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R The"YouthAEmpléyment.andeemOnstratiOn'PEOjéqpsﬁgCt* o
-+ (YEDPR) seeks to.improve cooperation: and .coordination .
- between the:education and employmeént, and trdining .. -
. - ,.Systems in'order to better.integrate work and edication, .
. "“'to improve the quality OfﬂinaschOOl'p:ograms;‘tqﬂén¢ou:agg“~

"7 to’work.. o T

. »School cbmpletion;andﬁto'easej;he'ﬁransit%dp‘frq&”s¢hoolj“ulfﬂ”ﬁ

i ; . .
E - . L |

,Under fhe Youth Employhent and Training Programs (YEfR) . .-

fﬁ’sgbﬁiég“pf YEDPA, which prdvides'funds‘to,Cdmprehehs%vé”m“
.Employment and‘Training'Act'(CETA)*prime'Sponsofsaytﬂ=f .

thfoggﬁdht,the-dountry_toiprovidegcomprehgnsive services - § 31

s for youth, specific linkages are mandated. .- Not less:,.’

* than 22 percent of the funds allocated under YETP. to

) each,grimgaSpdnﬁdrs‘is"to be use¥ for programs forw '

- . in=school"youth undgr’the terms of agreemerits jbetween o

" prime Ssponsors and local- education agencies. Further.,, . -,
‘the law states that no program of work experience- for
;gfsqhool,youthqéhall be supported under. YETP unless '
.there is an agreement whicl shall "set forth assuranges- -
that participating youths will be_provided,meaningful’;"

- work experience, which will impraove their ability to' .. 7

:ﬂlmake career decisions and which will provide them with -
. basic work skills needed for regular. employment."” = = |

“-;Thg‘reQUIAtiéns further héiinéate'this-mandate‘byidefiﬁiné"g 

. LEA!s and outlining broad parameters- for these agreements.
-~ The:. local education, agency is defined as "a ptblic board
of education or other public authority legally constituted
‘within a.State for either administrative. control over,
~direction of, or service t& public elementary or secondary
‘schools in a city, ‘county, township, school district or.

other; potential subdivision of a State."
N e C . [ .

' ‘Sincee -these agreemerits are a new institutionar'feature
and the format is not specified in the. law, the regu-"° ’
lations leave considerable flexibility. Prime sponsors .
with more:than ‘one LEA have the responsibility for allo-
cating funds among them. The prime may work with only
one, or several LEA's independently, or a consortium..

- The agreémentsémay be financial br nonfinancial.
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J/g‘ stitution for existing fundlng, ‘to assure that job. -
'(= from work - -experience., A ‘technical assistance guide -was

o v mllllon of YETPodlscretlonary funds were also set aside

[ onsite reyiews of CETA/LEA programs in .fj
t

The format for the agreements 1s relat1vely open—ended. '

They .are to describe’ act1v1t1es, services, and de11very
wapproaches, to} guarantee that there will be no sub- S

1nformatlon, counsellngy guldance and. placement ser-
.vices are provided with -any work" experlence activity,
'and where possible, to provide a. pollcy framework for:
‘the awarding of academic credit for competenc1es derlved

_prepared’ to suggest | some poss1ble considerations. and N
‘elements for CETA/LEA agreements. 'This was the result
of extensive’ consultat10n~w1th educators -and. officials ’

in HEW. 'To.: ppov1de an -incentive for cooperatlon, $15°

for competItlve grants to pr1me sponSOrs f9r exemplary
1n-school programs.r. : :

T g (
ot v S RSN
The effect1Veness of". YETP. in promotjng coordlnatlon and s h7
cooperation at the local level betweeni;he education ag%
~employment and tralnlng systems, as we [ YETP s. impdct.:
" on in-school programs,‘are belng‘assessed from a number a{
of pefspectlves. »—,, - .

’ g

“l; YETP and YCCIP programs are be1ng studled in a sample ,

-~ ‘of prime sponsor areas on a continuing basis. "LEA/CETA .

./ relationships_are a‘'major focus of the . case studiés. N
~These prov1de escr1pt1ve ‘and ana lytic 1nf0rmatlon -

e coverlng a range of local. conditions. ‘ N ," v

2. A strat1f1ed sample of f1scal ERWS LﬂA/CéTA agreements
are being. assessed to determ1ne the1r content and" t0"
‘develop a model agreement format. fmg '

- F '

3. :LEA/CETA relatlons are be1ng athyzed der stud1es

belng contracted by EW in coordlnatl w1th DOL.

4. Linkage problems will be assessed by the NatlonaL .

" Association of State Boards of Educatlon undér YEDPA

fundlng. B | :

To supplement these assessments and to provlde detalled

information in a ‘timely fashion, the Department of Labor (] -
Office of YOuth Programs and the Depattment of ealth, : s
Educatlcn and Welfare's Office of Education ‘,1c1pated >WI>'

' ocations.” | -

e v151ts were conducted in April\ 1977, 8 mon s after

s1gn1ng gf YEDgA and’ approx1mately 4.months after
program,. star up. ,Sites of vary1ng program quailty were .
selected to. look.at what happened with respect to, devéTop—:’
ment- and 1mplementat10n of youth programs pursuantﬂto CETA/
LEA agreements. The major g iestion was' why some=” mmunities
were successful and others were ggt 1n promotzgg stltlonal

change.‘ \\:. 5

€ {

:
-~




. Based'on the‘veryflimfted'revigws,(glbbal comments cannot
. - be made with validity,- and the following summary ‘of:'. ..
. impressions and fiddin%g;muét-be considered very. tentative:
1li In the five areas studied,” YEDPA has contributed to . _°
" improved CETA communjcation’ with the public schools. - -
~In some cases, YEDPA has provided the impetus for <
the communication. -Edén¢iﬁ cases where’relationShips
‘yere already well established, linkages, have been
intensified. ' Four months” after program startup, -
' many of the initial apprehensions about. the lever-
age, role and impact df'prime spdbnsors on school . °*
programs had subsided. - PR S

2. YEDPA provides a great opportunity for the.education

. and employment/training communities to have substantial

. 'impact on the quality of education Snd,training for
.youth. 1In the small .samplé reviewe ,;seyeral-prime
sponsors had made or at least initiated significant . .

. improvements in program guality, based on copperation
and coordination. o : S R o

.
P

, [ RS e e s Ll to ‘ N )
3. A% might be expectkd; the cooperativeness of previou
- relationships," the ‘size of the community;, and the
degree:of prior preparation contributed to what .
happened in the development’ of CETA/LEA programs. .
. It appéars that smaller.communities where staff v
3 on both sides were familiar with each otherﬁandn .
- where new program ideas had been developed but not
»;mplementéd, generated the more innovative programs.
4. Thevlack,of.time-fgr comprehensiVe Planning and: program.
‘development‘affected'most sites. Haste affected the-
-quality of 'agreements and programgg There ‘were delays
in the,implementation of efforts which departéd}from
traditional policies. . There has been an evol 10nary .
- process im the months signce YEDPA's implementation.

o

5. YETP is reaching students/who would not otherwise be
ser%éd. IThe case studies' suggest that existing in- .
" school programs linking education and work -would
-someétimes screen out all disadvantaged youth and
B ~ certainly. do not reach the universe of need. The ,
, ability:to hire additional school counselors and staff
- has contributed to the ability of schools to offer :
>\§i‘-services~to additional youth, particularly transitional
) serqiceslfor students who are not college-bound.’ Of '
course, the overall number of disadvantaged youth
being served in in-school programs has increased’with
the advent 2f1YETP.3 Most school officials would like

1l

.
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to see even. broader coverage of these students.

A Program regulatiéns hlnder the broad exposure of youthh
“to prlvate sectdr job- opportunltles. Most schools -

. programs for stgudents. - Sobme, states even require "that

offer some vocailonal tralnlng and work experience

schools train students in a Sklll before graduation.
Many of these existing programs utilize the private -
settor, -but if they do, they frequently "cream"- from
the eligible population to find youth most’ llkelyji
or

- be accepted by private: employers. The private se
~usually offers greater: opportunltles for placemen
.after graduation. If work experlence is to continue

for in-school part1c1pants, more consideration should
be given to opening up prlvate sector work experleZie_

. opportunltles under YETP. -

\

The areas of academ1c credlt, schedullng, extended
school day, vacatidn and graduation requirements V/' .
deserve much more attention. Many opportunities for
youth are missed because of administrative restraints.
Because of the w1de variation ‘in State and local laws,
school- adm1n1strators .and pr1nc1pa1s, it is difficult
to generalize. except to suggest that much more could
be accompllshed if school regqgulations were relaxed.

In many instances, it appears that school principals

- .and staff are not certaln about ‘legal . requlrements,

particularly academic credit for. work experience and .-
can do more to. encourage and- 1nst1tute changes which

| - would beneflt all students.

8,

_Generally, most school and pr1me sponsor off1c1als
felt that more money was required to meet the needs

of ‘all deserv1ng youth: Local education agencies
felt that the -22 percent setas1de limited their .
ability to :negotiate for funds. Other ‘prime sponsors

- wanted greater flexibility in-use of funds. While

a setas1de'of spme amount. appears(to be useful in
fac111tat1ng cooperatlon and ‘coordination of programs,

‘_1t has some limitations. It seems that LEA's must
demonstrate effectlveness in. program implementatlon

to be in a position .of greater bargalnlng leverage

~with prime sponsors,
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The case stTudies which foljow provide igsights_into the "
types of- changes whis:h_a,r%cburring‘ at the local level.
They represént the results™f 2-day site visits by a two
“member team--one from.the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare.and one from the Office of Youth Programs, : '
Department of Labor. In all ‘the sites, a standare inter--
vigw,instrument was uded. There were interviews with CETA
- ‘and LEA staff at all\éi:els; particularly school officials

‘involved in career in ormation,) alternate education programs

,'and.océupatioﬁal traintThg, as well as vocational educators.

Worksite supervisors and.participants were also interviewed.

.The aim was to distill a variety of perspectives :on-local
developments &nd to assess them from an intéragency view-
- point . Not surprisingly, there is a great. deal of
riability within and between sites. ,However, there ‘is ,
© question that change i$ occurring, that it is substantial
in some cases, and that it is ‘in the directions desired v
By the€authors of  YETP. > SRR

‘e
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h/ o 1., Prov1d1ng the Impetus for Major Change: . L
L _ CETA/ EA Youth Programs in ﬂouston S VO o
.' 2 . . Y . t - . '&4 .
y The P;lme 4ponsor»and the Local Educatlon Agency o ) oY
- ) ( . . /:..
‘The c1ty of Houston id a major urban drea of 1.2 mllllon o
people with a relatlvéiy low overall unemployment rate of ,
4.5 percent However,: 1he unemployment r:te for" minoritiesw .-

‘flS 11.0 .and for youth T is almost 30.0 peycent. A large ' - T ,
t.Mex1can—Amer1can popu& tron res1des in Hadston as well R 5

[

-

’Over the - past severdl years, Houston has, eXperlenced tremendous
growth And development. Approx1mately l 000 new comers arrive ;
in Houston weekly. To date, no-major steps have been taken to
curb this populatlon expans1on R _L
» Within~ the c1ty of Houstbn, there are 5 good school d1str1cts. R
" . The largest is the Houston Independent School District- (HISD)
- which has the only contrdct with the CETA.program for YEDPA.
\\ The other 4 school districts --.North Forest, Spring Branch,

. )\'-

“

Aldine and Aleif -- subcontract with. HISD for 20% of. the- YETP :
program funds. The total school age youth population khetween T ak
"the ages, of 16-21 is -estimated to be 161,000. Of this total, -
~-90,000 are youth unattached to the’ school system and 71, 000
. are in-school students. The average daily school attendance S
is 85 percent. In addition,’ of the 161,000 youth, 34,000 are |,
- considered poverty youth and a total of 43,500 are below 85%
‘_of the lower living standar Therefore, nearly 30% of the
high school age youth are eQ;glble*to part1c1pate in YEDPA
youth programs

e

e

:Prlor to YEDPA, the schools and never contracted with the

city's CETA programs. - Nevertheless, the schools were

subcontracted portions of the Title I, vl and Title III SPEDY

programs . from the Nelghborhood Centen;Day Care Association,

the major prlme sponsor contractor. , The city's FY1378 YETP

allocation ‘was $1.7 million of which about 28 percent ‘of .+

$468,8671s contracted to the local educatlon agencytfor

in- school youth programss .
The . Nelghborhood Centers Day Care Assoc1atlon (NCDCA) has been
the major conbractgr for CETA youth programs over the past
several years CA is a local publlc non- proflt agency®

‘"which provides centraliged intake, assessment and referral

~ services for all‘tETA ograms. . There are currently four
satellite centers throughout the city. which will operate
durrng “the summer months - In addition .to the intake, assessment’
and referral activities, NCDCA also prov1des for most- of “the
supportive servicks and is the contractlng agency for most of
the youth&wo§k~s1tes and tra1n1ng S : B L
SN , Do , D o
e B by R . :




< 750 in-school youth

3 addltlonal 13 -
CETA/LEA program, and 816 i 9the§ YETP components o  #

t

y

" were to b
.'Conservatib

;studenﬁs with spec1al needs from throughout the cit TﬁE
ea

: .

provided trdining and support for
adjudlcated\youth offenders through the Gulf Coast Trades
Center at approximately- $30, 000 and funded a skills fenter
through the Houston Community College at about $712,000 -
..$200,000 from\oETA Tltle Iem§The Yoath Employment and o ¥

\purlng FY ﬁﬂB the G§TA Title I;pgogram served approx1mately

Demonstratlon Progects Act EﬁP ():- préy1des,serv1des to: an

»

youth == . 100« }\ 'CEP, 366 through %he .

S

The HISD_has demonstrated creatlgﬁty and fores1ght in its. f;
implementation. -0f 'educational programs- for yout? ‘Over the®

. past several yéars it has developed a complex o 49 magnet ~g
“schools/ which enroll gifted and talented students a 2 ‘Q’

magnet schools specialize 1n.§pédemac and vocatlonal ar
. igh School for Performiﬁg\and Vissual Arts,* Commtnigy’
School ngh Schools of Engineering ProfessLons, Hi h3
School for: Health Professions, and Ongoihg Educaﬁion Schoql
for Pregnant Girls. Also, HISD jn 1974 opened .its first *

an.lnd1v1duall d
gented learnlng oppéntunl for youth ‘who-: are 11
: ;='&'4n the, traditional .School mgﬁe.' This .is the
framework in whlch the CETA/L re%ak'onship began.

. J A ‘ 47 .

Descrlptld.iof CETA/LEA Agreement_ Y.

h,‘alteﬁnatl & school for pote tlal dropouts, Cqenibmporary- .
" . Learn : enter Thi scho 1. offer jg'.'
R t

At the time of ‘the s1te visit, the CETA/LEA program was S
operating under an 1nter1m noﬁ—f1nanc1alwag eement 'sigied~
on.January 26, 1978. The .agreement prov1de or the develop—
went of an alternatg&e education program fo 0. potentlal_or
recent dropou's between thHe ages of 16 to 2 years, ‘transi-.
*wtional serviced to 100. additional. students. and 20% of this
\number of slots for the 4 other school distrlcds operating

in the city: These transitional serv1ces 1nc1uded S .
occupatlonal information, .career coﬁnsellng and placement
. services. ademic" credlt was to be rov1ded?for work
expfrienge i
e developed ' fo
and . Impro emént Préjectu/XYCCIP) ~ —_

which speci icall »relates to the: alternazlve educatron

program. t’' details the goals,'objectlv and outcomes Of tHe
‘in-school rogram as well as descrlbes the,alteinatlve chooI’
‘ h ’ \\.\\

_concept.

g
c_;‘
»,
!
l

the alter?etlve educatlon program and prOV1s1ons
credie t¥. youth in the ‘Youth Communlty

—
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The alternatlve schoal funded thr gh the QETA/LEA agneﬁment
1. -is-a jolntly funded. bro;ect with TA, HISD and the Dep tment
f””Of ‘Human' Resaurces (DHK) . Bhe HMajér ‘goal is to toordinate the
oo délAVery~of social, educatlonai and‘employment services needed
“tol keep, youth in schooL agg ultlm tely prevent welfare =~ .
fdependency. Each of- the Go\stude s will have a work/study
or 1gg1v1duallzed 1nstructlonal plan and a social services

treafmept plan. . :7 . = | _,?. R
‘ 3 . i
- The 2 major. compo ents of the program are an-educatlonal
program and -a- work/tralnlng program. .Each -student will spend
s-a half day -in the hompetency—based, 1nd1v1duallzed, suécess,
orien e? VOQétlonal ed cation program. Tailored training -
modules 'based on tH vocakdiQnals goal "'of each st nt will ‘be
‘use Newrmodules w 1 b E&eated and;. tested s they are
,dev loped and. exlstlng tested n®s will be uﬁlllzed to the-
< extéht p0551ble.-r he . 1ns uctl nal. coordinator will be',
N respons;ble :for tHe' dev ment of modulesTf .
G A
f.. ‘The second half '@ day x&nll Ee spent in a vocational
., + . education program work experlence based on the experience
.~ and interest of the' 1nd1v1du v ntemporary Occupatignal
&radn}ng Center {(COTC), whlc se vlces youth other than those
‘in thq.alternatlve school, will be used for Vocatlonal
. education., The. skills training center offers training 1’ .
b food serv1ce ’ prlntlng, general constructlon, general augo- -
' mobile mechanics,- bulldlng maintenance, small engine repa r,
office dupllcatlnq ‘machine repair d welding. Work expegience
sites will be deveIoped forklnterested students By the,. vx‘
occupational coordlnator. Indipjjfent process’ and product

evaluatlons are planned’ _
A . o -
! - A

- -Process of ReachlngiAgreemegt ,
« . " o ".\
As stated earlier,) there had bee%gnOeprev1ous agreements be-
tween CETA and HISD However‘ HISD part1c1pated in CETA
Tltle VI, Title I %n—school an 9T1 le IIT: summer programs, as
a ubbontractor to one of the.prlm sponsor S cohtractors.
ngdltlon, the dhalrperson of the prime sponsor planning.
‘aogunicil was-the H&SD epresentative.~ Nevertheless, HISD
was reluctuant to con ct dl;ectly with CETA because of 'bad
experiendes unéer Mod CltleS whe?e the school was‘left
"holding the bag". . - ro .
. . - . - o
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7 - In September of A1977, the HISD and CETA® began ceonversations
pursuant t0 requirements in YEDPA.‘\A non-financial agree-

_ ment was negotlated at-that .time in order to bégin the YETP
.progxams .an fpermlt time to negoetiate a financial agree-.
ment. The n inancial agreement was not s1gned until
.January of 1978 because of city countil delays in approval.

. The city council delays were due t he electjon of a new
mayor who, hecaﬁse of 1llness, ‘was not- able to convene. _the
;counc1l . 0/§ .

'In Aprll,'at the time of the srte v1s1t the f1nanc1al
ieement was about ready.togbe signed. While there was
eement about the overall thrust of the CETA/LEA agreement,
there were many details to be worked out. The concept of -~
the alternatlve school had been develqped as a $10 million
proposal to the Department of Human Resources (DHR) . There-
- fore, the financial arrangements had to be determined, °
- coordination with DHR had to .be finalized as well - ‘as.minor-
details connected with restructuring: to meet the- requlrements
-of YETP. In January, under the non-financial agreement staff
was hired to begin-setting up the alternative school. At the
~ -time of the v1s1t approximately 40 sfudents were .enrolled.
. The program will be«funded at approximately $1'million vr@h
“CETA centrlbutlng almost $500 000 ~- the remalnder comes- from- .
HISD and Dt e

-

-

To date, the relatlonshlp appears to be‘worklng out well

. [

Program Observatlons

Whlle there were. apprehen51ons 1n1t1ally ‘on the part of HISD
about contracting with CET the schools saw this a% an
: opportun1ty to serve more youth through 1nteragency_cooperatlon
/Both agenc1es were serving essentially e _same corfstituency. -
Both agencies had limited resources. . .The i
was a concept which had demonstréted merit. Therefore, both
ragenq1es ‘plunged w1lllngly into the relatlonshlp -

The)Houston school dlstrlct appeared to be quite progre551ve
- At the highest levéls, theré was concerh and interest in the
program by CETA and HISD. The alternative school. is a gorogram
. which may. become a model for other school systems thro hout
“the country ~ .
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' 'Thei rea of academlc credlt ‘is Stlll a source of ‘some- R o

'~ contention. School" officials do not encourage credit -for

- work experierice and appeared ‘to be uncertain.about exadtly
what'the local and State laws required. ‘It was ®lear. that -

. work experience. is not normally substituted for formal _ L
tralnlng.« Whlle schools will-not initiate the prov1s1on

of credit for work, it appears that an 1nd1v1dual may . . .
_request credit from a school, take ,a. competency based test - .
and be awarded academic cred1t.. School officials. appeared =’

dtoybe Lnterested in the area’ and ‘may be w1lllng to support**'”
it if prodded to do: so.' C . .,

C

The HISD was amenable also to w0rk1ng out some of the .

admlnlstratlve concerns which normally cause problems, )

] i. e.,’ extended school day,.vacation t1me,-cred1t and gradu—

. ation requirements. Because of the foresight ‘and conicern of
school offgeials,. the alternative: school‘w1ll\operate on a -,
guarter system, teachers will be paid for a longer day an8 _

: students may: graduate w1th ‘a leg1t1mate hlgh school d1ploma. -

This program 1s exemplary in 1ts 1nvolvement of other agenc1es.
- The Neighborhood Centet Day .Care Association, a' community , '
based organization, is; respon51ble for intake and injtial
client. assessment and referral The Department of Human . -
- . Resources will. develop the soclal serv1ce% plan-and provide
< appropriate supportive services. "HISD will be responsible
N for overall administrationh, teachers and facilities and CETA: ,
w1ll*pay for most of ‘the staff salaries and supplies. Thls w/)
poollng of resources makes poss1ble the .alternative" SChool
‘for 200 potentlal and . recent dropouts

4\ . DT \ 2
Issues and Impacts~ . IR . e \ R

//-In Houston, YEDPA certa1nly contrlbuted to the development of
- a relationship between the schools ahd CETA. 1In.ad ition,
had YETP funds not been avallabley the alternative sthool
probably would not be operating at this time. The pyoposal
' had been submitted:to the Department of Human Resources with
little success and - CETA 'had not been considered as a pos51ble
" source of fund1ng~by the school d1str1ct. . 4 @\
' The sohool dlstrlct is receptlve to change. HISD 1s’comm1tted
~.to the certification of all jobs as relevant .to the students'
career plans. They .are willing to consider development of =
. procedures whic¢h will make it possible to award credit’ for -
' work experiences. A major concern of HISD is that‘the 22%
-set aside be eliminated because they feel they can secure
more funds without it. Because of it, the CETA pr1me>spons r
thinks in terms of 22 percent.- Accordlng to schodl offici
- more and better programs can be developed w1th more mone'

Y
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‘Bnother concern ralsed by the schools was a need fo
“brlck and mortar" money. The altErnatlve school i
:in part of am elementary school. ' 'They feel such a
shéuld be in.a separate location because of potenti
problems betiween-the ‘teenagers and elementary stude
" There may,  however, also be some advantages such as

possiblllty of youth tutoring youth programs or oth
~serv1ng youth e.g., recreational programs for
‘ischool students. -~'“

~ « t

r programs .
lementary

i The prime %ponsor was concerned about pfacement activities
Qn the part of’the "schools. There are placement specialists
in each hlgh school (approklmately 30) but most are heav1ly
involved in work site seiection, leav1ng little t1me for -job
.development and - placement of graduates. ' The prime. sponsor -
feels that more emphasis- should be placed on. the placement of -
graduates 1nto permanent jObS B P ﬁ.\ _

The schools and CETA expressed an - 1nterest in greater 1nvolve—
ment of community based organizations {CBO) in training --""""-
_&ither through - arrangements with thespublic schools or propri-
etary schools. The hove is tq expand the number of providers U
.of training activities. Some resistance is expected from the
public schools, It was refreshlng . neveértheless, to see the
‘interest in greater 1nvolvement o) communlty -based organlza-

Y tlons.j. e A -

Mo . -
Nelther the schools nor CETA expressed much™ 1nterest in on-
site technical assistance from DOL or HEW. They felt- they
had the technical- comgetence in program design and administra-

- tion. Their interest was basically in the’ sharing of program.
information nationally regardlng w%at was occurr1ng in other
locatlons . .

Houston demonstrates one. possibility of what can be - - ’
accomplished when the education and the employment/training.
communities” work together. ' There was general concern,

.* enthusiasm and . competence exhibited by staff of both. ag nc1es~
The relatlonshlp is one which has potent1al for growth.

{




2. Putting It All Together:
Worcester In-School Programs

%

The Setting

Worcester is a relatively small city in MassachuSetts with a
. population of approximately 500,000. The CETA, prime sponsor
" is' part of a Worcester manpower consortium, which inclades 13
“other towns in addition to Worcester city proper. The Worcester
" manpower consortium is part of the City Manager's Office of
Planning. Total YEDPA funding avallable to the prime sponsor
is approx1mately $650,000. o
There is a Director, Assistant Director .and four other full-
time professionals running the operatlon.

fWorcester received a YETP and a YCCIPR grant totallng $409 938

and $238,899 reSpectlvely. The students served ranged from

the potential drop-out to ex-offenders. - The target group is:
basically' in-school (YETP) ‘and out-of—school youth experiencing
'dlfflcuitles with the law (YCCIP). “There are four high schools
tin Worcester seryed by the YETP program. An additional four .
high schools-located in the nearby towns - (part of the consortium)
are being served as well. The YETP program serves the in-school
youth by placing-:-them into public sector jobs, prov1d1ng‘;ounsel—’
.1ng, skills tralnlng, and academic credit for work experience. 8

The Worcester Community Action CoGKCil,acts as the community
based wvehicle to operate the YETP 'ogram The CBO supervises-
the counseling and 1nstructlonal staff 1n preparlng the youth
for work and study.

'Nature of the CETA/Worcester Schools YETP

One hundred percent o6f the YETP funds have been allocated to

serve in-school youth in programs designed to enhance the career
~opportunities and joBb prospects pursuant to the agreements between
CETA/and ‘LEAs. Every enrollee in the program will require employ-Vk
ment and training services to act as a catalyst for contlnulng

their education. Aall emnloyees (enrolleeks) participate in career
employment experience. ' The Worcester Prime Sponsor designated,

two communlty based organizations of demonstrated effectiveness as -
_serv1ce deliverers for YEDPA: ' .




i - 13 -
;\

_ 1. The Worcester Community Action Councll (Project
Trans1tlon) PrOJect\Trans1tlon was alloqated $409,938 of YETP
funds to prov1de tareer employment experience opportunities for
240 youth in the target community. ~

2. Youth Opportunities Upheld Inc. (Work TEC Progect)

Work TEC was ‘allocated $238,899 of YCCIP funds to serve 119 youth

;w1th ex~offender status. . ‘ ; -

The LEA agreement, was signed by the Worcester prime sponsor ‘and
represegtatives of 13 consortium towns and cities, covering both

- componejt parts of the local YETP- program and providing sach:; -
serviceg4 as initial recrultment and selectlon to the award1ng o
of academic credlt. - - L o

X/

“yccrp ) ,
. w\ . N AT -

»

The Worcestex prlme sponsor allocated funds to 1mp1ement the
Parks and Recfeatlon/Worcester Public Schools Eduecatiorail .
Conservation project. The, project was des1gned to serve: 50 youth
from the consortium area who are out-of-< school and experiencing
extreme difficulty obtaining. employment. The participants are
economically disadvantaged; the average reading competency is
below the sixth grade; half of the enrollees are offenders; half
are welfare recipients; 40 percent. are “minorities; -all have :
expressed total dissatisfaction with the academic world; all have
demonstrated unsatisfactory work habits and records; and a large
proportion of the females are unemployed heads of households and
unwed mothers. Every enrollee in the YCCIP progrdm engages in an’
academic component whereby he or she receives academic credit and
a Grade Equivalency Dipioma (GED) through the Worcester publlc
'schools adult learning center.  Although a formal LEA agreement
.was not mandated by YCCIP regulations,. the Worcester prime sponsor .
" in an effort to facilitate the awarding of academic credit for all
participants entered into such agreement. The structure of the
agreement was as follows: s :

Background statement; . ) N

An assessement of existing youth serv1ces, '

Program purpose;

Results and benefits expected out of the:

program which inc¢ludes goals, obgectlves,

] and evaluative statement;

5. Administrative procedures detailing the schools
and CBOs respons1b111t1es for superv1s1ﬁg and

: administering the program; and,
6. Additional provisionsx

S W N

~

—

oo 15
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Prooess of. Developing the CﬁTA/Worcester-Schools Agreelent -

Y ‘ - N
The LEA agreement was flnallzed after *extensive meetings between-“ff~ :

prime sponsor and school personnel. Although they only had .10 - -
days to firm up the: agreement, they had been meetlng in prepara4f

tion for the programs months ahead of time. ‘A primary facgor '

that expedited the agreement was that the principles had known

.~ each other in other circles and had built a relationship that ‘

. was cordial and understanding. ‘Ever more helpful was the fact ’i}ffgu
that the YETP and YCCIP programs were very. similar to proposed =
bPrograms supported by some key actors in Worcester. The YETP-
'program was .conceptually promoted by the educatlon and work .
council which had come into existence two years before YEDPA. ..~
The YCCIP program was/Conceptuallzed by a school. counselor and’ e
parks and recredtion supervisor a year before YEDPA leglslatlon.;f
Now with the'influx of dollars, these ideas_came into fruition ~
and the conceptual and manpbwer requlrements to begln -the effort N
were well underway. £y :

e

The CETA manpower agency was famlllar w1th the 1nd1v1duals
mentioned above and were brought in early when, the YEDPA program
was announced. Adjustments wére made to fulflll the objectives
and requirements of YETP and YCCIP, but the conceptual design
prev1ously developed remained 1ntact .

. S . R . N . ) - ) /
Program Observatlons- ' : : & !

v

PR
A big factor was the quallty of personnel The CETA director had
savvy and was a longtime advocate of ;m@loyment and trainingd - ~
-brograms for the Worcester community. . He exemplified the Néw.
~England manner of doing things, methodical and sensitive to local
C unity desires and needs. The Assistant Dlrector in charge of .
yoluth programs was meticulous and made very sure that every .
statement was fully understood and ‘clarified. The rest of the"
staff represented different walks of life within the Worcester
community. The program officer was< a mlnorlty person with exten-
sive experience in CETA programs throughout New England. The
~budget officer was a Young aggressive product of Worcester who
“had work experlence with correctlonal programs

e o
THe SChool personnel were equally hlgh quality. Both the District's
Career Guidance Counselor and Director -of Counseling and Guldance
had a great dedl of experience with work experience programs.
The Career Guidancé counselor ran the ‘non-pay cooperative educatlon
program for the districgt. -He was able to guide the development
of the YEDPA program to fit into the school structure and processes..
The district director for counseling and guldance repfesented the -
concerns  and fears of the superintendent in estabhlishing a program
that would award academic credit for work experlence, but he was
amenable to compromlse.

i -

. s,
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The xargest'problem'in e .school's eyes was schedullng "How
‘were they going to scgeggle ids for classes and work, g;ven‘

. the number of hdurs r quired by the district and the State ! .

“~£or attendance’ They - recognlzed that seniors would be the
eas1est group to work with in terms of sgheduling, but
juniors and freshman. who were marginal could use the
ass1stance even more. arly intervention was advisable.
‘They wére able to worK“through this problem by calllng two
long and jarduous meetings coordinated by the prime sponsor
.in consultation with school personnel, education’” and work
council members, - and community based” personnel involved in
youth/school programs.’ The: picture lpoked quite rosy on the
first -day with some apprehension about when all this co-
operation-would. come to a halt; when the real story would, be
told.. This really never happened. ‘With the exception of
~some minor disagreements with the educatlon and wqQrk council
over how_far reaching_ these prggrams could be, coéoperation .-
among the key actors was astoﬂ/dlngly good.- o

The counselors 1nvolved 1nt;he YETP program were young and -
idealistic. They were supervising the YETP participantg at
the work'site and worked with the school counselors at. t e
school site. The counseling.ratio was 2 for 25 students.’

This, is almost an ideal counselor/student ratio¢that is not -~
typical of most school districts. The. .counselors from, tHe .
‘. "CBO (PrOJect Trans1tlon) had devised a careful plan to ‘keep
track of their students. If a student did not show up for
school they did not get paid for "the number of hours missed.
This was agreed upon by the student and the counselor through
a learning contract that was ‘'signed ‘before the student was
accepted into ‘the program. The, contract was enforced.

The director of Project Transition reported to the: executlve
director of the Worcester Community Action Council. The two
had a very good reiatlonshlp. "The executive director was an
.old-time poverty program fighter, who had worked with
community projects for many years in Worcester. The director
- of Transition was a young protege of the executive director who'
believed in the.effective role of community action programs
in meeting the needs of the poor. The relationship between
the Executive Director of the Communlty Action’Council and
the Director of CETA was cordial.’ But the undertone of the
relationship was one ‘of tolerance.: In other words the
classical rift between the community agency breaking new
ground versus. the perceived rigidity of.the funding agency
" (CETA) existed. But it was a working relationship. A~
.central theme with the communlty action agency was how can-
‘we link up with other CETA programs to support the.YEDPA
- effort. This was e couraging. - They were seeklng guldance
from CETA off1c1ali?on thlS.

17
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_superv150r were de11ghted w1th YCCIP and YETP becau they
had long proposed similar concepts ~ The school repY¥sentative
. certified the youngsters in the program with the school and ' .
verifiéd the attendance’of the YCCIP participants in the adult
learn1ng center. The teacher ‘in the learning center was /-
. honeést in his approach with the students by telling them !

that the central purpose of the,K YCCIP program was earning a

"wage. The part1c1pants worked at three parks supervised by
oremen of park employees. Thlrty hours a week on the jobs .

with a two week oriemtation and 10. hours per month instruction -

" was the core of. the programr ‘Class instruction was basacally
remedial with coping" skllls taught, .guchas reading to pass:
gkiving tests,-o ta;nlng ‘so#ial security cards, and dpening

up a bank account. ° The park superV1sor (parks and recreation

‘direétbr) was supportlve of the program andvdiscussed how well

the students got along. wiigh other park employees. Youth

‘1nvolved in parks projects demonstrated ‘a great deal of
enthus1asm The youth were expected ‘to learn recreatlon
schedullng,eqrounds malntenanpe, and safety , -

Project YE{ is’ the YETP component d1rected to- ex—offenders.

The project provides counsellng -and instruction’'in consultatlon
with the schools. - A school counselor certifies: and verifies
ttendance and acts as the .conduit to- g%&ﬁt ‘¢redit.  GEDR's’

~‘are .given at the ‘end of the year. The instruction is in.

_ basic skills: and relevant materials are used to motivate the
s students to read and write. The average readin _leveI of the
participants is 5th grade Transportation i 'pro§&ded by

. way of relmbursement for bus or cab far€. So of the students

are still wards of correctional institutions. The institution.

allows the student to leave the premlses to. work and attend
»" the school project. For instance, a young male who had a

‘history of encounters with the law worked in a’ nearby State

institution for the mentally disturbed as a groundskeeper. He

was_ learning from an old hand (15 years) the horticulture A

trade and attended classes at Project YES. A c¢ounselor, job

developer, and a teacher were all involved int formulating _
his plan. The youth was congen1al, shy, and somewhag{ taken

aback with all the attention he was’ gettlng The pla ' e

appeared very comprehen51ve and costly -‘Tk o

'Issues'and Impact ' c | . ' , g ,

The YCCIP school. coordlnator and the parks and recr;é;yén

There is much to be said about smallness. The CETA people
knew many of the key actors in the schools, CBO's, correctional
institutions, and the Econamic Development Agency. This was
a central feature in‘the LEA/CETA relatlonshlp, namely- prior
working relatlonshlps that laid the foundatlo or YEDPA. A
second feature was that there were community orgynizations

- that had experience with the target groups with ich YEDPA
was concerned. These agenc1es had a series of pr{jects and
experiences that served as‘a foundathn for the'YE ahd YCCIP

prqgrams S 18
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Althlrd 1qgred1ent was  thé ablllty of the schools ‘to’ build
. upon their cooperative work eXperlence -and work study programs
to serve as a model for the agreement reached. between CETA, *
and the LEA. Interested personnel from the schools ‘saw this
*”" as a golden opportunlty to bring into fruition many of ,the
- uhtested ideas and concépts d1scussed through the years. -

o
A

‘Fourth, avallable fundlng was the key,°but there is no . .
- mechanism to begin to institutiomalize the programs. This ;
-+ is a flaw with YEDPA. There needs to bé a strategy on-how o
. l;cal ‘communities. couldhuse the start “p funds to develop ..

W programs and then 1nstrtutlonallze them.

DR

" Fifth, CETA was tled 1nto all, the major aspects of - the soc1al
polltlcal ~and economic.life of Worcester. This. is a key ,
‘ to eveloplng working. relatlpnshlps with’ CBOs. and schools. . '
‘The€y understood. -the constralnts schools faced, and were willing
to work w1th t enl\/

a2 -

Sixth, the vocational ‘schools were>not 4dnvolved wuth YEDPA.
This is due to the structured. Way-an which they run. " In. o
Massachusetts, vocatienal schodls are exclfisive training centers,
where graduates are guaranteed jobs. ConSEquently, he i
admission into these schools is h1ngy competitive gid low .
\L ‘income students -are at a dlsadvantage in quallfylng for. entrance.;

The impact of- YEDPA is essentlally that the’youth now play" a
central role in the cify's: development through trainming and
employment opportunities fostered by CETA and DPA§ YoutHf
are being focuseqd uypon in a serious way. Schoo s are

delighted to recelvg ‘the- ‘help from CETA in locating jobs and

promotlng the need to finish a high ‘school education: and post ]
secondary school entrance. But the issue for Worcester will ﬁ'
be, can they foster such programs w1thout Federal help™® . ‘

; Worcester must develop some institutionalization strategies
that-will take fesoldrces from the schools, CETA, YEDPA CBO's , ,
~and other ageng#es interested in curtailing youth unemployment O
and delinquency. ’ z\ S Y | '
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. . 3. Achlev1nq bollaboﬁatlon in MInnesota BpSflp
¢ Co .o . j-‘-’." "

Lo~

’\/ ) . ) .J‘y
The/QLMhesota &bvernmentalﬂizztem has a rather unlque

Institutional.St 'tﬁre o

organizational structure .ahich has significantly shaped

. ' LEA-CETA relations in the baYance-of-state. 1In 1969, the.

. ¢. Minnesota legislature Eg&cted the Reqlonal Development C ,
Act, establishing 13 -State regions for planning and” .
‘cobrdination of .prog s in crimifal austlce, land. use, '

" “transportatien, econ ic development nMiployment and
‘training, health, -and housing. Eachxﬁggion has a Regional
Development Commj,ssion . (RDQY«cons1st of(county and" -

q;;ipal officigfts. . The Balance-of- State comprlses
elg of these 1 reglons. : - N .
S _ —

SN " Manpower Planner, one of whogse pr1nc1pal functions jis to

: ~ serve-as the staff arm to the Reglonal Manpower Advisery : .

’ " Committees (RMAC) which correspond in composition and

functlon to CETA: adv1sory groups at*other levels ' '

( 1

In‘Mlnnesota, there are 437 school distrlcts. Over aoo of

those 437 ‘are located within the 54 counties which constitute

the Balance-of-State. ..In addition, ‘there are two kinds of - -
educational cooperatlves in Minnesota;. §oth are regarded as

- . local education agencies. The first type, Calla

Each RDC has a complement oé paid staff, includingya

a

Educational Cooperative Service Units (ECSU) are mandatory .
plannlng cooperatlves established by-~State. statut There
,are mine in the state. The second tXpe, called -Regional
friterdistrict Codpc1ls (RIC's), are voluntary cooperat1ves
. ) ‘and are, focused on -special educatlon- there are approx1mately
e~ 60 1n .the State.

.The BOS .has 14 field offlces called ‘CETA Centers (CETC s)
scattered throughout the e1ght reglons covered by the BOS

~In FY l978,‘the BOS-operated five pxpgrams other than YETP
specifically targeted at youth.*JTheSe were the: :

Title I In School Program—-A' ed at provﬂdlng employment
opportunities for youth who'fare enrolled in school or

who are planning to return.go school during the next
regular school term. The P ogram serves 3,163 youth at
‘a cost of $758,818. It was ®stimated that approxlmately‘
half .of Title I funds served uth in FY 1977. :
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"Summér Program‘¥6¥ Economlcally Dlsadvantaged Youth

(SngY)—fAlmed at€l4 21 year old youth The program serves
5 youth at a ::E: of $2, 561 644.

. v :

; gpvernBr $ Youth gram-—slmllar to SPED serving 1,450% .
_economlcally dlsadbantaged youth at a cost ‘of . approx1m@te1y
$l mﬂ*on . ‘ . :

Summer- Youth: Recreatlon Program-—Pr0V1d1ng recreatlonal
.Opportu11t1es for young people aged 8=13 who are from s
economically disadvantaged households. S The program serves
.2, 040 youth at a cost of $46 077. y . R '

Youth Communlty Conservatlon Improvement Program (YCCIP)——
Serving 81 youth at a cost of $318 146 L _ \S.

y N ) - i
" Youth E+ployment and Trafglng Programs--Thls program serves:

 an additional I,728 youth at a cost of $1,798,911. Of this

-amount approx1maﬁely $l mlldlon goes_to 1n school programs
-y
: There is a hlstory of strong commitm nt to and f1nanc1al
support -for public education throughout the State. The
State Department of Educatlon is detive and ‘traditienally
‘plays a strong part in ‘technical- ass1Stance and guldance
Career egducation has been given high visibility within the
state during the past eight years. Approximately three-
fourths of the secondary%schools 1n Minnespota are covered
by vocational, cooperatlve centers. These centers were
- started in the mid 1960's under the ausplces of the RIC's"
,,to give school$ access to Vocatlonal training fac1llt1es %
they could not support "on ran. individual sthool bas1s Youth
’attend such centers two hours a day. . -
B 4 '
Mlnnesota has an excellent system of 33 post secondary Area
Vocational Technical Instftutes which“offer Adult Basic - ’
*Educatloﬁ ‘and GED preparation’ in addltlon to a large, number -
=of skill training "programs.. :

M%nnesota is -also one of eight states funded by ‘the Department.
Labor to establish and operate a state-wide computerized
career information system. Although Minnesota Occupational
Information System is only 3 years old, it .seems to be W1de1y
used throughout the state by educatlonal institutions and
increasingly by GETA. ~
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. 'Communit Action Agencies have traditionallygheen‘inVOIVed'
- in the opgration of youth programs-under Title I. 'In wost
.0f the sup-state reglons, an agreement has been reached to
turn .in- gol programs over +to, Communlty Actlon Agencies and
out. of 'school programs to thé CETC S. - ‘ ///

_In summary,‘Mlnnesota ‘has a unique administrative structzre
for deéentrallzed governance and an impreggsive comblnatl

\

willing and able to w rk_tog ther ]

fion

-& - - : , o
~ the\education establlshment The M}nnesota Department of -
7 Educ tlon, in particular,” took the 1nrt1at1ve to prepare
itself for a. strong role in: facullt g the implementation
. of 'the Act“ éommunlty action afjencies®also. were ready
s to play a.major role Each grou eared up to insure' their
"piece of the actlon : ™ 1

- v L e

-

By ‘the fall of- 1977 - it was clear that“cOmpetition'was
developlng between the CAA's and CETC's and that RMAC's,
“RDC's and the\State Department of Education were -all -
interested in becoming involved. - BOS decided to leave
‘decisions on who would become program operators, what. the
in and out of ‘school mix would be and other design questions .
~to the sub-state. reglonal level. The only parameters set

by BOS-were that only the pogr would be served and that 35%
of the YETP money would be reserved for out=of-school ks
prografms with CETC's, the exclu51ve operators of Such out-
of-school programs. SlQpe by law at least-22% of the funds'’
had to be allocated to in-school programs, ‘that left 43%

of the funds to be distributed. between in-and out—of-school
programs at the dlScretlon of the RMAC.

BOS required | that each RMAC choose one lead agency for- the
in-school program and that the & ency would-then contract
with those LEA's whose proposa were appfbved rand..
accepted by the RMAC. The con ractual relationships that
" resulted were triangular with the selected CAA or CETC
subcontracting with the LEA and the BOS executing non-
financial CETA-LEA agreements with each of the partlclpatlng
"LEA's. -The’ admlnlstratlve arrangéments ‘for all of the sub-
“state regions included in the BOS are as follows: .

=
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/ Geographic - Out-of=-School YETP Program. - P rticipatin%
s- Region . Area - 4, YETP Operator " Agent LEA's
- - ’ ) . s‘ .
s 1 NW Minnesota Cé%hLCenters CAA: Inter-~County 2 RIC's Comprise
(7 counties) (Crookston and . Community Coupcil 22 LEA's
N ‘ Thief River ‘Falls) ’
. . : T ‘ E : T 4
- ' o S
- 6W Upper Minn. Montevideo Prairie-Five 20 g7 4
. . River Vallesx' CETC CAA
T . (5 counties) ‘
. 'v’ k . : e
6E | . Kandiyohi, Willmar - .} | - willmar 15 -
Meeker,; McLeod{ CETC BT .CETC . B
_ and Renville .| - -
) Counties C
Central Minn., Qloud T ‘Trr‘County o 54" -
(4 counties)" CETC Tl AL CAA ' . .
| ’ | , ! o -
E. Central _ Mora CETC Lakes & Pines CAA | 4 -
.. Minn. : B
* (5 counties)
8 |  Southwest Mn. | Marshall CEIC & ‘Marshall CEIC & 42
. (9 counties) Worthington CETC .- Worthington CETC _
9 V>Sputh Céntral | New Ulm CETC _ :Minnesota Valley 19 0 . S
o . Mn: : Mankato. ‘CETC. " . CAC .
S * (9 counties) Fairmont CETC_ '
10 ‘Southwestern ngtonna;CETC Two CAA's: 3
. Mn. Rochester CETC - ‘SEMCAC :
(11 counties) Winopa CETC .

- GRW.
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Youth Employment Educatlon Unlt

- The first FY 1978 grant made’ by t%e offlce of Statew1de CETA
Coordlnatlon, Department of Economic, Security using its 5%
money was’'to €stablish a Youth Employment Unit within the _
. State Department of Education for the purpose of serving as:
a catalyst to improve CETA-LEA relatlonshlps and to provide
- technical assistance and support as approprlate- Since the
Unit was establlshed in August 1977, it was able to help in' -
facilitatgng CETA-LEA agreements by sponsoang a series of
\workshpps for LEA's (one in November and 1l in April) and
making joint: visits with BOS staff during the negotiation and -
start-up perlod In addition, CETA-BUS consulted with .the

Unit, ‘staff in developing the model agreement used throughout

the BOS.” The Unit has also worked with various teacher = .

associations to try to overcome the reluctance of teachers, fo

ccept new roles under experlmental learnlng programs ﬁuch as

ETP. : S

Lot

-
o

_ ‘ Youth Employment Education‘ Unlt-ls funded at $106 000 and”

when fully staffed will have'a director, three profess1onal

/ staff including two curriculum specialists -- one for career -

o development and one for basic skills, und a program specialist
who will rtoncentrate on issues related to academlc credit,
staff credentials, rflnanc1nq and other issues of concern to

+ local school dlstrlcts. Staff for the Unit was instrumental
in developing aspolicy on how work experlence programs effeét
state aid f13/nc1ng E ' - S P

The Governor's Office of Manpower, BOS and State Educat on
ostaffs all 1nd1cated/tremendous enthuS1asm and-support ‘or - -
‘this Unlt Local: school administrators and others interviewed

felt ‘that the Unit served a useful function in informztion
sharing and institutional brokering to get CEbA LEA cooperation
off. the ground. , An 1mportant challenge for the Unit will be
to develop a strong technical assistance capability that will
be:non-threatening to either side- and support1ve of their
mutual interests.

» 5

JProgram Improvement

- ]

-

The, CETf Dlrector s assessment of the 1mpact of YEDPA on the
'quallty of the in-schdol progr.am belng operated 1is that the

" legislation.and regulations forced the development of a more
comprehensive youth program than had existed before. However,
he belleves such programs would have developed anyway over

time. since’ su stantial CETA resources’ have gone to schools
- .over the past ears. .

K ' . . Y
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\ " Although CETA staff.was not happy with what they considered - - - .
,)' lack 6f flexibility in.the program, -they ‘were pleased with
‘the general improvement in youth programming since the . ,
implementation of YEDPA. For instance, the quality of work, - »
sites haS(improved under ¥ETP with work sites being developed « ;
outside the school setting. Because of the maintenance of. '
- ¥ effort provisions .under YETP, program operators®™have tended to
-3 upgrade their Title I program along with YETP implementation,
- It was expected that this cross-quer effect would improve the
quality, of worksites under the SPEDY program.

M

- »Several -people commented on  the bqufit1of the QareerfEmPIOyment
Experience which includes counseling®nd Supportive services :
‘along with work expeﬁ&ence progra Under s schools have Z(f
been ‘able to use various’ sourcgs o funds creatively to develop
more responsive comprehensive prog:r S - ‘ ’ REEEEN

.
A

Academic Credit-Staff Licensing e .

- . .
¢, State policy on academic credit is that it may be given for .
. experimental programs if the credit is needed by the student., L
..Credit ma¥ be given in~programs where the coordinator or teacher
has a vocationalveducatiOn license, 1If less than one hour per -
day. is spent in'the community, no,such special license is re~. -
quired. Usually; credits are given in elective areas, but “for
-one YCCIP program referred to previously, the state gives both
;elective and-required science credit.-for participation in :
- +the program.: : o ' '
' A , .

No major change in policy, such as giving credit for experiential
Pprograms. across the board will likely bg considered ‘until schootl
- administrators get a better feel for. the. scope:and.longevity of - *

‘prbgrams such as YETP. R : , ‘ .
: ‘ [N . v .

PR

. : . . : A ’ ! - " ~
fone Alternative School program in the state provides a good example of
how- the awarding of credit™has strengthened the program and -
‘hélped sell the concept. of alternative education to the local
school board parents and other students. The standards for
obtaining- credit are so stringent that no one considers the y - _
program a free ride. ' Students in this program- spend four ‘
-periods per day in the classroom and work ‘15 hours  per week :
within the community. cCredit for the classroom component is
-'given on the basis of productive time spent within the class-
Joom at a rate of one credit for each 120 clock. hours. Students
can.get up to two credits per school year for the work o
experience component. . The summer program does not grant any
school credits. . : : . '
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R Prlvate Sector o ;{ﬁjf"f .:_: o j"" :
2 bllC sector work s1tes ‘in rural areas . - ..
the llmltatlons of, pu |
. "were evident in visits to bot northern -and southern Mlnnesota,_}_
-~ sites. -In Re€gion I, public tor .jpob ‘'sites "are limited to
schools and a few social service agencies. The orlglnal T
~“Regiorn, I. YETP plan proposed to. subsidize private sector work . e

experlence in conjunction with the Work Exper1ence/Comprehen~ Q -
sive: Employment Program, which is operated by the schools.
Since' such a. program was not approved on ‘legal -grounds,: ‘the . ’
1n~scho?l ‘portion of YETP was cut from 85% to 45% of YETP funds:

.

i

‘Staff belleved that publlc sector s;tes dld not’ ‘provide the
necessary occupatlonal range for career explorations. Work
experience opportunltles developed in Reglon 10)include a’ N
secretarial job.in 4a. mllltary recruiting officg/, custodial"
work in a.national guard armory, and work in. a coffee houses .
. run\ly a communlty “agency. ' Since both Reglons visited are - l-:f
‘,W, ~ly engaged in agrieculture, there was an 1nterest to do _
- more in agrlculturaQ f1elds but no opportunltles ex1st in ‘the

.’,

in career guidance. and information sexvices bec
it is important to help young: people in rural ardas to obtaln
knowledge about opportunltles for educatlon,and employment
outs1de thelr 1mmed1ate geographlc area. S <

.o In Reglon 1, 5% of the YETP funds went to the Un1vers1ty of
Mlnnesota to operate a,Career Awareness Laboratory. The . vy

'laboratory ‘will act as.a resource center for the entire - oo
-.area o train . counselors and ‘teachers, providé staff orientation
as well as prov1de direct counseling and information services to
-youth and,others needing career. gu1dance. The intention is.to
‘establish a network of counselors in schools throughout the "area

eing served who will be able to .use the center on their own,
(frwtefef'youth and provide career guidance' sérvices in-schools.
It is hoped that the Employment Service will provide place— B
. ment. services. The laboratory will be tied into the state-wide -
. MOIS _program and will use a variety. of commerc1al systems. ..
Two 1mpress1ve career guidance centers ex1st in RegionX, :
one . associated with the: Area Vocatlonal Technical Institute 1n
. Red Wing. YETP youth: are beneflttlng from these centers as_*
part of th ir program. ' PN A
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Financing 4

. With generallY’decliniﬁg3enrollments,'school districts were
-worried- about the impact of YETP and. other community-<based
‘experiential learning programs on their state financial

.. Support. (ASAD) . : : ' '

'The‘stéte ﬁépartment_of Eduéétibn boiicy developed is that up

' this yedr, YETP funds are being used to pay'thé\ggrcgntage_-
- of operating costs over .and above the state aid received

to three hours per day..of the six required for state funding ..

.can be done outside the ‘classroom -- the policy also recognizes
- time spent in programs which are jointly funded with education
‘ sqch«as YETP. _ S S o _ - :

-

& .

" .The Aiternative‘School'brogram will be financed through

regular educational funding within the next twq years. ' In

because-of incréased attendance. It is. anticipated that in/

_FY 1979, YETP will pay only.for the lapse time while class-

- attendance in order to get more state aid'$%uld be a ma

-

_+room attendance builds up to full enrollment or the break-
‘even:point for each class/teacher situation, ,

It would appeaf that the désire'to maximize, average daily

incentive to interest schools in participating in a prgfram -
that encourages dropouts to return and potential dr uts to
stay in-school. The issue is much more complex in that ‘
school funding formulas requireflocal dollars to match state

-funds. 1In some cases communitiés do not have the resources
“td pay forugxpanded'educat%pn'programs. Furthermore, small,

relatively poor school districts are reluctant to institute

pi,new programs with federal or other funds unless they feel

confident that the additional .services can be maintained over

'a period ‘of time without creating an undue burden on their £

tax dollars. They do not want to build up expectations and
get people used to services: which cannot be -absorbed-into
local budgets. . Because .of YEDPA's original one-year
authorization, the long-term funding Assue remains and is of
concern. especially to smaller, conservative towns. One RIC

. Passed a resolution that no program would continue past

. . . X

federal funding,

~

. The other side of the coin is that YETP money has been used
-to “finance needed programs and serve youth such as dropouts

who could not be served under existing education resources.
The program developed is limited by the insufficient staff

~ that can be supported by program dollars. At the time of théu

-~
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visit,.three Title VI. funded counselors worked on. the 'Title
I and SPEDY programs. They could not reasonably be expected
to perform all of the requlred functions under YETP as well.
. .No other in-school staff was available. An* appllcatlon for-
. an Exemplary In-School grant was submitted in an attempt to
get funding for year- -round staff to work with youth

Las&éy, an important yssue to school adm1n1strators, partlcularly

in rthern Minnesota, - ‘is that it is difficult to justify build--
ing up, a new, and to some extent "nonessential"™ program while
®basic serv1ces and staff- are being cut back. 1In Region I, it
-was therefore convenient to add staff and resources at the RIC
rather than the local school’dlstrlct level

¥ . . -

Communlty Attltudes P

BOS Mlnnesota entompasses, for the most part, .small towns

where everybody knows everybody else.. "Problem youth" and
"problem families" are known to-the community, so a program:
‘geared to work with these populatlons can ‘easily become _ -
negatively labelled. .

: The'Austin_Altérnative School program is actually a small
., program option with the school. The concept of a separate
. program for such youth with.special needs met with substantial

opposition by the school board and teachers. Teachers felt
threatened.and the SChOOl board was worried about drawing
youngsters-out of the" regular school® program as well as.
reluctant to face f1nanc1ng such a program in the future.
‘Nevertheless, the ard was faced with a.relatively high
school dropout rate¥ compared with the rest of the State, and
decllnlng enrollments. :
The Vocational Education-Director for the Austin Public.
Schools can be credited with bringing about changed attitudes
in Austin by working with the school board and staff to
assuage their fears. At first, the school board established’
an Alternativée School Commlttee to study the proposal The
Board finally decided to go with a program to serve 15
youngsters who had been out of3school'at_least 90'days.,

Those teachers who had voiced greatest opposition to the

program were. included in the commlttee to select youth for

the program. ‘Three full-time staff people work with the 15. "

~youth in the program. The program was small enough not to be

‘highly visible, yet word got out among. staff and students

that the prggram was not easy. Parents and teachers have
n~happy.3?th changes in the behavlor and attltudes of the

students.’ S o ' :
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- Next year,-’?fprOgram wlll be 1ncluded in the: School Board
Program, -receiving greatly reduced support® by CETA. 1In ,
addition, the 90-day. dropout perlod will be shortened and an

" - evening optlon 1ncluded.-

- N
in Reglon I, staff 1nd1cated a ﬁroblem of developlng work s1tes
for .youth who have a bad reputatlon in their communities. * -
Lack of transportation and long d1stances between ‘communities
contrlbute to_the problem.. : ..

[

wfinstltutlonal Change . . . _{" e -0

L}

- The governmental structure and the long experlence of Varlous
. sectors of the community work1ng together provided a fertile

- .environment for .collaboration in respondlng to the challenges
of YEDPA. One. person 1nterV1ewed ‘in Reglon I suggested there
was no problem in working together because theré was mutual
“trust in the quality and rellablllty of programs belng
‘operated and a shared .faith in the competence of the publlc
off1c1aIs in" their communltles.

S

Y.

In Reglon X, the same cooperatlve sp1r1t was evident. - Unlike .
in the north, where scheols and communlty service agencies .
have, over the years, been forced to ‘work together because

of scarcity’ of resources, geographic and- other considerations ' ..

of seale/ the southeast has had more opportunlty to develop’
separate education and employment and training. systems. One. .
individual who has worked in the vocational education system-
for years had never worked with individuals he has met as a
result of YETP. He made the po&nt that .now that he has gotten
to know kindred souls working in related but, up to now, _
'separate areas. He will continue to WOrk with" tﬁ%m whether: ,
" YETP continues or not. He summed it up’ by saylng "Instltutlons
don't collaborate, people do." , : : : ;
¢ V4 . .
The CETA Director was confldent ‘that s1gn1f1cant Change would
be.taking place within schools a&and in the relatlonshlp between
' CETA and schools because of the fair and open process of .
communication and working together that: was’ started as part of -
YEDPA implementation. He gives credit to the State Education.
agency Youth Employment Educatlon Unlt for playlng an important:
0fac1lltatlve role:- :

*
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4. Negllglble ImpactS° Thef’“

e Félrfax County, Vlrglnla, YETP Program

.

Background

E

The ec0nom1c 51tuatlon in Fairfax County is good The un-
- .employed rate is approx1mately 3.5%. Housing constructiofi -
- is« expanding." Major corporate. headquarters are increasingly
being established in the County. High level jobs are

- ‘available to those with Skllls. The'County ‘populatiorn is

4*' predom1nate1y white., There is a growing black population

" -.and .a 91gn1f1cant number of Vietnamese. Most of the work-
"ing populatlon in the County is employed -in-. District of
Columbia and the publie transportation systef if designed -
for commuting to, and from the District. Travel. w1th1n the =
County via publlc transport 1s dlfflcult.vi

The T1t1e I CETA program has sponsored a large Engllsh
language program for the forelgnborn which is operated by
the Arlington- School DlStrlCt at their Northern Virginia
Training Center. 1In addition, CETA contracts ‘with the
Fairfax County School System are. t6 operate a skill tra1n1ng
program, primarily for those over 'l8 years- old, at Fort
‘Belvoir. The Army provides the facilities. Remedial
educatlon is prov1ded as needed in this prOgram.

Slnce NYC: days, the Falrfax County Schools have Operated an'
in-school work experience program and a summer youth program.
Both programs provide jobs within the school system, mostly
in maiéienance, food and clerical services. The. program
" has not changed much" since it was started in 1965. - The pro-
~gram is aimed at low income youth who need money to stay in *
school. Since the number of CETA youth within any junior or
- 'senior high school is low, numbers of youth in work sites is
low ‘and, superv151on ‘and personal attention is good._ The
prime sponsor 's assessment of the program is phat it per—
-.petuates race and sex bias in work-site placements and that
not enough job skills are developed but that the program
is honestly run and the. part1c1pants have real jObS and .
good work experlen e. .

N

The Falrfa ‘ty School- System operates compéehen51ve high
schools in which both academic and vocational curricula are
... available. -Each school has at least several vocational programs
such as automotive repair and cosmetology; - four schools have ‘
spec1al programs which are avallable to youth from ‘other schools.




- Bach high school has Sévéral cboperafiéﬂ\gfoérams which
. -~
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combine .classroom work and:workveggfri cé. Studentsion
thesg programs det .credjt .for the work .experience. A

Tather unique Program jig offered at a construction site . 4
wWhere youth are given academic -courses by certified teachers:

- at the work site. An evening-apprenticeshjp program in

A

the bujlding trades is ayailable to-adults. .This program-
18 sometimes used as an alternative to daytime programs
for jin-school Youth who are under 18 years of age.

A.Career Education.laW“Was,passed in the state legislature

- T®Quiring each-student t, have :a Sskill when he or she graduates.

There js also a requirement that placement gervices must be .
availaple within each high school. " Since apout 70%.0of hlghf?‘

8choo]l students in Fairfax county go on to.college, job

Placement and development of vocational skiils have not

een given high-Priofity, - rhe Career Education emphasis
does geem' to be Makihg. an impact on academic ,curricula,

. COunsgeling and guidance programs. There appears to.be-a

genuine interest in infyging the educational program for .

1 youth with career awareness. = - > '

‘The cpra’director and school officidls both indicated that,

1t wag .difficult to relgte the CETA or YETP jn-school program
to the school ‘oPerated yocational, ¢ooperative and career

~ educatjon programs becayse of the CONServitive nature of

.

r the gchool system, Particularly, the teachers involved in

these prqograms. The CEpa program is used to supplement the o

'SChool offered Programs py offering work experience

OPPortunities to those yho do not qualify for cooperative

‘Programs because they do not meet the prerequisites for ¢

ese programs. CETA serves predominantly.]4-16 year olds
Who aye too young for Co-op programs, special education -
Students and slow learners. ) - :

‘Nature of the Prime Sponsor-ipa A reement o S ‘
_The égreeméhﬁ} Signed March'ZO} 1978, %s betWeen'Faiffax .
County and the two school systems within it, represented by
‘the Fyirfax county Schoo] Board and the City of Falls Church

" 8choo] Board. The agregement specified that the LEA's will

Provige 56 students (53fin the Fairfax County Schools and .

~ three jn the.City of Falls church Schools) with work

©Xperjence at Sites withjn the school systems. .The agree-
ment jg for the Period January 1, 1978 to September 30, 1978

At a jevel of funding of §$61,484; this amount is 25% of the

total cgra“youth pudgetvofT$245,OOO:_.

I's
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'Admlnlstratlon of the program is by the Falrfax County
Schools and $11,346 of YETP funds-“hre allo&ated for the .
‘salaries of a program-director and one assistant. The . ¢‘,' -
budget also specified $5,614 to hire a part-time person c

to’ qoordlnate placement activities. Wages to youth
participants account for +the remalnlng $44 524 of the

4 ’ N ’ 4

‘Serv1ces spec1f1ed in the: agreement din addltlon to work
‘eXperience’ ‘include career guidance to assist youth in -
;maklng more informed occupational dec1s1ons, career and *

job information, work orientation, and supervision at the
work sites. Academic credit is to be provided where work

expérience is applicable to the student's schogl curriculum.
'Skill training is spec¥fied as an important component of -

the program and where poss1ble 60% of the youth.are to be
,prov1ded skill tralnlng. in the constfhctlon trades (15%),

\utomotive repair (10%), data processing (20%), warehouse -

anagement (5%), and food service (10%) . 'However, the
‘agreement clarified that the primary objectlve of the pro-
‘gram is "to reinforce positive work habits and job readiness
skills to make the trans1tlon from school to work a smoother
'process. . . o ¥ L
. : : [
Reachlngﬁthe CETA—LEA Agreement

-

~The process for reachlng the agreement was very stra1ght->
forward and haséd almost entlrely on the relatlonshlps that
existed prior to YEDPA." The prime sponsor called- Fairfax
County: Schools and Falls Church Schools to a meeting to dis-
‘cuss the YETP provisions.’ Falls Church has a separate-school.
system having previously separated. from the Fairfax system. -
-ATthough Falls Church had its own program deas, by population
it would be entitled to only 1 or 2 slots. It was decided
that only one CETA-LEA agreement would be s1gned and that one
with Fairfax’ County.  Falls Church would get a minimum of three
slots from Falrfa& County.o - o .

. Rl
<

Slnce ‘the pr1me Sponsor is/primarily 1nterested in Sklll

tra1n1ng ‘and ,programs lead1ng to direct placement in un-- -

. subsidized employment ‘and sinéé youth unemployment is hot
considered a crisis in. Falrfax,fthere was. llttle“enthu51asm

. for expanding the: in-school praogram as operated by the Fairfax -
County Schools. The prime sponsor, therefore, decided that
only 25%° of the YETP funds Woufd .go.to the 1n—school program.

4

. The prime sponsor requested that the Falrfax School develop a .
program above and beyond the Title I program which. would (1) up-
grade opportunities to develop acqulsltlon of lifetime skills; ‘
and (2) improved placement. services. There was no argument on either

[ ) 9.

o>
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s “éide bdtidue*tbla misunderstand’ g, neither side wrote up
- the agreement until the :1ast mégment. The pPrime ginserted

- targets for”eachﬁof the five new occupational areas developed
under the YETP program to encourage the school .system to_

a

generate worksites. - , o o
- The general lack of concern for the in-school proyram is :
illustrated by the fact that the CETA director was not aware .
of modifications made to the agreement after the signing.
. -He is also not concerned, with the slow rate of implementation.
... because he feels he could better use the money if the school.
_system does not reach the slot levels under the agreement. !
The. CETA director would have liked the schqol system to '
come up with something more innovative but felt that there
was not enough time and the amount of money was too small
to interest the schools.. The CETA director felt that he
had ,very little leverage to change the school's program
particufTarly because of the political “tension that exists
between the County government of which he is a part ‘and
the e}ected sc9oo1 board. | - - B -

Ty

Observations S o o : _% \ E
At the time of the visit, approximately 30 youtls were
~assigned to work sites within the school system.. This
was- considered good pyogress by the LEA, given the short
amount of timejavailggfe to plan and implement the agreement.
- Because it was decided at a later time to set up a summer
program-under the.agreement, the number of participants dur--
ing.\the academic year was neduged to approximately 40, the
remaining slots to go to summef¥ participants. '

. No counseling, career information, or ®Tareer planning ,
-activities were in operation although'it was reported that
career development.materials were being bought for CETA
youth. . The coordinator for placement activities had. not
‘been hired, but an individual had been identified for the

‘position. It was learned that this pepgﬁn would be responsiblg

3

for identifying work sites for the in-&chool program rather

“than placing program leavers in unsubsidized jobs. It was
reported that rno "participants were receiving academic credit
-for work experience. R S ‘
Identifying work sites was tonsidered a challenging task .
by both the 'CETA and LEA staff.  The CETA Director considered
the upgrading of the quality of work experiences to be the
most important contributiéon the YETP program could make . »

. to CETA youth programs.  The LEA was attempting to open '
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up new opportunhities for work experience within the school
system, but saw this being done through a slow and steady
.effort. ‘Students are reportedly placed in work sites only
‘where superv1slon is -based on a personal commitment’ by . the -
site superwisQr, and th rocess of gaining the cooperatlon
of potentxal work-slte g’gerVLsors is slow-mov1ng.
- The publlc transportatlon system in Falrfax County . was c1ted
by all as a severe constralnt on creating new work experiences
-since a youth has to have a car to travel to many work sites.
'~ The school system does not seem able to finance. travel to
-and from 31tes in the absence of public transportation.

Issues and Impacts }.

In the maln, the 1mmed1ate impact of the YETP funds is' to
increase the number ©of studepts. who are receiving subsidized

. work experiente. It is not Known whether the‘work skills
"and attitudes of the part1c1pants are being affected, but it
is clear that YETP youth are rece1v1ng no special treatment
beyond the worh experience itself. It is also clear that -
these YETP youth would not be gettlng the benefits they do
recelqg in the absence of the 22% set aside for 1n—school
programs. o o v v

The YETR®€unds have not had any notlceable 1mpact on the
; school ‘system itself; such as in raising the questlon of
special career plannlng classes - for CETA youth or raising
: for further céonsideration the critieria for awarding credit
s for work experience. These questioRrs will' probably “ret:
o ‘arise as long as the more urgent: tagsk is to find job sites
and youth to be placed in them. Program leadership says = '
_‘they would like to innovate, but in their eyes ‘there is no '
o~ ' time or money to do so.- ' N v
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i j‘ 5. 'Busingss As Usual:

v

Los Angeles CETA/School ﬁ@ograms ' S

:Background L .

1

Four CETA programs serve in-school youth in the city of. Los Angeles.;
Titlé I provides $5.0 million for some 1200-1300 youth :
slots in eight skills centers that receive both CETA and
Vocational Education Act (VEA) funds. Approximately o

+$2.8 million of this amount goes to students; the rest

“supports skill training for out-of-school youth. Title I

L4

°

- With the exception of YCCIP, students constitute -a substantial -

3“County school systein to provide services to 75 of its students.
\LAUSD also has a contract with the State Board of Vocational
* Education, wh1ch admlnisters a s percent setaside from Title I- <
'of CETA.

© LAUSD is a large urban school district w1th approx1mate1y
138,000 h1gh school students and some 34-36,000 graduates

- funds also support employment and training services for
. in~school youth that -are provided by other community~based

organizations (CBO's). -The ‘remaining three programs are

" under Title IIXI: The summer youth program- (SPEDY) which = = ~

00 jobs. for youth in 1977 at a cost of -

provided .
"$11.7 mil , and programs under the new YEDPA .
legislatltnamely,wghe Youth Employment and Training

‘Program . (YETP)

which provided 1800 slots in FY 1978 at a -
cost of $6.9 million, including $1.5 million which was spent
under an agreement with the Los Angeles Un1f1ed School
District (LAUSD) -—22 percent of the total --, and the

" Youth- Communlty Conservation and Improvement Projects Program

. (YCCIP) ‘which provided 200 slots 1n FY 1978 at a cost of $1 1
mllllon. ‘

Approxlmately 20 percent of a11 Title I funds are targeted on
youth and are administered by the CETA Youth Se'rvices Office.

. -

proportion of the youth served by theseé programs. LAUSD has

three separate contracts or financial agreements with the = . ‘
-Youth Services office - Title I, SPEDY, and YETP.. Inasmuch

as some students ‘in Los Angeles attend school in another prime
sponsor's jurlsdlctlon -i.e., Los Angeles County, the Los
Angeles City prime sponsor also has a congract with the LA

T
. s

per year since 1973. As high school enrollments have de- .‘f

~ﬂ clined during the last 5 years, the prpportlon of dropouts

has ‘declined also.. 'In 1976, the attrition or dropout rate

’Was 22.9 perqent compared—to 25.0 percent 1n 1972._ N
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Almost 8 percent ‘of Los Angeles high school students

' participate Tn 3 cﬁool—arranged work experience prograr..

Of the 11,041 who's participated in these programs in 1977,

9,488 were involved in cooperative education with private s

employer8, 955 were working for TAUSD and paid out' of CETA
funds, and 598 were attending continuation school work -

gomponents. ‘Many other. students 'work " during the year, in-
ludlng someé who get pald with CETA funds admlnlstered

1khrough some CBO's. - o N

4& The school-arranged programs are run 'by work exﬁerlence v
i ‘coordinators who are.found in eVery high school.  Some work
experlence coordin&tors supervise .the ‘regular’ €o-op program.
in the' private sector, while others supervise the’' CETA -
students working for LAUSD. - CETA" students working in CBO'S
are’ occaslonally counseled by the work éxperience coordlnators. §
Their effdorts are supplemented by some 30 work experience B
) advisors Who attempt to locate and develop works1tes for ,
students,- as well as assure that the work experience obtalned
", has educatlonal ‘value.” Fourteen of these work- experience .
advisors aré assigned to the CETa program, while 16 are
asslgned to- the regular cooperative (private sector) program
¢ ¢
Work experlence credit’ towérd graduation is- granted only
- when the work experlence is arranged and supervised by sch001
representat1Ves and 1is’ satlsfactorlly performed by the
students. Students must be regularly enrolled durlng the
session for which credit is granted, and they must. ‘attend
- related (career oriented) gnstructlon in order-to obtaln
'~ credit. _Fifteen hours of related instruction are scheduled
‘during eaCh emester. Vocational work experience enrollees
who take ing in the same (or a similar) field as their
- work experlenCe are éxempt from the special related
instruction class. All YETP CIlents must take the related
1nstruct10n class, which lncludes some career orlentatlon
. and personal assessment.

N

Nature of‘the-CETA/LAUSD ngeement'and Program Under YETP'

The contrac;/zéi;een the City of Los Angeles and LAUSD for
- YETP funds sfrves as the LEA agreement required by YEDPA.
In FY 1978 LAUSD received $1\5 million, an amount equal/to
22 percent of the total YETP funds®allocated to the city.
These funds allew LAUSD to prévide cafeer employment experi- -
‘ence and auxillary transition services, -including. occupational
testing, training, and career guidance and information. ' All
.Of the auxJ.Iiary serv1ces must serve stpdents Part1c1pat1ng o
in the work eXperlence program oo (\\\\ v v
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_Off1c1ally, the schools and the CETA youth offlce only had 3
days tc.do the Planning for the: CETA/LEA agreement-under-
YETP. The LAUSD work experience office was notified by the
superintendent that .the district would get 22 pergent of -
the YETP  funds golng to Los Angeles, and a proposal had to be
developed- rlght away. Though the work experiencé” ‘office was
-notified~late in the.game, the school district headquarters
kept itself-informed during the process of developing the
regulatlons Y telephonlng ETA's Office of Youth Programs as
well as eduggglon lobby groups in Washington, D.C. Unfor-
tunately, headquarters staff did little' to relay this
-information tq ‘the work experience ‘unit that ultlmately nad’

'+ to prepare thé YETP: proposal to CETA. o
As1de from some last mlnute 1nput from the Archd1051s
(parochial schools), CBO's made little contribution +to the
‘Planning process.v Similarly the Youth Council, which is a .
subcommittee of, the Manpower Planning Council, did meet to
consider YETP, but they did not have enough time to make any .
-substantive input. However, it should be noted that ‘the L
Youth -Council,. which was formed under SPEDY and augmented .
under YETP, has been one of the most .active committees of the

- Planning Council., 1In fact, it continued to' meet even whlle,-
the Plannlng Counc1l was w1thout a chalrperson. o

'hleen the short t1me frame to develop a proposal it ‘was
fortunate ‘that LAUSD had had long, ‘experience with MDTA and
‘CETA, being. Vlrtually the,only school district that the city
had"to ‘deal with. The NYC program had operated in the

' schools for 13 years, and there were ‘already T1tle T ‘and”’

' SPEDY contracts between CETA and LAUSD. With this back-.
ground and short time for planning, it is no wonder that what
LAUSD proposed to do w1th YETP funds was: qulte similar to what
1t was. d01ng with Title I and SPEDY funds.

o \
The only plannlng problem experlenced by the. schools, as1de'l
from the short planning period, was the fact that the \,» T e
minimum wage was increased to $2.65/hour, making it necessary

- to reduce the eXpected number of participants. Planning-
‘problems experienced by the CETA youth officé were that:

(1) there was uncertainty about the interpretation of new
regulations, making it necessary to avoid the reglonal office
and contact Washlngton dlrectly~ and (2) there was no time to
get approprlate 1nput from CBO's, the Youth Counc1l, or even.
‘the Ccity Councll."Perfunctory approval was given because
there was noth&ng else that could be done




Y

‘,‘;. B R “ . - . S 36 = ’ B . ﬁ

Program Observatlons

-

" Both the CETA youth offlce and the work experlence staff of
" LAUSD saw YEDPA aé‘an opportunlty to expand work experience
- programs  that were already in place for in-school and out=-of-
‘'school*youth. , Despite the fact that some 2500 more youth
could be served with the additional $6.9 million, both
= * organizations felt it was a "drop in the bucket" and that . ... ;
3 ( much more money was needed to address adequately the youth
: employment problem.

_ _ : TEEE
* Not much attentlon was pald bfycé:ither organlzatlon to thL
‘quality or career relatedness,df work experience under YEDPA,

desplte the law's 1ntent to ad ess this. There were several
reasons.. . Both..the 'CETA and sc ol people were frustrated at
not_having sufficient time for plannlng. The school's work
\experience staff hardly knew what was ig YEDPA, other than it
was a separate line item in the budget, "and the CETA youth
programs staff felt soroverworked and understaffed that they .
- 'did not have the time to do serious programming with the .
-,schools., CETA staff were, particularly’ 1rr1tated with the.
increasing number of CETA programs that required additional’
paperwork (to get; grants) but with insufficient increase in. .
staff. The CETA people- felt that it was politically ‘impossible
.td withhold the 22 ‘percent setaside from the schools; the -
.quality arguments  (for withholding the school funds) ‘just i i
would not wash with either the city C unc1l or the Mayor., B
. Further weakenlng the CETA hand was,the fact that for all.
practlcal purposes there. was only one school district to deal
with; hence, the pos51b111ty of having several school
districts compete. for scarce YEDPA funds was not an option.
For the above reasons, ‘then, the CETA/LEA agreement was more
~a compliance than a: planning document. ' YEDPA during its first
year had little 1mpact on the quality of the~work experlence.
Spendlng the oney was the prlmary goal ;FE;'v o
‘ SUAReE T LR
Tradltlonal school pollcy for awardlng academlc\bredlt was
‘another important reason for the rather. hum@ﬁum type of work:
experlenée offered. "Seat time" or attendande is’ the: prlmary
e crlterlon for gettlng credit tow8rd graduation, whether the -
' “ “student i§ in the classroom or in a work settlng. Students in
the work experience program get credit for” reporting to work,
regardless of the type of work. Co=-op students in private. =
industry may obtain credit *for working in McDonald's (fast"
food sérvice) or in.a bank,'and students. paid w1th‘CETA funds
[ ‘can get credit for sweeping floors on LAUSD. property..: There
is no requirement that work experience must be related to the
~-academic program, nor that competencies derived-from work ex-
/ T perlence must be submltted to a test for the purpose of

. et 3 ' . . \/"v PR
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4obta1n1ng cred1t. Thus far, YEDPA has not affected these Ry
practices, other than to require that,students paid with YEDPA*
funds obtain at least’ lS hours of (career—orlented) related
1nstruct10n . R .

_Academlc cred1t is one-area targeted for attentlon in thé
. next - fiscal year, according to the local CETA Youth staff.
CETA wants the schools tp explore néw ways of providing | .
academic credit for competencies derived from work’ experlence .
v . and to be more selective ‘about . the kinds of-work .for which AR
crsdlt will be given. Furthermore, the CETA staff is o
—interested in having the CBO's work with ‘the schools to
provide academic credit for work experience obtalned by-both- .
students and outrof-school youth‘ : . . :
_ Fortunately, the schools ‘already haVe in place a procedure
. called "individual study" which could be utilized more to help
. students obtain credit for work experience. The student under
. this program .can develop his. or her own ‘work experience program;
"including self~employment, “and convrnce a teacher and career
adv1sor that he or she has learned spmething- worthy of academic.
credit. The t€acher he' Ps the student organlze this experlence
and provides the needed”academic superv1s1on The career
"advisor would be the school s llalson w1th the studéent's
"employer : :

Y
.

ffﬁIn addltlon to. expandlng part1c1patlon in- 1nd1v1dual study,_
‘the provision of academic credit for competencies- derlved , .
: from,work experlence would be: facilitated by some revisions in. S
‘* California State law. The preseht law stipulates that credit
can be p;OV1ded only to:enrolled students by a certlfled
.teacher. Out=of- school youth cannot get school credit for
work experience. " The establishment (in law) of some
alternative -credentialing Procedure to.allow stude ‘
students alike to get school credit for competencie theéy can -7 ..
) 'demonstrate, ‘wherever they wére derived, would be . irable from . 7
© the standp01nt of 1mplement1ng the academlc credit prov1s1ons
_»;of YEDPA.. " - . o ke . S

vy AL
».‘,

.and non- .

&,Desplte the rather poor quallty of the work experience.offered ° Yo
- to many of the students and the fact that academic credit BRI
practices ve not been changed to improve this,’ CETA school o
relations are perceived to be p051tlve. .. During the early N
years of CETA, school personnel, who were irritate at having
less influence than. they did under MDTA, part1c1pa3§§ muth ‘ -
.. less in CETA than-they do now. Prior to 1976, only'Ghe CETA - °
“"employee . was assigned to school programs . Today, CETA has 3
" contracts, with LAUSD. (Title I, SPE and YETP) and some 6
T profess1ona1 staff’ to’ admlnlster the in-school program
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Both CETA and LAUSD would be dellg d to expand these
programs and provide more jobs- to uth. However, both
groups ‘believe that the" passage of . Eroposltlon 13- to " ..
- limit property taxes will frustrate/gny attempt to expand _
because of the 1nab1l1ty to.- obtaln suff1c1ent persanel for -
supervxslon. S e . ._.t, . ; 3 .
* . . -',- - L '.(r
‘One CETA’ adminlstratlve practlce that may’ COntrlbute to the
1solatlon of the :schools /from the rest of the communlty is
“the requlrement not to permlt a contractor to ‘subcontract.,
< 8chools must. spend thelr CETA 'funds 6n students and schooi
g personnel d1rectly.. Students paid out of CETA funds are B
M considered as employees of LAUSD and work under the supérﬁ_
v;glon of*LAUSD staff. They cannot: contract out certalnf
services nd youth Jobs to communlty-based ‘organizations -
(CBO'S) fP the ‘non-profit sector, and: for 1nsurancevpurposes,,
" 'by decree of the Superintendent's office, they” cannot even
pPlace. students in works;tes othér than those under the
aegis® of LAUSD. The rationale for.. thzs is to avoid lawsuits .
that may result from, stugent acc1dents or’ behav1or whlle work- o
1ng on. ther(CETA-subs1dlzed) LAUGD payroll. o :

Two other factors which limit the capablllty of thé schools
.~to find Jobs for CBTA-ellglble youth are busing and -the 'dis-
trlbutlon of CETA . slots ‘into 6 labor market areas. Because
of the time lost in getting bussed té and from school, many .
ellglble students cannot get back to’ the1r ‘home nelghborhood

<~ in time to part1c&pate in. school—arranged work experience .
that normally takes place in the; afternoon.f Nor can these
. bussed students woérk in the: nelghborhood of ‘their schools _
‘because of a ‘City Council ordinance requlrlng CETA slots to”
be allocated only to those individuals who work in the same: . .
-labor market area where they reside. Even if such an ordinance
were nét in effect, bussed students would still: face the problem
oT how to get home 1f they worked in 'the. afternoon.' : .

To - get out of th1s dllemma, school personnel suggested
(a) abandoning, the requlrement to work in- the same lahor
market area where one resides, (b) extendlng the school.: day 4
to permit work experlence in 'the-morning as well as in the B
a‘afternoon, which, in turn, waquld enable work experience '
Students to take their K academic classes in the afternoon, (c%
rov1d1ng transportatlon funds™to bussed work experience
“‘students so that'they:could. get .to- and from work, or (d)- prov1d1ng
more flex1ble,bus schedules t6 pick: up students at different @
‘'times. CETA. youth office personnel were not terribly R
optimistic or suppbrtive about changing the labor market area.
».'requlrements or prov1d1ng extra funds for student transportatlon.,

The allocatlon of slots by ; labor market area“preSents yet: -
another problem for plannlng, namely, the prov1s1on of jobs .
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tp youths that need them the most, particularly during the
‘summer. Some dreas like Watts are continually oversubscribed
with many more youths. seeking jobs than the number available
through CETA. Other areas like thé San Fernando Valley have
to scout around for eligible youth to fill the slots that
have been allocated. Occasionally, unused slots will" be
returned toc the CETA office for redistribution, but by the

. time this happens, employers have already made their summer
‘hiring decisions and- cannot take on more people. Because of
the po;itical'advantages‘accruing to City Councilmen (e.gq.,
shewing constituents their ability to get Federally subsidized
jobs for the district) it is unlikely that the allocation of
slots by labor market area will be discontinued. - ‘

Issues and Impacts

2

- In Los Angeles, YEDPA has not had much impact the -
schools, .other than to expand the kinds of CE¥A-supported

. Wwork experience programs that were already in place and -

-~ tq Provide more follow-up and jobs for 12th graders. The

- schools freely admitted is but indicated they had no
time for planning and little information about YEDPA itself.
Moreover, they felt program quality would have been improved
if there were more dollars for supportive services and B
supervision of students engaged in work experience. School

. personnel indicated that they would do better planning and

. supervision if there were less Federal paperwork and
administrative requirements. Two suggestions to cut down
ontxhese-weqe to (a) -write two-year (rather ‘than one-year)
contracts with CETA, and (b) allow all students to be
eligible fot CETA- supportd work experience. 1In addition
to lessening the time and effort spent in recruitment or in-
take, elimin%ting the economic criterion for eligifhility would
remove any stigma from participating in the program while
probably not changing in any significant way the types of
Students currently served. Also, school personnel felt that
all” students, regardless of their family income, could
benefit from work experience. Moreover, they felt that 9th
and 10th graders should become more involved in work
experience programs, inasmuch as these may be . instrumental
in preventing dropouts. '

.

The major impact of YEDPA on the CETA organization itself
was to increase their workload and staff. ' The Youthk staff
vigorously disagreed with separate categorical programs
under CETA and saw no reason why YEDPA should not be
consolidated under Title I employment and trdining programs.
Consolidation, they felt would decrease' paperwork and hence
free them to work more closely with the schools in develop-
ing programs.
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Both the CETA prime sponsor .and the schools felt their
problems could be solved by more money and staff. CETA :
personnel wanted more Federal dollars to provzde their
own technical assistance to schools and GBO's. “Despite
‘their. favorable impression of the DOL/HEW regional work-
shops on YEDPA, they were not terribly excited about the
prospects of gettlng more technical assistance from the
Federal Government. .They .did, however, feel the need to
do more. traveling to conferences and demohstration sites
and desired funds that would support such travel.

Neither administrative nor community participation-
arrangements were influenced much by YEDPA:. CETA's :
linkages -with the schools were well established prior to
YEDPA and a youth subcommittee of the Planning Council

was already functioning: before the requirement under YEDPA
to establlsh a Youth Council.

In summary), ¢ other than providing more money and jobs, YEDPA
was not, viewed as a new opportunity by either the CETA or
school personnel. There was little effort or desire to be’
innovative with respect to creating quality career-type
work experience with academic credit, nor were there any
concerted efforts to improve management of the program by
involving other teachers or volunteers. A variety of reasons
were offered why things couldn't be any different--that the
"system" Jjust would not permit new structures, that there
was too much red tape, and that other institutions would not
respond. In short, CETA and school staff seemed.comfortable
with the current arrangements. Doing anything different
just did not seem to be worth their effort.
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