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PROFILES OF WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAMS IN TEXAS

Introduction

Under an Interagency Agreement between the Texas Department of Commerce and
the University of Texas at Austin, researchers at the Center for the Study of Human
Resources provided technical support for the development of the Human Invesiment
System -- an integrated approach to planning, administering and delivering human resource
programs designed to improve the efficiency of service delivery, the effectiveness of the
services provided and the overall productivity of the Texas workforce.!

A significant part of the supporting research effort was directed toward identifying
the major barriers to program integration. This involved analyzing education, job training
and employment programs that contribute to the development of knowledges and skills of
the actual or potential workforce. The primary focus was on the larger federal and state
programs that were administered by state agencies through sub-state delivery systems. The
objective was to develop and test a framework for profiling programs that would facilitate
analyses by policy makers and could be uniformly replicated on a larger scale.

The research was guided by two key assumptions: first, state policymakers want a
rational delivery system for workforce development programs that, at the same time, will
be flexible enough to respond to local needs; and second, that by proposing such an
integrated system policy makers do not want to create a new bureaucratic structure, but
rather to move toward a single system by consolidating and strengthening the primary
employment and training delivery system already in existence -- a coherent infrastructure
where the fundamental intergovernmental relationships have been in place for almost
twenty years and the private sector is fast becoming an equal partner with state and local
governments.

1 The terms human resources or workforce development are often used interchangeably in reference 1o
education, job training and employment programs designed Lo enhance an individual's productivity and
employability.



The Approach

After an extensive review of human resource programs, 16 major programs were
identified as being directly related to workforce development. As potential candidates for
inclusion in an integrated system, these programs were singled out for intensive analysis.
They represent most, but not all, of the human resource programs currently operating in
Texas. It should be noted that these program profiles were largely developed in the spring
of 1991, based on information available at that time. With the help of staff from these
programs, some additional work was performed to update the profiles as of August, 1991.
Almost by definition such program information will always be slightly out of date.

A few small federal and state programs and all of the federal workforce
development programs that are presently administered outside of the state government
structure (e.g., the Job Corps) are not included. Though not profiled here, the smaller
federal and state programs should definitely be incorporated in any integrated workforce
development system that may be developed for Texas.

A standardized approach was used to profile and analyze each of the programs
selected. After a careful review of the enabling legislation and implementing rules and
regulations, information on each program was organized using a common format that
highlights the program's goals, target population, participant eligibility, allowable services,
administrative structure, funding flow and nature of the local service delivery system. This
format facilitated the identification and analysis of potential barriers to integration from two
different, but highly related, perspectives: one related to integrating the management or
administrative structures and the other related to integrating program services at the local
level.

The profiles that follow represent an initial effort to establish a framework for
identifying potential barriers to program integration. Using this framework a number of
generic barriers -- those obstacles likely to be encountered when attempting any level of
program integration-- are identified. More definitive work on specific barriers cannot be
undertaken until state policymakers decide what specific programs they wish to integrate
and to what degree. The number and nature of the specific barriers encountered will vary
with the nature and degree of integration desired.




The options for the level or degree of program integration are many and range from
simply creating mechanisms that encourage state agencies to better coordinate some aspects
of separate, but related, programs to actually consolidating the management and service
delivery components of separate programs to the point that they lose their former identity to
all except the state agency staff who must continue to account for expenditures and report
results to separate federal and/or state funding sources.

Generic Barriers to Program Integration

Using the profile format referenced above, a number of common barriers likely to
be encountered can be readily identified, regardless of the level or nature of program
integration undertaken. There are few, if any, surprises on the list for anyone who has
been involved in previous attempts to coordinate workforce development programs;
however, they are worth highlighting once again as a lack of proper attention to these
obstacles most often undermines even the most thorough program integration efforts.

Lack of Executive Leadership The primary barrier to program integration efforts
initiated by state government has been the lack of a clear sense of direction shared by the
key state policymakers: the Governor, the Lieutenant Governor and the Speaker.
Unfortunately, in Texas -- with the decentralization of power in state government and an
executive branch dominated by independent Boards and Commissions -- no one of the
above elected officials alone can provide the required leadership, and a
significant restructuring of workforce development programs is unlikely to ever come from
any one of the administering agencies. The State's elected leaders must be willing to make
a sustained and unwavering commitment to a common plan for program integration, clearly
articulate the vision over and over again and take the heat inevitably associated with
changes required to implement the new system.

Lack of a Conceptual Mode] for Integration = While proponents of integrating

workforce development programs hold out prospects for more efficiency, cost cutting
and/or more effective programs, there is no generally accepted, conceptual model, or set of
general principles to guide any such integration effort. Without such a model, there are no
common bases and consistent criteria for evaluating alternative proposals for integration.
In this situation any number of program combinations can lock equally promising, making




decision making even more difficult and building support among state policymakers for
continuing the status quo.

The Reality of Categorical Programs  The inherent nature of the public policy

process is to react to a specific problem with a specific treatment. With few exceptions,
government is unable to respond to problems with more than an incremental or partial
solution. The organization of government -- the committee and subcommittee structure of
legislative bodies and the implementing bureaucracy of the executive branch -- reflects this
reality and produces categorical programs which tend to create separate bureaucracies,
funding channels, and reporting systems to account for program activity and expenditures.
This environment, which is not likely to change significantly, makes a high level of
program integration more difficult, but not impossible.

Institutional Resistance to Change  The 16 workforce development programs
profiled here are administered by seven separate, relatively autonomous agencies of state
government. Most of these programs have been in existence -- in one form or another --
since the 1960s; one since 1917 and another since 1933. Each of these programs has its
own well-entrenched constituency -- a separate state bureaucracy, local service delivery
system (the traditional service providers), program clients and political supporters. While
these groups readily recognize the problems in categorical delivery systems, they each have
a strong commitment to the status quo and automatically resist moving from the known to
the unknown, regardless of the potential efficiencies. This resistance can, and often does,
subvert even the best program integration efforts.

Lack of an Integrated Information Management System  Although the technology

is available, a single system supporting a common data base capable of performing the
accounting and reporting procedures required for an integrated program delivery system is
not in place. Building such an information system represents a mammoth task and one of
the most formidable barriers to program integration.

Findings and Observations
There are a number of findings and observations from the research that merit

serious consideration, regardless of the final decision as to the nature and level of program
integration undertaken in Texas.



1) The most startling finding from the research is that from a program or systems
design perspective there are no insurmountable barriers to integrating the 16
workforce development programs profiled in this report. Indeed, there are
innumerable challenges to meet and obstacles to overcome; however, with a sustained
commitment, a high level of program integration -- even one approaching a total
consoclidation of administrative functions and service delivery systems -- can be achieved.
The real issue is not one of barriers, but of developing and clearly articulating a logical
proposal for program integration and building the political support required for
implementation.

2) In most discussions of program integration, the technical differences among the
various workforce development programs are exaggerated while the fundamental
similarities are often overlooked. It is important to recognize that these programs are
created by separate laws and implemented with their own set of government rules and
regulations. They are funded categorically and administered by a number of different
federal and/or state agencies as separate programs. Through special targeting and program
eligibility requirements their resources tend to be directed toward somewhat different, yet
clearly overlapping, "significant segments” of the population. However, from a
broader perspective, the programs are all fundamentally alike. They have
similar purposes and goals related to enhancing employability and economic self-
sufficiency and almost all are formula funded through agencies of state government to
regional or local entities. They also authorize a highly similar set of services that are
provided in a remarkably similar fashion. Though the emphasis varies from program to
program, they all typically provide:

+ intake, eligibility determination, assessment, and referral services for getting

people into the programs;

» basic education, occupational skills training, job readiness and job search

training to develop the clients’' knowledges and skills;

* support services, most often transportation and child care and sometimes

counseling, to support clients while they are in the programs; and,

* job placement and follow-up services to help program graduates find and hold

productive employment.

Further, most of the agencies administering these programs follow a common
approach to providing services. The state agency (or its designated local entity) uses its



own staff to provide the "front-end services" such as intake, eligibility determination,
assessment, referral; to track participants, program activity and expenditures; and to make
the necessary reports to the various funding sources. Then, for the most part, they contract
with other public and private vendors for developmental services such as basic education,
occupational skills training, job placement and various support services.?2 The similarity
in the way services are delivered enhances the likelihood for successful
integration of workforce development programs.

3) Categorical programming of workforce development programs targeting special
population groups has produced separate and highly duplicative administrative structures --
an unnecessary duplication that, in effect, diverts scarce resources from direct services to
clients. The duplication is evident from three different perspectives.

« First, looking horizontally at the existing array of workforce development
programs, highly similar administrative functions -- planning, program design,
contracting, and monitoring -- are performed for each of the separate programs.

» Second, locking vertically at the separate program delivery systems, almost all
have multiple administrative levels typically including most of the following:
federal, federal-regional, state, sub-state, local and finally, at the bottom of the
system, the providers of services. This hierarchical structure of federal, state,
regional and local bureaucracies needs to be flattened out to reduce the
duplication and confusion, to make programs more responsive to local needs
and to get more of the available resources spent on direct services to clients.

» Third, looking at these programs from the perspective of the local service
delivery system, there is evidence of needless duplication of front-end services.
Each program has its own intake, eligibility determination, assessment and referral
system, even though the key eligibility criteria and much of the information required
from clients are alike for most of the programs. Consolidating these front-end
services for all workforce development programs would result in a more efficient
delivery system and much less bureaucratic hassle for potential clients. Often,
however, it is argued that technical differences in eligibility requirements, different

2 There are some exceptions. For example, job placement services at the Texas Employment Commission
are currently provided by agency staff.




measures of income and different definitions of assets prevent the development of a
common intake, assessment and referral system. Though problematic, these
differences can be accommodated with "expert systems" software. Moreover, if the
consolidation includes a large number of different workforce development
programs, the technical differences can be managed so that most of the eligible
clients can be offered a logical sequence of services needed to enhance their
employability.

Any program integration effort needs to address all three types of duplication.
Workforce development services can be provided to those in need of
assistance without the wasteful balkanization of programs, the multiple
administrative layers and the duplication of front-end services we now
tolerate.

4) The federal government has long encouraged closer coordination of workforce
development programs; however, for the most part, federal programs continue to operate
categorically. A classic case in point is the Department of Labor's Employment and
Training Administration where the Unemployment Insurance, Employment Service and Job
Training Partnership Act programs are administered by three separate divisions. State-
initiated program integration efforts must recognize that program
consolidation at the federal level is not likely to go beyond legislative
language that encourages coordination at some other level in the
intergovernmental system. Successful integration of programs and services at the
state level will require accounting and reporting systems that accommodate the realities of
the federal structure.




INDEX TO PROGRAMS

Adult Education: Adult Education Act, Title ITI-B and State Funding

Secondary Vocational Education: Foundation School Program—
State Funding

Secondary Vocational Education: Perkins, II-B, Subpart 1
Secondary Vocational Education: Perkins, II-C

Postsecondary Technical Education: Community Colleges and Technical Institutes—
State Funding

Postsecondary Technical Education: Community Colleges and Technical Institutes—
Perkins II-B, Subpart 1

Postsecondary Technical Eduction: Community Colleges and Technical Institutes—
Perkins II-C

Job Training Programs for Disadvantaged Adults and Youth: Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) Title I1-A (78%)

Summer Youth Employment and Training Program: Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
Titde I1-B

Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance (EDWAA): Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA) Title III

Jobs Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS): Family Support Act, Social Security Act and
State Funding

Food Stamp Employment and Training Services (FSE&T): Food Stamp Act and State
Funding

Senior Community Service Employment Program (SCSEP): The Senior Texans
Employment Program (STEP), The Older Americans Act

Employment Service: Wagner-Peyser Act
Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA): Trade Act

Vocational Rehabilitation Program: Vocational Rehabilitation Act and State Funding



Program/Funding

TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE (TAA)

Source TRADE ACT

Purpose «To provide employment services, training and allowances to persons whao lose their job as a result of increased impaorts.
Leglsiative «FEDERAL: Trade Act of 1974, a3 amended by the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988,

Authority »STATE: None.

Goals +To enable eligible wotkers to find new employment.

Target Population

*Warkers who lose their jobs or whose hours of work and wages are reduced s a result of increased impons.

Particlpant Bligibility

<AGE: Nonc. *INCOME: None. -U.S. CITIZENSHIP: No.

*OTHER: A group of at least three workess (or their union or suthorized representative) must fisst file s petition to establish group
cligibility with the federal govemment through the Office of Trade Adjustment Assistance of the USDOL. If a Centification
of Eligibility is issued, the workers must have lost their employment (or had wages and hours reduced to 80% or less of their
average weekly wage) during the specific period of time comained in the Cenification,

Particlpanl Services

sMonetary benefits payments--Trade
Readjustment Allowances (TRA)—-afer
exhaustion of Unemployment Insurance
Benefits

sJob scarch allowances
*Relocation allowances

*Occupational skills training
sRemediation

Administrailve Structure
Federal
« Slate
* Local

+UJS Department of Labor

*Texas Employment Commission (TEC).

+Texas Employment Comunission Local Offices. Approximately 50-60 Local Offices are involved with TAA participants st any one
time.

Program Fuading
« Program Year
«  Amount/Service
Level

¢ Federal/Slate
« State/Local

+ Constraints

+October 1 -- September 30 (i.e., the Federal Fiscal Year).

*FFY 1991 (ending 9-30-91), approx. $12.2 million (sll federal) and 13,143 served. Additicnally, spproximately $600,000 of the
10% Wagner-Peyser Govemar's discretionary funds are used to fund 32 staff positions in the TEC State and Local Offices who work
with the TAA program.

Federal funds are advanced quarterly to the State based on a state projection of need for the quarter.

«The funds flow directly from the TEC State Office. The Panticipant Sexvice Plan is developed by the TEC l.oul Office and
approved by the State Office. The State Office directly reimburses Service and Training Providers and pays allowances directly 10
participants.

«The centification process does not allow state and local funding discretion.

«Typically 15-20% of the funds received by the state may be expended for administrative costs in addition 1o program funds.

Program Management
+ Planning

+ Evaluatlon
» Management
Informatlon

Syslem

TAA occurs largely st the federal level. Each component of the program is reactive in nature to specific siwations in
which workess lose their jobs duc Lo imports, petition USDOL for program serviees, and are centified by USDOL.

+There arc no planning requirements placed upon the state or local level.

*There is no evaluation system in place.

*The TEC centralized, sutomated data system for individual job applicants (Applicant Dawa System) is used for TAA participants.

Service Ddivery System

o Inlake,
Eliglbllity
Determination
and
Assessment

+ Case
Management

+The TEC state office secures s list of those certified by USDOL and sends » call-in natice 1o individual workers asking them to
coitact the local TEC office.

oMot used.

State-Level Barrlers
to Program

Federal program only available to certified workers in specific lay-offs due to imports.

Integration

AUGUST 1991



Program/Funding
Source

ECONOMIC DISLOCATION AND WORKER ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE (EDWAA)
JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (TTPA) TTTLE HI

Purpose +To provide effective planning and delivery of job training and employment services to persons experiencing employment dislocation
because of downtums in local labor market or shifis in the general economy.
Legislative «FEDERAL: Job Training Partnership Act of 1982; amended by the Economic Dhslocation and Worker Adjustment Act, Section
Authority 6302 of the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act (OFCA) of 1988,
*STATE: Texas Job Training Partnesship Act of 1983,
Goals +*To establish an early adjustment capacity for workers and firmis facing cconomic dislocation. Programs stnve to provide

comprehensive services ta workers regardless of the cause of dislocation; foster labor, management and community pantnerships with

govemment; and emphasize retraining and employment services mher than income support.

Targel Population

sWarkers who have been terminated or 1aid-off or have received a notice of 1ermination or lay-off or who are long-term unemployed.

Participant Eligibility

«AGE: 16 and oldex sINCOME: No. +U.5. CITIZENSHIP: No.

OTHER: Eligible dislocated workers” refers 1o individuals who:
A). have been terminated or laid off, or who bave received notification of icrmination or lay off, are entitled 1o unemployment
compensation, and are unlikely to retum to their previous industry or occupation;
B). have been terminaied or have received notification of termination due to permanent closure of or any substantial lay off at an
employmeni facility, plant, or enterprise;
). are long-lerm unemployed and have limited opportunitics for employment in the same or similar occupation in their area of
residence, {including older individuals who may face substantial barriers to employment by reason of age);
D). were self-employed (including farmers and ranchers) and are unemployed as a result of economic conditions ar natural

disasters.
A displaced homemaker may also qualify for services as an "additional dislocated worker”,
Parilcipant Services | »Occupational skills training ~Counseling and asscssment +Suppart services (including needs-related
sLiteracy Job search astisunce payments)
+Basic Education eJob placement *Redocation assistance
«Remediation ~Job development

Adminisimtlve Structure
+ Federal
» Stale

+ Local

«U.S. Department of Labor

«Office of the Govemor. The State Job Training Coordinating Council (SJTCC) provides program oversight and dirceis policy
recommendations to the Governor. Each state is required 1o designate a Dislocated Worker Unit (DWU) or office. In Texas this
designation has been assigned to the Work Force Development Division (WFDD) of the Texas Depanment of Commerce (TDOC).
The WFDD adminisicrs the Tite Il / EDWAA Formula Funds (60%), the State Reserve Funds (40%), the Rapid Response
Activities, and the Secretary’s National Reserve Fund programs, in addition to providing suppont for the SJITCC and bearing
administrative responsibility for other JTPA programs.

+*The Govemor, after receiving recammendations from the STTCC, designates sub-state arcas (S5As) for service delivery and a sub-
state grant recipient for each S5A in accord with an agreement among the Govemor, the Chief Elected Official(s) and the Private
Indusiry Council(s) far each S5A , In Texas there ate currently 33 S5As whose boundaries and grant recipients approximate the
JTPA TIA service delivery suucture.

Program Funding
« Program Ycar
+  Amount/Service
Level
+ Federal/Slale

+ State/Local

« Constraints

«July 1 - June 30
«PY 1990 $39,866,018 and 24,294 panicipants.

+Of the total appropriated federal Titte [ funds, 80% is allocated by the ULS. Secretary of Labor to each of the states by a formula
that allots onc-third on the basis of relative number of unemployed individuals, one-third on the basis of the relative number of
cxcess unemployed individuals("excess number™ defined as the number which represents unemployed individuals in excess of 4.5% of
the civilian labor force in the state), and one-third on the basis of the relative number of individuals unamployed for 1S weeks o
more. The remaining 20% of the federal appropriation is held ag the Secretary’s Nationa] Reserve Fund and is allocated to the states
far specific projects and emergency situations,

+The Govemor may reserve not more than 40% of the State allotment for administration, technical assistance, program coordination
with the unemployment compensation system, special projects, and rapid response activities. The remainder is allocated 1o the
substate areas by a formula prescribed by the Govemnor based on the most appropriate information available, Minimally, this
information shall include innured enemployment dats; unemployment concentration data; plant closings and mass lsyoff data;
declining industries data; long-term unemployment dats; and farmer/rancher econamic hardship data,

*At least 50% of the funds expended by the substate granies must be for retraining services. (The SSA may appeal for a waiver.)
*Not more than 25% of the funds expended by the SSA or the Governor may be used 1o provide supportive services, including needs
related payments.

+Not mote than 15% of the funds expended by the SSA ar the Govemor may be used to cover administrative costs.

Program Manzgement
+« Planning

« Evaluation

+ Management

+Annually, the Govemor is required 1o develop a satement of goals and objectives for job trining and employment programs,
Additionally, in arder to receive the state's Title III allotment, the Govemnor is required by law to submit a biennial Suaie Plan for
Title [T 10 the U.S. Secretary of Labor. This plan describes how the staie will operate its dislocated worker program. The Title IIT
state plan is incorporated into the Govemor's Coordination and Special Services Plan by reference. The Plan, developed and
recommended 1o the Govemnor by the SJTCC, describes and evaluates JTPA resource utilization for the preceding biennium, and
porirays the projected goals, objectives, means, policy, and measures for the fonthcoming two year planning period. ‘The Plan
provides state policy guidelines to the SSAs, which ase responsible for program design, operation, and management at the local
level.

+At the local level, cach substaic granice is required to submit to the G a job training plan, reviewed by the SJITCC, for two
program years. The local plan describes service delivery to dislocated workers, costs, participant characteristics, performance goals,
cligibility procedures, expenditures and coardination efforts with the unemployment compensation system.

<JTPA lcgislation enables the the Sccretary of Labor 1o establish performance standards for Tide IT programs based on placement and
retention in unsubsidized employment. Each substaic area tracks the number of participants and tenminations. Current performance
measures in Texas are the Entered Employment Rate, the Aversge Placement Wage, and a Minimum Expenditure Rate.

+Elements of the sysiem arc established by the USDOL. At the state leved there is 8 centralized, sutomated data sysiem containing

Information progrum and participant ch Each SSA is linked to the state system and inputs dsta. Infomation can be reparnied back to
System the SSA in several program, participant, and service provider configumtions.
Service Ddlvery System
« Intake, +The intake and assessment process is locally designed and vasies by SSA. Eligibility iz determined in strict accordance with
Eligibillty siatewide criteria. TEC sl may work closely wath Title II1 program operators by sssisting eligibility verification through
Determination | Unemployment Insurance data or by identifying potential participams and making referrals to Tide Il programs. (in some cases,
and TEC is the Tie IlI program cperator.)
Assessment
« Case *Not required. Used at local discretion, The siyle and degree of optional case management vary with each SSA and with different
Management service providers within each SSA.
State-Level Barriers | +None
lo Program

Inlepration

AUGUST 1991




Program/Funding
Source

SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM
JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (JTPA} TITLE II-B

Purpose +To provide summer programs for youth to increase besic educational skills, encourage school completion or enrcllment in
alisnative schoal programns and to pravide youth with work experience.

Legislative *FEDERAL: Job Training Partnership Act of 1982,

Authority *STATE: Texas Job Training Paninership Act of 1983,

Goals +To enable economically disadvantaged youth to scquire job and educational skills during the summer in order 10 complete school.

Target Population

sEconomically disadvantaged youth.

Pasticlpant Higibility

+AGE: 14 through 21 +CITEZENSHIP: No.

*INCOME: At least 90% of participants must be "economically disadvantaged®, i.c. an individual who (a) receives, or is a member
of & family that receives, cash welfare payments under a federal, state or local welfare program; (b) receives food stamps; (c) has
family income for the six month period prior to application for the program that was not in excess of the higher of (i) the poveny
level determined in accordance with criteria established by the Office of Management and Budget or (ii) 70% of the Lower Living
Standard Income Level {(an income level determined annually by USDOL that is adjunied for regionat, urban and rural differences and
family size); (d) is a foster child on behalf of whom state or local govemment payments are made; (€) qualifics as & hameless
individual under the federal McKinney Homeless Assistance Act; or {f) is  handicapped adult whose own incame meets the

limit but whose family's income exceeds it. Up 1o 10% of panicipants may be individuals who are not cconomicatly disadvantaged

Adminisimtive Structure
+ Federal
+ State

+ Local

if such individuals have d significant barriers 10 employment which are identified in the local plan.
Participant Services | *Counseling and assessment *Occupational skills training sLiteracy
*Work experience +Job scarch activitics *Basic education
*Suppontive services *Secondary education
*Remediation

*U.S. Department of Labor

*Office of the Govemor. Day-to-day sdministration is delegated w0 the Texas Depanment of Conunerce, Workforce Develapment
Divigion (TDOC). The State Job Training Coordinsting Council (SITCC), sppointed by the Govemor, advices the Govemor on the
suite and local summer youth plans.

The Govemeor and the SITCC create local Service Delivery Areas (SDAs). There are 35 SDAs in Texas which cover the entire state.
In each SDA, the Chicf Elected Officials are identified. For each SDA, the Chicf Elected Officials lppcl.nt the Private Industry
Council (PIC) which are cenified by the Govemor, A majority of the PIC is required to be representatives of the private sector with
the remainder rqxumung educational agencies, rehabilitation agencies, labor, ecanamic dev: agencies and

organized
community-based organizations. The Private lndun.ry Cmnul and the Chicf Elected Officisls, through a Local Partnership
on who will be the SDA's

sdministrative entity and (c nt recipient.

Program Funding
+ Program Year
«  Amounl/Service
Level
« Federal/State

+ State/Local
« Conistraints

oJuly 1 - June 30,
*FY 1990, §59,944,324 (all foderal) and 36,809 youth panicipants,

*Federal funds are allocated 10 the states by a formula that allows (a) one-third on the basis of the relative number of unemployed
individuals residing in arcas of substantial unemployment in cach siate as compared to the total number of such unemployed
individuals in all such areas of substantial unemployment in all the states, (b) ona-third on the basis of relative excess number of
unemployed individuals who reside in each state as compared to the toual excess number of unemployed individuals in all ihe states,
and {c) one-third on the basis of the relative number of economically disadvantaged individuals within the state compared 10 the total
number of economically disadvantaged individuals in all states. The tean “ares of substantial unemployment™ means any area which
has an average rte of unemployment of at least 6.5 percent for the most recent twelve months. The term “excess number of
unemployed” means the number which represents the number of unamployed individuals in excess of 4.5 percent of the civilian
labar force in the stnte.

*Funds arc allocated by the sute to each SDA using the same formula.

*Expenditures for program activities and services to panticipants may only be made during the period between school years,

sNot more than 15% can be spent on administration.

Program Management
+ Planning

¢« Evalualion

« Management
Informatlon
System

+The Govemar is required Lo submit 1o USDOL an annual statement of goats and objectives for the Summer Youth Program.
Additionally, the Governor's Coordination and Special Services Plan, developed by the STTCC is submitued by the Govemor w
USDOL for a two-year planning period and includes the Summer Youth Program.

+At the local level, each SDA is required to submit to the Govemor a plan for the Summer Youth Program for its Service Delivery
Area in order to receive funding from the state.

+There are no state-wide performance sundards. Each SDA submits an Annual Plan that lists goals and objectives. The pedormance
of cach local program is evaluated by the state against the planned figures.

+Elements of the system are established by USDOL. At the state Jevel, there is a centralized, automated dats system containing
progrm and panicipant charscteristics, Each SDA is linked 1o the staie system and inputs data. Information can be reported back to
the local SDA in several program, participant and service provider configurations.

Service Dellvery System

¢ Inlake,
Ellgibility
Delermination
and
Assessment

» Case
Manapement

*The intake and ssscssment process is locally designed and varics by SDA. Identification of eligible participants is determined at the
SDA level in sccordance with statewide criteria. At 8 minimum, assessment of panticipants must include an Employability
Development Plan and & detemination of minimum reading level.

*There are no statewide requirements for case management, and the amount varies by SDA.

State-Level Barriers
fo Program
Integration

sLimited ume duning which program can be operated.
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Progrnmi-[-‘undlng
Source

JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED ADULTS AND YOUTH
JOB TRATNING PARTNERSHIP ACT (JTPA) TITLETI-A_(73%)

Purpose

+To provide job training programs  that prepare youth th and unskilled workers far entry into  the labor force.

Legislatlve
Authority

«FEDERAL: Job Training Partnership Act of 1982
«STATE: Texas Job Training Pantnership Act of 1983,

Goals

+To assist the economically disadvantaged to become employed and sclf sufficient through participation in job training and
educational programs.
+To establish administrative structures at the state and local level through which a public/private pantnership of job training and

cducational programs is conducted.

Target Fopulatlon

sEconomically disadvantaged youth and adults as well as non-poor who face significant barriers to employment, Approximately
40% of the funds must be for programs for youth aged 14 through 21,

Participant B)igibility

*AGE: 14 and older, +«U.S. CITIZENSHIP: No.

*INCOME: At least %0% of participanis must be "economically disadvantaged®, i.e. an individual who (a) receives, or is 2 member
of a family that receives, cash welfare payments under a federal, state or tocal welfare program; (b} receives food stamps; {c) has
family income for the six month period prior to application for the program that wag not in excess of the higher of (i) the poventy
leved determined in accordance with criteria esuablished by the Office of Management and Budget or (ii) 70% of the Lower Living
Standard Income Level (an income level detamined annually by USDOL that is adjusted for regional, urban and rural differences and
family size); (d) is a foster child on behalf of whom state or local govemment payments are made; (¢) qualifics a2 a homeless
individual under the federal McKinney Homeless Assistance Act; or (f) is 2 handicapped adult whose own income meets the

limit but whose family's income exceeds it. Up 1o 10% of panticipanis may be individuals who are not economically disadvantaged
if such individuals have encountered significant barriers 10 employment which are identified in the loca lglm.

Fartlclpant Services | «Counscling and assessment «Literacy +Supportive services including needs.
*Occupational skills training +Basic education relaled payments
+Job scarch assistance *Secondary education *Youth wodk expericnce
+Job development/Job placement sRemedistion *Education-to-work experience
«High School equivalency

Admlnlstmtlve Stuchure
* Federal
+ State

+ Local

+U.5. Department of Labor.

«Office of the Govemor. Day-to-day administration is delegated w the Texas Department of Commerce, Workfores Development
Division (TDOQC). The Suate Job Training Coordinating Council (SJITCC), appointed by the Governor, sdvises the Govemnar on
state and local job training plans, reviews the operation of programs, identifies the employment and training needs of the state and
azscascs the stals’s responsce to the needs of the unemployed.

The Govemar and the SFTCC create local Service Delivery Arcas (SDAs). There are 35 SDA1 in Texas which cover the entire state.
In each SDA, the Chief Elecied Officials arc identified. For cach SDA, the Chief Elacted Officials appoint the Private Industry
Council (PIC) which arc cenified by the Govemor. A majority of the PIC is required to be representatives of the private sector with
the rermainder representing educational agencics, rehabilitation sgencies, ized labar, economic development agencies and
community-based arganizations. The Private Industry Council and the Chief Elected Officials, through a Local Partnership

Agresment, agree on who will be the SDA’s (a) planning entity, {b) sdministrative entity snd (c) grant recipient.

Program Funding
« Program Year
+  AmounVSorvice
Level
» Federal/State

« State/Local
« Constrainis

oJuly 1 - June 30,
«PY 1990, $119,369,397 (all federal) and 67,122 panicipams,

*Federal funds are allocated to the states by a formula that allots (a) ane-third on the basis of the relative number of unemployed
individuals residing in arcas of substantisl unemployment in each state as compared 1o the total number of such unemployed
individuals in all such arcas of substantial unemployment in all the states, (b) one-third on the basis of relative excess number of
unemployed individuals who reside in cach state as compared to the total excess number of unemployed individuals in all the states,
and (c) one-third on the basis of the relative number of economically disadvantaged individuals within the suate compared to the total
number of economically disadvanuged individuals in all states. The term “arca of substantial unemployment” means any area which
has an average mle of unemployment of at least 6.5 pereent for the most recent twelve months. The term "excess number of
unemployed”™ means the number which represents the number of uncmployed individuals in excess of 4.5 percent of the civilian
Iabor force in the state.

~Funds arc allocated by the suaie to each SDA uting the same formula,

+Approximately 40% of the funds must be spent on youth ages 14 through 21.

«0Of the funds reccived by each SDA, no less than 70% must be spent on training and the ranainder is divided between adminisiration
and suppontive services, Not more than 15 percent can be spent on administration,

I'rogrum Management
« Planning

« Evalualion

+ Managemeni

*The Govemor is roquired 1o develop an annual statement of goals and objectives for job training programs. The Govemor's
Coordination and Special Services Plan, developed by the SITCC, is submitted by the Govemor to USDOL for a two-year planning
period and scis the parameters for local planning 10 be developed. This plan describes the goals, objectives, strategy and performance
mecasures for all JTPA resources in the state for the upcoming twa-year period, evaluates program perfommance over the past two
years, establishes criteria for coordination of related job training programs at the local and state levels for specific program areas
(education, vocational education, public assistance, employment service, rehabilitation, economic development and any other
activities a1 determined by the Govemar) and describes staie oversight and support sctivitics.

«At the local Jevel, cach SDA is roquired to submit to the Govamor a job training plan for the upcoming \wo years (with annual
modifications) for its area in arder o roceive funding from the state. The plan is to be developed according to procedures sgreed to by
the Chief Elected Officials and the PIC in the Local Pantnership Agreement for the SDA. The plan must identify the grant recipient
and the administrstive entity (which may be separaie entities), performance goals, services 1o be provided and their cost, the budget
for the two years, the methods o bo used to comply with the coordination criteria established in the Govemor's Plan and the
procedures for the selection of service providers and participants.

*USDOL has established performance standards for [I-A (78%) programs for the following six criteria: Adult Follow-up
Employment Rate, Adult Fallow-up Weckly Exmings, Adult Welfare Follow-up Employment Rate, Adult Welfare Follow-up
Weekly Eamings, Youth Entered Employment Rste and Youth Employability Enhancement Rate (attainment of specified educational
or employment levels). The Govemor may atlow variations in the federa] performance standards for cach SDA within

established by USDOL. If local SDAs fail 1o meet the dards for two ive years, tive action is required. Annual
incentive grants are available to SDAs which exceed the performance standards.

*Elements of the system are established by USDOL. At the state level, there is & centralized, sutomated data system containing

Informatlon program and participant characieristics. Each SDA is linked 1o the staic system and inputs data. Information can be reponed back 1o
System the local SDA in several program, participant and service provider configurations.
Service Delvery System
« Intake, +*The intake and assessment process is locally designied and varies by SDA. Identification of eligible partticipants is determined at the
Eligibllity SDA level in accordance with siastewide criteria. At a minimum, assessment of participants must include an Employability
Determination | Development Plan and a determination of minimum reading level.
and
Assessmenl
« Case +There arc no statewide requirements for case managament, and the amount varies by SDA.
Management
State-Level Barrlers | :None
lo Program

Integratlion

AUGUST 1991



Program/Fundlng
Source

POSTSECONDARY TECHNICAL EDUCATION
COMMUNITY AND TECHNICAL COLLEGES — PERKINS NI-C
{The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board uses the word technical to denote vocational and 1echnicat.

*To make the US mare competitive in the world econamy by developing more fully the academic and occupational skills of alk

*FEDERAL: Vocational Education Act of 1963 as amended by Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1984 as amended by

*NOTE: Effective datz of the Actis July 1, 1991, Federal rules and regulations goveming the Perking Amendments and the Suate

Purpose
segments of the populstion. Tile U-C provides federsl assistance for secondary, postsecondary and sdult vocational education
programs within the state.
Legisiative
Authority Cad D. Pexkins Vocations! and Appliod Technology Education Act Amendments of 1990
*STATE: None,
Plan are not yet svailable. As such, sections of this profile may be sffected when they sre relessed.
Goals

«To improve educstional programs leading 1o scademic und occupational] akill competencies needed to work in a technologically
sdvanced society.

ﬁlrgel Population

*Emphasizes services and equal access for special populations — the handicapped, educationally or economically disadvanaged
inclusive of foster children, those not properly served because of sex bias, those of limited English proficiency, and individuals in
correctional instimtions.

Participant Bigiblllty *AGE: No. *INCOME: No. «U. S. CITIZENSHIP: No.
*OTHER: Emphasis is on inclusion of special populations.

Participant Services |sCounseling and assessment *Vocationa] education sSupplementary services meeting the needs
*Remediation +Tech-Prep education of special populations(e.g., equipment
<Tutoring sApprenticeship modification, instructional sids/devices)

Administrative Structure
* Federal

* State

* Local

+11S. Department of Education.

sInierdepantmental Task Fores (Secrotaries of Education, Labar, and Health and Human Sexvices) is responsible for exsmining dats
requirements, possible comman objectives, definitions, measures and standards for programs under Pezkins, Adult Education Act,
JTPA, Rehabilitation Act and Wagner-Peyser Act; and considesing integration of rescarch and development conducted with federal
asgistance in vocational education and related areas, such as emerging technologies. Subwmit a repon o Congress every two years.
*Sute Board of Education (SBOE), the Joint Advisory Commiuee, and the Texas Higher Education Coardinating Board (THECB).
The SBOE is the sole state agency and is ible for setting statewide education policy. The Joint Advisory Commities
consisting of three members of the SBOE, three members of THECB, one member of the Texas Council on Vocational Education
(FCOVE) and an ex officio representative from the Texas Department of Commerce, makes recommendations to the SBOE.
THECB is the administrative sgency with its own Board for postsocondary education planning and policy.

*TCOVE, previously known as the Advisory Council for Technical-Vocstional Educaticn, is a separate state agency funded by both
the state and fedena] govemnment. TCOVE's duties include involvement in the planning process from the beginning as well as
making recommendations conceming the staie plan to the SBOE and conducting an evaluation of vocational education programs and
cfforts a1 least cnce every two years, among others.

»Community and technical colleges and other posisocondary institutions that have approved technical education

«In PY 1990. 49 community callege disiricts, the four campuses of Texas Suie Tochnical Collesa (ISTC), Texas A&M
Engincering Extension, and the Lamar University System (selected campuses offering associate degrees in applied science) operated

programs.
sPositccondury inmitutions are govemed by local boards of tusiees elecied by voiers within the district or by a board of regents
appointed by the g

Program Funding
* Program Year
+  Amount/Service
Level
+ Federal/Siate

+ State/Local

« Constraints

sJuly 1 - June 30.

*PY 1992, $47 million (estimate) for both secondary and postsecondary programs. Approximaicly $18.8 million will be distributed
to postsccondary programs.

*Farmula altocation (relevant share) of Title II funds to the state is as follows: 50 percent based on the ratio of the number of Texans
aged 15-19 1o the number of such persons in all States; 20 percent, aged 20-24; 15 percent, aged 25-65; and 15 percent, aged 15-65
This allotment is them adjusted by a per capita income ratio that enables poarer states 10 receive increased allotments.

+At least 75 percent of the within suate Title 1 allocation must be used for basic programs under Pan C.

+Fedenal funds arc recaived by the SBOE. Distribution of fedena] funds between soecondary and postsecondary is developed
collaboratively by stafl of the Texas Education Agency and the THECH for review by the Joint Advisory Cammitiee and
recammendation to the SBOE.

+Monies are formula sllocated to the eligible institutions based on their relevant share of the state’s Pell grant recipients. Sutes may
submit a waiver requesting to use an altermative formula allocation.

«Within institstions, priority must be given to a limited number of sites or program arcas which serve the highest concentrations of
swdems from special populations.

+Basic grant to local recipient must exceed $50,000. Local sdministrative costs are limited to no more than 3 percent.

Program Management
+ Planning

« Evaluation

+ Management

Informatlon
System

*Statcwide goals arc developed by THECB in cooperation with TEA and approved by the SBOE.
+State subenits an initial three-year state plan fallowed by a two-year plan for fedenal vocational education funding. Prior to
developing the plan, the state must conduct an assessment of the quality of its vocational education programs, measure the
responsiveness of programs to unique needs of the special populstions, and describe how the planned use of funds reflecss the
asscssment. The SBOE must also develop measursble objective criteria 1o asscss program quality. Whereas in the past this plan
was primarily a compliance document, it is now viewed as a planning toal by DOE.
«Each institution must submit an annual application for federal funds.

«Quantifiable, statewide objectives will be developed as past of the PY 1992 planning process,
*Sute must establish 3 Committes of Practitioners 10 make recommendations o the SBOE for developing and implementing a
statewids sysiom of core standards and measures of peformance. Symem must be in placs within two years of the law's enactment
The sustewide system must include: measures of leaming and competency gains; measures of pedormanes; incentives or adjustments;
snd procedures for utilizing resources and methads developed in other foderally-ssxisted programs (FTPA and JOBS).
*The effectivencss of programs must be evaluated annually using the core standards and measures of pesformance. Programs that do
not make substantial progress in meeting the standards and measure in the first must develop a plan for program improvement with
input from teachers, parents and students. If after one year of implementing the local improvement plan sufficient progress is not
made, the state will work jointly with the schoal, teachers, parents and students.
*TCOVE must conduct an evaluation at least ance every two years on 1) eatent to which vocational educstion, employment and
training programs represent & consistent, integrated and coordinated approach 1o meeting economic needs of the stats, 2) adoquacy and
effectiveness of the vocational education and job training program delivery systems in achieving their purposes, and 3) the adoquacy
and effectiveness of coordination between vocational education and JTPA.
Data collwuon is coordinated by THECB's [nfumanon Services Division, Bdnuuoml Data Center. Stats data requirements,

‘ P g o ifules, include student data, TASP,

class mrollmeul. faculty data and gnduaum mtuuu. Eﬂ'om 1o develop mndud:.ud dcﬁmnms for data clements are currently
underway.

Scrvice Ddlvery System

« Intake, «Admission process varies by campus. Identification of students is the responsibility of 1he local insiunion,
Eligibtlity *Pricr to completing nine hours of college-level coure wotk, new students must take and pass the Texas Academic Skills Program
Determinstion | (TASP). Swdents who do not pass TASP are placed in remedistion to help them develop the reading, writing or math skills they
snd need to do postsecondary coune work.
Assessment
*» Case Not used.
Management
State-Level Barriers | sEligible institutions limited to institutions of higher education, local educational sgencies serving adults or certain area vocational
to Program education schools.
Intepration sHighly decentralized decision-making system.
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Program/Funding
Source

JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND BASIC SKILLS (JOBS)
FAMILY SUPPORT ACT, SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AND STATE FUNDING

Purpose

“To assurc that parcnis and carelakers with economically disadvantaged children obtain the education, training, support scrvices and
employment that will enable them to become economicatly self-sufficient.

Leglslative
Authority

*FEDERAL.: Family Support Act of 1988
Social Security Act as amended.

sSTATE: Human Resource Code, Chapter 22

Goals

+Ta encourage, assist and require AFDC parents and carctakers to fulfill their responsibilities 10 suppon their children by preparing
for, accepting and retaining employment.

+To encourage the swate to provide individuals with the opportunity 1o acquire the education and skills necessary to qualify for
employment and the suppont services, including transitional child care and medical assistance, 10 enable them (o panticipate.

+To encourage the state o ole coordination of services at all levels of government in order Lo make a wide range of services

available, especially for individuals at risk of long-term welfare dependency and 1o maximize the use of existing resources. |

| Target Popuiation

*Parenis and carctakers who are reeciving AFDC benefits.

*Target Groups are:
+Custodial parents under 24 who don't have recent work cxperience or a high school diploma or its equivalent.
-Members of a family whose youngest child is within two years of age ineligibility; and,
-Carctakers who have received AFDC for 36 of the preceding 60 moaths.

=State has designated AFDC youth 16 and 17 not in school or tnuining a3 a priority for service.

*Members of 3 two parent family eligible for AFDC.

Fasticlpant Biglbility

AFDC ELIGIBILITY

*AGE: Parentora carctaker of 2
dependent child under the age of 18 who
for various reasons is deprived of cxemptions and have an income less than the

suppon or care. amount necessary Lo meet basic needs.

+OTHER: For the two parent AFDC-UP family, the primary wage eamer must be unemployed and "connected” Lo the work force.
*All AFDC recipienus must panticipate in JOBS unless exempted.

*Voluntears (those with exemptions who would like to be in JOBS and over age 15) are eligible to panticipate and volunteers
from the target groups are given first priority for service within their urges group

JOBS ELIGIBILITY

*RELATION: A parent and dependent child under sge 18 who is deprived of suppart or carc of 1 parent and who lives with a parent or
other specified relative,

*AGE: 16 through 59.

*OTHER :All AFDC recipients living in & designated JOBS county and resources permiting must panticipate in JOBS unless
examnpied.

+An individual may be exempt for reasons including; casing for a child undex 3 years, is remote from services, attends school, is ill
or incapacitaied or cares for someone who is, is pregnant or is over 60,

«Volunteers (those with exemptions who would like 1o be in JOBS and over age 15) are eligible to participate and volunteers from

the target groups are given first priority for service within their target group

JINCOME: Household cannot have mare
than & $1000 in resources with ceruin

U.S. CITIZENSHIP: Citizen or specificd
alien..

Particlpant Services

JOBS program pptional components. The JOBS program roquired components. «All AFDC recipients who have recaved

*Group and individual Job Search «Education AFDC 3 out of the last 6 manths and who

+On-the-job training. —high school/GED leave the grant because of eamed income
—basic and remedial are eligible for transitionsl benefits-- up to
—<ducation in English one year of paid Medicaid and child caze.

JOBS program Suppon Services «Job Skills Training

*Child Care *Job Readiness Activitics

«Transportation *Job Development/Job Placement

+One-time work relsted expenses

sTransitional Benefits

Adminlsteative Structure

* Federal
* State
« Local

*Department of Health and Human Services

*Depantment of Human Scrvices (DHS).

*The JOBS program is sdministered locatly by the DHS Client Self-suppont Services (CSS) saff. It is structured to provide
maximum flexibility at the local lovel 10 use local resources. DHS does intake, asscssment and completes employabitity plans,
provides suppon services, arranges child care and refers to training or education services in the community. Non-financial and
financiat agreements exist between DHS and other service providers 1o specify refermat and service delivery mechanisms.

Program Funding

+ Program Year

+  Amount/Service
Level

» Federal/State

+ State/Local

+ Constraints

*Sepiember § to August 30

*FY 1991 (5/1/90 - 8/31/91), estimated $36.6 million (federal, $20.7 million; staie,515.7 million). $1,000,000 of the state funds
are dedicated 10 Adult Basic Educstion a1 the Texas Education Agency. $16.3 million of the total funds will be used for the direct
delivery of services by DHS suff. The balance will be contracted out for employment services.

*The number of panicipants is projected for FY 1991 10 be 12,484 per month.

«DHS receives fedenl funds in an amount equal to the sum of the State’s FY 1987 WIN allotment and an amount allocsted by
formuls from remaining federal funds based on the State's relative number of sdult AFDC recipients,

+State revenue must be sppropristed and expended to match the federal dollars,

«All JOBS and JOBS related funds are allocated from the state to the regional level by formulas prescribed by the Equity of Service
Statement (ESS) with factars such as percentage of caseload, percentage target populstions, and percentage unemployed.

*To qualify for the maximum match rate, the state must meet minimum federal panticipation and expenditure rates.

~7% for FY 1991

-rates increase in later years

~40%: for FY 1994 for the Unemployed Parent program

-Expend 55% of the available JOBS funds on the larget groups

Program Management
+ Planning

+ Evaluation

» Management
Information

*DHS is ultimately responsible for the implementation of JOBS, but the agency docs not have all the necessary education, job
training and supportive services resources required for success. The agency crealed a siaie/local planning process that invalved those
agencies having education, job trining and supportive service resources which could be uted for JOBS participants. Each region is
respansible for developing a regional plan that utilizes Jocal resources in accordance with state rules and guidelines. Most regions
used the Job Training Partnenship Act's service delivery areas (SDA) far planning arcas within the DHS regions. Al final decisions
on JOBS policy and implementation are made by the DHS board.
*Program ycar is September | 10 August 30, so planning akes place in the spring and contracling in the summer,
*There are no formal plans for evaluations of the JOBS program at this ime. Howeves, the state’s performance in serving AFDC
recipients will be measured by & number of suate and federa) cbjectives.
*The sune objectives are:
-To have employed st least 50% of the JOBS panicipants leaving AFDC; and,
-To place JOBS panicipants in jobs paying on average the previous year's JTPA wage standard for the sexvice delivery area
(SDA),
oThe federal objectives are;
-To serve , at an average of 20 hours a week, 7% of the non-exempt AFDC populaiion in FY 1991, 11% in FY 1992 with
increasing rates in later vears; and,
-To expend 55% of the available JOBS funds on the three federal target groups.
«Custodial parents under 24 who don't have a high school diploma or its equivalent
~Members of a family whose youngest child is within iwo yeams of age incligibility and
-Caretakers who have received AFDC lor 36 of the preceding 60 months.
*Four scparate systems arc used. 1) SAVERR is the main participant record system for eligibility and the jssuance of benefits.
2)The Generic Work Sheet (GWS) consists of & number of computer screens used by eligibility warkers 1o determine eligibility.




Program/Funding
Source

SECONDARY VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM — STATE FUNDING

“To provide inancial support fer public education programs including vocational education, in public schools.

+STATE: Texas Education Code, Sections 16.155, Vocational Education Allotment; 21.101, Required Cumiculum; 21.111,
Vocational and Other Educational Programs; and 21.112, Approval and Review of Vocational Programs.

of secondary vocational education ars addressed in other sections of the Code. Examples include Sections:
21,113, Master Plan for Vocational Education; and 21.115, Vocational Education Integrated Delivery System.

Purpose
Leglislative +FEDERAL: Nome.
Authority

*NOTE: Numerous
Goals

«To prepare students to live and work in the changing Texas economy and 1o provide a well-balanced curriculum so that students as
able 1o make informed occupational choices, determine educational needsfoptions, and develop employability traits/acquire
marketable skills.

Target Populalion

+Students who have the interest, aptitude and ability to benefit from vocational education programs.

Paticlpant Bligtbiilty *AGE: Yes, students of public school INCOME: No. L. 5. CITIZENSHIP: No.
age (S21) in grades 7-12. Funherage
and/or grade restrictions apply to specific
vocationa courses.
OTHER: Dependent on the vocational program, other criteria may apply (e.g., handica educational deficiencies).
Participant Services | +Counseling and assessment «Nine vocational education program areas: agriculiunal scicnce and technology; home
«Remediation economics; markeling: trade and industdal; health occupations; affice education;

] I

+Job placement activities industrial gy

ion; career investigation; and special needs prgrams.

Administrative Structure
Federal
« State

Local

None,

+*Central Education Agency which is comprised of the Suate Board of Education (SBOE) and the Texas Education Agency (TEA).
The SBOE is responsible for setting policy and TEA is the administrative agency.

*The Texas Council on Vocstional Education (TCOVE), previously known as the Advisary Council for Technical-Vocational
Education, is a separate state agency funded by both the staic snd federal govemnment.

Laocal school districts that have approved programs. School districts are clagsified inlo categories by their governance structure and
their ability to nise local revenue. The vast majority of districis have locally clected governance boards. A limited number of
districts are govemed by the county commissioners court or the city council.

Each schoal district must also have a districtwide local advisory council for providing insight on cusrent job needs and the relevance
of programs/courses offered.

»In PY 1990, 950 of 1,068 school districts operted vocational education programs with state and federsl funding.

Program Funding
Program Year
Amount/Sarvice
Level
Federal/Stale
State/Local

+ Constralnts

sAugust | - May 31,
«PY 1991, $241,071,617 (cst.). and B6,863,931 studentd enrolled

*None.

+*The FSP is a financing sysiem designed to ensure that each district can provide public education programs. Both state and local
funds are included in desenmining shares. The staie’s share is supplicd by the Available School Fund and the Foundation School
Fund. These Funds receive monies from the Permanent School Fund (a public education trust fund), dedicated revenues and genenl
revenue, The local share, also known as the Local Fund Assignment (LFA), is paid by local property tax collections. The LFA is
the minimum property tax rate required by the sute Lo be eligible for FSP.

*Two tiers of funding are provided by the FSP: the Basic Alloiment (BA) and the Guananteed Yield Program (GYP). The BA is a per
capita allotment based on student counts and supplemented by payments (weights) for studesus enrolled in specisl programs such as
vocational education. The vocationa) education weight for approved programs is 1.37. Student counts are now based on svenage
daily atiendance in approved p: . Actual payments are the difference between the minimum program cost pex student and the
LFA. Schoal districts are not eligible for FSP aid if their LFA is adaquate to meet minimum program costs. The second tier of
FSP, GYP, attempts to equalize funding among districts by providing sdditional funds for program enrichment within property-poor
districts. The GYP provides aid up 10 a set level of combined staie and local revenue per siwdent. The amount of aid provided by
GYP is direcily dependent on the tax effort (ie., tax rate) of the school district.

«NOTE: Legislation is currently pending that will affect the flow of funds from the suas o the local school district.

+School districts must meet their LFA before receiving FSP aid.

Program Management
+ Planning

Evaluatlon

+« Mlanagement
Informatlon
System

«Suewide goals are developed by TEA and approved by the SBOE. The Carcer Opporunities in Texas: A Master Plan for

i i ion scis forth objectives for the ferthcoming school year and long-term goals for the following five
years. Prorilies for local, regional (state planning regions) and statewide sarvices are addressed. The Master Plan is updated ouce
each biennium and serves as the blueprint for restructuring vocational education in Texas. Progress and compliance with the Master
Plan is reponied bicnnially to the legislature, the govemor and TCOVE.
sTwenty-four regional Quality Waork Force Planning Committees assint in identifying programs that prepare students for occupations
in demand and with wages significantly above minimum wages. Initisted by & ui-agency partnership between the Texas Department
of Commexrce, TEA and the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, commiliee membership includes educators, employers and
representstives from the public secior. The regional boundaries ars coterminous with the state planning regions.
+All new and additional secondary vocational educstion programs must include an articulation plan between the proposed offering wnd
existing postsecondary programs in the area,
*Each school district must submit an annual plan/application (a single plan for both stats and federal funds).
*Quantifiable, statewidc objectives applicable to all secondary vocational education programs will be developed as part of the PY
1992 planning process for federal funds. The statewide system of measures and sundards developed for the Perking Act will
eventually be applied troughout the secondary vocational education sysiem.
*Each vocational education progrem is approved by the SBOE.
*Secondary vocational education enrollment daw are collected a3 pan of the Public Education Information Mansgement System
{PEIMS). PEIMS is sn automated, centralized data collection sysiem with individual-Jevel data and saiewide, siandardized
definitions. Though operational, PEIMS ia s1ill being refined. The manner in which data are sent to the siate varies by schoal
district.

Service Ddivery System
+ Inlake,
Eligibllity
Determination
and
Assessment
Case
Management

+Identification of students and determination of eligibility are the responsibility of the local school district, Students receive an
individual assessment of their vacational interests, abilivics and special needs. Swdents are reassessed by evidencing manery of the
essential clements. A competency profile is maintained for swudents enrolled in grades 11 and 12,

+Varies by schoal district and student needs. Suppant Centens, where handicapped and disadvantaged students can receive
individualized help, are one example.

+As part of the vocationel guidance and counseling program, school disiricts s encouraged to provide the fallowing: individual
assessment of interests, abilities and aptitudes; occupational information which matches the individual inventory; guidance and
counseling, through group and individual instruction, to assist students make course selections most sujted 1o their educational and
carcer plans; placanent in jobs, continuing education and/ar postsecondary training relevant 1o student training and interest; an
follow-up data collection of student completers. The extent to which cach district provides thess services is dependent on their
funding.

State-Level Barriers
lo Program

sEligible recipients limited to school districts.
*Highly decentralized decision-making system.

Integration
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Frogram/Funding
Source

EMPLOYMENT SERVICE
WAGNER-PEYSER ACT

Purpose

+To establish and maintain & national sy of public enployment offices administcred through the mleimployma\l Security
(ES) agencies 1o faciliuate maiching workers and fobs.

Legisiative
Authority

FEDERAL: Wagner-Peyscr Act of 1933 a5 amended by the Job Triining Partnenship Act of 1982
*STATE: None

Goals

*To provide job scarch and placement services 10 job seekers.

To provide recruitment services for employers.

+*To provide services for groups with special needs (e.g. females, minosities, migrant warkers, youth, veterans, handicapped).
+*To develop labor market information.

Target Population Job Seckers +Employers
Partlcipant Eligibllity *AGE: 14 and alder «INCOME: No «U. 5. CITIZENSHIP: No
Particlpant Services | «Counseling and assescment =Job search assistance sLabor market
+Job maiching sEmployer services information
Administrati ve Structure
+ Federal +U. S. Deparunent of Labor
+ State *Texas Employment Commission {TEC). Day-to-day operational responsibility is assigned o the TEC Regicnal and Local Offices
with suppont functions assigned to the Job Sexvices Openations Division of the Stue Office.
+ Local *10 TEC Regional Offices administer Employment Service through 138 TEC Local Offices in 105 Texas citics.

Program Funding
+« Program Year
«  Amount/Service
Level
» Federal/State

+ Stale/Local

«July 1 - June 30,
*PY 1990, $51,500,223 (al] federal) and 1,717,301 refemals for 506,261 job openings that resulted in 388,068 placements.

*Federal funds are fornmula allocated to the state based two-thinds an the slate’s share of national civilian labor force and one-third on
the state’s share of unemployed individuals in the nation.

+Of the funds allocated to the state, 90 per cent are alloested to each TEC Region using a five-factor formula that allots 30% based
on the number of job applications of individuals, 30% based on a TEC productivity stzndard, 30% based on the entered employment
per swlf year wotked, 5% based on the number of total placements and 5% based on the number of individuals who entered
employment. Each Regional Ofice uses the same formula for TEC Loca] Offices with some discretion allowed by the TEC State
Office.

sThe remainder of the statc's funds am used st the Govemor's discretion to provide (a) services for groups with l'pecul neods, (b)
pedormance incentives for Employment Service offices and (¢) examplery models for basic labor exchange services.

* Consiralnis *None.
Program Management
* Planning The Texas Employment Commission submits an annual operational plan to the U, 5. Department of Labor. This plan is based

« Evaluation

* Management
Informatlon
Sysiem

upon the Employment Service plans of the Regional and Local Offices. The State Job Training Coordinating Council (SITCC)
reviews the plans 10 assure that (a) Private Industry Councils {P1Cs) and Chief Elected Officials have participated in the development
of the plans and (b} the plans are consistent with the Govemor's Coordinstion and Special Services Plan. A strategic plan, with
specific suate, regional and local projects, is also developed annually by the Siate Office through a process that involves the Regional
and Local Offices,

Al the local level, s plan is jointdy developed by the Regional and Local Office 1o meet performance standards established by the
State Office. Local plans are developed taking into consideration any Employment Service proposals of the PICs and the Chiel
Elected Officials. Local Job Service Employer Commitiees (JSECs)-—private secior employer advisory commitices--may participate
in the development of the local plan. The plans are submitied to the Govemar, the State Office and the STTCC.

The federal Act authorizes the Secretary of Labor 1o establish performance standards but such standards have never been developed.
TEC Regional and Local Offices in Texas are evalusied against productivity standards developed by the Sute Office (. & 275
individuals placed per suaff year, 375 individual placement transactions per staff year, 475 entered employment per staff year and
specific standards for females, youth, handicapped, minoritics and Unemployment [nsurance claimants). If performance falls from
year-to-year, the funding level for the Local Office may be decreased.

At the state level, there is & centralized, sutomated dats system that contains characteristics and infonnation conceming the
individual job applicant {(Applicant Data System). Employer job openings are automatced into the Job Bank Information System.
These two MIS systems can be cross-matched to the qualifications of the job secker and the employer through the Job Service
Matching System. Cumulative Employment Service dats is mainuined through the Employment Scrvice Automsted Reporting
System. Each Local Office is linked 1o the state sysiem and inpuis data. Information can be reported back 1o Regional and Local
Offices in several formats.

Service Dellvery System

+ Intake, *Local Offices perform these functions. Eligibility criteria are minimal and determination is simple to process. Assessment of most
Eligibllity job teckers is informal and determines qualification criteria for job matching. Based upon the assessment and availsbility of sexvices,
Determination | individuals may be referred to other in-house services sdministered by TEC under contract with other funding scurces such as JOBS
and welfare reform, JTPA training, Food Stamp Employment and Training and an ex-offender program.

Assessment

« Case +Not used.

Management
State-Level Barrlers | +Nonc
lo Program
Integration
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Prngramf?unding
Source

SENIOR COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM (SCSEP}
THE SENIOR TEXANS EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM (STEP)
THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT

Purpose ~To promote useful part-time employment opportunities that provide community service activilics #nd income for unamployed, low
income persons 55 years and older.

Legislative «FEDERAL: Title V of the Older Amesicans Act of 1965,

Authorlty *STATE: None

Goals +To mest project objectives for enrcliments and employment placement.

+*To improve and conserve natural resources and develop human resources.

?argel Populatlon

~Thosc 55 ycars and older, unemployed and low income. Prority is given 1o persons 60 years and older, o those most economically
disadvantaged, and 1o former program enrollees.

Parldipant Bligibility

+AGE: 55 ycars and clder *INCOME: 125% of povesty (OMB defined)  «U.S. CITIZENSHIP: No.

+OTHER; None.

Participanl Services

*Program onentation
*Counseling and sssessment

sPani-time public service employment -salary  «Job devulopmemf job placement
and benefits «Support services
+Job readiness tnining

Administrallve S tructure
* Federal
» State

+ Local

+The US Department of Labar (DOL) funds the state agencies and eight national sponsoring organizations.

+The Sute of Texas and eight national organizations provide services in Texas. They divide the state into service areas with the
national organizations scrving the urban ercas. All arcas of the State are served and no area of the Stac is scrved by more than one
organization or agency. The Texas Depantment of Apng (I'DOA) contracts with the DOL wo coperate a SCSEP but subcontracts the
whole program to the Fapners Union Devel t A 1o op 2 sute-wide SCSEP program called the Senior Texans
Employment Program (STEP). All eight national organizations are operating programs in the state; 1) American Associstion of
Retired Persons, 2) USDA Forest Sexvice, 3) Green Thumb, 4) Nationzl Urban League, 5) National Indian Council on Aging, 6)
Nationa] Council on Aging, 7) Asociscion Nacional Pro Personas Mayores,and 8) National Council of Senior Citizens.

*STEP is a rural program. (The national organizations serve the urban counties). STEP coordinates the development of programs
that will host employment slots and the filling of eligible slows through the Area Agencies on Aging (AAA) which assist in
developing local programs, i.e., the creation of job slots, and the recruitment of program participants. STEP divides its portion of
the siaie into five regions with a Geld supervisor for each. The field supervisors have arca supervisors who overes the sponsaring

agencics and the participants. There is at least one job slot in every county in Texas.

Program Funding
* Program Year
+  Amount/Sevice
Level

+ Federal/State

+ State/Local

+ Constralnts

+July 1 1o June 30.

«STEP funding of FY 1991 (July ] to June 30, 1992) is $4.78 million (Federal $4.3 million, Siute 478,000). This money will

fund approaimately 709 federal positions (slots) and 116 state pogitions which will be filled by approximately 990 individuals.

Total funding for the eight national sponsors will be about 16.3 million. As a result, spproximately 2,800 job slots with the

national sponsors will employ sbout 3,360 people. (A 20% tumover rate sccounts for the difference in the number of job slots and
icipated employ

+ The Labor- HHS Appropristions Acts specifics that 76% of available funds be allocated 10 the national sponsors and 22% 1o the

states. DOL sllocates by formuls to the state agency (not the naticnals) on relative shares of the population aver the age of 55.

Funding 1o the national sponsors is “equitable” and based on histarical thares among them.

+At the state level, the allocation is of job slows and not funds. Each county is given a percentage of the available slots baged on

relative share of the over 55 populstion. Each county is awarded at least one slot.

+A minimum 10% match is required, either cash or in-kind, for the stste’s SCSEP grant.

«There is a 13.5% cap on sdministoative costs.

Al least 75% of 1otal funding must be expended for enrotlec salaries and benefits.

»There is limited flexibility for reallocating resources due 1o the unlimited time participants may remain in the progam. Some

panicipants have been in the same jobs for yeasm.

sAnnually, one out of five enrollees is expected to find employment outside of SCSEP.

*SCSEP (STEP) enrollees cannot displace regular employees o fill open job descriptions.

Program Management
+ Planning

» Evaluation

+ Management
Information

*For planning at the state level, the nine sponsors meet every two years 1o divide responsibility for slots in cach county in the state,
At the local level, the number of slots for each county is determined by formula based on the distribution of the 55 and over
populstion. Arca Agencies on Aging allocate job slots within counties, otherwise there is no planning. Once responsibility is
established, the sponsoring agencies recruit local host agencies seeking a balance between service o the general community and the
aging community. There is no board or citizens committee exercising oversight or participating in planning,

«The STEP program has two quantified objectives for 1991:

1) 10 enroll 86 older Texans in authorized Senior Community Service Employment Program positions, and

2) 1o place 139 enrollecs in unsubsidized jobs outside the STEP program.

«There is no formal evaluation sysiem.

+The cight national sponsaors each have their own ing and information systems. The state SCSEP contractor has a
computerized sysiem linking it to its 5 field offices and to TDOA, Reposting to the DOL is done manually. STEP prepares reports

System and sends them to TDOA for evaluation and a nce. TDOA then forwards reports 1o DOL.
Service Dellvery System
« Intake, «The STEP program coordinates the development of programs and the filling of eligible slots through the Area Agencics on Aging
Eligibility (AAA). Once local sponsors and programs are developed, the mass medis, including public service announcements, are used to
Determination | advenise employment itics, STEP coordinates availability of slots through local Texas Employment Commission offices
and where available. Sclection of trainees is accomplished through a personal interview process. STEP staff members, arcs supervisons
Assessment or local project sponsort interview all applicants to verify income, personal history and job preference. The applicant slso must
complete » general physica) examination. Through personal interviews, trainee applications and inedical examinations, STEP
sutempts to identify the interesis, skills and capabilities of each applicant 1o determine the most sujtable pan-time community
service job available. Trainces who lack basic skills or require assistance in reinforcing past skills are offered training courses
through educational, vocational or trade schools,
+Pessonal evalustions and worksile reviews as s part of on-site monitoring are done at least thres times a year. These monitoring
reponts by the STEP ficld representatives contain observations and personal assessments on each trainee.
» Case *Not used.
Mansgement

Stale-Level Barrlers
fo Program
Intepralion

+*There are cight national contractors to DOL in dently operating older worker employment programs inTexas, These
contractors are managing sbout 75% of the funds that would otherwise be available.
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Program/funding
Source

FOOD STAMP EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICES (FS E&T)
FOOD STAMP ACT AND STATE FUNDING

Purpose

*Ta aasist members of houscholds participating in the food stamp program in gaining skills, training, or experience that will
increase their ability to obtain regular employment

Leglsiative
Authority

*FEDERAL: Food Stamp Act of 1977 as amended.
*STATE: None

Goals

«To assist food stamp recipients to become enployed and self-supporting through participation in employment, educstion and/or
vocational training activities,
sMaximize the number of eligible individuals receiving services.

Target Population

*Members of houscholds who sre receiving food stamps and sre not receiving public assistance,

Participant Eliglbility

FOOD STAMP ELIGIBILITY
sAGE: All non-cxcmpt persons age 16
through 59 not employed fulltime must
panticipate in employment services (bea
woik registram) prior to a determination
of eligibility (there are reasonable
excmptions),

sINCOME: Except for houscholds withan 11,5, CITIZENSHIP: Citizen or eligible
eldery or disabled member and houscholds in  atien.

which all members are spproved for AFDC

or 551, houscholds cannot have mare than

$2000 in resources with certain exemptions

#nd must meet both a monthly gross and net

income test (e.g. family of four, gross =

$1376, net » $1059 per manth).

FOOQD STAMP E&T
ELIGIBILITY
+AGE: Age 16 through 59 certified for
Food Stamps.
*OTHER: All food stamps recipients who are werk registrunts must participate in F$ E&T unless ex;
-an individual may be exempt from work registration and F5 E&T for reasons including; under 16 over 59,
physically or mentally unfit for employment, already subject 10 work requirements of AFDC, caring
for a child under 6, spplying for unemployment compensation benefits, caring far an incapacitated houschold member, or
aiending school or training on at least & half-time basis.
-some work registrants may have individual exemptions from FS E&T participation for medical, language,
transportation, remoteness and child care barriers or by being a migrant in the work stream.
-must reside in one of the 56 FS E&T counties
-volunteers are not accepied into the program st this time because of insufficient funding (volunteers who
self-refer vo service providens are counted as participants but their costs are nol covered by FS E&T.

sINCOME: Samc as Food Sumps U.S. CITIZENSHIP: No.

Particlpant Services | «FS E&T (onc or more) —cducational services including «Support services including
—directed job search Literacy —-transportation (cash up to $25 & month)
—job search training basic skills —child care (up to §160/meonth/child)
—watk experience high schocl equivalency
—vocational raining
—refuges services
Administrative Struclure
« Federal *US Depantment of Agriculture
» State *Texas Department of Human Services
* Local «Through two stale con , DHS the local administration and sexvice delivery for the FS E&T program 1o the Texas

Employment Commission for 53 counties and the Texas Associaton of Private Industry Councils for 3 counties.

Program Funding
« Program Year
*  Amounl/Seavice
Level

+ Federal/State

+ State/Local

+ Constralnts

Federal Fiscat Y : October 1, to S ber 30

*FFY 1991, $13,235,989 (510,089,906 federal funds, 33,146,075 sute funds). Approximately 187,562 participants were served in
FY 1991.

sMaiching rate is 50% for all funds expended above the basic grant level. Future changes have basic grant funds by relative share of
work registranis.

«Prior to FFY 1992, fedenl funds were allocated by formula to states; 80% on relative share of all food stamp recipients, 20% on
relative share af number of individuals who panicipate in program camponents or receive notice of advemse action. Legislation
which established & new formula based on the number aof mandatary work registrants rather than food stamp recipients only., The
formula change is 10 be phased in over a two year period with Texas cxpected 10 gain $1.5 million annually in basic grant funds.
There is no csp on the funds available on & maiching basis w the states.

«The Federul govenunent provides a basic grant which can be augmented by state funds and be matched dollar for dollar.

*Funds are used to contract with the Texas Employment Commission (TEC) foe local program administration and service delivery in
53 counties and to the Texas Asociation of Privats Industry Councils (TAPIC) for 3 counties. Contractz for services are based on the
projecied number of work registrants 10 be referred for FS E&T services in each participating county.

*None

Program Management
+ Planning

+ Evaluation

« Management

*By August 15 of each year, a state plan of opention is completed by DHS staff and submitied to the USDA for approval for
October |, start-up. There is no public panticipation or review.

+One process measure is in use now; 1o place 50% of the mandatory panticipants in program components or give notice of advense
action for non-panicipation. Measures relsted to employment and educational gain are likely to be used at that time.

+*The SAVERR system is used to store all application and demographic information Tape matches from TEC and the FTPA program

Inlegration

Information with SAVERR are used 10 confirmirack program enrofiment, participation and non-compliance.
System
Service Ddlvery Sysiom
« Intake, +DHS is responsible for the intake, eligibility determination and work regisiration requirements of food stamp spplicants. DHS
Eligibility outreaches and refers FS E&T eligibles 10 its contractor the Texas Employment Cammission (TEC) in 53 of the 56 FS E&T
Determination | counties for job search services (job scarch training in Dallas County). In the remaining three coumies, the Texss Association of
and Private Industry Councils (TAPIC) is under contmet 1o DHS and in tum subcantracts to three JTPA segvice delivery areas (SDA);
Assessment Alamo, Rural Coastal Bend and Rura] Capital Area. In four countics (Ector, Nueces, Lubbock and McLennan) in which TEC is the
primary contractor, TAPIC also provides job scarch training classes,
*An assessment is conducted by the contraciors 10 determine whether the panicipant will be referred to community training and
cducation services or 10 directed job scarch or job search training. In-depth asscssment or testing is not feasible at this time duc 10
the number of paricipants.
¢« Case +Casc management is not used in this program. Contracions are required (o contact panticipants at least monthly to track program
Manapement participation and compliance.
State-Level Darrlers | +There are no significant barriers to program integration.
to Program
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Program/Funding
Source

POSTSECONDARY TECHNICAL EDUCATION
COMMUNITY AND TECHNICAL COLLEGES — PERKINS 0-B, SUBPART 1
{The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board uscs the ward technical 1o denote vocstional and technical.)

Purpose

*To make the US mare itive in the world economy by developing more fully the scademic and occup occupational skills of all
segments of the population. Title [I-B, Subpart 1 provides foderal astistance for programs that provide single parents, displaced
homemakers, and single pregrant women with marketable skills,

«NOTE: Subpant 1 also provides far programs that promote the elimination of sex biss, However, sex equity programs are not

addressed in this profile.

Leglslative
Authority

*FEDERAL: Vocational Educstion Act of 1963 as amended by Carl D. Perkins Vocational Educstion Act of 1984 as amended by
Cad D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act Amendments of 1990,

«STATE: None.
NOTE: Effective date of the Act is July 1, 1991. Feden] rules snd regulations goveming the Perking Amendments and the State

Plan sre not yet available, As such, sections of this profile may be affected when they are released.

Goals

+To improve educational programs leading o academic and occupational skill competencies needed to wodk in a technologically
advanced society.

Target Populallon

oSm_g_le pareats, displaced homemakers, and ingle pregnant women.

Participant Eligibility

*AGE: No, JINCOME: No U, 5. CTTEZENSHIP: No

Partlcipant Secrvices

" «Educational materials
*Dependent care
<Transpertation

*Vocational education
+Job readiness skills
+Job placement activities

sCareer guidance and counseling
Prepanatary (basic academic and
occupational)

Adminlstrative Structure
+ Federal

+ State

+ Local

+U.5. Department of Education.
<hnerdepartmental Task Force (Secretarics of Education, Labor, and Health and Human Scrvices) is respoasible for examining data

requircments, pessible common objectives, definitions, measures and standands for programs under Perking, Adult Education Act,
JTPA, Rehabilitation Act and Wagner-Peyser Act; and considering integration of rescarch and development conducted with federal
assinance in vocational educstion and related areas, such as emerging lochnologies. Submit a repon 10 Congress every two years.
*Stte Board of Education (SBOE), the Jaint Advisary Commitiee, and the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB).
The SBOE is the sole state agency and is respansible for seiting statewide education policy. The Joint Advisory Commites
consisting of three members of the SBOE, threc members of THECB, one member of the Texas Council on Vocational Education
(TCOVE) and an ex officio representative from the Texas Department of Commerce, makes recommendations to the SBOE.
THECB is the administrative agency with its own Board for postsecondary education planning and policy. At least one full-time
position must be designated at the state-level as the Sex Equity Coordinstor. Pozition has historically been placed st the Texas
Education Agency (TEA).
*The Texas Council on Vocational Education (TCOVE), previously known as the Advisory Council for Technical-Vocational
Education, is a separale state agency funded by both the state and fedenl govemment. TCOVE's duties include involvement in the
planning process from the beginning as well as making reconunendations conceming the state plan to the SBOE and conducting an
evaluation of vocational education programs and efforts at leant once every two years, among others.

+Local instinnions that can operate programs of sufficient size, scope and quality to be effective arc eligible to sbsmit proposals.
The Act alsc allows proposals 10 be submitied by qualified, community-based organizations.
+In PY 1990, these monies were allocated as pan of the basic grant fonmula to 49 community college districts, the four campuses of
Texas Sue Technical Collcge (TSTC), Texas A&M Engineering Extension, and the Lamar Univessity System (selected campuses

offering associste degrees in applied science).

Prngrnru Funding
Program Year
»  Amount/Service
Level
+ Federal/Stale

+ Stale/Local

« Constralnis

eJuly 1 - June 30.

*PY 1992, $4.5 million (estimaie) for both
10 postsecondary programs.

+Formula allocation (relevant share) of Title I funds 10 the staic is ss follows: 50 percent based an the ratio of the number of Texans
aged 15-19 to the number of such persans in all Sutes; 20 percent, sged 20-24; 15 percent, aged 25-65; and 15 percent, aged 15-65,
This allotment is them adjused by a per capita income mitio that enables poorer states 1o receive increased allotments.

+At least 10.5 percent of the within state Title [T allocation must be used for programs under Part B, Subpart 1. Of this amount, 7
percent must be used for single parents, displaced hamemakess, and singlo pregnant women and 3 percent for sex equity. The
remaining .5 percent may be used for cither program. At Jeast $60,000 of the § parcent of Title IT that is used for state
admirnistration must be used to support the functions of the state-level Sex Equity Coordinator.

Federal funds are received by the SBOE. Distdbution of federal funds between secondary and posuecondary is developed
collsbaratively by staff of TEA and the THECB for review by the Joint Advisory Comminee and recommendation to the SBOE.
«Manies will be allocsted to institutions on & competitive bagis. (Further details were not yet developed, In the past, these monics
were distributed as pant of the basic formula allocation.)

«Funds reserved for Title II-B activitics must be maintained at no less than their 1990 level unless Tide I funds as a whole are
reduced when compared to the 1990 allocation.

dary programs. Approximately $1.8 million will be distributed

dary and p«

Program Management
* Planning
« Evaluatlon

+ Management
Information
Syslem

*In cooperation with the SBOE, THECB will develop a plan o address the needs of postsecondary students.
*TCOVE must canduct an evaluation of programs funded with Perkins monics at least once every two yeam on 1) extent 1o which
vocational education, employment and training programs represent a consistent, intsgrated and coordinated approach to meeting
econamic needs of the stale, 2) adequacy and effectiveness of the vocational education and job wnining program delivery sysiems in
achieving their purposes, and 3) the adequacy and effectiveness of coondination between vocational education and JTPA.
Data callecuon is coordmawd by THECB's lnl'umuunn Services Division, F.duunoml Data Center, State data requirernents,

g nstitutes, include sudem dm. TASP,
class enrollment, flnllly data md gndnmun statistics. F.rrnm 1o develop mndudlzed deﬁmuem for dats elements are cumrendy
underway.

Service Dlivesy Syslem
+ Intake,
Eligibllity
Determination
and
Assessment
* Case

Manapement

*Anticipated that it will vary by grant recipient but THECB is waiting on the issuance of Federal mles and regulations.

*Not used,

State-Level Barriers
to Program

| Integration

+None identified st this level of analysis.
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Program/Funding POSTSECONDARY TECHNICAL EDUCATION
Source COMMUNITY AND TECHNICAL COLLEGES — STATE FUNDING
(The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board uses the word technical 10 denote vocational and technical.)

Purpose To provide partial state suppon for pe dary technical education

Leglslative FEDERAL: None.

Authority *STATE: Teaas Education Code. Sections 130.0011, Public Junior Colleges, Role and Mizsion; 130.003, State Appropriation for
Public Junior Collcges; 135.01 Texas Staic Technical Institute, Role and Mission; and 61.051, Coordination of Institations of
Public Higher Education.
*NOTE: Numerous aspects of pasisecondary technical education are addressed in other sections of the Code.

| Goals *Economic and occupational competence for all Texas adults.

Target Population

+All those who seck and gualify for admission.

Partlcipant ENigibility

+AGE: No. \INCOME: No. sU. 5. CITIZENSHIP: No.

=OTHER: Swdents must qualify for sdmission, varies by program.

Particlpant Services | «Counscling and assessment »Job placement activities 39 Technical education program arcas
*Remediation with 3400 degree and centifieate programs
Administrative Structure
* Federal *None.
« State «An 18-meamber board and the staff of the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB). The Board is responsible for
setting statewids postsecondary education policy and THECB is the administrative agency. The Community and Technical Calleges
Division of the THECB is responsible for approving all associate degree programs, inclusive of thosc offered by senior and
proprictary institutions.
+*The Texas Council on Vocational Education (TCOVE), previously known as the Advisory Council for Technical-Vocational
Education, is s scparatc siie agency funded by both the statc and federal govemment.
» Local «Cammunity and technical colleges and other postsecondary institutions that have approved technical education

sIn PY 1990, 49 community college districts, the four campuses of Texas State Technical College (TSTC), Texas A&M
Engincering Extension, and the Lamar University Sysiem (selected campuses offering assaciate degrees in applied science) operated
programs,

+Posuecondary institutions sre govemed by local boards of trusices elected by voters within the disrict or by a board of regents
appointed by the gavemor.

Progum Funding
Program Year
+  Amounl/Service
Level

+ Federal/State
« State/Local

+« Constraints

*Scpiember 1 - Augus 31,

+PY 1990, approximately $248 million.

+PY 1990, 233,335 earolled in degree or centificate programs and 134,077 in adult technical credivnon-credit courses (number served
from all combined sources of fedenl, state and local resources),

*None

+State support is provided by biennial appropriations based on a formula developed by the THECH. In the fall of cach odd-numbered
year, an analysis is made of expenditures for cight elaments of cost for the most recently completed fiscal year, The biennial
analysis calculates a sialewide median cost per contact hour for cach of the 39 program areas that is used 1o desermine the
recommended formula rates. Local instimtions are required 1o use the designated fermulas in preparing their appropristions
Although the actual |ppmpmuon may be less than the rocommended amount, subsoquent allocations are sl keyed w tha fonnuh

+Staie funds cannot be used Lo maintain and operate the physical plants of community colleges.

Prugram Management
+« Planning

+« Evaluallon

+ Management
Informaltion
System

*The Career Opportunitics in Texas: A Masier Plan for Vocational and Technical Education seis forth qualitative objoctives for the
forthcoming schoal year and long-term goals for the following five years that have been nppmved by the THECB. Priorities for
local, regional (state planning regions) and statcwide services are addressed. The Maser Plan is annually updated and serves as the
blucprint for restructuring technical education in Texas. Progress and compliance with the Master Plan is reported biennially 1o the
legislature, the governor and TCOVE.

sTwenty-four regional Quality Wack Force Planning Committees sssist in identifying programs that prepare stadents for occupations
in demand and with wages significantly above minimum wages. Initiated by a tri-agency partnership between the Texas Department
of Commerce, the Texas Education Agency and THECBH and adminisiered by TEA, commitice membemship includes educators,
employers and representatives from the public sector. The regional boundaries are colerminous with the state planning regions.

+An annual plan for state funding from cach institution is not required

*Quantifiable, statewide objectives for all postsecondary technical education will be developed s pan of the PY 1992 planning
process for federal funds, The statewide sysiem of measures and standards developed for the Perking Act will eventually be applied
throughout the posisecondary technical education system.

*Each technical education program is approved by the THECB and reviewed at least once every five years. A recommendation 1o
continue, continue with revision, deactivale or sunset review. A sunsei review requires a second, more extensive review to detemmine
10 continue or close the program.

Every ten years, posisecondary institutions undergo an sccreditation by the Southem Association of Colleges and Schools, As of
1985, this process has placed an increased emphasis on instimitional effectiveness, panticularly the evaluation of educational results or
outcomes. However, no prescribed format or sandards exist.

Data eo].locum is oourdmlted by THECB's In.l’m-rmnon Serku Dmnm. Bx!uunoml Dnl.a Center. Suie data

by ) ! Institute; mnludcmdmtdau TASP,
class enrollment, flcully data md gndumun mumu Effons 1o develop mndard:zed deﬁnmuu for data elements are curently
underway.

Service Delvery Syslen

+ Intake, *Admission process varies by campus,
Ellgtbility *Priar 1o completing nine hours of college-level course woik, new students must take and pass the Texes Academic Skills Program
Determination | (TASP). Swdents who da nat pass TASP are placed in remediation to help them develop the reading, writing or math skills they
and need 1o do posisecondary course wek,
Assessment
+ Case *Not used.
Management
Stale-Level Barrlers | +Funds are line appropnations for the community and technical colleges.
to Program sHighly decentralized decision-making system.
Integratlon
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Program/Funding
Source

SECONDARY VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
PERKINS l'l-C

Purpose

+To make the US more competitive in the world econamy by developms more fully the academic and occupational akills of all
scgments of the population. Title I-C provides federa] assistance for secondary, postsecondary and adult vocational education
programs within the stats.

Leglslative
Authority

*FEDERAL: Vocational Education Act of 1963 as amended by Casl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1984 a5 amended by
Cad D. Pericins Vocational and Applied Tochnology Education Act Amend of 1990,
STATE: None.
NOTE: Effective date of the Actis July 1, 1991. Fedenl rules and regulations goveming the Perkins Amendments and the Suie

Plan ere not yet svailable. As such, sections of this profile may be affected when they are released.

Goals

Toi improve educational programs leading to acadesnic and occupational skill competencies needed to work in lachnologxa.l.ly
advanced socidy.

Target Population

+Emphasizes services and equal access for special populations such as the handicapped, educationally or economically disadvantaged
inclusive of foster children, those not propedy served becsuse of sex bias, those of limited English proficiency, and individuals in
correctional instinnions.

Participant Blglblllty -AGE: No. (Agcand/or grade <INCOME: No. U, §, CITIZENSHIP: No.
restrictions apply to specific vocational
courscs offered by the state)
*OTHER: Emphasis is on inclusion of special populations.
Partlcipant Services | «Counseling and assessment «Vocational education *Supplementary services meeting the needs
*Remedistion *Tech-Prep education of special populations{e.g., cquipment
*Apprenticeship modification, instructional aids/devices)
Adminlstiative Stuctive
« Federal «U.S. t of Education.

+ State

+ Local

-Im:rdepmmmul Task Force (Secretaries of Educstion, Labor, and Health and Human Services) is respansible for data
requirements, possible common objectives, definitions, measures and standards for programs under Perkins, Adult Education Act,
JTPA, Relubdmnon Act and Wagner-Peoyser Act; and conridering i m&egnum of research and development canducted with federal
assistance in vocational education and related areas, such a3 emerging technelogics. Submit a repost to Congress every two years.
«Central Education Agency which is comprised of the State Board of Education (SBOE} lnchm Education Agency (TEA). The
SBOE is responsible for setting policy and TEA is the administrative agency.
*The Texas Council on Vocational Education (TCOVE), previously known as the Advisory Council for Technical-Vocational
Education, is a separate state agency funded by both the state and federal govemment. TCOVE's duties includc involvement in the
planning process from the beginning as well as making recommendations conceming the state plan 10 the SBOE and conducting an
evaluation of vocational education programs and efforts at least ance cvery two years, among others.

sLocal school districts that have approved programs. Schocl districts are classified into calegories by their govemance structure and
their sbility to rise local revenue. The vast majosity of districts have locally elected governance boards. A limited number of
districts are govemed by the county cammissioners court or the city council

sEach school district must aiso have a districtwide local advisory council for providing insight on current job needs and the relevance
of programs/courscs offered.

=In PY 1990, 950 of 1,068 school districts opeated vocational education programs with staic and federal funding.

Program Funding
+ Program Year
+  Amount/Service
Level
+ Federal/State

+ Stale/Local

« Constralnts

oJuly | - June 30.

*PY 1992, $47 million (estimate) for both secondary snd postsecondary programs. Approximately $28.2 million will be distributed
1o secondary programs.

*Farmula allocation (relevant share) of Titde H funds to the state is as follows: 50 percent based an the matio of the number of Texans
aged 15-19 10 the number of such persons in all States; 20 percent, aged 20-24; 15 percent, aged 25-65; and 15 percent, aged 15-65
This allotment is them adjusicd by a per capita income ratio that enables pocrer states 1o reccive i.nu-nued allotments.

*Al least 75 pexcent of the within staie Title I1 allocation must be used for basic programs under Pan C,

sFedenal funds are received by the SBOE. Distribution of fedenl funds between secondary and posusecondary is developed
collaborutively by staff of TEA and the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board for review by the Joint Advisory Committee
(includes three membess of the SBOE, three members of the Coordinsting Board, & member of TCOVE and an ex officio
representative from the Texas Department of Conunerce) and recommendation to the SBOE.

«Monies are allocated 1o school districts that have approved vocational education programs based on the following relative share
formula: 70 percent based on Chapier | funds received, 20 based on the number of students with handicaps who hsve
individualized education ,and 10 based on the number of students enrolled in schoal and adults enrolled in taining
programs. Entitlements that are not applicd for by eligible recipients will be reallocated to other eligibles evidencing the greatest
need. Funds may also be received by & consortium of school districts.

+Within school districts, priosity must be given to a limited number of sites or program aseas which serve the highest concentrations
of swudents from special populations

*Basic grant to local recipient must exceed $15,000 unless a waiver is granted by the state. Local administrative costs are limited to

no more than 5 percent.

Program Mansgement

+ Planning

» Evaluation

» Managemenl

Informatlon
System

«Statewidz goals ar: developed by TEA and approved by the SBOE.
+Statc subenits an initial three-year state plan fallowed by a two-year plan for federal vocational education funding. Priar to
developing the plan, the state must conduct an sssessment of the quality of its vocational education progrmms, measure the
responsiveness of programs to unique needs of the special populations, and describe how the planned use of funds reflects the
assessment. The SBOE must also develop measurable objective criteris to assess program quality, Whereas in the past this plan
was primarily a compliance document, it is now viewed by DOE as & planning tool.
*Each school district must submit an annval application (s single one for both state and federat funds).

*Quantifisble, statewide objectives will be developed as part of the PY 1992 planning process.
+State must establish s Commintee of Practitioners 1o make recommendations to the SBOE for developing and implementing a
sutewide system of core standards and measures of perfarmance. System must be in place within two years of the law's enactment
The statewide system must include: measures of learning and competency gains; measures of performance; incentives or adjustments;
and procedures for wilizing resources and methods developed in other fedenally-asgisted programs (JTPA and JOBS).
+*The effectivencss of programs must be evaluated annually using the core standards and measures of performance. Programs that do
not make substantial progress in meeting the standards and measure in the fimt must develop s plan for program improvement with
input from teachers, parenis and students. If afier one year of implementing the local improvement plan sufficient progress is not
made, the suate will work joindy with the school, teachers, parents and students.
*TCOVE must conduct an evaluation at lezst ance every two years on 1) extent to which vocational education, employment snd
training programas represent a consisient, integrated and coordinated approach 1o mesting economic needs of the state, 2) adequacy and
effectiveness aof the vocational education and job training program delivery sysiems in achieving their purposes, and 3) the adequacy
and effectiveness of coordination between vocational education and I'TPA.
Secondary vocational education enrollment data are collected as part of the Public Education Information Management Sysiem
(PEIMS). PEIMS is an automated, centralized data collection system with individual-level data and statewide, standerdized
definitions. Though operational, PEIMS is still being refined. The manner in which data are sent 10 the sute varies by school
district,

Service Dellvery System

+ Intake,
Ellgibility
Delermination
and
Arsessment

« Case
Management

+Identification of students and determination of eligibility arc the responsibility of the local school district. Each local school district
must cutreach and provide special population students and their parents with information an vocational education programs and
opporunilies prior to the student’s entry into ninth grade at the latest. Swdents receive an individual assessment of their vocational
interesiy, abilities and special needs. Students are reassessed by evidencing mastery of the casential elements. A campetency profile
is mainuined for students enrolled in grades 11 and 122

*Varies by schoal district and student needs. Suppart Centers, where handicapped and disadvantaged sdents can receive
individualized help, arc one example.

+As part of the vocational guidance and counseling program, school districts are encouraged to provide the following: individual
asseszment of interests, abilities and sptitudes; occupational information which matches e individual inventary; guidance and




Programlfundlng
Source

SECONDARY VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
PERKINS, 1B, SUBPART 1

+*To make the US mare competitive in the world economy by developing mare fully the scademic and occupational skills of all
segmenis of the population. Title [I-B, Subpart 1 provides federal assisiance for programs that provide single parents, displaced
homemakers, and single pregnant women with maketable akills,

*NOTE: Subpart | also provides for programs that promote the climination of sex biss. However, sex equity programs arc not

FEDERAL: Vocational Education Act of 1963 as amended by Cazl D, Peskins Vocations] Education Act of 1984 as amended by
Cad D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act Amendments of 1990.

NOTE: Effcctive date of the Actis July 1, 199]. Federal mles and regulations governing the Perkins Amendments and the State
Plan are not yet available. As such, sections of this profile may be affected when they are released,

Purpose
addressed in this profile.
Legislative
Authority
*STATE: None.
Goals

*To imprave educational programs leading to academic and occupational skill competencies needed to wark in a technologically
advanced soci

Target Populallon

sSingle parents, dgg laced homemakers, and single pregnant women.

+ Stlate

+ Local

Participant Eliglbility *AGE: No. (Age and/or grade «INCOME: No. +L]. 8. CITIZENSHIP: No.
restrictions spply 1o specific vocational
courses offared by the state.)

Partlcipant Services | -Career guidance and counseling *Vocational education +Educational materials
*Prepanitary (basic academnic and +Job readiness skills . care
occupational) *Pasenting classes »Transpornation

Adminlstrative Struclure

« Federal +U.S. Department of Education.

sInterdepartmental Task Force (Secretarizs of Education, Labor, and Health and Human Services) is responsible for examining data
irements, possible common objectives, definitions, measures and standands for programs under Peddns, Adult Education Act,
JTPA, Rehabilitation Act and Wagner-Peyser Act; and considering integration of rescarch and development conducted with federal
assistance in vocational education and related arcas, such as emerging technalogies. Subwmit a report to Congress every two years.
+Central Education Agency which is camprised of the Sute Board of Education (SBOE) and Texas Education Agency (TEA). The
SBOE is responsible for setting policy and TEA is the administrative agency. At lesst one full-time position must be designated at
the state-Jevel as the Sex Equity Coordinator.
«The Texss Council on Vocations]l Education (TCOVE), previously known as the Advisory Council for Technical-Vocational
Educstion, is a scparate sats agency funded by both the suate and fedenal govemment. TCOVE's duties include involvement in the
planning process from the beginning as well as making recommendations conceming the state plan to the SBOE and conducting
evaluation of vocational sducation programs and efforts at least once every two years, among others.
+Local schoal districts that can openite programs of sufficient size, scope and quality 1o be effective are cligible. Each panicipating
school district must have a teacher/coordinalor assigned to the project, The Act also allows proposals 10 be submitied by qualified,
community-based organizations.
*Each participating school district must also have s local advisory council that includes representation from TEC, local community
college, DHS, JTPA, and TDH, among others.
*In PY 1990, 76 school districts received funding.

Program Fundlng

Program Year

*  Amount/Service
Level

+ Federal/State

» Slate/Local

= Constraints

July 1 - June 30,

*PY 1992, $4.5 million (estimate) for both secondary and postsecondary programs. Approximately $2.7 million will be distributed
Lo secondsry programs.

*Formula allocation (relevant share) of Title II funds (o the state is as follows: 50 percent based on the ratio of the number of Texans
aged 15-19 to the number of such persons in all States; zopml. aged 20-24; 15 pexcent, tged?.i-ﬁs and 15 pereent, aged 15-65.
This allotment is them adjusicd by a per capita income ratio that enables poorer states 1o receive increased allotments.

At least 10.5 percent of the within sute Title I1 allocation must be used for programs under Pant B, Subpart 1. Of this amount, 7
percent must be used for single parents, displaced homemakers, and single pregnant women and 3 percent for sex equity. The
remaining .5 percent may be used for either program. At least $60,000 of the 5 parcent of Title Il that is used for state
administration must be used to support the functions of the state-level Sex Equity Coardinator.

sFederl funds are reccived by the SBOE. Distribution of federa! funds between sacondary and posisecondary is developed
collaboratively by staff of TEA and the Texaz Higher Education Coordinating Board for review by the Joint Advisory Committee
{includes three members of the SBOE, three members of the Coordinating Board, s member of TCOVE and an ex officio
representative from the Teass Depantment of Commerce) and recommendation to the SBOE.

=Manies are allocaied to school districts on a competitive basis. ition for projects is divided into two categories: small or
rural school districts of less than 5,000 students eligible for awards of up to $25,000; and medium and large schoal districis of 5,000
or more students eligible for awards of up o $50,000.

«Funds reserved for Title II-B activitics must be maintained at no less than their 1990 level unless Title IT funds as a whole are

reduced when campared to the 1990 allocation,

Progrsn Management
» Planning

+ Evaluation

+» Management
Informatlon
System

+*The Sex Equity Coordinator is responible for developing an annual plan for spproval by the SBOE.

*There are no statewide, quantifiable cbjectives. Each project is individually assessed and an evaluation companent will probably be
part of future projects, The Sex Equity Coordinator is responsible for developing procedures and for evaluating the adequacy and
cifectivencss of programs. Past reponts have included data on numbers served, services delivered and final outcomes.

TCOVE must conduct an evalution of programs funded with Perking monics at lcast once every two yeant on 1) extent o which
vocational education, employment and training programs represent a consisient, integrated and coordinated approach to meeting
cconomic needs of the state, 2) adequacy and effectivencss of the vocational education and job training program delivery systems in
achicving their purposes, and 3) the adequacy and effectiveness of coordination betwesn vocational education and JTPA.
*Sccondary vocationsl education enrollment data are collecicd as part of the Public Education Information Management System
(PEIMS). PEIMS is an automated, centralized dats collection system with individual-level data and statewide, standardized
definitions. Though operational, PEIMS is still being refined. ‘The manner in which data are sent 1o the stale varics by school
district.

*Additional data thai are collected on cach project (independent of PEIMS) include numbers served, services delivered and final
outcomes. The process is similar to the Data Collection Kit used by the Nationa] Displaced Homemakers Network.

Service Dellvery System
« Intake,
Eligibllity
Determination
and
Assessment
Caze
Manapement

Jdemification of students and determination of cligibility ere the responuibility of the Iocal school district, An Individualized
Education and Career Planning Record is maintained on each sudent and updated at least ance & semesier.

*Yes. The teacher/coondinator serves as the case manager.

State-Level Barrlers
to Program

+None jdentified at this level of analysis.

Integratlon
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Program/Funding
Source

ADULT EDUCATION
ADULT EDUCATION ACT, TITLE JII.B AND STATE FUNDING

Purpose

*To improve educational opportunities for adults; 10 provide the educational prerequisites for effective living, gainful employment
and citizenship; to expand and improve the current deli ; and 10 encourage establishment of adult education Tams.

Leglsiative
Authority

*FEDERAL: Adult Educauon Act of 1966 a3 amended in 1988 (Tide II1, Past B-Basic Staic Grant).
*STATE: Texas Education Code, Chapter 11, Section 11.18, Adult Education.

Goals

+To eliminate illiteracy and enable adults w acquire basic educavonal skills and/or complete a secondary education.

Targel Papuistion

*Adulis, 17 and older, who lack sufficient mastery of basic educational skills or who have not graduated from secondary school.
Operationally, highest priority given to sdults functioning below the ninth grade level.

*FEDERAL.: At lcast 10 percent of basic grant is carmatked for corrections education and other institutionalized adults.
+STATE: Atleast one million dollars annually for FY 1990 and 1991 must be used 1o expand education and training sexvices o

AFDC recipients in accordance with the Family Support Act of 1988,

Participant Hliglbility

+AGE: 217. +INCOME: No. »UL.S. CITIZENSHIP: No.
+OTHER: Educational Status, officislly withdmwn from school; Educational Level, functioning below the 11th grade level.

Participant Services | +Counscling and assessment sBasic education *English language
sLiteracy +Secondary education sLife coping skills
Adminlstmtlve Structre
* Federal +U.S. Department of Education.
= State +Centzal Educaton Agency which is comprised of the State Board of Education (SBOE) and the Texas Education Agency (TEA).
Texas does not have a Sute Advisory Council on adult education for the purposes of the Adult Education Act that is supported by
federal funds and appointed by the Govemor, SBOE rules designate the Texas Council on Vocationa) Education (TCOVE) as the
commitiee suthorized by the Texas Education Code for advising the SBOE on needs, priorities and standards for adult education.
+ Local »Adult education cooperatives {qurrently 61) which are comprised of public schoal districts, public colieges and universities, and

regional cducation service centers. Each cooperative has a locally sclected fiscal agent that serves as the contracting agency and
manages the fedenl, state, county and local adult educational resousces. The fiscal agent is sclected by a coordinating commities
madz up of representatives af the member education agencies. The coordinating commitiee is also respansible for developing the
program plan and application, making recommendations 1o the fiscal agent conceming program implementation, and monitoring the
activitics of the cooperative. A local community advisory commitiee with representatives from the public and private sector also
panicipates in the planning, delivery and evaluation of services. Decisions as to the breadth and depth of services offercd as well as
geographic arcas served arc locally-driven by needs evidenced in the community and resource availability. The cooperstives are
responsible for coordination with other agencies and organizations within their service arces that can provide suppont services,
thereby leveraging local resources in \enns of valunicer time, facilitics and services. Roughly 90 percent of the paid instructional
s1aff are part-time.

Program Funding
+ Program Year

+«  Amount/Sevice
Level
+ Federal/State

« State/Local

+ Canstralnts

«July 1 - June 30. Convering to a Seplember-io-August cycle for suate funds in PY 1990 and maintaining a July 10 June cyele for
federal funds.
«PY 1990, $16,825,032 and 220, 027 individuals served.

+Farmula allocation (relevant share) Lo the state is based on the ratio of the number of Texas adulis beyond compulsory school age
without high school diplomas or equivalent certificates 1o the number of such adults in all States. State must submit an application
and a four-year plan.

eAfier funds have been set aside for state administration and state- and fedemlly-roquired uses such as discretionary monies for teacher
training and special projects, the remainder of state and federal funds are allocated to fiscal agents based on school district boundaries
and rules adopied by the SBOE in October 1986 — 75 percent af the funds available for local programs are sllocated on the basis of
swident contact hours evidenced in the previous fiscal year and 25 percent are allocaied on the basis of the number of eligible adults
residing in the service delivery ares as reponed by the Census. Each fiscal agent must submit an annual application and a three-year
plan. Distribution of allocstions made to each school district within the coopenitive arc in accordance with local coopenative paolicics
approved by participating schoals. Each cooperative must expend at least 10 percent of its federa] allocation for corrections
education and other instiwtionalized adults.

*FEDERAL: At least 10 percent of basic grant for corrections education/other institntionalized adults; at least 10 percent for teacher
training and special projects; no more than 20 for secondary level services, grades 9-12; no mare than 5§ percent or $50,000,
whicheveris greater, for state administrative costs; and 15 percent (cash) match required in 1990, will increase 10 20 percent in 1991
and 25 percent in 1992 and sub: L years.

*STATE: Not less than two million dollars annualty in FY 1992 and 1993 must be used 10 expand education and training sexvices 1o
AFDC recipients by entering into contracts or arrangements with the Texas Depanment of Human Services in accordance with the
Family Suppont Act of 1988,

Program Management
*+ Planning

= Evaluation

» Management
Information
System

«Statewide goals arc developed by TEA and approved by the SBOE. Three plans affect adult education: the Long-Range Plan for
Texas Public Schoal Education (five-year plan), the Plan for Adult and Community Education {four-year plan) and the Texas Sute
Plan for Federal Adult Education Funding (four-year plan). The first two are state documents and the third is a compliance document
for federal funds, Each cooperalive’s coordinating and community advisory commitiees develop local goals that complement and
address the state goals. These are submitied in an annual application (Standard Application Systzm, SAS) and a three-ycar plan.
Services provided by cooperatives reflect local area needs and the resource capacity of the ive.

*Objective of adult cducation at the state level is 1o serve an estimated minimum of 140,000 adults in adult basic education and
80,000 in adult secondary education annually during 199010 1993, Other statewide, prognam performance measures for PY 1990-
1993 include: percent of secondary level students obtaining GED or diploma (30-33 percent); cumulative percent of LEP students
completing one ESL instructional level (82-85 percent); percent of basic level students completing that level (39-42 percent); and the
siate sverage number of contact hours per student (46.8-55).

*The Annual Performance Repont is used statewide to collect data on the number of students served, their demographics, number of
contact hours, student accomplishments and descriptions of progress made toward accomplishing goals. On-site compliance
monitoring is conducted every three years and every four yeass at least anc-third of the cooperatives are evaluated in terms of
planning, program content, cursiculum, instructionsl materials, equipment, personnel qualifications, and effect on subsequent work
experience of gradustes. Each cooperative must also conduct student evaluations and obtain at least a 10 percent response rate.
+Cooperative perfonnance is evaluated in terms of acwal versus planned. There are no statewide performance standards imposed on
the local cooperatives, TEA is developing a statewide performance-based system of accountability, The system is envizioned as
having two components: one for assessing lezmer cuicomes and a second for assessing programs (The lauer will funciion similar to
an accreditation process.).

sThere is no centralized, sutomated data system containing individual, siudent-record dats at the state level. Only aggregeic data by
cooperative is available. Data collection is responsive (o fedenal requirements. Thers are no additional state requirements. Far
fedena} purposes, basic student information collected includes: sex, age, mec/cthnicity by educstional functioning level; and selected
group characteristics such as stas upon enrolbment and achievernents.

Sesvice Ddlvery System
« Intake,
Eligiblity
Determination
and
Assessment

+ Case

+The intake, eligibility determination and asseszment process is locally designed. As such, the process varies by cooperative.
Technicel assistance is provided by TEA.

sIntake forms vary by cooperative. Enrollment is open provided there is room (i.e., first come first served). Detennination of
participant eligibility is informal, relying primarily on scif-declaration. Adult education paniicipants are predominantly voluntary
walk-ins that exhibit & high degree of self-initiative. In some cooperatives, however, the level of referrals is increasing — primarily
as a result of contracwal relationships with private sector businesses and industries, JTPA PICs and service providers, and DHS
programs secving AFDC clients. Though cach coopenitive designs its own asscssment process, they arc encoursged by TEA w0
develop a comprehensive package that mects the client’s needs snd the coopenative’s capacity. Standardized testing, though used, is
not pramoted as a iminary assessment tool. Instead, unobirusive instruments such as onl interviews, mple&ion of an
enrollment form, or informal reading inventories are encouraged, The und:ncy isnot 10 imimidate or inhibit the participant's
motivation, Typlully. at same point during or afier the assessment sudy plan is prepared for cach
panicipant. There is no standardized format foc the plan, The scope and cnntmt of each plan varics by cooperative and is often
directly dependent on the sdminisimlive resources available.

sNot used.




Targel Population

Program/Funding VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM

Source REHABILITATION ACT AND STATE FUNDING

Purpose «To +Ta help people with mental and physical disabilitics prepare for and find competitive employment.

Legislative “FEDERAL:Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973 a3 amended.

Authority «STATE:Section 111.051 Human Resource Code, Vemon's Texas Codes Annomed,'l‘exn Senate Bill 110, 6151 Legislature
Goals To help people with mental and physical disabilities prepare for and find competitive employment.

+Persons 16 snd older who have s mental or physical disability snd have the potential to be rehabilitated for employment. From this
population priority is given 1o cliems with the most severe disabilities who have rehabilitstion potentisl.

Participant Bligiblily

*AGE: 16 and alder. ~ «INCOME: No. +U.S, CITIZENSHIP: No.
+OTHER: Must have mental or physical disability which constitutes a handicsp to working and be legaily able 10 wock.
*An individuals abilily to pay is considered for non-counscling services,

F with visua) disabilities are not served through this program.

Partlcipant Services

+Counseling and Assessment *Prosthetic devices «Vocational adjusiment training
+Diagnosiic exams +Occupational skills training *Transpoctation
«Surpery and hospitalization sSupponed work sIncome suppon

Adminlstrative Structure
» Federal
+ Stale
+ Local

+U.S. Deparument of Education
+Texas Rehabilitation Commission
+The Texas Rehabilitation Commission (TRC) has a network of six regional and 115 loca) offices that offer vocationa) rehabilitation

Program Funding
+ Program Year
»  Amount/Savice
Level
» Federal/State

+ State/Local

+ Constraints

*October 1 1o September 30 (Federal Fiscal Year)
«PY 1990, §115,571,977 (federal $89,492,300; starc $26,079,677) and 63,329 clients were sexved during FY 1990,

=Each suale receives three separate formula allotments from two separate appropriations.

+From the basic Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) services appropriation, each state receives: (1) an allotnent equal to the amount
received in FY 1978; plus (2) from any excess overthe FY 1978 level, an alloument determined by a complicated formula based on
population shares, prior allotment and per capita income.

+*From sny additions] VR scrvices sppropriation, cach stale receives an amount based on the ratio of their allotment in the first two
pants 1o that of all other sates.

*Funds are distributed to the regional level based on the assignment of ane VR counselor per 45,000 of general populstion and then
the allocation of $160,000 per counselor per year in case service funds and an administrative factor for the distribution of overhead
cosis.
+Federal grants 1o states require state matching funds in amounts sufficient to meet the maintenance of effort provisions of the law,

The methodalogy used results in a federal/state split of spproximately 75%/25%.

Program Management
+« Planning

= Evaluation

= Management
Information

Planning and Evaluation is a functional area within the Financial and Planning Services Department. Within an environment of
continued decentralization, the Planning function supports en interactive planning system made up of inteflocking planning boards.
Boards consist of a Commission manager, his immediate supervisor, the employees supervised and any other person in the
commission that can facilitaie the planning process.
*The Canmission also makes extensive use of 3 Consumers Advisory Board on all policy and service issues.
»Major reporting requirements of the budget and planning function are the preparation of the Legisimive Appropriations Request
(LARY), Operating Budget, Performance and Funds Management repart, Appropriations Allocation report and revenue estimates. The
federal compliance plan is required every three years but is updated annually,
«Annual performance for Vocational Rehabilitation is measured by five standards:

-Eligible clients served {must receive services under an Individualized Written Rehabilitation Program [IWRPY);

-Eligible clicnts rehabilitated and employed (must be employed at least 60 days);

-Rehabilitated cases as » percent of all eligible cases closed;

-Number of eligible clients for whom IWRPs are initiated; and

-Average total costs per rehabilitant,
*The TRC uses « mainfame computer supporied by the central administration. All local offices are tied into the mainframe through
Local Arcas Networks, Nomal day-lo-day operations arc highly dependent upan real-time access 1o mainframe information which

Integration

System includes all client and service dats.
Service Ddivery Sysian
+ Intake, +Local intake eligibility determination and asscssment is done by VR Counselors in 115 field offices sexrving all areas of the state.
Eliglbllity There are speciality counselors in the larger field offices 10 provide specislized services wo individuals with catastrophic disabilities.
Determination | VR Counsclors use case service funds under their discretion (3160,000 per counselor per year) lo purchase training, restoration, and
and other services to prepare the client for employment. Where possible, other sources of services {(such as insurance, federal and state
Assessment programs local agencies, etc.) are used before VR program funds are used. Priority is given to those with the most severe disabilities
who have rehabilitation potential. Applicants for the program participate in an evaluation of their disabilities and their potential
employment. This assessment may involve ouiside physicians, psychologists or other professionals. Eligible clients plan with the
VR Counselors an IWRP of services they need 10 go 10 work. The services called for in the IWRP are provided until the client is
suitably employed for s minimum of 60 days.
+Basically, TRC acts as a centralized intake point for an individual referral system which has resources to purchase services for clients
or to refer clients to services in the community.
« Casge *VR Counsclors use a casc mansgement approach.
Manapement _ _ _
State-Leval Barricrs | «The almost complete priority for the sevorely disabled will make it difficult 1o integrate Vocational Rehabilitation inlo other
to Program employment and trining programs because other programs and jobs are not well structured to accomodate the disabled.
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