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March 19, 2003

The Honorable Howard “Buck” McKeon 

Chair, Subcommittee on 21st Century Competitiveness

Committee on Education and the Workforce

2181 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman McKeon:

The California Community Colleges appreciate your work on the Workforce Reinvestment and Adult Education Act of 2003, H.R. 1261, to reauthorize the Workforce Investment Act (WIA).  The California Community Colleges system serves 2.9 million students each year at its 108 colleges located throughout the state.  Nearly half of these students enroll in vocational or workforce training related courses or programs, making the community college system the single largest provider of vocational training and workforce preparation in the state and in the nation.  

My perspective on WIA reauthorization is based on our experience since 1998 working under the current WIA framework.  I am pleased to see that H.R. 1261 addresses several of the key issues we raised in the statutory proposals we submitted in response to the Education and the Workforce Committee’s invitation for comment.  I believe that the first priority in this reauthorization must be to reorient the nation’s workforce development system on direct service to those seeking training that leads to productive employment and to the business interests that are pleading for a better educated and more highly skilled labor force.  I believe that community colleges nationwide and the California Community Colleges in particular have much to contribute to this task if modest changes can be accomplished to provide us more adequate resources for the task and remove administrative barriers to our full participation.

Our recommendations address the three broad areas of funding, governance and accountability.   While these comments are confined to WIA, you will see several references to potential changes in the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act (VTEA) signaled by the Administration.  As you move forward with this bill while VTEA reauthorization moves through another subcommittee on a different timetable, I believe your leadership is essential to ensure that the two reauthorizations are coordinated in light of their interconnections, particularly for community colleges, and the impact both will potentially have on the availability of workforce training for adults.  

FUNDING

I am encouraged that H.R. 1261 calls for revisiting the financing mechanism for One-Stop infrastructure.  While our local community colleges, as mandated One-

Stop partners and as required by VTEA, have provided resources to help operate and maintain California’s One-Stops, we agree with the Department of Labor’s (DOL) assessment of the difficulties entailed in local negotiation of cost-sharing.  We do, however, take strong exception to the approach in Section 108(c) of the bill requiring One-Stop partners to contribute a portion of their funds to support the One-Stop infrastructure in a manner determined by the governors.  Such a scenario will have several substantial negative impacts, including:

· Diminish program funds available for actual occupational training.  This is especially a concern in light of the Administration’s approach to VTEA reauthorization that would substantially cut funding for postsecondary vocational training.  The approach to One-Stop funding in Section 108(c) could result in colleges facing a significantly greater cash obligation to fund the One-Stop system from VTEA funds that are significantly reduced, amounting to a double hit on already inadequate training funds.

· Disrupt current satisfactory local arrangements for One-Stop support.  We do not believe it would best serve the objectives of the One-Stop system to require all partners to go back to the drawing board and renegotiate their One-Stop support obligation on a cash basis at the state level when significant investment of time and effort has already gone into local resolution of infrastructure support through funding, in-kind support, or co-location.

· Reduce local flexibility for One-Stops to leverage partner resources and maximize return-on-investment.  The local operation of California’s One-Stops is responsive to local community resources, capacity, and needs.

We emphasize the need for dedicated funds to support the One-Stop infrastructure that do not divert limited training dollars to administrative functions.  

Further, WIA reauthorization should expand direct funding for training and education services, at a minimum to expand capacity in high demand, high priority occupations and to address mass job dislocation.  Of the $588 million in WIA funds received by California in state fiscal year 2001-02, approximately $80 million, or only 13.6 percent, was spent on adult training.  Community colleges received less than $12.6 million in total WIA funding for 2000-01.  As long as Individual Training Accounts (ITAs) are the primary means of funding training, community colleges, particularly those in California, will not be significantly aided by WIA because our enrollment fees cover less than 10 percent of the average cost of instruction for a full-time student and significantly less than 10 percent for vocational students whose programs are more costly.  A modest federal investment could significantly expand community college capacity to meet urgent current workforce development needs and emerging priorities, including major needs related to homeland security.  We strongly support the specific proposals of the American Association of Community Colleges to amend provisions related to Rapid Response Activity (Sec. 101(38)), Allowable Statewide Employment Training Activities (Sec. 134(a)(3)), and Exceptions to the Use of Individual Training Accounts (Sec. 134(d)(4)(G)) to make better use of community colleges in the federal workforce training system.

H.R. 1261 stresses the need to provide flexibility in the delivery of Core, Intensive and Training services by local areas.  This approach was advanced by the Administration and we strongly agree that local workforce areas should be allowed to direct individuals to training services as appropriate, instead of requiring them to first move through a succession of Core and Intensive services.  

GOVERNANCE

We support the H.R. 1261 provisions that would streamline and strengthen State Workforce Investment Boards (WIBs), giving them greater authority to set policies and priorities for the one-stop system.  We also recommend an enhanced role for the WIBs in setting statewide priorities for local WIA activities, including the ability to direct funds to ensure that local areas are enlisted to serve designated statewide and regional training needs.  

We are pleased that H.R. 1261 retains a community college presence on local workforce boards.  In fact, the bill clearly delineates representation for community college presidents on local boards.  We strongly objected to the DOL’s proposal to diminish the role of college presidents on local workforce investment boards.  H.R. 1261 correctly recognizes that community college input is essential to help local boards shape policies that are grounded in the local and regional context.  

We support the streamlining and regionalizing intent of the amendments to Section 105, Local Workforce Investment Areas, but believe that the amendments don’t go far enough.  We advocate amendments to further push efficiency in the administration and provision of services, including regional planning and coordination.   Section 105(a) continues to provide automatic local area designation to jurisdictions of 500,000 or greater population.  Our preference would be to have no automatic designations, to allow states greater flexibility to construct the most appropriate local areas and to regionalize as appropriate.  As the bill is currently drafted, construction of any regional plan would constitute an additional layer of planning and coordination beyond the local plan.  We would like to see states given as much latitude as possible to construct effective delivery areas, in the process eliminating any duplicative bureaucracy that poses a barrier for colleges as well as job-seekers and employers to work with the workforce system.  This is especially a problem in urban areas like Los Angeles or the Silicon Valley where there are numerous entities of 500,000 or greater population that might function more effectively on a regional basis than as separately designated local workforce areas.

ACCOUNTABILITY

We applaud language in the bill and DOL’s recognition that the current Eligible Training Provider List (ETPL) provisions are overly burdensome and discourage training provider participation.  The California community colleges have long expressed frustration with meeting existing ETPL requirements.  Only 52 of the 108 community colleges have listed programs and many of those list just a few of the vocational/occupational training programs they offer.  While H.R. 1261 provides states the authority to determine training provider standards, we recommend including language that confers WIA training provider eligibility to any higher education institution that is Title IV eligible, or that receives regional accreditation.  

Title IV eligibility represents a federal investment in determining institutional quality and accountability that should be leveraged for WIA Eligible Training Provider List (ETPL) purposes.  To receive regional accreditation, community colleges are subjected to a rigorous review of their courses, programs and administration.  Receipt of this accreditation should satisfy WIA training provider eligibility requirements.  

With regard to Performance Accountability, we support collapsing the number of performance measures from 17 to eight.  We have concerns, however, with some of the specific measures proposed as part of the Office of Management Budget (OMB) 

Common Measures for Job Training and that are now included by reference in H.R. 1261.  I want to list our specific concerns and alternatives, recognizing that the specific definitions may not be an appropriate addition to this bill, but wanting you to understand the nature of our definitional issues in the hope that there will be an opportunity to revisit what OMB has crafted.

· The Adult Category measure, Entered Employment Rate, needs to be modified in three ways.  First, the employment rate should include the number of participants who exit the program and transfer to a four-year college or university or join the military.  The current “entered employment” measure fails to capture students attending 2-year institutions who, instead of seeking employment after program completion, pursue baccalaureate degrees or who join the armed forces.  Second, “entered employment” should be measured by employment in the 2nd quarter after exiting the program (six months from program exit), rather than the 1st quarter.  Participants involved in advanced skill training, which characterizes many programs offered by community colleges, seek higher skilled and higher paying jobs.  Finding employment in higher paying jobs requires longer and more intensive job searches. Extending the measurement from 3 to 6 months will capture more community college student participants and will better reflect the reality of the job search for skilled job seekers.  Third, the methodology for this measurement asks to measure students “who are not employed at registration.”  Given that approximately 90 percent of students enrolling in our vocational programs are employed sometime in the quarter when entering community college, this definition would eliminate nearly all the students we serve.  

· The Adult Category measurement, Earnings Increase, requires reviewing changes in participants’ earnings between the 1st quarter and the 3rd quarter after exiting a program.  This section of the measure should be dropped.  It is unlikely that many participants, but especially community college participants trained for and employed in higher skilled jobs, will experience a wage increase within six months on the job.  This measure may apply to individuals in entry level, minimum wage jobs, but it is unlikely to provide any meaningful information about students who seek higher-paying occupations after leaving community college programs.  A more meaningful measure, and one which is proposed in this measure, would look at earnings before an individual enters training and six months after exiting, instead of three months as currently proposed.  We agree with keeping this section, as 

· modified, of the Earnings Increase measurement because it will better measure the effectiveness of the training programs and the return on investment of workforce development dollars.  

· Both the Adult and Youth category measures contain an Efficiency measurement.  There has been insufficient information provided about how this measure is defined.  While we believe our workforce and vocational programs that receive Perkins, WIA and other types of federal support would prove highly efficient, a more detailed data definition should be considered in consultation with training providers.
I understand that H.R. 1261 is likely to move quickly in the House and want to offer my assistance and that of my staff as issues and needs arise.  Please feel free to contact me directly, or contact Linda Michalowski, Director of Strategic Communications and Federal Relations at (916) 327-0186 or lmichalo@cccco.edu should you need clarification or assistance.

Sincerely,

Thomas J. Nussbaum

Chancellor

cc:
George Boggs, President, AACC

Diana Fuentes Michel, Vice Chancellor, 
   Governmental Relations and External Affairs


Dona Boatright, Vice Chancellor, Educational Services


Ron Selge, Dean, Career Development and Partnerships

