necessary for measurement.

Onlg' the.data that are needed for national decisionmaking
should be collected and reported to the Federal Government
through a basic data system. - ‘

Every data item in the system should be operationally defined.

The Federal reporting systems concerning occupational ca-

and training should be consolidated into a single sysfem. If

1} is not accomplished, at a minimum, Federal definitions for var-
ious\systems should be consistent. . -

re should be funding provided for data systemp.

tes should have the responsibility for collecting data from
local agencies’ and institutions reporting to the Federal Govern-
ment. T . .

Sampling or special studies should be used for other special data
needs not covered in the basic data system.,

At first glance it seems that there is a larg® number of issues
related to VEDS. My analysis, however, would reveal that there
are three basic issues: -

No. 1 is the cost of the'data collection. -

No. 2 is the use of the data. = :

And No. 3 is the accuracy of the data.

Cost may be the most critical issue. State’and local officials are
concerned about the use of resources or taking resourcesefgom stu-
dent-oriented services to use in the data gathering and reporting
process. Balanced against this concern is the recognition of the
need for management information. :

- And therefore the second major issue evolves from the first
major issue, and that is the use of data. Only data, in my opinion,
with a clearly specific and legitimate use should be reported to
higher levels of Government. And-I think, in my mind, acceptable
use involves ‘gﬂj using of data in a predefined’'decisionmaking proc-

ess with actigns resulting from the decisions.

The third Hgea or issue 15 Mata.accuracy, and obviously if data is
going to be for meaningful decisions it should be accurate.

The cost of VEDS. An examinationt of the information available
shows that nobody really knows what VEDS costs. The estimates
r;m e %ll over the map from a few dollars a student to $50 or $60 a
student. :

* —An independent systems analyst has told me it cari cost between
$8 and $10 a student, given that the local in);timtions maintain
normal data bases used In management at thefocal level.

The Federal share of VEDS costs variesfrom State to State. In |,
some States the entire VEDS package would be collected without
the Federal mandate. In some States nothing would be collected
without the Federal mandate.. ‘ ‘

There are several factors which can, and have increased the costs
of VEDS in the last few years. The first factor is the changing of
data requirements or definitions. And this, of course, changes sys-
tems up and down the line from the local institution to the Federal
Government.

- The second factor which can increase the cost of VEDS,is the col-
lection, maintenance and reporting of almost duplicate data ele-
ments for various Federal reporting systems. And obviously if you
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are going to report, if you are going to follow up a student three or
four different ways; the same student, the local institution can lose -
credibility, the State can lose credibility. ,
I we ate going to followup the Véterans Administration follow-

. up, the VEDS followup, and CETA. followups to the same student
sometimes, it is a problem. , .
» . A third factor which is associated with high cost§ is the sheer
size of the data-bases which are collected, maintained and reported.

As you have heard this size is going to be reduced.

But for my State we almost, we prepare almost 30,000 entries on
.the VEDS forms each year, and I n‘x}%b‘t say that it takes a good
secretary about 80 hours to type the VEDS reports. . :

Use of the data. Iiguess the problem.is that local administrators
and State administrators have some questions about the use of the
data. First of all, will it be used? And second of all, if it is used will
it be used in a logical ner, recognizing the shortfalls and the
problems witly data collection and whether the data is strong? <

And third, what decisions will be made. from the use of the data?

And fourth, what actions will result from the decisions?

In my State the legislature mandated. the cost-effectiveness .
Sﬁstem, and the cost-effectiveness system evaluates programs on
the basis of the bang for the dollar, 1fy

you will,
" Chairman PErkins. I have to ask that weausﬁeud.a(r about 6 or
7 minutes, to go over and vote. We" will be right back. Just be at /

ease, all o{ you, until we,come back. ;
ess. . * i L

Chairman PerkiNg. Go ahead, Dr. Harris, and we will fflish it: .
.Dr. Harris. Thank you, sir. : .
Do you want me to resume where I left off? :
Chairman PErkins. Yes. Go ahead and resume your statement.
Dr. Harris. OK. . =
As I said, a data use plan can improve data signifi-

cantly when people know what the data Wased for, and

I would like to give you an example that is found in one State, or

was found in one State. . e '
The State legislature had required teui similar to VEDS for
d improved initially but

as
~over 10 years, and the quality of data
had reached a plateau. ' .
In ‘1978 the State legislature decided that they wanted to have
evaluated programs and shut programs that were -inefficient so
that .they would have resources to open new programs. And they
attached a footnote to the State appropriations bill which required v e
a cost effectiveness evaluation ’ 7 }
This cost effectiveness valuation was geared on the key points '
in the Federal lav Mgk, sonie of the kéy points in the Federal
law at least. It in st| per FTE, it involved services to the
gped, minorities, it involved sex bal- ’
e eria of placement and completion.
- In this State there were 35 programs closed last year and 37 on
probation and several hundred had been improved, and of course
new programs had been added to eplace th that had been
cIoseJ. One of the neat things about this system|'was that now ev-*
. erybody makes a maximum effort to get the data as accurate as
, Dpossible and almost nobody questions the negd for accurate data.

 the qualit,
1S going to
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They do, however, question the contents of the formula, and we
will probably'revise the formula this year. .

The evalnation process and the associated data system contain
what many systems analysts feel are the ingredients for a mean-
in%f‘ul management process. .

irst, the need for the data wagevident. .

Second, the definitions were clear. -

Third, there was a clear decision process for use of the data, and
4 Fourth, action was taken on the decisions that were based on the

ata. ‘ o

This is not an appropriate system for the Federal Government,
but this works very well in the State.

Accuracy of the data, of course, as I mentioned earlier, if the
data is going to be used for meaningful decisions accuracy of the
data is a very important factor. And decisions based on bad data
are probably more detrimental to the-public good than decisions
based on no data. And, without questioh, VEDS has accuracy prob-
lems. In my opinion they are not monumental or unsolvable prob-
lems, but they do affect data quality. .

From a strictly head count perspective or gross dollar perspective
the data is, probably very accurate. When a clearly defined variable -
is inserted the data suffers slightly, and as the definitions or the
difficulty of data, the difficulty of obtaining data increases, the
quality of data decreases, down to the level when variables on sub-

_ jective opinion whjch are biased by outside factors or inserted, the
credibility of the data becomes nonexistent.

And VEDS has examples of data up and down the line, good and
bad data. *

A good example of a data item which is probably well reported is  ~,
enrollmént by program, in my opinion. That is because States have
been doing thi$ type of reporting for many years. There are, of

.. course, problems: in areas of -confusion that‘cause data not to be
rfect, and I think Don Avetile has mentioned some of those prob-
ems, especially at the community college level.
. The introduction of level of training confuses the picture slightly. «
In my State the legislature’s definition of a ‘postsecondary student,
is not what the Federal definition of a postsecondary student is,so 2
a we prepare two different. reports, one for the legislature and one
: for the Congress: . { 3
A variable like sex of student causes noproblem. That is easily
,=~= identifiable by people on the scene and people doing tk€ reporting. |
' Disadvantaged and handicapped definitions, on the other hand,
*#  although I beléeve they are operationally defined in a usable ,
. manner in VEDS, they are difficult to collect because it requires
idemtification of a studeni to a bunch of serious processes and time-
consuming processes. I believe that the data quality there is not
what it could be. . . »
Expanding the handicapped variable to types of handicapped in-
- creases the likelihood of error in the data. And a data item like
° limited English/proficiency, the validity of that data is practicall,y
nil. It’s totally’subjective. There is no objective measure at all. It’s
the opinion of somebody, and people are often not willing to make
f.‘judgment that the student has a limited English proficiency prob-
y em. .
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4 ' The employer pért of VEDS, which is a very, very important con-
* oept, in my opinion, the data that is reported to VEDS is worthless.
Even if it’s not worthless it is so close that it certainly is not'worth
the money spent. And the reason is that employers are extremely
reluctant to report poorly on a student. So if they don’t feel that
the student reflects quality vocational education they don’t send usl
=~ a report. ,

In my State for 1979 and 1980, if we can believe ‘the employer . e
data there were virtually no poorly prepared students, and we :
know that there had to be because some of our programs weren’t
-what we wanted them to be. :

In summary, data is expensive and should be. ¢ollected and re-
ported only for an identified use. A data plan at the Federal level
would be'helpful in two ways. - )

First, it would identify where data is necessary, and

Second, it would de trate the importance of the information,

»  bkcause you have got %t you are going to use it.

VEDS should be modified to serve a data use plan.

And for the questions you have on special topics, special topics
should be covered. That type of data should be covered on a nation-
al sample and could ‘answer many of the questions that you do
have. N ) [

Since the information .for decision should be accurate, all VEDS
definitions must be clear, pretise and easily usable. If we can’t
define a data'item clearly then we can’t collect it.

Duplication of systems, of Jata items, with slightly different defi- .
hitions, is very expensive. If we c8uld eliminate duplication of re-
porting between CETA, HEGIS, VEDS, and so forth, we could save
enormous amounts of money at the local and State level.
There should be specific language in fhe’ Federal legislation
which fu data collection. This would- clarify the importance of
informa and relieve the pressure on the local and State officials
who mow must dssume the responsibility for allocating funds tb this
effort"in what many people believe to be the expense of student- n
oriented services. ‘
Finally, States should have the .data' reporting responsibility to
the Federal Government and the collection from the local schools.
This, I believe, is very important because if the schools are geport- ar.
ing to the Federal Government they must also report to thcp gtate
governments, and this would be a duplication of reporting.
I thank you for your attention, sir, and angreciate this opportu- -
nity to speak with you: , . '
. [Thé prepared statement of James Lee Harris follows:):

PREPARED STATEMENT oF Dr. JAMES LEE HARRIs, DiReECTOR, COLORADO STATE N
OCcUPATIONAL INFORMATION COORDINATING COMMITTEE (SOICC), DENVER, CoLo.

Mr Chairman, Committee Members' I am pleased to be here to speak with you on
. a topic that I feel is ve important, the Vocational Education Data System (VEDS),
Mandated under the 1976 Amendments to the 1963 Vocational Education Act.

My name is Jim Harris I am presently Director of the Golorado State Occupation-
al Information Coordinating Committee. I have held this position for four months.
Prior to July of this year I spent fourteen ears ational Education Manage-
ment Information Systems Supervisor 1nt three states—Oelorado, Kansasy and Okla-
homa. I served on tge National Center for Education Stafistics committees that ex-
plored the Vocational Education Data System concept in 1977 and the group that
conducted feasibility studies in 1978 1 have prepared all reports submitted by Colo-

-

.35 :




\ . 32 .
rado under the VEDS system during the past three years. Finally, I served on the
. Executive Committee of the American Vocational Information Association durmg

- the years when VEDS was being developed. ‘ ~

T believe that I understand many of the issues related to data collection in Voca-
tional Education from a state and local perspective. 1 hope that'my testimony will
be of service to you as you deliberate the reeauthorization 'of the Vocational Educa-
tion Act in the coming months.

VEDS is a good systém but niot perbct There are’seven actlons that, J.believe
Congress can take to improve the system and to reduce the’ controversy ‘Hat sur-

< rounds 1t. Thse actions expressed as recommendations are as follows. £

- - .
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1. A data use plan should be develo| at the Federal level. This plan should
identify the goals and/or objectjves where acllievement will be ggeasured, how
gchievement will be measured, and the data necessary_for measurement .

2 Only data that are needed for national decision makmg wﬂl be collected it the '
ba* data system at the federa) level.

3. Every data item in the system should be operatxonally defined. For examplera
disadvantaged student is operationally defined as a student who quahﬁes for finan-
cial aid under an economic need program. RS
4. Federal reportm systems'c: ncermng occupational training activities should be . )
w consolidated into a smgle systé/0 If this is not accomplished, at a minimum, federal
requirements for data should be definitionally consistent across the various federal -
reportmg systems.
5. There should be funding specified for data systems.
6. States should have the responsibility for collecting data from local agencles and
institutions and reporting to the Federal Government.
7 Samplmg or special studies should be tised for other special data needs not cov-
ered in the basic data system.

BACKGROUND

>

2

" The law requires that each state stall evaluate, by using data collected wherever
possible, by statistically valid sampling techniques, each such program with i the
state which purporté to impart entry level job skills accordifg to thé exteht to
which programs completers and leavers. . . .

#). fine employment in ocgupations related to their training, an
! ii. are congsidered by their employers to be well -trdined and pregared for employ-
ment.

The law further states that. This system (VEDS) shall include infortmation result-
ing from the evaluation required to be conducted by section 112 (aboyeT and other .
information on vocational. >

(A) students (including mformatlon on their' fice and sex), (B) programs, (C) pro-
gram completers and leavers, (D, ;staff (E) facilities, and (F) expenditures. . . .
< QGiven the’law, the Nauon nter for Educatloﬁ' Statistics lmmedlately held a
< series of conferenges with local and state admlmstta‘iors During these meetings,
* ideas and.arguments were exchanged. «
Shortly after the injtial conferences had been completed the Center developed a
summary of the basic elemgnts required and called a‘group of state and local repre-
sentatives together to discuss ossible definitions and collection proceduies. When
7 this task had been completed, the Center tested the system jg ten states and made
modifications where the test indicated they were necessary.
The system has been operational for three years, the third annual repért was sub-
.» “mitted ten days age: During this three-year period, the system has changed-periodi-
cally. Some of these changes have been necessary and some appear guestionable. .
Many of the changes have caused problems for the states which have tried hard to
meet the original requirements. .
The Fiscal Year 1982 Report which will be prepared next year has been reduced 4
.drastically. Some of the changes are beneficial and some w1ll cause hard?shlps for ~

,’ states presently in full compliance. Fortunately, these states m full compliafice are
probably most able to make adjusfxents .
. Q ’
» ) .
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o . ISSUES
General -~

At first glance it seems that there is a large number of VEDS issues. An examina-  ’
tion of the issues, however, reveals that there are only three central concerns. These
are cost of data, use of data, and the accuracy of data. .

Cost may be the most critical issue. State and local officials are concerned about
resources ge'ng taken from student-oriented services for use in the. reporting proc-
ess. Balanceé}against this concern is recognition of the need for management infor-
mation.

Use of data, therefore, becomes the second major issue. If data is not used, it
should not be, reported. Put another way, only data with a clearly specified and le-
gitimate use should be reported to higher levels of government. Acceptable use if-
volves using the data in a predeﬁneg decision-making process with logical action

en as a result of the decisions. For example, data could be collected to evaluate
programs under a structured formula and to shift funding based on the results of
the evaluation. At this time, local institutions and state agencies are not aware of a
cdmprehensive Federal Data Use Plan.

The third area or issue—data accuracy—evolves from the second issue. If the data
will be used for meaningful decisions, it should be accurate. Accuracy of data in any
gystem requires operational definitions, usable procedures, and a reasonable report-
ing format. . .

Cost of, data °

X
Many people have stu:lied the cost of VEDS. An examination of the information g7
* available r‘g&cates that nobody really knows what VEDS costs. Estimates run from : >

a few dollars per student to over fifty dollars per student. An unbiased systems ana-
o lyst has estimated the 2ost at between eight and ten dollars per sthdent. This cost
" would cover all data required, which includes enrollment, completion, follow up, and M
fiscal data. An underlying assumption of this cget estimate would be that local, insti-
tutions presently maintain data bases for efficient management at the ‘.
local level. Such local data bases include progm data, cost accounting data, stu-
- dent data, and staff data. L
The Federal share’of VEDS data costs varies from state to state. Some states
would collect the entire data base without the Federal mandate. Some states would
not, collect anything without the Federal mandate.
ere_are geveral factors which can, and have, increased the expected costs of
VEDS. The first factor is changing regﬁirements,or definitions. This, of course,
,causes changes in system dwiﬁn up and down the line. . )
For examrle, assume that the definition of Handicapped was changed. Local insti-
tutions wélild modify their data collection instruments. They would* then train coun-
selors in the use of new forms. Finally, systems analysts would change computer
‘software and modify qld files to fit new formats. .
e v States would chan; data reporting formats, forms, and computer software. Local .
personnel would be retrained and persons with political ifvolvement, including
some members of the legislature, d be briefed. ' .
.« The second factor whichfcan increase costs is the collection, maintenance, and re-
porting of almost duplicaté data elements. It is not unusual for a student’s school
record to have a major area of study defined %three, four, or more different codes,
e.g. an institution code, a HEGIS Code, a VEDS Code,; a CETA Code, etc. It is -
common for the same student to be subjected to two or more different follow-up pro-
- cedures with different time frames, e.g, a Veterans’ Administration Follow-up, a
VEDS Follow-up, a CETA Follow-up, etc. Some administrators feel that*this tpe of
duplication not only costs more than necessary but undermines their credi ility
withistudents. A single system for data collection covering all occupational training
isa way to both improve data and reduce costs.
A third factor which is associgted with high costs is the sheer size of the data
bases which are collected, maintained and reported. An average state will collect ,.
and process about 200,000 records every year. Each record will average about
twenty data items. Each item will average about six characters. This totals about
. ;000,000 characters in each year’s data ase requiring about 50,000,000 data enter o
strokes. Simply typing the anpual VEDS report from computer printouts will re-
’ qfl_lg)e z}bout 0 hours. There aré about 30,000 data cells on the forms, with hundreds
of totals. ‘ .
How do these figures relate to increased costs? In one state, data entry costs in-
7 creased 100 percent betwen 1979 and 1980. Forms conts inéreased by 50 percent ’
during the same period. Finally, machine and personnel costs increased by mmore
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than ten percént. State agency costs increased from $150,000 to $190,000 that year.
|
|
|

- analysts would fee

s X . ,\'»

Local cost increases were not measured.

To a state or local administrator, these figures and facts are often ktaggering. The
budget-mpay have increased slightly, but the data burden costs are not restricted to
slight iicreases. Frequently.the services being examined in a report are cut back
due to_the cost of the report. -~ .

Use of data

»As mentioned &reviously, staté and local people are not aware of any Federal
Data Use Plan. Without guch a plan, local administrators are worried agout four
critical, unanswered questions. These questions are: | -

1. Will the data be used?

2. If the data is used, will it be used in a logical manner?

3. What decisions will be made from the use? ¢ !

4. What actions will result from the decisions? .

Given answers to these questions, the quality of any data system will improve sig-
nificantly. Local and state officials can see the importance of the reporting. When
established, Data Use Plans have had remarkable, positive impacts on data collec-
tion systems. The experience of one state should demonstrate this point. '

The state legislative had required a system similar to VEDS for over ten years.
Ciuality of data had improved in the imtial years of operation but had reached a
plateau. In 1978, the legislature was faced with limited resources and a demonstrat-
ed need for change in the™vocational program structure across the state. Many
people felt that it was time for some xealistic management agtions.

A footnote was attached to 'the state appropriations bill which required adminis-
trators to develop a system for closing programs which were performing poorly. The
resources saved would be available for prpgrams which were successful or for new
p designed to meet new needs. -

« A cost/effectiveness model br formula developed. Data reported by each pro-
gran was evaluated and the program waj given a cost/effectiveness performance
score. The lower twenty percent.of all programs (relative to the pérformance score)
were visited for a process review. Sug%festxons for improvement were made. When
programs improved they were taken off a probation list. When programs failed to
improve they were closed. °

n the second year of operation 35 programs had been closed, 37 were on proba-
tipn, and hundreds had improved. Almost everyone in the state who was associated
with vocational edjicationf was interested in the accuracy of the data. Almost nobody
in the state questioned the need to report accurate data.

Controversy had shifted to the contents of the model or formula. The criterig-in-
‘tluded completion rates, placement rates, the percent of minority served, the per-
cent of handica, served, the percent of disadvantaged served, the sex balance,
and the cost per full-time equivaltent student.

Given the infpact of the data, most local ‘administrators made sure it was accurate
before it was submitted. Further, they paid serious attention to the factors' which
were included in the formula. Service to the disadvantaged and handicapped has im-
proved. Sex balance in the programs has inmjproved. Local administrators are more
sensitive to program competion and placemept rates, and the cost of a program has

me a very serious issue. . -

This evaluation rrocess and associated data system contained what many systems

arethe ingredients for a meaningful management process. First,
the need was evident. Second, the date definitions were clear. Third, there was a
clear decision frocess for use of the data. Fourth, action was taken on the decisions.

This particular data use plan is probably not appropriate at the federal level, but
the example does demonstrate the value of a plan.

Accuracy of the data ’ ~

Decisions hased on bad data are probably as detrimental to the public good as de-
cisions based on no data. VEDS has accuracy problems.?They are not monumental
or unsolvable problems, but they do affect data quality. From a strictly head-count
perspective, or gross dollar perspective, the data 1 probably very accurate. When a
clearly ‘ defined variable is inserted, the data suffers slightly. When difficult-to-
obtain varisbles are inserted with good 8perational definitions, the data deteriorates
more. When variables with subjective definitions are inserted, data %ualit suffers
sisniﬂcantly. When variables based on subjective opinfon which are wae(g by out-
side factors are inserted, credibility becomes nonexisteilt. VEDS has examples of all
of these cases. - ‘ . )

A good example of g data itel that is probably well reported i$ enrollment by
program type. States have been doing this type of reporting for many years, an
< N . s
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everyone in vocational education is familiar with program classifications. There are,
of course, areas of confusion such as courses versus programs, students enrolled in
mere than one program, academic versus vocational students in the same course, if
not in the same prggram, etc. .
< The introduction®f level of training as a variable confusés the picture slightly.
Adult students, for example, frequently take a course in a Xostseconda program
and are not identified as adults. Further, state and Federal definitions o ult and
postsecondary do not always correspond to VEDS definitions. Still, the data on a
whole is accurate. v
A variable like sex of the student is easily observable.and does not create accura-
cy problems on a large scale. Disadvantaged and handicapped definitjons, on the
other hand, are not easily observable and do introdééce error. This i8 true even
though these variables are well-defined in VEDS. T operational defitition of a
anlgcap student at the secondary level, for example, is a student with an “Indi-
vidualized Educational Plan” on file. These plans are mandatory for handicapped
students at the secondary level. :
The introduction of an expanded variable such as type of handicap causes admin-
istrators to examine each Individualized Educational Plan fot data, since this ype,
s of information is not usually kept on computer files. There could be several hun
of these files at.any given'school. . ‘
A data item like Limited English abifl\y is extremely difficult to ob nder
what can only escribed as a subjective definitjon, i.e!, “Limited Eng rofi-
ciency (LEP) refers to persons of a national origin minority who do not speak and
{ *  understand the English language in an instructional setting well endugh to benefit —
g:;;;' v}:)ggtional studies to the same extent as a student whose primary language is
18ne 'Y
This type of jtem introduces significant error into the system. v
The employér evaluation part of VEDS is only slghtly better than worthless and
oertainlgvn not worth the money spent. The data is influenced by the student’s person-
ality, the employer’s mood, tﬁe empIOf'er’s reluctance to criticize anything in writ-
ing, and many other external factors. In Colorado, in 1979, for example, only a very_
few former vocational students in the whole state were unsatisfactory, if the em-
ployer data can be believed. . : .

Summary

In summary, data is expensive and should be collected and reported only when
thgre is an identified use. Therefore, a Data Use Plan at the Federal level would be
helpful in two ways. First, it would identify®hat data which is necessary, and,
second; it would demenstrate the importance of the information. 'VEDS should be
modified to serve the Data Use Plan. Special studies using a national sample could
be conducted to answer special questions. . .

Since information that is for decisions shquld be accurate, all VEDS defini-
tions must be clear, precise, and easily usable. If an 'item is 50 nebulous that it can’t
be clearly defined, it shouldn’t be collected.

Duplication of items because of slightlé different definitions is very expensive. Du-
plication of reporting is also expensive. Elimination of duplication could improve re-
porting significantly. > '

There should be specific language in Federal legislation which funds data collec-
tion. This would clarify the importance of information and reljeve ressure on local
and state officials who now must assume the responsibility for al ocating fnds to
this effort at the apparent expense of student oriented services.

Finally, states should have the responsibility for data reporting to the Federal
Government. Aside from the political reasons for this recommendation, local report-
ing to the Federal Government would duplicste state efforts conducted in behalf of
state legislatures. A second negative effect-of local agencies reporting djrectly to the
{)?sgial government could be the fracturing of state coordinated planning which is

on . - .
Thénk you for Jur atténtion during the past few minutes. At this time ILwould *
be happy to answer\any questions you might have on this topic.

. }v\(‘)lhairman PeRKINS. Let me thank'you very much, all of you, for

E Y

ut appearance_here this morning. You have been very helpful,
and. you will be very helpful to. the committee when they read your
testinfony. . ) * [
- Today marks our 49th day of hearings on all the educational pro-
grams this year. We plan on holding other vocational educational
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.. hearings in January and some in February, some here in Washlng
ton, others in the field. We may hold heayings through March and
April. I am concerned as much as anybody about getting the Voca-

tional Education Act-extended next year, but at the same time I - .

' have been here long enough to see a lot of pitfalls ahead of us. |

s I thmlk I would be derelict in responsibility, judgitg from the ‘
past, if I moved a vocational education bill ahead of the reconcili- .
ation bill next year, especially since Mr. Stockman has asked Sec- l

_retary Bell to cut’back the program from $800 million down to

$500 million. We are going to get to the point' where this wonderful

ogram would be torn to pieces if that were to happen. -

d if that haHpened I don’t think any of you would want to see

go on the floor next year where they could then destroy the
pects of the bill. You may think they won’t. I thought we
ry that reconciliation bill, the so-called Gramm Latta, by
12 to 15 votes. Instead we lost it last June.

I think we should get ready to move a vocational educatmn bill
expeditiously after the reconciliation vote next year. We've got to
build a devil of a lot more support than we have at the present
time, or we'll get cut to pieces on the JSloors of _the.House and
Senate.

Before we take a vocatlonal education bill to the House floor I
want us to get a good group together, and help me make this deci-
sion immediately after the reconciliation_fight. We ought to have
this group together here before this reconciligtion fight next year,
in Washington and have them alerted. Some of the States may not
be able to rnake. up for the Federal cutbacks that are being pro-

’ gosed Then we will lose many of our training programs in many
tates. We will see a great program, one of the greatest programs o
. in the world disintegrate. -
So we have a lot of problems facing us in the future and we must .

take them all seriously. I' have been . here long enough and I have

watched it happen. I said, well, they won'’t tear down CETA. They
s destroyed CETA. e
' The mayors came up hdje, and they were singing a good song to
the White .House. They ayed more beautiful musiec when the
county officials came up here last year. But after they left we had
no sel:lpport in the U.S. Congress for CETA and you see what hap—
pen 3

And then all the community services people came to see me. [
tried to tell them last year in January what they had better do.
But instead, they came in here in great masses in June and July. I
told them they were just too late.

We cannot get caught in our shirttails next year, because if we
don’t do the work on the members and”if they cut this program-~ &
back to $500 million in the reconciliation $rocess, your program is
going to bedorn apart.

And I am not going to let thenP monkey with the ﬁgures at that
gom t,on he floor of the House. At that point I'd get awfully stub-

B

rn after they do that much to us. I'd take a chance on the next
egec ion, because th?\Vocatlonal Education Act is extended through
1984. -
C e So let’s none of us’be too egotistical about next yegy. Let’s play
the game for all 1t is worth. We had problems in authoring’ the

4
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~ original bill in 1963. We had a lot of disputes b;Rveen the Depart-
ment of Labor, the Department of Education; Jack Kennedy, who
was President at that time, told me to beat thejr heads together /\]
some way. I put a fellow in the conference by the name of Jim~
Patton, from kfort, Ky. .
. We finally got it all reconciled between the Departments. So I
have seen some stormy days, and a lot of people would have
- thrown in the sponge at that time, what with the di putes between
the De;;artments. But I did not, and I want to make sure that we
all hold fast to all of our gains and not dissipate them. You caxﬁget
«fooled on the floor mighty easily.
When I took over the chairmanship of this committee in 1967, 1
- had all the count against me on the Economic Opportunities Act.
They said it was impossible, but I worked thatwhole fall, State by
State, got encugh commitments out of the South, the Midwest, and
the West, until I knew the bill woyld float. And then I moved it
and We made progress with it. s
I carried a little book around with all the members from the var-
ious States and marked them off every night, for 90 days, so I have
had a little experience at these things. , .
Let’g get ready for this reconciliation fight. I am telling your
leaders now that this reconciliation ﬁl%lht next yearshould be our
first priority. If we lose that, Carl Perkins won’t bring any bill out
next year. He will wait until the 1982 elections are over with. I'd
- like,to move this bill next year as much as anybody, as much as
~any of your leaders, but that depends on our success in fighting
- thif'reconciliation battle next year. .

If we'lose that we will take -no chance, my friends. We will take °
no chance. .o .

“Let me compliment all of lyou here for excellent testimony this
moraing. We will work closely t’lgﬁ;alther the remainder of the year
and closely together next year. oughout we will have a consid-
erable' number of hearings, and we will try to let your leadérs help
us get in representatives from all sectioris of the coun . When we
do go to the floor, we must be pretty much united.: We can’t have

* 3

the junior colleges fighting the gecondary vocational, people. We've g
got to get u?;ﬁer on this thing. We got together a’few yedars ago
.~ and we can do it again in the future. Cl ‘

;- 4 .
But let’s concentrate on this reconciliation process, because if -
they demand a $300 million cut out of this program you can imag-

* ine what it is going. to do to the program. Let’s get prepared for .
that, bring the witnesses in here and let them state what effects
such a cutback would have: T, . Tox

It’s going to be the fight of our lives, but it’s not a fight that we
can’t win. We can win it, I think. . . )
And I think some of our’friends that voted wrong this year will
be a little bit more slfgjatical rext year about destroying a good pro-
- gram ’thaﬁ’;l helping all of America, especially when we are”not
going to Balance any budgets. If we destroy this prograr, it is
M;going’to create greater deficits in years ‘ahead. '
Those are some 6f the things that we would like you to go back
and think about. . . . X .
Now it appears to me this administration may be in favor of
elimination of the Vocational Education Data System. I'd like to .
b ‘ “ > ~
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ask Dr. Senese whether the administration is endorsing continu-
ation of VEDS in a much reduced form and why?

Dr. Senese. Mr. Chairman, presently the administration is re-
v1ev/mg the VEDS system and no dec1s10na\has been made yet on it.

Chairman PErxiNs. What'’s that?

Dr. SENESE! Presently the administration is reviewing the VEDS
program, and no decision or recommendation has been decided
upon.

Chairman Perkins. You don’t yet have any recommendations
along this line? -

Dr. SENESE. No; I do not. - ¢

Chairman Perkins. I don’t want to ask you to talk about budgets
or anything like that because you are not in a position: to talk
about the budgets, are you?

Dr. SENESE. No; I am not.

Chairman PErkins. Well let me compliment all of you, gll of you
distinguished gentlemen thi§ morning. You have been most helpful
to the committee. I wish all of our members were here. But you
will not have greater cooperation from anyone than you well from
Carl Perkins. I thought we all should be alerted about the future,
about those who want to cut back this program beyond the point of
no return.

Let me thank aIl of you.

[Whereupon, at 10:47 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned. ]

[Matenal submitted for the record follows: )
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SEEman CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES ~ ESims e
SSuacg HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES e
== ES
' 2’;""‘"‘ COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND\LABOI"!~
200 S \ SUBCOMMITTEE N ELEMENTARY., SECONDARY, ;

AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
8-MIC RAYBURN NOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTPN, D.C. 20818

December 28, 1981 . !

Honorable Tefre)l H. Bell :
- Secretary . ¢
U.S. Department of Education
'Washington, b.C.

—

°o

Dear Mr. Secretary: - ¢

buring our Subcommittee hearing on the VOcat,io'nal Education
Data System on December 10, the Subcommittee members were unable
to, ask all of the questions we had wanted, due to time limitations.
I am therefore submitting two additional questions, to be answered
- for the hearing record.

Our questions are as follows:

1. Is the Administration in favor of the elimination of
W the Vocational Education pata System, or are you endorsing jts

- . .

o 2. Dr. Donald Senese testified on December 10 that the .
Department is cutting back on data collection 0 that the burden
at the State and local levels will be reduced by almost 50°
percent. I would like to congratulate you for finding a way
to cut back. Howg¥er, I would ike to know what types of
information will be available the future from the reduced
collection and if it covers all the data collection refuirements
delineated in the authorizing legislation. gill this new round

- of data collection be any fore useful or meaningful at the local

and Federal levels than what is colYected now?

. We would appreciate receiving the Department's responses no

- **  later than January 12. I appreciate your cooperation.
¢ - ¢ -

3 - Sincerely, .

. Carl D. Perkins
ST . Chairman "
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The Honorable Carl D. Perkins
Chairman X
Committee on Education and tabor
House of Representatives .
Washington, D.C. 20515
Dear Mr. Chairman: . -
I appreciate the opportunity to provide you. ind your subcormittee with »
additional information regarding the Nat{.ual Vocatidnal Education Data
System (VEOS). °
.’ . R . A N . -
~ Your first question concCerned the uministration’'s position with respect
to the reauthori2ation of VEDS. .is Dr. Senese indicated in his testimony z -
on December 10, 1981, we are currently taking a comprehensive look at
VEDS, and at this time no fi..1 decision has been made concerning the
reauthorization of VEOS. e o . .

Your second question c: .cerned the scope and impact of the changes in VEDS
which the Department ...s instituted for the current (1981-82) data collection
year. These changes vonsist entirely,of suspensions of certain portions of
the previous (1985-.1) data collectigh?system. As NCES began to study tHe R
returns from the “1rst two years of ¥perating VEDS, it became évident that !
certain portions of the system were not only perceived by the States as
] excessively bur.znsome, they were also providing data of low reliability
} - and utility. .herefore, working with the cognizant portions of the Depart-
ment, NCES i ersgified these portions.of VEDS as ones that could, consistent
with the m: .d.te of the law, be suspended until further study and redesi . B
of the sysiat takes place. Such study and redesign is now going on, bup/we
expect "th: ¢ these suspensions will rémain in place at least fo a
- (1982-83; data collection year. .

I can sum up the suspended portions. of the-data collection as follo

, -
M : 1. Teache®/staff data: thesesdata are stable due to the lack of
staff changes from year to year. ) 1
- 2. | Employer follow-up data: these data also change very little
2 from year to year. ] . R
g 3. Program leaver and follow-up data: these data exhibit a low
return rate and are expensive.
. . ) .
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- 4, Certain enrollment and Finance data: definitional problems
in ¥he special needs areas make collection,of these enroliment
v . data.difficult; some finance data which was difficult to collect
i weré” suspended. -

Since the, Suspended portions of VEQS are those which the States have \_,(«
found least reliable and most burdensome, these suspensions result in |
major burden and cost reductions and leave the remainder of VEDS mproved
as to reliability, utility and meaningfulness. We estimate these changes

will reduce the man hours approximately 48 Percent, from 198,000 hours to
about 02,000 hours annually,

The precise content of VEDS, by year of data collection, was summarized
]in the Supplementary Paper submitted with our December testimony, pages
5-18.

If you have any further questions, I will be most happy to respogd.

Sincerely,

.

T. H., Bell

ey
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NORMAN Y. MINETA
| MEMEER OF CONSRTNS.
1704 Corrmy Contromma

PUBLIC WORRS ANG
TRANGPORTA TION.

hd
PERMANEDNT STLICT COMMTTER
ON INTELLISENCE

Agril 15, 1981

. ~
The Honorable Carl Perkins. Chairman
House Education and Labor Committee
2181 Rayburn House Office building
Washington, 0.C. 20515
Dear Mr. Chairman: ‘

Enclosed are two brief statements concerning the reauthorization of

the Vocational Educatfon Act which I respectfully request be included in

‘the official hearing record on this matter.

Both statements were submitted to me by community college administrators
in my district and concern, specifically, the Vocational Education Data Systan&/\. -

Your Jssistance {n this matter will be greatly appreciated.

. Singerely yours, ‘

NORMAN Y. MINETA
Member of Congress

NYM/sjd/w
Enclosure
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TITLE: VOCATIONAL EDUCATION DATA SYSTEM: ITS IMPACT ON TE °
LOCAL COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND THEIR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS

PREPARED BY: FOOTHILL-DE ANZA COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION\
ROBERT W. WALKER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR /

PURPOSE: USE BY THE OFFICE OF NORMAN Y. MINETA, MEMBER OF CONGRESS,
AS TESTIMONY FOR THE HEARING RECORD BEFORE HOUSE EDUCATION
AND LABOR SUBCOMMITTRE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY AND VOCA-
TIONAL EDUCATION DURING DELIBERATIONS RELATING TO THE
REAUTHORIZATION OF THE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT.

DATE PREPARED; MARCH 16, 1981 . =

Funding to our District under the provisions of the Vocational Education Act has in- {
creased very modestly over the eight year period from 1972 to 1980. The actual dolla
increase has been §106,000 (from 270,000 to 314,000). This represents an overall 16.3%
increase or 2.03% per year.“,During the same period cost of operation for the Distri\s
has increased by 78.14 Pr 9.76 yearly. It ig evident that the ability to support,
expand and/or improve our vocational programs through the use of these yocational
Education Act funds has been significantly reduced even as student enrollment in these
areas have increased. (To have maintained our position relative to 1972, the VEA
allocated funds for 1980 would have had to be near $481,000.) This apparent $166,000
shortfall has had a’dramatic effect uppn gur ability to support our vocational pro-
grams. Discussions with other commun y/college district's vocational administrators

«

= in our area indicate very similar historical funding patterns.

Concurrent with these relative fiscal reduct'ions we in the community college sector
are faced with the neceisity of maintaining "state of the art" technical programs in
occupational areas in yhich equipment and processes becomé obsolete vithin exceedingly
short periods. A significant local industry demand is placed upon our campuses to
train, upgrade,. and retrain personnel in electronics, data processing, and the health
fields. Each of these areas‘has in the last eight years demonstrated technologic
development which severely strains our ability to maintain programs at an equipment
level which is close to the employment environment our gtudents face upon program com-
pletion. Tax reforms in the state have also had a tremendously linmiting effect upon
our ability to initiate or revise an "equipment or personnel intensive" vocational
program. The necessity for continued and jncreased "real dollar" assistance to these
prograns is to vocational educators real and dramatic. ,

Of significant administrative concern over these same years has been an ever indreas-
ing "reporting fun&tiog" required under provisions of the VEA act-and other vocational
related regulstions. The "reporting" requirements in 1972 were essentially directed
to fiscal accountability and demonstration of maintenance and expansion of effort.

The required report preparation was consistent and compatible with our existing records
and fiscal accounting systems. The cost of preparing these reports could be described
as modest and certainly the time, effort, and personnel committed, in our disteict, did

not exceed $17,000 or 6% of the allocated’ VEA funds. Recently, . the increased complexity

of the student and faculty characteristics profile reporting requirement has added
significantly to the effort required for compliance. Major adaptations and redesign of
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registration procedures,alassroom reporting mechanics and data processing designs
have been required. Increased data collection, processing, and storage has been
< necessary. The direct cost of VEA reporting for purposes of accountability probably
now exceeds $45,000 or 14% of the allocated funds.

® <

Compliance with the new reporting requirements of the Vocational Educapdon Data

System mandated by PL 94-482 and developed by N.C.E.S. will produce a dramatic in-

crease in the local, state and national cost of vocational education reporting.

The speciffcity of the datz requested and the imposition of student and employee f

follow-up proceédures will locally require major changes in registration and program

operation, as well as, the developme‘xrc‘ of entirely new follow-up procedures. The

net result cauld be an increase in reporting costs locally which may reach $30,000

and bring our adzinistrative burden for all VEDS and VEA related reporting activities

to $75,000 or 24% of our allocated funds. It has been estimated thae VEDS will impose

55,0‘20,000 of additional costs upon the responsible schools and 4gencies in California.
.

Vocational Educators have repeatedly expressed the following reservations and concerns
- in respect to the Vocational Education Data System (V.E.D.S.):

. y
1. VEDS will not answer the basic questions asked by Congress in regard toVocational
Education. ) .

2. The specificity required by VEDS Is greater than can be utilized on an aggregated
< national level. . <

3. The validity of the results are questionable when aggregated at the national level
as required by VEDS. ,
4

4. The aggregated results will be clearly subject to misinterpretation.
5. The cost imposed is excessive at the local and state levels.

Although the VEDS student enrollment report may eventually be perfected to provide NCES
with reasonably accurate information on student enrollments, {ts usefulnesg will have

° serious limitations, due to data collecting problems at the local level. The usefulness

of the VEDS student enrollment data diminishes, the fartheg it is removed from the lotal

district sites. The quality of sbate and federal level data 1s dependent on the quality

of the Initfal data collected at the local level.

The Employer and Student Follow-up VEDS reports will not, in our opinion, accurately,

or effectively, report representative data on community colleges. This portion of the

VEDS system presents biased, skewed, and potentially misleading data and3is not a

LA reliable basis for planning. Periodfc regional studies of program effectiveness and
formp] assessment of this effectiveness by polling of local advisory committees,
industrial and commercial agencies, aAd other community agencies would produce more,
reliable and valuable assessmentss The National Policy committee for VEDS has unani-
mously recémuended that NCES abandon the proposed employer follow-up system--substituting

’ if necessary, feedback information from employers by way of program advisory comuittees.
NCES to date hds made no cirfnge.
. .
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It is clear and desirable chat fiscal accountability and complianse documentation must
be .naintained. It is our gpinfon, that if:

8) funding levels had been mint,a'ined near the real dollar values of 1972, -
b)

reporting requirements ior.vocatioﬁal education from all federal and state
Bgencies were requested in similar formats and utilized common data,

c)

the reporting requirements under the Vocational Educatfon Data System (VEDS)
were fot imposed

L)
«the ability of the fnstitution to

support and improve its vocational programs would
be increased even if*the allocation totals were modestly reduced.

* The reauthorization of the Voc

ational Educationsdct currently under way i{s being
«critically watched. If the result {s

the strict adherence to VEDS reporting require~
ment or the fmposition of any similar complex system, without major-increases in fund-
ing levels, the educational sector's ability to serve industry through effective
vocational education will surely be adversely affected. It is our opinion that the
goals and objectives of the Vocatfonal Education Act and the Necessary compliance and
accountability documentations could be best actomplished by eliminating all provi-
sions of V.E.D.S. and returning to the reporting procedures previously {n place.

L)
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] EVERGREEN VALLEY. COLLEGE -
K ‘ CONCERNS REGARDING THE * / ’
. VOCAT I0NAL EDUCATION DATA SYSTEM REPORTING REQUIREMENTS .
. f E
’3 - , » - ) 1]
- \ N

Our community college serves hundreds of vocationdl students annually.
The VEDS reports are extremely complex. There is Yiterally no way in
which VEDS reports, as presently constituted, can e completed wi thout
extensive data processing assistance. The data processing programs
which we @eed do not exist. Th®y will haye to be tonceptualized, writ-
ten-and pMot tested before they can be used. The process will take
several months. In the meanti“, we are required to provide data which we i
cannot yet obtain. We are being asked to ident1fy% follow-up ana report
on 16 different categories of Students--a monumental task. We are being . ?
asked to provide wage and salary information, by instructional program,
within a standard occupational classification, subjeetively. This gocess
is both redundant and meaningless. N a

An employer follow-up of former students is also required. From experienge - *
with similar prior projects, both former students and current employers
strongly resist giving out this type of informatic#. Both groups are con-
cerned with and support the right of the employee to confidentiality.
These brief comments are intended to convey that the VEDS data_fequirepents,
which might be considered desirable information, are almost literally impos-

, - sible §o obtain. The)vEDS reporting requirements and data *collection” instru-
ments concomitantly required are poorly coficeived and improperly designed. ’,
. We urge that the VEDS requirements be,drastically mddifiéd, to meet the con- .
. cerns outlined above., . PR
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¢ December 23,198] ' ’ -
¢ - { ’
. . /
- &
The Honorable Car] Perkins ° N
Chairman NN ‘ ,
Committee on Education and Lebor
U.Ss House of Representatives '
ashington, D.C. *20515. \
Dear Mr. Chairman: - . ’ ’

/

Enclosed is a position'of the Couneil of Chief State School Officers' °
Committee on Evaluation and Information Systems concerning the

mandated Vocational Education Data System. We would appreciate the ‘
inclusion of thisstatement in the formal hearing record on the 1.
reauthorization of the Vocational Edueation Act. - TN

* As you are awarg, the Chief State School Officers haye complied with .
the legislative provisions of this mandate even though:we had serfous S
concerns over the size and aceuracy of/the proposed system from its ¢
early design. We have consistently requested changes and improvements
in the system but feel that legislative reqiirements preclude the

. possiblity of immediate relief unlesssrecommendations included in our
statement are serieyisly considered, Concern over this issue should not
be construed, however, as a lack of willingness to be accountable for N
federal monies. We do support an acceptable Vocational Education Data _ + "
System and stand ready to assist in the redesign of a system that wil
yield valid, usable data. The Council appreciates your consideration of
those-concerns and wish to convey a continuing admiration and support
for your tireless ?gf fective leadership i\n the cause Qf public education. .

.

neerely, / : : ¢
i(ﬂém“é Plerce | RN )

Executive Director e e

" . WPP/gjs . . ST \ .
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' CQUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SGHOO!, ()Fl‘thERS
379 Hall of the States, 400 North Capstol Sireet, N W, Washingtoft, D C 20001 @ 202/624-7702 .
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e STATEMENT OF THE
COMMI’}ZTEE ON EVALUATION AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS

.

' OF THE
, - COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS
. (ccsso)
Q 5 . 4

. Public Law 94-482 specified that a Vocational Education Data System (VEDS)
be developed for the basic purpose of compiling descriptive statistical data on
- vocationat education programs being operated throughout the natiop. The
rationale of developing a mon reporting structure serving multiple l
agencies represented a contept that the Council of Chief State School
Offic ers (CCSSO) £ngorsed and supported. As U.S.0.E. and N.C.E.S. began to
define the parameters of the system based on legislative language and history,
‘& It became appa that significant problems with Burden, cost of
implementation and state capacity to report were arising that would be
difficult to address. During the past several years, extended deliberations and -
° dialogue with N.C.E.S. have been maintained but sufficient resolution of the
technical and administrative shortcomings of the proposed VEDS never
reached the point that the states could recommend the system. Recognizing
the expressed needs of Congress and the legal implications of the legislation,
state and local agencies have expended. vast figcal and human resources for the
purpose of complying with VEDS reporting requirements, and in many
instances, have been unsuccessful in doing so. The severe fiscal constraints
and increasing date-burdens facing states at the present time should,
hopefully, prompt some redirection in the reporting and accountability
3 mandat‘es placed on the states in the current legislation. .
lﬁé Two years ago the Council of Chief State School Officers' Committee on
Evaluation and Information Systems (CEIS) developeg a position paper which
. laid out, in det4il the many concerns statés had with respect to the VEDS
reporting requirement. Some of those concerns have been able to be
accomodated by NCES, and some have not._In some instances, modifications
made in VEDS still do not correct the faulty premises upon which VEDS is
based. Several of the major concerns with the VEDS legislative mandates are
B expressed below along with specific detail to relate policy to practice. Where
possible, there are specific cowses of action recommended to address $tated
concerns and we respectfully request that they bg considered in a review of
the legislation and resulting system. .
-
L Public Law 94-482 was drafted in such a manner as to provide funds for
specific purposes that, in many cases, established new directions for
. vocational education programs. The developers of VEDS attempted to
. take old methodologies and procedures for compiling vocational
, education data (i.e. reporting student’enroliment at a 6 digit level of
g detail) and make modifications to assess new program directions. As
. such, VEDS,just "B on™" additional requirements to an already ~
cumbersdme mpdxfdng process. ’
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s the states and }ocal education,agencies have difficulties ip accurately
detqrminirg appropriate "program" classifications, +This phenomenon is
particularly true at the secondary level. .

It is suggested that consideration be given to reporting some en'rgllment

¢ datain an unduplicated manner at a general level of program detail e

(e.g. seven or eight major program areas) and to reporting some of the

enroliment data in a duplicated manner if more finite taxonomje detail

is required, : ¢ -
~ < . :

3 IL  ~Serious questons have been raised about the viability of student -

placement as an indicator of the effectiveness of vocational education » -~

Programs. There is considerable concern over the use of this . -~

single-facted measurement to evaluate programs. The VEDS legislation

continues, and enlarges, the reliance upon follow up statistica]

compilations both student and employer. The utility of follow up data

at the state and local education agency level is far less than the 8

emphasis that is placed on its collection at the federal level.

-,

- Time has shown that most follow up studies hdve significant .

. nonrespondent biases and the data have limited utility. These types of - ‘

data arrays showid be deemphasized at the Tederal level and,\more
. importantly, charged in periodieity. All current VEDS reporting .
. requirements are annual. Why?" Student follow up would be just as -

‘ useful if it were collected every three years and employer follow up : ’
. . data couldpossibly be collected using sampling. In short, alternative
. methodologies, othet than aner:zl universe collections, should be
considered for some of the fedbra] vocational education information
requirements. : ’

L. Congresg intent to analyze manpower supply and demand has not been ‘

. as successful as anticipated. No graup or agency has been succasful, 4 .

' " toour knowledge, in developing a "system" that accurately relates ' o
these pieces of information and Provide aceurate measures of the .

. occupational areas for which voeational education should provide R 3
training. Current VEDS requirements mandate“inalyses of follow up

; -data according to Standardized Occupational Classitications (SOC's)

e T e which requipe a unit record (individual student) data base of enprmous

i . complexity. . -
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The attendant inaccuracies of follow up data and ‘matching jobs to -
instructional programs make the whole data base questiopable for use
at any level of government. The desired supply-demand &nalysis should
"ot be driven by such inaccurate unidfmensional measures. We - '
respectfully suggest that these analyses and reporting refjuirements be - 5
removed from legislated mandates, - O .

Most categorical programs operated &}éederal agencies are guided b a
hierarchical principle with respect to Information collection and use.'

Local education agencies need more detailed basis of information than

state education agencies; state education agencigs need more detailed R
bases of information than federal agencies. The level of detail required ’
in the P.L.94-482 legislation (as embodied in VEDS) fapsyrpasses that '
required by most state agencies and in some instances, l% al agencies.

This sityation is the inverse of generally accepted-data collection

principles and the degree of utility these large data sets have at the

federal level is questionable in comparison to cost and imﬁosition of

-acquiring them. X . >

v In addition, the legislated VEDQ reporting require_menis mandate that - °
voeat 1 educators colleet and report data that are in some cases .
inappropriate or unobtainable within the context of the yocational
education program. In many states vocational®ducators do not have
access to information on students handicapping conditions, language
proficiencies or economic or eduogtional disadvantages. Also many
states do not maintain separate fis¢al accounting structures for *
vocational education. ’ .

*  The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the Office of .
Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) and the Office for Civil Rights ==
(OCR) have attempted to "systematizé" Congress' initiative to monitor ' .
access to programs by partially using VEDS as a vehicle for the data .
collection efforts. While the consolidation of reporting activities is
usually a laudable concept, the reporting of race/ethnic data and
special needs dta (i.e. disadvantaged, handicapped, limited English * .
proficiency) have become annual reporting requirements in VEDS at the v
_most specific level of detail. ! : .

In the instance of race/ethnic data, this mandate should be left with
OCR and collected on a periodic basis, as deemed necessary to meet
Congressional intent. It is anticipated that the level'of detail for this

, data collection’would be greatly reduced and still provide usablg "first
cut” information for OCR purposes. . :
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1.7 b
‘The collection of special needs data should be assigned to other units within

. the Department of Education having responsibility for the service being
: provided. That is, the Office of Special Education should have the
ey responsihility for determining the number of handicepped students being
v }‘. served in vocational education, the agency responiible for monitoring Chapter ._
P I(of the Consolidation' Act) should have responsibility for determining the
AR number of disadvantaged students servid, and data on limited English
7, <~ “preficiency students collected in a like manner. The key issue is that
& ' * vocational education sgrvices to these students.are secondary to the services
+  provided to addsgss a special education ne , and typically information about *

o the spetial needs\gsides with those résponsible for meeting those needs.

Y

The intent of the énactrient of the Vocational Education Data System was to
consolidate reporting requirements and reduce reporting burden by developing
a "single data base" which could be accessed by many users. That data base,
however, encompasses certain types of information not germane or obtainable
by vocationa] educators. As &result, state local\‘education agencies, are
required to colleet and, maintain some types of data in a vocational education
context as well as a special needs program context. Nowhere is this problem
exacerbated more than in the area of fiscal accountability. State and local
encies, as a rule, do not maintain separate fiscal accountability systems for
vocational education. However, the federal tiscal reporting requirement for
o ocational education requires the establishiment of data sets that are in excess

ff those needed to be maintained for other federal fiscal reports. There is
ittle evidence at the federal level that fiscal"accountability for vocational
[Qducation‘should be expanded from that required by other federal programs.

i

/ In future legislation,%ocational education reporting mandates should be
coordinated with other federal reporting mandates to insure that, where
possible, data are generated by the most appropriate sources.
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Vv Severe definitional and infomation management problems have resulted
v from the continuances of data collection strategies that prevailed prior
- to the enactment of P.L. 94-482 plus additions needed to address the
new directions set forthin that law. Some states are operating three o

separate data collection systems to comply with all VEDS reporting  «
requirements (Secondary, Adult, Postsecondary) due to the fact that the
delineation of the types of agencies offering vocational programs has |
become too prescriptive. ln addition, VEDS has attempted to address \\-
the general statistical requirements of the program units within the |
Department of Education and the compliance information requirements ’ |
of units withi n and outside the Depart ment. This "Single, Central Data |
Base" roachto data collection1s not, in this case, easily facilitated |
by stéte and local education agencies. Program assessments and i i
compliance issues-are, at times, at cross purposes and common data |
sets are not realistic. P.L. 94-482 currently requires the compilation of
huge data sets for annual state plan and accountability report updates™
T in addition_to the massive volume of data required in VEDS. If the
‘ state plans and accountabihity reports are to be retainied fmfuture—— —
legislation, states should be excused from comparable data reporting
requirement s™in other sections of the legislation. Where data sets can,
be used for a vanety of purposes, the data should be collected one time T
and disseminated internally as appropriate. New legislation should
endorse these concepts in spirit and practice.

V1, Congress should give due consideration to using fewer, more accurate
benchmark statisties for the oversight of vocational programs. The
legislation should coordinate reporting requirements with the
programmatic issues addressed by the act, even if it is at the expénse
of curtailing traditional data collection activities.

In summary, many states will expend more dollars per participant for the. «
collection and dissemination of information in vocational education programs
than for any other federally subsidized educational program. This expenditure

¢ is not consonant with the very small percentage of the total cost of vocational

‘ programs supported by federal monies. States are willing and expect to be

held accountable for the use of federal revenues, as they are held accountable
for state revenues, but the accountability must be held in proportion to the
magnitude of federal support.
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L January 7, 1982 /
L Honorable €arl D. Perkins, Chairman
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and
Yocatjonal gducation® -
B-346C Rayburn House Office Building ~ -
Washington, D. C. 20515 . ’
* o d
= Dear—¢ Perkinss _, N ¥
N«'The American Association of Community and Junjor Colleges and my colleagues °

in.California appreciate the opportunity to further clarify our position
gatding The Yocational Education pata System (VED§). In the testimony on
December 10, 1981, I Stated that: .

. “The Yocational Education Data System does not provide meaningiful
N or useful,data at the local, state, or national levels.”

This statement has been generated based on experiences which wete regoried
in the presentations of Dr. James Harris and Dr. Donald J. Senese at the}
hearing and have alsp been experienced in California. Just to reinforce
some of_the concerns, it should be noted:

. ® Federal data has been agqregated. When you get reports on place-
. ments, leavers, and compiefgrs for an auto program you are getting.
data on the secondary and the postsecondary program. ~It 1s peither

£onclusive or valid to compare programs which may be two years in

length with courses which are 18 weefs in length or to compaje paople
of different ages. N ’

o Potential returns on the Survey Group. In the secondary probrams,
students tend to stay close tp home gor the first year after gradu- , .
ation, allowing for a potential of 30-40 percent return. That is £

acceptablebut not outstanding, In the postsecondary system, the
population %is very mobil making the survey return average about 12%. =
No one can draw real conclusions from that size resurn. .

5 g Reporting the Data Back. I have been in education for twenty one
years. During that period of time I have yet to see any data reported
by one of the districts I have worked for returned to the districts
for management yse. This data disappears into the woodwork., When

we collect data at the local level, that information is given back N
B to the colleges in its reported form so the management team can 1
D evaluate it and make changes.
. "BRME COAST COLLEGE GOLDEN WEST COLLEGE  COASTLINE COMMUNITY COLLEGE KOCE-TV (50) PBS
v o0 .
Chancebor (NN Eocetone Parneg & Dev (710) 554.3808 Purchanng (714)354-37%0
Duairnen Atary {214) ss4748 Parsoront (714)556-598  vocasonel Ecuemmon (714)554.5004
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o Repetition of the Data Requests. The Federal Government has one set
of requirements for repqrting on programs for vocational-education and
another set for the Office of CivilzRights, etc. It is difficult,
- time consuming, and non-productive to collect the data, particularly
when the requests all come in at different times. -

Employer Information is Useless. Taking into account the current
vequirement has Deen Suspended, What requirement was a voluntary one
on the part of the student. At Jeast in our district] less than 5%
of the students chose to volunteer employer information and less than’
. 12% of the employers from that 5% reported any data. I contend that
this was typical of the data in California, and from a research stand-
point in making inferences, assumptions of conclusions, it is useless.

You have asked if the Americdn Association of Community and Junior Colleges
would recommend repeal of the VEDS requirements, or if a simpler way exists
for gathering more usefyl data. . .

Both the National Association and the California Cogmunity Colleges would rec-
ommend that the following principles guide any impFementation of Federal data
gathering_eff_‘grts which are mandated by legislation:

' ' o A direct quote from the adopted ;gishtive position of the Califor-

nfa Community and Junfor College Association on Federal Vocatignal
Education states: ‘ ~

"9, Develops and Implements Reasonable and Meaningful Atcountability
Requirements: While accountability is an important and reasonabte
requirement of Federal funding, the prbcess should contribute only
necessary and useful data which will assist local, state, and federal
agencies with information for the improvement of vocational programs.”
Such processes must be at a reasonable cost to local agencies or
supported through the funding source.” .

. Taking this policy recommendation into account, the California Col)eges
and 1 presume AACJC would endorse’ the *recommendations which were .
, Placed into testimony by the American Vocational Association which
- include: - .

o A data use plan should be developed at the Federal level.  This
plan should identify the goals and/or objectives where achievement
will be measured, how achievement will be measured, and the data
necessary for,measurement. (We would amend this to assure state
and local acceptance of that plan and limit the plan only to the
necessary data, i.e., are students placed in an area whey they are

* trained and are employers satisfied with the training.) « .

o Only data that are needed for national decision-making will be col- -~
lected in the basic data system at the federal level. B

-

Every data item in the 9ystem should be operatiofally defined.
For example, a disadvantaged student .is operationally defined as

_/‘ a student who qua]ifies'for financial aid under an economic need ¢

program. (ie would recommend that these operational definitions
be limited in scope to areas which can realistically be collected.)

o Federal reporting systems concerning occupational training activ-
ities should be consolidated ands1imited to essential and necess-
ary data. At a minimum, federal requirements for data should be

- N definitionally consistent across the various federal reporting
systems.
M . t
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® There should be funding specified for data systems.

® States shbuld have the responsibility for collecting data, from
local agencies and institutions and reporting to the Federal gov-
ernment. -

. P

® Sampling or special stullies should be used for other spetial data
needs not covered in the bafic data system. (California would
amend this recommendation to inglude that sampling be used for the,
basic system requirements where it is more feasible and w11l
mintain validity and reliability of the data.)

In éddition,"the association recomepdatmg\s would 1nclude:

equirements should not be a Jpart of the
and should be a defensible system devel-
oped by the state ard established in the state plan for vocational
education with evalyated conclusions or information reported to
the statg and the fedSral government. - .
> R *
® fny data which is reported to the State or Federal Government in
compl iance with 1eg1slat19n should be reported back 1o the_local
agencies to be used for management purposes. C

® [ach state in its state plan should develop a comprehensive account-
ability system including evaluation of the program and each state
would be approved by criteria established by the Federal Government,
Basic responsibility for accountability and implementation of
such a plan would remam,with the states

This is a “long way to reply to the initial policy statement which the CCJCA
condenseds to one paragraph; however, I hepe this extended response will show
that AVA and AACIC are basically in accord and working together on the issye
of accountability, .

Sincerely yours,
; 7.

'l ’. . ,‘(/ /’]'
! ‘u'/;/ __4'/]%’,\4
Donald F. Averill, Vice Chancellor
Educational Planning and Vocational Educatiol

® .

-
.
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Distridution List:

Lo¥s Callahan - Chairman of the Commission on Vocation )
Bill Morris - Chancellor's ffice, California Community Colleges
Dean McKeilly - CCCAOE .

Dick Wilson - AACIGe . - % \\
Gene Bottoms - AVA

Dean Griffin - AVA

Bob Price - Saddleback College .

Dr, Norm Watson - Chancellor, CCCD
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‘ " STATE OF COLORADO

January 22, 1932\‘\3 o

v

!

The Hondrable Carl Perkins Ones
. Uy S. House of Representatives e

2328 Rayburn Building v rcicons

Washington, D. C. 20515 . o

Drvrseon ot Vocatonad
Deﬁﬁ' Mr. Perkins: ' °
s

| Thank you for your letter dated December 28, 1981. I would be
’ most pleased to answer your question which was: .

"(Does) the American Vocational Association feel that Congress
should repeal the requirement for*VEDS, or whether Congress
should find & way to cut down on the data collection and make
it more meaningful?"

The American Vocational Association recommends the latter al- h
ternative. Congress should require states to submit a limited data
base for program planning, monitoring, and evaluation. '

This data base should cover programs which are under the jur-
jsdiction of the State Plan for Vocational Education. It should

should be classified into two types: those which are designed to ip-
part entry-level skills and those which are not designed to impart '
entry level skills, Data about both types of programs should be re-
ported at a two-digit level. Furthermore, enrollments should be

‘. categorized by program, and sex. The categories of handicapped and
disadvantaged should be eliminated.

Data about numbers of mmpléters should be obtained from all

follow-up should be eliminated. Follow-up data on completers should

be obtained from states on a sample basis once every three years. To
supplement. this.sample.data,.a national longitudinal study of secon-

dary and postsecondary campleters should be conducted. This study

»  °  would focus upon: @34 ‘

1. The completers® erhanced satisfaction with their occupational

-]

. choice;
‘ 2. The cbmpleters' increased occupational knowledge and skills;
« _ 3. The placement of completers' in employment; and
4.” The potential utility of the completers' skills in the work-
place. ~

-

£
P co
s gt : . .
sy e 9 . ¢ L. .

* contain infornmation on the enrollments in all programs. “The programs 0

prograns and should be categorized by program, and sex. The employer .




A
\*4

The duplication in accounting procedures wﬁ:; currently exists
between VEDS and GAPA, {section 406-A) should be eliminated. Insti-

tution specific accounting data should be acquired through a special
study.

We feel that this scaled-dawn version of VEDS will ;gé?{’é'ih»é‘ﬁmw
and imprave the reporting system. It will help to make the data
more accurate, meaningful, and useful for decision making purposes.
v

Thank you for allowing us to testify and thank you for the .
{riendly, yet effective way you conducted #he hearings. 1, person- )
ally, value the experience and look f#rward- to a good vocational bil}l
developed by the subcommittee under your leaders:hip.

. ‘ Sincerely,

Il .

LR James L. Harris
éﬁirector
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’ August 26, 1981 3622133
; ) ) " .
The Honorable Gerry E. Studds .

. 1501 Longworth House Office Building
washington, D.C. 20515 Va

N .

r’cur Represen‘tx‘t}ve Studds:
°®

The existing.Vocational Ecucation Data System (VEDS )\ reporting requirements are

extremely costly, time consuming and compticated. Corpliance with these requests——-———o

is especially cumbersome at the community college level Where students often do not

declare majors until at or near the time of graduation, gnd non-attendance for one

or more semesters does not necessarily imply that en ment has ceased. ’

As the Federal Vocational Education Act (Public Law 94-4 ) is currently unde;going
reauthorization hearings and VEDS requirements weye promulgated a result of the

present legislation, reauthgrization should simultanegusly addr lesgening these data

E
o requests.

-

No additional funds were made aVhilable to develop data systems to suppo;‘t VEDS
requirements. Although efforts have been made to increase the interfacing of VEDS,
HEGIS, VA, and OCR reports, one survey should be developed and implemented at
the federal level to collect all required information simultaneously.

] -
in the interest of both more a\ccurate reporting and mére efficient Qata collection, the
following aregs of the present system need changing:

Although the state to federal expendifure ratio is in the order of 10 to 1
(not I to_1) we are asked to report on all programs. Detailed reporting
requirements already exist for tracking enrollees in federally funded pro-
grams and should suffice.

Individual courses may serve as requirements or electives for a number
of different programs. As most students do not declare a major until
well into their academje careers, coursq,data would be much more reliable
than educated guesses at their appropriate six-digit program classification
now required. N . o ’

N
Somé students do not, or are most unwilling to, identify themselves by
ethnie, linquistic, . handicapped, academic or economic disadvantaged labels,
Eesulting“’ in target populations actually served greatly exceeds repoxted

gures. .

<
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Reporting requirements for students in non-degree granting programs
of fewer than 60 credit hours are often as great as those for agsociate
degree students,’

i The student tracking problem is gre;:tly increased by transfer-in and
. transfer-out students. A simple method is needed for dealing with this. '

s As postsecondary populations are extremely mobile, student follow-up
activities when reported by detailed program area will not yield a response
rate sufficient to draw statistically valid conclusions. ‘

We support full accountability for federal program monies, but the VEDS require-

ments go beyond such accountability. The small federal contribution has been help- -
ful to start new programs and deal wizh emerging technoldgies, but we have a

desperate need §6r efficiency and economy of reporting .

Btion of tHese serious concerns will be greatly appreciated at Cape Cod
College./m—-‘.;
Cg)éially.

President

Q
ERIC : ' .
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