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FOREWORD

On behalf of the National Center for Research in Vocational
Education I am pleased to forward to the Congress of the United
States, the Secretary of Education, and the Secretary of Labor our
first report on joint planning and coordination of programs
conducted under the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act and
the Job Training Partnership Act. The responsibility for this
report was assigned to the National Centar by the Perkins Act.

This report describes how the officials responsible for
administering the Perkins Act and the Job Training Partnership Act
assessed the extent of joint planning and coordination takkag
place in their states and their assessments of the effectiveness
of the provisions in the two acts intended to encourage
coordination.

The report would not have been possible without the
cooperation of many individuals, particularly those who supplied
the information that this report presents:

o the directors -f the state agencies that administer the
two acts,

o the chairpersons of the councils established by the acts,

o state staff who completed mail questionnaires, and

vocational educators and employment and training
administrators in 9 states and 26 service delivery areas
who cooperated in site visits conducted by project staff.

We also extend thanks to those who served on the technical
panel that advised on the conduct of the study: Lynn Brant,
Director of Planning for Job Training Partnership, Ohio (served as
representative for Joan Hammond former Deputy Administrator, Ohio
Bureau of Employment Services); James Caradonio, Director of
Vocational, Adult, and Alternative Education, Boston Public
Schools; Joan Howard, Director of Employment and Training,
Sullivan County, New York; Rodney Riffel, Program Development
Specialist, National Education Association (formerly Program
Manager Job Training, National Conference of State Legislatures);
Robert Sorensen, State Director, Wisconsin Board of Vocational,
Technical, and Adult Education; and David Stevens, Professor of
Economics, University of Missouri-Columbia.

Several individuals conducted reviews of drafts of this
report. Reviewers external to the National Center included:
Gorden Ascher, Assistant Commissioner, New Jersey Department of
Education; Lawrence Bailis, Senior Research Associate, Center for
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Human Resources, Brandeis University; and Ronald chandler.Associate Director of Vocational Education for Employment aiidTraining, Virginia Department of Education. Internal revieW meconducted by the following National Center staff: Harry Ifiaz,Associate Director; Ernest Fields, Research Specialist; arld RobertTaylor, Executive Director Emeritus.

The National Center consulted with the National Commis% nfor Employment Policy in planning and conducting this stlady.Former Director Patricia McNeil, Acting Director carol RomeW adDirector Scott Gordon were most supportive as were Stephen Ileadwinand JoAnn Bitney of the Commission staff who also reviewed draof the report. Robert Cook, Senior Economist, Westat,kindly allowed project staff to examine the reports of fieldassociates which had been prepared for the study of JTRAimplementation he directed.

The study was funded by the Office of Vocational and AdVItEducation, U.S. Department of Education. The report was prodIzadin the Evaluation and Policy Division which is directed by N.Mccaslin. Project staff included: Morgan Lewis, ResearQDScientist; Marilyn Ferguson, Program Assistant; and Michael. Card,Graduate Research Associate. Other staff who worked on trieproject were Joanne Farley, Program Associate; Gale Zahniser,Program Associate; Kevin Hollenbeck, Senior Research Speci1i4tDelina Hickey, Senior Research Specialist; and Deborah Fladen,Typist II. The word processing for the report was performed hyChristine Ramsey. The charts were prepared by Susan Dziura andDennis Mathias and the editorial review was conducted by JtadyBalogh.

On behalf of the National Center I wish to thank alwho contributed to this report. It is our hope that thiSwill be useful to the policy making process at all levelSvocational education and employMent and training systexas.

ho
pot

tt-le

Ray D. Ryan
Executive Director
The National Center for
Research in Vocational EdliCatio,n



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is the first of a series of congressionally
mandated annual reports on joint planning and coordination of
programs conducted under the Carl Perkins Vocational Education Act
and the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)._ This report
describes how the officials responsible for implementing the two
acts assess the extent of joint planning and coordination taking
place in their states, as_well as their assessment of the
implementation and effectiveness of the provisions in the acts
intended to foster coordination. The report is based on mail
surveys of staff in the state agencies that administer the two
acts (72 percent response), telephone interviews with the
directors of these agencies (99 percent response) and with the
chairpersons of the councils established by the acts (90 percent
response), and site visits to 9 states and 26 service delivery
areas. The data were collected from May to DeceMber 1986.

The results obtained by these data collection activities are
summarized in the form of a set of questions and answers on_joint
planning and coordination.. A primary finding of the study is that
the level of coordination in any state or locality is influenced
by many factors. Consequently, the data collected for this study
reflected a wide variety of situations. The following questions
and answers describe broad national tendencies:

Ql. How ex ensive is oint lani-iin- -nde the two
acts?

Al. There was very little joint planning of
programs conducted during 1986. Because of
the dates when the two acts were passed, there
was little opportunity for joint planning. By
any measure, joint planning is the area
requiring the most attention if coordination
is to improve.

Q2. To what extent are JTPA clients receivin
instruction_or other_services_from public
vocational education institutions?

A2. The data this study was able to collect do not
allow a precise answer to this question. The
available data suggest that a large proportion
of JTPA clients are served by public
vocational education, especially in rural
areas and smaller cities. In large urban
areas, alternative service providers such as

xi



community-based organizations and proprietary
schools are used more than public
institutions. Even in the large urban areas,
however, there often was coordination that was
not apparent from a review of subcontractors.
Community-based organizations, for example,
sometimes conducted JTPA-funded training in
public vocational facilities or paid tuition
for community college programs with JTPA
funds. In the site visits for the study, all
public schools that were contacted had some
relationship with a JTPA program.

Q3. Is_the_8 nercent -aside of JTPA title IIA
funds -omotin oordination?

A3. In most states the 8 percent set-aside has
improved communication and encouraged joint
effort. The 8 percent funds were generally
reported to have provided Esrvices that
otherwise would not have been available. Very
few of these funds, however, are being used in
ways that increase the institutional capacity
of the two systems to work together. In some
states, the 8 percent funds have produced more
conflict than coordination, but relatively few
of the respondents (17 percent from vocational
education, 11 percent from JTPA) reported the
8 percent funds had an overall negative effect
on the quality or level of coordination in
their states.

Q4. How effective are the other rovision in the
two acts that are intended ro encoura e joint

annin and_coordination?

A4. The provisions, such as the use of the same
occupational information system, and a common
member on the councils for the two systems,
have been implemented in almost all states. A
majority of the respondents, usually by a
ratio of 2 to 1 or more, report that these
provisions have improved coordination.

Q5. What are the main factors discoura in
hindering coordination?

xii
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A5. The differences in the purposes and sources of
funding for vocational education and 0-TPA

discourage coordination. The employment and
training system is largely federally funded
and directed primarily toward individuals with
special employment related problems. JTPA
agencies attempt to influence educational
institutions to direct more services to the
needs of disadvantaged individuals. Those who
administer vocational education believe that
if it is to remain a mainstream institution,
it must serve the majority of individuals who
are not disadvantaged as well as direct
special services to those with the most
difficult problems. Over 90 percent of
vocational education funding comes from state
and local sources.

Q6. Can_the factors inhibitin
elimina ed o inimized?

oo dination be

A6. Barriers that arise because of insufficient
eontact between the systems can be overcome
through greater sharing of information.and by
providing incentives for joint activities.
Barriers that arise because of the
certification role of schools are more
difficult to overcome.

Does an educational _stitution ac as a JTFA
administrative entit facili ate coordination

A7. There are some advantages in_an educational
institution acting as an administrative
entity. There are also risks that competing
priorities can obscure the focus on the
primary missions of either the institution or
JTFA.

The overall conclusion of the study is that many J-TPA clients
are receiving instruction in public vocational education_programs,
but in most cases this is not as a result of joint planning.
Instead, JTPA officials decide the kinds of training to be
provided--sometimes with the participation of vocational educators
as meMbers of JTPA state and local councils--and public vocational
institutions are often selected to provide this training. The
exception to this generalization is for programs funded under the

JTFA 8 percent set-aside. For these programs the legislation
requires a cooperative agreement, and this often leads to joint
planning in the developing of these agreements.



A substantial majority (over 70 percent) of the directors ofthe agencies that administer vocational education and JTPA and thechairpersons of the state councils feel that coordination hasimproved since JTPA replaced CETA. They attribute this to thewillingness of people to work together, leadership forcoordination, and mandates in the two acts. The major factorsdiscouraging coordination involve the interaction of roles,responsibilities, and authority usually referred to as "turfissues." Since JTPA is intended to make mainline institutionsmore responsive to the needs of underserved individuals, turfconcerns are inevitable.

Policy Options

Despite basic differences between the employment and trainingand vocational education systems, there appears to be an increasedawareness of the need for coordination. Most of the provisions inJTPA and Perkins intended to foster coordination were reported tohave been implemented and to be having a positive effect. Themajor exception to this generalization is in the area of jointplanning.

Joint_Plannin

Review and comment by JTPA representatives on state plans andlocal applications for vocational education funds do not seem tobe improving coordination. In fact, when the review processraises expectations that are not fulfilled, the net effect appearsto be more detrimental than helpful to coordination.
Federal o tions. Three options that the Congress may want toconsider are these:

Eliminate the provision for the job training coordinatingcouncil to review and comment on the state plan forvocati-mal education

(or)

Enact a provision for the state board or the state councilon vocational education to review and comment on thegovernor's coordination and special services plan
o Reserve a portion of the funds authoriznd under both JTPAand Perkins to be distributed upon app.):1=Val of a jointplan submitted by the state agencies responsible for theadministration of the acts

xiv
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Of the three, the option with the most potential to stimulate

joint nlanning is to reserve funds for jointly stihmitted plans.

This option would be vigorously opposed by_reptesentatives of both

sy5tems. If the advantages claimed for_joint planning are to be

realized, however, incentives and sanctions ate necessary to

overcome the constraints that discourage agencies from becoming

involved.

The U.S. Secretaries of Education and Labor could encourage

joint planning and provide a model of coordination by jointly

funding demonstration projects. These projects would be awarded

on a competitive basis to states and eligible local recipients

that submitted jointly planned proposals featuring innovative
coordination of the Perkins Act and JTPA.

State options. State administrators who are willing to

increase their involvement in joint planning could establish

agreements for representatives from both systems to serve on each

others' planning teams. States in which the climate for such an

agreement is not present may want to call upon third-party
assistance to improve the relationships between the two systems.

The Council of State Planning and Policy Agencies, Washington, DC

and the F--ctering Foundation, Dayton, Ohio, provide such

assistance.

Local o tions. Private Industry Councils (PICs) which want

to work more closely with public vocational institutions should

consider recruiting influential vocational educators as members.

An active vocational educator serving as a PIC member was usually

found in SDAs where there was a good relationship between JTPA and

vocational education.

Data Needs

It is recommended that the U.S. Department of Labor exam ne

the feasibility of requiring an item on the individual client

record that would categorize the primary service provider for a

client. The study c-Lcountered considerable difficulty in
obtaining data on the number of JTPA clients who were served by

public vocational education. The number receiving such service is

an objective indicator of coordination. The determination of the

primary provider could be made at termination and added to the

form used to document termination. Individgal data could be

aggregated into the JTPA annual status report.

XV
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Direct Actions

State and local administrators from both systems who want toimprove coordination should consider taking the following actions.These approaches have proved successful in several of the areasvisited for the study and they can be directly implmented. Theydo not require any changes in legislation or regulations.

o Improve communication through joint conferences,membership on councils or committees, and adding staffmembers who have had eyperience with the other system.
o Reduce the risk of performance-based contracts toeducational institutions by providing partial payment foroutcomes, such as course completion, over which theinstitutions have more control than they do overemployment.

o Supplement on-the-job-training with classroom training tobroaden the preparation of clients and increase theirattractiveness to employers.

o Keep trying to improve coordination. T17 level ofcoordination achieved in any state or locality isdetermined by a complex interaction of many influences.The process takes time, communication, and the developmentof some degree of mutual -rust.

N -t Annual Re o-

The second annual report will build on this first report andpresent more extensive data on local coordination at the servicedelivery area level. The state and local data will be integratedto asseas_the major factors that influence joint planning andcoordination.



CHAPTER

THE ISSUE AND THE STUDY

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act (P,L. 98-524)
was passed in October 1984, 2 years after the Job Training
Partnership Act (P.L. 97-300). These two laws authorize and
define the primary federal roleZ in the development of the
nation,s labor force. The statements of purpose of the two acts
highlight both their similaritie and their differences. The
Perkins Act lists nine separate purposes and begins with the
words "to assist the States." The Job TraLling Partnership Act
(JTPA) has two purposes contained in one statement and begins
with the words "to eStablish programs."

The difference's in these initial words demonstrate that
vocational education, like all of education, is a state and local
function that the federal government assists to achieve certain
broad national goalS. JTPA, in contrastp is a federal program
implemented by state and local governmers with federal funds and
in accordance with federal regulations. Despite these
differences, the federal purposes in the two acts are highly
similar: both acts emphasize providing service6 tc indiViduals
who have characteristics that limit their opportunities in the
labor market. This is the sole purpose of JTPA, and, through the
targeting of funds to Six designated population groups, it is the
primary purpose of the Perkins Act.

As the purposes of the federal vocational education and
employment and training legislation have converged, so have the
provisions intended to foster coordination of programs conducted
under these acts. Riffel (1981) reviewed the history of this
convergence prior to JTPA. The passage of that act and then the
Perkins Act.added to the tendencies toward convergence which he
had identifitd. JTPA contains eight specific references to the
prevailing vocational education legislation1 and_several other
provisions, such as sections 107(c) and 123, designed to increase
communication and interaction between the two systems.

Section 107(c) re-Ares the administrative entities estab-
lished under'JTPA that use training agencies other than
"appropriate education agencies" to demonstrate that the
alternatives "would be more effective or would have greater

1The Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended, WAS the
legislation when JTPA was passed. The Perkins Act amended JTPA
to replace all references to the 1963 act with references to the
Perkins Act.

1
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potential to enhance the participants, continued occupational andcareer growth." Section 123 reserves 8_percent of the title IIAallotment for the governor to provide financial assistance to"any state education agency responsible for education andtraining." These funds are to be used to provide services and tofacilitate coordination of education and traininq services toeligible participants through cooperative agreements between thestate education agency, JTPA administrative entities, and lodalteducation agencies, if appropriate.

The Perkins Act contains 22 specific references to JTPA(Lewis 1986). Most of these are designed to increase communica-tion and joint planning. For example, one member of the statecouncil on vocational education shall also_be a private sectormember of the state job training coordinating council, and "dueconsideration" shall be given to appointment of individuals whoserve on a private industry council under JTPA (sec. 112(a]).The state plan for vocational education must describe methodsproposed for joint planning and coordination with programsconducted under JTPA (sec. 113[b] (103) and be furnished to thestate job training coordinating council for review and comment atleast 60 days prior to submission to the Secretary of Education(sec. 114(a) (1]). At the local level, applications submitted byeducational agencies for Perkins funds must likewise describecoordination with relevant JTPA programs and be available forreview and comment by the appropriate administrative entity ofthe service delivery area (sec. 115(a) [b]).

Congress has through these provisions established a numberof -andated links or bridges between programs conducted under thetwo acts. The intention of these links is to increase theefficiency and effectiveness of the programs by minimizingduplication and drawing upon the respective strengths of the twosystems. While the federal purposes_in the two acts have becomeincreasingly similar, the systems which administer the acts stillhave major differences. The employment and training system,which is responsible for JTPA, is largely federally funded anddirected primarily toward individuals with special employmentrelated problems. The administrators of this system are acutelyaware of the discrepancy between the magnitude of the problemsthey confront and the limits on the resources they can direct tothese problems. Consequently, JTPA agencies attempt to use theirfunds and reviews of vocational plans to push educationalinstitutions towards services targeted to the needs ofdisadvantaged people.

Those who administer vocational education believe that if itis to remain a mainstream institution, it must serve the majorityof individuals who are not disadvantaged as well as directspecial services to those with the most difficult problems.Vocational educators believe they have developed programs that

2
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serve all segments of society, and they note that over 90 percent
of the funds for these programs come from state and local
sources. Vocational educators feel they know how to deliver
training and sometimes consider suggestions from JTPA agencies to
be incursions on their legitimate areas of expertise.

Some of the intrusion perceived by vocational educators is
due to the performance standards incorporated in JTPA programs.
Performance standards are a new concept in federal legislation
and even though the Perkins Act was_passed after JTPA,
performance standards were not required for vocational programs.
Through performance-based contracting, however, agencies which
provide services to JTPA clients are held to the same standards
the administrative entity must meet. This contributes_to the
perception among vocational educators that JTPA is trying to tell
it how to run its programs. Some schools simply refuse to enter
into performance-based contracts.

Figure 1.1 is an attempt to depict graphically the areas of
separate and shared concern in the federal, state, and local
purposes in vocational education and JTPA. The circles are drawn
in proportion to the approximate funding of the systems from the
three sources. State and local vocational education expenditures
in 1986 are estimated to be about $11 billion. Federal 3TPA
allocations were approximately $3.5 billion and federal
vocational education allocations approximately $9(10 million. The
three circles are drawn in these proportions.

The JTPA circle overlaps about 20 percent the state and
local vocational education circle. This indicates that
approximately 20 percent of vocational education students are
from families in poverty (Campbell et al. 1986). The federal
vocational education circle overlaps entirely the state and local
circle and about 60 percent the JTPA circle.

The federal purposes in vocational education are to increase
the access to quality programs by individuals who have tradition-
ally been underserved and to improve the quality of all pro-
grams. To ensure that access to quality programs is increased,
the Perkins Act requires that 57 percent of the basic state grant
must be spent on six specified underserved population groups.
This is highly consistent with the purpose of JTPA, hence the
overlap of the federal vocational education circle with the JTIDA
circle.

If the circles in figure 1.1 had been drawn to reflect the
federal investment in employment and_training a few years
earlier, the circle for the legislation that preceded JTPA the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), would have been
about the same size as the one for state and local vocational
education. In fiscal year 1981, the last year in which public
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service employment was funded1 CETA appropriations were $8billion. The degree of overl_p with vocational education,however, would have been even less, because job training receivedless emphasis under CETA than it does under JTIDA.

State and Local VE

Federal VE

JT,p,f%

F igure 11. Overlap of federal, state, and local purposes in vocational education and JTPA

In addition to the differences in funding and purposes, theemployment and training and vocational education systems differin how they define training. In employment and trainingvirtually all types of instruction designed to prepare people foremployment is considered training. This includes basiccommunication and computation skills, instruction in job seeking
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and job holding skills as well as specific job skills.
Vocational educators tend to limit the term training to
instruction in skills for specific jobs. The typical vo,L.ational
program, a vocational educator would argue, is not training but
education. Such a program does not prepare a student for a
specific job but for an occupational area which can lead to many
related jobs. These are more than semantic squabbles. They
reflect basic differences in outlook that lie at the heart of
many of the difficulties in coordinating employment and training
with vocational education. In the next section of this chapter
some of the major prior studies of coordination are summarized.

Previous Studies

Coordination of separate programs serving similar clients
has intrinsic appeal. Coordination seems to be inherently "good"
promising better service by using the strongest features of
separate systems, reducing duplication and lowering costs. With
this inherent appeal, it is not surprising that calls for "better
coordination" are among the most frequent recommendations for
improving human service programs (Pressman and Wildavsky 1984).
Nor is it surprising that there have been several studies of the
coordination of employment and training programs conducted under
the Comprehensive_Employment and Training Act (CETA) with
vocational education.

Most of the studies conducted prior to aTPA documented the
difficulties of aligning the bottom-up, state and locally funded
and directed vocational education system with the top-down,
federally funded and directed employment and training system
(Bailis 1983; Drewes 1980; Ketron, Inc. 1981; U.S. Conference of
Mayors 1981). Wilkins and Brown (1981) conclude, for example,
that

the experience of the last several years suggests that the
ability of the Federal government to leverage State and
local education programs with small amounts of grant funding
for manpower programs is very limited (p. 42).

Riffel (1981) observes:

Coordination is difficult to achieve because the systems to
be coordinated are diverse, fragmented, and complex (p. 43).

5
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Sta-- et al. (1980) report:

Respondents reported wide variations in the perceivedsuccess of coordination between vocational education andCETA. Differences in objectives or philosophy were
considered significant impediments to this relationship.

From the perspectives of vocational educators, CETA focuseson short-term skill development with the objective of
placing an individual in unsubsidized employment as soon aspossible. Vocational educators prefer to place moreemphasis on providing a cluster of skills or preparing
students with an in-depth orientation to a career field.
Vocational administrators indicated skepticism toward thevalue of short-term skill programs which they regarded asinsufficient preparation for the world of work.

On the other hand, CETA stiff felt that vocational educationprograms are inflexible, that vocational education isunwilling to share its turf (or expertise) with otheragencies, and that vocational education is more interestedin CETA dollars than in CETA clients (pp. 21-22).

This basic philosophical difference between the employment andtraining and vocational education systems was still quite evidentduring the site visits for the present study.

Despite these difficulties, several of these studiesreported considerable interaction,_if not planned coordination,between CETA and vocational education. It is Riffel's (1981)judgment that "by even the most conservative estimates, the flowof CETA. dollars into educational institutions is very large" (p.43). The U.S. Conference of Mayors (1981) reviewed six nationaland state-level studies and concluded:

As a group, the studies selected for review in this reportindicate that coordination between CETA and vocational
education is improving. Progress toward stronger linkagesbetween programs throughout the country appears to be theresult of several factors, including the mandate fromCongress and the energy, dedication, and resourcefulness ofCETA and vocational education administrators who are forginggood working relationships (p. 9).

The last mi or study of coordination under CETA (Baths1984) found that of nine different public and private_agencies_and institutions1 vocational education and other public education
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programs generally had the best relationships with prime
sponsors. The study was conducted in 50 localities_and assessed
coordination as reflected by indicators such as rating scales,
perceived need for improvement in coordination, presence of
mechanisms to promote coordination, subcontracts, and agency-
specific indicators (e.g., use of public education to provide
classroom training).

On all of these indicators, vocational education and other
public education programs came out at or near the top of the nine
groups. For example vocational education had input into planning
with 86 percent of the prime sponsors. The next highest were
private employers and the employment service tied at 81 percent.
On perceived need for improvement in coordination, 31 percent of
the prime sponsors saw a need concerning vocational education,
and 38 percent saw a need regarding other public education
programs. For other public agencies the figures were the Work
Incentive Program, 39 percent; Employment Service, 40 percent;
and welfare agencies, 50 percent. Other groups, such as private
employers and proprietary schools, were not included in this
question.

Bailis (1987b) repeated this study with the service delivery
area (SDA) administrative entities that had replaced the prime
sponsors in the 55 areas surveyed. In comparing the last year of
CETA with JTPA program year 1985, most_SDA administrators did not
perceive an increase in coordination with vocational education or
other public education agencies. For vocational education 50
percent gave the same rating, 14 percent gave higher and 36
percent gave lower ratings._ There was little change in 21
objective measures of coordination, but some of the data suggest
an.increase in the number of participants receiving occupational
skill training in public education facilities.

Other evidence of vocational education-JTPA. coordination
also reflects considerable service to JTPA clients by public
education. The National Alliance of Business conducts annual
surveys of SDAs established under JTPA. The 1984 and 1985
surveys found 92 percent and 85 percent of the SDAs used public
education to provide classroom training (National Alliance of
Business 1984, 1986)2

The main focus of coordination studies involving vocational
education since the passage of JTPA has been section 123. This
section is titled "State Education Coordination and Grants" in
the legislation and directs the governor to use 8 percent of a

2The 1985 figures were lower than 1984 for all training
agencies. Community-based organizations, for example, dropped
from 56 to 40 percent.



state's allotment under title IIA to provide financial assistanceto "any State education agency responsible for education andtraining." This set-aside replaces the 6 percent under CETA thatwas designated for coordination with vocational education. _Theless specific language in JTPA appears to allow other agencies toadminister these funds. A survey conducted for the SoutheasernEducation Agencies JTPA Consortium (Wllis, Berry, and Bridges1986).found that during the 1985 program year, noneducationagencies administered the 8 percent in 10 states and in 3 more itwas divided between education and noneducation agencies.
Rightly or wrongly, vocational educators believe Congressintended that the primary education agency in a state shouldadminister the 8 percent funds. The Perkins Act Csec. 521(30)]defines state education agency as "the State board of educationor other agency or officer primarily responsible for the Statesupervision of public elementary or_econdary schools". _Throughreference to the Perkins Act, JTPA incorporates this definition,but the use of the word "any" rather than "the" state educationagency makes the interpretation ambiguous and provides the basisfor assigning administrative responsibility to other agencies.Complaints about this practice from vocational educators wherethe primary theme of oversight hearings held by the Subcommitteeon Employment Opportunities (1986) in connection with the annualconvention of the American Vocational Association in December1985.

Despite the interagency conflict which several states haveexperienced over the administration and purposes for which the 8percent funds shall be used, Hickey (1986) concluded thereappears to be a greater movement toward coordination. Hickeyattributed this not only to the influence of the 8 percent set-aside but the "strong legislative mandate" in both acts. Darr,Hahn, and Osterman (1985) did not attempt to evaluate the effectof the 8 percent. Instead they assessed problem areas common toeducation and employment and training where the 8 percent couldbe especially effective. They presented goals, strategies andmodels for addressing these problem areas with 8 percent funds.
The National Governors' Association (Alegria and Figueroa,1986) also surveyed states on the use of the set-asides underJTPA. This survey found that virtually all of the clients (91percent) being served with the 8 percent funds were in classroomtraining. This is far higher than the overall percentage forJTPA even though the characteristics of the 8 percent clients arevirtually identical to other JTPA participants.

The studies that tracked the initial implementation of JTPAalso examined coordination under the 8 percent set-aside. Cook,et al. (1985) described the distribution and usage of the 8percent funds in a section titled, "The Vocational Education Set-
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Asides". This designation would be vigorously disputed by most
JTPA administrators who would be quick to point out that the
legislative language refers to "any.State education agency
responsible for education and training", not to vocational
education. Cook and his field associates detected a "drift
toward more involvement on the part of SDAs" in the.use of 8
percent funds. Cook et al. also offer the observation that the
Perkins Act "seems to be bringing about more cooperation at the
State_and local levels between JTPA and the vocational educatior
agencies" (p. 2-26). is is_a finding with which the evidence
to be presented in th.. :ollowing chapters concurs.

Mandated_StudI

The continuing concern of Congress with bridging the
differences between the systems is reflected in the many
legislative provisions designed to link them together. To ensui
that it has information on how well the systems are coordinatinc
Congress added to the Perkins.Act a new responsbility for the
National Center for Research in Vocational Education to report
annually on joint planning and coordination. The actual wordinc
is as follows:

The National Center shall--(8) after consultation with
the National Commission for Employment Po7icy, report
annually to the Congress, the Secretary of Education
and the Secretary of Labor on the extent, efficiency,
and effectiveness of joint planning and coordination
under this Act and the Job Training Partnership Act
(sec. 404[b]).

As this is the first of these mandated reports, it was
considered appropriate to determine how the individuals
responsible for implementing the two acts defined coordination
and went about trying to accomplish it in their states.
This report presents data from state administrators and council
chairpersons for the JTPA and vocational education systems that
describe the extent of joint planning and coordination occurrinc
in their states and their assessments of the effectiveness of ti

methods that have been established to facilitate joint planning
and coordination. No attempt Was made in this first year study
to assess the efficiency of these methods. The report also
examines the extent to which the various provisions in the
legislation designed to encourage joint planning and coordinati(
have been implemented and the perceived effectiveness of these
provisions. This information was collected during May to
December 1986. During this time JTPA programs were completing
their second program year and entering their third. Programs
assisted by the Perkins Act were completing their first year an(
entering their second. The results thus reflect a fairly early

9



picture of the implementation of the joint planning andcoordination provisions. This state-level information issupplemented with data from site visits to 26 service deliveryareas. The specific objectives of the study were these:

o To determine how key individuals responsible forvocational education and JTPA programs perceive currentcoordination and joint planning activities
o To describe how states are using_the 8 percent of_JTPA.funds that are designated to facilitate coordination witheducational agencies

To assess.the implementation and effectiveness of othercoordination mechanisms in the two acts

To identify structural arrangements or procedures thatimpede coordination and make suggestions for eliminatingthese impediments

Sdbsequent reports in this series will build on theinformation presented in this report. Data will be collected atthe service delivery area level to yield more precise estimatesof the extent of coordination achieved. The state and locallevel data will be integrated and analyzed to identify the majorfactors that influence_the efficiency and effectiveness of jointplanning and coordination.

gRnductir-Z_tL--__YeStud

The data in this report were collected by mail and telephonesurveys of 41 states and through site visits to 9 more states.In eight of the states selected for site visits, interviews wereconducted at the state capital and in three service deliveryareas (SDAs), typically the largest metropolitan area in thestate, a moderately populated area, and a rural, sparselypopulated area. The ninth state, in which the field test of theinstruments was conducted, had only two SDAs.

The site visit states were not chosen randomly. Insteadthey were selected to reflect a variety of geographic, demo-graphic and economic conditions, as well as variations in the waythey are organized to administer JTPA and vocational education.One state each was selected in the West and Rocky Mountain sec-tions of the country, two in the South, two in the Midwest andtwo in the Northeast. The field-test site was a bordering stateto Ohio. All respondents and participating agencies were
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promised that their individual responses would be confidential
and presented only as summary statistics.

Three of the states that were originally selected for site
visits declined to participate in the study. Two of them gave as
their reason the low level of vocational education-JTPA co-
ordination existing in their states. The third gave other rea-
sons. All three of these states participated in the mail and
telephone data collection. The answers on the questionnaires
from these states reflect a lower level of coordination than in
the states that were visited. These differences suggest that
coordination in the states that participated in the site visits
is somewhat higher than in the nation overall. Of the 26 SDAs
selected within the 9 states visited, the administrative entity
of one declined to cooperate with the study.

The mail questionnaires were designed to obtain information
on the methods used to link the two systems, the implementation
of the provisions in the two acts, the factors encouraging and
discouraging coordination and perceived benefits resulting from
coordination. Most of the questions in the questionnaires sent
to the agencies responsible for JTPA and vocational education
were identical except that the references to the other agency
were reversed. That is, the JTPA questionnaire referred to
relationships with vocational education and the vocational
education questionnaire referred to relationship with JTPA.

The questions used in hhe telephone interviews were mainly
open-ended. They dealt primarily with how the respondents
defined coordination, the activities in which they felt they had
had the most and the least success in coordination, and the
factors influencing coordination activities.

Data collection effort stopped at the end of December 1986.
At that time, the response rates shown in table 1.1 had been
obtained at the state level by mail, telephone, and personal
interview during site visits. Although the number of states
returning the mail questionnaires is the same for vocational and
JTIDA agencies, these were not all the same states. Both agencies
returned the questionnaires in 26 states. For the remaining 10
from each system, 1 of the agencies responded but its counterpart
did not.

11



TABLE 1.1

STATE-LEVEL DATA
COLLECTION RESULTS

Instrument
Vocational
Education JTPA

N % N %

Mail questionnaire 36 72 36 72

Director interview 49 98 50 100

Chairperson
interview

46 92 44 88

In addition to the responses shown in table 1.1, 239personal interviews were conducted during the site visits and thefield test of the instruments. At the state-level these wereheld with staff from both the vocational education and JTPAagencies and with the staff directors of the state councils onvocational education and the state job training coordinatingcouncils. In some states interviews were held with "third party"
respondents--individuals knowledgeable about both systems but notdirectly involved with either. It was not possible to identifysuch individuals in all states. Where they were identified, theywere staff from the governor's office, the legislature, and stateagencies not responsible for either of the acts. In planning thestudy it was thought such third party respondents might be moreobjective observers of the coordination between vocationaleducation and JTPA. In those states where they were interviewed,they were more positive in their description of relationshipsbetween the systems and less likely to report problems.

At the SDA level, interviews were held with the staff of the
administrative entity and, if separate, the staff of the private
industry council (PIC), with the PIC chairperson and with aneducation member of the PIC. Interviews were also held withstaff of public institutions offering vocational education in theSDA. Attempts were made to identify institutions that were
heavily involved in providing services to JTPA participants aswell as those with little or no involvement. One reflection ofthe contact between JTPA and public education is that it wasdifficult to find schools with no involvement in JTPA programs.In some cases, however, this involvement was limited to referringstudents who might be eligible for title I'D summer youth
programs.
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To supplement the systematic data collectic,-, announcements
of the study were run in the newslet---n u,2 zost of the profes-
sional associations involved in vocational education and employ-
ment and training, such as the American Association of Community
and Junior Colleges and the National Alliance of Business. These
announcements requested nominations of programs and locations
where the two systems were working well together. In response to
these announcements, 17 programs were nominated. Follow-Up
telephone calls were made to the individuals involved in these
programs on both the JTFA and vocational education sides, and
brief descriptions were developed about the programs and the
conditions that appear to facilitate coordination.

The information collected by these approaches is presented
in chapters 2, 3, and 4. Chapter 2 describes coordination prac-
tices in the states. It discusses the respective roles of JTPA
and vocational education, the respondents' definitions of effec-
tive coordination, the methods used to coordinate, and the
factors that influence the process either negatively or posi-
tively. Chapter 3 addresses the specific provisions in the two
acts. The most powerful of these--the 8 percent set-aside for
coordination--receives the most attention. Other provisions
discussed include the planning and review procedures and the
roles of the state councils in fostering coordination. Chapter 4
presents the characteristics of programs where JTPA and
vocational education work well together.

Chapter 5 assesses the information presented the previous
chapters and presents overall conclusions on the aegree to which
coordination is actually happening. On the basis of these
conclusions, suggestions for improving coordination are made to
the various parties concerned with making it happen.

13
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CHAPTER 2

DESCRIBING COORDINATION

The word "coordination" has a deceptively simple appear-
ance. People should be mutually supportive rather than
contradictory. People should not work at cross-
purposes. The participants in any particular activity
should contribute to a common purpose at the_right time
and in the right amount to achieve coordination.

The quote that introduces this chapter is from Pressman and
Wildavsky's (1984) book Implementation (p. 133), which reports on
the attempts to implement an economic_development program designed
to increase minority employment. It is obvious_that Pressman and
Wildavsky are setting up a strawman. Coordination, as these
authors quickly demonstrate, is not simple or easy to achieve, and
there is considerable disagreement (Baths 1983; Ketron, Inc.
1981; Rogers and Whetten 1982) over its definition. The present
study did not attempt to impose a definition. Instead it asked
the individuals responsible for vocational educational and 3TPA at
the state level to describe how they attempt to coordinate their
programs and_their assessments of the factors that influence these
efforts. This chapter presents the results that these questions
produced.

The chapter begins with a discussion_of how the respondents
perceive the respective roles and responsibilities of JTPA_and
vocational education. The respondents were asked to describe what
effective coordination means to them and how they rate the degree
of coordination being achieved in their states. The second sec-
tion discusses the methods being used at the state level to link
the two agencies and_the feasibility of more extensive coordina-
tion. The last section examines the factors that the respondent
reported as influencing coordination both positively and
negatively.

Roles and Resnonsibilitie

The questions on the respective roles and responsibilities of
JTPA and vocational education were asked in the context of a state
plan for economic development. The respondents--the directors of
the agencies that administer JTPA and the Perkins Act and the
chairpersons of the councils established under these acts--were
asked if there was a plan for statewide economic development that
delineates the respective roles of JTPA and vocational education.
In states where there were such plans, the respondents were asked
to describe the distinctive roles specified for the two systems as
well as areas where they should work together. In states that did
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not have such plans, the respondents were asked how they, them-selves, would define the separate roles and areas where vocationaleducation and JTPA worked together. The answers on whether astate had an economic development plan that specifically delin-eated the roles differed somewhat across agencies (see appendixtable A71).3 Vocational directors were a little more likely tosay their states had such plans, but most states did not haveplans that were clearly communicated to the respondents. Two-thirds of the agency directors (69 percent) indicated thwe wereno plans or the plans were being developed, or there were generalstate level approaches to economic development. In other wordsthere were not specific plans. The answers from the councilchairpersons paralleled those of the directors.

Regardless of whether an economic development plan existed ornot, there were distinct impressions among some of the respondentsof the appropriate responsibilities for vocational education andJTPA (appendix table A-2). Among those who described the separateresponsibilities, vocational education was primarily seen asproviding skill training and JTPA as serving_the economicallydisadvantaged. About one-fifth of the vocational directors alsostressed that vocational education is for everyone. The secondmain role for JTPA was economic development, and some also sawvocational education playing a role in this. Several of therespondents also saw JTPA as offering on-the-job training andplaying a broker role matching clients with appropriate services.Overall, the pattern of role perceptions was fairly -similar acrossthe four groups.

When asked the areas in which vocational education and JTPAshould work together, the dominant response was economic develop-ment, particularly "quick-start" firm-specific training. Thisreflects the context in which the questions on responsibilitieswere asked. A few respondents, however, also mentioned job train-ing, in general, as a focus for working together.

3There are two sets of appendix tables. The first set,numbered A-1, A-2, etc., presents results that are discussed inthis chapter but for which no tables are included in this chapter.The second set presents the detailed responses for summary tablesthat are included in this chapter. The detailed appendix tableshave the same numbers as the summary tables in the chapter. Thatis, appendix table 2.1 presents the detailed results that aresummarized in chapter 2 table 2.1, appendix table 2.3 presentsdetailed information for chapter 2 table 2.3, and so on.
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Effective Coordination

After the respondents had described the respective rIes and
responsibilities of JTFA and vocational education, they were asked
the following question:

Interagency coordination means different things to
different people. What does "effective" interagency
coordination mean to you; that is, what joint activities
might effective coordination involve?

Some scholars of interorganizational relationships make a
distinction bezween cooperation and coordination based on the
nature of the goals to be achieved (Rogers and Whetten 1982). If
agencies work together to help each other achieve their separate
goals, their relationship is that of cooperation. If the goals
are shared and the organizations work together to achieve them,
their relationship is one of coordination. The agency directors
and council chairpersons interviewed for this study did not make
these distinctions. To them, coordination included a range Of
relationships from information sharing to jointly planned and
funded projects.

These varied responses were grouped as shown in table 2.1.
This is a summary table and the detailed responses are in appendix
table 2.1. Most respondents referred to more than one factor of
coordination, consequently the categories in the table exceed 100
percent. The vocational education representative gave more than
two factors, on the average, and the JTPA respondents slightly
less than two.

Joint planning and informing each other were the top two
elements of coordination across all four groups, with the
vocational representatives more likely to mention them than their
JTFA counterparts. More of the agency directors than council
chairs listed joint funding as an element of coordination. The
council chairs, in turn, were more likely to refer to a policy
commitment to work together and to effective use of resources.
The linkage procedures mentioned were such things as cooperative
agreements, cross-referral of clients, and shared facilities.
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TABLE 2.1

EFFECTIVE INTERAGENCY COORDINATIONAS SEEN BY AGENCY DIRECTORS AND COUNCIL CHAIRPERSONS

Factors Reported

Percentage Mentioning
Element Listed

Agency
Directors

Council
Chairs

Joint activities

Communications

Institutional pol cies

Linkage procedures

Base for percentages

VE

115a

69

54

10

49

JTPA

70

62

52

6

VE

69

74

70

JTPA

52

58

71

7

50 46 44
NOTES: Percentages are based on number responding to survey.Totals exceed 100 because multiple answers were received.
a Total exceeds 100 percent because the separate activitiessummed in this category were mentioned by some respondents morethan once (see appendix table 2.1).

Ratin of current level. Once the respondents had describedwhat effective coordination meant to them, they were asked toassume that this was the best possible situation with a rating of10. They were then asked to think of a situation where there wasno coordination at all with a rating of 1. Using this scale, theywere asked to rate the present level of vocational education-JTPAcoordination in their states. Figure 2.1 presents a graph of themean ratings.

There is a natural tendency in responding to rating scales toavoid the extremes at both ends. This tendency was reflected inthe ratings in figure 2.1. Only 2 respondents gave a rating below3 and only 2 gave akrating of 10. Responses clustered in theupper half of the scale. Eight was the modal (most frequent)rating for the directors, and seven was the mode for the chair-persons. The standard deviations, which measure variability inthe ratings, were low, ranging from .99 to 2.03. Correlationsamong the ratings were also low because of the varied ways inwhich effective coordination was defined.
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Figure 2.1. Average ratings of current levels of vocational education-JTPA
coordination by agency directors and council chairpersons_

Has coordination improved? The respondents not only agreed
on the level of coordination in their states, but most also agreed
that it has improved since JTPA replaced the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act. Comparisons of current conditions with
those under CETA could, of course, only be made by individuals who
had experience with both acts. The answers of respondents who had
such experience are shown in figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2. Changes in level of coordination since JTPA replaced CETA

Note: Percentages are based on number responding who had experience under CETA andcould make comparisons.

The question did not ask directly if coordination had in-creased or decreased. Instead it asked in what ways has thequality or level of coordination changed since JTPA replacedCETA? About three-quarters of each group responded by sayingthere is a higher level or_higher quality_of coordination underJTIDA or cited examples of increased coordination such as morejoint efforts and the 8 percent set-aside. Less than one-fourthof each group felt:that there had been no change, but about halfof those giving this answer added that coordination has alwaysbeen high. Very few, two or less respondents in each group, felt
coordination had been better under CETA.
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Methods Used_to Coordinate

Regardless of how the chief policymakers and administrators
define coordination, the extent to which it is achieved depends on
the mechanisms and procedures established to make it happen. _This
section examines the methods used at the state level to coordinate
programs at that level and to encourage coordination at the local
level.

Staff Assi ned

The state agencies that administer vocational education and
JTPA were asked in the mail survey if they had staff members whose
major responsibility is coordination with the other system.
Almost 9 out of 10 of the vocational education agencies (89
percent) and almost three-quarters (72 percent) of the UTE%
agencies reported_they had such staff. Among these agencies,
vocational education reported_more staff (an average of 5.3
compared to 1.6 in aTPA agencies) and spent more tine on
coordination activities (66 percent of their time compared to 45

percent of JTPA staff's time)

Personal interviews in the nine states that were visited
suggest_that this difference is due primarily to administrative
responsibility.for the section 123 set-aside under JTPA. This 8
percent set-aside is divided into 80 percent to be_used to provide
services to eligible participants through cooperative agreements
and 20 percent to facilitate coordination of education and
training services. The vocational education agencies that
administer these funds use some of the 20 percent to pay for staff
who develop and monitor projects paid for from the 80 percent. In
program year 1985_educational agencies administered at least part
of the 8 percent in 40 states. Staff responsible for this func-
tion probably account for_the higher average number of staff
assigned to coordination in vOcational education agencies.

Methods

Agency staff who responded to the mail survey were presented
with a list of nine possible methods that could be used to advance
coordination at the state level and were asked to indicate if
these methods were used or not. Table 2.2 presents the percentage
of states responding to the survey that indicated the methods were
used. There are some differences between the responses of
vocational education and JT1DA agencies. The 36 states that re-
sponded to the mail survey were not all the same, but this does
not fully explain the lack of agreement. Completed questionnaires
were received from both agencies in 26 states, but for the other
10, responses were received from 1 of the agencies but not from
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the other. When the matching 26 states were compared, there werestill signi icant discrepancies in many of the methods reported tobe used.

TABLE 2.2

METHODS USED TO FURTHER
COORDINATION AT THE STATE LEVEL

Methods

Percentage Reporting
Method is Used

VE JTPA

Same occupational information
system for planning 94 78

Financial agreements, contracts
subcontracts 81

Nonfinancial written agreements 83 6.

Reciprocal or joint technical as-
sistance meetings or activities

81 72

Joint or shared staff meetings 67 56
Ongoing interagency committees

(excluding SCOVE and SJTCC)
58 75

Coterminous planning districts 33 22
Exchange of staff

17 11
Colocation of staff

17 11

NOTE: Percentages are ba ad on 36 states responding toquestionnaire.

Despite the disagreement, the general magnitude of the re-sponses are similar. The same occupational information system isused for planning in most states. Other questions asked in thesurvey indicated that in virtually all of these states this is thesystem developed by the state occupational information coordinat-ing committee. The national-state occupational information systemestablished by Congress in the Education Amendments of 1976 anddirected by the National Occupational Information Coordinating
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Committee appears to be achieving the objective of standardizing
the usage of labor market information across agencies.

Other_methods used by most of the states to foster coordina-
tion are financial agreements, typically for the 8 percent funds;
nonfinancial written agreements; technical assistance; staff
meetings; and interagency committees. Relatively few states have
coterminous planning districts and even fewer exchange or colocate
staff.

Ste s to ncoura e coordination. The directors, during the
interview, were asked if they had made any changes in the organi-
zation or operation of their agencies to enable them to work
better with the other system. Almost two-thirds (64 percent) of
the vocational education directors and half (46 percent) of the
JTPA dirwltors reported they had made such changes. Most of these
were with staff, additions or reassignments, often to administer
the 8 percent set-aside.

The directors were also asked if they had taken any steps:to
encourage local agencies (SDA/PICs) and local educational institu-
tions to work together. The steps they reported having taken are
summarized in table 2.3. For detail from these combined
categories, see appendix table 2.3.

TABLE 2.3

STEPS STATES HAVE TAKEN TO ENCOURAGE
LOCAL AGENCIES TO WORK TOGETHER

Steps to Encourage Coordination

Percentage Taking
Steps Listed

Training/technical assistance

Policies/procedures

Communication

Base for percentages

VE JTPA

47 26

54 4

52 34

49 50

NOTE: Percentages are based on all states responding to survey.
Total exceeds 100 percent because multiple answers were possible.
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The percentages in table 2.3 seem low. The directors had theopportunity to list as many steps as they had taken, but less thanhalf mentioned more than one. These answers probably reflect thesteps that were most salient to the respondents, but not anekhaustive list. In one state the JTPA director reported a policyhad been adopted that all classroom skill training would beprovided through public institutions.

fegigi/glity4_dgilAbility. In addition to questions onmethods actually used to coordinate, questions were also askedconcerning the feasibility and desirability of extensivecoordination in the activities listed in table 2.4. The respon-dents rated feasibility on a 4-point_scale from very feasible tonot-at-all feasible. Their mean ratings are presented in thetable. After making the ratings, the_respondent6 looked over thelist once again and circled those activities in which they thoughtcoordination was most desirable. _The figures reflect the percen-tage of the state agencies that circled the activity indicated.

As in the methods actually used, sharing of labor marketinformation emerged as the highest ranking activities. Almostall respondents rated these activities as very feasible, andabout one-third rated them most desirable. The other activitiesreceived ratings somewhat_to slightly feasible. None of theactivities had a mean rating that would place it below slightlyfeasible. There was considerable agreement in the mean ratings offeasibility, a_rank order correlation of .79, but fat less in thepercentage indicating an activity most desirable, a rank order_correlation of .31.

Findings such as these must be interpreted cautiously,however, because of the tendency of respondents to lean towardsocially acceptable responses. Since coordination is usually re-garded as "good," this tendency could result in inflated ratingsof feasibility. Assuming these ratings reflect a tendency to givethe more positive response, the results in table 2.4 should beinterpreted as a relative scale of the feasibility of the activi-ties listed. On such a scale, joint preparation of servicedelivery plans at the state and local levels rank as the leastfeasible activities from the vocational education perspective.Among aTPA respondents, the lowest ranking activities were jointoperation of programs and joint follow-up of student-clients.
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TA= 2.4

FEASIBILITY AND DESIRABILITY
OF COORDINATION IN VARIOUS ACTTVITTES

Activities

Mean Rating
of Feasibility

Percentage
Indicating

coord.iritiori
Most Desirabie

VE 01IPAJrMA

Sharing statewide labor market information 3.89 3.94 33

Sharing local labor market information 3.75 3.53 39 22

Reciprocal referral procedures for
partie ants

3.19 3.33 33 28

Joint or reciprocal technical assistance
activities

3.14 3.23 28 14

Joint or reciprocal staff develont
activities

3.06 2.91 28 25

Joint furing of prograiis 2.92 3.00 28 36

Joint intake and assessment p
for participants

2.66 2.64 19 25

Joint program evaluation 2.80 2.88 24 14

Joint follow-up activities on
student-clients

2.80 2.44 19 19

Joint operation of programs 2.71 2.54 14 11

Joint preparations of local service plans 2.58 2.91 25 36

Joint preparation of statewide
service plans

2.52 2.86 17 28

- 4 = very feasible
3 = somewhat feasible
2 = slightly feaRgible
1 = not at all feasible

Statistics are based on 36 states responding
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Factors Influencin. Coordinati n

There is c:.)nsiderable
evidence (e.g., Rogers and Whetten1982, pp. 57-62) that testifies to the ilaortance of leadership inachieving coordination between semiautonomous agencies. At thestate level, a governor often can play a pivotal role. Thedirectors of the state agencies and the council chairpersons wereasked how much emphasis their governors rlaced on coordinationbetween agencies. The answers that were received were classifiedinto the categories shown in figure 2,3. These answers constitutea 5-point.scale. The respondents were not asked to rate theirgovernors on this scale; instead, their answers to the open-endedquestion fell naturally into the categories shown.

Emphasis on
Coordination

Yery
Strong

Strong

Ernphasi
Throue"
Actions

No Strong
Interest . . . . . . ..

Key

YE Directors

JTPA Directors

YE Chairpersons

JTPA Chairpersons

40 60

Percent
80 100

Figure 2.3. Emphasis governors place on coordination between state agencies
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The results in figure 2.3 indicate a strong emphasis from the
governors but perhaps less than might have been expected given the
positive image of coordination and the benefits it is thought to
yield. The slightly lower emphasis reported by the vocational
education respondents can be explained by the relative autonomy
education has in many states. Education departments in states
that have independently elected school boards or chief state
school officers often answer to these officials as much or more
than to their governors. Such arrangements have been established
to protect eduction from direct political influence. The evidence
from this survey and the information obtained during the site
visits indicate that this autonomy can make it dIfficult for some
governors to push strongly for coordination.

Relationship amona Kev Officials

Personal relationships among key administrators are other
factors often identified as keys to coordination. The site visits
to service delivery areas supported this generalization. Public
educational institutions were frequent providers of services to
JTPA clients in rural areas and smaller cities. In part, this is
because there are fewer alternative providers, such as community-
based organizations or proprietary schools, in these areas. The
network of personal relationships among key decision makers also
plays a role. Typically in these less-populated areas the
director of the SDA administrative entity, the director of the
local vocational center, and the dean for occupational education
at the community college have worked with each other for a number
of years; often the education representatives are members of the
PIC. A consensus develops among these decision makers from many
shared experiences as to the kind of training JTPA clients need.
Public institutions are frequently the preferred and, in some
cases, the only available providers. The size of the agencies and
the number of potential service providers made such networks less
common in large urban areas.

Questions were asked about the relationships that exist among
the directors of the state agencies that administer vocational
education and JTPA and between them and their council
chairpersons. The directors were asked to-describe the nature of
their relationships, whether they were personal friends or
primarily professional acquaintances, and if they had interacted
in any capacity prior to their current positions. Figure 2.4
presents their responses.
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Figure 24, Relationship among agency directors
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Most of the agency directors described themselves asprofessional acquaintances only or as friends and professionalacquaintances. About half reported they had not interacted priorto their present position. For a sizable proportion of each groupit was not possible to code the amount of prior interaction theyhad had. These results indicate that in most states at the topadministrator level there is not a network of personalrelationships that might act to facilitate coordination.

The council chairpersons were asked about the frequency oftheir contacts with each other and with the directors of both thevocational education and JTPA agencies. Their answers wereclassified on a scale of frequency of contacts per year from neverto every week. Figure 2.5 presents the average number of contactsper year the chairs reported with each other as well as thepercentage who reported they never had that type of contact.

The council chairs, as would be expected, had the mostfrequent contact with the agency directors for their systemsaveraging about once every other week. Their contacts with the
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director of the other system were about one-third as often, but a
little more frequent than their contacts with each other. Over
one-fourth of the council chairs said they never contact one
another.

Other
Council
Chair

YE
Direct or

JT PA
Direct or

Contact
\Mt h.

Oth er
Council
Chair

YE
Direct°

JT PA
Direct or

10 20 30
Averag e Number of Contacts PerY ear

40 50

JT PA C heirp ers ona

10 20 30 40
Percent N ever C ontact e d

50

Figure 2.5. Average contacts per year of council chairpersons with each other and
agency directors and percent never contacting each other.

Interest of key officials. The agency directors were asked
rate how interested they thought their counterparts were in
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"increasing or improving coordination between vocational educationand JTPA." The ratings were made on a 4-point scale: very,somewhat, slightly, and not at all interested. The council chairswere also asked to use the same_scale to rate how interested thedirectors in their states were in increasing or improving coordi-nation. The average ratings are shown in figure 2.6.

Most of the ratings were_high. The modal ratings, given byover half of the respondents in all four_groups, was very inter-ested, which was scored as 4. The council chairs tended to be alittle more positive toward the directors of their own systems,and the vocational directors rated the JTPA directors a littlehigher than the JTPA directors rated them.

Mean Rating of:

YE Ag ency Direct or by:

JT PA Ag ency Director
YE Council Chairp ers on
JTPA Council Chairpers on

JT PA Ag ency Direc by:
YE Ag ency Direct or
YECouncil Chairperson
JTPA C o uncil Chairperson

Not atAJI
Interest ed

2

Slightly
Interest ed

L evel of Int erest

3

Somewhat
Interested

Figure 2.6. Interest of agency directors in increasing or improving coordination

sac of Su cess

4

Very
Interested

It is easier to coordinate some types of activities thanothers. Agency directors and council chairpersons were asked inwhat areas has, coordination been easiest to achieve and in what
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areas has it it been most effective? These questions received a
variety of responses which were classified into the categories
shown in table 2.5. For detail from combined categories, see
appendix table 2.5.

As in most of the questions in the interviews, the responses
were quite diverse. The vocational education respondents were a
little more likely to refer to activities under the 8 percent set-
aside as easiest to achieve and most_successful. The JTPA direc-
tors were more likely to mention training without specifying for
which particular groups. A fairly high_percentage of all respon-
dents, especially the council chairs, did not answer these ques-
tions. In some cases, this was due to the respondents' statement
that they thought they had answered these questions earlier in the
interview.

TABLE 2.5 knEAS IN WPECH COORDINATION WAS
EASIEST TO AMIEVE AND MOST EFFECTIVE

Ars

Percentage Easiest
to Achieve

Fbrclentage Mast
Effective

Agency lLu1c1L
the rs

Agency
!:PL.my tOrS
VE JTEIN

Counci
OW-re_

VE JTEA yE JTL VE JTFIN

Lagislativeargenizatierval 36 37 24 17 a 32 14 e

Training progrms 36 36 24 17 M 59 50 37

Conroxii cations 16 15 18 2 10 2 11

Economic deveLapnent e 12 9 7 2 El 17 s

Non training services 4 2 S 4 4 9

ALL areas easy, effective 2 4 2 e 4

No area where envy, effective 4 e 4 7 2 4

No resrunea, don't knov, not codabie 33 36 24 18 30 34

BaEe for percentages 49 50 48 44 49

NOM: Fier ntages are based on nunbar resconding to survey. TataLs exceed 100 percent duo te muLtiple

enamors.

Factors Encouraainq Coordination

Questions on the factors that encourage coordination were
asked both in the interviews and in the mail survey. The
interview questions were open-ended and the mail survey questions
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were in the form of a list of rating scales. The factors reportedby the agendy directors and_council chairpersons are shown J.ntable 2.6. See this table in appendix A for details from thecombined categories.

About half of the directors and chairs cited personal factorsas working to produce effective coordination. The directors werea little more likely to mention the willingness of people tocooperate and chairs were more likely to mention leadership.Included in the leadership category was emphasis on coordinationfrom the governor. Six (13 percent) of the chairs of the voca-tional education councils and two (5 percent) of the ITTPA chairslisted the governor as a major factor; only one of the agencydirectors did so.

TABLE 2.6

FACTORS THAT HAVE PRODUCED EFFECTIVE COORDINATION,
INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Factors Reported

Percentage
Agency
Directors

VE JTPA

Personal, historical 63 56

Common needs 24 30

Legislation, mandates in acts 12 22

Linkage 38 30

Communications 20 20

Contextual 10 6

No response, not asked 12 16

Base for percentages 49 50

Percentage
Council
Chairs

VE JTPA

59 54

14 12

13 18

38 39

19 18

9 4

20 16

46 44

Total
NOTE: Percentages are based on number responding to survey.exceeds 100 percent due to multiple answers.
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Agreement on needs to serve, various types of formal linkages
and mandates in the two acts followed in the number of times they
were mentioned as major factors across the groups. The chairs of
the JTPA councils were especially likely to consider cross-
membersa member serving on both the aTPA council and the voca-
tional education council--as working to produce coordination.
Answers grouped under contextual referred to such things as a
single or small number of SDAs, small size of state, and the
proximity of agency offices.

The other method used to assess the factors influencing
coordination was a series of rating scales. Specific factors were
listed and the respondents rated them on a 10-point scale similar
to the one used to rate the overall level of coordination in the
states. The average ratings of theses factors are shown in table
2.7.

As with the overall rating of coordination, there was a
tendency to avoid the two ends of the scales. Relatively few
ratings of 10 were received and even fewer of 1 cs:1- 2. Thus, the
average ratings are best considered as reflecting the relative
importance of the factors listed. On such a relative scale, the
respondents from both systems considered their own legislation as
the most important factors encouraging coordination. The JTPA
respondents, on the average, rated the mandates in the Perkins Act
second only to those in JTPA. The vocational education
respondents rated the requirements in JTPA as less important than
a prior history of successful coordination and the need to provide
comprehensive services and avoid duplication.

The ratings on prior history of successful coordination
yielded the laraest difference between the vocational education
and JTPA responuents, 2.33 scale points. This difference cannot
be explained as being due to differences among the 36 states that
responded to the mail surveys. Comparisons were made for the 26
matched states where questionnaires were received from both sides.
In these states the ratings were much the same as from all 36.
Respondents from the two systems have Much different assessments
of the success of prior coordination efforts. The other major
differences in the ratings from the two systems were on the JTIDA
legislation, 1.77 scale points, and on the push for coordination
from the state job training coordination council, 0.95 scale
points. As would be expected, the JTPA respondents saw their
council as pushing harder. The average ratings of the push from
the vocational education council were the lowest of all the
factors listed. The rank order correlation of the mean ratings
was .43.
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TABLE 2.7

AVERAGE RATINGS OF FACTORS ENCOURAGING
COORDINATION, MAIL SURVEY

Factors Rated

Mean
Ratings

VE JTPA

Requir ments in the Carl Perkins Vocational
Education Act

Prior history of successful coordination

Need to provide camprehensive services

Need to avoid duplication, overlap

Requirements in JTPA

Scarcity of resources

Strong push from governor

Personal relati nship of key administrators

Desire to share noneconomic resources

Effectiveness of other system as deliverer
of service

Funding incentives

Strong push from job training coordinat
council

Strong push from council on vocational
education

Range of states providing ratings

7.80

7.41 5.08

7.25 7.14

7.14 7.22

6.51 8.28

6.27 6.24

6.17 6.62

6.00 6.38

5.89 5.78

5.58 5.19

5.56 5.00

5.47 6.42

4.97 4.74

-6

NOTE: S ale -- 10 = most encouraging
1 = least encouraging
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Factor Discoura in

Similar questions were asked about the factors acting to
discourage or hinder coordination. These were in the same form
the agency directors and council chairs were asked open-ended
questions and the mail respondents were asked to rate a list of
factors on a scale from 1 to 10.

The results from these questions are presented in tables 2.8
and 2.9. (See appendix table 2.8 for details from combined
categories in table 2.8). Most of the answers to the open-ended
questions presented in this chapter have been quite varied and
they were to this question. There was an unusual degree of
agreement, however, especially among the vocational education
respondents, on the factors that "have most seriously hindered
efforts to increase coordination"--turf issues. This term is
almost always encountered in discussions of interagency relations
in reference to the tendency of a bureaucracy to defend its
authority and autonomy. JTPA is by its very nature an attempt to
influence established institutions to be more responsive to the
needs of underserved individuals. Given the mission of JTPA and
the nature of bureaucracy, turf issues are inevitable and the
established agency is the one that will feel threatened.

The responses to the rating scales in the mail survey con-
firmed the importance of turf issues as a barrier to coordination.
This factor was rated highest by respondents from both systems and
higher by vocational education than by JTPA respondents. Voca-
tional educators, on the average, rated turf issues 1.17 scale
points higher than the next factor, but the JTPA respondents rated
turf issues only slightly higher than "lack of coordination with
vocational education, itself". Note that on these scales a high
rating is negative, reflecting a factor discouraging to
coordination.
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TABLE 2.8

FACTORS THAT HAVE MOST SERIOUSLY HINDERED EFFORTS
TO COORDINATE, INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Factors Reported

Percentage
Agency
Directors

Percentage
Council
Chairs

VE JTPA JTPA

Institutional

Personal, historical

Political consideration

Legislative, procedural

Poor communications

Contextual

Miscellaneous

No response, not asked

85 84 90 63

34 20 15 11

16 4 13 5

44 50 32 18

-- -- 11 1

6 6 4 2

2 10 11 2

16 7 23

Base for percen ages
50 46

NOTE: Percentages are based on number respondents to suTotal exceeds 100 percent due to multiple responses.
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TABLE 2.9

AVERAGE RATINGS OF FACTORS DISCOURAGING
COORDINATION, MAIL SURVEY

Factors Rated

Mean
Ratings

aTPA

"Turf issues" perceived responsiblities and
roles

7.36 6.44

Differences in definition of allowable
services/budgetary items

6.19 5.50

Differences in eligibility require ents 6.19 5.14

Lack of coordination within other system,
itself

5.61 6.36

Personal or philosophical differences among
key adm nistrators

5.36 4.66

Inadequate understanding of other system
(laws, roles, procedures)

5.08 6.03

Matching fund requirements 5.00 4.50

Differences in local service area boundries 4.30 3.41

Ineffectiveness of other system as deliverer
of services

3.97 4.71

No history of successful coordination 2.94 5.43

Range of states providing ratings 3 6

NOTE: Scale - 10 = most discouraging
1 = least discouraging
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As in the ratings of factors encouraging_coordination, re-spondents from the two systems differed most in their assessmentof the success of prior coordination efforts. The vocationaleducators rated this factor 2.49 scale points lower, on_the aver-age, than JTPA staff. To vocational educators, prior history wasthe least important barrier to coordination; among JTPA staff, itranked in the upper half of_the factors rated. The rank ordercorrelation of the mean ratings was .56.

After the agency directors and council chairs had been askedabout the factors hindering efforts to coordination, they wereasked about the activities that had been most hindered. (Seeappendix table A-3). Their answers clustered into three areas:(1) the most common, direct services to clients, mentioned byabout one-fifth to one-fourth of each group, (2) joint planning,ranging from 16 to 30 percent, came more frequently fromdirectors, and (3) communication, mentioned by about 10 percentof each grcAp. Many (12 to 20 percent) said no activities hadbeen hindered and even more (18 to 32 percent) said they did notknow what activities were most hindered or did not respond to thequestion.

Federal-State Impediments

Staff from both agencies were asked in the mail surveyseparate questions on any federal or state laws, regulations orpolicies that impeded efforts to coordination at the state orlocal level. Their answers are summarized in table 2.10.

What is most surprising about table 2.10 is the number ofstates that reported no impediments from these sources. Over halfreported no federal or state impediments. One local administratorwho reviewed a draft of this report commented that these answersreflect the state perspective. He felt sure that local
administrators would be more inclined to report impediments. Thedominant federal problem, cited by one-third of the states,related to financial, accounting procedures. Most of the statesthat listed this problem referred to some aspect of the match
requirements, either for the section 123 JTPA set-aside or formost of the Perkins funds. Two states cited the provision thatJTPA funds cannot be used to match Perkins funds. Limitations onadministrative expenses, JTPA requirements to account for servicesby specific clients, and restrictions on equipment purchase orusage were also listed by the vocational respondents. The JTPArespondents were more likely to emphasize differences between thesystems as barriers. These included differences in definition oftarget populations and the limited state control over localschools.
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TABLE 2.10

FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS, REGULATIONS OR POLICIES
THAT IMPEDE EFFORTS TO COORDINATE

Impediments Reported

Percentage Reporting
Impediments

yE JTPA

Federal
No impediments reported

Financial, accounting procedures
Interpretations of the laws
Dissimiliar missions, procedures

of two systems
Excessive paper work
Different membership on councils

State
No impediments reported

Dissimiliar missions, procedures
of two systems

Different planning areas
Rigidity of existing bureaucrac es
Local politics
Excessive paper work
Interpretation/enforcement of laws
Financial, accounting procedures

53

33
19
17

72

=

6
6

3

56

39
17
36

61

20

11

=

NOTE: Percentages are based on 36 states responding to

questionnaire. Total sums to more than 100 percent because morf

than one response was possible

Re-orted Benc its

In the final section of the mail questionnaire, respondentl
were presented with a list of five potential benefits that coulf

arise from coordination and were asked to indicate if coordinat
had had these effects for their agencies. The percentage of
states that reported these benefits are shown in figure 2.7. T]

respondents were asked to provide concrete examples for each
benefit claimed, but no official documentation was necessary.
Benefits were reported more by vocational education respondents
and reflect the flow of 3-TPA funds into that system. More fund
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made_it possible to serve more people, especially those requiringspecial services. The systems.were about equal in their
assessment of reduced duplication and overlap.

Benefits

increas e diNumb er
of Participants
Receiving Services

Increased Funds
Available f or
Service Delivery

Reduced Duplication
orOverlap
of Services

Increased Agency
Ste if Available f or
Service Delivery

Increased
Facilities,
Equipment

20 40 60

Percent Reporting Benefits

Figure 2.7. Reported benefits resulting from coordination

100

After the question on potential benefits, the respondents
were asked about "costs" to their agencies of attempting to co-ordinate and whether or not their efforts have been worth thecost. The costs reported almost all involved staff time and paperwork. Nevertheless, a strong majority of those responding to the
question felt that coordination efforts are worth the cost.
Sixty-two percent of vocational education and 59 percent of JTPArespondents gave an unqualified "yes" to this question. Fourteenpercent of vocational education and 11 percent of JTPA respondents
gave an unqualified "no," meaning the costs outweigh the benefits.
The remainder added to their answers that clients have benefited
even though costs are more than the benefits.
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The last question in both the interviews and mail survey Waf

very general. It was intended to tap that aspect of vocational
education-JTPA coordination that was most significant to the

respondent. The question asked if the respondent had any final
comments, recommendations or observations regarding coordination
that the report to be presented to the Congress and the
Secretaries of Education and Labor should be sure to emphasize.
Given the nature of this question, it was not surprising that thE
responses were quite varied (appendix table A-4). It was
surprising that the most frequent single response, summed across
all four groups of respondents, was that coordination was possib:
or successful. The council chairs were the most likely to make
this their final comment, especially the JTPA chairs of whom
almost one-fourth (23 percent) made this their final response.
The most frequent category of comments referred to the
coordination process stressing the need to continue to
communicate, incentives for coordination, and agreement on
criteria and procedures. One vocational director out of every
seven (14 percent) spoke of the need to use existing facilities
and not create a dual system. The single most frequent comment
from JTPA directors (12 percent) was the need for the two system:
to agree on criteria and procedures.

This chapter has described coordination from the perspectiv
of the state officials and staff who are responsible for making
happen. Their concepts of coordination were quite varied rangin
from sharing information to joint planning and funding of pro-
grams. On the average, their ratings of the level of coordinati
in their states were closer to the positive than the negative en
of the scale, and almost three-quarters feel coordination is
better under JTPA than it had been under a.S.--tN. Several methods
are used to coordinate activities at the e level, the most
frequent being the use of the same occupatl6n information system
A willingness to work together, leadership, common needs and
mandates for coordination in the Perkins Act and JTPA are seen a
among the most powerful influences encouraging coordination. Tu

issues are the most powerful discouraging factor, and vocational
educators rate the success of prior coordination efforts more
positively than JTPA respondents. A majority of respondents
reported no federal or state barriers to coordination. Most
respondents reported that benefits have resulted from
coordination, and these benefits have exceeded the costs of maki

coordination happen.
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CHAPTER 3

IMPLEMENTATION OF
LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS
TO ENCOURAGE COORDINATION

There are many provisions in JTPA and the Perkins Act de-
signed_to foster coordination between job training and vocational
education. This chapter presents information, primarily obtained
from a mail survey to which 36 states responded, about the extent
to which these provisions have been implemented. The mail survey
also asked the respondents to report how effective they felt the
provisions have been in_promoting_coordination. This chapter.is
organized.around the major provisions in the two acts. The first
section discusses the 8 percent set-aside for coordination grants
under section_123 of JTIDA. The second section examines the
various planning and review_procedures, and the third_section the
role of the two state councils in fostering coordination.

Bioht Percent Coordination Funds.

Section 123 of JTFA directs the governor to use 8 percent
the state title IIA allotment for financial assistance to any
state education agency responsible for education and training
(1) to provide services for eligible participants through
cooperative_agreements with state and local education agencies and
administrative entities in service delivery areas and (2) to
facilitate coordination of education and training services for
eligible participants through such agreements. The national
allocation for title IIA in program year 1985 was $1.9 billion,
thereby making $151 million available to states to provide
financial assistance through cooperative agreements under section
123 (Em_lo ent and Trainini- Re-orter, 20 February 1985). This
amount was approximated one-sixth of the total federal vocational
education funding during that program year.

Information reported in the mail survey regarding the amount
of 8 percent funds received by states was incomplete mainly
because several large states did not provide this information,
despite follow-up contacts with them. The inforiaation that was
obtained indicated that about half, or 57 percent, of the funds
reported were used for secondary education. Priorities for
service, which will be discussed later in this chapter, provide
some insight into this finding.

The mail questionnaire asked vocational education staff if
their agency played a role in distributing 8 percent funds during
program year 1985. Of 34 states responding to the question 24
said yes, they did play a distributive role, and 10 said no. of
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these 10, 6 did not administer the 8 percent funds and 1additional state served in an advisory role only. Even thougheducation agencies in the three remaining states reported theyreceived the 8 percent funds, they said they did not play a rolein distributing them. Responses indicated that vocationaleducation in seven states received all, or nearly all, of the8 percent funds; three states received none and seven states didnot respond. Nineteen states received some of the funds rangingfrom $52,000 to $12 million.4

What mechanisms were used to distribute the 8 percent funds?Table 3.1 presents the results of the survey.

TABLT1 3.1

EIGHT PERCENT FUNDS DISTRIBUTION MECHANIS_S

Distribution
Mechanism

Request for proposal (RFP)
Formula allocations to SDAs
Cooperative agreements
Applications
interagency selection committee
Percentage designation to
state agencies

Contracts

Percentage Reporting
Mechanism

VE

53
47
6
6

3

JTPA

50
56
28
--
6

6

NOTE: Percentages are based on 36 states responding to thequestionnaire. Total sums are more than 100 percent because morethan one response was possible.

Table 3.1 reveals that the primary mechanisms fordistribution of 8 percent funds were RFPs and formula allocation.JTPA respondents were also likely to cite cooperative agreements.Other agencies that received 8 percent funds directly from stateagencies in descending order were community colleges, state
4These results although based on only 36 states were in generalagreement with a survey of 8 percent funds that received responsesfrom all 50 states (Willis, Berry and Bridges, 1986). That surveyfound 10 noneducational agencies administered the 8 percent fundsduring program year 1985.
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cgencies other than education, unspecified training Thstitutions
and community-based organizations, corrections, service delivery
areas, state council for vocational education, state job training
coordinating council, and local education agencies (see appendix
table A-5).

Priori ies for S rvice

Section 123(c)(2)(B) of JTPA specifies that 80 percent of the
8 percent funds are to be used to provide employment and training
servides for eligible participants._ These funds require an equal
matching amount. Priorities established in program year 1985 for
target groups and activities with 80 percent funds are reported in
table 3.2.5

TABLE 3.2
PRIORITIES FOR SERVICE

WITH 80 PERCENT OF 8 PERCENT FUNDS

Target Groups and
Activities

Percentage Reporting
Priorities, Activities

JTPA

Special populations 76 98

Basic remedial education 20 14

Skill training 35 29

Testing, _idance, job
search 20 15

Other 34 26

No statewide priorities 20

NOTE: Percentages are based on 36 states responding to the
questionnaire. Total sums to more than 100 percent because of
more than one response.

There were considerable differences in the groups and activi-
ties reported by vocational education and JTFA respondents.

5Table 3.2 is a summary of the more detailed appendix table
3.2.
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Vocational education respondents were less specific regarding thehighest priority for target groups whereas JTPA respondents namedmore specific groups. Incarcerated individuals were listed by 17percent of both respondents, making them the second mostfrequently mentioned group for vocational education and the thirdfor JTPA. Dropouts and youth were the groups mentioned the mostfrequently by the JTPA respondents. Vocational education's highpriority for serving the incarcerated may reflect the Perkins 1percent set-aside for criminal offenders who are in correctionalinstitutions. Vocational education respondents named basicremedial education as the single most frequent activity followedby various types of skill training, with testing and assessmentthird. Many JTPA respondents said there were no statewidepriorities; others tended to report basic remedial education andlong-term vocational education.

One possible explanation f r the differences betweenresponses from the two systems may be that vocational educationrespondents were only reporting their activities whereas JTPArespondents may have Included employment and training prioritieswith 8 percent funds which are conducted through other agencies.Given the large number of dropouts and youth targeted to beserved, it appears to be appropriate that 57 percent of the fundswere used for secondary education.

Plannin Percent Funds

The mail questionnaires asked vocational education staff howtheir agencies and other public vocational education actors wereinvolved in planning how the 80 percent of the 8 percent fundswould be used. Thirty-three percent said they participatedthrough meetings. One-fourth of the respondents said planning wasa joint effort and 22 percent said the vocational education agencywas "not involved" (see appendix table A-6).

Who were the major state level actors or agencies involved inplanning for the use of these funds? About half of the JTPAr-spondents said the JTPA administrative entity was the primaryactor (see appendix table A-7). Thirty-three percent said theDepartment of Education/Office of Public Tfl-truction, followed bythe job training coordinating council, the administrative entityfor vocational education, the governor, the council on vocationaleducation, and state education coordinating committee.

Responses on the participation of local vocationalinstitutions in decisions on the use of the 80 percent of the 8percent funds paralleled those of states where vocationaleducation respondents indicated they played a role in distributing8 percent funds at the state level. Of the 33 states respondingto this question, 24 said local institutions participated in
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decisions on the use of 8 percent funds in their areas and 9
states said local institutions had no participation. On the JTIDA
side, local PiCs in 22 states participated in decisions on the use
of 8 percent funds in their SDAs. What was the nature of this
involvement? Table 3.3 presents the different roles played by
both entities.

TABLE 3.3

DECISION MAKING ROLES
FOR 8 PERCENT FUNDS AT LOCAL LEVEL

Roles
Percentage

VE JTPA

PIC approved proposa
Cooperative planning/in e agency
Served on PICs
Responded to RFPs
VE applied for funds
Cooperative agreements
Suggested needs to be served
Reviewed/commented on proposals
Not Involved

20
20
16
16
12
8

4

39
23

15S
19
4

Base for percentages 36

fooperation

According to vocational education respondents, activities
conducted with the 80 percent of the 8 percent funds fostered
cooperation through joint planning and improved communication in
about one-fourth of the states (figure 3.1). Seventeen percent
said it provided comprehensive services and 14 percent said it
encouraged communication. One-third of JTPA respondents said SO
percent funds fostered cooperative or joint projects; somewhat
fewer reported the 80 percent targeted similar populations and
encouraged joint planning.

Vocational education respondents said activities conducted
with 80 percent funds are different than those regularly provided
to JTPA-eligible clients in the following ways (appendix table A-
8): over one-third (36 percent) said they are supplemental
training; 19 percent said they are new offerings that are not
ordinarily available; and 14 percent said they are individualized,
competency-based instruction. About one-fourth (22 percent) of
JTPA respondents said activities are not different than existing
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programs; whereas 19 percent said they were training otherwise not
offered_and 17 percent said they are targeted to special
populations. It appears that vocational education and 3TPA's
primary perspective is quite different regarding 80 percent
activities. It may be that differences in responses are due todefinitions. Vocational education respondents may view 8 percent
activities as supplemental to regular programs while JTPA
respondents said they are not different, possibly in comparison
other activities funded by JTPA.

Act Witi es

J oint
Planning

Communication

Comprehensive
S anic es

Cooperative/
Joint Projects

Targeted Similar
Population

PreNrio us ly
Cooperating

Did Not Foster
Coordination

10 20

Pement Reporting AcFMties

3 0 4 0

Figure 3.1. Activities funded with SO percent of 8 percent that fostered coordination
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Twenty Percent of El lat Percent Funds

Section 123 (c)(2)(A) of JTPA specifies that 20 percent of
the 8 percent funds are to be used to facilitate coordination of
education and training services for eligible participants.
The major use of the_20 percent in both systems was to pay for
coordination specialists/technical assistance staff (appendix
table A-9). Respondents also mentioned in-service professional
development, career information, curriculum, and_a variety of
other efforts. Few of these activities appear likely to increase
the institutional capacity of the two systems to work together.

The major state-level actors involved in planning how the 20
percent funds would be used were much the same as those who
planned the 80 percent. Fifty percent of JTPA respondents named
the JTPA administrative entity, followed.by the Department of
Education or Office of Instruction, the job training coordinating
council, and the governor. Vocational education's primary
involvement was indicated by phrases such as "we decided", and "we
were part of a JTPA committee," along with "not involved."

E fects of Matchiri. irements

For most states (72 percent), matching requirements were not
a problem for vocational education or aTPA. Problems reported
were as follows: it prevents some participation by agencies that
cannot provide the match (local school districts and community-
based organization); and it wastes time documenting.matching_
in-kind contributions. There also was the response that.it is not
a problem because the match is in-kind and does not provide
additional program resources. On_the positive side the matching
requirement was seen as an effective utilization of non-JTIDA
resources that promotes sharing, coordination, and use of
facilities, staff, and equipment.

Overall Effect of 8_Percent Funds

As with many areas in this survey, a few respondents felt
very positive about the level of coordination in their states;
most indicate good attitudes and a few indicate negative
attitudes. This generalization holds true for the ways
respondents felt 8 percent funds have affected the quality or
level of vocational education-JTIDA coordination. The results are
presented in figure 3.2. Twenty-eight percent of vocational
education respondents said the effect was better communication and
organizational relationships, followed by cooperation and
encouraged local planning and the opportunity to serve more
clients. About one-sixth thought that overall the 8 percent funds
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had_caused concerns (such as interagency conflict over who wouldadminister the funds) and haa negative impact. JTIDA respondentsagreed with the first two responses but in third place said itforced the two agencies to learn each other's goals. Some alsofelt the 8 percent funds had no significant effects and a few saidit caused concerns.

Effects

Better
Communication
Organizational
Relationships

Cooperative
Planning

Encouraged Local
Planning

Opportunity to
Serve Nebre Clients

Made Post-Secondary
Vocational Educedion
More Visible

Forced the Two
Agencies to Work
Together

Caitsed Concerns/
Negative Impact

10 20 30 40

Percent Reporting Effects

Note: Nineteen percent of both vocational education and JTPA respondents said theydidn't know. There were also multiple responses; consequently the sums may ormay not equal 100 percent.

Figure 3.2. Ways 8 percent funds have affected coordination positively or negatively
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Table 3.4 presents respondents' suggestions for specific ways
the planning and distribution rrocedures for 8 percent funds could
be revised to improve vocational education-JTPA coordination.

TABLE 3.4

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING
PLANNING AND DISTRIBUTION OF 8 PERCENT FUNDS

Recommended Revisions

Percentage

VE JTPA

Give VE control/more control of funds 42
Increase money, expand strategies &
articulation opportunities

25

No changes necessary other than refine-
ment

11 28

Less politicizing 8

Expand planning process 8 25
Drop "match" requirements 6 3

GiVe JTPA control of funds
Single agency for VE & job training --

No response don't know 14 39

NOTE:_ Percentages are based on 36 states responding to the
questionnaire. Total sums to more than 100 percent because more
than one response was possible.

It is clear from this table that vocational education respon-
dents would like more control of the 8 percent funds when it comes
to planning and distribution. JTPA respondents feel the only
changes necessary are refinement and an expanded planning
process.

Planniu-: _and_ Review _Process

Section 111(a) (1) of the Perkins Act requires the state board
of vocational education to adopt procedures_tb implement state
level coordination with the state job coordinating council to
encourage cooperation in the conduct of their respective
programs.

One way to further coordination is to have staff from the
state JTPA agency participate in the development of the state plan
for vocational education. Vocational education and JTPA
respondents disagreed regarding the extent of participation by
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staff from state JTPA agencies or state job training coordinating
councils in the preparation of the vocational education plan(appendix table A-10). Sixty-one percent of vocational educationstaff said both participated. About one-fourth of the respondentssaid neither participated, 11 percent said staff of the JTPAagency only, and 6 percent said only the staff of the state job
training coordinating council. Only 25 percent of the JTPArespondents said they participated in the preparation of the stateplan for vocational education. Twenty-two percent said they were"not asked to participate".6

Just as the respondents differed on the extent of JTPAparticipation in the preparation of the state plan for vocationaleducation, they also differed on the impact of this participation
(appendix table A-11). Almost all (92 percent) of the vocational
education respondents said the participation led to changes andvery few (11 percent) of the JTPA respondents agreed. When askedfor examples of changes, however, half of the vocational educationrespondents gave no answer and only one-sixth (17 percent) citedany substantial change.

X thod- and --i eria for C ordination in S ate Plans

Section 113(b) (10) of the Perkins Act requires that the stateplan for vocational education describe proposed methods for jointplanning and coordination of Perkins and JTPA programs. Section121(b) (1) of JTPA requires the governor's coordination and specialservices plan to establish criteria to coordinate activities withprograms provided by educational agencies and institutions. Table3.5 summarizes the contents included in these plans to satisfythese requirements.

What is most striking about this table is the lack ofagreement in most of the methods. Only on the existence of acoordinative body other than the job training coordinating counciland the use of cooperative agreements is there some agreement.All of the other methods were mentioned by one side but not theother. many JTPA plans listed information exchange andcoordinated planning as a criteria but no vocational educationplans did so. Many of the vocational education plans listed JTPAbodies, the state coordinating councils and P1Cs, as methods ofcoordination, but the JTPA plans did not. This mismatch in thecoordination methods and criteria listed in the plans for the two
5Part of the differences in these responses is due to the

questions asked the two systems. The vocational education askedif anyone from the state JTPA agency or job training coordinatingcouncil participated in the preparation of the state plan. TheJTPA question only asked if anyone from the agency participated.
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systems is the most obvious objective data pointing to the lack of
coordination in the preparation of the plans themselves.

Seventy-one percent of vocational education respondents and
60_percent of JTPA respondents said the proposed methods and
criteria in the plans are totally or_mostly implemented. Has this
inplementation led to improved coordination?_ The majority of
vocational_education and JTPA respondents said "yes", but 30
percent said it has not led to improvement. Of those who said the
methods had improved coordination, almost all (85 percent) of the
vocational education respondents said the methods had led to joint

projects. When "no improvement" was reported, it was because the
mechanism had already been in place so no improvement occurred or
the procedure had not been set up for improvement to occur.

TABLE 3.5

PROPOSED METHODS/COORDINATION CRITERIA
CONTAINED IN STATE PLANS

Proposed Methods/Coordination Criteria

VE representative on SJTCC
Organized coordinative body other
than SJTCC

Local PICs attest to nonduplication
Staff participation
Cooperative agreements
VE representative on SJTCc
Staff review of plan
Joint state board development
Exchange-of specified infoLwation
Coordinated planning
Criteria unclear
JTPA liaisons
Unspecified requirement to coordinate
Review/sign-off procedures

VE

31
28

28
22
22
22
11
8

ammi

Percentage

JTPA

28

33

50
36
3
6
3
3

NOTE: Percentages are based on 36 states responding to the
questionnaire. Total sums to more than 100 percent because of
more than one response.

Review of State Plan for Vo a ional Educati-n

S ction 114(a) (1) of the Perkins Act requires that the state
plan for vocational education be provided to the job training



coordination council for review and comment at least 60 daysbefore submittal to the U.S. Secretary of Education. Over half ofthe vocational education (56 percent) and JTPA (59 percent)respondents said review of the plan did not lead to changes. Theshort time that vocational planners had to prepare these planspartially explains the limited impact of the coordinating councilreviews. Nevertheless, many councils were annoyed and frustratedby what they perceived as lack of r. vonsiveness. There is norequirement in legislation for the ,jc,vernor's coordination andspecial services plan to be reviewed by representatives of thevocational education system.

When there are changes in program and labor market
conditions, funding and other factors, section 113(c) (1) of thePerkins Act requires the state board of vocational education, inconsultation with the state council, to submit substantial changesto an_approved vocational education plan to the job trainingcoordinating council for review. All such proposed revisions tothe state vocational education plan were reviewed by the jobtraining coordinating council.

Local Applications

In order to avoid duplication, section 115(a) (2) of thePerkins Act requires applications for funds under this act fromlocal educational agencies to describe coordination with relevantJTPA and Adult Education Act programs. Section 115(b) of thePerkins Act also requires local applications to be available forreview and comment by JTPA administrative entities. Bothvocational education and JTPA respondents indicated that two-thirds (68 percent) of the administrative entities were active inreviewing and commenting on local applications. Commentsregarding this procedure were that applications were available,but the effects of the review were sketchy and limited. As withthe state plan, there is no requirement in legislation for localSDA plans to be reviewed by representatives of vocationaleducation.

About half of the respondents (53 percent) felt coordinationwas improved by the review of local applications but about a thirdof vocational education and JTPA respondents said they could notmake a judgement because it is too early or too short a time toallow for joint planning.

Role of the State_Councils

Both JTPA and the Perkins Act place considerable emphasis onthe state council on vocational education and the state jobtraining coordinating council to facilitate coordination. The
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ways in which they are carrying out their responsibilities are
examined in this section.

Role of the Council on Vocational Education

According to section 112(a) of the Perkins Act, each state
council must be composed of 13 members; one must be a private
sector member of the job training coordinating council, which is
established by section 122 of JTPA. Based on responses received
from vocational education, 72 percent of the those responding to
the survey have complied with this mandate. Fifty percent of
vocational education respondents said this membership has led to
changes by making the council more concerned with JTPA. Section
112(a) (2) of the Perkins Act requires that in the selection of
individuals to serve on the state council, due consideration be
given to those who serve on JTPA private industry councils. More
than half (58 percent) of the vocational education councils have
such members and coordination is being promoted and information
shared, but in some cases (11 percent), these members are not
having much influence. Most respondents did not have any
suggestions to improve the state councils as a context for
coordination. Those that were made are reported in appendix
table A-12.

Section 112(d)(9)(A) of the Perkins Act requires each state
council to evaluate once every two years: (1) the adequacy and
effectiveness of the vocational education and JTPA delivery
systems in achieving the purposes of the two acts; and (2) make
recommendations to the state board of vocational education on the
adequacy and effectiveness of coordination between vocational
education and JTPA; and advise the governor, the state board, the
state job training coordinating council, the U.S. Secretary of
Education, and the U.S. Secretary of Labor about these findings
and recommendations. There is no requirement for the JTPA council
to submit a similar report.

These reports had not yet been required by the federal
government when the survey was conducted. Sixty-five percent of
the vocational education respondents said the state council on
vocational education has not made any recommendations on the
adequacy and effectiveness of vocational education-JTPA
coordination. Many indicated that it was "too early" or they are
in the process of assessing policies, conducting surveys, and
examining roles. This submission date for the mandated reports
was March 1987 and a summary of their findings and recommendations
will be included in the second annual report of coordination
prepared by the National Center.
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Role of the Job Trainin Coordinatin Council

Although legislation mandates that one private sector memberof the state job training coordinating council serve on the statecouncil on vocational education, there is no parallel mandate inthe JTPA. Nevertheless, 50 percent of JTPA respondents said voca-tional education representation on the state job trainingcoordinating council is causing more awareness of vocationaleducation and the possibility of joint planning. All states arecomplying with the mandate to have education officials on thestate job training coordinating council. This participation,according to JTPA respondents, is resulting in improved coordina-tion, pressure for more coordination, and increased effectivenessof members. Cross-membership is facilitating coordination througha forum for the exchange of ideas, plans, and policies.

Othe- Provisions

Section 422(b) of the Perkins Act requires that (1) infor-mation systems, developed or maintained, be compatible and compli-mentary to other supply and demand information systems, and that(2) the State Occupational Information Coordinating Committee(SOICC) implement a system to meet the common needs for planningand operating programs assisted under Perkins and JTPA. Almostall (92 percent) of vocational education respondents said theiragencies and JTPA use the same occupational information system forprogram planning. Seventy-seven percent said it is developed bythe State Occupational Information Coordinating Committee (SOICC).In those cases when the SOICC did not develop this system, it wasusually developed by the state Employment Security agency. JTPArespondents concurred with these answers with the exception ofsaying that the Department of Labor was the agency responsible fordeveloping this system. This provision is obviously being carriedout in most states.

Section 111(c) of the Perkins Act requires the state board ofvocational education to provide a listing of all programs assistedby this act to each PIC established under section 102 of the JTPA.A listing of all programs assisted by the Perkins Act has beenmade available to PICs in 89 percent of the states according tovocational education respondents. However, responses from theJTPA mail questionnaire said only 45 percent of the states havecomplied with this mandate. About half of the vocationaleducation and JTPA respondents said the list was organized by theSDA. It appears this mandate is not being carried out to thefullest extent at the present time. There is no requirement forlistings of JTPA programs to be provided to vocational educationrepresentatives.
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Summary

This chapter has presented the many legislative provisions in
JTPA and the Perkins Act that are intended to foster coordination.
Responses to the mail questionnaires indicated the extent to which
the mandates have been implemented. Most respondents think the 8
percent funds are beneficial. They are fostering coordination
through better communication, organizational relationships,
cooperation and local planning, as well as providing the
opportunity to serve more clients. Relatively few vocational
education (17 percent) and JTPA respondents (11 percent) think the
8 percent funds have had a negative effect on coordination.

There were major differences between vocational education's
proposed methods for coordination and JTPA's criteria fDr
coordination contained in the state plans for the two systems.
The lack of agreement in these plans was the most obvious
indication of the limited amount of joint planning taking place.
The state plans for vocational education were reviewed by the job
training coordinating councils in all states. Over half the
respondents from both systems reported, however, that these
reviews produced no changes in the plans. Three-fourths of the
states reported having a member of the job training coordinating
council serving on the vocational education council, and in half
of the states vocational educators serve on the coordinating
councils. These members are seen as contributing to better
coordination. Almost all states use the same occupational
information system for program planning. There were substantial
differences in answers from the two systems on whether listings of
vocational programs assisted by the Perkins Act had been provided
to P1Cs.
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CHAPTER 4

COORDINATION: THE LOCAL PERSPECTIVE

Coordination requires changes in an organization's normal
method of providing services. These changes within the organiza-
tion require time and the creation of new operating procedures.
To someone outside the organization experiencing these changes,
the organization may appear to be unduly bureaucratic, sluggish or
even impossible to deal with.

To supplement the systematic data collection for this study,
an effort was made to identify and to document examples of
successful local coordination to determine who was responsible and
what seemed to make it possible. Notices were placed in the
newsletters of the American Association of Community and Junior
Colleges, the National Governor's Association, the National
Association of Counties, The National Alliance of Business, and
the Centergram (a monthly newsletter of the National Center for
Research in Vocational Education). The notices requested that
individuals nominate states or local programs with high levels of
coordination.

Responses were received from 17 programs. From March through
DeceMber 1986, staff from the nominated projects were contacted to
obtain information concerning_the kind and degree of coordination
they had achieved. When possible, a representative of an agency
whose interests converged with_the nominated agency's interests
was contacted for the "other side" of the story. That iS, if a
JTPA service delivery area was nominated for their coordination
efforts, the name_of a specific contact representing the
vocational education institution was obtained. The vocational
education person was then interviewed to corroborate the initial
interview, as well as provide additional perspectives on
coordination. Each respondent had the opportunity to revise a
draft copy of the interviewer's notes.

There was no selectivity of these programs so it should not
be inferred that these are judged to be model or demonstration
projects. They are programs whose staff.responded to the request
for nomination and who provided information about their
activities. Those were the only criteria for their inclusion in
this chapter. The cases are grouped according to different types
of coordination activity. Four of the cases are presented in some
detail and highlight distinct examples of coordination. These
examples include instances where coordination was made possible
because (1) a strategy was developed to meet the needs_of the two
principal actors (Central Pennsylvania Industry Education
Consortium), (2) an individual determined that the gap between the
two institutions should be bridged (Clark Technical college),
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(3) existing
exploitation
intermediate
mutual goals

relations between the two institutions allowed theof opportunity (Escambia County Schools), and (4) aninstitution assisted separate institutions to meet(Job Shop )-

ceneral Obse- a ons on What Work

Individually, the 17 case studies offer insights into theneeds and problems of trying to coordinate the routinized proce-dures of two distinct institutions: the vocational educationdelivery system and the delivery system funded by JTPA. Moreimportant, they suggest approaches to those needs and problemswhich, in some measure, have worked in the communities from whichthe studies were drawn. As such, the cases represent examples oflocal-level initiatives for other institutions to consider incontext. Beyond their individual contributions to increasingcoordination between vocational education and the programs fundedby JTPA, the case studies represent a certain insight into whattends to work at the local level.

Coordination seems to be possible when these steps occur:first, there must be awareness of the need or potential benefitsfrom coordination. Second, the leadership of the agenciesinvolved must demonstrate a commitment to coordination. Third,the representatives of the agencies must communicate in a crediblemanner. Fourth, the agencies involved must perform to the agreed-upon level. And fifth, there must be a willingness to alter one'sown procedures or activities to mesh with the other agency.
The pr(cess is dynamic because a break in the con ttment,credibility, or performance can halt coordination efforts despitea number of successful

coordination cycles and apparent causallinkage between the coordinated activity and efficient oreffective operations. Credibility is enhanced when there areminimal delays. Negotiators must be able to commit resouces fromwithin their organization. Otherwise, the necessary conditions ofa commitment, credible communication, and performance will not bemet by the lower-level officials actually responsible forcoordinating organizational behaviors.

Coordination means different things to different people. Formany individuals, successful coordination was defined as gettingwhat they did not have by "allocating your resources to myproject." Still others defined successful coordination as "jointplanning to meet mutual goals" or even more stringently "jointoperations to meet mutual goals." Each example of coordination isset in context. These findings are based on the nominatedprojects and the definition of successful coordination that wasused by the person nominating the program.
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General Observations o- What Does Not Work

A practically universal complaint about public programs is
that there is insufficient coordination. "Better coordination"
seems to be inherently good. An attractive feature of "better
coordination" is that it appears to cost so little. All coordina-
tion seems to require is common sense, good will, and opportuni-
ties for those whose activities are to be coordinated to confer

regularly. If coordination is in fact, so cheap, why_is it a
concern at all? The reason is, of course, that coordination may
be very costly to individuals and organizations. Negotiating the
methods of coordination is itself time consuming, and if changes
are needed in the_internal operations of one system to work with
the other, costs increase greatly. Under certain conditions,
coordination might not_be possible. There appears to be
considerable accuracy in Warren's (1975) conclusion that the
federal government passed the coordination buck back to the_states
and local governments after unsuccessful attempts to deal with it

in Washington.

The most common barriers to coordination_in the 17 programs
described in this report seem related to the inability or
unwillingness of an organization to perform activities in concert
with activities of the agency having similar, yet divergent,
missions and objectives._ Several individuals mentioned the
presence of conflicting incentives for.members of the two delivery
systems._ Two representatives of vocational education
institutions, for example, felt their institutions should receive
credit for positive outcomes even if the individual trained chose
not to seek employment after training was completed. From the
JT1DA perspective, however, a major_complaint was that vocational
schools were not able to place trainees in unsubsidized
employment. Obviously, the two systems measure their perfo 1Lance
by different criteria.

Coordination is not a single problem, but a topic that can be
categorized in terms of rational activity, organizational
behavior, or bureaucratic behavior (Allison 1979). If the
analysis_considers coordination efforts from a rational
perspective, one may wonder how anything works at all. The goals
of aTPA and vocational education agencies conflict. The standards
of accountability are different. JTIDA is federally funded;
vocational education is primarily a state and local program, and
so forth. The analysis of coordination from an organizational
behavior_perspective is concerned with the coordination of
institutional and personal behaviors. The analysis of
coordination from a bureaucratic perspective concerns the analysis
of actors playing games of interests, stakes, and power.

Actually, coordination must account for each distinct per-
spective. The need for coordination must be rationally examined
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and explained to participating individuals in terms of the indi-vidual's perspective as well as the organization's perspective.Negotiations will occur to mesh the methods and motives of different organizations. Last, proponents of coordination may need todevelop strategies to overcome "game-playing."

Usin the ease Studies

The following case studies are presented to provide admini-
strative entities and schools with a sense of circumstances,
problems, and factors surrounding the evolution and development ofwhat are considered by their participants to be successful localcoordination initiatives. What works well in one area may notwork the same way in another area. Conversely, some elementsand strr s profiled here may merit consideration for inclusioninto fur, r coordination efforts. The information presented inthe case .;rudies is done so in summary form. Extended descrip-tions of four coordination examples follow; the remainder are insummary form in appendix B.



Central Pennsylyania
Industr ducation Consortium

The Central Pennsylvania Industry Education Consortium was
established in four central Pennsylvania counties. The consortium
received aTPA funds through the Pennsylvania Department of Educa-
tion. The consortium is a cooperative effort based on the philos-
ophy that there is a need to link the available training resources
of the educational institutions to the training needs of business
and industry to aid in the economic development of the region.
This is achieved by funding coordinators who are responsible for
identifying industry training needs and arranging for training
programs to meet these needs.

Backqround

The consortium is governed by a coordinating council composed
of one representative designated by the chief executive officer of
each participating institution. The program began in July 1983
under this format with 100 percent JTPA funding. The funds were
allotted to the service delivery area (SDA) by the state voca-
tional education agency. The SDA, in turn, contracted these funds
to a local education agency to organize the industry-education
coordinators. Initially, the SDA merely served as a conduit for
funding and was not actively participating in coordination activi-
ties. Presently, the education coordination funds are allocated
to service delivery areas in Pennsylvania on the basis of a state-
wide formula. This is to increase local coordination efforts.
The service delivery area will request proposals for education
coordination projects for the next program year. The initial
scheme provided little incentive for coordination because the
educational institutions found few reasons to coordinate their
activities among themselves and with PICs and SDAs. They only
needed to obtain "approval" of the project, not to negotiate joint
projects or priorities.

This Industry-Education Consortium proposal was originally
submitted by one educational institution to the PIC for approval
prior to submission to the state vocational education agency. The
PIC threatened to withhold approval unless the coordination effort
was representative of all the area's educational institutions.
Thus, the structure of the present consortium was created.

The state is planning to reduce the funding for industry-
education coordinators by one-half. This will require the voca-
tional consortia to provide one-half the financial support for the
coordinators.
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Characteristics of the Pro iran

The industry-education coordinator is part of a team approach
to economic development. The coordinator keeps informed of local
company movements by belonging to civic and business organiza-tions. The coordinator also maintains contacts with local indus-
trial development and economic development groups, employment
security groups, PIC staff, and other groups.

The coordinator facilitates industrial training by arranging
class-size training with an educational institution and by apply-ing for state-appropriated training funds through the field
offices of the state vocational education agency. The state-
appropriated funds are for customized training and for training
for occupational shortages within the labor market area.

SDA job developers arrange their own on-the-job contracts and
refer class-size training to the industry-education coordinatorwho, in turn, refers the training to the appropriate educational
institution. Information concerning business contacts and oppor-
tunities for training is also shared.

Results

A formal evaluation of the Central Pennsylvania Industry
Education Consortium has not been completed. Initial resultsindicate 5 training contracts resulted from 54 contacts during1984. Successful results may be demonstrated by the transfer ofone-half of the programs financial support from the 8 percent
education coordination grant funds to local support.

For furth r information contact:

Harold J. Ayers
Central Pennsylvania Industry

Education Consortium
3300 Cameron Street Road
Harrisburg, PA 17110-2999
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Escairiia , Florida

Background

In 1984, a vocational education-JTPA coordinator employed by
the State of Florida's Education Deparcment noticed that a great
number of JTPA-eligible youth were dropping out of school. The
coordinator initiated a search for a school willing to attempt an

intervention. The money had to be expended within 1 month. The

Escambia County School District recognized a dropout problem
existed in its system and also noted that many JTPA eligibles were
performing below their established grade level. Many of the 1:7,w-
functioning students were not afforded sufficient remedial help
and often joined the ranks of the dropouts.

Or anizational Involvement and Funding

The PIC and Florida Department of Education provided funds
for the Escambia County School District to purchase a computer
system and software to address basic and remedial education for
JTPA-eligible youth and adults for day and evening sessions,

respectively. The Department of Education holds title to the
equipment and has assigned the equipment to the school district.

The JTPA agency has a performance- or results-based contract
compensating the school system with $117 for every 1.5 grade-level
increase in basic skills for in-school, at-risk youth. The
Escambia County School District committed institutional resources
to support the implementation of this program. The superintendent
began a relatively low monetary cost activity of convincing build-
ing principals to accept the strategy and implement the programs
and to have the cchool board accept the program. The school
district supplies the facilities, teachers and support personnel
necessary to operate the program.

Characteristic_ of Ta_et P--ulation

Students are screened for JTPA eligibility and assessed for
being "at-risk" of becoming a high school dropout. The character-
istics of uat-risk" students include 1) students identified by the
Florida basic skills test as functioning below grade level, 2)
failure of one or.more grades, 3) irregular or tardy_school atten-
dance, 4) no participation in extra-curricular activities, 5)
frequent behavioral problems requiring disciplinary measures, 6)
feelings of "not belonging" because of lack of achievement in
school, and 7) the need for remediation based on standardized
achievement examination scores.



Elements

One of the fortuitous preconditions to the initiation of theprogram was that the state had $100,000 that the Department ofEducation had to spend in 1 month. The Escambia County SchoolBoard and the PICs acceptel the idea and committed resources toimplement the program within this time constraint. A secondfactor is that the executive director of the PIC has a closeworking relationship and is a personal friend of thesuperintendent of the school district. A third is that computersoftware and hardware were available to provide for and trackstudent performance on educational competencies. Further factorsmentioned by the principal actors are as follows: (1) the SDAdoes not directly providing training, (2) the school board andthe building principals accepted the strategy quickly, and (3)the PIC and school administrative staff respected the roles of theother agencies.

For further information contact:

Dr. John DeWitt, Director
Grants Research and Governmental Relations
The School District of Escambia County
30 East Texas Drive
Pensacola, FL 32503
(904) 432-6121
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JOk_5112R
Stanton Vir inia

Background

Job Shop is a subsidiary of Career Planning Consultants. Job
Shopprovided training in "soft skills" (employability or job
seeking skills) for CETA prime sponsors and for JTPA service
delivery areas during the first part of this decade. Job Shop is
a private, for-profit enterprise linking vocational education with
JTPA funded programs.

Organizational Involvement and Funding

Job Shop creates or purchases class-size, individualized,
competency-based training programs under performance-based con-
tracts. Job Shop responds to requests for proposals from the
Shenandoah Valley PIC (and others) with a training proposal. If
the proposal is selected, Job Shop locates a facility for training
(often a vocational school during normal school break periods),
obtains the services of an instructor, recruits and determines
eligibility of clients, and commences work on placement.

Job Shop has initiated several employer-based training pro-
grams. Job Shop provides 3-4 weeks of intensive skills training
and then places the trainee with a firm in on-the-job training.
After the completion of training, Job Shop places the individual
with the firm providing the on-the-job training or another firm.

Characteristics of the Client Population

The clients are public school "casualties." These are ilidi-
viduals who have left school for many reasons: trouble with the
law, lack of interest, parenting or financial difficulties. The
individuals then found themselves unemployed, underemployed,
unskilled, on welfare, or in some other undesirable situation.

Key Elements

Job Shop has developed an incentive system that is structured
to reward its own employees who put forth the extra effort to help
clients help themselves. Job Shop is willing to assume the risk
of performance-based contracts; this is one of their primary
functions. Many public agencies and institutions are not able or
willing to accept the risks involved with performance-based con-
tracts. Job Shop has the same goals as the PICs they serve: to
serve clients, to not have disallowed costs to meet performance
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standards, and to meet the objectives of the plans. The reasons
for meeting these goals may differ but the actions are in
concert.

A relationship between Job Shop and vocational schools is
essential for the success of the venture. Without the expertise
of vocational educators, it would be impossible to arrange high-
quality training. The vocational schools are offered a chance to
serve clients who have not been and may not be served by educa-
tional institutions and to utilize slack facility resources to
provide training.

Results

The Shenandoah Valley PIC is satisfied because they net all
performance standards last year. The SDA utilized true
performance-based contracts for 68 percent of the funds, step-wise
performance-based contracts (payments for achievement of steps in
the process) for 10 percent of the funds, and cost-reimbursement
contracts for 22 percent of the funds. The SDA is looking to
decrease the amount of cost-reimbursement contracts next year.

The system may be working too well. The competition betweenJob Shop and other proprietary institutions bidding for JTPA
contracts may 0?:eate alliances between vocational schools and
other proprietary firms. Vocational schools will press for a
larger share of the JTPA contracts for facility and equipment
lease. This could transfer marginal profit from proprietary
institutions to the vocational schools. The opportunity exists
for vocational schools to assume the risk in return for the rewardnow received by the proprietary institutions.

For further informat-on contact:

Dr. Thomas Irwin
aolo Shop
Rontex, Box 102B
Stanton, VA 24401
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Caree

Background

A sessment and Couns ling_Center
fieid OniS rin

In April 1985, the JTPA-funded Individualized Training pro-

gram (IT) became the Clark Technical College's individualized

training program. The IT program had been operating since March

1983 as an independent agency subcontracting with both CETA and

JTPA. The director of the Career Assessment and Counseling Center
(CACC) had approached Clark Technical College with a proposal that

CACC become a part of the college. Presently the IT program, as

part of the CACC, shepherds individuals through the self- and
career-assessment process and then into skill training for place-

ment in an unsubsidized position.

Or.anizational Involvement and Funding

Applicants are referred to the program by_the local employ-

ment and training office and other social service agencies. The

applicants attend a career exploration seminar designed to help

them assess the appropriateness of their training goals. Atter

acceptance to the program,_the client's academic progress and
personal adjustment to training are explored in_monthly counseling
sessions with a CACC counselor. Individual trainees participate
in training programs at several institutions.through the southwest
quadrant of Ohio as well as at the host institution, Clark
Technical College.

Most IT participants receive government educational grants
that they apply toward college tuition. JTIDA provides funding for

expenses not covered by the student's educational grants.

Characteristics of the a t Fo.ulation

The program assists displaced workers women entering or
reentering the labor force and other JTPA eligible clients. The

median age of clients is 30 years, but range in age from 18 to

55 and above. The assessment procedure allows individuals to
reconcile their employment aspirations with the realities of
employment possibilities and prevailing wages in the economy. The

program accepts only those individuals with the skill and motiva-

tion to make it in school. The program is selective because of

the level of resources committed and the desire by administrators

to have clients succeed.
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Xex_Elements

The key elements to ithe program include the assessment andintake procedures previotaly outlined above. Many former clientsfeel the personal attentic=m and encouragement provided to ITparticipants was the priP=ipal reason for individual success.This personal attention ITL--.1d encouragement is seen as "coddling" bysome of the prograes cri-tics. Many clients and administratorspoint out that the key cat=ponent to this coordination effort isthe director of the MCC/ Lara Braxton. Braxton has devoted theenergy necessary to develchcap coordination between the JTEA agenciesin the area and Clark Teel nnical College, where JTPA funds wereonce disdained. Now, both* entities are more flexible with eachother and concerned with ra-neeting the needs of clients often inareas that may not be reflo_ected in performance standards.
For further information cte.ntact:

Lara Braxtall, Ols=rector
Career Assessmentrt and Counseling Center
Clark Tedmioal CmCollege
P.O. Box 570
Springfield, OH C*4550l
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CHAPTER 5

CONcLUSIONS AND OPTIONS

The Perkins legislation requires the National Center to
report annually on joint planning and coordination under that act
and JTPA. This first report has presented information on how the
individuals rezponsible for implementingthe two_acts define
coordination and their assessments of the effectiveness of the
provisions in the acts intended to facilitate joint planning and_
coordination. This chapter summarizes the information presented in
the previous chapters in the form of answers to a set of basic
questions about coordination of vocational edlacation and JTPA.

In presenting any generalization, itmust be emphasized that
the level of coordination of JTPA and vocational education is
influenced by many va:Aables ranging ftmathe autonomy of the
state board for vocational education tothe personal relationships
between program staff of local_schools mid JTPA administrative
entities. One of the most striking aspats.of the data collected
for this study is their variability. Cocodination_varies across
states and within states. It is commonwithin a_single SDA to
find some vocational institutions working well with JTPA and
others that have few contacts. The following generalizations
describe broad national tendencies.

Ql How extensive is toj__nt_planning_gmaer the two acts?

Al There was very little joint planning of programs conducted
during 1986. Because of the dateswhIn the two acts were
passed, there was little opportunity for joint planning.

Discussion: The 2 years between the passage of the JTPA and the
Perkins Act and the planning requirements in these acts put their
plans out of phase with each other untilJuly 1988. Plane for
programs to be conducted after that datemnat be conterminous to
comply with section 113(a)(1)(3) of thePerkins Act.

The Perkins Act requires that the Mate plan for vocational
education be available for review by thejob training coordination
council at least 60 days prior to submimaon to the Secretary of
the U.S. Department of Education. Afterthe Perkins Act was
passed in October 1984, May 1985 was tkodate set for submission
of the state plan. This meant the planhad to be available for
review by March 1985. Vocational plannus were hard pressed to
meet these deadlines.

The short time period partially explains the limited response
to the review of the state plans. About60 percent of the state
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resporridents from both systems reported that therevieWEms by the
cooratmating councils caused no changes in the state 1,1__an for
vocati_4Dnal education. Joint planning was the activity TriJst
fregue_mtly mentioned by agency directors as hindered loy%7 lack of
coordimation. There was not even much.similarityin th,rae methods
propos4ed for coordination in the_vocational education a;estate plans
with t3ae coordination criteria listed in the JTPAsta. plans.
Some ozf the JTPA respondents interviewed duringthe sit_I-e visits
criticazed the quality of the state vocational edumatiAlc.n plan.

T7A-ne Perkins Act also attempts to encourage joint p caanning at
the loc=a1 level. Applications from eligible recipients .; for
Perkinms funds must describe coordination with relevant JTPA
programrts and be available for review by_the SEM ateinis trative
ettitiesas. Some-state vocational education agencies_req7-laire
signatv_ares of SDA representatives on local applications certifyingthat tl=tcy had the opportunity to review the applioationz_s.
Responcents from state JTPA agencies estimated tMt abew-lat two-thirds of the SDAs are conducting such reviews, ud abOw-lat half
thought= the practice promoted coordination.

Ir-terviews during the site visits, however,revealemad little
signiff_cant movement toward more extensive joint plannikg. Thereview of local applications by SDA representatives appeaseared to be
pro fot=lma with little expectation it would lead tocharges in theappliction. Both sides expressed an interest inknowltnng more
about %what the other was doing, but few had establiahed mechanismsfor prc=4viding such_information. In some of the states tOthat were
visited!, the vocational education agencies have set up.tmregional
plannimg groups that meet on a regular basis and in whAc=th JTPA
represntatives participate. Even in these states,_hoter, JTPAresponcents tended to view these groups as havinglittlema relevance
to thei_r programs. Some approximation_to joint Naanirl.qgl was found
in loCa_1 areas where influential vocational educators v4tre active
members:- of PICs. Such members kept the PICs infmmed Otf existing
prograrr_s in public institutions and tried to guidetheit=7 programs
to conapaement JTPA efforts.-

Pl.lianning for programs to begin in July 1988 will betea on the
same scizedule and will provide more opportunities for joimpint ef-
fort. -rt appears, however, much work will have tope c10.40ne if the
plannerms for the two systems are to take advantageof th_aese
opportu3raities.

Jo..nt planning appears in some ways to be like the _ 55 mile
per hou3c speed limit for interstate highways. Public oP_inion
surveys reveal general support for this limit, andstudio es of itseffects reveal lives have been saved and fuel consumptio=1 lowered.Yet few people drive at this speed. The immediateconsiowderationsof a caz capable of far higher speeds, the desireto reacmcal one's
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destinat c=n, and the low probobiliVy of en )rcement cornt=dne at the
individua= level to outweigh the aclriowlec3gd social her-mefits.

In a similar manner the advant&...mges of j int p1annal-7.--..-itir, were
recognize=1 and even advocated by raarray of the administraors
intervievewsd for this study. Actualy coriduotng joint :olanning,
however, -.1 s a difficult process tha presenterisks to tche
autonomy .nd resources of The agencties involvE 1. Agenoes which
en TrtLIter inteimo joint planning Dt gre on at lea.rt one colmamon or
shared grol.1, the resources from eaCJi that will be direct:rated to
achieving the goal, and who will corzntrol these i:esouroe. Each of
these dee:: isions is contrary to the r-Inatural tend4ncy of
bureauoram-cy to maintain the maximuall control possible oArnmer its
perceived area of authority. When these disincentives Lre
considerewd with the diffiotaties of aligning different
regulatiens, funding sources, eligitz=ility criteria, plat:taming areas
and time t schedules, it should be no surprise that littlee joint
planning was found.

Hav-i-:_rig said this, however, it liould be noted that this study
found tba.-_t the requirement ler a ooc=perative agreement: z for use of
the 8 percent funds did promote joit-zat planning. With "ttr_he 8
percent r-funds there is a poverful il=ancentive for the voe-4zational
education_s. side to reach agreement. Under section 123(d _) of JTPA,
if such a=1.n agreement is not reached -the funds become aVQ-ailable to
the gover-rnor to be used ae 5pecifiec=1 under section 121 . of JTPA.
Joint plaALnning in this case does neirt depend on the will _ingness of
the partt cipating parties to make Isuniatual adjustments. If
agreemen is not reached, one party can assert control.

To 14/what extent are jPciients receivin instr tionor
education

inSi=itutions?
A2 The data this study was able ter o collect do not alow a

pre=ise answer to thie guestiom. The available claiata suggest
thet a large proportion of JTI"..;.IN clients are serveala by public
voCamtional education, especial: ly in rural areas aniad smaller
citia,es. In large urban areas, alternative servie providers,
suCk= as community based organi: zations and propriet=ary
solic=pols, are used more than puliolic institutions.

Discuss c=n: This answer is based 0:-n a variety of evi nce. Only
15 of th states that responded to the mail survey To/eZ able to
provide atny data on the extent of C =lassroom training ilk-a public
institut.M.ons and for 2 of these 15, the data were only for the 8
percent et-aside of the tjtle ITh funds. The SDAs trikvert were
visited l.so had difficultIr providi:_ng information on erlararollment by
type of *institution. These several - sources are not adq-uate to



present any national figures on the number of JTPA clients beingserved by public institutions. They do, however, point strongly torather extensive usage of public education.

Even in the large urban areas, there is often more use ofpublic facilities than appears evident from a review of serviceproviders. In large urban areas, community-based organizationsare often the most frequent subcontractors for classroom training.Some of these community-based organizations conduct their programsin cooperation with public institutions that provide facilities orother resources such as instructors or curriculum. In one SDAthat was visited, the community-based subcontractor used its JTPAfunding to provide support services, instruction in English, andcommunity college tuition. The local community college providedoccupational skill training to these clients, and the collegereceived its usual enrollment-based reimbursement for thesestudents from the state. This is one of many instances wherethere was extensive coordination, none of which was reflected inthe available indicators.

Is the 8 ercen
coordinat on.

aside of JTPA title IIA funds r tin

In most states the 8 percent set-aside has improvedcommunication and encouragrd joint efforts. The 8 percentfunds were generally reported to have provided services thatotherwise would not have been available. In somr states, the8 percent funds have produced more conflict thancoordination, but relatively few of the respondents (17percent from vocational education, 11 percent from JTPA)reported the 8 percent funds had an overall negative effecton the quality or level of coordination in their states.

Discussion: There is no facet of JTPA-vocational education coor-dination that has received more attention than the 8 percent set-aside. This is due mainly to the change in this set-aside fromCETA to JTPA. Six percent of CETA funds were specificallydesignated for coordination with vocational education. Under JTPAthe language was changed to say "any State education agencyresponsible for education and training." This was not anaccidental change for vocational educators lobbied to retain theCETA language. Their inability to do so reflects a judgment byCongress that less specific language may be more conducive tocoordination. The change obviously has created conflict in somestates. The controversy is most evident in those states where thegovernors have assigned administrative responsibility for thefunds to z.,1 agency other than the main education agency. Even inthe other states where the education agency administers the 8percent set-aside, there is often disagreement about prioritiesand how the funds should be distributed.
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Such disagreements are probably inevitaThle because the 8
percent funds are such an attractive rEmourc.,e. They can_be used
for almost any purpose that canbeshmm to -,arovide services for
eligible participants or facilitate coordination of education and
training services. There_are_no federal reguirements on how the 8
percent funds are to be distributed, amiprgrams conducted with
them are not subject to performance standard]:s. Most states use at
least some of the 20 percent intemdedto fac ilitate coordination
to pay for staff who develop and monitor joi=mt activities. Only a
small proportion of this 20_percert, however , is being used in
ways that increase the institutional capecit-IF of the two systems
to work together.

Conflict over the 8 percent funds is no-l= necessarily a sign
of less coordination. Conflict can reflect .---Imovement from a
condition of no interaction to a stateof cliagreement over how to
work together. Such disagreements may prodUm-ce a creative tension
that leads to more innovative approaches to_==serving individuals in
need. Despite the repeated complaints about the 8 percent funds
that were heard during the site visits, most of the respondents
from both systems felt the 8 percent Set-asi-nle had promoted
communication and joint planning.

Q4 How_effective are other _-111 the two.acts_that
are_intended_to encourasAmtpIgnaila .and coordination?

A4 The provisions have been implemented in almost all states. A
majority of the respondents, usually by a ratio of 2 to 1 or
more, report these provisicms have improwoved coordination.

Discussion: The several provisions inthe t'qmao acts, and the
emphasis on training in JTPA, seemto have c=reated a heightened
awareness in the two systems of the need for coordination. A
strong majority (70 percent or more) ofthe ==state leaders of both
systems think coordination is better now tha=aa it was under CETA.
Respondents noted the requirements in tthe tWm.cp acts as among the
strongest factors encouraging state JTPA and vocational education
agencies to coordinate.

Q5 What are the main factors d1scouragir hinderin .coordina-
tion?.

A5 The differences in the purposes ard son=ces of funding for
vocational education and JTPA.

Discussion: Fundame.ntal differences exist bdimetween vocational
educators and employment and training profesionals in their
assessments of how best to serve individuals with serious barriers
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to employment. Host vocational educators feel these individuals
are best served by fairly long-term training programs which
provide in-depth knowledge of an occupational area in which futurecareer shifts can be made. Vocational educators tend to beskeptical of the value of much of the on-the-job training JTPAparticipants receive. Many of these jobs, in the opinion of
vocational educators, JTPA participants could have gotten on theirown, and the training contract is mainly a subsidy to employers.

Employment and training professionals, for their part,cluestion the value of much. of the training vocational educationoffers. Often, they claim, it is not relevant to the needs of thelabor market, and students cannot find jobs after completing thetraining. They further contend that even if the training isappropriate, few JTPA clients can afford the loss of income long-term, full-time training requires.
The effectiveness of the two approaches is really anempirical question about which the aTPA experiments currently

being prepared should provide some answers. These answers are
unlikely to be as definitive as either side would like, but they
should sugggest which type of services are most likely to be ofhelp to which type of clients. Vocational educators would arguethat the value of longer training should be evaluated throughlonger follow-up. The real value of such training, they contend,is over a career, not necessarily in the first job aftertraining.

46 Can the factors inhibitin coordina ion be eli inated orminimized?
A6 Barriers that arise because of insufficient contact betweenthe systems can be overcome through greater sharing of

information and by providing incentives for joint activities.Barriers that arise because of the certification role ofschools are more difficult to overcome.

Discussion: Public schools must simultaneously perform two basicfunctions: (1) assist all students to achieve their maximumpotential and (2) guide and prepare these same students toward
their future occupational roles in society. A basic element ofthis second function is the certificationthrough the award of ahigh school diplomathat the individual has acquired certainbasic communication, computational, and deportment skills. The
education reform movement can be interpreted as a reaction to theerosion of high school standards during the past 20 years.

What is being called the "second wave" of the reform movementis focusing increased attention on those students who
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traditionally have had difficulty succeeding in school. The label

"at-risk" is being used with greater frequency. Dr. David

Horubeck's presidential address to the Council of Chief State

School Officers in November 1986, for example, was titled "Meeting

the Needs of At Risk Children and Youth: A National Imperative."
Designing more effective Programs for young people who cannot or

will not meet more rigorous academic standards will be a major

focus of educators in coming years.

Even with far more effective programs, however, it is likely

that a significant number of young people still will not success-

fully complete school. Students who are disruptive and who refuse

to perform the required work cannot be graduated. Second-chance
opportunities will be needed for these young people, if they wish

to take advantage of them. Some of these opportunities can be

offered by such public institutions as adult basic education

centers and community colleges. For other young people who have

had mainly negative experiences in such institutions, alternative

opportunities will continue to be needed.7

A key to ensuring that these alternatives are complimentary

and not duplicative of existing programs is, of course, communica-

tion. Active membership of vocational educators on JTPA councils

was often found in those states and SDAs that appeared to have
achieved higher levels of coordination. Informal networks and

regular contacts among key decision makers were also characteriv-

tic of areas with good coordination. These networks were more
common in rural areas and smaller cities than in large urban

areas.

Q7. Does an educational instit as a JTPA
stratve entit facilitate c o dination?

A. There are some advantages in an educational institution
acting as an administrative entity. There are also
risks that competing priorities can obscure the focus on
the primary missions of either the institution or JTPA.

Discussion: Project staff visited three SDA's in which the grant
recipients/administrative entities were community colleges. In

each case the SDA had been created out of an area that had been

included in the balance of state under CETA. The community
colleges did not have to compete with former CETA prime sponsors

to be named as administrative entities. In these three SDAs the

staff were employees of the community colleges yet they enjoyed a

7For a discussion of factors influencing the relationships

between public vocational education and one of the primary
alternatives, community-based organizations, see Bailis (1987a).
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good deal of independence. Bach, for example, was housed in aseparate building that was not on the community college campus.All three were placing more of their clients in on-the-jobtraining than in classroom skill training, apparently to avoid anycharges the colleges were using JTPA clients to fill theirclasses. The chairperson of one of these PICs even reported thathis PIC did not like to send its clients to the community collegebecause clients who got associate degrees tended to leave thearea. Administrators for the community colleges and the SDAs inthe three areas rated their level of coordination very high. Theyattributed this high level to mutual respect, good communication,and the ability to resolve problems and get final decisions onpolicy questions in a timely manner.

Tennessee was not one of the states visited for this study,but Dr. James Moore, director of Job Training Program for theState Board of Regents, has shared some of the Tennesseeexperience with community colleges acting as administrativeentities with the writers of this report. When JTPA was enacted,the governor of Tennessee attempted to have community colleges andtechnical institutes named as administrative entities for all 14SDAs that he had designated. The final selection of grantrecipients and administrative entities, however, is theresponsibility of PICs in accordance with their agreements withthe chief elected officials who appointed the councils. InTennessee, community colleges were selected to act asadministrative entities in seven SDAs. As in the three that thisstudy visited, these SDAs had been created out of the previousbalance of state and it was not necessary for the communitycolleges to compete with former prime sponsors to be named asadministrative entities.

At a recent conference for employment and training officials,Dr. Moore reported that if he were to advise the governor today,he would recommend against having community colleges designated asadministrative entities.8 In Dr. Moore's opinion, acting as anadministrative entity puts too many demands on the senioradministrators of a community college, and sometimes diverts theirenergies from their primary mission of providing educationservices. As in the three SDAs that were visited for this study,the community colleges in Tennessee that are acting asadministrative entities have fewer JTPA clients enrolled inclassroom occupational training than the other postsecondaryinstitutions in the state. Since the basic purpose of JTPA is tofocus attention on underserved individuals, any agency that
8National Governors' Association, Bethesda, Maryland, 4 December1986. Dr. Moore's remarks were oral. Notes from the presentationwere verified with Dr. Moore in a personal communication dated31 December, 1986.
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administers the_act must guard against this purpose being obscured
by competing priorities.

Overall Conclusions

The overall conclusion of the study is that many JTPA clients
received instruction in public vocational programs during 1986,
but in most cases this was not as a result of joint planning.
Instead, 3TPA officials decided the kinds of training to be
provided--sometimes with the participation of vocational educators
as members of JTPA state and local councils--and public vocational
institutions often were selected to provide this training. The
exception to this generalization was for programs funded under the
JTPA 8 percent set-aside. For these programs the legislation
requires a cooperative agreement, and this often caused joint
planning in the development of the agreement.

The Perkins Act specifies that the National Center shall
report on the "extent, efficiency, and effectiveness of joint
planning and coordination" under the two acts. On these criteria
the conclusion must be that for programs conducted in 1986 there
was little joint planning. The other legislative provisions to
encourage coordination have generally been implemented and appear
to be increasing the awareness of the need to coordinate. If use
of public vocational facilities to provide classroom training for
JTPA participants is accepted as an indicator of efficiency and
effectiveness, such usage appears to be extensive. Because of
difficulties in obtaining data, however, more definite answers on
these criteria are not possible at this time. The data to be
collected for the second annual report will enable more adequate
assessments of efficiency and effectiveness.

E01 igYJ2ptions

Th:f main recommendation applicable to all levels of both the
employment and training and vocational education systems is to
consider carefly any major changes intended to encourage
coordination. Awing calendar year 1986, JTPA programs were
completing their second year and entering their_third. Programs
assisted by the Perkins Act were completing their first year and
entering their second. Significant shifts in federal emphasis had
been made in both of these ants and, in general, the two systems
seem to have responded well and were implementing the several
provisions intended to foster coordination. It appears advisable
to allow both systcJas to mature without major change to see if the
increasing awareness and willingness to coordinate leads to
further integrated efforts.
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JoInt Planning

The exception to this overall recommendation is in the areaof joint planning. This may be because the time periods forplanning programs conducted in 1986 were still not coterminous.If the policy makers for the two systems were as willing to dojoint planning, however, as their interview responses indicated,it seems that much more would already have been taking place.

In most states the right of JTPA representatives to reviewand comment on the state plan and local applications forvocational education funds does not appear to be improvingcoordination. Even when there is responsiveness on the part ofthe vocational education agencies, the review of the completedplan seems to have limited effect. In some states the reviewprocedures appeared to raise expectations that were not fulfilledand overall to be more detrimental than helpful.

F deral o A.ons. Three options the Congress may want toconsider are these:

o Eliminate the provision for the job tr ining
coordinating council to review and comment on the stateplan for vocational education

(or)

o Enact a provision for the s ate board or the statecouncil on vocational educa ion to review and comment onthe governor's coordination and special services plan
Reserve a portion of the funds authorized under bothJTPA and Perkins to be distributed upon approval of ajoint plan submitted by the state agencies responsiblefor the administration of the acts

Eliminating the review provision for the state plan forvocational education would reduce the frustration that many jobtraining coordinating councils experience when they perceive theirsuggestions are ignored. It would, however, eliminate one channelof communication between the systems. For programs to begin inJuly 1988, there is opportunity for JTPA representatives to beinvolved in the development of the plan. Such involvement isiikely to be more constructive than a review of the completedplan. It would probably be best to determine if there is morejoint participation in developing the plans to begin in July, 1988before Congress considers the merits of the review provision.
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The second option concerns the review of the governor's
coordination and special service plan by the state board or
council for vocational education. The receptivity of vocational
educators to the review of their state plan might be enharced if
representatives of their system had the statutory right to review
state plans for JTPA. Some representatives are involved through
membership on state JTPA councils, but the omission of a right to
review JTPA plans causes a perception among many vocational
educators that the legislation is not balanced. This perception
is reinforced by language in JTPA and Perkins that appear to give
the job training coordinating council some oversight
responsibility for all activities related to vocational education,
training, welfare, and economic development. Section 122(b)(7)(A)
of JTPA is the clearest example of such language:

[The state job training coordinating council shall] identify
in coordination with_the appropriate state agencies, the
employment and training and vocational education needs
throughout the state and assess the extent to which
employment and.training, vocational education, rehabilitation
services, public assistance, economic development, and other
federal, state, and local programs and services represent a
consistent, integrated, and coordinated approach to meeting
such needs.]

This language raises concerns among vocational educators that
might be allayed somewhat by a recipral right to review plans
and by placing as much stress on public-public partnerships as
there is on the public-private partnership. The welfare reform
initiatives presently being discussed indicate that the need for
public-public partnerships extending beyond education and
employment and training will increase. The_initiative of the
National Governors' Association is based primarily on increasing
and improving day care,.education, and employment and training
services to welfare recipients. The Greater Avenues for
Independence (GAIN) program in California and the ET Choices
program in Massachusetts have given national visibility to such
efforts and many more states will be implementing similar
initiatives. As more agencies become involved, the problems of
coordination will increase.

The third option--reserving funds for jointly submitted
plans--has the most potential_for stimulating joint planning..
This option is likely.to be vigorously opposed by representatives
of both systems who resist any additional_restrictions on the use
of funds. If the advantages claimed for joint planning_are to be
realized, however, it appears that incentives and sanctions are
necessary to Overcome the constraints that presently discourage
agencies from becoming involved.
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A percentage of funds available to states under each actcould be held to be distributed upon approval of a joint plan forprograms that address the purposes of the two acts. This planwould have to be developed by the agencies that administer theacts and recommended for aporoval by the governor. Final approvalwould rest jointly with the Secretary of the U.S. Department ofLabor and the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Education. If ajoint plan were not submitted, the funds would revert to thesecretaries, not to the separate agencies in the states. Suchrequirements would increase the administrative burden for thestates, but would test whether joint planning will yield thebenefits that administrators for both systems claim for it.

An alternative that would not require congressional actionwould be for the U.S. Secretary of Education and the U.S.Secretary of Labor to jointly fund demonstration programs. Aportion of the funds reserved for the secretaries for
demonstration projects (sections 433 of JTPA and 411 of Perkins)could be pooled to support projects that innovatively combine thepurposes and allowable activities of the two acts. Such projectscould be funded on a competitive basis to states and eligiblelocal recipients that submit jointly planned proposals.

State options. State administrators who are dissatisfiedwith their current level of joint planning could developagreements for representatives_from both systems to serve on eachothers' planning teams. The willingness to enter into such anagreement is likely to be found in states that have a fairly good.71imate for coordination.

States where the two systems have not worked well togethermd which wish to improve their relationships may want to callipon third-party assistance. The Council of State Planning and(Dlicy Agencies, an affiate of the National Governors'issociation, offers states the opportunity to participate in)olicy Academies to address policy issues. These academies bringtogether several states to design, critique, and implement;elected strategies to address a policy issue of mutual concern.tates that are interested in exploring this resource should'ontact the Council of State Planning and Policy Agencies at 400orth Capitol Street, Washington, DC 20001.

Another third-party resource that can be called upon is theegotiated investment Strategy (NIS). NIS has been supported byhe Charles F. Kettering Foundation of Dayton, Ohio specificallyo address disputes over allocation and use of public resources.
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To quote from its brochure:

The NIS is designed to integrate the process of planning and
implementation. Parties with appropriate resources and/or a
stake in the policy outcome are convened for the purpose of
dealing with the problem areas in a comprehensive manner.9

Administrators who_are interested in exploring NIS further should
contact the Kettering Foundation at 5335 Far Hills Avenue, Dayton,
Ohio 45429.

Local o tions. PICs that want to improve their relationships
with vocational institutions may want to actively recruit
vocational educators as members. If any joint planning was found,
it was in those areas where vocational educators were active
members of PICs. One cannot infer from this that such membership
leads to good coordination. In the judgement of the staff which
conducted this study, vocational educators were on PICs in those
areas where conditions were conducive to coordination. In other
words, a vocational educator on a PIC was more an indicator of a
good climate for coordination rather than a cause of that climate.
Nevertheless, when vocational educators were on PICs, better
communication and working relationships were found.

Data_Needs

The study encountered considerable difficulty at both the
state and local level in obtaining data on the number of JTPA
clients who were served by public vocational education. In all
states and SDAs their management information systems had data on
the general type of services clients received--classroom training,
job search assistance., on-the-job training and other services.
Information on whether the service provider was a public
rducational institntion or some other source was usually not
available. At the local level, SDA administrators were able to
identify providers as public or private but this information was
not linked to the type of services each client received.

The General Accounting Office (1986) has reviewed the JTPA
data collection system. The Department of Labor has been
attempting to develop a system that will provide reliable rational
data without imposing a reporting burden on administrative
entities. The Office of Management and Budget rejected some of

9Kettering Foundation Neqotiated Investment_EIxtegy. Dayton,
Ohio: Kettering Foundation, 1982.
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the department's original proposals as too burdensc>xne. As aresult of these conflicting objectives, the current: data systemless complete and consistentthan most of the parti_s involved
would like.

Since the General Accounting Office report, tia. Department ofLabor has required a standard13-week follow-up of ZTTPA termineeS.The other major change in theiTTPA data collection gmystem is thedecision to replace the longitudinal survey with a vaumber of fieldexperiments involving randanassignment of clients 4=c, differentservices such as job seardhamistance, on-the-job 1=raining, orclassroom skill training. Eventually the field expEariments willprovide the best estimates ofthe kinds of services that are mosteffective for different types of clients. These dal=a will not beavailable, however, for sometime. The data from tkae longitudinalsurvey which contain inforluation on type of service providers arenot yet available for public analysis.

Recommended action. Theaddition of a data ite=ln to the JTPAannual status report categoriMmg the primary servi=e providersfor clients would greatly Luvese the availability of informatioion service to JTPA clients bypublic vocational insitutions.aoint planning, cooperative weements, information sharing and soon are only means leading tothe objective of the twroo systemsworking together. The numberof JTPA clients being se.rved inpublic institutions is an objective indicator of wheOther thesystems are working together.

The U.S. Department of Labor should examine the feasibilityof requiring an item on the iMividual client record_ that wouldcategorize the primary serviceprovider for a client The primaryprovider would be defined as the one with which the czlient spentthe most hours while receivingJTPA services. The dcaterminationwould be made at termination and added to the form that is used todocument termination. The individual data would thexa beaggregated into the JTPA annual status report. The dditionalreporting burden can be justified by the significant increaseinformation on coordination it would yield.

Direct Actions

State and local administrators who want to imprc=ove
coordination should consider taking the following act=lons. Theseapproaches have proved successful in several of the aLreas visitedfor the study and can be direday implemented. They do notrequire any changes in legislation or regulations.
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Zi!a t 0. Ally avenue that improves
comrnunicat--jon azd inf--orination sh.:earing between the systems is
likely to lmpre-ve the- 01,1oate f /or coordination. Conferences that
bring toge--r-ther vacatiorLnal education staff to discuss
common 13ra-4301.e/tie have -rtaQ good relssults. They are generally
evaluated --Ntry inaiti.7-Arei,y by the participants. In some areas, use
of pablic eclucation alPIL admi_nistrative entities has increased
following stIch eonfer-enee,

The r---alue of hav---in a vocat-=-ional educator on a PIC has
already bell discusscIL. If full_ membership is not possible,
vocational_ cluoators ar volunter to serve as a non-voting member
of subcoManwittees, Jr,29A adeinist=rators, in turn, can volunteer to
serve on tb aavisory otzmmitteare.-- for vocational Institutions.

Achniramiatrktive nt.jtIes anclia educational institutions that
Mve sin1L.. tatf can 1=ietiefit by hiring a person who has had
experienc in the otlifter eyetena. The legislation, regulations and
procedure of the tw:2 sveterns ese complex. At the local level,
staff usuassally have tc=if perform maasiny functions and it is very
diffiolalt tc) be knowladgeable o both systems. Administrative
entities EarLrid sahools %Arno had steemtff who had worked for the other
system fotactne Mich expziEaVdence to be a major asset.

nc24.1=1___Rentrats. Educational institutions
are accusolned to being reirabueed on the basis of the number of
students t__Imy teach, not on the subsequent outcomes of those
students. Perforhan=--loaaed cor.7ntracting is a new and risky
prospect 4::)r thd, he eluctarrz-ice of institutions to enter into
performane-based cortretots can sometimes be overcome by basing
part of tk=Le payment c=zin ateoine5 over which schools have more
c3ntrol- These coul ilnolude ti=ie percentages of students who
complete 1-aat the prc=zgrem, the i=mercentage who complete the full
program, asand the per=entage who perform at specified levels on
competencw. rneamures. Schools hamve more confidence that they can
influence tbeoe outcc=zones and ar more willing to enter such
contracts than those triet tie alELl payments to employment at
specified dage rates

5,11Mexgrit_lavith classroom trairg. The
basic diferencee bet.---;:meenvocaonal educators and employment and
training pecialists IP their prceptions of the best way to serve
disadvantezaged. people ham been r=ioted. One way to bridge these
difference, iS to sugz,plement onthe-job training with classroom
training. This respczirlasto the need of most JTPA clients for
immediate iricorne and has the pol=tential to teach broader skills
than nay 1:==)e learned Arm ipecifc job. This model might also
increase ii attractveress of acr TPA clients to employers who have
skill reql-ireinents tl.-ert are hi Ier than the usual client can meet.
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The investment such emplore. tt -Aning would besupplemented by the train pl!--;viu -educational institutionsyielding an employee with 'oz-fe orr(.7 pcential. Since theclassroom training could fL iutide of regular hours, itshould be easier for vocelI tittrt:ions to schedule theseclasses.

ICAMPing. The --ge of this study is that thelevel of coordination a state or locality reflects acomplex interaction of mer t iui'ces of which needs, resources,history, and individual Ire1az1mstLips are among the mostimportant. Despite the dilf cs between the employment andtraining and vocational educatiot1 systems, when there is agreementon needs and the ways to addreA5 these needs, administrators fromthe two systems can find ways to work together. For sucIlagreements to be reached, however, takes time, communication andthe development of some degree of mutual trust. When coordinationis achieved, it is often described as a win-win situation, anoutcome that is always desirable to achieve.
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APPENDIX A

SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES

There are two sets of tables in this appendix. The tables
numbered A-1, A-2, etc have no corresponding tables in the

chapters. The tables numbered 2.1, 2.3, etc present more
detailed information for the tables with the same numbers in the

chapters. The second set are not numbered consecutively. Instead

they have the same number as their corresponding tables in the

chapters.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1

EXISTENCE OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT PLUT THAT

DEFINES ROLES OF VOCATIONAL
EDUCATION AND JTPA

Status of Plan

Plan defines roles

Plan exists, but does not
define role

Plan is informal, general
approach

Plan is being developed

Respondent uncertain

No plan

No response

Percentage

Agency
Directors

22

12

2

10

51

16

10

10

6

54

4

Council
Chairs

22 16

11 18

7

9

11

37

4

5

45

5

Base for percentageS 49 50 46 44
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APPENDIX TABLE A --_

RESPONSIBILITIES DESCRIBED FOR
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND JTPA BY

AGENCY DIRECTORS AND COUNCIL CHAIRPERSONS

Percentage Listing
Responsibility

Responsibility

Vocational Education
Skill training
For everyone
Economic development
Manage 8 percent
Provide facilities for

JTPA
Plan does not define,
no response, not
asked

JTPA
For the disadvantaged
Economic development
On-the-job training
Support services
Broker role, match
client and services

Plan does not define,
no response, not
asked

Base for percentages

Agency
Directors

Council
Chairs

VE JTPA VE JTPA

29 30 20 16
20 4 9

6 8 7 14
4

4 6 4 5

49 60 63 59

35 20 24 20
16 16 9 12

12 11 2

4 2

4 10 7 5

49 48 54 61

49 50 46 44
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APPENDIX TABLE A-3

ACTIVITIES MOST HINDERED BY
LACE OF COORDINATION

Activities
Hindered

Percentages

Agency
Directors

Council
Chairs

VE JTPA VE JTPA

Direct service to clients 20 20 22 27

Joint planning, review 20 30 17 16

Communication 10 10 11 9

Use of local facilities 6 2 5

Economic development 2 2 2

Dther
2 2

qo activity hindered 12 16 17 20

To answer, don't know 28 18 32 20

lase for percentages 49 50 46 44
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APPENDIX TABLE A-4

FINAL COMMENTS, RECOMMENDATIONS, OR
OBSERVATIONS THE REPORT SHOULD STBESS

Final Comments,
ObserVations,
Recommendations

Percentages

Agency
Directors

Council
Chairs

yE JTPA VE JTPA

Coordination working well

Coordination process
Governor must push
Joint planning is a
must

Systems must agree on
on terms, eligibility,
forms, etc.

10

6

6

6

6

2

4

12

13

2

23

2

7
Coordination takes time 4 4 2

Continue efforts 6 10 15 11
Only one agency 4 4 11 5
Cannot mandate, must
be voluntary 6 2

Include more agencies 4

Legislation
Simplify languages 12 10 7 2

Mandate coordination a 10 9 5
Languages too restrictive 4 2 7

Remove 8 percent match 8 4 2

Provide incentive for
coordination 2 4 7

More funding 7

Create one law 4 2

Allow JTPA dollars to
match Perkins

Vocational Education
Administration

Planning must be
improved 2 4 2 9

U.S. Dept of Ed. is a
barrier 4

Need short-term
focused training 4 2

Serve drop-out prone
earlier 2 4 5

Improve image 4 2

Use Perkins for model
programs 2 2
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APPENDIX TABLE A-4
(Continued)

Final Comments,
Observations,

Reconmendations

Percentages

Agency
Directors

Council
Chairs

VE JTPA VE JTPA

JTPA Administration
Use existing education
Give vocation education
more input

Give PIC more decision-

14

12

2

making authority 4 10 2Local PIC must be
involved 2 2 4U.S. Department of Labor
keeps changing rules 2 4 4More emphasis on
education

8Keep JTPA public not
private 2 2

Other
Remediation for current
work force 2 4 2Literacy -3mphasis 2 2 2Distinction between
voc. ed. and JTPA 2 2 2 2Other individual
responses

6 22 11
No response 12 10 9

Base for perc ntag s 49 50 46 44

TOTE: Percentages are based on number responding to survey.70tal exceeds 100 percent due to multiple response.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-5

OTHER AGENCIES RECEIVING
8 PERCENT FUNDS

Agencies

JTPA RESPONDENTS

Percentage
Reporting Mechanism

Community colleges

Other state agencies

Training institution (unspecified
CBOs

Corrections

Service delivery areas

Council on vocational education

State job training coordinating
council

Local education agencies

No response

17

14

11

11

6

6

58

NOTE: Percentages are based on 36 states responding to the
questionnaire. Total sums.are more than 100 percent because more
than one response was possible.
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PENDIX TABLE A-6

INVOLVEMENT OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
REPRESENTATIVES IN PLANNING USE OF SO PERCENT

OF S PERCENT

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION RESPONDENTS

involvement Percentage

Participated throUgh meetings

Joint effort VE-JTPA

VE agency not involved

Agency participates through
SJTCC

Assisted participants with
proposals

Mandates from governor's -ffice

JTPA administration set
guidelines

Vocational education received
the funds

33

25

22

17

7

6

NOTE: Percentages are based on 36 states responding to the
questionnaire. Total sums to more then 100 percent because
more than one response.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-7

MAJOR STATE-LEVEL PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED
IN PLANNING USE OF 80 PERCENT OF

8 PERCENT

JTPA RESPONDENTS

Major state 1 vel actors Percentage

JTPA administrative entity
Department of Education/Office of

Public Instruction
State job training coordinating council
Administrative entity for vocational

education
GoVernor
Council on vocational education
State education coordinating committee
Labor
Employment Security
State university/Board_of regents_
Superintendent of public instruction
Board of community colleges
Aginq
Private industry councils
Service delivery areas
Local education agencies

44

33
31

19
14
6
6
3
3

3
3
3
3
3

NOTE: Percentages are based on 36 States responding to the
questionnaire. Total sums to more than 100 percent because of

more than one response.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-8

WAYS ACTIVITIES FUNDED UNDER
80 PERCENT OF 8 PERCENT WERE
DIFFERENT FROM REGULAR SERVICES

Activities
Percentage

JTPA

Supplemental training
New offerings/not ordinarily

available
individualized competency base

instruction/customized
Supplemental_funding
Support_services
Served in-school youth
Job entry skills
Adult literacy
Not different than exieting

programs
Special populations (unspecified)
Programs would not be funded

by SDA
Classroom and less than class

training
Comprohensive services
Eight percent must be matched
Different outcome measures/

performance standards
Support materials
Less remedial education
More remedial education
Long term vocational education
New programs
Offenders
Don't know

36

19

14
14
8
6
6
3

3 3

33

33

14

19

11
--

3
3
6

22
17

6

6
6
6

3
3
3
3
3
3

NOTE:_ Percentages are based on 36 states responding to thequestionnaire. Total sums to more than 100 percent because morethan one response was possible.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-9

MAIN ACTIVITIES FUNDED
WITH 20 PERCENT OF 8 PERCENT

Twenty percent activities
Percen age

VE JTPA

Coordination specialists/technical
assistance staff

Career information
Demonstration/research proje-ts
In-service and professional

development
Curriculum development/materials
Joint projects/funding
Industry-education coordination
Employability_skills
Labor market information
Held for use_by JTPA
Public relations
Held for use by vocational

education
Evaluation-MIS
Dissemination of information
Program expansion
Same as 80 percent
Multiagency coordinating committee
DoWt know

62
17
17

14
11
8

8
6
6
6

6

3

56
8
8

28
19
6
6
3

8
8

8
6
3

3
3

.NOTE:_ Percentages are based on 36 states responding to the
questionnaire. Total sums to more than 100 percent because of
more than one response.



APPENDIX TABLE A-10

PARTICIPATION OF JTPA REPRESENTATIVES
IN PREPARATION OF STATE PLAN
FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Typ of Darticipation
Percentage

State agency staff and SJTCC

Neither staff nor SJTCC

JTPA agency staff only

SJTCC staff only

Not asked to participate

Reviewed and commented

State plan prepared by other staff

Coordination aspects agreed upon

Don't know who does the plan-
it is unreadable

SJTCC participated

Constraints of time and staff

Don't know/no response

VE

61

22

11

6

NA

JTPA

25

22

8

6

27

Base for percentages 36 36

NOTES: NA = Not applicable
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APPENDIX TABLE A-11

EFFECT OF OrTPA PARTICIPATION
IN PLANNING ON CONTENT OF STATE PLAN

FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Changes in content of plans due
to planning participation

Percentage

VE JTPA

Participation led to changes 58 11

Participation did not lead to
changes 34 20

No participation/no esponse 8 69

Types of changes

Minor changes 17

Substantial changes 17 --

No suggestions/no impact 6 58

Involved in the beginning but net
the final 3

Did not respond to request
for comments 3 _-

More informed vocational
education planners __

JTPA representatives serve on
local committees

Common definitions --

Made vocation education more
responsive -- 3

Didn't know/no response 54 30

Base for percentages 36 36
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APPENDIX TABLE A-12

SUGGESTIONS TO IMPROVE
STATE COUNCILS AS A CONTEXT FOR COORDINATION

Suggestions Percentage

SO:NE SJTCC

Chairperson of the SCoVE should
be on SJTCC and vice versa 11

Make the SCoVE more knowledgeable
of JTPA

Reduce tUrf problems
6

Promotion 3

Upgrade role of council.in revieW
of vocational education plan 14

State needs to clarify role of
SJTCC

Give SiTTCc authority to reject
vocational Pducation plans

6

Cross-training of councils ff7m.

6
Combine SCoVE adn SJTCC

3
More funds and staff

3
No response don't know 72 60

Base for percentages 36 36

100



APPENDIX TABLE 2.1

EFFECTIVE INTERAGENCY COORDINATION
AS SEEN BY AGENCY DIRECTORS AND COUNCIL CHAIRPERSONS

Factors Reported

Percentage Mentioning
Element Listed

Agency
birectors

Council
Chairs

JTPA VE JTPA

Joint activities
Planning
Funding
Economic development
Service delivery
Other

47
22
18
14
14

20
20
6

12
12

34
6
9
9

11

23
2
5

11
11

Communications
Inform each other 29 20 43 36
Cross-membership on councils,
committees

18 14 11 11

Clear understanding of each otheros
roles, responsitilities

16 20 20 11

Other 6 8 0 0

Institutional policies
Set common goals_ 20 16 13 23
Use existing facilities 16 16 20 14
Commitment to work together 10 8 22 25
Effective use of resources 0 0 15 7

Other 8 12 0 2

Linkage procedures 10 6 9 7

Base for percentages 49 50 46 44

NOTES: Percentages are based on nuMber responding to survey.
Totals exceed 100 because multiple answers were recei7ed.

All individual responses in the hother" category were less than 10
percent.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2.3

STEPS STATES HAVE TAKEN TO ENCOURAGE
LOCAL AGENCIES TO WORK TOGETHER

Steps to Encourage 000rdination

Training/technical assistance
In-service training
Technical assistance
Other

Policies/procedures

Percentage Taking
Steps Listed

31
10
6

0-TPA

10
10
6

Require sign-off from
local agencies 14 16

Formal joint planning mechanism 12 18Encourage education on PICs
6Delegate some decision making

to locals 8 2

Coordinate requirements in
in local plans 6 18

Financial incentives
4Other

communication
2 4

Improved communications 14 4Conferences, meetings 14 12Joint presentations to SDA/LEA 10 4Keep informed of legislation,
funding opportunities 6 6

Prepare directory of training
agencies 4 4

Other
4 4

Base for percentages
49 50

NOTE: Percentages are based on all states responding to survey.Total exceeds 100 percent because multiple answers were possible.
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APMCIDC TABLE 2-5

AFEAS IN WW1 111111131WiTICef WAS

MIMI TO AOMVE NEI lesT EFREErlim

Percentage Easiest
to Achieve

Fercentage Rost
Effective

Areas

Legi st utivw'orgenizatiomt
8 percent (section 1) activities
Planning, rev isw, occupetional

infonnation
Achinistrative procedures
Combining fmds frun toth acts
Other

Training prograns
At-risk students in school
Traini ng, ungeci fled
Di slocated worke rs
Placement JTFA clients in regular

classes
Short-tern, special JTFA classes
Other

Crrtromications
Information sharing
Educators on FlOs
Other

Agency Council Agency Counci
Di -t Che'rs Di reFtors

VE JIM VE JIMA VE JTFA VE I JTEAI
1

i
20 1 e

II
13 s 16 a 4 2

a 10 7 2 a 4 4 2
I I

Is s - 4 4 12 2 4
- 6 i 4 2 12 6 4

I

!
I

10
i

2 '
I

22
I I6141

4 2
I I

4
I

2
1

I
4 4

1

10 El
I

7
I

8 4
I

4

- 4 4

4

4
2

Economic development 8 16 , 9
I

Nontraining services 4 2 i
I

-
ALL areas easy, effective 2 - 4

I
No response, don't krichve not codable 18 lB 33

I
No area where easy, affective 4 8 1 4

7 10
2 6

4 12
8

14

2

24

8

9 6

17

15 14
4

2

7

7 - 4 2

9 2 6 -
2 - -
7 2

2

24

a 17
4

2

18 30

4

7

2
2

4

34

7 2 4

Base nunber percentages

NOTE: Percentages are based on nunber responding to survey. Totals exceed 100 percent due to multiple
er,smers.



APPENDIX TABLE 2.6

FACTORS THAT HAVE PRODUCED EFFECTIVE COORDINATION,
INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Factors Reported

Personal, historical
Willingness of people to

cooperate
Leadership for coordination
Past history of working together
Other

Common needs
Agreement on needs to be served,

common goals
Resource constraints
Other

Legislation, mandates in acts

Linkage
Cross-members on councils
Conferences
Written agreements
Membership on information

coordinating committee
Cabinet-level committees
Other

CommunicationS
Improved knowledge of ither
programs

Personal contacts at_local level
Regular exchange of information

Contextual

No response, not asked

Base for percentages

Percentage
Agency
Directors

Percentage
Council
Chairs

JTPA VE JTPA

31 30 24 25

18 22 28 27
10 4 7
4 2

16 18

6 10 7
2 2

12 22 13

12 18 9
a 2 7 5
a 2 2 5
6 2 7 2

4 6 9
4

6 2 2

8 4 4 7
4 10 13 9

10 6 9 4

12 16 20 16

49 50 46 44

NOTE: Percentages are based on hutber responding toexceeds 100 percent due to multiple answers.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2.8

FACTORS THAT HAVE MOST SERIOUSLY HINDERED EFFORTS
TO COORDINATE, INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Facto s Reported

Percentage
Agency
Directors

Percentage
Council
Chairs

VE JTPA VE JTPA

Institutional
"Turf issues" protecting
_bureaucracy

Differing perspectives,
priorities

Lack of knowledge about system
Vocational education too diffuse
Vocational education not flexible
Other

43

20

16
2

4

34

16

14
10

2

52

15

13
2
4
4

32

11

9
2
2

Personal, historical
Personality conflicts 18 12 11 2

No leadership for coordination 10 6 2 2

Bad prior experiences 6 2 2 7

Political consideration 16 4 13 5

Legislative, procedural
Paper_work, documentation 10 4 9 2

Restrictions on use of funds 8 6 -- --

Client eligibility 4 8 4 --

Planning cycles 2 8 _- --

State.regulations 2 8 -- --

Conflicting require_ent in acts 7 7

Other 18 16 12 9

Poor communications 11 11

Contextual
Limited s ate resources 6 2 2

Other

Miscellaneous 2 10 11 2

No response, not asked 6 16 7 23

Base for percentages 49 50 46 44

NOTE: Percentages are based on number respondents to survey.
Total exceeds 100 percent due to multiple responses.
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APPENDIX TABLE 3.2
PRIORITIES FOR SERVICE

SO PERCENT OF 8 PERCENT FUNDS

Target Groups and
Activities

Percentage Repor ing
Priorities, Activities

VE JTPA
Special populations
Incarcerated
Adults

17
17

a

13
17
11Dropouts

8 22Youth
8 20Handicapped 6 3Limited English profi-

ciency
6 3

AFDC Recipients
6Displaced Homemaker
3Older Workers 3

Basic remedial education 20 14

Skill training
Occupational education 17 6Customized training 6 3Long-term vocational
education

6 14

Short-term vocational
education

Training in depressed
areas

Testing and assessment 11 6Job search assistance
3 3Career guidance
3 6Counseling
3 --

Other
Same as other years 11 sEconomic development 8 3Youth competencies 6 6Transition/Work experien e 6 6Services

3
Individualized compe-

tency based
--

3

No statewide priorities --
20

NOTE: Percentages are based on 36 states responding to thequestionnaire. Total sums to more than 100 percent because ofmore than one response.
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APPENDIX B

SUMMARY INFORMATION

ON PROGRAMS THAT RESPONDED

REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION

ON SUCCESSFUL COORDINATION
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Name of Program Career Learning Center

Location Wat--toWn, South Dakota

Description

The center operates in a rural community of 18,000 nested inthe center of a seven-county area hit hard by the crisis in ruralagricultural regions. Using rr:-ources from many sources, thecenter provides assessment, p amployment training, job searchassistance, and return-to-work and confidence-building trainingand has agreements with many other agencies and institutions toprovide skill training in any of 25 occupational programs fromLeke-Area Vocational-Technical School, JTPA support services,
Tatgeted Jobe Tax Credit certification, Rural Renaissance (a stateprogram for assisting dislocated agricultural workers find newemployment) and career exploration (from the local Job ServiceOffice), and counseling (from East River Mental Health Center andWomen's Resource Center).

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in thisprogram include the following:

o Networking and regularly contacting principal actors
o Displaying a willingness to coordinate

o Discussing plans with convergent agencies

o Communicating through open channels

o Offering a problem-solving orientation

Writing nonfinancial coordination agreements

o Understanding the convergent agency's legislation,
service role, or operating procedures

What is the most critical component of the effort that leads tosuccessful coordination?

The critical component of the successful coordination behindthe Career Learning Center is the effort to make the funding
programs transparent to clients and employers. Everybody wants tohelp and is not that concerned with getting credit for its contri-bution.

For further information, contact:

Ingrid Arlton, Director
Watertown Career Learning Center
Watertown SD 57201
(605) 886-7404
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Name of Pro

Location

Custom Fit Training

Salt Lake City, Utah

Description

The State Board_for Vocational Education utilizes the 8 per-
cent education coordination_funds to leverage a state appropri-
ation of $1,000,000 for training in industries critical to Utahls
economic development. The program is called Custom Fit. Custom
Fit funds can be used for new or expanding companies to develop ox
modify a company's training curriculum, purchase books and
instructional materials, hire instructors for classroom training,
and payup to a maximum of $3.00 per hour for the costs of on-the-
job training.

The State Job Training Coordination Council stipulated that
education coordination funds cannot go into a service delivery
area without notice and review by the PIC from the affected SDA.

A policy committee was created for the allocation of the JTP2
8 percent funds. The committee developed a "standard contract"
for each service delivery area delineating anticipated timelines
and the responsibilities of both the SDA and the State Office for
Vocational Education. The committee consists of representatives
froM vocational education, job service, the Board of Regents, the
governor's JTPA office, and a PIC chairperson.

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in this
program include:

o Displaying a willingness to coordinate

o Discussing plans with convergent agencies

o Supporting ongoing interagency committees

Offering coterminous planning districts

o Understanding the convergent agency's legislation,
service role or operating procedures

o Using the same occupational information system for
planning
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What is the most critical component of the effr,rt that leads tosuccessful coordination?

The effective participation of the private sector in workwtth vocational education craft or advisory committees and thePrivate Industry Councils. Employers will contribute so long asthey can see the results of their participation.

Recommendation regarding coordination between JTPA and VE serviceproviders:

Provide more opportunities for communication. Communicationis the key to coordination.

For further information, contact:

Gary Lloyd, Specialist
Business/Industry Relations
Utah State Board of Education
2500 East 500 South
Salt Lake City UT 84111
(801) 533-5371
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Name of Program Dalton Juni_r College

Location Dalton, Georgia

Description

The North Georgia Area Planning Commission became the ad-
ministration's entity for JTPA because of its success with other
grant programs including community development block grants.
JTPA programs are subcontracted to vocational education, com-
munity college, and secondary schools. The programs are multi-
agency efforts between different projects managed by the Planning
Commission, Dalton Junior College, school districts, and other
social service agencies in the region.

The geographic region has been hard hit by the decline of
the domestic textile industry. Many clients have low educational
levels and are not accustomed to working with social service
agencies.

Strategies employed to produce effectIve coordination in this
program include the following:

Networking and regularly contacting principal actors

o Displaying a willingness to coordinate

o Discussing plans with convergent agencies

Communicating through open channels

o Offering a problem-solving orientation

o Maintaining a history of successful coordination

Understanding the convergent agency's legislation,
service role, or operating procedures

What is the most critical component of the effort that leads to
successful coordination?

The most critical component of the coordination effort is tk
effort by both Dalton Community College and the Planning Commis-
sion to make the system as transparent as possible to the client.
This requires that the community college employ personnel to
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shepherd clients through the training program. The Planning
Commission recognizes that it will not receive of the creditfor program successes and must tolerate_crtics who claim the
programs accept only those who will achieve_success from theprogram. Other factors assisting the coordination efforts includethe employment of a counselor to work as an advocate for clientsand the concept of the program as a "joint venture," where
responsibilities were delineated.

For further information, contact:

Patricia Fornash
213 N. College Drive
Dalton GA 30720
(404) 226-2454
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Name of Program Eastside Occupational Training Center

Location Baltimore, Maryland

Description

The Eastside Occupational Training Center (EOTC) was estab-
lished in April 1983 as a training center for Baltimore County's
increasing number of displaced workers. Since that tine, the
program has been expanded to serve economically disadvantaged
adults under JTPA title Ilk. The primary purpose is to provide a
comprehensive program of occupational skills training and sup-
portive services tailored to each client's individual needs and t
support efficient re-entry into the labor market.

Strategies employed to produce effective coordInation in this
program include the following:

o Networking and regularly contacting principal actors

o Displaying a willingness to coordinate

o Discussing plans with convergent agencies

Communicating through open channels

Offering a problem-solving orientation

o Writing nonfinancial coordination agreements

o Supporting coterminous planning districts

o Understanding the convergent agency's legislation,
service role, or operating procedures

What is the most critical component of the effort that leads to
successful coordination?

The double focus on providing skills for reemployent and the

return to employment or entry into employment foi program
clients is the most critical component of the effort.

For further information, contact:

Marion Pines
Eastside Occupational Training Cen er
431 Eastern Boulevard
Baltimore, MD 21221
(301) 574-8800
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Name of Program Greenlee Technological Cen er
Location Clifton, Arizona

Description

The Oreenlee County Technological Center began operations inJanuary 1984 to provide services to area residents using existingequipment and facilities. Many organizations refer their clientsto the occupational training programs including the region'sschool districts, the Arizona Department of Economic Security, andthe Health Department. Participants are also referred to otheragencies for counseling and social skills training. Training isindividualized and competency based. The Technological Center isthe only adult vocational center in the county.

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in thisprogram include the following:

Displaying a willingness to coordinate

o Discussing plans with convergent agencies
o Offering a problem-solving orientation
o Understanding the converge t agency's legislation,

service role, or operating procedures

What is the most critical component of the effort that leads tosuccessful coordination?

The most critical component of the organizational effort isthe variety of services committed to the student. Many areas ofthe total curriculum are incorporated into the training programs.These include English grammar, business mathematics, employabilityskills, and communications. Support services and work experienceare available, when needed. Training programs last from 9-12months.

For further information, contact:

Michael Bloom
Greenlee Employment and
Training Program

196 S. Coronado Blvd.
Clifton AZ 85533
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Name of Progr

Location

Middlesex County Schools

Middlesex County, New Jersey

Description

The Middlesex County Vocational Schools are on five campuses
throughout the county. Because these schools are at many
locations within the county, the transportation barriers present
in many job training programs are not present. The service
delivery area maintains a low profile by subcontracting all occu-
pational skills programs, including placement. The SDA buys slots
in existing vocational programs. The program usually serves high
school dropouts but also serves displaced homemakers, long- and
short-term unemployed and underemployed, and handicapped individ-
uals. Individuals can be recruited and eligibility is determined
by either the SDA's employment specialists or by the vocational
school. They are then referred to any of the 64 occupational
skills training programs offered.

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in this
program include the following:

o Displaying a willingness to coordinate

Communicating through open channels

o Offering a problem-solving orientation

o Supporting coterminous planning districts

o Maintaining a history of successful coordination

What is the most critical component of the effort that leads to
successful coordination?

One major component is the mainstreaming of JTPA eligibles,
yet offering other services as the need arises. Other factors
include making the federal program transparent to employers and
the meeting of the performance standards by the schools' 79
percent entered employment rate.

Both agencies stress the commitment to cooperating in mutu-
ally agreeable solutions to any problems that might arise. This
commitment, plus the fact that all of those involved in the proj-
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eat are connected with the Private Industry Council ensure that
failure to coordinate will be seen by all participants. The costsof coordination were seen as an investment to assist further
efforts at successful interactions between the two agencies.

For further information, contact:

Dr. Karen McCloud, Principal
Middlesex County Vocational School
256 Easton Avenue
East Brunswick, NJ 06816
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Name of Program Kauai Community College and Service Delivery
Area

Location Lihue, Hawaii

Description

Under CETA, Oahu was one prime sponsor with the balance of
state being the other. Job training functions :ere organized from
Honolulu. Under JTPA, the PIC and the mayor of Linue determined
that since JTPA was concerned with education and employment, it
would be prudent to have the community college be the grant
recipient for the SDA. The island of Kanai is a small SDA, re-
ceiving a grant of just over one-half million dollars.

The SDA utilizes community college facilities for most train-
ing programs. The community college also utilizes private sector
work sites for on-the-job training as well as for work experience.
When JTPA clients are on campus, the clients are not differen-
tiated from fee-paying students.

The SDA buses summer youth participants to the college for
career exploration and then shuttles the "employees" to work sites
for a 6-hour workday. The SDA uses college students for super-
vision of studente. The students abide by the work rules of other
employees, except for the 6-hour day.

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in this
program include the following:

o Networking and regularly contacting principal actors

Displaying a willingness to coordihate

o Discussing plans with convergent agencies

Communicating through open channels

o Offering a problem-solving orientat4.on

o Writing nonfinancial coordination agreements

o Fostering ongoing interagency committees

o Supporting coterminous planning districts

o Understanding the converging agency's legislation,
service role, or operating procedures

o Using the same occupational information system for
planning
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What is the most critical component of the effort that leads tosuccessful coordination?

The community college and the Private Industry Council arendt concerned with getting credit for training and placing clientsas long as they get trained and placed. "Coordination takes timeand effort."

Recommendations regarding coordination between JTPA and VE serviceproviders:

o According to a Kauai community college representative, "Thefewer dollars you have the more you must coordinate. Itcosts money to coordinate. You must spend money to get
coordination and you do not have money unless you areattached to another agency".

For further information contact:

David Iha, Provost
Kauai Community College
3-1901 Kaumualii Hwy.
Lihue, HA 96766
(808) 245-8311
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Name of Program Performance Based Contracts

Location Ft. Lauderdale, Florida

Description

The Broward County School System has reached an understanding
with the Broward County Employment and Training Administration
(BETA). Contracts for training will be performance based and the
Executive Director of the Broward County Employment and Training
Administration supports the vocational system. The three adult
vocational centers operated by the school system are open 70 hours
each week for training BETA clients.

The desire for performance-based contracts meets the needs of

both parties. Performance-based contracts are contracts for
training individuals where payments are made when demonstratable
objectives have been met (e.g., enrollment, attainment of educa-
tional competency, completion of training, placement, retention in
a position, attainment of a specific wage, and so forth).
Performance based contracts are seen as making vocational
education bridge the gap between theory and practice. The
administrators for the school system use the performance-based
contracts as a management tool to direct the allocation of
resources within the vocational school system.

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in this
program include the following:

o Networking and regularly contacting principal actors

Displaying a willingness to coordinate

Discussing plans with convergent agencies

o Communicating through open channels

o Offering a problem-solving orientation

o Writing nonfinancial coordination agreements

o Supporting coterminous planning districts

o Understanding the convergent agency's legislation,
service role, or operating procedures
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What is the most critical component of the effort that leads tosuccessful coordination?

The critical components of coordination involve a commitmentby leadership, credible communication between the members of thetwo systems, and performance.

What could (should) be changed to make the program more effec-tive?

There is a difference in the level of understanding betweenJTPA trainees and those trained under full vocational courses.Proprietary schools teach their trainees the minimum level ofunderstanding of the competencies. Public-vocational schools arerequired by law to offer at least a minimum demonstrated
competence--higher than JTPA standards.

The performance standards should have a longer term focus.A person can be trained in an occupational area and an employercan be found willing to employ that person. If time is not spentworking on employability skills, the person might be terminatedfrom employment after 1 month of amployment. The system will showa positive outcome but the individual is not employed.

There is a need for short-term training but serving the hard-to-serve requires support services and stipends. Most of thehard-to-serve are unable to spend 9-12 months in an occupationaltraining program leading to higher wages.

For further information contact:

Jim Notter
Curriculum Specialist, JTPA
701 South Andrews Avenue
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33316
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Name of Program

Location

Description

Project A.H.E.A.D.
Western Missouri Private Industry Council

Sedalia Missouri

Project A.H.E.A.D. (Adults Headed for Employment, Advance-
ment, and Development) links services thoughout the region by
providing or coordination outreach, assessment, referral, and
educational placement services to target populations of the Voca-
tional Education and Job Training Partneship Acts. Project
A.H.E.A.D. also provides direct services to clients in career
exploration and career decisionmaking.

Project A.H.E.A.D. began when three vocational school direc-
tors contacted the Private Industry Council to jointly meet needs
that could not be met separately. Funds from the Perkins Act
initially funded the prolect, but the paz-ticipating agencies have
continued the project without direct support from the Perkins
Act.

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in this
program include the following:

Joint membership on VE-JTPA councils

Networking and regularly contacting principal actors

o Displaying a willingness to coc,rdinate

o Discussing plans with convergent agencies

o Communicating through open channels

Offering a problem-solving orientation

o Fostering ongoing interagency committees

Supporting coterminous planning districts

Maintaining a history of successful coordination

Understanding the convergent agency's legislation,
service role, or operating procedures

o Using the same occupational information system for
planning
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What is the most critical component of the effort that leads tosuccessful coordination?

The cornerstone of effective programs is to make sure that
the program meets the needs of the participants and that the
participants, needs and skills blend with employers' needs. Localofficials have made great efforts to reduce unnecessarycompetition among area vocational schools and a community college.

For further information contact:

Dr. Judy R. Kuhlman, Executive Director
Western Missouri, PIC
1600 Clarendon Road
Sedalia, MO 65301
(816) 827-3727
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of

Location

Pueblo County Job Training Administration
Pueblo Community College

Pueblo, Colorado

Description

In the early 1980s, unemployment in Pueblo County was about

22 percent. Industry layoffs had created over 5,000 displaced

workers. To encourage economic development to deal with these
problems, an interagency team visits any company interested in

expanding or locating a manufacturing operation in the Pueblo

area. The team from Pueblo consists of an assistant to the
president of the Community College, the executive director of the

Private Industry Council, and a representative from the State
Economic Development Agency, Colorado First. Colorado First does

not have JTPA style eligibility requirements for funding training

programs, making this project very flexible and often enabling

Pueblo to meet the needs of indust

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in this
program include the following:

o Displaying a willingness to coordinate

o Discussing plans with convergent agencies

o Offering problem-solving orientation

Fostering ongoing interagency committees

o Supporting coterminous planning districts

o Understanding the convergent agencyls legislation,
service role, or operating procedures

o Using the same occupational information system for
planning

What Is the most critical component of the effort that leads te

successful coordination?

The most critical component of the coordination effort is the

communication between the three agency representatives. They

obtain and utilize similar information and jointly develop train-

ing projects. There are no surprises nor problems obtaining

approval. The negotiators are enpowered to make commitments for

their respective agencies.



Recommendations regarding coordination between JTPA and VE serviceproviders:

Change JTPA guidelines in order to upgrade '=he skilpresently employed persons in order to prevent a calayoff.

For further ifformaiion contact:

Dr. Jerry Moorman
Assistant to the President
Pueblo Community College
900 West Orman Avenue
Pueblo, CO 81004
(303) 549-3200

or

J.R. Kent, Director
Pueblo County Job Training Administrator
720 North Main Street, Suite 320
Pueblo, CO 81003
(303) 543-2951
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Name of Program TARGET

Location King County, Washington

Description

The Allied Group for Employment and Training (TARGET) was
formed by the Washington Employment Security Department, seven
community colleges, and two vocational-technical institutes
located in the Seattle-King County region. TARGET was created
after the employment Security Department called a meeting of
community colleges to discuss the possibilities of coordinating
activities under the newly enacted Job Training Partnership Act.
Each organization has strengths that, when packaged together,
could accomplish better, more efficient services than if offered
separately.

TARGET is a self-supporting organization managed by the
special projects division of the Employment Security Department to
operate as a small service business. Each member of TARGET is
involved in a unique decision process to decide for which projects
TARGET will bid. Members determine the proposal forwarded to the
JTPA administrative entity by consensus group decisions.

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in this
program include the following:

o Networking and regularly contacting principal actors

o Displaying a willingness to coordinate

Communicating through open channels

Offering a problem-solving orientat on

o Writing nonfinancial coordination agreements

Understanding the convergent agency's legislation,
service role, or operating procedures

What is the most critical component of the effort that leads to
successful coordination?

Leadership is necessary for the project to work. Each of the
members must have the knowledge to bargain over services and the
capability to commit their organization's resources.



For further informati n contact:

Edward Cruver, Director
TARGET
1601 2nd Avenue, 4th floor
Seattle, WA 98101
(206) 464-6870
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Name of Pro

Location

South Jersey Employer-Education Consortium

Glassboro, New Jersey

Description

In the spring of 1984, leaders from business, industry, and
educational communities met to discuss the interlocking nature of
the problems of changing technology, the lack of qualified appli-
cants for job openings, the multiple requests to serve on citizen
advisory committees, and the lack of linkages between business and
educational institutions. Initial meetings were informal and
unorganized discussions. As membership grew, the meetings became
more organized and directed to the solution of the problems
identified.

The purpose of the employer-education consortium is to estab-
lish appropriate linkages between business, industry, and educa-
tion in order to assist and enhance the area's education and
skills training system and address individual, community, and
industrial needs in Southern New Jersey.

The consortium was started with funds provided with JTPA 8
percent funds and funds provided by the Department of Education.
The program continues to be funded with 8 percent funds and SCoVE
funds, The SCoVE funds are to elaborate on initiatives and
methods to modernize vocational education and on the use of
business concerns and labor organizations.

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in this
program include the following:

o Communicating through open channels

o Offering a problem-solving orientation

o Fostering ongoing interagency committees

Understanding of convergent agency's legislation,
service role, or operation procedures

What is the most critical component of the effort that l ads to
successful coordination?

The most critical component is the commitment of the leader-
ship of the educational institutions, business, and industry to
the process. It would not be possible within the time commitments
of individuals who can direct the cooperation of their institu-
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tions to provide accurate and timely planning information and tomeet other consortium goals. Another critical component is thefunding provided by the Department of Labor and Education.

What could should) be changed to make the program more effec-tive?

The consortium could be made more effective if the adminis-trators of more service delivery areas within the region wouldparticipate. This critical component of the training community isnot fully represented. The consortium is trying to market itsinformation and method of operations to the administrators sothere is a disincentive for not participating.

For further information contact:

Frank Galloway, Executive Direc or
South Jersey Employer-Education Consor ium
Laurel Hall 1
Glasboro State College
Glasboro, NJ 08028
(609) 863-6063
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Name of Program

Location

Description

Certified Nurse's Aide
Whiteside Area Vocational Center

Sterling, Illinois

The certified nurse's_aide program is a competency-based
program offered to JTPA clients to meet state certification
requirements for Nurse's Aide or Nurse's Assistant occupations.

SDA counselors recruit clients for this high demand
occupational area. The program is class sized, lasting 10-12
weeks or_120 hours. Each program participant is offered
instruction leading to a GED if the participant does not have
one.

Strategies employed to produce effective coordination in this
program include the following:

o Networking and regularly contacting principal actors

o Displaying a willingness to coordinate

o Offering a problem solving orientation

What is the most critical component of the effort that leads
successful coordination?

The most critical component is an excellent instructor.
Other components include the board of governors delegating the
authority to commit resources for coordinated efforts.

Recommendations regarding coordination between VE and JTPA service
providers:

Delegate the details of coordination to program operators
with operating parameters. Operate during more convenient hours.

For further information contact:

Robert Gomsrud, Director
Whiteside Area Vocational Center
1608 Fifth Avenue
Sterling, IL 61081
(815) 626-1001
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