
Vocational Education 

Wednesday, on a 20-18 party-line vote, the House Education and the Workforce committee 
reported out HR 1853, which would reauthorize the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied 
Technology Education Act. Committee Democrats opposed the bill largely because it would hurt 
urban areas through changes in the substate funding formula, a reduction in the minimum grant 
size for local school districts and postsecondary institutions, and the option for states to create a 
10% set-aside for rural areas. In addition, many Democrats, led by Rep. Mink, objected to ending 
sex-equity set-asides (although the Administration proposal would do this, as well). 

Aside from the funding formula issue, the Department of Education has several other concerns 
with the bill. In particular, HR 1853 would provide the Secretary with almost no discretion on 
the approval of state funding applications and would give the Secretary no role in developing state 
program performance indicators or benchmarks ~ thus providing little by way of accountability. 
Moreover, one section provides that no funds under the Act "shall be used to meet or obtain 
federally-funded, or endorsed industry-recognized skills, certificates, or standards," the impact of 
which remains unclear. 

The Department feels the Republicans are highly unlikely to find the votes to pass the House bill 
in its current form, and that further negotiations with Democrats are in store. Meanwhile, on the 
Senate side, the Labor and Human Resources Committee is expected to introduce a single bill that 
would combine separate authorizations for vocational education, job training and adult education 
programs sometime next month. 
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Almost all members of both sides of the aisle were present at 
different times during the markup. Only Miller [D-CA] was absent on 
the Democratic side, while Petri [R-WI] and Castle [R-DE] weren't 
there until the very end. 

Chairman Goodling put the substitute he circulated on Monday on the 
table. It was identical except for minor edits. The following 
amendments were offered: 

Schaffer [R-CO] : added a new section 406, "None of the funds 
received under this Act may be used to provide vocational-technical 
education programs to students prior to the 7th grade, except that 
equipment and facilities funded under this Act may be used by such 
students." This was an amendment negotiated with Kildee and passed by 
voice vote. Kildee got clarification that this would not apply to 
professional development. 

McCarthy [D-NY]: raised the secondary grant size from $7500 to $10000 
[current law is $15000]..This was voted down by voice vote after Riggs 
suggested that this would be part of any deal on the formula. 

Mink [D-HI], Woolsey [CA], & Sanchez [D-CA]: tried to restore the 
set-aside and staff for sex-equity by requiring a hold-harmless on 
spending for this purpose.. This failed 17-22. Riggs tried to argue 
that the Secretary had the responsibility to ensure that the 
benchmarks on sex equity were effective in meeting those needs. Dem 
staff will follow up and try to put all of Riggs' remarks in report 
language since the authority he referenced exceeded the bill language. 

Kildee [D-MI]: urged that the committee adopt the definition of 
charter schools from lASA in this bill. The Republicans asked that 



the amendment be deferred until the floor so that they could examine 
the impact of adopting that definition. 

Payne [D-NJ] : moved to strike the rural reserve..failed 16-20 

Mink [D-HI]: moved to retain section 111 (b) of current law which 
would keep the sex equity coordinator at $60000 and the activities 
without the program set-aside...failed 15-19 

Martinez [D-CA]: moved to change the substate secondary formula 
starting in FY 1998 so that money equal to what was available in FY 
1997 would be allocated by current law and any money appropriated that 
exceeded that amount would be allocated using 60% poverty: 40% 
population... failed 16-22 with Woolsey voting with the Republicans 
since the LEAs that she looked at tended to do better with their 
formula. 

Martinez [D-CA]: offered a substitute containing parts of our bill 
and current law formula for substate secondary allotments...failed 
18-19 with Republicans scurrying to find their members. 

The bill was then reported on a strict partisan vote: 20-18 

Clearly, this bill is in serious trouble if they took it to the floor 
without a compromise with the Dems on the formula.. The Republicans 
are very unlikely to be able to pass it in their own caucus given that 
they lost 60 of their own votes on HR 1385. 
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Substitute circulated on 6/23 [97VOC12]: 

Markup is scheduled in full committee tomorrow after a postponement of 
a week. The markup was postponed by the Republicans in an attempt lo 
get Democratic support in full committee. The major issue for members 
is the substate formula, although there are numerous other issues of 
importance to the Administration. As of now, there is no Democratic 
support for the substitute. 

The Committee substitute for HR 1853 [the Riggs bill] has a substate 
formula of current law in the first year which then goes to a 50% 
poverty: 50% population formula for the next four years. The 
Administration bill [HR 1803] used the Title I formula for its substate 
allocations. The Republicans offered and the Democrats rejected a 
compromise package that included: 

substate formula: fy 1998 70% poverty: 30% population 
fy 1999 65% poverty: 45% population 
fy 2000 & beyond: 60% poverty: 40% population 

and 

minimum grant size: LEAs raising the $7500 to $10000 [current law is 
$15000]; post-secondary institutions raising the $20000 to $40000 
[current law is $50000] 

On the positive side, the substitute adds an authorization for tech-
prep funded with 10% of the funds off the top of the total 
appropriation. The substitute also consolidates the three separate $5 
million authorizations for national programs into one such sums 
authorization. There is no mention of School-to-Work or its repeal. 



The negative side is broad and deep, reflecting bad policy and poor 
drafting: 

1) APPLICATION [PLAN] APPROVAL: This language has not been altered. 
It says that, "The Secretary shall approve the State application 
unless the Secretary makes a written determination, 90 days after 
receiving the application, that the application is in violation of 
this Act." This is slightly more restrictive than the language that 
the House passed in HR 1385, the job training/adult education bill. 
The Administration was successful in getting the word "rigorous" 
inserted as a word describing the type of benchmarks that have to be 
developed by States. That is the only "hook" to link program quality 
with the plan approval process. Other than that provision, the plan 
approval process is turned completely on its head. 

2] ACCOUNTABILITY: There is NO role for the Secretary in developing 
core indicators or negotiating state benchmarks as there was in HR 
1385. There bill says that, "If a State fails to meet its 
benchmarks..the State shall develop and implement a program 
improvement plan.." There is NO mention of complying with GPRA in 
their bill or that the states must provide necessary data in their 
reporting. The Committee rejected all language suggested by the 
Department to modify these provisions including Mike Smith's 
suggestion to require that performance information is made available 
at the state and local level to the public. 

3] BOWING TO THE RELIGIOUS RIGHT: a) In new language added to this 
substitute, the Committee substitute states: "None of the funds made 
available under this Act shall be used to require any individuals to 
meet or obtain federally-funded, or endorsed industry recognized 
skills, certificates, or standards." Does this mean that a program 
with an industry standard cannot be funded? (b) Does the second 
sentence now have broader meaning: "Nothing in this Act shall be 
construed to permit, allow, encourage, or authorize any federal 
control over any aspect of any private, religious or home school, 
whether or not a home school is treated as a private school or home 
school under State law. THIS SECTION SHALL NOT BE CONSTRUED TO BAR 
PRIVATE, RELIGIOUS, OR HOME SCHOOLS FROM PARTICIPATING IN PROGRAMS OR 
SERVICES UNDER THIS ACT." 

4] MINIMUM GRANT SIZE: The substitute has the minimum grant for a LEA 
at $7500 and for a post-secondary institution at $20000. The 
Administration's bill kept the current law provisions of $15000 for a 
LEA and $50000 for a post-secondary institution. 

5] STATE LEADERSHIP AND ADMINISTRATION: The substitute permits 8% of 
the state grant to be used for state leadership activities and 2% for 
administration. The Administration's bill [HR 1803] has 10% for state 
leadership and 5% for administration. With the demand for increased 
accountability and program and teacher development, the Administration 
believes that the higher percentages are warranted. 



6] 10% RURAL RESERVE: There is a provision permitting the state board 
to reserve up to 10% of the funds to be allocated to LEAs for rural 
areas with the state free to determine what rural areas are needy. 

Comments 

The Republicans have put themselves in a box on this and appear to be 
willing to report this bill without Democratic support. One should 
remember that they lost 60 Republican votes on the floor on HR 1385. 
Even if they keep most of those, they are likely to lose 10 or more 
who just won't vote for any federally funded education program. When 
HR 1385 passed the House 340-60, 187 Democrats and 155 Republicans 
voted for it. 
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Standards was from Careers bill, but dropped something that said unless student request. 

in developing authority to disapprove on wh 

home school language—standard right boilerplate 
not clear what the impact is 

Department thinks that GOP will have a hard time passing 

Sex equity 

Current funding formula is 70 Title I pov ~ 20 IDEA count ~ 10% # of students enrolled in 
training programs under the jurisdiction of LEA in the prior year. Significant shift away from 
targeting. 

10% rural 

5% based either on exceeding benchmarks, exceeding graduation rates, or used to help LEA's 
meet benchmarks. 

Senate committee introduction expected in July 

Senate bill will be one bill with separate authorizations, maybe some joint planning, etc. 

Technology 

Weintraub— 

Groups raised to Mike today, now that there are choices among House and Senate provisions on 
changing the work requirements within TANF-Ed and Workforce committee says 20% of those 
required to work-more restricted than current law, W&M says 30% of those requiredc to work, 
excluding teen parents; and then Senate bill is 20% of caseload, excluding teen parents. 

All of the groups, including NGA, and APWA, are coming out in favor of the Senate provisions. 
Groups pushed Mike on admin position. 

On SAP 

Weintraub 



17. Education Daily 

June 26 ,997 GOODLING PITCHES INCENTIVES 

FOR VOC ED GRADUATION RATES The House education leader wants to use a "carrot" to get scliool districts lo improve vocational 
students' graduation rates, rather than the "stick" of threatening fo withhold their federal funds. 

States should be allowed to offer school districts incentives to improve vocational education instead of requiring them to hit graduation 
rate targets to get tiieir full share of federal voced money, said Dill Goodling, R- Pa., chairman ofthe Hou.se Education and the Workforce 
Committee. 

His panel yesterday was considering H.R. 1853, which would let states withhold 20 percent of a district's voc ed funds unless its 
graduation rate for voc ed participants meets the state average, or the district is deemed to be making progress toward that goal (ED, June 
13). 

State Incentive Pool But Goodling was poised to olTcr an amendment that would let states withhold 5 percent of federal voe ed funds 
already headed to school districts, and then award that money as an incentive to districts whose graduation rale for voc ed students meets 
state-set benchmarks or the average graduation rate in the state. 

As Education Daily went to press yesterday, Goodling had not formally introduced the amendment, and the committee had not voted 
on H.R. 1853. 

But Goodling's expected proposal seemed to overcome committee members' concerns about how states would implement the 
punishment provision and whetiier it would add a layer of burciiucraey to voc cd programs rather than streamline them, a GOP staflcr said. 

Taking the money off the top of their Perkins Act allotment and olTering it as an incentive "still accomplishes our objective" of 
improving academic and vocational programs, said staffer Becky Voslow. 

Partisan Formulas Committee Republicans postponed last week's scheduled vote on H.R. 1853 to try to forge a compromise with 
Democrats on the bill's formula for distributing funds to school districts. 

But negotiations failed when Democrats rejected a GOP compromise proposal. 
H.R. 1853 would retain, through fiscal 1998, the current formula under the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 

Education Act, which sends money to localities based 70 percent on the I'itle 1 lormula, 20 percent on the number of students with 
disabilities in a district, and 10 percent on the number of students in ti aining progi ams. 

For fiscal 1999 tiirough 2001, the bill would re-quire states to send funds to districts based half on their population ages 15-19 and half 
on those in that age group living in poveily. 

Democrats want a formula based 30 percent on the population and 70 percent on poverty 
Urban Concern Rep. William Clay of Missouri, the committee's ranking Democrat, said the 50-50 formula under H.R. 1853 would 

funnel more to rural areas, hurting cities. 
But Republicans contend all schools+ineluding those in urban areas+would gain money because the bill would drive 90 percent of funds 

to the local level, up from 75 percent, even though districts would have to spend some of their money on projects that states now fund. 
Republicans said that under the bill. New York City would directly receive S15.8 million, a 9.4 percent increase; Los Angeles would 

get $6.7 million, a 10.4 percent increase; and Dallas would land $1.8 million, a 14.5 percent raise (sec chart, below). 
Democrats also rejected Republicans' offer to increase the minimum voc cd grant from the jiroposcd $7,500 to $ 10,000 for secondary 

schools, and from $20,000 to $35,000 for postsecondary schools. Democrats want lo retain the current minimum of $15,000 for high 
schools and $50,000 for postsecondary schools. 

The Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee plans next month lo introduce a radically dilTerenl bill lo merge voe ed and job 
training programs. +Matthew Dembicki • 
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athletics administrator at Stanford 
University, said that universities 
interested in a simpler rule of thumb 
should assume that a Division 1-A 

institution has to otTer at least two more 
women's sports than men's sports, and to 
offer the ma.\imum number of 
scholarships in tho.se sports, to pass the 

two tests. 
Mark Fiore contributed lo this 

article. M 
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WA YS AND MEANS VOTING ON COLLEGE TAX 
BREAKS 

The House Ways and Means 
Committee, after several delays, 
was expected last night to vote 

on a plan to offer tax breaks for 
postsecondary expenses. 

During a news briefing yesterday 
afternoon, Treasury Secretary Robert 
Rubin said it was too early to say 
whether the House committee's plan 
would draw a veto because of its 
differences from President Clinton's 
proposals. 

Chairman Bill Archer, R-Texas. 
introduced a plan Monday that would 
fund a revised version of Clinton's Hope 
Scholarship at $22 billion over five 
years. Archer's plan overall falls at least 
$4 billion short of the $35 billion Clinton 

and congressional leaders agreed to in 
postsecondary tax cuts (ED, June 10). 

Archer's plan would limit the Hope 
nonrefundable tax credit to covering only 
half of a postsecondary student's out-of-
pocket expenses, up to $1,500. Critics 
say that this would render the credit 
ineffective for low-income students. 

"The modifications made to the 
president's Hope Scholarship proposal 
move the tax subsidies even further 
toward the upper income," said a 
statement by the American Association 
of State Colleges and Universities. 

Archer also wants to apply a $10,000 
tax deduction — which Clinton generally 
proposed — only to prepaid tuition 
programs and education savings 

accounts. 
Democrats have considered offering a 

counter proposal that would fund Hope 
Scholarships at $37 billion over five 
years and allow a $2,000 annual tax 
deduction for postsecondary education 
expenses. The plan would also provide 
$1.6 billion to aid school construction in 
low-income communities. 

Although the House committee was 
expected to vote on the studeni aid 
proposals last night, it is expected to 
continue working on other tax proposals 
today. The Senate Finance Committee 
won't take up its tax plan until the full 
House votes on its proposal, which may 
occur this weekend. — Rebecca S. 
Weinerfl 
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HOUSE BILL TIES VOCED FUNDS TO STATE 
DROPOUT RATES 

AHouse Republican plan to 
rework the federal vocational 
education law would require 

school districts to ensure their dropout 
rate is no higher than the state average to 
get their full share of funding. 

H.R. 1853—a bill introduced Tuesday 
to reauthorize the Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational and Applied Technology 
Education Act— would let states 
withhold up to half of a district's funds 
unless its dropout rate falls under the 
state average, or the state education 
board determines the district has made 
"continuous improvement" in lowering 
its rate. 

The bill would distribute voc ed 

grants to school districts based half on 
their populations ages 15-19 and half on 
the proportion of those in the 15-19 age 
group living in poverty. The current 
formula is based 70 percent on a district's 
ratio of Title l-eligible students, 20 
percent on the number of students with 
disabilities, and 10 percent on the 
number of students in school and adults 
in training programs. 

Rep. Frank Riggs, R-Calif. chairman 
of the House Early Childhood, Youth 
and Families Subcommittee, introduced 
H.R. 1853, which his panel aims to take 
up today. 

H.R. 1853 would reduce a state's 
leadership funds from 8.5 percent of its 

Perkins grant to 8 percent. Drafts of the 
House bill circulated to lobbyists in the 
past two weeks suggested cutting it to 3.5 
percent (ED, June 2). 

The bill also would cut the setaside 
for state administration from 5 percent to 
2 percent, instead of the initial 1.5 
percent proposed. 

Several voc ed officials yesterday said 
the slight increase over what the House 
panel originally pitched would have little 
effect, as it still amounts to gouging more 
than half of the state administration 
funds. 

More, Smaller Grants H.R. 1853 also 
would cut, from $15,000 to $7,500, the 
minimum grant to school districts. 
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widening eligibility. 
State voc ed directors last week 

expressed concems that the $2,500 limit 
the l louse panel considered could more 
than double the workload of some states 
as it spread more federal funding to 
school districts (ED, June 6). 

The bill would retain the $20,000 
minimum for postsecondary schools it 
suggested in the House's draft, down 
from the current $50,000 limit. 

H.R. 1853 would allow states to 
reserve up to 10 percent of their 
allotments for grants to rural areas. 

Technology Fades 
Present in the draft, but not in H.R. 

1853. is a provision that would have let 
states spend up to 5 percent of their 
federal funds for new competitive grants 
for technology enhancement and 
professional development (ED, June 2). 

Portions ofthe provision were folded 

into requirements for the state leadership 
setaside. The bill, for example, would 
require states use their share of federal 
funds in part to improve or expand 
technology, including distance learning, 
and professional development, such as 
training for voc ed teachers. 

H.R. 1853 also scraps separate 
funding for tech prep, but allows states to 
use their setasides to fund the program. 

Absent from the bill is an idea Riggs 
floated during a House hearing last week 
to require states to tap their state 
administration funds to. in part, pay for 
tech prep (ED, June 9). 

Strong Accountability 
H.R. 1853 contains tougher sanctions 

than the draft version for states that don't 
meet self-crafted benchmarks in their 
five-year plans for voc ed. 

Instead of allowing ED to withhold up 
to 10 percent of their basic grant, the 

department would determine tht- penalty, 
which could include holding the entire 
grant. 

ED pitched for that tlexibiliiy in H.R. 
1803. its suggested Perkins amendments 
that Democrats introduced last week. 

ED could withhold funds only after 
notifying the state and providing a 
hearing. It couldn't retain any portion of 
the grant if states didn't meet their targets 
due to "exceptional or uncontrollable 
circumstances," such as a natural disaster 
or an unforeseen dramatic drop in state 
funds. 

Following today's scheduled 
subcommittee vote, the House Education 
and the Workforce Committee plans to 
take up the bill Wednesday. The Senate 
hasn't yet released its more ambitious 
plan to merge voc ed and job training 
programs. 

—Matthew DembickiB 
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BUDGET PLANS TO SAP GUARANTOR LOAN 
RESERVES 

The Senate's education committee 
voted yesterday to claim nearly 
$1.8 billion from federal student 

loan programs to help balance the budget 
in five years. 

The Senate Labor and Human 
Resources Committee passed. 17-1, its 
plan to have guarantee agencies bear 
most of the $ 1.7̂  billion burden. 

The GOP proposal would reclaim 
$1.03 billion in guarantee agency 
reserves, about half the money they now 
hold to cover the costs of defaulted 
student loans. The money would be 
deposited into a new restricted account, 
and guarantors could use interest from 
the money only to reduce student loan 
defaults. 

DSL Schools Hit 
The committee's deficit reduction 

package also would repeal the $10 loan 
origination fee the federal govemment 
now pays to schools in the Direct Student 
Loan (DSL) program, to save $160 
million over five years. 

The Senate plan would cut the 
Education Department's administrative 
spending for the DSL and Family 
Education Loan programs by $604 
million over five years. 

The House Education and the 
Workforce Committee was expected to 
take up a similar plan last night. 

The House plan would allow 
guarantee agencies with smaller reserve 
ratios to pay back a smaller share, and to 
start the repayments a year later than 
agencies with larger reserve ratios. 

In reducing the administrative 
spending on student loans, the House 
plan would cut spending by $170 million 
in both fiscal 1998 and 1999, and 
continue with $150 million cuts each of 
the following three years. 

It also would scrap the $10 DSL fee. 
The House Budget Committee may 

package the "budget reconciliation" 
recommendations from various panels 
into one bill as early as tomorrow, and 
the Senate Budget Committee is expected 
to draft its consolidated bill next week. 

Student Savings Lost President 
Clinton also wanted to commandeer the 
guarantee agency reserves, but his budget 
would use the money to cut students' 
loan origination fees from 4 percent to 2 
percent, a $1.4 billion savings for 
borrowers (ED, Jan. 29). 

During the Senate committee's debate 
on its plan, partisan bickering erupted 

over an altemative offered by Sen. 
Edward Kennedy, D-Mass., based on 
Clinton's plan. 

Kennedy's amendment — which was 
rejected 10-8 along party lines — would 
have cut the student fee and recouped 
more than $1 billion by reducing the 
amount of money guarantee agencies 
receive for defaulted loans and lowering 
the amount guarantee agencies are paid 
for collecting on defaults, from 27 
percent to 18.5 percent. 

But Chairman Jim JefTords, R-Vt., 
said Kennedy's plan would violate the 
balanced budget agreement forged 
between the White House and Congress 
by increasing spending after five years as 
students continued to benefit from lower 
loan costs. 

Kennedy criticized Republicans for 
"creating an entitlement for guarantee 
agencies" with a provision that would 
require "cost allowances" for guarantee 
agencies calculated at 0.85 percent of 
new loan volume, up to $170 million in 
the first two years and $150 million 
thereafter. 

Republicans "are taking care of the 
guarantee agencies... 

but when we try to provide some 
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should earn the rnjnim:um wage - whether they are coming off of welfare or not. The proposal 
does not meet this test. 

Worker Protections in Welfare toJVork - We are deeply disappointed in the -
Subcommi~ drafrs lack of adequate worker protection and non-displac.ement provisions. We 
strongly urge the Subcommittee to adopt, at a minimum, the provisions included in H.R. 1385, 
the House-passed job training reform bill. 

Repeal, of Maintenance of Effort Requirements on Smu SuppkmentatiQn of SSI 
Benef r:ts - Historically, the Administration has strongly opposed the repeal of maintenance--of­
effort requirement because it would let States significantly cut, or even eliminate, benefits to 
nearly 2-4 million poor elderly, disabled, and blind persons. Congress instituted the 
maintenance-of-eff'ort reqUirement in the early 1970s to prevent States from transferring Federal 
benefit increases from SSI recipients to State treasuries_ The proposal also could cause some 
low-income elderly and disabled individuals to lose SSI entirely and to lose Medicaid coverage 
as 'Well. The Administration opposed this proposal in last year,s welfare reform debate. 

Other T ANF Provisions - The Administration is concerned with several provisions in 
the mark that we.re not in the budget agreement For example, the a.gr~ent did not address 
making changes in the T ANF work requirements regarding vocational education and educational 
services for teen parents. The A&ninistration opposes the provision allowing States to divert 
T ANF funds away from welfure..to-work efforts to ether social service activities. 

The budget agreement reflects compromise on many important and controversial issues, 
and challenges the leaders on both sides of the aisle to achieve consensus under difficult 
circumstances- We must do so on a bipartisan basis. 

I look forward to working with you to implement the historic budget agreement 

Sincerely. 

Franklin D. Raines 
Director 

Identical letter to the Honorable Sander Levin 
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In accordanco with OMB Circular A·l 9, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above (JI"'" 
subject before advising on its relationship to the program of the President. Please advise us if this ~ 
item will affe"ct direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go" 'provisions of Title V 
XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. OJv'' 
COMMENTS: Please refer to H. Rept. 105·93 for HR 1385 as reported by the H. Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. Copies of the report are now availablo from House Documents. Tho 
bill could reac~ the House floor, subject to a rule, shortly. Therefore, in order that the 
Administration position be available prior to the bill's consideration by the Rules Committee. we 
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11 O·Social Security Administration ·Judy Chesser· (202) 358-6030 
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LRM ID: CJB42 SUBJECT: OMB Statemant of Administration Policy on HR1385 
Consolidation, Coordination, and Improvement of U.S. Employment, Training, Literacy, and 
Vocational Rehabilitation Programs 
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RESPONSE TO 
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL 

MEMORANDUM 

IA .. .$ . .. :Mw.» .·: . ..tmt .... :.cc:;:.w 

P. 3/4 

If your response to this roquest for views Is short !e.g., concur/no comment), we prefer that you respond by 
e-mall or by faxing us this response sheet. If the response Is short and you prefer to call. please call the 
branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line) to leave e message with a legislative assistant. 

You may also respond by: 
11) calling the analyst/attorney's direct line (you will bo connoc1ed to volc·e mall if the analyst does not 

enswerl; or 
(21 sending us a memo or letter 

Plea so Include the LRM number shown above, and the subjoct shown below. 

TO: 

FROM; 

Constance J. Bowers Phone: 395-3803 Fax: 395-6148 
Office of Management and Budget 
Branch-Wide Line Ito reach legislative assistant): 395-7 362 

--------·--····-- ___ !Date) 

--···--·· ·---··--··--- __ (Nemol 

----- ---··---··--· __ (Agency) 

---···--- ··-- .. -- _ (TelephonoJ 

The following Is the reponse of our sgency to your request for views on the above-captioned subject: 

Concur 

__ No Objection 

No Commont : ~ 

__ Soe proposod edits on pages ___ _ 

Other:-----···------

--·-·FAX RETURN of ~ pages. attached to this reponse sheot 
/ 
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DRAFT -- NOT FOR RELEASE 

FROM: DADE, J . 

May , 1997 
(House) 

H.R. 13&5 ·Employment Irainin& and Literacy Enhancement Act of 1997 
(Rep. McKeon (R) CA and 6 others) 

P. 4/4 

The Administration is pleased that H.R. 13 85 incorporates many of the principles articulated in 
the President's G.I. Bill for America's Workers. These principles, which are central to reforming 
Federal job training programs, support our common goal to build an integrated workforce 
development system. The new system embodied in H.R. 1385, based on a firm foundati<.m of 
individual opportunity, empowerment, and improved performance information, represents a good 
first step towards improved accountability to consumers and taxpayers for results. 

Although the Administration supports House passage ofH.R 1385, it does nC>t agree with every 
provision of the bill, such as those affecting adult education and vocational rehabilitation. 
Therefore, the Administration looks forward to working in the Senate to address these concerns 
and ensure the enactment oflegislation that best meets our common objectives. 

J ., ... 
' 

• • * • * • * * * * 
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Weintraub -- May 1, 1997 

Mtg Monday at 4:30 at NEOB 

Adult Ed--

Our bill has been sent up, but has been overtaken by all the work on the full committee markup 

Should be introduced in the next couple of days 

Have used effectively in bipartisan negotiation with the committee -- cut and pasted lots of 
sections on both substantive and technical issues -- they took all of those amends that we wantedd 

maJor issues: 

I. governance/presumption/mention of SEA 
would not take back-up which is clarification of provision on eligible agency--wanted to say 
statutory [state] law-- had to be an act of state legislature, not just exec order or governors' s 
memo. 
Wouldn't clarify, though that's what they say it means 

2. Performance benchmarks, goals-- issue there 
Shall negotiate and reach agreement--state/local 
fed/state -- secretary authorized to negotiate -- nothing about agreement -- not tied to plan 
approval. 

Right now Sec shall approve if meets provisions of the act--just a checklist 

Our proposal is clear on both. On proposal piece -- gist is that Sec develops a core set of 
indicators with each stae and has to assure in negotiations with the state that goals and 
benchmakrs are sufficiently rigorous 

on governernance -- SEA or that agency pursuant to state 

largely adopted what we wanted on other major themes. 

Committee has said that they are going to present a very sparse committee report -- not going to 
interpret any of these sticky issues in terms of intent -- concern about getting attacked from the 
right -- but that's unusual. 

Committee Bill--
Adult Ed, Voe Rehad, and Job Training--
JTP A has been a permanent authorization-- main thing is taht they are changing to a 5 year 
authorization. 



Moving toward skill grant approach--collapsing down the number of programs 
No longer continues summer youth employment program -- state and local option 

We will still introduce our adult ed proposal, because can still be pointed to on the floor. 

So far, no Dem wants to take up the performance issue--
R's pushing admin on how to respond to GPRA, but not giving any tools to push to performance 

Voe Ed 

ED very frustrated by OMB process on adult ed--took forever to get out--6 weeks/2 months 

ED's voe ed proposal will prob go to OMB next week 

Mon is prelude to try to deal with big issues in advance 

I. RWR wants to continue tech prep as a separate program--OMB questioning why 

Rationale on continuing tech prep: 

a. One of the few places where we are giving money for programmatic purposes specifically to 
community college--mirrors and reinforces POTUS desiere on everyone to have 2 years of 
college; very well received by both high schools and community colleges and technical schools; 
see no reason to end. 

OMB seems primarily to be reacting to GAO/# of programs 

going from 23 to 4/counting indian programs 

Without distinct program, probably don't get as much money overall--probably I 00 M plus less of 
an investment 

2. Want to continue authorization for NOIC -- naitonal occupational info system -- info for both 
ed and training -- last two years approp only as a Labor approp 

Need to continue auth that was in Perkins 

OMB approach as purists on consolidation 

ED community wants to have 



DRAFT -- NOT FOR RELEASE 
May 15, 1997 
(House) 

H.R. 1385 - Employment, Training and Literacy Enhancement Act of 1997 
(Rep. McKeon (R) CA and 6 others) 

The Administration is pleased that H.R. 1385, as reported by the House Committee on Education 
and the Workforce, incorporates many of the principles articulated in the President's G.I. Bill for 
America's Workers. These principles, which are central to reforming Federal job training 
programs, support the common goal of building an integrated workforce development system. 
The new system embodied in H.R. 1385, based on a firm foundation of individual opportunity, 
empowerment, and improved performance information, represents a good first step toward 
improved accountability to taxpayers. 

Although the Administration supports House passage ofH.R. 1385, it does not agree with every· 
provision of the bill, such as those affecting adult education and vocational rehabilitation. 
Therefore, the Administration looks forward to working in the Senate to address these concerns 
and to enact legislation that best meets mutually shared objectives. 

Pay-As-You-Go Scoring 

H.R. 1385 would affect direct spending; therefore, it is subject to the pay-as-you-go requirement 
of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. OMB estimates that the pay-as-you-go effect 
would be zero. · 

• • • • • • • • • • 
(Do Not Distribute Outside Executive Office of the President) 

This draft position was developed by LRD (Connie Bowers) in consultation with HR (Barry 
White/Larry Matlack&.faureen Walsh/Kathy Stack/Aromie Noe). The Departments of Labor 
(Morin), Education (Hansen), Justice (Jones): HHS (Montgomery) and the Interior (Simmons), 
the Office of Personnel Management (Wolt), Social Security Administration (Warner), Office of 
Government Ethics (Ley), and OIRA (Oleinick) agree with this position. This draft statement was 
also sent to the following agencies, which did not comment: the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, the National Commission on Disability, and the National Institute for 
Literacy. 

BACKGROUND 

Administration Position To Date. On April 30th, the President sent a letter to the House 
Committee on Education and the Workforce for consideration at the Committee's markup of 
H.R. 1385. That letter commended the bipartisan effort to craft legislation that would achieve 
many of the objectives shared by the Administration and Congress. It stated that "while we do 
not agree on every provision of the bill, especially those affecting adult education and vocational 
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rehabilitation, this legislation advances our common goal of building an integrated workforce 
development system consistent with most of the principles I articulated in my G.I. Bill for 
America's Workers." The President's letter noted that the bill is a "good first step" toward 
making the job training system more accountable. 

2 

In the 104th Congress, the Senate and House passed different versions of workforce development 
legislation, but the conference bill failed to reach a floor vote. H.R. 1385 does not contain some 
of the controversial features that stymied the legislation last year (i.e., it does not affect in-school 
vocational education programs and it would not repeal the School-to-Work Opportunities Act). 

SUMMARY OF H.R. 138..5 

Block Grants 

H.R. 1385 would consolidate existing Federal employment, training, and literacy programs into 
three block grants to States and localities for: (1) adult employment and training for 
disadvantaged adults and dislocated workers who are chronically unemployed or who have lost 
their jobs as a result of economic shifts or corporate downsizing; (2) disadvantaged youth, 
including high school dropouts; and (3) adult education and family literacy to assist low-income 
people to obtain skills necessary to become employed (e.g., those trying to make the transition 
from public assistance to the workforce). 

While the grant programs for disadvantaged youth under the Job Training Partnership Act would 
be consolidated into the State block grants, Federal administration of the Job Corps would be 
maintained. That program provides residential vocational education and training for 
disadvantaged youth aged 16-24. 

Federal Role 

The Secretary of Labor would oversee the employment and training programs and the Secretary 
of Education would oversee the adult education and literacy programs. The Secretaries would: 
(1) allocate funds, by formula, to States; (2) receive and review State plans; (3) carry out 
authorized national activities (including research, program assessment and evaluation, and 
demonstrations); (4) issue regulations; and (5) carry out duties with respect to State 
accountability. With regard to State accountability, the Secretaries would: (1) negotiate 
expected levels of performance with the States identifying challenging levels of performance for 
"core indicators"; (2) promulgate uniform definitions for each core indicator; and (3) award 
performance incentive grants. · 

State Role 

To receive block grant funds, States would be required to develop a single, "three-year State plan 
for the three block grants, along with other programs authorized under the Wagner-Peyser Act. 
The State plan would be developed through a collaborative process in each State, with the 
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Governor convening relevant public and private sector groups. This would replace the current 
JTPA requirements that designated State Councils be established in each State. The State plan 
would be submitted to the Secretaries for review and must be approved consistent with the 
provisions of the Act. State responsibilities would include: ( 1) identification of goals and 
benchmarks; (2) designation of local workforce development areas and criteria for appointment of 
local boards; and (3) development of criteria for the Statewide full-service employment and 
training delivery system. 

The bill was amended in Committee to require State legislatures to appropriate the block grant 
funds. The bill fails to provide presumptive authority to State educational agencies for the 
administration of adult education and family literacy funds. 

Local Role 

The bill would require the establishment oflocal business-led workforce development boards, 
replacing currently authorized Private Industry Councils (PICs) established under JTP A These 
boards would: (1) develop local plans; (2) select and certify eligible providers; (3) select and 
award grants on a competitive basis to eligible providers of disadvantaged youth activities; 
(4) work with Governors in identifying eligible providers of training services; and (5) develop a 
budget for carrying out adult training and disadvantaged youth programs and conduct oversight 
over such programs. Local boards, elected officials, and the Governor would conduct 
negotiations and agree on local benchmarks toward meeting State performance goals. 

Skill Grants 

The bill would require adult training to be provided through skill grants (vouchers), distributed 
through the full service employment and training system. Trainees would be provided choice in 
their selection of eligible providers. Participating training programs would be required to report 
annually on their performance to the State-identified agency. 

Performance Accountability 

The bill would require each State to establish its own long-tenn goals for each of the three block 
grants through which it receives funds. Goals would be measured through indicators of 
performance or "benchmarks," which include measures of specific "core indicators" of 
performance. Each State's benchmarks would be negotiated between the State and the Federal 
Government, taking into account factors such as how the State's performance levels compare 
with other States and how they compare to the model levels ofperfonnance. However, the bill 
does not provide guidelines for settling these negotiations. Currently, under the JTP A, the 
Secretary of Labor establishes national standards for job training programs, which are then 
adjusted by the States. 
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Vocational Rehabilitation 

H.R. 1385 would reauthorize for three years the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, which provides 
training and rehabilitation money to States for the mentally and physically disabled. It would 
amend that act to better coordinate it with other employment and training programs. 

ISSUES FOR RESOLUTION IN THE SENATE 

The Department of Labor (DOL) has the following concerns: 

• Lack of an assured summer jobs component. DOL supports consolidation of the 
sununer and year-round training programs for disadvantaged youth into a single grant. 
However, the Department believes that summer jobs must be an essential element of that 
grant. While H.R. 1385 would authorize summer jobs as an allowable activity, POL 
believes that the legislation should ensure that each local area provides summer job 
opportunities to disadvantaged youth. Labor notes that for many youth, a sununer job is 
their first opportunity to work and their first critical step in learning the work ethic. 

• Inadequate worker representation on local boards. POL supports the provision in the 
bill for local workforce development boards to have a strong role in the administration of 
the new workforce development system. However, POL believes that it is essential that 
such boards explicitly include representatives of organized labor, in order to enhance the 
board's ability to link the workforce development system to the labor market. 

The Department of Education (ED) has the following concerns: 

4 

• Inadequate accountability. ED is concerned that HR. 1385 would not ensure that States 
can be held accountable for providing high-quality, effective programs that yield 
satisfactory outcomes for their participants. ED believes the Secretaries should approve 
State plans based on their quality and promise to meet the purposes of the Act, not solely 
on their technical compliance. In addition, ED believes that the Secretaries and States 
should negotiate, and reach agreement on, challenging levels of program performance, 
including all the "core indicators" of such performance. (Note: POL does not share this 
concern.) 

• State Governance. ED believes the bill should make clear that State educational agencies 
will continue to play the lead role -- as they do under current law -- in planning and 
implementing adult education programs. This would maintain stable administrative 
structures that help to link such programs to other education efforts and funding 
resources. 
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• Legislative Authority. ED believes the bill should retain a free-standing Adult Education 
Act that contains all the statutory provisions necessary for understanding, and 
implementing, the programs authorized. H.R. 1385, while nominally reauthorizing the 
Adult Education Act, would strip it of provisions relating to the definition of terms, State 
plan requirements, and accountability measures, which would be placed in another law. 
ED believes there is no programmatic justification for this complex and confusing 
legislative approach. 

• OMB certification of agency compliance with information technology accessibility 
procurement guidelines. Rep. Eschoo (D-CA) may offer an amendment that would 
require the Director of OMB to certify agency compliance with information technology 
accessibility procurement guidelines. This amendment would place compliance 
enforcement responsibility with OMB, which does not have the personnel resources 
necessary to do this effectively. 

The Department of Justice also has concerns about certain changes to the nondiscrimination 
provisions of the Job Training Partnership Act and believes that some of the provisions regarding 
Native Americans are in need of refinement. Justice would like to submit its comments to the 
Senate, pending the outcome of interagency review. 

PAY-AS-YOU-GO SCORING 

According to HRD (Fairhall) and BASD (Sullivan), HR. 1385 is subject to the pay-as-you-go 
(PAYGO) provisions of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. The estimated PAYGO 
effect of the bill is zero. H.R 1385 would authorize programs under the Rehabilitation Act that 
are scored as mandatory under the Budget Enforcement Act. The provisions in H.R. 1385 would 
simply extend appropriations authorizations of such sums as may be necessary. As funding levels 
would be subject to appropriations, the PA YGO effect would be zero. 

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE DIVISION DRAFT 
May 15, 1997 - 11: 15 am 
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Tfflt WHITk HOU!IK 

'WANClMOTDJf 

April 29, 1997 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

HAY 15'97 11:24 No.002 P.02 

There ha• been widesptead agreemer.t on th• 
nood to x-cfoan Federol job training pi:o9,:cWU1 to 
c~eate a world cl~~e wo~kforee development system. 
While we h•v'1 ttu1i1ttyt!d in a healthy debat:e on the 
beat means of achievin9 that . .reform, I appreciate 
your willingnaee to 1ncorporata many of ~y core 
principles in H.R. 1385 -- bipartiaan leo1alat1on 
t9 realize our mutual 9oal, · 

Although we do not agree on eYety provision 
of t.h~N h111, ~~ve~fally those affect1Pg adult 
education and vocational rehabilitation, H.R. 
1385, •• int1:odutled by ReprcCJontotivea Uowcard 
HcKeon and Dale Kildea, advances our Qonat>n'goal 
of building en intog~eted workto~cQ ~~v~lopaient 
ayatesa conelatent with snoat of the principle• I 
articulateQ 1n m~ G.I. Bill tor NAer1ca•1 Work•~•. 
Those principles include: individual empowerment 
coupled with qood information to guide cuatOl1ler . 
choi~e; leaner goverrunent through proqtam 
consolidation •nd one-atop service delivery1 
better accountability for results: and the st.~t~ 
and·local flexibility needed to &hafle local 
~f~t~ms in partnership with buslne11-l•d looal 
workforce developnent, .. boai:-de. 

I am pl~ased that this leQialation 
incorporatea principlea Lh .. l u.n1 11irni1ar ~o my 
G.I. Bill tenets. Your approach will permit 
continued prog_r••& toward i:etorminq, etreamlin1n9, 
and intugratin; job traininq and enploymant 
aervice1 within a one-stop workforce development 
1yate11. Ho•t i~rtantly, thie new ay!tem will be 
baaed on a firm foundation of individual 
opportunity, empowerft\ent, and il\Proved perfnrm;i1nce 
infonnation -- repreeentinq a good first step 
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The Honorable William F. Goodling 
Page Two 

MAY 15'97 11:25 No.002 P.03 

t".ovard• impro.,,.•d aocountabili.ty to eona\JIQo~e and 
taxpayers tor reaults. The inclueion of skill 
9rante wiJ;l 'ompowor tho.sie eeakiny t.rainin9 or 
zetrainin9, ultimately givinq them 9reater control 
ovei; th•i.i: cc&1.:1not~ development, 

It 1s time tor ua to work together to craft a 
system that allows all ~~icana to Pbtain the 
ekilla needed to succeed in the 2lat Century 
workforce. MY Administretion utand• r~~dy to wokk 
with you and the Conqre51 to aaauro that this 
vital reform legJ~1•tion meet• our •ha~od 
objective11. 

Sincerely, 

. ~ C-0..._~---

The Honorable William r. Goodlino 
Chairman 
Conmittee on F.du~11t.11)11 11nd th• Workforce 
House of Repreeentative1 
Waahingt.on, D.C. 20515 

.. 
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LRM ID: CJB41 

TO: 

FROM: 
OMB CONTACT: 

URGENT 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
Washington. D.C. 20503-0001 

Monday. May 12, 1997 

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM 

Logislativo L)riso~fficer - See Distribution below 

t ( . '-· )~~ ~- Forsgren 9orl ~tti~rrnre·ctorfor Legislative Reference 
Constance J. Bowers 
PHONE: !2021395-3803 FAX: !2021395-6148 / 

P. 1/12 

SUBJECT: EDUCATION Testimony on EDUCATION Draft Bitl on Adult Basic Education 
and literacy for the Twenty·Flrst Century Act ~ 

DEADLINE: 2:00 p.m. Tuesday, May 13, 1997 
1:w: .. : • :::.:·· ((,(.,., ;..; •-::~--:-·.--.:~~-:~·~~~"~'~'".'.-.~.·--•••""'''~.··---·--·'"'-••U~·••·•••,. .. ,, .. ,.,,,,,,..,..,,,.,,, ,,,., ... _,,,,,,,_ . ..,..,,,.,,,.,"-•"'"""'-"" .,_ '"'-''-':?; 

In accordance with OMB Circular A· 19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above 
subject before advising on its relationship 10 the program of the President. Please advise us if this 
Item will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title 
XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. 

COMMENTS: 
DISTRIBUTION LIST 

AGENCIES: 
52-HHS • Sondra S. Wallace · (202) 690- 7760 
62-LABOR - Robert A. Shapiro · (202) 219-8201 
61·JUSTICE ·Andrew Fois - 1202) 514-2141 
54-HUD - Jeff Lischcr - 1202) 708-1793 
59-INTERIOR ·Jane Lyder - 1202) 208·4371 
76-National Economic Council· Sonyia Matthews· (2021 4516·5351 
79-National Institute for Literacy - Andrew Hartman - (202) 632-1522 

EOP: 
Robert M. Shireman 
Michael Cohon 
William R. Kincaid 
Diana Fortuna 
Anne H. Lewis 
Kenneth S. Apfel 
Larry R. Matlack 
Kathryn B. Stack 
S. A. Noe 
Lisa B. Fairhall 
Maureen H. Walsh 
Keith J. Fontenot 

Cynthia A. Rice 
Jeffrey A. Farkas 
Daniel J. Chenok 
James C. Murr 
Janet R. Forsgren 

/ 
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LRM ID: CJB41 SUBJECT: EDUCATION Testimony on EDUCATION Draft Bill on Adult Basic 
Education and Literacy for the Twenty-First Century Act 

' t;;;:::=::c-::.::3 .. ~.:.:~.~:~:.:.:.:.::·~·:·.~~;~:·::: .. :.:.::7z~~::·::.:.:·;~~;;:'.·:·::;~;:::::'.':::::::::2:,.'.::~::·:·;::::··:'.:.·:·::::·:·:·~::'..:::~::~···;s:.::·.-.:·::.::;;::._'.·.:~:;~,:,.:~;z1/, __ :·::x.7"'a::T.'.'CZ~:,.':7Z&t:'.:::::t·.·:·.:.;.:~.t·i 
RESPONSE TO 

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL 
MEMORANDUM 

If your response to this request for views Is short (e.g .• concur/no comment!. we prefer that you respond by 
e-mall or by fBlllng us this response sheet. If the response Is short and you prefer to call, please call the 
branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line) to leave fl message with a tegisli!tive assistant. 

You may elso respond by: 
(1 J calling the fllll'llyst/allorney's direct llna (you wlll be connected to voice 1111111 If the analyst does not 

answer!; or 
{2) sending us e merno or letter 

Please Include the LRM number shown above. and the subject shown below. 

TO: 

FROM: 

Constance J. Bowers Phone: 395-3803 Fax: 395-6148 
Office of Management and Budget 
Branch-Wide Line (to reach legislative essistantl; 396-7 362 

... .. --· ·--- !Date) 
I 

----'---~·----------(Namol 

---------------- (Telepltonel 

/ 

The following Is the reponse of our agency to your raquost for views on the above-captioned subject: 

Concur 

No Objection 

No Cornrnent 

__ See proposed edits 011 p11gas ___ _ 

Other:------·---· 

__ FAX RETURN of __ pages. attached to this reponse sheet 

/ 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCADON 

Statement b)' 
Patricia W. McNeil 

Anlstant Secretary for Vocational and Adult Education 
00 

Adult Education and Literacy 

May 1', 1997 

Senate Labor and Buman Ruourca Committee 

Chairman Jeffords, Senator Kennedy, and Members of the Committee: 

/ 

It's a pleasure to' appear before the Committee. I would like to discuss the need for adult 

education and literacy programs in our nation, ~vhich is the context for the Administration's 

legislative proposal. Our bill, which was introduced last week, is our plan for adult education and 

literacy in the twenty-fir~t century. We know that the twenty-first century witl place increasing 

skill demands on Americans -- demands that the Nation must equip its citizens to meet if they are 

to succeed e.s workers, as parents .• and as citizens in our increasingly complex: society. 

The Development of Federal SufJport for Adult Basic Education 

Today, as we start the bipartisan process or reshaping the Adult Education Act, we should 

look back 30 years to the passage of Title D·B of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, which 

led all States to establish ·adult education delivery systems. Just two years later, the Adult 

Education Act. was enacted and authorized programs of instruction for persons 18 years and older 

whose inability to read or write English was a substantial impairment to their ability to obtain 

employment This Act has been amended and its purpose broadened tlve times since 1966. We 

should credit the leaders in the Senate and the House for their commitment to these efforts: 

Ch1tirman Jefford;, Senator l<eMedy, and fonner Senators Simon and Pell, Chairman Goodling, 

and Representatives Kildee and Sawyer. 
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Today, the Adult Education Act provides grants to the States to auppon prosrama that 

assist educationally disadvantaged adults in developing basic ddll6, achieving certification of high 

school equivalency, and learning English. Pifteen percent of each State's grant is set aside for 

demonstrations and teacher training projects. States distribute the balance to a variety ofloc:aJ 

educational and corrununity agencies that provide adult education. Current law limits the funds 

that States may use for high school equivalcney programs to 20 percent, sets aside a minimum of 

1 O percent for services to criminal offenders and other institutionalized individuals, and requires 

that States use some funds for 11Gateway Grants" to public housing authorities. 
/ 

The lmportance of the;Aduh Education and Literacy Programs 

The Department of Education's adult education ani:3 literacy programs are integral to 

President Clinton's "Call to Action for American Education in the 21st Century.'' As you know, 

the President has challenged the Nation to ensure that every 18-year old can go to college and that 

all adults are able to keep on learning. 

Current adult literacy statistics reveal what a challenge this is. The 1993 National Adult 

Literacy Survey (NALS) found that between 26 and 30 million adults aged 16 to 64 years were at 

the lowest level of be.sic skills -- roughly at or below a fifth grade level. Of those at the lowest 
~'.~ 

literac:y levels, 25 percent w~re imn»grants and 67 pcrocnt ·weire not high school,graduates. 
/ 

More than 40 percent of the group with the lowest literacy skills lived in poverty, in contrast to 

between 4 and 8 percent 'of individuals scoring in the two highest levels of the literacy assessment. 

While there is a significant need for adult education and literacy services in all of the 

States, the level of need varies across the country. Statistical estimates of States' populations, age 

I 6 Md older, Pcoring in the loweJt level of NALS range &om about 11 percent to 25 percent. I 
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have with me a map of the U.S. illustrating the NALS scores estimates. A number of the States 

represented on this subcommittee are in the lower ranae: the estimated State population at the 
·, / 

lowest NALS level is 12 percent for Vermont; 13 pertent for Iowa and Minnesota; IS percent for 

Washington; and 16 percent for Mas~chusettB. Higher percentages ofadult1 in the lowest NALS 

level are found in New York, Texas and the Southern Statea: for e>1:ample, 22 percent in Arkansas 

and 21 percent in Tennessee. 

States also differ on the kinds of programs their citizens need. One striking example of this 

is the need for English as a Second Language courses. NationaJly, 37 percent of those served in 

ad uh education are in ESL. However, only 4 percent of Arkansas' enrollment is in ESL, in 

contrast to 45 percent of Washington's enrollment. Enrollinents of welfare clients also differ 

dramatically by State. States report that between virtually none and 68 perc.ent of their adult 

education students are welfare clients. The national average is about 17 percent. To give you an 

exDmplc of the diversity among the States, Vermont rq>orts 41 percent of its adult education 

$tudcnts are welfare clients, and CoMectleut report1 12 percent arc welfare clients. 

The diversity of State needs and strategies reflect the diverse purposes adult education 

serves. These include preparing adults f'or further education, life-long learning, work, being their 

children's first teachers, and citizenship. 

Adult education progrwns support State and conununlty efforts to increase access to 

college. ln 1995, 37 percent of adult education students were youth ages 16 to 24. In 1995, 

7.5,000 adultS received their high school credentials through adult education high school 

t:quivn.lency programs and 270,000 were awarded the GED. These credentials open the door to 

postsecondary education: Annually, 150,000 to 200,000 adult education p~ogratp completers so 
/ 

on to postsecondary education. Once they have their high Bc:hool credentials, adult educ.ation 

students can join the ranks of Americans whom the Administration seeks to help complete at least 
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two years of postsecondary educ.ation through.HOPE Scholarships, tuition tax deductions. and 

student financial aid. 

New Mex.loo's Santa Fe Community College won a 1996 Secretary's Award for 

Outstanding Adult Education and Literacy Programs for its innovative strategies for out-of-school 

yC1uth that openfollege doors for very disadvantaged yo~ng adults. The progrMI) combines 

volunteer experience that provides work·related skills with teaching strattgit~s and technologies 

tailored for out-of-school youth. All adult buic education students receive counselina on 

transition to college. The program had a 94 percent GED pass rate in 1994-95 and. of the GED 

completers, 40 percent enrolled in college credit courses in 1995-96. Another SccretmYl ~ -

Award-winning program at Second Step, a community-based organization in Concord, New 
'(' 

Hamp!'hire, has 4ln a.Iterative high school program that has successfully worked with very 

" disadvantaged, at-risk youth by providing the students with highly individualized academic 

programs that fit their needs. 

Adult education is also an important component of life-long learning. Adults of all ages 

and at all skill levels encounter changes in their livi:s that make it necessary lo improve their basic 
' 

skills, anci the adult education system is there to help when that happens. Sometimes an individual 

is confronted at work with new technology that requires improved reading or math skiUs. As the 

Nation moves from the Industrial age to the infonnation age, many workers become dislocated 

from middlc-cla~ jobs. Although they may have Jeamed to function well in their prior 

QCCupations with limited literacy skills, thesr. workers are now faced with the challenge of staning 

new careers or entering job 1 mining, The companies participar,ing in tho Great Oaks Workplace 

Literacy Program, another Secretary Award wi,nner, in Cincinnati, Ohio, repo11 reduced employee 

errors, reduced wa.ste in manufacturing processes, increue productivity, better anendance, and 

more promotions a1nons employees in workplace literacy clas1e1. 
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Welfare rcform's emphasis on moving individuals into work will create further demands on 

individuals to improve their basic skills. More than one out of three AFDC, public assistance. and 

food stamp recipients who were tested scored in the lowest NALS profitiency level, compared 

with 22 percent of tha total population. The 1996 wel£aro rcfonn act requires youth who are 

receiving welfare payments to tie in school or work toward high school completion if they do not 

have a hlgh school credential. It envisions that adult clients maklng the transition to work will 

continue their life-long learning through part-ti.me education enabling them to advance in their 

careers. The adult education system is the foundaticin on which life-loni learning is achieved by 

the most educationally disadvantaged adults. 

/ 

It will be a few yeArs before we c:an asses!: the national impact of welfare reform on adult 

education. but we know some trends based on early State experiences. The JOBS program put a 

much greater emphasis on enrolling welfare clients in educ.alien programs than the "work-first'' 

strategy does. Early indications of the impact of th.is policy change are mixed; some States have 

experienced a decline in the number of welfare recipients enrolled in adult education, but many 

others have not. Declining welfare enrollments may result from adults geningjobs first, getting 

off welfare, and then enrolling in education progn1ms. As you know. many States have waivers 

and will implement new work requirements slowly. States ~lso have substantial flexibility. and the 

impact on education enrollments will depend, in part, on policy decisions that States a.re just now 

making. But, eventually, all States will be confionte<l with'·welfare clients and former clients who 

need to upgrade their basic skills, in order to meet the work requirements and life-time limits on 
, ' 

welfare eligibility. 

One trend we ar~ beginning to see is that the types or adult education services needed are 

ch~nging. Welf'are client!s need to begin upgrldlng their basic skills as early as possible, so they 

can enter the workforce as soon as poHible. Many clients will need to improve their basic litenu ... J' 

and numeracy skills concurrently with work: many will supplement a minimum 20·hour week of 

paid work with coursework. New approaches to service dcli"'MY will make adult education more 
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accessible to welfare-to-work clients: shorter, more intensive classes that are more closely tied to 

workplaces will be offered. Some States are creating new linkages between adul,t education and 
. / 

skills training and job placement services into programs that will satisfy the work requirements. 

For example, the community college system in Washington State is funding pilot project& to 

combine vocational training, basic ski11s, and work. 

A trend that. concern! us is thnt few adult education aget1cies are actively participating in 

the welfare plannini process. In a survey of 25 States by the National Adult Education 

Professional Development Consortium, 16 State Directors 'of Adult Education reponed no role 

whatsoever in preparing the State welfare plan; 3 reported that adult education was indirectly 

represented; and in only 6 States, adult educators were members of the group preparing the plan. 

We think education needs to be a active partner in welfare to work transition systems. 

States and local programs are already adjusting to meet the needs of thosC'malcing the 

welfare to work transition. For example, the Connecticut Depanment of Social Services has 

requested that programs offer a minimum of 20 hours of instruction, making learning time similar 

to the work week. Partidpants like this approach because they complete their educational 

objectives faster. Rhode Island programs report seeing more young adults on welfare enrolling in 

Adlllt basic education". Rhode Island's State Department of Social Services is working to provide 

clients more employment-related skills, SCANS competencies, and project-based instruction. 

Vennont, too, reports that an increasing number of welfare recipients are enrolling, and the State 

already has a relatiYely high percentage of welfare clients in Its adult education enrollment. On the 

other hand, Alabama reports a decrease in the enrollment of welfare clients as the State 

implements a welfar~ reform strategy with a heavy "work tirst" emphasis. 

/ 

Adult education also helps America's immigrants to become citizens. Their economic 

independence and their ability to exercise their rights and responsibilities as citizens require 
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mastery of the English language. The ESL programs offered by the adult education system enroll 

about 1.4 million individuals annually. In 1995, 400,000 ESL students attained the buic ESL 

level and advanced to the intermediate level of study, indicating an initial mastery of basic Enalish 

proficiency. Rhode Island reports an Increase in enrolbnents in citizenship classes, with local 

progrl\ms trying to increase services to respond to waiting lists of 130 to 200 persons. In 

Connecticut, enrollments in citizenship classes have increase by about 25 percent 

Perhaps the most critical role of adult education Bnd literacy programs is fulfilled when a 

parent enrolls in order to learn to read to a child. The impact of parental literacy is so profound 

because of'the inter-generational benefits. We must equip parents to become more involved in 

their children's learning and challenge them to meet the President's goal of ensuring that every 

student can read independently and well by the end of the third grade. Family literacy programs 

and parents reading to their young children on .a regular basis have a demonstrated impact on the 

literacy and school performance of children. 

The Administration's Le1lsl11tlve Propo1al 

Let me briefly describe for you how the Administration's proposal will help the adult 
/ 

education system meet the challenges of the twenty-first centmy 

.first, the bill would promote program quality by establishing program priorities that are 

based on a strong foundation of research and effective educational practices. In making grants to 

local service providers, States would give priority to programs that effecthrely employ advances in 

technology, provide leari1ing in real life contexts (such as work, family, and citizenship), use 

well-trained instructors and staff, and are of sufficient intensity and duration for participants to 

achieve substantial learning gains. Priority would also go to programs that have strong links with 

other education, career development and training, and social service programs. We would 
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promote quality education by working with States to ensure teachins to hip 1t1.ndard1. For 

example, the development of basic skills c.ertificatea that aR widely recognized credentials of 

achievement may promote high standards for learning at levels prior to high school completion. 

Second, the bill would empower States and couununitie& to meet their unique needs 

through streamlining and increased flexibility. The bill would ccmsolidate multiple program 

authorizations into a single Stnte grant. Many set-asides for specific target populations and types 

of programs would be eliminated. Waivers of statutory and regulatory provisions would be made 

available in order to help" States end localities carry out adult education and literacy programs 

more effectively. 
.\ 

Third, the hill would include strong perfonnance and accountability provisions to promote 

program improvement. Working together, the State Directors of Adult F.ducation and the Office 

of Vocational and Adult:Education have begun building a national system ofperfonnance 

indicators to gauge the progress of adult education. The bill would authorize the Secretary to 

continue to work collabclratively with the States to identify and compile Information on the 

participation in, and the impact of, adult education. Building on this system, States would 

establish performan'e goals that define the level of student achievement to be attained, and 

regularly measure and evaluate the progress made toward these goals. The Secretary would be 

authorized to assist States in meeting the goals, work with States that fail to make progress, and 

award supplementary grants in recognition of exemplary perfo1l1lancc. Similarly, States would be 

able to work with local grantees to ensure that th'Y make progress toward ~heir performance 
/ 

go a.ls. 

It is very important that the program goals established by States and local agencies be 

approved by the agency that provides them with Federal funds. In order to ensure quality seIVices 

to their citizens and be accountable to the Department of Education for the use of Federal funds, 

I 

I 
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States must be empowered to ensure that local agencies set sufficiently rigorous performance 

objectives. Similarly, Congress is holding the Department of Education account1bl1 for the 

continua.I improvement of the adult education system, and the Department .must ):le able to approve 
/ 

State goals in order to ensur~ that the adult education system will meet the soals established for 

the Govenunent Perfonnance and Results Act. By September, 1997, the Department must 

complete its annual plan setting performance goals for FY 1999 (which will be the basi1 of the 

President's budget that will come to Congress next Februlll)'). Annual reports to CongreH on 

actual perfonnance, compared to goals, will begin in March, 2000_ 

Fourth, the bill would include a targeted formula and financing system aimed at 

strengchening the Federal-State partnership that supports adult education. Adult education is a 

Federal-State partnership: the Federal investment makes up about 25 percent of the national 

expenditures on these programs. In 25 States, the Federal investment constitutes at least 

SO percent of expenditures. In addition. the adult education grant pays for about 90 percent of the 

tra.ining of adult education instructors. 'The Federal-to-State allocation formula in-current law 

would be largely maintained, except for the elimination of the count of in-school youth. who aro 

not part of the target po pule.ti on, and the inclusion of a distribution of 5 percent of the funds based 

on the number oflimlted English profkie.nt adults in.tho State. A "hold-harmless" provision 
' 

would ensure that each State's sharES ofthE: appropriation does not decline more than 10 percent. 

per year. A "maintenance-of-effort" provision would encourage States to continue their 

investment in adult education. 

Our bill would continue to provide grants directly to the State educational agency or other 

State-designated agency responsible for administering adult "dueation. Thia is an iniporta.nt issue 

since the House bill 0-1.R. 1385) would use. a new definition of the State agency responsible for 

administering adult education. The House bill states that this agency can be determined by State 
, , 

. / 

law, but thls could include executive orders as well as State statutes.· Paralleling current State 
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practice and Federal law, our bill would assign resJ.1on1ibility to the "State Educational Agency," 

as did rhe Senate's Workforce Development Act of 199,. 

Finally, it is important to not1:1 the role the Federal A.ct plays in building the capacity and 

quality of the adult education system through flexible State and national leadership activities. 

State leadership activities would include supporting professional training and development, 

monitoring and evaluating the quality of services, establishing State content st.andards for adult 
, ' 

/ 

education and literacy, developing program performance measures, and promoting the use of 

technology for teachins, ·learning, and managing programs. 

Our national leadership strategy is carefully focused on activities that will benefit the field 

and is accomplished through partnerships with the States, the National Institute for Literacy 

(NIFL), and the National Center for the Study of Adult Leaming and Literaey. We have worked 

closely with NJFl. and the States over the past .several months to clarify each of our appropriate 

roles in technicJ.I assistance, research, and development. Our joint strategy is reflected in our 

legislative proposal. National leadership funds would contlnue to support such activities a~ 

research on the condition 11nd progress of literacy in the United States, the development of 

effective practices and model programs, such as distance learning, and the ~valuation of services 

and instructional strategies. The Department plans to focus on devel.oping'certificates ofbasic 

skills that are widely rec.ognized by employers and educational institutions, and new uses for 

technology. The bill would provide for continued funding ofNIFL, as well as national leadership 

activities, through the adult education national programs authority. 

I believe our bill successfully addresses the need for quality, innovation, flexibility, and 

accountability in adult ecfocation and literacy. I look forward to working closely with this 

Subcommittee to develop bipartisan legislation. I am happy to answer any questions that you have 

at this time. 

/ 

I 



House Committee Approves Sweeping Bill to Consolidate 
Job-Training Programs 

By DOUGLAS LEDERMAN 
A House of Representatives committee approved a sweeping change Wednesday in the way the government finances job-training 

programs, many of which are run by community colleges. 
The House Committee on Education and the Workforce endorsed by a voice vote a bill that would consolidate dozens of federal job­

training programs into a single block grant to states. The bill would also merge existing federal programs for adult education and for 
vocational rehabilitation for disabled adults into their own block grants. 

Under the proposed new job-training arrangement, individual displaced workers would get vouchers that would allow them to choose 
what type of training they wished to pursue, and to decide whcthcr they received it from a community collcge, a trade school, or some other 
group. Under the current system, local job-training boards contract with colleges, schools, or busincsscs to provide training to workcrs in 
the area. Backers of the proposal aim to promote competition among providers of job training. 

Community colleges receive as much as a third of the roughly $2-billion that the government now spends on training programs. David 
Baime, director of government relations at the American Association of Community Colleges, said the institutions would probably fare 
about the same under the proposed system as they do now.• 
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NEW OPPORTUNITIES PROGRAM 

The Community and Economic Development Association of Cook 

County, Inc. (CEDA) is a private, non-profit Community Action 

·Agency with nearly thirty years of addressing the causes and 

conditions of poverty and community decay in Cook County, 

Illinois. CEDA's Board of Directors is a broad and diverse 

membership of volunteer community leadership, includinq local 

elected officials, business ~nd civic leaders and proqram 

participants. 

Much has been said about the emergence of job opportunities that 

exist in service industries particularly high tech industries 

such as computer technology and programming. But, because of a 

decline in manufacturing, little has been accomplished in 

training the economically disadvantaged for job opportunities 

that still exist in manufacturing. Opportunities in weldinq, 

precision machine tooling, tool and die, printing machine 

operator and repair, and HVAC maintenance and other manufacturinq 

processes, for example, continued to exist. 

In suburban Cook County many men and women lack the opportunity 

to compete for these positions because of their inability to 

access apprenticeship programs or On-The-Job training 

opportunities where valued skills can be learned. 

Many are not prepared academically to successfully complete 

training programs which require higher and higher degrees of 

reading and math proficiency. 

In general industry or non-construction trades, apprentices 

frequently are selected from unskilled workers already employed 

by the company. Often the best opportunity to obtain an 

apprenticeship is to find an employer who operates a registered 

apprenticeship program, get hired and then apply for an 

apprenticeship. 



There are several school-to-apprentice programs operating in the 

south suburbs of Chicago, but they generally target high school 

juniors and seniors. For example, the Career. Preparation Network 

(CPN) operated by Prairie State College targets high school 

juniors and seniors and work with area businesses in training 

partnerships. 

Several area youth have taken advantage of this program Rnd are 

successfully engaged in 8,000 hour apprenticeship programs. They 

are required to complete their high school studies and enter 

post-secondary degree programs while participating in the 

apprenticeship. 

After completing the four-year program, participants receive 

journeyman status and pay. 

CEDA would like to create a similar program for adult men and 

women in the south suburban area. 

CEDA staff have met with representatives of Prairie State 

College, area secondary school districts and r~presentatives of 

the business community through the Southland Chamher of Commerce 

and Calumet Industries, an employer association. All parties 

agree that such a program is possible and would brinqe a serious 

gap in services to targeted populations in south suburban Cook 

County. 

It was also determined in a series of meetings on this subject 

_ that the lack of support services was a major barrier to 

implementing this type of project. 

CEDA can provide many of the support services needed in an anult 

apprenticeship program and ·has the ability to coordinate the 

referral process to agencies offering other support services. 

The services CEDA may offer include child-care assistance, 

transportation, counseling (both family and career), emergency 

housing, and LIHEAP assistance. 

2 
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The focus of core training services will include the development 

of a service strategy which emphasizes career exploration and 

career tract determination based on interest, aptitude, past 

experience and the availability of employment opportunities in 

the local labor market. 

Training components would include entry into registered 

apprenticeships programs, customized and on-the-job traininq with 

a focus on employer identified needs. The process requires the 

leadership of labor and employers in identifying labor needs. 

There leadership is also needed in developing training materials 

that emphasizes study based on job specific criteria. 

Current programs demonstrate the will of employers to offer 

assistance in this process. There is also employer willingness 

to partnership with others in efforts to prepare and empower 

residents with the skills needed to successfully compete for 

positions requiring skill development beyohd entry level and that 

of unskilled labor. 

The development of employer, labor, education and community 

partnerships to identify and respond to employer labor needs and 

subsequent participant training would be the thrust of this 

effort. A partnership and collaborative effort with individual 

employers, employer associations, orqanized labor, education, 

local government and CEDA will provide area residents with access 

to employment opportunities that, otherwise, would not be 

available. It will also prepare them to successfully compete for 

available positions and retain employment once they are placed. 

Another interesting aspect of this concept is the development of 

an academic remediation curriculum which would provide reading 

and math skill development around work related training material. 

Training materials traditionally used will be supplemented with 

job specific related materials which are neveloped based on iob 

descriptions and training outlines. For example, a participant 

plans to enter a drafting apprenticeship but needs academic 

3 



remediation in math. The use of measurement and proportion in 

remediation will be presented from a job related stand point 

using concepts and examples of problems directly related to 

drafting. 

The primary objectives of this project are: 

1. To prepare area residents to compete for opportunities to 

well paying jobs which require technical skill development; 

2. To establish employer and labor lead partnerships that 

strive to develop and promote traininq opportunities 

developed specifically around employer or industry needs; 

3. To provide support to participants which increase the 

probability of successful completion of traininq and job 

retention; 

4. To provide the reme<lial education required to attract 

employers to the target population as viable candidates for 

apprenticeship and on-the-job training opportunities; and 

5. To improve the standard of life and foster the self­

sufficiency of area residents, leading to hiqher family 

income of residents in economically depressed communities. 

The target population include men and women in the villages of 

Robbins, Chicago Heights and Ford Heights and other economically 

depressed communities in close propimity who are unemployen or 

underemployed, over the age of 22 years of age with multiple 

barriers to employment. Barriers to employment may include, but 

are not limited to: Educational deficieney, transportation, AFDC 

and other public aid dependency, dislocation with obsolete skill 

and physical disabilities. 

The project lends itself to creating opportunity for women in 

entering non-traditional employment. 
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According to 1990 census date, in the immediate service area of 

Chicago Heights with a total population of 33,072, African­

Americans comprise the largest ethnic group at 36%, followed by 

Latinos at 20%. The remaining percentage is White. Over 52~ of 

the population is low to moderate income. Also according to 1990 

census data and 1994 Illinois Department of Public Aid data, Ford 

Heights statistics contrast sharply to Chicago Heights'. With a. 

population of 4,259 residents, 98.8% are African-American, 

followed by 1.2% White and 1.0% Latino. Of the 4,259 residents, 

82.6% of that population receives public assistance. Over 50% of 

the residents are below poverty level. 

Ford Heights and eastern Chicago Heights are among the poorest 

communities in the Unita/statE;J- Located nearly 30 miles away 

from the skyscrapers of Chicago's Loop business district, these 

two small communities are grappling with many of the same 

difficult issues as Chicago, but without the resources or the 

clout of the nation's third largest city. Problems such as 

crime, poverty and unemployment have had devastating effects on 

the future of youth in Ford Heights and the eastside of Chicaqo 

Heights. 

Over the last 15 years, the economic base within Ford Heights has 

consistently declined to less than 20 businesses within the city 

limits. The unemployment rate for adults in Ford Heights is 26% 

and the per capita income is $4,660. Per capita income is even 

lower for African-Americans. 

In Chicago Heights as a whole, the averaqe per capita income for 

African-Americans is $6,859, which is less than half of the per 

capita income for whites. Nearly 100% of the residents on the 

eastside of Chicago Heights are African-American. 

In the decade between 1980 and 1990, both Ford Heights and 

eastern Chicago Heights experienced an explosion in crime. 

According to the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, 

the crime rate in Ford Heights increased 92%, including a 100% 
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increase in theft, a 66% increase in robbery, a 30% increase i~ 

assault and battery, and most disturbing of all, a 400i increase 

in sexual crimes. 

In the six-block radius that defines the eastern Chicago Heights, 

there also exists highly concentrated rates of violent crime, 

poverty, and drug trafficking. According to the Chicago Heights· 

Police Department (CHPD), 98% of these crimes were committed by 

male offenders. For the same six-block area, the CHPD reported 

that in 1994, a total 25% arrests were made for violent crimes 

including murder, robbery, sexual assault, aggravated battery and 

assault. 

The total population of Robbins, Illinois is 7,498. The 

educational attainment of persons 25 years and over include 663 

people with less than 9th qrade erlucation, 1,244 people with more 

than a 9th grade education but less than 12th grade an no 

diploma. There are 1,177 people with a high school education but 

no college. Overall 41.7% of the population of persons over 25 

years and over (total population in this age range 4,144) do not 

have a high school diploma. 

In Robbins, there an 5,268 resident 16 years and older. Of this 

group 2,590 are in the labor force. This figure represents 49.2% 

of residents 16 years and older that are unemployed. Fifty-six 

point three percent of the males and forty-three point three 

percent of the females from this group are unemployed. 

Currently 105 are employed in the construction industry, 295 are 

employed in manufacturing, only 75 residents 16 years or older 

are employed in business and repair services, and 64 residents 

from this group hold positions as technicians or in related 

support occupations. 

There are 2,125 households in Robbins and 1,595 families earn 

less than $5,000 annually. This figure represents 75% of the 

households in Robbins. 
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There is a tremendous need in Chicago Heights, Ford Heights, 

Robbins, Harvey, Phoenix and Dixmoor to assist many residents in 

preparing to compete for opportunities in employment which pay 

higher wages and benefits and offer stable futures. 
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NEW OPPORTUNITIES PROGRAM 

The Community and Economic Development Association of Cook 

County, Inc. (CEDA) is a private, non-profit Community Action 

·Agency with nearly thirty years of addressing the causes and 

conditions of poverty and community decay in Cook County, 

Illinois. CEDA's Board of Directors is a broad and diverse 

membership of volunteer community leadership, includinq local 

elected officials, business and civic leaders and proqram 

participants. 

Much has been said about the emergence of job opportunities that 

exist in service industries particularly high tech industries 

such as computer technology and programming. But, because of a 

decline in manufacturing, little has been accomplished in 

training the economically disadvantaged for job opportunities 

that still exist in manufacturing. Opportunities in weldinq, 

precision machine tooling, tool and die, printing machine 

operator and repair, and HVAC maintenance and other manufacturinq 

processes, for example, continued to exist. 

In suburban Cook County many men and women lack the opportunity 

to compete for these positions because of their inability to 

access apprenticeship programs or On-The-Job traininq 

opportunities where valued skills can be learned. 

Many are not prepared academically to successfully complete 

training programs which require higher and higher degrees of 

reading and math proficiency. 

In general industry or non-construction trades, apprentices 

frequently are selected from unskilled workers already employed 

by the company. Often the best opportunity to obtain an 

apprenticeship is to find an employer who operates a registered 

apprenticeship program, get hired and then apply for an 

apprenticeship. 



There are several school-to-apprentice programs operating in the 

south suburbs of Chicago, but they generally target high school 

juniors and seniors. For example, the Career Preparation Network 

(CPN) operated by Prairie State College targets high school 

juniors and seniors and work with area businesses in training 

partnerships. 

Several area youth have taken advantage of this program and are 

successfully engaged in 8,000 hour apprenticeship programs. They 

are required to complete their high school studies and enter 

post-secondary degree programs while participating in the 

apprenticeship. 

After completing the four-year program, participants receive 

journeyman status and pay. 

CEDA would like to create a similar proqram for adult men and 

women in the south suburban area. 

CEDA staff have met with representatives of Prairie State 

College, area secondary school districts and r~presentatives of 

the business community through the Southland Chamber of Commerce 

and Calumet Industries, an employer association. All parties 

agree that such a program is possible and would brinqe a serious 

gap in services to targeted populations in south suburban Cook 

County. 

It was also determined in a series of meetinqs on this subject 

that the lack of support services was a major barrier to 

implementing this type of project. 

CEDA can provide many of the support services needed in an adult 

apprenticeship program_and ·has the ability to coordinate the 

referral process to agencies offerinq other support services. 

The services CEDA may offer include child-care assistance, 

transportation, counseling (both family and career), emerqency 

housing, and LIHEAP assistance. 
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The focus of core training services will include the development 

of a service strategy which emphasizes career exploration and 

career tract determination based on interest, aptitude, past 

experience and the availability of employment opportunities in 

the local labor market. 

Training components would include entry into registered 

apprenticeships programs, customized and on-the-job traininq with 

a focus on employer identified needs. The process requires the 

leadership of labor and employers in identifying labor needs. 

There leadership is also needed in developing training materials 

that emphasizes study based on job specific criteria. 

Current programs demonstrate the will of employers to offer 

assistance in this process. There is also employer willingness 

to partnership with others in efforts to prepare and empower 

residents with the skills needed to successfully compete for 

positions requiring skill development beyond entry level and that 

of unskilled labor. 

The development of employer, labor, education and community 

partnerships to identify and respond to employer labor needs and 

subsequent participant training would be the thrust of this 

effort. A partnership and collaborative effort with individual 

employers, employer associations, organized labor, education, 

local government and CEDA will provide area residents with access 

to employment opportunities that, otherwise, would not be 

available. It will also prepare them to successfully compete for 

available positions and retain employment once they are placed. 

Another interesting aspect of this concept is the development of 

an academic remediation curriculum which would provide reading 

and math skill development. around work related training material. 

Training materials traditionally used will be supplemented with 

job specific related materials which are developed based on job 

descriptions and training outlines. For example, a participant 

plans to enter a drafting apprenticeship but needs academic 
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remediation in math. The use of measurement and proportion in 

remediation will be presented from a job related stand point 

using concepts and examples of problems directly related to 

drafting. 

The primary objectives of this project are: 

1. To prepare area residents to compete for opportunities to 

well paying jobs which require technical skill development; 

2. To establish employer and labor lead partnerships that 

strive to develop and promote traininq opportunities 

developed specifically around employer or industry need~; 

3. To provide support to participants which increase the 

probability of successful completion of traininq and job 

retention; 

4. To provide the remedial education required to attract 

employers to the target population as viable candidates for 

apprenticeship and on-the-job training opportunities; nnd 

5. To improve the standard of life and foster the self­

sufficiency of area residents, leading to hiqher family 

income of residents in economically depressed communities. 

The target population include men and women in the villages of 

Robbins, Chicago Heights and Ford Heights and other economically 

depressed communities in close propimity who are unemployed or 

_ underemployed, over the age of 22 years of aqe with multiple 

barriers to employment. Barriers to employment may include, but 

are not limited to: Educational deficieney, transportation, AFDC 

and other public aid dependency, dislocation with obsolete skill 

and physical disabilities. 

The project lends itself to creating opportunity for women in 

entering non-traditional employment. 
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According to 1990 census date, in the immediate service area of 

Chicago Heights with a total population of 33,072, African­

Americans comprise the largest ethnic group at 36%, followed by 

Latinos at 20%. The remaining percentage is White. Over 52~ of 

the population is low to moderate income. Also according to 1990 

census data and 1994 Illinois Department of Public Aid data, Ford 

Heights statistics contrast sharply to Chicago Heights'. With a 

population of 4,259 residents, 98.8% are African-American, 

followed by 1.2% White and 1.0% Latino. Of the 4,259 residents, 

82.6% of that population receives public assistance. Over 50% of 

the residents are below poverty level. 

Ford Heights and eastern Chicago Heights are among the poorest 

communities in the Unita/statE:5- Located nearly 30 miles away 

from the skyscrapers of Chicago's Loop business district, these 

two small communities are qrappling with many of the same 

difficult issues as Chicago, but without the resources or the 

clout of the nation's third largest city. Problems such as 

crime, poverty and unemployment have had devastating effects on 

the future of youth in Ford Heights and the eastside of Chicaqo 

Heights. 

over the last 15 years, the economic base within Ford Heights has 

consistently declined to less than 20 businesses within the city 

limits. The unemployment rate for adults in Ford Heights is 26% 

and the per capita income is $4,660. Per capita income is even 

lower for African-Americans. 

In Chicago Heights as a whole, the average per capita income for 

African-Americans is $6,859, which is less than half of the per 

capita income for whites. Nearly 100% of the residents on the 

eastside of Chicago Heights are African-American. 

In the decade between 1980 and 1990, both Ford Heights and 

eastern Chicago Heights experienced an explosion in crime. 

According to the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, 

the crime rate in Ford Heights increased 92%, including a 100% 
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increase in theft, a 66% increase in robbery, a 30% increase i~ 

assault and battery, and most disturbing of all, a 400~ increase 

in sexual crimes. 

In the six-block radius that defines the eastern Chicago Heiqhts, 

there also exists highly concentrated rates of violent crime, 

poverty, and drug trafficking. According to the Chicago Heights 

Police Department (CHPD), 98% of these crimes were committed by 

male offenders. For the same six-block area, the CHPD reported 

that in 1994, a total 25% arrests were made for violent crimes 

including murder, robbery, sexual assault, aggravated battery and 

assault. 

The total population of Robbins, Illinois is 7,498. The 

educational attainment of persons 25 years and over include 663 

people with less than 9th qrade education, 1,244 people with more 

than a 9th grade education but less than 12th grade an no 

diploma. There are 1,177 people with a high school education but 

no college. Overall 41.7% of the population of persons over 25 

years and over (total population in this age range 4,144) do not 

have a high school diploma. 

In Robbins, there an 5,268 resident 16 years and older. Of this 

group 2,590 are in the labor force. This figure represents 49.2% 

of residents 16 years and older that are unemployed. Fifty-six 

point three percent of the males and forty-three point three 

percent of the females from this group are unemployed. 

Currently 105 are employed in the construction industry, 295 are 

employed in manufacturing, only 75 residents 16 years or older 

are employed in business and repair services, and 64 residents 

from this group hold positions as technicians or in related 

support occupations. 

There are 2,125 households in Robbins and 1,595 families earn 

less than $5,000 annually. This figure represents 75% of the 

households in Robbins. 
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There is a tremendous need in Chicago Heights, Ford Heights, 

Robbins, Harvey, Phoenix and Dixmoor to assist many residents in 

preparing to compete for opportunities in employment which pay 

higher wages and benefits and offer stable futures. 
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COMPUTER TRAINING AND SKILL UPGRADE PROGqNA 

... 
The PLCCA facllity at 515 St. Charles Road In Maywood is being upgraded 

to offer computer training and to provide computer upgrade training to 

Individuals presently working In this field. PLCCA, which has provided social, 

economic and educational services to the Proviso-Leyden community for the 

past 30 years, has developed a training resource bad!y needed In the comm­

unity. 

Like the Industrial revolution, technology has reduced the need for many 

unskilled workers; and the change from a manufacturing base to a service base 

economy has ellmlnated even more jobs for both blue and white coif ar workers. 

Training and skill upgrade programs can offer the solution for the millions of 

U.S. citizens who have been displaced by technology, corporate down sizing, 

and plant relocations. Training by industry is often uneven. Em~loyers tend to 

train their best educated employees: in 1989, 79 percent of college graduates 

reported receiving company-supported training compared to 71 percent of h!g!i 

school graduates, and 45 percent of high school dropouts.1 Economlca!ly 

disadvantaged U.S. citizens, arguably those most in need of training, are the 

least likely to receive it; only about 1 O percent receive postsecondary training of 

any kind, and less than three percent receive training from their employers. 

Thus, these workers are locked Into low-paying }obs unless they take the 

initiative to seek job training on their own. Many of these persons, pa~~cL•!arly 

the working poor, cannot afford the additional costs of training, and few are even 

aware of how to go about finding such help. Those persons who c!o take the 

initiative, find a confusing array of institutions and programs offering employ-· 

ment and training services with equally confusing ellglblllty and educational 

requirements. 

1 A More Productive Workforce: Challenge for Postsecondary Education and Its Partners. 
Conference sponsored by The Notional Governors' Association: American Council on 
EducaUon; The College Board; and the Council for Adult Education and Experlentlal 
Learning. Uttle Rock, May 1989; p. 2. 
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Industrial nations, with whom the U.S. Is competing in the global market 

place, have developed comprehensive systems for training workers for their 

evolving economles.2 This Is yet to happen In the United States. In a report' 

sent to the Illinois Governor in 1991, it was reported that half of Illinois' high 

school students do not go to college. The task force that prepared the reoort 

stated that many Illinois'_ high school students are ·m-prepared for the 

workplace•. The report estimated that two million residents of the state are 

functionally Illiterate; and that Cook County has approximately 1 .5 million 

residents without a high school diploma. But in 1990, only about 4500 earned 

their diploma through the general Educational Development (GED) Test. 

Ronald Gidwitz, chairperson of the task force, stated that "Many current 

programs do not provide youth and adults with trainfng that produces skills that 

employers require and respect.• Other reports by federal agencies bare this out. 

Many reason that employment and training program personnel, as well as 

educators, are not communicating in the same •1anguage•. Basic skills in read­

ing, mathematic and verbal communications mean different things to employers 

and educators, and very often to our youth as well. 

Educators claim that employers need to be more precise when describing 

their human resource needs. And that employers within the same !nc:!ustry will 

require different skill levels for the same job. Employers, on the other hand, 

claim that educators and training programs do not understanc! the workplace an~ 

its human resource needs.• Regardless of the miscommunications between 

providers and employers, community agencies such as PLCCA can unravel the 

2 •Employment and training and the Urban Workforce•. Carter, Patricia, John Diits, and 
Janel Hlghflll, The Center for the Study of Urban Inequality, lrvlng B. Harris Graduate 
School of Public Polley, The University of Chicago, February 1994: p. 4. 

3 llllnols Governor's Task Force on Human Resource Development, Chicago Tribune, 
September 26, 1991: Sec. 3, pp. 26-27. 

4 U.S. Department of Labor, U.S. Department of Education, U.S. Department of Com­
merce. Bulldlng A Quality Workforce. U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 
D.C.: July 1988, pp. 30-31. 
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~ommunlcatlon puzzle by working closely with employers and the community to 

·establish clear goals and objectives for entry-level and skill upgrade training. 

The facility at 515 St. Charles Road Is being prepared to begin such a 

partnership. 

This facility is being upgraded to offer computer training and skill upgrade 

training to residents, students and workers from companies In the commu!1ity. 

COMMUNITY RESIDENTS: 

Basic literacy and computer skill training will be offered during the 

morning hours for parents of school-age children and displaced workers. In 

addition, GED preparation will be offered to those who wish to return to school 

and earn a diploma. The training will be offered In blocks of 6 weeks, with 

classes meeting three days per week. 

SMALL BUSINESSES: 

Many small businesses use computers to maintain inventory and for other 

business functions. However, most cannot afford the cos! of sending employees 

for computer training In the new and often •upgraded" business packages, nor 

do most have the skill or time to train and retrain employees. PLCCA will offer 

basic skill training In computer use and will offer training and skill refresher 

mini-courses in new software and computer hardware. Sessions wm be offered 

in_ two-hour blocks, three days a week, for 2 weeks. 

STUDENTS: 

After school tutoring will be offered to middle and high school students in 

mathematics, reading skills, science and ACT/SAT preparation. PLCCA has 

computer based software In math, science and social studies that will not only 

help to Improve the student's basic skills In these subjects, but will teach and 

Improve students' computer skills. 
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FACILITY: 

PLCCA's faclllty Is a 2 story structure with a large lecture room and 

computer laboratory on each floor. The first floor wm house twelve IBM 

computers and will be used for sklll upgrade training for workers and for tutoring 

high school students. 

The second floor faclllty has 1 O computers which will be used to train 

f?aslc computer skills. GED, ACT and SAT preparation classes wi!! be conducted 
,. 

on the second floor of the facility. 
•' 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES: 

Technologlcal Innovation has changed and will continue to change the 

employment environment. 11Entry level employees are working with more 

sophisticated tools, performing multiple tasks, and will have to respond to 

ongoing technical change within their trades. 11 (Building A Quality Workforce, p. 

27) This statement implies that the entry level worker is a high school graduate 

or better, has mastered basic math concepts, reads at an acceptable level, and 

can communicate with supervisors and co-workers. 

But what about the school dropout? The problems of dropouts are 

highlighted by comparing the labor force and the unemployment sta~us of 1984-

85 dropouts and graduates. Only 67 percent of the dropouts were in the labor 

force (employed or looking for work) and off those In the tabor force, 36 percent 

were unemployed. Of the high school graduates who were not in college, 82 

percent were in the labor force and 25 percent were unemployed. 

The 1986 unemployment rate for those with one ~o three years of high . 

school was 15.4 percent compared to those with four years of high school, and 

2.4 percent for those with four or more years of college. 

Clearly we cannot dismiss these Individuals who are poorly prepared for 

work and or higher education. PLCCA's curriculum and training program is 

prepared to address the needs of these persons in the Proviso-!..eyden comm­

unity. 
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OBJECTIVE 1: COMMUNICATIONS. To establish and maintain communications 

- between local businesses, community residents, and school personnel regarding 

the employment needs of Industry, sklll levels and requirements of the areas 

labor force, and employment projections. The primary focus in communicat!ons 

wlll be on defining clear roles and responsibilities for all participants; expelling 

preconceived notions held about school, program, and business operations, and 

to translate business needs into clearly defined teaching and learning goals. 

OBJECTIVE 2: STRENGTHEN THE CONTENT OF SCHOOL A,"D TRA!NING 

CURRICULUMS AND IMPROVE ON There DELIVERY. To make school/training 

·programs relate better to the workplace. Far too many students do not make the 

connection between what is learned in the •classroomu to what they will be doing 

in the future. The relationship between reading, mathematics, history and 

science to careers must be made clear to all recipients of training and education. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Technology has reduced the need for many unskilled wortcers; and the 

changes from a manufacturing base to a service oriented base has eliminated 

even more jobs for both blue and white collar workers. Training and retraining 

programs can provide the answer to mlllions of U.S. c!tizens who have been 

displaced by technology and _plant relocations. However, current training and 

employment programs are often more confusing than ~elpful. Eligibility 

requirements may make It difficult for lndlvfduals to app!y In a Umefy manner, 

and many programs overlap In both their actlv!!!es and constituencies. 

This proposal addresses the need to ~evelop and Implement, In 

collaboration with local business/industry representatives, members of 

community organizations and local residents, an Urban Training and Skill 

Development Center. The purpose of the program will be to: (1) define !>aslc 

and upgrade skill needs of employers and prospective employees; (2) design 

effective assessment Instruments to measure, monitor, and guide program 

participants towards mutually agreed upon goals; (3) develop partnerships 

· between businesses, community agencies, and residents to ensure that 

participants have an opportunity to use their job training skills; and (4) provide 

training, offer job placement and job referral services to program ~artf clpants. 
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URBAN TRAINING & SKILL DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

The Urban Workforce 

Continuing technological advances are making It mandatory that present-day 

workers upgrade their skills through re-training and education to remaln employnb!e; 

and that new ent~ants to the workforce better prepare thems<!!ves to contribute to the!r 

company's profitability and competitiveness In the world market. Yet, an alarming 

number of young Americans are Ill-equipped to work In, contribute to, profit from and 

enjoy our Increasingly technological society. Far too many graduate from our schools 

and colleges with an Inadequate foundation In mathematics, science and technology. 

1 

As a result, they lack sufficient knowledge to acquire the training, skllls and understand­

ing that are needed today, and that wlll be even more crltlcally needed In the 21st 

century. 

In 1983, The National Commission on Excellence In Educatlon1 reported that 

·some 23 million American Adults are functionally Illiterate by the simplest tests of 

everyday reading, writing, and comprehension. About 13 percent of all 17-year olds In 

the United States can be considered functionally llllterate. Functional llllteracy among 

minority youth may run as high as 40 percent: The Commission warned that unless 

major reforms were made In education, the quality of llfe In the United States would 

suffer. 

In 1986, an article In the Chronicle of Higher Educntlon2 provided the following 

statistics: 

* An estimated 29 percent of the net growth In the workforce during the next 
15 years will be In minority groups. Yet high school dropout rates, which are 
nearly 30 percent nationally, are 40 to 50 percent In some Inner-city areas 
with large minority populations. 

* Between 2 and 3 percent of the nation's labor force-which Is projected to · 
reach about 135 million by the year 2000-may need to be re-trained each 
year • 

1 . 
The N•tlonal Commlnltft an E.Jlcelhnce In E.duc8tlon. A N•tlon At Rhlc The lrnporattve tor E~catton.I 

Reform. U.S. Gow~ Printlno omoe.. Wa8hlngton, D.c .. April 1933: pL 

2n. Chranlde ol Higher Education, "CMngee In AiMfb•, s.ptamber 17, 1989. Vol XXXJR, No. 3, pp 1, 37-39. 
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* Between 1979 and 1984, an estimated 11.5 mllllon people lost their Jobs 
through plant closing, relocations, or technological Innovations. 
An estimated 20 percent of those people need to Improve their basic 
skllls In reading, writing, and communications If they are to find Jobs 
with good chances for advancement. 

* About 13 percent of U.S. Adults are Illiterate In English. That moans that 
between 17 mllllon and 21 mllllon U.S. Citizens wlll have difficulty reading 
a job notice, filling out an employment appllcatlon, or understanding an 
instructional manual • 

*Women will account for about 63 percent of the new entrants Into the work­
force between 1985 and 2000 and wlll Increase their demand for child care. 

2 

Twelve years after the National Commission's report and nine years after the 

Chronicle's article and dozens of studies, reports and commissions, the nation Is stlll 

struggllng with an underprepared workforce. In 1995 business and Industry Is fnced 

with the •Basic Skills Gap: The basic skills gap refers to the skills and knowledge that 

businesses need, and the qualifications the entry-level worker brings to the job. These 

competencies Include reading, writing, mathematics, and communications. Deficiencies 

have also been found In such abllltles as problem aolvlng, teamwork, Initiative, and 

adaptability.3 

The skill deficiencies of the workforce exact a high cost through waste, !ost 

productivity, Increased remediation costs, reduced product quality, and ultimate!y In a 

global economy, a loss In competltlven~ss. Currently, one out of three corpora~lons 

provides some form of basic skills training for Its employees. An American Society for 

Training and Development study, conducted In 1989, predicted that American Industry 

would have to spend as much as $25 billion yearly on remedial educatlon.4 

In addition to the economic problems caused by low sklll levels, the social 

repercussions are equally damaging. Young people with low basic skills are nine times 

more likely to drop out of school, eight times more likely to become unwed mothers, 

3 
U.S. Depllrtmwa ot ubor, Educ.don, and CCJmmwca. Bulldlnq A Ouanty Worllforce. U.S. Gov8m11Wlt 
Pnntlng OfTloe, Washlnc;iton. D.C .. .July 1981:: p.; 4.. 

• AnMican Society tor Training and 0-elopmele. Bnlc Wor!!place Sldns: Entun!clno EmP'or• 
CompoUU!--. S.n Fnncteco. on I I., o·m, 1tMl9. 
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and four times more likely to become welfare dependent.' 

The calla by business and Industry for Improved remedial and dropout prevention 

programs are Inadequate responses to the needs of those persona who have a!ready 

dropped out of school, or who are of workforce age and have only minimal aklfls. 

Although the number of students graduating from high school has Increased, the 

number of high school graduates unprepared for higher education or the workforce has 

also Increased. As a result, community cofleges and 4-year Institutions are •re-thinking• 

thel.r Involvement with remedial education.' Critics of remedial programs at both 

Institutional levels claim that they are doing the work of the public schools, and that the 

!lme and money spent on remedial programs would be better used for students who are 

prepared for the rigors of college study. However, regardless of how or when this 

debate Is resolved, we must face the fact that there are millions of Americans who have 

completed their "format• schooling and are not prepared for today's workforce. 

Business and civic leaders are Increasingly asking schools to better prepare 

students for the workforce. However, schools In urban areas are too often distracted 

from their primary education mission by Immediate problems such as Inadequate 

funding and excess violence. Recently there has been renewed Interest In vocational 

education as symbolized by the Carl 0. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 

Education Act of 1990. The Act encourages full Integration of academic and vocations! 

education curricula, and mandates that programs teach students about all aspects of 

Industry, teach academic knowledge and skllls In a vocational context, Improve access 

to vocational education, and Involve all aspects of the community In program develop­

ment and Implementation. States and localities currently receive $1.17 billion In Perkins 

Act funds for a variety of uses. But wlde-ra"nglng changes under discussion In Con­

gress and the White House could drnstlcally affect vocat!onnl education programs a!I 

across the nation. The Perkins Act la due to expire this year unless It Is reauthorized by 

the Congress. 

Notwithstanding the renewed Interest In vocational education, its advocates must 

5 
Ber11n, Gordon and Andr.w Sum, 9Towardli a Mon Pwfect Union: Ba91c Skms. Poor famm.. and Our 
Ecoc~ Futur.." Ford founcS.IJon, N.,.. Yo.tr. 1988: p. 35. 

8 Hay-. Dlaw WIDlarna. '"Remedial Education: Wt... 1...-..a.mty Is tr?- In Blad: ._._ In Higher 
Education. Yol 12. No. 7, June 1, 1995: p. 24. 
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overcome two very Important barriers to Its acceptance among academicians and the 

public. 

First, It must overcome Its past pollcles of steering minority and low-Income 

students Into trade and technical programs rather than college prep courses. Many of 

these programs consisted of short-term training. As a result, the recipients usually 

survived for a short time In jobs because they simply did not have the skllls they 

needed to work and function effectively. A
0

bl-product of this policy was the feeling 

among students, and some teachers, that only the lease academlcatly able students 

were placed In vocational education programs. 

In addition, the majority of U.S. high schools emphasize non-vocational pursuits. 

Skill training, career counseling and Job search preparation receive little attentlon.
7 

Although vocational education Is viewed as the main career preparation In L' .S. high 

schools, It ls not generally looked upon as •a vlable pre-@mployment Training system ... 
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Second, the number of students choosing vocational programs In high school fell 

sharply from 1980 to 1990, and the trend was even more pronounced for African 

American students who oncQ made up a large share of vocational enrollment.' In 1980, 

34 percent of African American sophomores were In vocational programs; by 1990, the 

figure had fallen to 6.2 percent. 

CHART I 1980 1990 

All Students 21.0 7.9 

By Race 

White 17.6 6.3 

Black 34.1 6.2 

Hispanic 29.2 9.9 

Asian 14.1 8.5 

American Indian 28.7 8.6 
:>UUH~t:: National Center for Educa 1ona1 ::>tat1st1cs -

7 Barton. Paul orrM School-To-Wortt TraMftlon.• In...,_ In Science and Technoloqy, Spring 1991: P. SO. 

8 Anno. Monika Kmmahl. -whlit the V Word 19 COllllng Amertc:a'a Economy.• In Phi Dolbl Ka.,.,.n, Jaruary 
1993: p. 399. 

9 Denrarlcs, Charte&. "YOClltb•I EduQllan S.... a N- Image.• In Blade fwl• In Higher E&b:allan, Vol. 12,, 
No. 7, June 1, 199'5: p. 1&. 
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5 

The proposed Urban Training & Skill Development Center wHI adapt an adult 

training model that has proven to be effective with Its previous programs. Typically, 

students read to learn Information that needs to be remembered for later use. Workers' 

literacy tasks are oriented to satisfying more Immediate and specific goals: •reading to 

do•, and •reading to assess• characterizes Job-related literacy practices. Since the 

application of basic skllls on the Job Is embedded In real Job tasks, education and 

training programs must move towards the functional contexts of adult workers as 

opposed to using a more school-based approach. 

B. Program Objectives 

The Urban Training & Skill Developmoot Center proposes to develop and 

Implement a program of sklll proficiency training and education for residents of the 

Memphis community. The program will address sklll upgrade training needs through an 

assessment Inventory of resident's educational and work histories; work with area 

employers to determine present and projected workforce training and employee needs; 

and provide training and educational opportunities. Program objectives are: 

1. To define basic and upgrade skill needs required In co!la!loration with area 

employers. 

2. To work with a minimum of 1 O area employers each year to design acceptable 

sklll proficiency levels In Job clusters. 

3. To design effective Instruments for measuring, monitoring and guiding 

each Individual's progress towards mutually agreed upon goals. 

4. To develop partnerships between area businesses, community agencies and 

residents, end the program to provide opportunities for 250 program partici­

pants to utilize their Job training skllls. 

5. To recruit and assess sklll levels of 250 Memphis residents each year of the 

program. 

6. To provide training and to offer job placement end job referral services to 80 

percent of participants recruited for the program. 

7. To refer program recruits to health and/or other social services agencies as 

determlnod by Intake Interviews and assessment. 
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Program Activities 

The success of the Urban Training and Sklll Development Center will require 

communications and collaboration between program staff, the business community and 

area residents. Area residents must be told the reasons for estabtlshlng and Implement­

ing the program, Its events, and expected outcomes, and the contributions of each 

group or organization who wm Implement the program. Early communications should 

be explicit and Include Information about how area residents wlll benefit from the 

program and how they may gain access to services. 

Program staff wfll be responsible for coordinating activities between business 
~· 

and community representatives. Through a series of meetings and planning sessions, 
.-. 

the program director and key staff members wfll: 

• Define and seek agreement on the role each organization will assume 

In the delivery of services, time commitment and staff assignments. 

• Define and agree on program content. 

• Develop curricula to Integrate academic subject matter and technology. 

- Introduce participants to career opportunities ond education/training require­

ments. 

- Address the needs of child care for single parents seeking to Increase their 

employability. 

Present day technologies offer a tremendous potential for Improving education. 

Computers have become universal devices with appllcatlons In numerous areas. The 

personal computer now provides unprecedented flexlblllty In the transmission of 

Information to and from almost any location In the world. Interactive communications 

using computers, multimedia disks, and modums are offering exciting posslbllltles for 

the Improvement of teaching, training nnd !earning. Although many technologies have 

been applied to learning, the computer Is unique because It permits a high degree of 

Interaction with the user. 

However, caution Is needed when developing computer-based Instruction. 

Materials used for training must be appropriate for participant and employer needs. Use 

of computers In training and education must be managed so that participants receive 

both the benefits of the equipment, and an Increased familiarity with the technology. 

The Urban Training and Skill Development Center will use computers to develop 

compu~er literacy, Improve participant motivation, enhance rates of learning, and to 

provide higher-level Instruction for the adult learner. The training and skill developmen~ 
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model will focus on •real-world• problems. For example participants wlll learn about 

computer networks-or electrical or hydraulic or ecologlca! systems-and be asked to 

evaluate alternative equipment possibilities In laboratory or computer simulated 

experiments. 

Communications skllls and the use of the computer for word processing, 

graphics, multi-media (video and audio), and manipulating databases can all be taught. 

In the context of solving relevant problems. The program wlll use the following model 

for t.he delivery of lnstruction.11 

CHART II 

STRATEGY 1. Focus on development of thinking ekllla 

2. Assessment Integral to teaching/training 

LEARNING ENVIRONMENT 1. Participants actlvoly construct knowledge for them-

selves 

2. Cooperative problem solving 

3. Skills learned In context of real problems 

MANAGEMENT 1. Learner-centered, teacher directed 

OUTCOME 1. All participants learn to think 

Business representatives wtll have the responslblllty of Identifying technology 

and human resources In their respective Industries, pro}ected skill requirements of the 

workforce, assisting In the development of curricula, and securing equipment and 

iTiaterlals • 

. ·· 
Expected Outcomes 

The training and skill development will focus on three skill areas and their 

expected outcomes. 

7 

1. BASIC SKILLS: reads, writes, performs arithmetic operations, listens and speaks 

well. At the completion of training activities, participants wlll be able to read well 

enough to understand and Internet diagrams, directories, correspondence, manuals, 

charts, graphs, tables and specifications. 

,, 
The Secntary'• ~ On AcNevtnv Nee ry ....... "Whlit Wortt RequlrW' U.S. Depertment tJI 
Labor, Washington. D.C .. Jun., 1991: p. 22. 
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2. ntlNKJNG SKJU.S: thinks creatively, makes decisions, solves problems, visualizes, 

knows how to learn and reason. At the completion of training activities, particl 

pants be able to prepare correspondence, Instructions, charts, and graphs In order 

..: to make requests, explain, Illustrate, or convince; maintain records, estimate 

._., results, use spreadsheets, apply statistical process controls as they negotiate, 

Identify trends, or suggest new courses of action. 

3. PERSONAL QUAUTIES: displays responslblllty, sociability, self-management, 

Integrity, and honesty. At the completion of training activities, participants wtll 

better understand their roles as team members, of their Impact on others, the 

necessity of attendance and punctuality; Is aware the need to set well-defined 

and realistic personal and work goals. 
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BUDGET 

1. Personnel 

a. Director (1) $35,000 

b. Instructional Coordinator (1) 30,000 

c. Math Instructor (1) 28,000 

d. Computer Instructor (1) 27,000 

e. Writing Instructor (1) 22,000 

f. Secretary (1) 20,000 

Total Wages $162,000 

2. Fringe Benefits @ 25% of Wages $40,500 

3. Total wages and fringe benefits $202,500 

4. Consultant Fees{Tralnlng @ $500/day x 20 days $10,000 

5. Instructional Equipment: 

a. 10 IBM compatable personal computers@ $1,400 ea; $14,000 

b. 1 LaserJet printer @ $600; 600 

c. 1 IBM Classroom LAN and License Agreement@ $1,000; 1,000 

d. 2 Data Transfer Switches w/5 outlets to printer @ $175 ea. 350 

6. Total Instructional Equipment $15,950 

7. Instructional Supplies 

~ a. Business Software & Site License Agreements (Word, 

WordPerfect, LOTUS 123 (apreadaheot), FoxPro (database), 

Harvard Graphics $1,250 

b. Computer floppy disks @ $15/box X 20 boxes 300 

c. Laser printer paper/Xerox duplicating paper @ $12/box x 30 

boxes 360 

d. Instructional Manuals & Teacher Guides@ $7.50 x 125 938 

8. Total Instructional Supplies $2,848 
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9. Instructional Furniture 

a. Student chalrs/w desk @ $15/oa x 60 chairs $900 

10. Office Supplies@ $20/mo x 12 months x 7 staff $1,680 

11. Printing & Duplicating @ $125/month x 12 months $1,500 

12. Telephone/FAX.@ $100/month x 12 months $1,200 
' 

13. Space Rental/Heatlng/Coollng/malntenanco @ $1,000 x 

·12 months $12,000 

14. Office Furniture $7,500 

Total Program Costs $256,078 

Indirect Cost (8%) $20,486 

Total Program Cost $276,564 




