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FOREWORD

o . ¢ ¢

- e

Occupatlonal supply and demand data——that is"data which
show the number of ‘workers needed and'the number being trained

~ for a §pec1flc job or job cluster*-are essentjal for effective

decisions regardlng the 1n1t1at10n, continuation, or termination.
of training programs. If the state and natlon are to be assured,
that the tra1n1ng provided is relevant to the needs of indivi
uals and employers, accurate supply/demand prOJectlohs are
needed. for use in program- plannlng. . ‘ .
N A

The prOJect reported here has 1nvestlgated the problems and
causes of multiple countlng and undercounting in the calculation
of laborx supply.
assist states in more accurately estimating the number of train-
ed workers that will be, emerg;ng from the formal organlzed
training programs operat1ng in the state.

The Natiohal Center for,Reséarch in Vocational Education.
gfeatly appreciates the support of the National Occupational In-
formation Coordinating Committee (NOICC) and the National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES) in the fundlng of this.study.
NOICC ‘and its counterparts in the states--the, State .Occupation=
al Information Coordinating Commlttee (SOICC)——have been deslg- ,
nated by the Congress as the* agenc1es responsible for see1ng~
that accuraté and timely supply/demand 1nformat10n,rs available
to dec¢isionh makers at ‘the state and local levels.. This effort,
along with other coordination act1v1t1es, particularly the use
of supply/demand information in decisions, can be strengthened
by attention to the f1nd1ngsland recommendations of this report.
A coordinated effort to meet the training negds . each state 1is
recessary if the nation is to be most effectlvely erved in this
critical area. .

-

~

The National Center is particularly indebted to the project
staff, Dr. Bill Stevenson, Project Director, Sue Allen, Program
Assistant, Patricia Fornash, Program Assoc1ate, Nellie Martin,
Graduate Research Assistant, and Venita Rammell, Secretary.~ Re-
cognition should also be given to Dr. N.L. McCaslin, \Associate
Director, Evaluation and-Policy Divisjon, and Dr. Floyd McKin-
ney, Program Director for Evaluation Services. - ’

A special note of thanks is extended to, Dr. Janet Spirer,
Xerox Corporation, Leesburg, Virginia; Dr. Charles McClintock,
Professor, Cornell University; and to Dr. Deborah Coleman, Re-
search Specialist, of the National Center staff for their in-
sightful and constructive rev1ew of_ the flnal report. -

Th1s report offers recommendations . that can-: ot

-
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~: ,Finally,  a note of appreciation is extended to Marilyn
Orlando, Division Secretary, for her assliﬁance in the com- .
. pletion of this report. : . - ¥

z» -
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-

Robert E. Taylor. .

Executive Director :

National Center for Research
in Vocational Education '
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EXECUTIYE SUMMARY

3 > _ESTIMATING OCCUPATIONAL SUPPLY
- - #fNFORMATION FROM FEDERAL REPORTS: o,
A ISSUES AND CONCERNS .- _ =

T | B -\ tooe

N
- A W

Introduction

‘

Decigion makers in vocational education at the state and
local leyel need current, accurate; and relevant information
upon which to make decisions about occupational program of fer-
ings. Poremost among these-information needs is-data on' pro-
jected: demand and supply of trained workers' by job title or. 7

cluster. Although information on expected salaries (compared to .

nontrained employees), potential job advancement, necessity of
the occupation tosociety, minimumshiring requirements and other
information are important, the gap between anticipated demand '
and.fupply is critical in deciding program formulation, imple-~
ment{tion, continuation, and termination. . .

Ry

QJ . ‘Purpose of the Study
\ M 2 -

\ ‘This “study conducted by the Nationavaenter.for.Research in
‘~»Vgcatiénal.Educamion“and sponsored by the National Occupational
Informatiolk Coordinating Committee (NOICC) and the National Ceri-

ter ﬁQf Educatiﬁk'Statistics (NCES), investigated- the collection

~ and cb‘bilétion of occupational supply data fr®m formal, organ-—
ized training programs. ' S

.

Lo A A :
@ﬂe primary concern of the investigationdlas to identify

instances of multipl& counting (through two or more reporting
systems), and undercounting (through no reporting Sy§tem)ﬂof.
persons trained and available for employment, Two potentially .
serious issues associated with supply data exist and require
study and documentation. First, there is a potential for multi-
Ple counting of students/clientsvkerved by more than *one agency/
program. Specifically, there is a potential for multiplé coufit-
.ing between the following reporting systems: VocatiqQgal Educa-
tion Data System (VEDS), Comprehensive .Employment and Training

- Act (CETA), Rehabilitative Services Administration (RS$SA),.and

.Higher Education General: Information System IHEQIS). A second
and equally important issue associated with estimating occupa- .
tional supply concerns individuals who are being trained.and are

v

tem and thus are\not counted as supply. This was thought to oc- .

available for emiloyment, but are not reported through any sys-

cur most often im proprietary schools, vocational programs not
reported and nonvocational programs in the public¢ schools, and
CBOs. This study was not designed to.investigate any supply.
»coming” from outside the formal; organized training program# in
the states. . - o

~

. g : ' 4
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Methodologé . _'\ - ‘ S o _ . . "T

- R The study comblned the followxng~ ‘ '
. . . \‘}%&& ~ 4

o A rév1ew of. thie relevant literature 1nc1ud1ng re-— - o .

! o ~ search reports, laws, regulations,,and forms re- -
e lat1ng to the federal and state reportlng systems:
O Interv;ews with.-274 1nd1v1duals an ten states
. - involved in,the production and use of data at the
. state or local level . . . v .
o Intérviews and conferences with. agency and institu-
'~ tional representatlves’at the local, state, and '
- -7 federal level - o '
- : o- Obgervations in sxxty 1ocal tra1n1ng 1nst1tut10ns \
or agencies (secondary schools, community colleges ‘
- _ technical 1nsb1tutes, and CETA}Pr1me Sponsors)

v

Flndlngs e .i - o 7'tﬁ
. 'The report presents flndlngs relating to mult1ple count1ng
= ' . occuring as a result of the following: : _ .

1. Duplicate counting“withln an institutio nd
2. Duplicate counting between agencies  ( R

The report also di'scusses under ‘counting as a result of the
— following: | . . ' _ Lo
'(-l. Failure to secure data on the output of proprie-
- tary schools -

2. Lack of reports on public school's vocatlonal
programs not in the state plan and nonvocational
programs producing-individuals who are trained
and -available for ‘employment 2 -

Some general statements based on a majority of states’
studied summarize the findings on multiple counting and under-
counting.

"o Vocatlonal education is the pr1nc1pal trainer for
CETA clients, with some training be1ng done by pro-

. ' prietary schools. ' _ ;
L ] .o VEDS reports include those CETA clients who are in

a regular vocdtional class, whereas CETA ‘con- L
rtracted cla5ses are not generally reported through |

VEDS.- S
o A relat1ve small number of 1nd1v1dua1s receive sup- . L
. '~ port for skill’ tra1n1ng through RSA. : S

T o RSA refers the majority of its clients who need
training to vocational education.,




/ ' ' i
O Vocational education reports RSA trainees 1n VEDS .
VEDS will include most RSA trainees. .
© Community-baseddorganizations (CBOs) do ‘some
training of CETA clients. The number rece1v1ng ‘
E‘ . ' Occupationally spécific skill training is not ' -
|

0]

significant in most state's supply calculatlgv/
o 'Veterans Administration (VA) supports traine
both vocational education and in proprietary -
~schools. » :
v . o Vocational educat.ion reports through VEDS thosp VA
clients receiving trainlng
. o Data on VA clients trained™in proprletary sehools
- would have to come from VA or: proprigtary- reports.
VEDS fbport ‘and . -
HEGIS reports.., ) - .
o HEGIS reports contain enrollments and numbers re- "
K ceiving certifieates or diplomas. '
' .0 States are aware of, hut only_ a few haVe used
P Noncollegiat® Postsecondary - Survey (NcPS) data.
o Programs not traditionally considered: vocational
(industrial. arts, typing, and so forth) were not
"found to be producing significant numbers of people
trained and_available for a specific occupatlon.
© Proprietary schools, in most sqates, make up the -
largest numbe€rs of individuals tra1ned but not in- 43
cluded in supply calculatlons.4 :

in’

B 0 Multiple counting occurs between

and the flow of data from the local ingtitution to the federal
level. Other f1nd1ngs are presented that. deal with the human
factors involved in the generatlon,.collectlon, analysls, and
use” of OCcupatlonal supply information. .

_ : Recommendatlons T,

'The recommendations conta1ned in the report may be sum-

marized as follows: i ' -

1. Supply numbers should be based on number of
trainees available for employment..

" : The réport further descrlbes the state reporting'systems
2. To secure data on proprietary schools, it is
recommended that SOICCs do the mailing of the
Noncolleglate Postsecondary Survey, receive
the responses back. from schools, record com-
l .pletion data, and send mater1a1 on to NCES.
-~ 3. Based on'state-differenges, majorvsupply data'
: sources; should. be: VEDS, CETA, and NCPS.

" i

- -




o : * 4, CETA reports- should be modified to include. the

type of ‘institution providing the tra1n1ng and .
whether tralglng is qQn- an 1nd1V1dual referral or

o . " contracted class bas1s. 4
) . .
SRR .' 5. Every effort should bevmade to use»§¢gial secur-
: ity numbers to identify every individual receiv-

, . R ing training in any federal or state funded pro-
~ : gram. :

6. Numbers of trainees not counted as a result of
vocational programs which do not fill out federal
reports, though not s19n1flcant in most states,”

. should ‘be’ studied by ‘the state agency respons1ble
for caLculatlng supply. ; ,
«7. Programs not tradltlonally considered vocatlonal
' . . (industrial arts, ‘typing, and so forth) should be
‘ ) 1nvestlgated to deterniine if ‘they. c0nst1tute a .
significant source of trainees npt being reported.’

8. At the federal level every effort :should be ex-
erted to establlsh one occupatlonal codlng sys-

& tem and oné education-training program coding
system. The NCES uniform reporting system will
alleviate the problem to sgpe extent.

9. SOICC Committees should have pr1nc1pal responsi-
bility for the production of a report that '
matches occupational supply against occupation-
al demand.

10. State procedures should be established to ensure
' o involvement of, ahd feedback to, local providers
‘ of data. : '

11. Research should be conducted to 1dent1fy ways to
increase the use of supply/demand data 1n ‘state
Aand local program plannlﬁg

Flnally, the report recommends a method of Analys1s of Mul-
tiplé Counting that should be used when there appears to be a v
probab111ty of multiple reportlng of individuals trained. The
use of this analysis system ‘is-illustrated in the report. '

Concludlng Statement -

Effective coordination can start with an 1nformat10n system
. that communicates with all of the providers and funders of
training that grows into an organlzed cooperative program to o
meet the job preparation efforts of the state and nation. - The
1nformat10n Systems that can spark and gu1de this coordlnated




o P

.

effort need not be one system but if .the several data mechanisms

‘are to foster communication they must speak the same language.

The implementation of uniformity of language, which seems so

.obv1ous and yet has proven to be so elusive, requirés time,

effort, and leadership at all levels--local, state, and nation-
al. This achievement of communication requires the elimination
of barriers’ and the construction of bridges of cooperation.

. L3
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CHAPTER I o
RATIONALE AND INTRODUCTION

'

Cd

This study conducted by the National Center tgx/ﬁesearch in
Vocational Education_and sponsored by the National Occupatipnal
Information Coordinating ‘Committee (NOICC) and the National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics (NCES) in estigated the collection
and COmpllatlon of occupational supply data.  This particular
research was limited to that part of the occupational supply
data, that is representative of those ir ividuals entering the
labor market as a result of skill train’ 'ng obtalned through a
formal, organized settihg. The major tra1n1ng providers in this
situation are vocational educatlon, prgprletary schools, and to
a limited extent, community-based or nizations (CBOs). Funders
of training are the Comprehensive Emt loyment Training Act’
(CETA), Rehabllltatlon Services Admifistration (RSA), Vocatlonal
Educatlon, Veterans Adm1n1strat10n, ‘@nd the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs#,

The primary concern of the 1nvestlgat10n was to identify:
1nstances of double or multiple count1ng (through two or more
reporting systems), and undercounting (through no.reportlng sys-

tem) of persons trainéd and available for employment.- Each sys-
‘"tem, e.g., CETA and Vocational Education, must account for all:

of the participants it serves and include these individuals in
their reporting system. The issue of multlple counting arises
not because the reporting systems are in error, but occurs only
when data from different systems are used in developing supply
estimates. Slmilarly, the fact that some training progrdms are

not included in any of the reporting systems does not 1nherently .

indicate a flaw in the reporting, but only that such training is
outside of the purview of the existing systems. In short, this
study is not intended to examine any possible shortcomings of
existing report1ng systems, but rather analyzes the probklems
that occur in the application of data from these systems for es-
timating supply. This research identifies needs and ¥®ncerns as
perceived by the principal actors in the ten states stud1ed as
well as those needs and concerns dbserved by the researchers.
This study is not designed to 1nvestlgate any supply coming from

Aouts1de the formal, organlzed tra1n1ng programs in the states.

’

' - Information for Dec1s1ons s : .

Y

.

' Decision makers in occupational tralnlqg at ‘the state and

upon which 4o make decisions about occupational /program offer-
data on the

" local level need current, accurate, and relevantplnformatlon

ings. Foremost,among these information needs

PR

N




projected demand and supply.of trained workers by job title
or cluster. While expected salaries?(compared to nontrained
employees), potential job advancement, necessity of the oc-
cupation to society, minimum hiring requirements, and other
information are important, the gap between anticipated demand
and supply is critical in deciding program formulation, imple-
mentation, continuation, and termination. ¢, '

v

Based on this need, a primary legislative charge of the
Education Amendments of 1976 to the National Occupational Infor- -
mation Coordinating Committee (NOICC) and the State Occupational
Information Coordinating Conimittees (SOICC) was the development .
and implementation of an Occupational Information System (OIS).
The*legislation further stipulated that OIS "shall'include data .
on’ occupativnal demand and supply based on uniform definitions,
standardized estimating procedures, and standardized occupa-
tional classifications.,”™ To initiate the OIS dlevelopment pro-
cess, several basic policy determinations were-made. .Among them
was the policy that NOPICC/SOICC would not become a primary.dgta -
colldction agency jput rather, coordinate suchcefforts among 1te
member agencies. Following this policy, NOICC/SOICC planned to
utilize data and information from the" following sources in de-
veloping pccupational supply data:® : . -

. : 2 : :
.1. Employment and Training Administration's data‘ ¢

) repokting systems, i.e., State and National

Apprenticeship System (SNAPS),, Employment .
Secnrity. Automated Reporting System (ESARS), N «

T Employment and Training proégrams reporting, S . ¢
System,'bETA, and Job Corps. ’ L o

..

2. State Employment,Security Agency programs, i.e.f
Employment Service (ES) and Unemploymept Insuf-
ange Service (UIS). - ‘ e

3. Rehabilitation Services Administration's Case
Service Reporting System (CSRS). :

4. National Ceérter for Education Statistic's data- .
" reporting systems, i.e., Vocational Education
Data System (VEDS), Higher Education General
¢ Information Survey (HEGIS), and Noncollegiate
Postsecondary Schools Survey (NCPS)..
: - ®

[N
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At the start of the research reported in this document two
major issues and a number of questions were obvious tgsthe re-
searchers. Two potentially serious issues associated with the
use of the above systems as the source of Supply data may exist
‘and require study and documentation. -First, there is a poten-
tial for multiple counting of students/clients served by more
than one hgency/program. Specifically, there)is a potential for

multiple coumting between’ the following reporting systems: VEDS,




CETA, RBA, HEGIS,, and Job Corps. For example, are significant
numbers of CETA participants attending public vocational?! insti-
tutions being reported both through VEDS and«CETA? This issue
may complicate attempts to estimate supply since these counts
will duplicate those that will be reported through the,CETA re-
porting system that is being 1mplemented this year.

A second and equally important issue associated with esti-
mating occuggylonal supply concerns individuals who are heing
trained andravailable for employment But not reported through
any system and thus”not counted as supply. This gay occur
through the limiting of VEDS reporting to programs covered by
the state plan, i.e., programs. for which federal vocational edu-
cation funding is provided. State plan coverage may vary signi-
ficaptly from state to state, especially in thé postsecondag
area, because of the organlzatlon and funding structure within a
state. Another reason for undercounting maf stem from the fact
that some states are not obtaining data on proprietary schools.
As a general rule, when developing pchedures for estimating oc-
cupatlonal supply, it is essential that all major sources of
training be covered or, at leagt, that they be treated 1n a con-
sistent, manner.

.
~

_~Questions that must be answered about these two 1ssues are
as follows: . ' L TN
. y .
1. Under what organizational structures ‘and state _¢f°
‘tra1n1ng and reporting conditions are signifi-
cant multiple or undercounting problems likely to
-occur? ) ‘ _ 0
4 o T o . -
2. How may a state identify and account for 'sources
of multlple counting or undercountlng supply from
- ~ingtitutional trairang programs? g _ .

3.13What*procedures should a’state use to Secure
‘t data if questions (1) and (2) 1nd1cate
7“1f1cant pr%?lem ex1sts in the present data?

SE \
4. What suggestions should be offered at the fed-
eral level for improving® the quality of the °
" supply data in an occupatlonal 1nformat10n sys-—
tem? . . . e
© ' o > :
- v oErocedures for the Research \ .
g : : , \
) The procedures employed in the conduct of this study con-
sisted of a review of the literature related to compilation of
supply/demand data, collection and analysis of reporting forms,.
and a study of the lawszand reqgulations pertaining to federal
reportlng systems. ‘Fﬁ‘ Adltlon, project staff spent two weeks
in each of ten states 1hterv1ew1ng MIS aqd adminjistrative staff

-
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of trainlng agencies at the statg and local® Jlevel. A steering
{r’commlttee representatlvé of federal and state agencies involved
in ‘occupational training and an advisory panel of specialists in
the National Center for Research in Vocational Education assist-
ed with diraection of the study and review of the fingl report.
More details on the methodology of the study may be found in
chapter 2 of this rqport. : . < B ) , - )
-~ Organization of the Report: ' ! ’

, o . -

-

The next chapter of this report will present the method- -
~ ology. This is followed by a chapter on the findings resulting
. from the state visits, and the reviews of the reporting.systems.
The last -chapter ;ncludes the summary, cOnclu51ons, and recom-
mendations’. For details on related 11terature, and relevant -
federal laws the reader jis referred to Appendix A and B of this
" report. Flnally, a case| study was written on each of the states
included in the analy51s. The individual state case study-has )
?zn made available to the agency.staff in that state for thelr
use and is not included in this 'report. . '
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CHAPTER-II

METHODOLOGY a
. R -
o A series of activitfés were scheduled in completing this ,
study. The aétivities included consultation with appropriate
National Center staff, reviewing pertinent literature and docy- ' .
ments, constructing conceptual framework, convening an external ‘
steering committee, visjiting states, analyzing existing data
base, analyzing reporting forms and instructions, and analyzing
information using the case cluster method. - '

— .

/ .

_ National Center Consulting Panel . ' o .
T : o

- ~

A National Center Consulting Panel was selected to work
with the staff on the project. The panel members were selected
bécause of their backgrodund and” éxpertise in .the following ,
areas: (1) state vocational management infoimation‘systems; {2). oL
CETA, (3) labor market data, (4) rehabilita;iopkservice ggency; . ., ¥
(5) community based organizations, and (6) c¢ghmmunity colleges. . S
.This "in-house" consulting panel reviewed the plans for the - L
study, made recommendations for types of persons within certain - .
agencies to Be interviewed,’ and reviewed the draft report. The
panel also provided the project staff with certain relevant oy
pieces of, literakture to be incorporated into the stydy. Coin-
ciding with the selection of the National Center Consulting Pan- . .
el, the literature and document reviews were initiated. T

- -
g 3

Conceptual Framework

In order to understand the reporting systemS\and to analyze
. those systems for clues to improvements, it appeared to be rea- .
sonable to look at the laws and requlations pertaining to those
systems, the people operating the systems, the substantative
content of the systems, and how the people operating the systems -
interact with each other. This framework guided the course of
the study and formed the base for the activities which followed.

The staff reviewed the laws which created the various agen-
cies and the regulations of the agencies establishing a report-
ing system. Interviews conducted at the local and state level
provided” insights into the skills and the attitudes of the peo-
ple operating and using Qhe‘information,systems.- The substanta-
tive content of the systems was studied through the collection |}
‘of reporting forms and complegpd reports. Conversations, with ,“
local training staff and.with local reporting people revealed = -
much about the content of the reports. The interaction of the . -
individuals operating the system was highly varied both within = = . 7
'and between agencies. . .The "human factor" was found to be an im~ . -
portant factor in determining both the quality of the data and =~ .~ =~ = .
the extent of its use. o - . o o

)
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L1terature Rev1ew

LY

, FQThe literature review was conducted to 1dent1fy prior re-
'searéh in the area of labor supply reports for trained workers,
to 1dent1fy existing information relevant to the projects. re-
search questions, and to determine where additional information
1s needed to extiend or modify-curreqtymethods of gatherlng labor,

o SUPPly data on t&gined workers. (App®ndix A.) _

N

The literature review focused en labor supply Yeports,
rather than the labor demand information. This decision was
made because of (1) the focus of the study was labor supply in-
formation reporting systems and (2) the voluminous number of
labor demand reports. ’

Ay . ‘ ) . .

The literature review was.initiated by a computerized
search of two data bases: Educational Resources Information
Center (ERIC) and Current Indexes to: Journals in Education
(CIJE). Other pertinent literature was suggested by NOICC sﬁaff

. members, the steering committee, and the National Center con-

sultng\panel. v - ’ <

External-Steerinngommittee o .

The external -steering commlttee represented divérse agen-
cies involved in labor market informatioh collection'and use.
"(see Appendix D.) They were collaboraptively selected by sponsor -
staff and project staff and were convened for ‘three separate
meet1ng§ at the NOICC office in Washington, D.C. At the first
meeting of the steering committee the project staff provided an
orientation to the project. The steerihg committee helped in
determining areas where undercounting and multiple counting may

. be occuqungf in identifying 1mdetant issues for the study, and .
in providing project staff with information about training and -

- reporting procedures in each of their agencies. At the second
meeting the proYject staff gave an overview of their impressions
of the states that had been visited to date. The steering com-
mittee members reacted to these impressions and recommended
other infqrmation that should be-racquired. - At the last meeting
_of the steering committee, the prpject staff presented & draft
of the final report for the committee's reactions. The steering
committee.offered ideas and suggestions to be 1ncorporated into
-the final report. C

Site and Interviewee Selection .

—rr——

In selecting the ten states to be lised for in-depth examin-
tion,-consideration was given to urban/rural factors, data col-.
lection and reporting processes, governance structures, fundimg
process, availability of CETA Prime Sponsors, existing written
policies for submitting reports, and actual publlshed reports of
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. . ' .
data including supply/demand information. For this reason, the
ten states to.be surveyed were selected using a purposeful samp-
ling procedure.  The first step used in the site selectlon was
to* identify the appropriate variables as mentiohed above that

phay-lead to multiple or undercounts in supply. The final selec-

tion was coordinated with NOICC.

.

4

The following states were included in the study: (1) Cali-
fornia, (2) Connecticut, (3) Florida, (4) Illinois, (5) Minne-
'sota, (6) Missouri, (7) South Carolina, .(8) Utah, (9) virginia,
and (10) Washington. "7? /////// ‘ ‘
.After+selecting the states to be visited, project staff de-
termlned the criteria for local site school selection. fn each
state two secondary and two postsecondary.schools were select=-

- ed. The schools and the prime sponsors were to be located with—

in a hupdred mile radius from the state capltal and within fifty’
miles £ om each other “Wwhenever p0551b}e. The secondary schools
would include urban areas' offering five or more vocational
P ams and rural areas with at least three vocational pro-
grahs. The postsecondary institutions would be representative
of both community colleges and vocational-technical schools. A
“school with a high percentage of disadvantaged was included in
each state 51nce students in these schools would most likely be
funded from moré than one service. The fihal selection of the
local school and prime sponsors was determilned by the state
liasion persdn after project staff discussed the selection
criteria witl} them.

Approximately ten days were sped& collecting information
and data within each state. During this phase interviews were
conducted with appropriate state and local administrators, man-
agement information-specialists responsible for developing and
reporting student data, and with the personnel responsible for
reporting to.the Rehabilitation Service Administration R=300 re-
porting. system. Interviews were also to be conducted with ap-
propriate personnel at two CETA Prime Sponsors in each state and
with state CETA (Balance. of State) Personnel.® When the CETA re-
gional office was located in the capitals of the.states in-
cluded in the QrOJect staff visited those regional ices.
(see figure 2.1.) .

1 v
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Ten State Total

. ) : : T

-
- -
by
. .
<

Position

SOICC-Di}ector-andOStaff ) , ) 18
State Vocational Education Director 100 '
State Vocational Edugation Planner ‘ B 15 h
State Vocational Education MIS person ' 20 ‘
'State Postsecondary Director ° . o 11 :
. State Postsecondary MIS person - . o ‘ .15, T
CETA Prime Sponsors ’ - e
. iDirector:3 L . , ? 7 L
MIS ' ' o . ‘ S 16 B .
Training Direetor T . 7 :
N ' ’

CETA Balance of .State :

Director 7 : : i 2
Planner o , 1 .
MIS - - ) ) 13- ",
Training Director o ' . 0 '
RSA staff N - 12
Job Corps staff - 3.
Employers , 15
Union personnel ’ 9
Other personnel ' ‘ ’ _ 18,
CETA Regional MIS Staff o 3
Proprietary Regulating Agency S&taff _ 8
Local Secondary Vocational Lducatlbp Director 17
Local Secondary Vocational Education MIS person 15
- local Postsecondary Vocational Education Director : 22 \
Local Postsecondary Vocational Education MIS person _16 ‘
TOTAL ‘274 : g

' ] .
Figure 2.1 Agengy Staff Interviewed
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£ ' - Study Approaches ¢

>
- B I ..

An adaptation of case study methodology wasyplanned to

gather information from the sample.states. ~ Information was col-.

A framewotrk for thlS method was provided in "Applying .the Logic’
of Sample Surveys "to Qualitative Case Studies: The Case Cluster
Method" (McClintock, Brahnon,. Moody, 1979). The' case eluster -
method was chosen because it allowed (1) the definition, enumer-
ation, and sampling of units of analy51s with the case study; -
(2) the stratlfled‘sampbgif of data sources based on ‘theoretical

lecteq u$ing a case cluster. m%thod of qualitative case studies.

grounds and on features the~case, crossed, with a stratified
sampling of units of analysis; and (3) the creation of a quantl-
tative .data set .consisting of standardized codes “for variables
pertaining to each unit of analysis. This allowed for a mixture
-of yJqualitatiive and quantitative data. By combining qualitative
data from the case studies, quantitative data: from the analysis

sheet, and an existing data base, the progect/}naff was able to
e

_ triangulate findings using the case cluster m od. -

An interview guide and ‘data analysis plan were'dEVeLoped.
The interview guides were developed for all expected respond-
ents. The data analysis plan included those variables that were
felt - to have some impact on data collection and quality. (see
Appendix E.) :

In order to accomplish the goals of the project, the
staff used a management by objectlves (MB(‘t method. Using this
approach, with assistance and training by ®he project director,
each staff member developed the goals and objectives for. their
area of responsibility. - .

- o

4 . . - *

Staff Training

]

A week of staff training was completed before beginning to
collect data in the field. The project director and a%ggnsul-
tant held workshops with staff ong§MBO and the case cluster meth-
‘od of qualitative case studies, respectively. '

The data collection procedures were ,piloted by project |,
staff and sample case studies were written.  Staff talked with
a variety of representatives in the State Education. Department,’
SOICC, and local school MIS persons at the secondary and post-
secondary level in the pilot state. Problems with the interview
guides and with ach1ev1ng researcher uniformity were reviewed
and clarified by staff. With all the elements for the study in

o Place, the project staff began to plan for the state visits.

» Data Collection Procedures

Prior to the state visits a.letter was sent to. the state
chamber of commerce, and the directors of commerce, community'

£
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‘ aﬁfa}rs, economlé development; and _ecoromic opportunlty\bo re—<
quest demographu @§formation; A dwmographic overview was ‘coni—

pleted prior tog@ach state visit. This 1ncluded (l) ge graphlc,
. (2) soc1o—econom}c, (3) education,.and (4) economic info¥matton -«
on edchr seledte’ state site. ° .. ‘ PR

* \j~.Q vocatlonalreducatlon directors and SOI1ICC (ilr‘ector's"a r .each.
. . .,tate were cqn”jcted to elicit their support for the. project,
o and to ask for 11a1son person to be appointed to help cordin- °
A ate the activities in each state. PrOJect staff ass1gnea ‘to a,
partlcular std@p,contacted the app01nted liaison- person by, phone
and’ letter. The\data for the visit, the persons to be inter- -
v1eWed and th@icrlterla for local site selection were discussed’
B - and. 1nterv1ew “hedules’ were. set up. Each staff member had\the
h ._ork with. Each of the/other Staff members, t?

e ' : '
] sons from each st“te were in-
terv1ewed, resulting in 274m’ térviews. (figure 2.1.% A case
study was wrltte7 after al'}ﬂbcuments and interviews had beem
collected and réyiewed, igiyéach state. The case studles then re-
presented a comg¢81te Bﬁeture of 1nformatlon about. each: state,
bas 'ﬁzalntervl ws,j@ﬁ%ervatlons, ard documents. A draft copy
ah se stu w%% *mailed to the SOICC dlrector, and Voca~

v

: . - Spec1f1c 1ﬁ.trmat10n from interviews was recorded on t e

- data analys1s¢¢o ms and was processed for analysis across .

' statés,;requ;" groups, local and state levels, and seco dary
' 16 levels. oOne final effort, an analysis of lan

¢ on state education personnel was studied
to the state ‘situation.

g ' v
Assumptions By

g@ assumptions underlie the research strategy of ,
the stuq - and cﬁftrlbute to a framework for interpretation of
the flqélngs. ‘ @ ,

T Vi a o~

b students/cllents served by more than
- ' 3 one aglgcy/program. "The potential for overlap/
tlgﬁ counting exists between the follow1ng
Sgort gg systems: CETA, RSA, Job Corps, and the -.
~'"GLS, and Noncolleglate Postsecondary t
of NCES.- ‘

2

. The potentlal occurs 1in programs in
‘publlg ﬁ,hools not covered by the state vbcd&tion- |
al planﬁhnd in proprietary. schéols. - -




Rehabilitation Services Admlnlstratlon s
Service Repé?txgg System, and the.National Center

4. Studying the "agencies" that are the prima‘y data
collectors will yield information relevant |to
multlple/undercountlng of trained workers.

5. Although data collectlon, 11m1tat10ns of tlhe, and
funding prohibited visiting of all fifty states,

careful selection of sites yielded information suf- '
ficient to indicate the types of problems that gay -
i

be encountered when using data from existing
‘reporting systems in estimating supply.

I
{

6. Respondents interviewed provided serious and hon-
» est answers that were representative ‘of general
views of issues and concerns held by educational
leaders and training staffs. :

%@5 Limitations

The following limitations affected the’ people of the in-
vestigation and are germane to the 1nterpretat10n of report
findings: :

-

LY

l. - The site investigation was 11m1ted to ten states
by constralnts of time and fundlng.

2. The selection and use of an analysis plan that
identified a limited numbér of factors expected.
- to have anj/impact on over/undercountlng may . haVef
affeétedf?{zdlngs. (These factors are- shown in
Appendlx.E.)

3. Investlgatlon at the local level was llmlted to
‘two secondary apd postsecondary schools,_and two
local CETA prlme sPOnsors. : .

4. The great varlatlon in data collectlon methods
‘between and within states limited theé amount of
generallzable 1nformat10n. _

5. Some questions 1nvestlgated were llmlted ‘to the
‘knowledge of. the persons identified and inter-

. »VleWed by the project staff. S

— e T
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_the training systems,

P 4 -~

The findings in the report are conclusions drawn
from the state agencies, and institutions included
in the study. These*conclu31ons should be tested
again and again 1n the every changing contest of

: participants, and agency
linkages in place in each state. The study will
identify the problems that are most likely to occur,
and indicate the magnltude of problems that might
occur.

[N




CHAPTER III
v . H
X\ _ ' FINDINGS

©

Introdhction . . . ,

T
.

This study was de51gned to f1nd ways to 1mprove the quallty
of the education and training portion of the supply data that
goes into the occupational information system (0IS). Adminis-
trators need to know not only the number of ‘new workers .who will
be needed in an occupation but also the number being trained to
fill those ]obs. The prO]eCt reported here included input from
federal agencies involved in providing training and collecting
training data. A description of each of the repoting systems is
presented later in this ¢hapter. Training and funding agencies
in ten states were studied to gain an understanding of the re-
porting systems in operation. Finally twenty secondary schools,
twenty community colleges or technical institutes, and thirty
CETA Prime Sponsors and Balance of State units were studied to
more fully understand what is reported and how the system works.

Pro;ect staff at the conclusion of this study have a dis=
tinct impression of three separate worlds--federal, state, and
local~-with persons in each fully believing they understand and
communicate with the other when in reality images of each held
by the other are vague and messages garbled. Local officials
feel a heavy data burden and do not seem to understand the . need
for or use of the data. States are caught between lotal reluc-
tance to report and expanding data expectations at the’ state and
federdl level. Federal agencies construct instruments and write
definitions .only tO be met with a stated need for "clearer
instructions and uniform definitions." Quality and use of data
are in danger.of being shunted aside by the struggle tb'comply.

- The problem of multiple countlng only appears when data
from two reporting systems is combined. -Each system, designed
to provide data required by a single agency, may be effectively .
meeting that need, whereas if combined with another report could
result in multlple countlng of certain individuals. The solu- ‘-
tion lies not in causing either agency to reduce the numbets re-
ported but 1n de31gn1ng a method of" determlnlng the overlap and
accounting “for it 1n the flnal supply calculatlons. T ,
.~ The SOICCs are a new attempt to solve this coordlnatlbn -
and data use problem. With no turf to. protect, with- no tradi~
o tions to limit, and with ‘administration by the agencies to be
o " coordinated SOICC has an Jpportunity  to start the communlcatlon
: so essent1a1 to effective cooperatlon. - .

Q S '. ~. N ‘. - .‘ | . . . 29 . ‘ . ‘ .V'»’,. a‘
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This chapter presents the finding of this study in terms of
(1) problems and causes of multiple counting of trainees as-
sociated with using data from the various reporting systems to
estimate supply, (2) problems and causes of undercountiing of
trainees and the effect on calculating supply, and (3) a de-
scription of how the reporting systems operate. As will be ob-
vious to the reader, there are many independent actors in this
vast arena with their own needs and their individual perceptions.
of the whole. This chapter should be useful in gett1ng a better
picture of the whole as well as providing clues to: .solving the
problems inherent:in calculatlng total supply data within a ’
‘state or area.. .

Multiple Counting

Multlple counting occurs under two dlstlnct and dlfferent
circumstances.

1. When an individual is in. two training programs
in a single institution (welding and auto mechanlcs)
and is reported as prepared and available for '
.employment in both occupatlons .

. 2. . When an individual in training is. reported through
two reporting systems (CETA and VEDS), both of
which are used in calculating supply

.Duplicate Counting Within an Institution

The first instance of duplicate counting usually occurs
when one student within a slngle institution or agency. is enrol=-
led and reported in-two programs (an auto mechanics student tak-
ing a we1d1ng class). This problem can usually be most effi-
ciently corrected by the training institution. Since students
are requ1r;d to state an occupational objective the basic rule
should be ‘only to report the student as trained or preparing for
that objective. “Whgre no occupational objective is indicated it
will be necessary to determine where the greatest concentration
of work has occurred. )

The most efficient way to identify students participating
in more than one occupational training program is through the’-
use of social security numbers. The computer can quickly. iden-’
tify duplicate social security numbers and the student's name
carl be removed from the supplemental class llstlng. This system.
can be 1mplemented at the state level. o

1]

Manual matching at the local level either by name or social
‘'security number is an ‘alternative where computerization is not '
in effect. Since VEDS requires an.unduplicated count of voca-
tional students, most state vocational departments have deve-

/

loped methods to eccompllsh this.  In the states studied in, thls.

14.
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pro;ect estimates or actual counts of duplicate- ‘enrollments var-
ied from a low of 10 percent to as high as 50 percent. Those
responsible for determining supply should use undupllcated
counts or at least make some ad]ustment to account for this
factor.

b4

Decisions on how best to eliminate duplicate reporting as
discussed above depend heavily on whether or not the state has
an individual student accounting system (ISAS). A state ISAS
means that the state received a report from its local institu-
tions on.each individual participating in vocational" education.
This report, usually is submitted at the beginning of training
and includes information such as age, sex, race, handicaps, pro-

-~ gram, and occupational objective. Computerization allows the

State to handle the mass of information oh all individuals re-
ceiving training by -having individual identification numbers
such as Social Security.

v . States not having an individual accounting system receive
reports on total numbers enrolled in each program. This system
provides for much less flexibility in the’ analy51s of student
data and greater dependence on the local institutions to e11—

minate duplication between vocat10nal programs.

Half of the ten states studied in this project have an ISAS
and half are recording enrollments by total program. Differ-
ences in duplicate or double counting were not observable be-
tween these two systems, but methods of avoiding duplicate and
multlple counting will of necessity be different for states us—-
ing the ISAS or total class reporting system. Unduplbcatlon
either between classes or between training and funding agencies
would be possible at the state level with individual student re-
cords that have a social security gumber associated with each
trainee. This undupllcatlon of count would have to be carrled
out at the local level in states not hav1ng an ISAS.

l

Figure 3.1 summarizes the 1nd1v1dual state vocational
education system as it relates to how student data is reported
from local schools to the state and the method of undupllcatlng
student counts W1th1n the 1nst1tut10n.‘\

Multiple Countlng Between Agencies , ) .

The occurrence of multiple counting between agencies is'
more difficult to ascertain and probably more significant in its
_effect on supply figures. This multiple counting occurs when an
- individual is being trained by one agency and that training is.
being funded and reported .by one or more other agenc1es. As. has
been mentioned earlier, classroom skill training is generally
provided by vocational edug?tlon (comprehensive high schools,

15




Reports Used to Ca

A
2

lculate Supply by SOICC

State” . 1 2 -3 4 5 -
Reports used or VEDS VEDS | VEDS VEDS HEGIS
planned for use CETA NCPS{Z'nd report ~HEGIS " CETA CETA
for supply report Postsecondary include NCPS , SNAPS VEDS/2nd report .
Non-collegiate Survey (NCPS) CETA CETA w» HEGIS - Job Corp ’
HEGIS (possibly) RSA Defense Dept. data . NCPS d
. : ” HEGIS SNAPS/2nd report - RSA
. RSA, Job Corp ’
Methadds used Only use CETA students No system Hand-check data Identify ' No system
‘to unduplicate _ not trained by for accuracy and source of ,
report vocational education to’eliminate funder and
' . double counting trainer of _
s : students
6 7 + 8 - 9-10
VEDS (Secondary) - - VEDS VEDS These states ‘ 0
HEGIS HEGIS CETA are establish-, =
CETA - RSA ' ing a network
"~ Expanded NCPS Job Corp of inter- .
" Report . CETA related agency
- Job Corp ' Military * data systems. |-
NCPS | - '
SNAPS K
Employment '
- Security
N . Exclude VED (postsecondary, No system May use Social :
but footnote if VEDS-HEGIS ' Security numbers
differ greatly, only use CETA ‘
class summary data.
\ . RSA excluded since all
training sub-contracted.
. Figure 3.1 33
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: technlcal schools and institutes, and communlty colleges), pro-
prietary schools, and to some extent communitycbase organiza-
tions. Those entities.that provide funds for traiging are CETA,
RSA, State Board for Vocational Education, Veterans Administra-
tion, and Bureau of Indian Affairs. The major areas of poten-
tial duplicate counting that might inflate supply data appear to
be between the following: .

N Vocational Education (VEDS) and CETA
1 Vocationall Education (VEDS) and RSA

Vocational Education (VEDS) and HEGIS
Proprietary Schools (NCPS) and CETA

The funding of tra1n1ng programs .and support for individuals 1n
training come from many sources as illustrated in Table 3.1l.
Administrators interviewed about multiple agency funding identi-

fied several sources of. funds. n
- ~ Table 3.1 : .
pa——

Percent Indicating Sources of Funds for Programs

. Sources of Funds

Training - :

Agencies CETA BEOG Rehab. VETS WIN Other

.Local P-Sec. 95 50 77 77 23 23 (n = 22)
Local Sec. 70 8 13 8 4° 13 (n = 22)
CETA 100 16 19 _ 19.° 16 10 (n = 19)
Statelsec. 100 3 34 19 3 0 (n = 14)

State P-Sec. .100 ' 31 56 56 25 ., 13 (n = 13)

Majdr funding sources cited by the local postsecondary
school interviewees were CETA, Rehabilitation, and VETS. lLocal
secondary school respondents noted CETA as the major funding

source. Eighty percent of CETA staff reported their clients re- -

ceived funds from anether source in addition to CETA. All state
postsecondary and secondary vocational education administrators
reported CETA as a funding source. When state 'and local admin-
istrators and MIS directors were asked to estimate what percent-
age of the students were funded by more than one agency, four of

»

‘ \,.
.
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five reported between O and 25 percent. Most interviewees re—~
ported that if students received funds from more than one source
they would be reported more than once. Interviewees said that.
these Peports wguld be sent to a variety of agencies. :
Multiple reporting between. VEDS and CETA. The multiple re-
porting of students appears to happen in greater numbers ‘'in the
- VEDS and CETA reports than elsewhere. This is based on the’
facts that vocational education programs are the major trainer
for CETA clients, -a large portion of CETA clients are included
“in the VEDS report, CETA clients are not identified separately
in the VEDS reports, CETA reports do not -identify clients ,
trained in public schools, and both the VEDS report and the CETA
reports are available for inclusion in the 5upply‘calculati8ds,
In the ten states studied it was reported that vocational '
~ " education -provides training for approximately 75 percent of all
CETA clients receiving skill training. A few exceptions were =
noted in that CETA Prime Sponsors in one state'reported}GS'g%_
percent of training done by community-based organizations (CBOs)
~whereas in another state. CETA reported that proprietary schools
train 35 percent of their clients. The majority of the. Prime _
Soonsors. and Balanée of State operations reported that from 80 : -
percent to. 100 percent of their referrals to vocational R
education are on an individual basis rather than contracted.
classes: Two Prime Sponsors reported a different arrangement,
- indicating that 60 percent and 80 percent of thefx clients
~ received skill training through contracted classes. Thus -the
/ potential for picking up the same individual twice (once through
the CETA report and once through VEDS) is-a strong probability
if both reports are used to calculate supply. : s

» The development of a process for accurately estimating the
supbly and demand of trained workers requires a great deal of
. ‘'study and work, however the analysis of the states' reporting -
¢ systems in this study shows that eight of the ten states are ,or
plan to report occupationgl supply and demand data. Two of %the
'states will develop a network of agencies to provide data and
information at the time decisions are being considered. All of:
the eight states.developing supply/demand data report that they
. use both CETA and VEDS reports in their calculations.; One state
uses only total class data from CETA and another redufes the '
_CETA report by the number of CETA trainees reported by vocation-
al education. The other six states using both CETA and VEDS re-
ports did not identify a method of reducing tle multiple coun-
ting. o : : ~
All ten states indicated that CETA clients in regular voca-=
tional classes are included in the VEDS report. States do not
- report those $ndividuals trained in a contracted class supported
fully by CETA funds. The VEDS instructions state that all stu-
dents in a program supported by VEA funds (State Plan program)
should be included in the VEDS report. It appears that states.




[3

ity of the training done by vocatlonakaeducatlon and that the
number in contracted classes is declinlng. This information
indicates that the agency or individual responsible for es-
timating supply should (1) use only CETA contracted class re-
ports, or (2) reduce the numbers reported by vocational educa-
tion to reflect individual CETA trainees.

Multiple reporting between VEDS and RSA. Reports from Re-
habilitation Seryices Administration (RSA) and VEDS is another
potentlal source of multiple counting. Vocational education is
the major trainer for RSA clients who need skill training in
preparation for employment. These RSA referrals to vocational
educdation are included in the VEDS report. Only two states out
of the ten visited indicated that they will be using the RSA re-
port in calculating supply. Since RSA staff interviewed in the
ten states indicated that vocational education does practically
all of the skill training for their clients, and since vocation-

al education reports all RSA clients in VEDS it can be concluded

that VEDS includes most if not all RSA trainees. Except where
unusual circumstances exist such as a major training,effort out-

2 side vocational €ducation the RSA report can be excluded from
those used to secure supply data.

l Multiple reporting between VEDS and HEGIS. VEDS and HEGIS
will report many of the same people trained because both report
postsecondary- students. Both reports list individuals receiving

l vocatigmal training at the postsecondary level--VEDS reports the

number enrolled and those completing approved vocational’ pro--
grams, whereas while HEGIS includes all those receiving a diplo-
ma or certificate. Both reports cover community colleges and
twoilyear programs in four-year institutions. The method of
analysis of multiple counting outlined in the recommendations
.chapter of this report gives a procedure that can be used to
determine which or what part of these two, reportg should be used
in a partlcular state.

To review, this . section has presented an overview and spe--
cific details of the problem of multiple counting that occurs
because an individual is included in two reports. The overlap
«1ln reporting between VEDS, CETA, RSA, and HEGIS is discussed and

. findings resulting from state studies were presented. Specific
) procedures for eliminating multiple counting are presented in
chapter 4. = .

I Undercounting

-

v

. " Supply estimates showing individuals trained and available
for employment may be underestimated by failure to secure data

0

- e .Y

' . . . \ . ¥
are correct in reporting CETA individual referrals and if any
vocational education resources (buildings, equipment, ‘teachers)
are involved in CETA contracted classes thpse should also be

: contained in the VEDS report.. In nine of the,ten states CETA

E ! officials indicated that individudl referrals made up the major-
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or by receipt’ of only partial data from all tralnlng entities.
If significant numbers of pedple are being trained and not coun-
ted the reported supply could create a false pictdre of training
needs. For valid decisions about. tra1n1ng programs it is es-
sential that the data that form the bas1s for those dec1s1ons be
as -complete as poss1b1e.

) In the 'states 1nc1uded in the study there.are several in-
stances where parts of the supply data may not be readily avail-.
able. . In several states proprietary schools train relatively-
large numbers of students who are not reported through any state
system. ome public schools, at both the secondary and postsec-:
ondary levels, are training individuals . for jobs ,who are not re-
ported through any system. Training done by CBOtx usually is
not reported unless through the-agency supporting the trainee.
These three potenti causes of,undercounting are d1scussed in
more detall in the ii%h}nder of thls section. .

‘ . Y . ‘

Proprletary Schqols : L

3

. quirements of the VA. for follow-up data for those

Most of th§>persons interviewed 1n the states felt that thev
largest number of people being trained but not ‘included in any ¥
state reporting system occured in the proprletary .schools,
Numbers mentidned by states ranged from a few hundred to oyer .
'sixty thousand -enrolled in these institutions. Two of the

states in the study have no regulations gbvernlng proprletdry
‘schools. The remainder of the states have regulatory agencies~
'for proprietary schools but do not collect data by occupatlon.
Of the.ten states studled,;slx do not -use proprietary data in
calculating supply whereas three use the Noncallegiate Post-: -
secondary Survey (NCPS) data. Some proprletary ‘schools are very
resistant to any regulation according to some of the 1nd1v1dua1s
interviewed.

The one instance in which prOprletary school reportlng
seems to be fairly consistent is in the reports made to the Vet-
erans Administration. This is of course, promptedy by the re-
ograms,
as many as-
. If the
ata will

training veterans. This reportlng requ1rement affe
50 percent of the program& in some proprietary schoo
VA reduces its follow-up requirements this source of
cease to exist. v

There are several alternative approaches that might prove
effective in getting supply data from proprietary schools. The
Noncolleglate Postsecondary Survey (NCPS) conddcted by the Na-~
‘tional”Center for.Education Statistics (NCES) collects data from
proprietary schools. A shggt form is sent to all of the schools
for which addresses are available.. A 10 percent survey,based on -
a national sample “ollects additional 1nformat10n. Both farms
provide enrollment and completion data by program, however,. no
" follow-up data are collected. NCES uses. ‘SOICC to update the

S
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school list and encourages them to mail the questionnaires.
SOICCs can have long forms sent to all schools by paying the ad-
" ditional mailing cost.

. Several®states have conducted surveys -to collect completion
data from proprietary schools. Most proprietary school opera-
tors indicated a willingne'ss to provide this information to a
responsible state agency such as SOICC. In a few instances pro-
prietary school representatives refused an interview with the
project team indicating that they would not provide any informa-
tion regarding their eperation. Some proprietary representa-
tives took the position that since they were not operating on
public funds they were under no obligation +o base program deci-
sions on supply/demand information. Other schools took:the po-

sition that supply/demand data would be effectlvely used in de-
cisions relating to program offerlngs. -

S
At_least one proprietary school studied, publishes a list

of completers by program which could be included in calculating
the pool of trained workers for’'the occupations involved. In-
terviewees in several states indicated that in their opinion a .
law was needed which requires proprietary schools to report
enrollment, completions, and placement by occupatlon (program)
to some de51gnated state agency.

) . L

Undercounting.in Public Schools

Another instance of possible undercounting is in programs
in the public schools which are producing people available for
placement in a specific occupation but not reported through any
system. Opinions as to the importance of this p0551b111ty were
widely varied within the states studied: Generally it was felt
by many state leaders that there were significant numbers being
trained at the local level that were not being reported. On the
other hand. “most of those at thé local level stated that al in-
dividuals’ receliving occupationally spec1f1c skill training'were
being reported. Instances were mentioned where a few individ-
uals from non-reported programs might be considered prepared for
a specific¢ occupation but numbers were so low as to be unimport-
ant to total supply. =% '

Secondary level. 1In secondary education one state reports
~only ofi those programs receiving federal vocational funds while
in the other nine states programs receiving state or federal

reporting policy those calculatlngasupply/dema d should care-
fully investigate the number of .vocational programs not being
reported. In states requiring reportlnz for both state and
federally funded programs the undercoun 1ng of vocatlonal pro-
gram trainees should not be a problem.:.

21
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-Some industrial arts or business programs 4  have students
who go into a related occupation. Ogcurrence of this is limited
in numbers and sporadic except in a few isolated instances.
State investigations of this practice have generally not found
significant numbers consisfently,bging placed in jobs related to
training. - ' " ) : o

Postsecondary level. At the postsecondary level in the
states studied no appreciable number of trainees are identified.
that were not being reported.- Generally, administrators of com- .
munity colleges and technical institutes stated that all pro-

.grams preparing . new workers were being reported.. Many schooils

“ providing short-term, single—gkill training are not-reporting -

those programs; ‘however, it s felt that new workers available
for tmployment were not coming from these programs. Calculators. - .
of supply/demand should be cautioned that in some states. a ° -
strong ‘resistance to reporting to the State Board for Vocational *
Education has resulted in no VEDS report of any postsecondary
training. The HEGLS report on degrees and other formal awards. - -
conferred .might serve as an acceptable alternative in some .
states. Only full investigation of the situation in a specific .
state can determine where significant undercounting may be oc-

- )

curring., . : . . : .

4

This section discusses situations in which persons may bé‘
prepared for and entering the work force but not reported ‘
through any system. Recomiendations on how best to .account erﬂ

these omissions are contained in the following chapter.

. Other findings which affect the improvement and use of A
supply/demand data are discussed in the remainder of this chap- -
tere. - o

%

Description of State Reporting Systems

The State Occupational Information Coordinating Committees
have the responsibility to coordinate the necessary resources to
develop and implement an occupational information system (Appen-
dix B). The states included in this study have developed dif-

° ferent, operational alternatives to satisfy this charge. Four of
. the SOICCs viwitéd are now producing a labor supply/demand re- '
port, three of these are contracting with another agency for the
report, another four SOICCs are in the development stage of pro-
ducing the first supply/demand report for their state, and two-
other SOICCs are establishing a network of interrelated agency
data systems. ' ~ .
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: All elght of the states 1n;wh1ch a 1abor supply reportﬂls
produced or planned stated that ‘CETA data and VEDS ‘data ‘are in-
.cluded in the reports. . Only two . of the' SOICC's indicated that
they only include the CETA data.on clients not reported by voca-
tio education. Erghty—elght pércent of the reports include,
HE ata and*75 .percent include? NCPS data. In only one in-

" stance was an expanded NCPS survey used tOo secure more 1ndepth

.data from proprietary schools. F1fty percent of the reports 1n—
clude RSA and Job Corps data, 38 pércent included SNAPS :and 25"
percent included defense data. Only two states report“that all
eight data bases are used or being cons1dered to be used 1n ‘pro-
duc1ng their labor supply report. S - . . -
E ‘ )
In order to_,better understand the reports that are being
used each of't major data sources and how data are collegted .
will be discu d.. : '

~

Vocatlonal Education Data System (Secondarz) ' N N

Three states reported that they are collectlng data only to’
complete the VEDS report, no additional student data is collect-
ed. All-states reported that they would be 1nclud1ng 1nd1v1dual
CETA clients in the VEDS report. Two states reported receiving
a MIS report from CETA indicating the number of-CETA clients
trained by vocational education. Two states reported that
vocational education would not be including’ contracted CETA
classes in the VEDS report. None of the vocational education
respdndents indicated they could identify individual vocational
rehabilitation clients. Most states indicated these instances
of duplicate counting would be negligible because of- small

A

-

‘numbers and the fact that eight of the ten states do pot use RSA
‘data in estimating -supply. : . '

States reported using various methods to avoid duplicate
counting on the VEDS report. Methods included identification of
each student by social security number or student number, using
a fiscal- aud1t1ng ‘methdd, and avoiding multiple counting by
staff instruction and training. Two states reported that they .
had no formal system to avoid duplicate counting in the. VEDS re-
port (figure 3.2). : : . -

]

The secondary vocational education data flow chart repre-
sents the various ways that data flowed in the ten states visit-
.ed (figure 3.3). States mail information forms and instructions
from the state MIS to the local schools.to be filled out. Other
systems collect information on students at the locdl level and °
'send this information 1n 1nd1v1dual or aggregrate form to the
state MIS.- - v : . :

S
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- METHOD OF

STATE/LEVEL :§J,LUDENT DATA: v
- AL TO STATE - UNDUPLICATING COUNT
v WITHIN INSTITUTION
. Secondary - Aggregat_ed_ i Flscal Auditing
Postéeconda;# | Indivi_d‘u'aliéed . _ Social Security Number
— - s =~
* Secondary Individualized Sacial Security Numniber ‘
(2) -
Postsecondary Individualized . Social Security Number
Secondary Aggregated Staff. Instruction
\ : ’ Individual Student Number
. (Local) .
(3) -
Postsecondary Individualized Individual Student File
. ’ ( Aggregated (VEDS) ' ' '
Secondary 7 ~ Individualized . - Teacher Check
(4) . —— .
Postsecondary ~ Individualized Social Security Number
Secondary Aggregated- enrollment - Instructions to Teacher.
- T Induvuduallzed follow-up T
(5) : - o —
Postsecondary Aggregated Social Sequr!ity Number
' "~ (Local)
Secondary Aggregated ‘Internal Checks ' .
- Adjust by Percentage
(6) : . .
Postsecondary »%f(ggregated_ Individual Checks
Secondary Aggregated Individual Checks
v (Local)
(7) _ .
Postsecondary Individualized None
Secondary Individualized-follow-up Individual Checks
: Aggregated-Other (Local)
(8) : .
Postsecondary Aggregated ‘Report Unduplicated
' - to State
————
3
Figure 3.2

L
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‘\:V‘" 9
STATE/LEVEL ' STUDENT DATA: . | METHOD OF : :
: LOCAL TO STATE | UNDUPLICATING COUNT
' | WITHIN INSTITUTION
: Secondary ‘ | Aggregated . . ‘ " None T
(9)— , : : —
Postsecondary Individualized ' None
— N ' . I
o ~ Secondary : Individualized  * None ‘
. {10) 0 > ' T
- - Postsecondary . - ~Individualized - * None
:;\ .
Figure 3.2 Continued
< 4
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Figure 3.3 Secondary Vocational:Data.Flow

The local school assigns someone the respon51blllty of col*
lecting the data (Figure 3.4). In some cases the student f£ills
‘out the record and this is placed directly on-line. \This allows -
‘both the regional and state offices to have access to the 'data
~at the same time. .In the instance where an:area vocational '
school is involved; data on each students is returned to the
principal at the student s home high school. It should be
stated again that data can be individual student, class, pro-
gram, school, district, regional based, or aggregated at each
level dependlng on the system used. :

VOCATIONAL DIRECTOR

,‘\\\\,

: , COMPUTER
. TERMINAL

TEACHER -
COUNSELOR , ///)ADISTRICT REGIONAL |
CLERICAL LOCAL H.S. | -

STUDENT PRINCIPAL o : :

Figufe 3.4 ‘Local Secondary Vocational Data Flow

"Once the data reach the state level they are often checked
by sending them to each state program specialist or back to the
P local person if there -are unanswered question about the data.

L




At the state lével, data are received either in individual or
aggregated form, duplicated or unduplicated, and methods for
completing the federal reports are based on each state's system
. for aggregatlng undupllcated data. :

Postsecondary Vocational Education Data Systems (VEDS/HEGIS)

. Staff observations in the field found postsecondary voca-
_tional. education data flow to be much less complicated than the
secondary vocational eduCatlon data flow (Figure 3.5).

STATE
SECONDARY
VE
?38
LOCAL
POSTSECONDARY
SCHOOL

/ POSTS ECONDARY
| VE
MIS

Figure 3.5 VEDS Postsecondary Data Flow

Data could be collected by anyone given that responsibility”but
in most cases the postsecondary institution had a person in
charge of MIS or research who is responsible for data collection:
and reporting. Most states included in the study hav separ-
ate reporting system for the VEDS and HEGIS data. Only.one.
gtate reported a system where the data is reported on one form
and the VEDS and HEGIS are pulled from it.

Most states report an automated system for ‘the VEDS data-.
Most postsecondary institutions place data . on computers at the °
institution. The tapes are then sent to the state MIS or it has
been placed directly on-line at the institution.

Voéational~Data Systems (Postsecondary)

The HEGIS report in-all but one state is.a separate report.
 All but two states report that different agencies in the state
“have the responsibility for HEGIS and VEDS. No steps. are taken
W1th1n the states to unduplicate these two reports. :

X
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HEGIS data in most instances are collected manually. These
data are generally the responsibility of a Board'of‘Higher’EdéL'
o cation. The HEGIS forms are usually mailed ‘from the Board of
/\\ Higher Education to the person responsible for the data.at each
institution. The forms are filled out and returned to the Board -
or sent dlrectly to- NCES (Figure 3.6). , . : _

N

BOARD OF
HIGHER EDUCATION

-
"

f

LOCAL ' 5

R R

N v

Flgure 3 6 Postsecondary Data quy

Most labor supply reports contain data from VEDS and HEGIS.
This represents a large double count of trained workers unless
some system is used to unduplicate. Exceptions did occur, one:.
labor . supply report only contained VEDS and another used only
theﬂsecondary VEDS data, and the HEGIS, but in most cases multi-
ple counting is happenlng. .

~

-
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,+ CETA Data Reporting System.

CETA contracts for training through many different agen-
cies. In most instances the major portion of training is done
by vocational education (Figure 3.7). Only two agencies re-
ported that they identify these students and send a report to
vocational education monthly. In most states, both the VEDS and
CETA report is used to produce the labor supply report. This
represents in most.states a large double count. Most CETA
agencies can identify the students but do not ‘have the data sys-
tem presently designed .to be able to access this 1nformat10n.

Data are sent by the contractors by program in aggregated
form, to,the prime sponsor MIS, but individual records on .par-—
tlc1pants is the method most, w1dely used by CETA agencies inter-
viewed. The majority of the agencies have computer based sys-
tems for record keeplng (Figure 3.8).




The following chart shows the data reported by the CETA agencies visited in each state. -

STATE AGENCIES

Estimate of

- Training Providers- ' P

| Training Provided

Data System - -
Designed to ldentify

Prime Sponsor

33% public vocational education

(1) 67% proprietary schools No
Balance of - v - '
State (BOS) no estimate -No
2) ‘Prime Sponsor (2) 95% public vocational education No
BOS . 95% public vocationalaeducation‘ No !
~ Prime Sponsor (2) | 35% publi¢ secondary vocational education Yes, repbrt to
@ 65% community-based organization (CBO) vocational education -
BOS 35% public postsecondary vocational education ‘ . v
65% CBO - “ No
~ Prime Sponsor (a) Most contracted with public vocational education
55% public secondary vocational education No

J (b)

10% public postsecondary vocational education -
35% proprietary schools

(4)
BQg 80"/; public postsecondary and CBOs , Yes, but not
20% public secondary proprietary/skills context identified
Prime Sponsor (2} |’ majorlty by public secondary/ postsecondary " Yes, but nof
(5) vocational education identified -
BOS Yes, but not

majority by public secondary/postsecondary
vocatiohit-education :

identified _ -

Prime Sponsor (2)

(6)

60% CETA
20% proprietary schools

10% public vocational education
10% CBO

Yes, report sent to
vocational education

BOS

) 60% public vocational educatlon

30% proprietary schools
5% CBO

Yes, but not

identified

f‘
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Figure 3.7

P

Estimate of T.rainin‘g Provided by Ag_encies to CETA Participants

Data System Désigned to. Identify Providers
| | 29 ¢ L
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Estimate of ®

Training Providers

‘Data System

Designed to Identify

~ Training Provided

STATE /AGENCIES

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Prime Sponsor (2)

mostly public postsecondary

Yes :

vocational education
1 .
, Q
BOS N - mostly public postsecondary
: ‘vocational education Yes

Prime Sponsor (2) . | no estimate Yes, but,very difficult
.{hand calculator)
BOS " ) no estimate / " No

Prime Sponsor (2)

50% public vocational educal(on -
50% local contractors
90-100% skill training vocational education

Yes, but don‘t
identify

BOS

50% public vocational education -
50% local contractors
90-100% skill training vocational education

. Yes

Prime Sponsor (2)

mostly public vocational education
small amount proprietary school (only where :
program not offered by vocational education)

Yes, but don‘t -
identify

BOS

<

mostly publl?: vocational education

'small amount propnetary school (only where

program not offered by vocational educatlon)

Yes, but don't
identify

47

Figure 3.7, continued
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Figure 3.8  CETA Data Flow

Summary of Perceptions of Reporting System Factors
. , The following tables indicate responses of individualsfat‘
, the state and local Ievel, who have responsibility for reporting
~ data on indiyiduals trained. Responses relate. to factors
thought to be important in determiningvaccuracy and. completness
of data. Lines and columns in the following tables do not add

l«" Tabie 3.2

- . Percent Indicating'Responsibility for Repbrting Data on
‘ Individuals Trained

Training

Agencies ’ Teéch/Couns. Stdnts. Adminis. Cleriéal 6ther'
: N
.29 15 69 ' 0 15 (n=16)
66 13 67 ETH 4 (n=24)
CETA . 43 \\\o 42 .13 23 (n=31)
State Sec; I 29‘ 3 34 3 6 (n=32f
State P-sec. 13 6 63 13 3 (n=16)
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The local secondary respondents report that 67 percent of
the responsibility for meporting falls to the teachers and coun-
selors, while only 29 percent of the teachers and counselots at
the postsecondary level had this responsibility. The state
level staff reported a much lower percentage of teachers and
counselors being responsible for this task. Only a small per-
.centage of respondents report that students and clerical staff

have these responsibilities. .

©

A Q’Other,factors having am impact -on the flow of data are ﬁne

amount of pressure and the amount of control on the persons re— - -

sponsible for the reporting. The respondents reported the fol-
lowing: - : : T y

[S

~ Table 3.3

,Percent'Indicating Amount of Pressure to do'Acéurate and -
‘ complete Reporting : ‘

N

Training . o

Agencies Low 2 : 3 47 High
Local P-Sec. 20 4 12 44 <16
Local Sec.- 21 4 | 17 29 ) 29
NCETA 11 4 14 18 54
State Secs 13 o 17 ) 57 13 ..
State P-SecC. 15 o g8 , 46 - 31

(n = 113)

v

~ Of'the 113 respondents who were asked to rate the amount of

pressure they felt to do accurate and complete”reporting 77 per-
cent of the state postsecondary personnel felt highly pressured,
and 60 percent of their local counterparts also felt highly pre-
ssured. The 72 percent of the«CETAfrespondehts also felt high |
pressure to do accurate reporting. . -

. . ’ </

At the local secondary level, 58 percent felt a lot of
pressure to do complete and accurate reporting and 25 percent

felt only little pressure. At the,state level 70 perceanof the__'

~secondary respondents felt highly pressured to do accurate re-:
_porting. ’ .
< . . o e _ S
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Table 3.4 ‘

. . . N . ) V 1 | -
Percent Indicating Degree “of Control Placed on ;

> a Local School for Repbrt;ngv -

Training Agencies Low o 3, 4 ) High
Local P-Sec. 25 17 - 42
Local Sec. ' 17 17 . 17N~
CETA o 0 -~ 33 ‘} 56
State Sec. 5 d _ 16 16 42 - T21
State P-Sec. - = 20 10 30 30 10

Ly
v

) - , - ; {

Eighty-nine percent of CETA respondents feel a high degree .
of control is.placed on them to do accurate and complete report- '
ing. At the 1local level, 58 percent of the postsecondary repre-
sentatiVes felt more control than the secondary representatives
at 33 percent to do aecurate and complete reporting. A reversal
of this was shown at the state level. Of the state secondary
representatives interviewed, 63 percent felt that control was
exerted on them to do accurate and complete reporting and 40
pencent of the state postsecondary personnel interviéwed felt
that same degree of control. -

Table 3.5

Percent of Administrators and MIS Personnel Indicating"
Degree of Administratofs and MIS Influence in Securing Reports

Low ’ 2 ~ 3. . 4 - High

Administrators 11 ' 5 27 - . 30 27
. = : ) ) :
MIS Pe?sonnel 19 10 19 o 29 24

%




. " A high percentage of training administrators and MIS staff” -
feel that, they can exert a strong influence in getting reports -
from local training institutions. . ’ \£~

Table 3.6

‘ . ‘Percent of,Training'Agencies-In&icating :
Factors Influencing Control on Local School Reporting

. - -
'

L

Trg;ning Agencies Laws/Reés. //‘Eunding Persuasion Other
| — | - . ..,
Local P-Sec. 38 73 ° 27 - o
' Local Sec. “ 30 o 79 . 31 13 -~
( CETA | .18 32 0 0o
State Sec. 21 S 34 133
State P-Sec. | 11 . .44_ 19 0

'

‘ At the local level, funding is the. most prevalent means of
ot inducing schools to submit reports. Laws and regulations are
also a factor in” local school reporting. At the state level, ~
funding again is .the pasic control agent with laws and regula-
tions next in importance at the secondary level and persuasion
v next in importance at the state postsetondary level.

’ ' Another factor which has Some impact on data flow is amount

of MIS automation, as described in’ the following table:

4
¥




Table 3.7 . .

. Percent Indlcatlng Degree of Automation of MIS
By Tra1n1ng Agenc1es

4 N L4

e

Training Agencies Low 2 3 4 '3 Hi%ﬁ
- -

~Local P-Sec. T2 8 120 31 - 35

" Local Sec. . ' 70 4 4 . - 9 . 13‘
CETA o 21 7. 4 18 50
State Sec. o 13 20 40 . 27
State P-Sec. 21 o 21 21 36
Administratofs 33 9 , é 20 ) - 30
MIis T 1o 4 7 21 3B

(n = 106)

A majority (66 percent) of the local postsecondary inter-
viewees saw their MIS system as being highly automated, while at
the local secondary level 70 percent of those interviewed stated
their MIS was.,operated manually. Sixty-eight percent¢of the
CETA respondents rated their MIS systems as highly automated.

At the state. level secondary representatives (67 percent) and
postsecondary represéntatives (57 percent) reported their MIS
systems to be highly automated. Over 60 percent of the MIS
staff interviewed felt their systems to be highly automated.
Half the administrators gave their MIS the same rating.

In visits to the ten states it was learned that, two of
them had no state requlating agency for proprietary schools.
Five of the SOICCs used proprietary school information in calcu-
lating supply data. "The most common reason!'!cited for not u51ng

state generated proprietary school information is that it is not”
occupationally specific. Duplicate counting could occur between

?
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T CETA or vocational rehabilitation clients and the NCPS surveys;
NCPS does not identify the funding source of individuals.

A1l of the RSA visited, except one, contract: for all their

N training. The one RSA that does some of its own training has
o its data on trainees included in the planned SOICC supply re-,
port. Other supply data on RSA are reported by the training §g—

ency. o . , .

It was determined that duplication of count would be un-
likely to occur with Job Corps, since it is an instructional
provide? and uses its own training centers. Some person fin- -
terviewed felt that.-Job Corps data should not be ihclu@z%jin
their report because most of the clients return-to the ate

from which recruited on completion of ‘their training.

Other Findings . . : . v7:§ ;v

The 300 individuals interviewed at the state and local
level consisted of the following officials: ’ '
g State Occupational Information Coordinézing . L

4 Commi ttee Director . _ : :
State Vocational Education Director
State Vocational Education MIS Director
State Vocational Education Planner
CETA Balance of State MIS Supervisor
HEGIS Coordinator _ o
Director of the Regulating Agency for Propri-
etary Schools 'é/
* Postsecondary Vochtional Education Agency Head
Vocational Rehabilitation '
Head of a Union, or Joint Labor Council

The research team also made trips to two secondary and two
postsecondary vocational-technical schools or community colleges
and two CETA prime sponsors conferring with the following indi-
viduals: '

P

Secondary Vocational Education Director .
Secondary MIS person : : A;%D
Postsecondary Vocational Education Director
postsecondary Vocational Education MIS person

;s A major employer : ‘

A CETA Prime Sponsor Training Director

A CETA MIS person o .

-

Perceptions of Further Improvements in the OIS

Information generated by these intervibws is analyzed and
discussed earlier in_ this chapter. In addition to this infor-
mation each of the persons interviewed' was asked to state their

é . - \J

P
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perception of further improvements which are needed 'to increase

the effectiveness or efficiency of the data, system ih the state..

The needs observed by the research teams w111 be discussed later
in this chapter and are not necessarily the same as those iden=-
tified by those individuals interviewed. Obv10usly, if respon-
sible individuals see areas of 1mprovement (real or 1maglned) in
the state data system, this requires some action on the part of
those responsible. The 1mprovements identified by state and
local personnel are summarized helow. Responses were. grouped
into five categories and the number of states (out of ten) in
which this need was méntioned is 11sted :

Needed‘Improvements Relating to Quality of Data:

. S &

o Timeliness &f the supply/demand data - 7 states.
o Data do not show local %upply/demand - 6 states
‘o0 Identification of spec1 1 'needs students 1n VEDS
. report - 2 states.

o Local influence on data reported - 1 state..
o Compliance only reason for reporting - 1 state.

o Differences in data collectien methods - 1 state.
- Needed Improvements Relating to Procedures:
0 o Lack of uniform reporting definitions between
' local, state, federal - 9 states.
"o Lack of coding and s¥ystem uniformity between
: reporting systems - 9 states.

o Lack of communication and cooperation between state
agencies ~ 8 states.

o Unrealistic reporting requirements - 5 states.

o  Changing reporting reguirements from year to year
- 4 states. +

o Mobility of students - 3 states.

‘o Lack of automation at local and %tate level - 3
states. °

o Lack of feedback to local school from state agen-
cies - 2 states. -

o Dupllcatlon of reportlng requ1rements between. .

reportlng systems - 2 states.
o ‘Lack of use of data by decision makers - 2 states;ﬁ
a. ) ‘ . ~ .
Needed Improvements associated with.staff: . .

(“‘l,..\ : ) . . . - - «}

o Attitude, commitment, awareness of data by data
reporters and users - 7 states v

qQ Local staff lack knowledge of procedures for
reporting - 3 states.

o Staff thrnover and shortages - 3-states.

»
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Multiple Counting, Undercounting, General:
o Training not reported - 7 states.
o Student reported through—-two systems — 3 states.
0 Sources of supply not included in system - 3 states.
o Privacy rights and 1aWs ~ 2 states.
Th® improvements that prov1ders and users of state and lo-
cal data systems see as most important seem to fall into three
general areas of need: _ .

.

o Need for improving quality of the data in terms of
timeliness, local usefulness, and ellmlnatlng multl-’
ple counting and undercounting

o Need for uniformity in definitions, coding, and
procedures )

o Need for greater commitment and cooperatlon in im-
" proving the quality and use of data

Although some of the 1mprovements 1dent1f1ed by the
individluals interviewed appear to be highly individualized and/
or localized, the suggestions that were most commonly mentioned
must be taken as indicative of a need. Whereas the study being
reported here deals only with supply data from the sources -
identified, full utilizaticn of information for effective
planning is equally dependent upon the other factors mentioned

"as major problems. The following section of this chapter is a

report of the ma]or needs observed by the project teams visiting
the states.

Needs Observed

Individuals conducting the research on improving the supply
data that go into the occupational supply/demand system spent
two weeks each in ten states. In addition to the interviews
mentioned earlier, the investigation included, the collection
and review of da'ta collection forms, completed forms, summariza-
tions, and reports and observations 1n local schools and CETA
Prime Sponsors. Team members were able to visualize the overall
data ‘system in the state, its individual components, the’:
methodology and procedures used, and to get a “feel" for the
setting in whlch the system operates.

Based on these observatlons and the 1nd1v1dual interviews
the team has identified the follow1ng areas for 1mprovement-

'
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.0 Inability to secure data on the output of proprie-
tary. schools and other cases of undercountlng Aand
multiple counting

o A lack of commitment to the use and 1mprovement
of the data system

o A lack of coOperation and communication within and
between agencies and local schools or agencies

o A lack of uniform, clearly understood definitions = - K
and codes : F

\

The needs identified by the research team are not greatly
different from those most often mentioned by the interviewees.
Undercounting and multiple counting were widely recognized as
concerns by those calculating supply numbers. The need for
commitment to the collection and use of data and cooperation”™
between agencies in this effort was also served and stressed
by interviewees. Uniformity of coding and definitions was a
need 1dent1f1ed thr0ugh both observatlon and 1nterv1ew1ng.

~

The Humangactor in Data-based“Dec151on Making

- As this research work in the states progressed it became
increasingly obvious that undercounting and multlpkp counting
are indeed critical issues that must be resolved; but the staff,
also realized that these problems could only be resolved in
terms of the context in which the system operates. " The team was
struck by the almost universal skepticism about the quality of
the data and the equally compelling and pervasive feeling of
need for accurate, timely, and relevant 1nformat10n upon whlch
to base.decisions.

As complex as the counting problem is the researchers in
the field were constantly nagged by a moré generic and fundamen-
tal problem--the milieu in which data systems operate and deci-
sions are made. This system is made up of a number of independ-
ent training operations each with its own MIS and & ision
- making procedures. The ultimate objective-that of improving the
quality and use of the odcupational supply/demand information
system--can only be fully achieved when all parts of the process
mesh to produce information that improves decisions. In this -
_ section the research staff will attempt to set in some perspec-
tive the environment in the states as it was observed and to
relate some recent writings in information theory to those state
51tuatlons, ~ e -

The need for relevant information that can be used in
making decisions pertaining to occupational tralnlng is increas-
ingly being recognized by state” leaders. This development is
triggered by (1) the rapid turnover of state. leadership, which
reduces the experience base, (2) the multiplicity and complexity
of the decisions to be mades (3) the.demand for accountability,
(4) the many special groups -with special needs, (5)°the move
toward individualism,. and many other factors. . ,
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~ Society's perception of leadership and perhaps state train-
ing leadership's self-perception, is gradually changing from
that of the leader who "shoots from the hip," "flies by the seat
of his pants," and gives instant decisions to a decision maker
relying heavily on relevant data. The effective leader is no
.longer perceived as a person expected to know everything but one
who is able to balance the complex forces'that impact on effec-
tive administration of programs. As in any such transition
there will be ‘individuals at-all stages of change, from those
still very doubtful of the data to those totally enamored with
it. ’ .

. As the use of data becomes more and more closely associated
with intelligent decisions, there is a danger of those just dis=-
covering its usefulness becoming totally dependent upon and re-
active to masses of data--any data. And so, we find decision
makers gathering information they do not use, asking for .reports -
they.do not read, and acting. and then requesting information: to
justify the act (Feldman and March, June 1981).

' &b

This image of information utilization contrasts dramatically
with the view that information gathered for use in decision mak=-,
ing will be used in making that decision and available informa-
tion will be examined before.more information is requested and
gathered. However, to be realistic, it must be recognized that
as the intelligent use of data for decisions becomes increasing-
ly the symbol of effective’ leadership, some administrators will
manage to assume the form, without being influenced by the

- .substance.

. This appearance of data utilization may result frph many
.causes—-objective decisions are not really wanted; managers do
not .know how to use data; politics, special interests or tradi-
tion are stronger; or there is a fear of losing' decision making
power. On the other hand, data are expensive to gather and ana-
lyze, data are often suspected of being inaccurate or manipulat-
ed, and problems may arise!that were not anticipated. ‘Yet.or-
ganizations somehow survive and even succeed. Individuals de-

" velop rules for dealing with information under conditions of
conflict. Decision makers discount much of the information that
is generated. Not all information is ignored, however, and in-
ferences are made *(National Academy of Sciences 1979).

Just as in the change ‘process, information seems 'to deJém
lop a force of its.own. 'As the belief increases that more in-
formation characterizes better decisioéns so does the mass of
information available become transformed, through practice, into
functional necessityy ‘ " :
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Environment for Information Generation and Use

Project staff spent two weeks in each of ten states inter-
viewing providers, collectors and users of occupational supply
data. The staff gradually began to realize that, as in all hu-
man endeavors, there was much more operating than _the straight
forward recording, analysis, and use of data. Human egos,
fears, biases were involved. Turfism, tradition, politics, and
vested interest were matched against a strong committment to co-
operative solution of the states training needs. The whole gam- .
ut of human emotions were found to be affecting this process.
This finding should not be surprising since humans are involved
in every step of the accounting of individuals trained and .
available- for work. ' ’

This recording of the fact that the process is influenced
by human feelings and behavior should not be taken as a criti-
cism of the system. Rather it should alay the fears. of loss of
individualism--"treating everyone as a number"--and emphasize
the fact that the driving force behind the whole effort is to be
better able to serve all individuals. .This operation should,
therefore, be viewed as a sofial process involving students, -
teachérs, administrators, secretaries, computer operators, etc.
It is not simply a problem of forms, computers, ‘and reports.
Administrators may hdave a much better grasp of this concept than
do MIS people whose observable problems are usually more mechan=
ical. The understanding that this is a people problem--people
must fill in the forms, people must punch the buttons, people
must take the jobs, people must make the decisions--as this is
recognized our search for solutions becomes sharpened. The
construction of forms, the processing of data are important but
only as a means of making people better 1nformed and helping
them make better decisions.

-

The “push—pull" situation, found to some extent in all
states, further illustrates the humanness and consequently the
complexity of the problem. Interview notes are replete with
these push-pull illustrations: .

¥If the data were better we would use them more"
"If the data were used more we could make them better"

"We already have more data than are used"”
"There are never enough data"

"Those people who gather the data" .
"Those people who use the data" -

"The data have very few errors” o
"The data are not reliable“ -ﬂ&

i3 °

"Local employers can give us better information"
"Local employers do not care if we trainh too many"

41
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"Those people at the state office" _ Co ¢
,fThose'people at the local school"
Y

"That's SOICC's job"

"That's OUR job?"

This section of the report has discussed some issues in ad-
dition to undercounting and multiple counting that the project
staff felt to be important. As data collection and analysis
methods become more sophisticated, so must the use of the infor-
mation. . ' ' :

<

Perceptions of Factors Influencing Quality and Use of- Data

The information presented in this section relates indirect-
ly to undercounting and duplifate counting but is believed to
impact on the quality of the/data. Data are not created in a
vacuum. They are developed humans with varying degrees of.
education, training in data collection, and ideas about the ‘
importance, and use of data. All these affect the accuracy and
the perceived accuracy of data. These findings are useful in
understanding the environment in which data are collected. All

numbers given are percentages and may rnot total- 100 due to roun- .

difig. Identification of interviewee groups can be found in Ap-’
pendix C. bt

o BERN

Table 3.8

Perceptions of Degree of Data Accuracy by Interviewees

e

Interviewee Ty :
Group . Inaccurate 2 3 4 Accurate \_
Local Sec. 0 9o 17 44 30 + - (n = 26)
Local é-Sec. 0 - 4 23 35~ 39 (n = 23)
CETA 0 | 3 10 47 40 | (n = 30)
State Sec. 0 9 41 41 | 9 (n = 32)
State P-Sec. O 13 27 47 13 (n = 15)
Administrators 0 10 = 24 37 29 (n = 70)
MIS | 0 7 29 46 - 18 ° (n =l56)’
Combined Sec. 0 i 9 31 42 18 . (n = 55)-
. Combined P-Sec. 0 7 24 39 29 (n = 41)
42




"Local secondary and postsecondary representatives appear to
have more confidence in the accuracy of their data than state
- staff have. Both secondary and postsecondary rated their data
accuracy high; 73 percent and 74 percent respectively Few,
state level secondary and postsecondary personnel con
dence in data accuracy, 50 percent and 60 percent respectively
rating it. as highly accurate. CETA also rated their data quite
accurate, 'giving accurate (4-5) an 87 percent ratiﬂg. Nearly
two-thirds of the administrators (66 percent) and MIS managers
(64 percent) felt that their data were reasonably accurate.

L

Table 3.9 -

Level of Data Collection Priority by Interviewee Group’

-

Interviewee Group  Low 2 3 . 4 High

Local -Sec. 4 21 29 25 21 (n = 24)

local P-Sec. 0 4 10 35 a2 (n = 26)
CETA : 3 0 13 42 42 (n = 31)

State Sec. 0 13 22 52 13 (n j/23)'
State P-Sec. 0 0 1 38 31 (n = 16)

Combined Sec. 2 17 38 17 . (n = 47)

Combined P-Sec. 0 2 24 36 38 (n = 42)

By comparing overall responses, CETA gave the highest pri-
ority to data collection; 84 percent of CETA respondents rated
it very high. Twenty-four percent of the postsecondary respon-
dents felt data collection was a high priority as compared to 55
percent of the secondary.respondents. :




R ) Table 3,10

Percent Indicating Program Funding Based on Data Submitted
W py %pterv1ewee Group o
Interviewee Group//A: YES " NO l
f . Local Sec. | : . 67 17 (n = 2) °
Local P-Sec. 100 0o - (n =6) .
CETA - ~ : 75 " 25 (n - 16)
State Sec. : 1 15 (n = 13)
State P-Sec. , .~ 80 .Y 20  (n = 10)
Administrators - 82 18 " (n = 22)
MIS ' 77 18 (n"= 17)
Combined Sed. 79 - 16 (n = 19) .
4 a
, Combined P-Sec. 83 17 (n = 12)
t@ -

Funding for secondary and postsecondary vocational educa-

\_tion program is influenced substantially by the data received
from the local level. All local postsecondary representatives
stated their vocational programs received funding on the basis
. of the data they submitted. At the state level, 80 percent of

those interviewed said they funded programs based on data
+ submitted. .

»

1

Table 3.11
pPercent Indicating Reports Sent to Local Agencies$
. By Interviewee Group

¢

Interviewee Group g : Yes No
CETA - | 84 .16 (n=19)
State Secondary 100 o (n = 26)
State Postsecondary n 29 (n = 14) '
Administrators . 72 21 (n = 29)
MIS | 88 9 (n = 32) °
- 44
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Respondents were asked if completed reports were returned
to local agencies. The majority of respondents 1nd1cated that
they sent reports to local agencies. :

Tablj 3.12 o ‘

Purpose of MIS Reports (Percent)

Interviewee " Prog. Needs

Group Plan. Fund. Pec. erting Assess. Eval. Other n‘i ™\

Local P-Sec. 85 65 58 96 ' 23 27 . 46 (38)

Local Sec. -83 54 o 79 733 . 38 29,(32}

CETA , - 83 52 52 94 19 45 32 (49) f*
State Sec. o 50 25 66 .13 34 22 (43) '
State P-Sec. 73 : 75 5§ 63 44 31 31 (46) :
Administrators 86 49 52 71 20 34 43 (54) i

MIS o 76 51 .- 40 68 26 28 23 (48)

N

Both secondary and postsecondary state agencies report that
the major use ‘'of MIS data is mainly for planning. At the state
postsecondary level 75 percent of those interviewed indicated
the data are used for .funding decisions. Over half (63 percent)
of state postsecondary respondents ipdicated-using MIS data for
reparting purposes and (56 percent) reported use of MIS reports
in making program decisions. ' : :

1

" Local postsecondary representatives indicated the MIS re-
ports used for reporting, planning, funding, and program deci-
sions. Local secondary representatives used MIS reports for
planning (83 percent); reporting (79 percent); and program deci-
sions (71 percent). CETA's use of reports was for reporting (94 * -
percent) and planning (83 percent). , L e

When administrators and MIS managers were asked for what
purposes MIS reports were used, eight out of ten identified
planning; seven out of ten identified general reporting; nearly .
half> identified funding and program decisions; and less than ‘
one-third identified using reports for evaluation and needs as- .
sessment. ) : _ . o,

3
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Review ¥
“This chap%er has presented findings of this study of supply
data in the following areas: co s

»

o Problems and causes of multiple counting'and under -
‘counting ' ‘ ‘

_ o A description of state reporting systems and indi-
. : . vidual perceptions relating to those systems '

o Interviewee aqd'project team members perceptions of

problems in the reporting system , - @
B - o A discussion of'the human factors and’the.gnviron-
ment in decising making

S o Agpresentation of characteristics of MIS staff's o co
' and individual views of the factors affecting the . S
quality and use of data L ) . ' o .'fj

The following apter presents conclusions and recommenda-
tions emerging from/the findings: A method of analyzing multi-
ple counting problems is suggested and illustrated. -

A%

.-
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' | o CHAPTER IV |
~ SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS~

Introdﬁctiggﬁff' -

. This research project was designed tQ“ldentlfy ways to im-
prove the supply side of the occupational supply/demand data .
system being developed in the states. This data syst&m will be
the major source of information used to determine the* need for
training by specific job title. Use of the supply/demand data
W1ll be primarily for program planning (expansion, continuation,
or termlnatlon), for counseling, and for program evaluation.- —

The study combined the following: ‘
© A review of' the relevant literature including .
' research reports, laws, regulations, and forms
- relating to the. federal and state reporfing
systems .
v Iy
O Interviews with 274 individuals involved in
the production and use of data at the state.
or local level in ten states ” S

. 0" Interviews and conferences with agency repre-
sentatives at the state and federal level and - .

o Observatlons 'in ten states and sixty local -
tralnlng institutions or agenc1eé ’
_
Conclusions

*

Based on information produced’thrdugh the Steps outlined
previously the project staff present the following. conclu51ons
for this study:

o Duplicate reporting of tréihees does occur -,
. in numbers large enough to significantly
' . influence supply data and decisions made on

that data. CETA reports and VEDS reports °® _ -
both contain names of CETA trainees in re-
gular vocational classes at both the second-
ary and postsecondary ¥evels. ' Sinfe neither
party should be expected to reduce the num~

' - bers reported this becomes a state problem

- and can best be handled at that level. The
VEDS report and the HEGIS report duplicate .
counts of postsecondary vocational students -
receiving a certificate or diploma. Plans to
implement a uniform reporting base in NCES
should help to correct this problem.

. AT e
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o Vocational education is the major provider of train-
ing for CETA clients in.most states and for most
prime sponsors. In a few instances CETA places signi-
ficant numbers of its clients in proprietary schools
or CBOs for training. * :

o Vocational educators take the position that some
vocational funds are used in the training of CETA
clients (building, equipment, and so forth.) there-
fore, they should be included in the VEDS report.

_No state was found that eliminated CETA clients in .

i -regular vocational programs from the VEDS report.

VEDS reporting instructions ask for counts of stu- ,
dents in programs supported by vocational funds A
(state plan. programs) and in no instance do’ the SR
instructions require the elimination of students
supported by other funds. o :

- o 4 } :

r o The development of an effective occupational supgyy/

< demand data\system requires several years. The ef-
fective use Yof such a system may take even ilonger.

o"'Generally stjates require VEDS reports on any program
receiving fddaeral or state funds. This means that.
> every appfgved vocational program is included in the
state plan/and the VEDS report, whether or not it
recei any federal vocational funds.

.« o 1If a state requires the VEDS report on only federal-
' ly supported vocational programs a school may (1) re-
fuse the federal funds and not report on any programs,.
" or, (2) designate only certain programs as receiving
federal vocational funds and report on only those. Only
_one state in the ten studied had this situation.

k]

-
o Proprietary schools are a major source of trained _
.’ workers, which are not included in many of the _ .
state's supply/demand data systems. '

o Training occurring :in most secondary programs not
traditionally considered to be vocational (indus-
. trial arts, typing, bookkeeping, and soO forthy
generally, do not produce students available for a
specific occupation in numbers great enough to be
significant. ' , -
o Community colleges have a large number of students
who 'only take one or a few courses needed for em-
ployment. - Those compiling supply data should ini-
tiate procedures to include these individuals if
they atré prepared for a specific occupation or occu-
ipational group. ' '
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Reporting systems, to be most effective in providing
supply data, should be occupationdlly spec1f1c, use -
a unigque 1nd1v1dual number such as social security

number, show numbers of completers available for a
job, and report numbers placed by job title.

*

Recommendations

Improvement of Supply Data

1.

Supply numbers should be based on number of
“trainees available for employment. If, this
information is not avallable some logical
~modification formula should be applled to

other avallable data.

A major cause of undercountlng is lack of data
on proprietary schools. A state may (1) conduct
survey of proprietary schools, (2) secure NCPS
data from NCES, and/ot (3) encourage state laws
to requ1re reporting of proprietary schools.'

It is recommended that SOICCs do the mailing

of the Noncollegiate Postsecondary Survey, .re-
ceive the responses back from schools, record
completion data, and send material on to NCES.

Based on state differences major sup§1Y~d ta
sources should be ‘as follows: A

VEDS ~ Secondary and Postsecondary
CETA - Contracted Classes (if not reported in
VEDS) )

‘Proprietary Schools data - NCPS

Supplemental sources that should be cons1dered
are as follows:

. HEGIS - 2-year programs in 4-year.
o ‘institutions ’
CBO - in instances where numbers are
; significant

-

CETA reports should be modified to include the
type of institution providing the training and
whether on an 1nd1v1dual referral or contracted
class basis.

. ~
Every effort. should be made to use - soc1alosecur1ty
numbers to identify every individual receiving
training in any federal or state funded program.
"This would facilitate the process of correcting
.duplicate counting.

7




9 . . -
Improvement of Supply/Demand System ' . .

“Secondary programs not:usually>considered voca-

*being reported. » } .

-
5 v v

-
-

Numbers of trainees missed through yvocational pro-
grams that do not fill out federal reports, although
not significant #n most states, should be .studied

by the state agency responsible for calculating

supply.

~

é

tional (industrial arts, typing, and so forth)
should be investigated to determine if they
constitute a significant source of trainees not

./

¢

1.

At the Federal level every effort should be exerted
to establish one occupational coding system and one

. education-training program coding systém. “The NCES-

uniform reporting system is designed to partically

- elimnate this problem when implemented.

States should establish a policy of occupational’
training program approval or continuation based on
occupational demand, student interest, acceptable
placement levels, and other factors identified
within the state. .

As stated in the creating legislation the SOICC
Committee should have principle responsibility °
for the production of a report which matches

* occupational supply against occupational demand.

-

The Occupational Employment Statistic (OES) program
should continue to be expanded in order to provide
occupational demand information in the states.

officials at the state and federal ‘levels should
continue to investigate alternative ways of securing
follow-up information. These might include sampling-
or use of existing data such as Unemployment Insur-
ance, Internal Revenue, Social Security, or others.

" state procedures should be established to ensure

involvement of, and feedback to, IOCalqproviders of
data. - . .

Research should be conducted to identify ways to
increase the use of supply/demand data’ in. state and
agency program planning. 3




Analysis of Multiple Counting “&\

It is recomimended that  the following series of questions be
used to eliminate. duplicate counting in supply calculatioms’. L
*Any agency faced with us1ng training ‘reports to calculate supply . ™
where duplicate reporting is suspected can work through these . -
questions to reach a solution to the.problem. An example of the
use of the procesﬁ 1s given at the end of this sectlon.
3

. In.case’of a tralnee or program sugported~t¥\funder other . ns
than the trainer the following questions should be considered:.

Q

Q. 1. Does the report from the funder and the report oo
from the trainer both report’ individuals trained . '
by specific occupation-or. occupatlonal group?

N \ : -
o N

Q. 2. What is the magnitude of this duplicdte count-
ing? o

¥
~ Q. 3. Can the trainer identify students supported

(reported) by the, funder? s A

Q. 4. Can the funder identify in its report,students .
reported by the trainer? ' /

Q. 5. What will be lost by not us1ng trainers
reports? . :

-

Q. 6. Can this loss be corrected in any othe way?

/ -
Q. 7. What will be lost by not.using funder reports?

Q. 8. Can this loss be corrected in any other way?
~Q. 9. What are the alternative solutiohs? '

Q.lO.’What is the most feasible alternatibe?' ' .o

B Example of analysis of multlple countlng. (Vocational
Education and CETA) ' . .

\ . , 2
L] ‘.
- L
W °
-t
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ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLE COUNTING

Table .4.1

QUESTION

ALTERNATIVE ANSWERS

CONCLUSIONS

Q.1l. Does the re-
report from the
funder (CETA)

and the report
from the trainer

-(VEDS') both re-

port individuals -
trained@ by speci-
fic occupation or-
occupational :

group?

Q.2. What is
the magnitude of
this duplicate

, counting?

0.3. Can the
trainer (Voc. Ed.)
identify students
supported (re-
ported) by the
funder (CETA)?

~at the'state level.

A.l. Vocational ed-
ucation (VEDS) re-:
ports CETA individ-
ual referrals but

not classes contract-

.ed for CETA trainees

only.

A.2. 'CETA reports

_'all clients placed L

in tralnlng.

A.3. If ‘either. CETA'
or vocational educa-
tion does not report
students trained by
vocational education
and. funded by CETA

“no multiple counting

is eccurrlng.
A.4. Both vocatlon-

‘al education and

CETA report by speci-
fic occupation or
occupatlonal group.

A.l.
porting is large
enough to affect sup-
ply data.

AK.2.
is too small:to affect
supply data.

A.3. Multiple countlng
is only significant in
certaln occupatlons.

A.l. At the local v
level, probably yes.

At the state level,.

probably no.

A.2» If both agen-
cies use social
security numbers and

- records are computer-

ized, dupligation
could bhe eliminated .

v

Thls multlple re-
- numbers "large

~Multiple coﬁntlng
© supply in’ those

. they are not ‘-

-

C.1. Multiple re-
porting does occur
between VEDS and
CETA. .

C.2. Ways mist be
found to avoid
duplicate counting
in supply data.

-

e

C.l.: Multiple re-
porting involves

enough to& afféct"
calculatlons of

occupations, for:
which CETA pro-
vides training.

C.1.' Since voca-
tional educators
consider that - 4
they are. partial-
ly funding CETA
training (facili-
tles, equ1pment,
and so forth), :

A 3

llkely to be will=-
ing.to eliminate

"aCETA students from i
.thelr reports. ;/;//(7

@




- s W s

—‘ s

‘Y WP -

ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLE COUNTING

~

) QUESTION -

ALTERNATIVE ANSWERS'

 CONCLUSIONS °

Q. 4.

Can the
fuhder (CETA)
identify in its
report students
reported by
trainer (VocEd)?

Q.5. What will
be lost by not
using trainers

(Voc. Ed.) re-
port?
Q.6. Can this

loss be .correct- .
ed in any other
way?

V. o

Q.7. What will

be lost by not
using funder (CETA)
reports?

Q.8. Can this
loss be corrected
any other way?

A.l.

 NOTE:

If CETA can
report individual
referrals separately
from contracted
classes a large
amount of the dupli-
cation can be eli-
minated., '

A.l. Not using VEDS
would lose all voca-
tional students.

A.l. No, for second-
ary students. Pos-
sibly through HEGIS

- for postsecondary stu-
dents.

14

A.l. CETA students
trained in contracted
classes.

Most states in
the study reported
that contracted
classes only make up

'a small proportion of

students and is de-
creas1ng. :

A.15 No .

‘Cc.2.

The problem
;becomes one of un-
duplicating re- |
ports rather. than -
reducing numbers
reported A : o

-~

C.l. Use CETA

_report for ‘numbers

of students in

contracted ’
classes -- rest
of CETA students - "

o -

from VEDS

‘c.1. Not feasi-
Able- . )

c.l1. No adequate - '
me thod of:correc—
tion. .

C.l. A possible

solution if no
better alternative
can ‘be found.

2

C.l.' Count would

be reduced by num- - .o
ber in contracted. .
classes;‘

E
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) o ANALYSIS OFOMULTIPLE COUNTING :
QUESTION ALTERNATIVE ANSWERS CONCLUSIONS

Q.9. What are A.l.  Unduplicate

alternative  solu- "count by matching,

tions to elimin- social security num-

ate multiple bers if available.

_counting. A.2. _ Take contract- I {

; ‘ ed class count from
' CETA. All other from
- vocational education. ‘ .
. ' ) A.3. Intermediate- .
: . mgency (SOICC) remove
T individual referrals
: from VEDS or CETA if
i either group can 1den— : N
tify. ;
A.4. Use only VEDS L
report. . . ' ‘ o

(
b]

Analysis of alternatives to . e11m1nate multlple counting be-
tween other reporting systems can follow-the same procedure as |
the example above. Some general guidelines based on a majority N
of states studled are given in 'the following statéments.‘ ' .

-

o A relative small number of individuals, receive sup- : |

port for skill training,thfcugh RSA. -

o RSA refers the majority of its clients. who need
training ‘to vocatlonal education.

s

o Vocational educétion'repprts.RSA trainees in VEDS.

o VEDS will include most RSA trainees.
¢ . .’5 . ’ . n
o Communitf based organizations (CBOs)) do some
training of CETA clients. The number receiving o »
OCCupatlonally—spec1f1c sklll training is not .
significant in most state s supply calculatlons.

o- Vetefans Administration (VA)'supports tralnees in:
both vocational education and ih proprietary - i
schools} . "

L4

o Vocational education reports those VA clients N :

trained in_ VEDS . : ' o <

=

e
A

EY

o VA clients trained in' pr0pr1etary schools would
have to come from, VA or prOprletary reports. '




s

o Duplication occurs between VEDS report and HEGIS
report. ’ N

.
1

o HEGIS report contains enrollments and numbers re-
ceiving cergificate or diploma. )

)

o States are aware 6f} but only a few have used Non-
collegiate Postsecondary Survey (NCPS) data.

s .

Concluding Statement

As a concluding statement to this report the project team,
in retrospect, found a very complex situation in each state. A
situation involving many agencies operatindg®at several levels,
dedicated individuals struggling to prieoritize the diverse needs
“and dewands pléced upon them, several reporting and planning
systems largely operating separately, and a SOICC with no turf
to protect and no programs to run, and beginning to establish
an identity and a mission. There is no doubt about the desira-
bility of coordination of the training effort. With so many -
highly competent and effective individuals operating,. as  would:
be expected, within their .own world of endeavor, - the necessity
for individuals without boundries--SOICCS--who can build bridges
between the existing worlds, is itical. Effective coordina-
~tion can start with an infofgz;jsj system that communicates with
all of the providers and fundérs of training; that grows into an
organized cooperative program to meet the job preparation ef-:
forts of the state and nation. The highly idealized picture of
a state and national occupational training program is no more
than those persons needing and seeking training .have a right to
‘expect. - : o :

The information systems that can spark and guide this ‘co-
ordinated effort need not be one system; but if the several data
mechanisms are to foster ommunication they must speak the same
language. This need for niformity of language, which seems soO
obvious and yet has proven to be so elusive, requires time, ef-
fort,<and leadership at a 1 ‘levels, -- local, state, and.nation-
al. The achievement. of this ijf;#hication tool requires con-
cessions to others, yielding_of previously held positions,
slaughter- of some holy cows, and above all a determination to
eradicate barriers and construct bridges of cooperation. It is
time to get about the work of a unified determination of needs
and a coordinated effort to provide.thé training to meet those
needs. SN ' ' :




APPENDIX A ‘ .

LITERATURE REVIEW

. Background

Chronic. high unemployment has plagued the United States in
the last decade. Some research efforts to understand this prob-
lem. have concentrated on the characteristics and skills of the
uj%jployed, and others have examined the job market itself and
ha revealed many unfilled jobs in the presence of high unem-
ployment. Many causes are attributed to these seemingly contra-
dictory phenomena. A major explanation is a lack of fit between
the skills possessed®by the workers and the skills desired by
the employers. There is, all too often, a -Severe mismatch be-
tween the occlUpational skill level of the unemployed segment of
the labor force and the available job o%enings in a specific
labor market area. This condition, referred to as "structural
unemployment, " is real and widespread in large portions of the
labor market. ‘

- .

Recent years have seen some reéponse to the problem of
_structural unemployment. In order for training systems to ful-
£fill their responsibility to individuals and satisfy require-
ments within the economic system, training institutions, human
resource planners, policymakers, ‘and economists must have cur-
rent, accurate, comprehensive information about future demand
requirements,. about- current supply and about future supply.
Timely and accurate supply ihformation will allow educators, hu-
man resource planners, counselors, program planners, and policy-
makers to make more accurate estimates of human resource needs
and more informed decisions that could do much to ensure more )
_efficient use of human resources and improved economic growth,

o The elements of occupational supply are outlined in figure
‘1. Occupational supply is broken into three categories: (1)
current supply, (2) entries, and (3) separations. The first cat-
egory, current supply, consists of all persons employed in an
occupation plus those unemployed who are both qualified -and
seeking work in that occupation. This category continually ad-
justs over time by entrants to and exits from the "supply pool."

The second category, occupational entries, has as its com-
ponent parts five possible sources of egt¥y into an occupation.
These include specific designated entries for specﬂﬁjc occupa-
tions. Completers and leavers from other general training pro-
grams; entries and transfers frop other different occupations;
reentries and new entrants from outside the labor force; and
inmigrants, those workers who are qualified to enter an occupa=
tion and have moved into a Labor—market area from another geo-
graphic, area. :These five components form the second category of
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1.CURRENT SUPPLY 3
2. Entries , ' , " 3. Separations
A. Specific A. Other
training occupations
EMPLOYED
B. Other .
training : . B. Outside'the
( plus S labor force
' - including
: T, retirements
C. Other - : ‘ UNEMPLOYED '
occupati_ons/
- - : . o~ C. Deaths
. D. Outside o~ .
the . ‘
labor force
D. Emigration
E. Immigration

Figure A.1. Occupational Supply Model
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‘ket/economlc—orlented" or "educational/manageme

. | k!

occupational entries and create a flow into the stock of

skilled individuals defined as current supply.

The third category, occupational separations, has four
parts flow1ng out from the current supply stock. These parts

_include transfers to other occupations; individuals leaving the

labor force, including disabilities and retirements; deaths; and
emigration from a labor market area. 1In summary, the occupa—
tional supply model 1is 2 flow of entrants into’ and out ‘of the
current supply stock. *The net change in current supply is en-
tries minus separations. Because current supply and the data
that refle supply are derived from s6 many sources, the poten—
tial for mi counting, undercounting, and multiple countlng in
supply totals is a continuing concern.

1 -

Occupational Supply Information

Several studies have suggested that available occupational
supply information lacks coherence and comprehensiveness. The -
monograph, Occupational Employment Projection for Labor Market
Areas (1980), stated that in econometric forecasting and plan-
ning models little attention has been given to labor supply
side. A publication ,titled Occupational Training Information
in New England: An Evaluatlon noted that the provision of oc-
cupational supply information is considerably less advanced than
that of occupational demand, information. . _ ')

- Occupational entries or training sources that flow into
current supply are only partially useful for occupational supply
analysis. Data relevant to each of these sources are neither of
uniform availability nor quality. In many cases the data are
related to training currlcula definitions and must be trans-
formed to occupational definitions before they can be used in
occupational supply analysis. Each of the components of occupa-
tional entries has its unique problems that serve to complicate
the provision of occupational supply information.

training sources were found to vary on a continpium, "labor mar-
t information
system-oriented." Most had as their base, a body of occupatidn—
al information that attempted to support an analy51s of the la-
bor market and the fundamental probleqs caused by occupatlonal
supply-demand imbalances. Although these studies differed in
emphasis, they stressed the need for a comprehensive, multi-
facted, timely, and accurate occupational supply information
system. .

.@ | - A\

Studies dealing directly with the occupatiznal,entries of
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Review of Occupational Training Information Available from
' Both Education and Non-Education Sources -

This study investigates the current labor supply informa-
tion system, the degree of undercounting and multiple -counting
occurring within that system, and the factors that affect this
system's relationship to the overall occupational information
system. Attention is focused on occupational entries, specific-
ally those completers and leavers from formally organized train-
ing sectors. The study describes and assesses the available
data from five major training sources: public vocational educa-
tion (VEDS), higher education (HEGIS) and NCES Services, train-
ing under CETA (CETA-MIS), and training under vocational reha-
bilitation (RSA). . Specific concern is with the counting of
persons trained in five major training sectors and the problems

related to that counting process:

In addition to the five major systems, other studies in the
literature had various mixtures of the following information
systems: State and. National Apprenticeship -Program Survey
(SNAPS): U.S. Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training (BAT): Amer-
ican Hospital Association Survey (AHA Survey):.National Guard;
State Police Academies Job Corp; and employee sponsored train-
ing. No doubt, there are other sectors that could be included.
For purposes of this study the five often studied and most prom-
inent training sectors were chosen for review.

.. . Rublic Secondary and ,
Postsecondary Vocational Education (VEDS) .

. -

The development of the National Vocational Edu¢ation Data
Reporting and Accounting System (VEDS) was a major attempt to
provide occupational information as called’ for in the 1976
Amendments to the Vocational Education Act of 1963. The comis-
sioner of education and the administrator of the National Center
for Education Statistics Jjointly developed a system that in-
cluded information on vocational education students, programs, ’
program completers and leavers, staff, facilities, and expendi-
tures. In addition, each state was to evaluate those.programs
for which it receives federal funds. The state evaluation spe-
cifications pertained to employment in training related occupa-
tions and employer satisfaction with the employee.* The VEDS:
system is to interface with the information system developed by .
NOICC and other (specifically CETA) information systems. With
* the implementation of the VEDS system in 1978-79, certain major
changes in the availability and the concept of voecational educa-
tion data were anticipated. The most important change was that -
of follow-up information that could provide meaningful esti- 3
mates of incremental labor supply attributable to vocational
education. In addition, programs could be evaluated .vis~-a-vis
their labor market relatedness:.

50 |
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- The annual reporting: of statewide program enrollment cQm-
pletion data and certain follow-up information is required to o
qualify for federal vocational education funds. The data provid-
ed by the state vocational education agencies are compiled and ‘
published annually by the United States Office of Ed cation.
Although all states prepare the same federal reporte} often each
state has somewhat different procedures for obtaining the neces-
sary information. These differences often include the use of =
individualized state forms, timing of the informati®n gathering
activities, apd collection techniques. Therefore, the resultingt
information is not always comparable. ‘ .

4

At both the secondary and postsecondary levels state and
local administrations have expressed concerns about VEDS. The
vocational education enterprise is so diverse that there is no
common nomenclature. A study completed in Ohio (1975) noted
that high rates of mobility for youths, both geographically and
occupatignally, make the follow-up data difficult to obtain or
to draw conclusions from even the most carefully conducted lon-
gitudinal surveys. The recent InterAmerica (1981) assessment of
VEDS methodology and data quality are looking at some of those
previously identified areas of concern, including the degree of
correspondence between VEDS definitions and. state definitions,
the identjfication of a state's ability to provide data related
to each VEDS data requirement, and the overall quality and ac-
cessibility of YEDS‘data. In his testimony Rolf M Wulfsberg <
(1980) of the National Center for Educadion Statistics, noted
that many institutions because of state policy, institutional
choice or other reasons do not report to VEDS. These institu-
tions, although technically eligible to receive financial as-
sistance under the VEA, do neot. These circumstances outline an-
other potential source of supply undercounting of trained per-
sons. . ‘

Public Higher Education (HEGIS) - -

.

Pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and
Title IX of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and Title IV of the
Education Amendments of 1972, all institutions that are in-
volved with federal financial assistance to education are re-
gquired to respond to the Higher Education General Information
Survey (HEGIS), conducted by the Natiohal Center for Education .
Statistics (NCES) on thpse portions of surveys that collect
race/ethnic data. ' All other HEGIS surveys are’ voluntary. Thqb
NCES established HEGIS in 1965-66. The HEGIS provides detaile
data on enrollments, awards,.faculty salaries, and . finances of
the approximately 3,300 institutions from which data are col-
.lected. A part of this is an elaborate progrlam taxonomy of data
on degrees and other formal awards conferred by institutions,

including the level of the degree .or other award. Award data

are classified by type of degree or award, type of contr 1

(public or private), type of institution (university, her

' ‘ ' o
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four-year, two-year) curriculum category and dlsc1p11ne
specialty. The data collected at the sub-baccalaureate level :
are the nmﬁbers of formal awards whlch are classified as either
. associate degree or as 'other formal recognition.' Enrollment
< data are published but not by field of study.

° In order to estimate incremental labor supply from a train-
ing source to a particular occupatlon, it is necessary to esti-
mate, the rate of participation ‘of program completers in that oc-
cupation. Since no follow-up data are available foryprograms in
the HEGIS universe, additions to labor supply in individual oc-
cupatjions can only be roughly estimated. The New England Re-
gionaldsCommission (1978) noted that double counting between pro-
grams reported under postsecondary VEDS and HEGIS was known toQ
occur. - This problem otcurs because some institutions of higher
1earning alse receive vocational education funds, and, there-

- fore, must also report under that reporting system. The New
England Regional Commission (1978), noted several cautions in
1nterpret1ng the program information and drawing final conclu--
sions about the importance of specific tra1n1ng in these insti-

’ _ tutions. A substantial number of institutions did not return
the completed survey in time for inclusion in tgg report.

Therefore, those cases where an institution was ‘delinquent,- the

"total award" information may be uo?ercounted. ' '

The HEGIS system has several limitations. The, taxonomy and

the program detail are too broad in some areas to relate to a

reasonable number of occupations. In addition, the lack of any

systematic collection of follow-up data seriously limits being
able to estimate the rate’ of participation and additions to-
labor supply of program completers in varying occupations. .- The
data collected pertain to the numbers of those persons rece1v;ng
formal degrees or certificates and exclude persons who were
trained but did not receive certificates.

AN

The HEGIS reporting system does provide the occupatlonal

% analyst with annual and reasonable t1me1y information.on occupa-=
tional program completlons in a large number of postsecondary
institutions. It is a valuable resource of information, - con-
sistent in scope and quality from year-to—year, and comparable
between states. The availability of this data for individual
1nst1tutlons makes the information useful for substate analy—'

P ' sis. - S e

’

Noncolleglate Postsecondary Survey (NCPS)

The majority of octupational programs and enrollments in
oncollegiate postsecondary institutions is found in profit-

. aking or proprietary schools. School licensing offiges within

u ost state education departments collect some training data from

P oprletary schools as a part of the license appllcatlon and re~-

newal procedure. These agencles usually: are not able to produce
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these data in a systematic and comprehensive fashion. In recent
years some progress has been made inythe provision of informa-
tion concerning proprietary and other noncollegiate postsecond-
ary institutions offering occupational training programs. Be-
ginning, in 1971, the National Center of Education Statistics
began surveying a universe of noncollegiate postsecondary
schools with occupational programs. The survey is conducted
every two years and the universe is continually suppl emented
with information from state directors of vocational ‘education
and other sources, such as licensing and accrediting commis-
sions. :

The unpublished data froam the NCES survey provide informa-
tion on the number of enrollments by program, and by institu-
tion. Programs are classified by U.S. Office of Education pro=
gram code. Schools without occupational programs are ellmlnated
from consideration. Instigutions are classified by ownership; :
public, proprietary, inde;ghdent’nonproflt, or religious affil- 1
iation. Programs are coded based_ on the program t1tle provided -
by the, respondent.

In addition, NCES.surveys a 2ﬂ§;le of the universe to gain
more detailed information about:students and completers.

Although much of the information collected on the sample is
identical to that collected on the universe, the addition of
program completion data allows. for ‘more comprehensive national
estimates to be made. Other information about length and -cost :
of program and supplemtental sources of funding are collected for
national estimate purposes on a universe of noncollegiate post-
secondary occupational programs, including proprietary schools.

. The data are available every two years and includes enrollments

by U.S. Office of Education program code, by institution. In
addition, national estimates based on‘:a sample' of the universe

are made of other program characrerlstlcs including completions. -

The user of NCES noncollegiate pgstsecondary data should be
aware of certain instances where mult/iple counting between sec-
tors occurs. - Postsecondary .data fr the survey may also be ac-
counted fqQr in the vocatlonal education reportlng system.

14

As with graduates of institu ions of higher education, no
follow-up information is collect from graduates or leavers of &
occupationdl training program in/ noncollegiate postsecondary
schools. The New England Reglo al Commission (1978) noted that .
this lack of information serioysly hlnders the -ability of ana-
lysts to relate training to t labor market. Flinn, Scheer and
Schmidt (1975) recommended that the state registrwtion require-
ment for these private institutions be extended  to include an-
nual reports of enrollments, completlons, and terminations by
programs. . . .

In summary, information on postsecondary, noncolleglat .
training is available from the National Center for Educatloné&
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- Statistics. Thie'institution-specific information ‘is consis=
’ tent in definition across states, .and, thus, can be a valuable
‘source of training data.

. ClasSroom Training Offered by Comprehen51ve Employment and
- Training Act (CETA-MIS) M , ) .

]
~
’

b f The enactment of the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act (CETA) of 1973 ptovided for: vocational training and job
placement on a decentralized basis to economlcally disadvantag-
ed, unemployed; and underemployed individuals. The decentral-
ized structure of the CETA program enables the actual adminis-

. trpation of training programs to proceed at the local level.

. . Units of local government such as cities or’ countles with a "pop-
ulation of a hundred thousand or more are deslgnated as Prime
Sponsors with Balance of State provisions for less populated
sections. 'The Prime Sponsors and Balance of State'are respon-

f sible for, the administration of the CETA programs within each

) state as well as being responsible for the collection and. ac—
curacy of the relevant program data... The CETA program activity
‘exists in two forms, classroom training and vocational work ex-
perience.

The United States Department. of Labor, Employment and
Training Administration (ETA) is the federal agency that has the
responsibility for distributing federal monies to the Prime . .
Sponsors. ETA also supervises the collection of quarterly data
‘relating to CETA program activity. These quarterly data produce
g ‘a summary view of the general changes ‘during the three month ’
period prior to,Prime Sponsor reporting. The most relevant in-

. formation on labor market activity is the information on total B
' enrollments, total terminations, participants. enrolled, antlc%- L
~pated duration of job placement, and rehired’ worker's. Again,
this information would be more useful if it were occupation-

specific. - .

Bl

K " 'BEach Prime Sponsor has.an established data: collectlon sys-
tem that is known as the Management Information System (MIS).
MIS spec1allst is assigned the tasks of collecting, editing, and
procéssing the data related to local CETA activity. Types of |
N information available from-these Prime Sponsor systems, the .
level of system automation and SOphlSthatlon vary- con51derably

1

among Prime Sponsors. . - o

Various limitations of the CETA data have been noted. A «
major deficiency is the lack of-a comprehen51ve, standardized
system for compiling information on the occupation-specific na-
ture of CETA classroom training programs. Until recently, few, .

. if any requirements exist for the reporting or routine complla—

o tion of occupat10n—spec1f1c training- data. The varlablllty in
data avallablllty among Prime Sponsors makes the use of the data
. for state or reglonal occupatlonal tra1n1ng analy31s in. some

L
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states difficult. The oceupational training data extracted from'" ¢
each different Prime’' Sponsor's MIS is ofiten extremely variable-
in detail and quallty. . ’

>

Most Prime Sponsors, to one €xtent or another, follow-up
individuals. served by the various CETA programs. However, in .
few cases does the follow-up produce information relating the
specific occupational outcome of CETA's occupational training
programs. \ ‘

_» In supmary, the lack of a standardized system for collect=-
ing and reporting information on CETA occupational.training en-
- rollments, completions, and ogcupajional outcome severely limits
the use of data available from individual prime sponsors. In ad-
dition the variation among prime sponsors of data availability
and? detail serves to limit their utility.

Training Through»Vocational Rehabilitation (RSA)

" One of the oldest and most comprehensive federal human re-
source programs is ‘vocational rehabilitation. The origin of
vocational rehabilitation is the Smith-Fess Act of 1920, which.
provided matching vocational education funds for training those
disabled through industrial accidents. Since that time voca-
tional rehabilitation has evolved into a comprehensive program,
administered at the national level by the United State$ Depart.
ment of Education, Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA).
This program consists®of a variety of support services prov1ded
to clients, including vocational training, Jjob development,
placement services, and follow-up support to ensure adjustment
to employment.

Services for vocational rehabilitation are available to the
' handicapped in all states. To qualify, the appTicants must have
a disability that interferes with their continued employment.
The vocational rehabilitatien agency in each state administers
the vocational rehabilitation program in that state. In most
cases, occupational training is not provided directly by the vo-
cational rehabilitation agencies, rather it is provided indi-
rectly by referral to training institutions.

The data collected by vocational rehabilitation agencies
have been described as administrative in nature. This means
that the data are intended for management, control, and evalua-
tion uses,: rather than for occupational information, human re-

. source research, or planning. Of the data elements gathered,
those most related to occupational information are the _follow-
'ing. address reference, sex, work status before and after
training, occupational title after training is' completed, length
of training program, outcome of services, and general informa-
~tion about type of training. .




© Summary .

»

-

The primary source of problems associated with ‘vocatidnal
rehabilitation data noted by the New England Regional Commission
(1978) was that the data -have not been available in a systematic
fashion. The data are collected at the state agencies and for-
warded to the national office .of the RSA, where the data are
used administratively. After the RSA ‘finishes using the data,
the magnetic tapes on which they are contained are returned to
the various state agencies for reuse. The original, raw, or in-
put data are never entered into an irnfoérmation system that would
allow access by labor- market analysts .or other -interested users
at other levels. y oo : * ’

<

Vocational rehabilitation”s inclusion in the occupational
information system takes the visible form of representation on
each State Occupational Information Coordinating Committee. In
addition, commissioners of the RSA designate a person from their
staff to work with the technical steering group of the National <
Occupational Information'Coordinating Committee. -.Sihce most
training for RSA clients is done by another agency, the poten-
tial for multiple counting is great unless supply data arxe used
only® from the source of training. o

S
- NERN

The previous sections contained a discussion of training
infdrmation for the five most common training secdtors studied.
This section will summarize the most commonly addressed prob-
lems, constraints, and recommendations regarding .the vocational
education and training system that are discussed in the litera-

ture. . e

A lack of consistency and coordination in the "system" of
vocational education and training information permeates the lit-
erature. Several studies indicated anticipation of the develop="
ment of NOICC and the SOICC as the possible remedy to this prob-
lem. There has not been an existing mechantsm or process to &
coordinate thé various component information ‘systems of the dif-
ferent training sectors that could provide a unified, consistent
reporting of data and information. In most instantes, some data
are available indicating the number ‘of enrollments in, and/or
the completion of, training programs. In many instances there
is much available information, yet it varies considérably.in the
level of program and geographic detail and in-the guality of
reporting and editing.’' In many qutances,,multiple counting
exists. Training data available for an occupational program.
offered by an institution in -one sector is tabulated by two or.
more data collection agenciés. However, the more global problem
is the lack of a comprehensive  follow-up of occupational program
completers. - . ‘ o A

Several studies agreed that double counting oécg;f among
the various training sectors. puplication of count exists in = .
the HEGIS SurVey‘andvthe-postsecondary VEDS. Less multiple

A
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"

. counting occurred between HEGIS and the NCPS Noncollegiaté Post-

. secondary Survey. Some multiple counting did occur between the
public portion of the NCPS Postsecondary Survey and- the Postsec~~
ondary VEDS. It was frequently noted that multiple counting
does ‘exist 'betweén CETA-MIS and VEDS. Problems of inconsistency
and undercounting were also-discussed, even though the ‘actual +
tracking and identification of data were moZre difficult to as= *
certain. These instances of multiple counting and und¢fecounting
among training data sources dilute the validity of the data pro- .
duced. : ) -

v
. . e

A wide variety of constraints influence management informa-
tion systéms (Starr, Black, and Gray 1977). These nondata or=
iented constraints include inadequate staffing and staff train-
ing; noncooperation; lack of administrative support; misunder-
standing”of-the MIS and its role; not enough organizational

/  support and recognition of MIS; little time 'to make .improvements
in MIS; lack of staff trust of the MIS or the data; variations
of. fiscal years among local, state, and, federal agencies; and
political influence ip personnel selection. Those data-speciffic
constraints have ‘included unclear or contradictory definitions,
limited data access tapability, poor computer center service,
'low priority status on computer, insufficient funds for MIS o
data system improvement, and limited physical access to'compu{er

and data ceénters. . o g ,
The. mosit compreﬁen51ve recommendation suggested to correct
f N this overall pxgblem of multiple counting, undercounting, and

the related constraints was the development of a formal mechan-
ism for establishing reporting'standards,'the‘coordination of
repprting systems, and the rationalization of the data.. The
conceptual origins and development: of the NOICC/SOICC.network
" have been a direct result of this felt need. This formal mechan-
- ism is an agency {ies) having the following characteristics: be
t institutionally neutral such that its responsibilities would not -
imply lines of authority or hierarchial statug: recognize the
mix -ofthe public¢ apd private institutions involved; have the
! technital capacity to process educational and training informa-
"« ‘tion into supply estimates on a timely basis: and be i proxi-
mate relationship to sources of human. .resource requirements in-
formation in order that data demand and supply estimates be
translated into policy or ™choice criteria” for educators, ad-
ministrators, palicy analysts, labor-market analysts, and var-
'ious dec¢ision* makexs. The fulfillment of these recommendations
was seen as embodied in the development.of ‘the National Occupa-
tional Informaﬁign Coordinating Committee (NOICC) and the State
QCcupa?i?nal Informat?on Coordinating Cemmittee (SOICC) Network.
N ¥ . . : . . .
. "nggre s and. the executive branch of tﬁe(fedefal government- ,
.shave long retoghized the need to improve the quality and quant-
ity of information .about both’ﬁébor demand and labor supply.
They hadve reasoned that with the availability of more accurate
'~oqcupapioﬁa1 supply and demandzinformationy”iﬁﬂ'hpgé sums spent |

TN
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od vocational education, higher education, -training, and unem- L.
ployment compensation could be more effectively utilized.™ The = .

use of such information could create a better .understanding of -
‘the occupatlons in demand, as well as those’ occupations  for _

which there are a surplus of tralned 1ndnv1duals or no demand.

In recognltlon of the need to 1mprove occupatlonal supply
and demand information, Congress established in the Education
Amendments of 1976 (P.L. 94-482) the National Occupational In-
formation Coordinating Commmittee (NOICC) “for each state. The
NOICC and SOICC as discussed in A Framework for Developing an
Occupational Information System (1979), are charged under this

- legislation with the 'fadilitation and coordination of the de-
velopment of an Occupational Information System (OIS) that has
uniform definitions, standardlzed estimating procedures, and
,standardlzed occupatlonal cla551f1cat10n and reporting methodo-
logles. ‘.

4

leen the specific responsibilities a551gned to NOICC and
the~SOICCs, the states, as noted in the various preliminary. re-
ports of West Vlrglnla (1980), Oklahoma g1980), Oregon (1980), .
Kentucky (1981), and ‘othlers, have found it critically important
to de51gn their own subsystem and model of occupational infqQr-
mation in direct line with the NOICC guidelines for development
+ of labor supply models. The NOICC and the emerging SOICC net-
" work is charged with action at the national and-state level to
- implement a comprehensive occupational information system.

i~
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APPENDIX B

*

OVERVIEW OF FEDERAL LAWSlAND REGULATIONS
PERTAINING TO DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING

"

State Occupational Information Coordinating Committee (SOICC)

Congress mandated the ' establishment of the National Occupa-
tional Information Coordinating Committee (NOICC) and the State
Ogcupational Information Coordinating Committees (SOICCs). The
Education Amendments of 1976, P.L. 94-482, Title II, Vocational
Education, Section- 161 (b) (1) and (b) (2) mandated the estab-
lishment of NOICC. The legislation stated:that the primary
purpose of NOICC shall be as follows: :

; To develop and implement an occupational information
system to meet the common occupational information
needs of vocational education programs and employment ~
and training programs at the' national, state, and lo-
cal levels, which system shall include data on occu-
pational demand and supply based on uniform defini-

/tion, standardized estimating procedures,‘ahd stand-
ar@ized occupational classifications. ’

The State Occupational ‘Information Coordinating Committees
are charged with coordinating the necessary resources to develop
and -implement an Occupatiornal Information System. .

/Vocational Education Data System (VEDS)

The Education Amendments of 1976, Public,Law 94-482, Title
I1, Section 161 (a) legislated the development, implementation;
and operation of .a naticnal vocational education data and ac-
* Of education and administrator of the National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics be given joint responsibility for development of
the system's information elements -and uniform definjtions and to
provide for the uniform reporting from the states. It is man-
dated that the system be compatible with the Occupational Infor-
mation System (OIS) Being devéloped through SOICC and other in-
formation systems¢involving data on programs assisted under CGETA
of 1973. - !
VEDS forms include the following:
NCES 2404 -- Program Enrollment and Termination
Report. This, form requires separate reporting -
: "for secondary and postsecondary. The form has
. tWlRee parts: N

A Y

part A--reports information on occupational .-

preparation, enrollments, and termina-
tions which may be included in the -
n o
y

counting system.. The l1é§islation mandates that the commissioner
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P 3
- follow-up. Information is by six-digit
OE code programs. Information
includes: ‘ '
. _ R .
o unduplicated count of total instruc-
tional program enrollmentﬁurlng th
- reporting year;
X o unduplicated total® counts of~ program
“\ enrollments by racial/ethnic group by
sex; ' )
o unduplicated enrollment counts, by
program level;
: ‘ o enrollment data on short-term
, ~adults; -
o unduplrcated counts for enrollments
.with special needs (handicapped,
- ‘ limited- Engllsh prof1c1enqy, disad-
‘vantaged); g
g e) »undupllcated count of enrollments in
cooperat1ve vocational education;,

o ‘unduplicated -counts of students‘who
complete, transfer from, or leave a-
program for any reason durlng ‘the Te-~.
portlng year. ﬁ; ot e

e s
Part B——reports on “prodram enrollments and ter-
minations for whom there will be no,
. follow-up. Separate repo ting categor—
ies 1nclude——

« . BT -

. o} occupatlonal preparatlon for those ',“-yu
a below eleventh grade enroltled in =+ %

’ occupatlonal preparatlon prognams,
' enrollees in dourses prereq ite to
a six-digit OE code programqiir>a pro=.»
gram or activity that leads to more .
than one six-digit OE program, -/~\
o consumer and homemaklng‘programs,
o industrial arts“programs.
Part C--reports on the instructional sett1ngs of
handicapped enroilments. - .
NCES 2404A——Postsecondarz Program Enrollment and -
Completion Report. This form aggfegates data at
the state dlevel by institutional type (stream) on
annual cumulatlve student enrollments and.comple-
tions in postsecondary programs of vocatlonal ed-
ucatlon. There are flve parts tii;he form.

Y ¢
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»

Part. A-—prov1des 1nformatlon on enrollments and
completions who may be included in the
follow-up. Information is reported by

. . either six-digit OE code or four-digit
. : ) HEGIS classification when six-digit .
codes are not available. Information
" includes--

I o unduplicated count of total vocation- =
al program enrollments durlng the .re-
porting year;

' ) o ~undupllcated total counts of voca-

- - N\ tional program enrollments by rac1al(

’ : ethnic group and by sex; .

, o vocational program enrollment data
I : : ’ _ for those students with special
: " needs; . T
‘ o unduplicaded count4yof those students
l who complete program during the re-
/ i porting year. :
4 ~

l Part B—-reports other vocational and support

program enrollments for--

» o occupatlonal preparatlon programs for

I those enrolled in an area of voca-

. tional education at the two—dlglt
= level of specificity, .
l"\ ' [ o consumer and homemaking programs,
1 o industrial arts programs.

-
3

"¢ . ) Part C——reports special needs enrollments in
o Parts A and B hy, type of instructional
settirig:s

-
-

- - ¢ .
- “Part, D--prevides unduplicated reporting of en--
' rolIments in parts A and B whO are par-
o .ticipating in co-op vocatlonal education
" ' s " and apprentlce programs . v >
. .

T : PPart E——prOV1des enrollments who beneflt from
'Jﬁ’ o , work study, .support services "for women,
i ‘ ’ day care services, vocational education
o ' for displaced homemakers, and consumer
c and homemaklng vocational education pro- .
' * e . grams in economlcally depressed areds. .

. NCES 2404 l—-Teacher Staff Report. Thls report\
I VRO ) separated by secondary and gpstsecondary data.
N The report aggregates data at the state level on
S . . . . staff assignments in vocational education. “NCES
l“ IR ,-2404A-l 1s the postsecondary vers1on of thls

-

© . forms N
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NCES 2404-2--Financial Status Report. This re-
port provides information on expenditures of vo-
cational education funds. | K

. ] .
NCES 2404-7--Completer/Leaver Follow-up This re-
port requires separate reporting for secondary
and postsecondary. This defines the€sfollow-up .
universe from NCES 2404. It includes an employer
universe of those individuals who indicated being
employed in fields related to their vocational
training. States are required to use a minimum
sample of 20 percent. NCES expects a reasonable
response rate. 3

’

Part A——aggregate report of the émployment .,
status of the follow-up sample by in-
structional program by completers, '
lgavers who complete moré than 50 per-
cent of the program and summary of
leavers who complete at most 50 percent

‘N/, of the program. ;

e

_pPart B--aggregate of the follow-up employment

status by racial/ethnic designation.

.-Part C--aggregate of the follow-up employment *

L status of handicapped completer/leaver.

Part'D——reports the fields of employment- for
completer/leaver follow—-up and average

+ hourly salary by instructional program.

“ Each form will be assigned a two-digit
' SOC code based on individual's employer
"job title, and job dut1es.

n

.

\ ~ : .
NCES 2404Af7--Postsecondary Completer/Leaver
Follow-up* Report. “This report is due one year
after submitting NCES 2404A. Data on vocational
education programs are identified by streams.
They define the follow-up uhiverse as consistgng

. only of the completers who can be identified with

a specific®six-digit vocational education pro-
gram, and leavers who .did not return to enroll in
two copsecutive semesters or three consecutive
quarters or who notlfy the institution of their

intent not to enroll aga1n prior to program com- - _

pletion. The report includes an employer’uni-

.verse of the employers ofsindividials who indi-"
,. cated that they were employed in fields related

-to their vocational training. -

LR,
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NCES 2404-8--Employer Follaw-up. This- report
‘summarizes the information results ‘from Employer
Follow-up forfs. It reports results by instruce
tional programs, by racial/ethnic/sex des1gna-
tion, and by program level/completion status of

- students on whom data were reported.

Part A——reports f1nd1ngs by 1nstruct10nal pro- :

gram.

Part B--reports findings by rac1al/ethn1c/sex ‘ .
des1gna€§on on those reported ;n~part A.

Part C--reports f1nd1ngs ﬁiiirogram ‘level and
completion stdtus. ‘

. - . R
w

+

The secondary forms report data on vocational education for
whlch credit is given toward a high school diploma. .- The post-
secondary forms report data-on vocational education from three

streams: regionally accredited ﬁnstltutlons (i.e. HEGIS ' \\ "

schools), state approved institutions (generally area vdcatlonal
technical institutes orjinstitutions established by state’ law or

‘policy); and other postfecondary institutions. Each stream re-

quires a separate form. . .

Comprehensive hmpl4xment and Tra1n1ng Act (CETA)

Public Law 95-524, the CETA Amendments of 1978,.calls for
the dgovernor's coordination and special services activities to
include the coordination of all employment and training educa-
tion and related serw.ces by providers of these services within
the state; and the exchange of information: between’ states" and |
prime sponsors. th respect to state, 1nterstate,oand regional
planning for economic development, human resource, development, -
education~and otler subjects re}gvant to employment and #raining
planning. . The TA Amendments require evaluative information on
enrollments, ﬁgletlons, job placements, and training related”
placementé for clasroom and OJT programSa ' : :

CETA is adm1n1stered by the Employment and Trainlng Admin-
istration of %he United .States_ Department of Laboras ETA pro-
v1des fundyg to pr1me sponsors to conduct CETA act1V1t1es.

"\}» N . '
Quart erly and annual reports sent to the reglonal offices.
include t e following: °
('
gle 'Quarterly Summary of Part1c1pant Characterlstlcs
Qﬁ (aspC), prov1des detailed information on the
4 socioeconomic characteristics of part1c1pants.
.4 For the cakegories, total participants, total
.- ,terminatigns, and for the total number of partl—

¥ cipants who entered employment the fOllOWlng is . _

sex, age, education, economic Status -

DO
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that level of detail are coded to the finest .

G

family status, race/ethnic group, veteran cate-
gory, and labor force status.. For those clients

who entered employment hourly wages prior to CETA'.

participation and hourly wages after CETA parti-
cipation afe reported. ‘This is reported by the
prime sponsor on a quarterly basis for each CETA
titleo ’ e ' N

CETA Program Status Summary (CPSS), provides ag-
gregate information on the outputs of CETA pro-
grams on a quarterly basis. IR

Section I: Reports information on enrollments,
terminations, and spme limited .in-
formation on post program employ-
ment status and expected duratibn
of job placement. ’ ’

Section II: Répprts informatiohjon the numbers
. enrolled by CETA program activity

(e.g. classrom training, on-the=job
‘training, sgbfzé service employ- .
‘ment, and work experiences. :

Section III: Reports information on significant
segments, both planned and actual.
.’ ) - . G - -
The Annual CETA Program Activity Summary (pPAS),
reports the outcomes of CETA program terminees
according to the program activities in which they
participated and whether they participated in a
single activity or in multiple activities. Re-

- ports aggregate numbers of participants. who

entered public or private sector employment ,
those who entered the armed forces, returned to
or continued full-time school. :
Annual Report of Detailed Characteristics, re-
ports by race/ethnic group by sex the following
information: age, -«ducation status, public as-.

‘sistance status, economic status, faqély status,?

and veteéeran status.

Annual Report of Training Enrollments and Comple-
tions (this report becomes a CETA reporting
requirement during FY 81 and will be due in
November of 198l1). Occupational Classifica-
tions are made usirg either nine-digit DOT or
four-digit SOC codes (not both in the same
report). Activities that cannot be coded to

level of d%taiL possible.- Classroom training

G
.
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'

reports enrollments and completions in occupa-
tional skills operated by the prime sponsdr or
. cohtractor. ) . ¢

On-the-job tra1n1ng reports enrollments and ‘
completions. - X

Q
A4 -

All CETA Prime Sponsors and Balance of States (BOS) reporf
that forms requ1red by the U.S. Departmentr of Labor ‘are com-’
pleted. This information is sent o each of their respective
regional offices. No other data on.par icipants or programs
were cqllected except the data necessary to comply with federal.
requirements.
Seven of the states report a system using individual participant
social security numbers to avoid double counting within the: g -
ency. Only a few of the CETA agenc1es state that they have the

capablllty to determine if a client is an 1nd1v1dual referral or

in a group referral without maklng changeS)ln the reportlng sys-
tem. This 1nformatlon is on the 1nd1v1dual records, but is not .
coded for access. ‘ . . ’

3

Higher Education General Education Survey.(HEGIS) -

A Taxonomy of Instructipnal Programs in Higher Education/
The Higher Education “General Information ,Survey -(HEGIS), author~
ized by law (20 U.S. Code 1221 e-1l), was established 1in 1 ~67.
Data are to provide comprehens1ve\1nst1tutlonal-based informa-
tion on the status of: postsecondary education in the Un1ted
States. The natlonwlde system is a.mandated respons1b111ty of
NCES. NCES collects, edits, .analyses, and disseminates data on

the nation's.public and private colleges, un1vers1t1es and com-

mun1ty colleges. ° : .

Several forms and some surveys are conducted annualIy,
others are conducted less frequently.
o Institutional Characteristics of Colleges and
" Universities (annual), 1 .
o Fall Enrollment agd Compliantce Report .
(annual). . . '

o F1nancf§l Statistics of Inst1tutlons of ngher

. . Education (annual). p Yy

o -Ypper Division and Postbaccalaureat Enrollf'
ment (annual). '

o Degrees and Other Formal Awards Conferred
(annual). ¢

o Employees in ngher*Educatlon (part. annual and
part blennlal) o ; -

v

-
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o Inventory of Collegevand University Physical
Facilities (periodic). :
« o Adult Continuing Education (periodic). o
. Residende.and Migratiofi of College Students
_ ' (periodice).. ) e -
v i x st ~ . .
. .Instructional programs ‘are coded with a 'umique HEGIS& coding
. : taxonomy. Information includes the following: )
) * ' T L] ’ ’ 2 A
{ 1. Programs of two or more,years, but less than
® four years by ‘sex and racial/ethnic data.
) . - a.  Associate degree. .S =
, . - b. Other formal recognition (without asso-~
- ciate degree). . 0 -
: . - ; 4 . ‘-’ . ¢ v
2. Programs of at least ori@ year, but less than
g -two "years, by sex, racial/ethnic data.
Yy . ’ “
. " X ) [ o : - )
- Vocational, Rehabilitation Management, Information System
e ¢ ; )

{ The Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Public Law 93-112 auﬁhor—
izes grants to assist states to meet the current and future
needs of handicapped individuals. In order to participate a
state must submit a state plan for vocational rehapilitation

services for three-year period and may be {equired to make an- .
nual. revisiong in the plan upon thé request of the RSA commis-
sioner. . ’ , ‘ i - .

)

. : ‘ Statistical reporting under the federal-state program of
o vocational rehabilitation is sponsored by the Rehabilitation
, Services Administration (RSA) and conducted under the auspices
of the National Center for Social Statistics (NCSS) acting as
the collecting and processing agency for RSA sponsored reports.
& : ’ N
RSA specified what information will be collected and at
what points in the service-delivery process. States have the
option of using the SRS-RSA-300 form or can collect the speci-
' fied information in a manner compatible with their data system.
S . -
Occupations of .vocational rehabilitation clients are re-
corded at the time of case closure. ‘The occupational coding
structure is based on the DOT code. Generally the first four
‘digits of the six-digit code are used. . ,
: NCES 2358-1. Survey of Programs and Enrollments Postsec-, .
"ondary Schools, Correspondence Schools Only. Information in- . -
(TP cludes By aqccupational program or field of training: total num-
ber of required responses; average number of months to complete-
program; average number of hours to complete program; if. resi="

BN
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dential requirements;-number of hours required; total required.
tuition and fees; number of students ever enrolled ifi.year; and

number of students completing the program. »”

Schools are further classified by ‘the type of control of~ »
the institution. Public schools are those controlled by. fed- Y
eral, state, or local government. Private schools are those
operated either as a proprietary {profik making) school or ‘as an.
independent, nonprofit making school. Correspondence schools
are classified by type. o //

e

Three f%fms are used: NCES 2358; NCES 2358-1; and NCES
2358-2. Approximately 80 percent of the universe of schools re~
ceive the one-page survey form (NCES-2). NCES 2358 is a long .
form survey sent to the remaining 20 percent of the schools ‘se-
lected. by 'random ‘stratified sample. The third form (NCES

1 2358-1) is sent to correspondence schools. o

. NCE§%2358—2. Survey of Programs and Enrollments, Postsec-
ondary Schools and Career Schools. Information includes by pro-
gram: number of enrollments by sex, number of completions by
sex, full or part-time status of enrollees. “ :

NCES 2358. .Survey.of Programs and Enrollments Postsecond-~
ary Schools. Information includes that on 2358-2 (by‘prograg)\
in addition to the length of the.program, number gf hours per
week of required attendance for full-time enrollees, total

.+ .charges to complete the program (tuition, books, supplies, the
and sé forth), number of leavers before completion with market-
able skills by- sex, the number of program dropouts by sex, the
number of continuations or*the number wh&® are still enrolled by
sex. ! ' ) :

”

> . Noncollegiate Postsecondary (NCPS) .

TheINational Center for Education Statistics (NCES) is re- N
sponsible for a.biennial survey of all publicand private_nonsz’
collegiate postsecondary schools offer,ing one or more occupa-
épé6nal programs intended to prepare individuals for™ specific |

- “career. . Noncollegiate postsecondary schools are surveyed in
even numbered years to optain enrollment and compleger/leave
information. : . o : .

The noncollegiate schools are classified according to the. .

fbllowing types of occupational programs offered: '\ , AN
= = . - . . . . -
Vocational-Technical = o N T g
Technical Institute - : - ) L
- Business/Commericial/Office . , - .
- Cosmetology/Barber . & : ~

Flight School )
Trade School . o - N

[N




‘Arts/Design
Hospital
Allied Health ‘ ,

1

*(Schools not classified in the these groups include schools of
modeling, brewing, maritime occupations, and horsemanship.)

Job Corps *

Job Corps. is mandated by Publiec Law 93-203, Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act, Title IV and amended by Public Law .
95-524. Job corps provides intensive programs of education, vo-
cational skills training, work experience counseling, and health
services on a resident or nonresident basis. The centers are '
targeted to disadvantaged young people, between the agés of six-
teen and twenty-two wWho are out of work or school and who need
additional skills. . ' ) -

- Job Corps uses. three forms to collect data; Job Corps Data
Sheet, semiannual Vocational Status Report, and an individual )
follow-up report. - ‘ '

)
‘The Job \Corps' Data Sheet is an intake form that is .complet-
ed for each individual. It screens applicants .for eligibility
and.collects background and personal characteristics informa-
. tion. ‘ . . o

- NI
The semiannual Vocational Status Report, reporta vocational
training programs by Job Corps cluster and by six~-digit DOT
code. Information reported is the source of instruction-(e.g.
center staff, contractor, union, college); the number of enrol-
lees in center/off center and by sex; total enror%ment; and

0y

number of completions of Job Corps training.

. @

h The follow-up report is completed for every leaver. regard-
fi1ess of completion, if that member can be located Information
* inclydes; geographic area, Job Corps identifiers for the voca-
tional training program completed, job title and type of job ob-
tained, the DOT code for the occupation of placement, and the
relationship of employment to training program. : :

: Reports on enrollments and the Vocational Status Report are .
sent to the regional office. The regicnal office does the
folléw-up report and it is not returned to the Job Corps center.
The follow-up reports are sorted by the home state of the Corps
members. : . ' '




~ | | APPENDIX C - TR
y RESPONDENT COMB]}NATION'S '

. In analyzing the quantitative data'collectéd,'respohdents
) were aggregated by title into various groups. The various comr
' binations are listed as follows: - .

]

State Secondary:

State director of vocational educatioﬁ
State MIS director, vocational education
Vocational education planner ,
" )
. State Postsecondary: . LV ' . -
‘Postsecondary head
HEGIS, coordinator

-

CETA: “ .
“All CETA reSpohdents«~ \k C
N .
Local Secondary:
- ' d ‘ .
Vocational educdtion director . : )

Vocational education MIS
. ‘ h
Local Postsecondary:
Vocational education director
Vocational education MIS

"

Administrators: .

2
. .

State director of vocational education .
SOICC L : -
. - Postsecondary head )
Vocational rehabilitation
Local sec%gﬂary vocational education director
~§ .Local postSecondary vocational education head C,

~

CETA prime sponsor training director
Managemeht Information Systems:

State vocational education MIS =~ .. . ~

Planner, vocational educatiqn '

HEGIS c¢oordinator '

CETA balance: of state MIS . %

Local secondary vocational education MIS

Local postsecondary vocational education MIS v
, ; .
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Cogbined Postsecondary:

HEGIS coordinator ..

State postsecondary head e

Local postsecondary vacational education head
Local postsgcondary vocational- education MIS

1, . P

Combined§58condary; ’ - A\ .

S%gfe diréctor of vocational education

State vocational education MIS

State planner, vocational education '

Local secondary voecational education director

Local secondary vocational education MIS

A\




Ly APPENDIX D »
, ’\ STEERING COMMITTEE
. ’ i : <
L

National- Occupational Information Coordinating Committee

o Dick Dempsey

Jim Woods

National Center of Education Statistics ° 2
Curt Baker -- HEGIS i |
Lynn Kay -- Posts&fondary Survey

Bob Morgan -- VEDS

Rehabilitation Service Agency
Patricia Nash

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act

H

Bob Beasley

.Leo Kouters -- Pennsyivania

r

Job Corps

-y

. ~ Gene Sullivan
State, Vocational .Education

Tim Campbell -- Florida ™
D ,
State Occupational Information Coordinating Committee
Mark Schaff -- Ohio
Jeffrey A. Windom -- Virginia- )

"Bureau of Labor Statistics : ;
{ -
Brian Macbonald N

Peter Ward .

\- ',
office of Vocational and ‘Adult Education

, Kent Bennion
‘E Bernie McAlpine ¢
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Al

¢ 'Concept: Double Counting/Under Couhting ' _ . . '8 d Don’i Khoi\; ' ‘
. , ' LT . 9 [J Not Applicable - .
< , : N ' ' “3
_ Varjadle - 1. - Questions o . Response . .
.- Funding - 01 Do you have students in programs that are (10) 1 [J  Yes : ) |
- supported by mor’e than one funding soyrce? + 2 OO0 No i
' ‘ v If yes, ask next question, |
02 | What are these sources? ’ a1 O ceTa ' o A ‘
) (12) 2 O ¢ BECG |
' , (13) 3 3 Rehab |
P | (14) 4 [J VETS . ‘
‘ ) (15)5 O WIN : o .
A . (16) 6 O Voc. Ed. PR | s
(17) 7 [J Other (Specify) v
03 | How many reports are made on each of L1813 ) ' T
. . these students? “ « 203 2 ,
o - : - 3 [J -More ' '
O . : ‘ L
04 To whom are these reports sent? (19) 1 [J CETA (Regional)
. . N (20) 2 [3 Voc. Ed. (State)
$§ ° " | (21)3 O Dept. of Ed. (VEDS)
, > (22) 4 O NCES - B
g VR §23) 5 [J Other agencies (Specify R
\ dS" What is ylour estimate of students that : (24) 1 [ 0-25% ' v
) may be double funded? : 0 203 26-50% e . . -
] 4 0 76-100% ‘
\ . ’ 06 Fromwhom do you réceive funds for "\ (25)\1 [ Federal ‘ e
programs? T o (26) 2 [ State ’
) ‘ (27) 3 [J Local - *
(28) 4 [J Other (Specify) .
. +* ‘ J
Automation 07 How automated is your MIS system? A (29) 1 [ Low .
T ’ 2 [\ 2 N
. g 30 v s
o X - 4 D 4 . : .
. N 5 O3 High

Q 10& “-- o ‘ | . B | 4 | : o ..: R 103




Variable - , Questions Response
. . , ’ - . * . R
R Reports- : 08 What reports are used .to calculate supply? - (30) 1 I CETA . .
o P . (312 O HEGIS ' o
(32) 3 &3 Employment Services o
(33) 4 OO Vocational Education Reports (VEDS)
i \ (34) 5 3 Proprietary School Reports E
(35) 6 3 Othek (Specify) ",
Interaction 09 How frequently do you interact with other (36} 1 3 Dally ‘
-4 - agencies’ MISs within your state? : 2 ] Weekly
o - 3 O Monthly
SRR ) 4 [ Less Fr’equentl"y
Agency Control 10 How great a priority is data collection? (37)1 03 Low
. o 203 2.
¢ 30 3 :
. . 4 4 X
5 High ’ ~
;{oo . ‘ C1 Does your data have any impact on your (38) 1 O VYes .
v , fundmg level? - 20 No
’ * .
' 12 How much pressure does your system place (39 rO Low ,
on you to do accurate and complete .20 2 ¢
reportmg7 3061 3
+ .~ ‘4 D 4
- ’ , 50 Hig
13 How much control do you exert on local (40) 1 O - Low
schools to do accurate and complete 20 2
. reporting? 301 3 o ‘
’ A U . 4. 4
IU;& , 5 J High | 3
14° |. What kind of control does the state have , (41) 1 O 'Laws or Regulations
on the local school to get reports? (42) 2 O ~Funding °
X (43) 3 O Persuasion
(44) 4 [0 Other (explain)
i ) 15 (45) 1 0 Yes

Is there a problem in gettindireports?
L =

2 ] No
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YA

Variable

* Questions

«

Data Quality

Evaluation Uses

16

Reporting

* Staffing

16

17

19°

21

22

v
1

{State) Do you fund local programs on -+

the basis of the data they submit?
) "

How.accurate do you feel are your data?-

»
x

Is your student data individualized or L

aggregated?

For what purpose are the MIS reports used?

(Local) Who'is resporn5|ble for domg

the reporting?

job?

How many years in related training?

7

o

N

N 4

How many years have you had this MIS

A

v Response
(46)1 O Yes

2 J No
(47)1 O - thaccurate -

20 2 ' C ’

30 3

40 4 ‘ ;

5 O Aceurate

(48) 1 3 Individualized
- 2 [3- Aggregated
3 O Both

(49) 1 I \Planm'ng

(50) 2 {1 ‘Funding ,

(51) 3 I Program decisions
(52) 4 O Reporting

(53) 5 O Needs assessments
(54) 6 [ Evaluation '
(55) 7 O Other (explain)

(56) 1 O Teachers, Counselors
(57) 2 O Students .,
(58) 3 [ Administration

(59) 4 O Clerical .

(60) 5 O Other (explain)

(61-62)° 01 [OJ [ One yearorless

- (J [ Number of years

(63-64) 01 [ [J " One year or less
o\ O 0 Number of years

N



- Questions -

Response

" Disserhination:

How‘mlj_i:h turnover has' occurred in the MIS
- staff over the past 5 years?

~

Do you send any of the completed reports
to Iocal agencies?

Do you receive any of the: completed
reports from the state7“ : »

“ .

Who gets these reports?

- ‘,‘:Q-

---_-----“‘--

BRI Y S

00000 DO 0O 0000

4

None
Low - .

- Medium o

High

Yes
No

Yes

No

Teachers .
Superintendent
Local Vocational Director
Agency Head
Other (explain)




