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ABSTRACT : : " : ‘
This volume contains n1ne‘case studies de<cr1h1ng the“,'"
1n1t1a1 tvo-year experiences of local governments in implementing the‘ S et
.‘Comprehansive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA). (An- fgarlier ™ T
volume published eight 51m11ar area studies..on the ttansiticn from .- o™
federally: centralized tc’ decentralized manpcuer pPrograms.). Written by[a,ﬁ'
resident field- researchers familiar with the lccal scene,. these’ i”n_ . =
reports span a range of experiences - frcm well-run operaticns“tob . one * e
‘on the verae of dissolution because of 1nterjuri=d1ctional tensions._
“The reports are approximately twenty pages in length and summarize_
~how local governments administer eprloyability. development. and public
~serv1ce ‘employment” proqrams- The qovernmental units and lccations are
" as, follows: Capital Area Consortium,- Texas;'Calhoun County, -Michigan;
Orange County Consortium, California; Kansas City-%yandotte County '
Consortium, Kansas; Topeka-Shawnee County Ccnsortium, Kansas;

Phoenix -Maricopa Ccunty Consortium, Arizona; Lanslng Tri -County
Req1ona1 Consortium, nichiqan'-st. Paul, Minnesotaj.: :and Cleveland
Area-Western Reserve Manpower Consortium, ‘Ohio.: Spec:fic topics o : %
covered ‘include . (1) pre-CETA services; (2)- the ‘clientele cerved; (3)
relationship with other state and local agenc1es- (4) ascessment of

program effectiveness* and (5) the. planninq ‘and administrationiof

Titles I, II, and VI. While problems;: ¢uch as riecemeal planning and
difficulty in arranging on-the job tra1n1ng, are discussed, the -

overall tenor of the. studies is po=1t1ve, reflecting progress 1n :
coordinating. local proqram operation (EIG)
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" This is the second volume of* ease studies desqublng the expenences of

loca] governments in lmplementlng the Comprehensive Employment and

Training* Act of 1973 (CeTA). Earlier’ legislation—the Manpower
Development and Tralnmg Act “of 1962 (MDTA) and- the Economlc

/’ad ustment to the labér market CETA, however, shifted respdnsrblllty for
-managing  these programs to” state and - local authormes ‘on the

,-'v'trymc for [these officials: The dlfﬁcultles that prlme sponsors had in
" gearing up for their unaccustomed rdle were multiplied by the. new
- responsibijities thrust. on them when: Congress added a large publlc

service: employment program. to. create jobs for the rising number of

‘unemployed. CETA now became the vehlcle for deallng w1th countercycll-
~ cal as well as structura} problems

The case studies in this volume - descrlbe how local governments
administered both the employablllty development and the public service -

. B employment programs. They supplement other reports of the Committee

onEvaluation of Employment and Training ‘Programs, which was.

established by the National Research Council to assess the polltlcal
.economlc. and social 1mpact of CETA The Comrmttee has 1ssued an

-



S 2 B . o T . - Preface
N o . - » e
interim report, “The Comprelicnsive. Employment and Training Act:
Impact .on Pgople, " Places, Programs,” and' a final .report, “The ’
. Comprehensive Employmen( and Training Act, the Early-Years,”. both ‘
= - of which are national in scope. The first volume of case studies is entitled .-
: “Transition to Decentralized Manpower Programs: Eight-Area Studies.”’ ‘
The area studies, written by resident field researchers familiar with the .~
local scene, bring into sharper focus the trends discussed in the national
reports and add local flavor and perceptions. ~ - L
,While in’all of the areas CETaA serves minerity grofxp_s,' the economic;'ally Yo
disadvantaged, and the unemployed, thege are differences among them
_in.cInphasis and priorities. There are alsg variations in program content,
.- . in relationships between sponsors and delivery pgencies, and in-style of . -
~*. operations. The studies span’ a range of experiences—froni well-run.
" operations to one on the verge of dissolution because of interjurisdiction-
‘al tensions. For three of the case studies, this-is a report of ‘the second
‘phase -of ceTA. The early developments in the Kansas City-Wyandofte, .

' RIS Topeka-Shawnee, ‘and Lansing, consortiums weére described in .the
previous volume., - -t 0 - R
L t=e ¢ Caution is urged in drawing generalizations from the case studies, but

- -they .do exemplify some of the problems noted in the Committee’s
. . . national reports: piecemeal planning, difficulty in arranging on-the-job
v . ' training, "too' much emphasis on work experience. programs, pook
: -~ coordination between sponsors and émployment service -agericies, -
. inadequate "arrangements -for placing participants into ‘jobs, and a’

~* tendency‘on the part of somelocal governments to rely on CETA for

maintajnipg-public sepvice. = L a
whole, - the *tenor of the;'case’studies"is positive. Manpower
ave been established as' an,important function of local
» and progress has been made in coordinating local program -

' - programs-
. goverment

. o’p’erations.' ,\ SRR I S o L .
" The asséssment study of CETA by the Committee, on Evaluation of .
Employmen{ and Training. Programs was fonded initially by the Ford:

- Foundation, with supplementary suppoit in 1977 from the Employment "

and Training Administration of the U.S. Department of Labor.

. " "The Committee wishes to acknowledge the contributions of Mr. .

.+ Robert Schrank of the Ford Foundation, who helped formulate the
.~ objectives of the larger study and suggested the case stutly apgroaéh. We-
- © . are also grateful for the codperation of mcnbers of the Committee in
« s -+ guiding theproject and reviewing drafts of the case studies. A number:of -
o persons on prime sponsor staffs assisted the field research associates by
~. 0. -providing statistical information and insights: Department of Labor staff

’f
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-Capital Area . |
- Consortium, Texas o

ROBERT W. GLOVER

’
-

This paper cxamines thc eﬂu,t of the Comprehenswe Employment and
Training Act (CETA) on manpower programs in the Capital Area

Consortium during fiscal 1975 and 1976. The consortium is corhprised of ~
- a nine-county area in central Texas, split into highly urbanized Travis '
: County, containing the city of Austin, and cnght contlguous largely rural ..~ . =
“_counties, ¢ o

Since Austin—a city in the_middle of the sunbelt--has enjoyed one of

. the lowest uncmployment rates of any city in-the nation andshas been  ©
.among, the country’s 10 fastest growing metropolitah areas in the 1970’s,

one might assume that it has relatlvely few’ sngmﬁcant manpower

- 'problems However, as has beeh stated, * ‘there is a lot of shade in the -

~ sunbelt.” Aggregate indicators such as the overall unemployment rate .
‘often mask problems in specific areas, and’ ‘Austin is no cxception,  ~
'possessmg several’'manpower-related problems that are magmﬁed by the !

pecullarltles of its labor market > , “ .
» L% - o \ . .W '
THE LABOR MARKET SETTING . ' i |
: ‘The Austm labor market, jis. dlstorted by the more than 50,000 college . __.fl-"“‘-

students and wives_or husbands of qtudcnts from five mstltutlons of

3

Robert ‘W, _Glover is amllated wnth the Ccntcr for the Study ol' Human;Resources

;Umverstty of}exas atAustm, T B R
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-4 seetor—more  than' “twice  tfic lldll()ﬁ'll ‘proportion. - Manufacturing

o .
!Austin Chamber of Commerce.

.

. L
* "

2, ' IMI’I()YMINI AN TRAINING PROGRAMS

higher education and two \cmnmucx Many of thcsc students and their
spouses want -part- tnnc or.cven fpll- tnmiuhs Furtlier,.a large portlon of

the lppmxnn.ltcly 2, 000 annual graduates prdcr td.settle and to seek - .
their. first_jobs in theiaréa, often at the \ubstmu.\l sacrifice of better
positions or hlbhcr incomes that they could obtain clsewhere,

The cffect of such large numbers of college-associated workers on a

~labor market of 193,900, worKers is dramatie, W.lbu for unsk(llh_d and
entry- devel jobs are, pushed -down, and’ the u)mpctltlon for them s
intense. Lmployers/facing large supplies of lubhly educated workers, can
aflord to hecome/more eredential conscious in sereening, Jobs such as
retatl salesclerk Avaiter/waitress, and lmokl\wpu .mnu)mmonly ﬁllul by
undcrcmpln)c highly LdllL.llLd manpower-- ollcn with a master s or
+ doctoral deg cc '

In /\ustu then, the high suhool U‘.ldlldtc encounters troublc ﬁndmg a -
job with; L()mpL‘llll()n from hlglly credentialed ‘workers, and the black
high school dropout or the Chicanes who has dlm(.ulty with English is~
rC.l”_Y/{ll a severe disadvantage. Thus, CETA’S primary emphasis has been
‘. assist the disadvantaged to improve their educational- credentials by
50"'"6 a E,cmr.ll high school cquivalency diploma (GEp) and to nnprovc A
Aheir experience credéntials by placing them in a work experience -
/' program. e, ‘ - A

The demaridside of the Austin labor market is nlso atypical. Roughly -
40 percent of- the non q;,multuml labor force is meloy(_d by the publ (,,/\

employs a little over 8 ptrunt of the /\ustm l.lbor fortc—vroubhly a third
of the n.ltmnal average. - K

"Onc of every three state meluyu:s works in /\ustm the state capltdl
M jor state cmployers dnclode  the University of- Texas at Austin,,
agenciestof the' capital complex, and special schiqols. for the Ueaf, blind,
retarded, and (,mOllOnd“)' disturhed. In June 19758 of the 10 largest
~ Austin employers were in the public’sector. 1n fact, amom3 the l.lrgcst 50
“&mployers. only 19 were in the private-fos- -profit sgetor.t /

The: dominance of publie cmploymcntvtogcthcr with the Austm .
cconomic ~development efforts to emphasize attracting clean’ (ie,,
nonpolluting) industry—have had:important implications for the Austm
Jlabor market: 1t has more than its share of white collar and hlgh skill
jobs, and thése are the occupations thm rcccmly have been g gréwing most
Idpl(”) As a rCsult, Austm has. dcvcloped mlo an almost classnc example o

gl '
. . - . S [N

.

N
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oflivials to stress lemnm travining, C\pctll“y adult h\

‘

. > )

u/nnj lnu Consortinm, Texas - o ‘ o 3

ol a clu l| labor wmarket. a pnm.ny sgcl,(ll umt lhl!l%]()h% for txpcx muul

: crcdvmmlml workers who are pumctul bv vlnnus job’ sucunly devices .

.md ahighly."competitive, low-pay. high-turnover, second: ary markd
cr‘!‘ngJ little encouragement tothe disidvantaged job secker.?

. the cight rural counties outside Austin, which have one-third: ofthc o

u)n\nrtmm population, one finds employment and tr: aining . problcms
«characteristic of wuiral arcas, The ("\[)Ll‘nll of popylation Across a wide:
- geographic arca L()Ill[)llUllL\ effective delivery” of manpowef services.,
lmn\pml\tmn is ' problem for potential wera clients. The p.luuty ¢

training: facilities limits opportunities for ruval résidents to obtain skffls,
The small mdustrial base nﬂu\ few optigns: to-tural workers sepi azated
from a job " awitd unpmc\ “special needs for job cro: wiou and. income
mafntenance ui ruralarcas, especially for the lnbhur pu)pmtmm 0( youth
and older persons if the labor foree.
©Itis in suclvaclabor market context that thé-Cira probrdms offeredby
the (.l[?‘ll\] Area € onsortium have: been”designed, and |mp|emcntcd In
part. the prograim has been cxl lbllbhu' and modified in response to-the
Lh wragcteristics of the Unupx to-be served and theslabor markét they face.
“The heavy ulmnu un tredentials by Austin employers has led cEra

Work experienic .pmymm have been heavily funded becauseof

m.l{nlu) of cira cliénts to findl suitable employment. Plau:mun effortse

*have been prmmnl\ dirceted  toward public gmployment sine® it -
umsmutc\ \mh il \ltjmlu.ml \hlrc nt tlu nmrkcl Ihus mudl ot thc"'-

3

C.oon- thc ]nl) tmmm cand puhhc service. meloymunt In rurll areas, Stress

o

h.l\ hun on \\mk experience, e Y
. . . L

o W . 2 R e W .-

- ‘:lf‘\""li’f_ T IRST 2 YEARS S

-

N e - . c . . : .~

l()R\I\H()\ ()I IHI' ('()\S‘()Ill'l‘ll M

-

Thc apnt.xl »\rul Cunsoruum urew out of the Coopcratlvc Area

Manpder Planning System (¢ \\ws) grant to the Atstin’ mayors -office.

The CcaMPs gk ant covered a 10 u)unty ‘area whose bound? m coincide

with the ::l('.lpllxll '/\gvgt;,( ouncil of Governments, one of the Mxus state
V . B

-lor one duurlplmn of lhc dual labor market hypolhcsm see Peter B. Doenngcr and,
- Michael J. Piore, Inlmm/ Labor Murl\uls and Mlln[)(er Analyws (Lc‘(mglon Heath

lulnbmn Books, I‘)7l)
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- illustrates, ceTA brough

- experience programs,: primarily Neighborhoo

and an Operation'Mainstream program,
Under. CETA, program agents have remained substantially the same;

‘although Sperations have been;shifled from I

. Communily Action and consolidated with consor

tration in the City of Austin'M

are split into’an.urban compon

planning regions. Encouraged by state officials, consortium Sponsors - .-
) prior interjurisdictional planning arrange- .
members anticipated obtaining a larger
.than they would have received had the rural
counties jojned lhg'Te.‘Las balance-of-state, prime sporisor. As Table 1
t-substantial increases.in funhding to the Capital
Area Consortinm in'almost all program categories.. . - " . "
" Since the .inception [of CETA, the Onsortium has ‘enjoyed- relative

* stability in membership Only one coum‘y‘—the'sm'all‘esl n-population—
has dropped out. Such $tability is a notable achievement in view of the .

hetéyogeneous: nature of the participating lotal governments. and the

somewhat large ared (approximately -8,000 “square milesy for a single

were_motivated to maintgin
-ments.. In addition, conts'orti_um
apportionment of funds_th

labor market,

- s

PROGRAM STRUCTURE -* ..~ -

‘ Pl

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAI

large measure this decliné was duf

NING PROGRAMS

" Prior to C‘ETA,'mzi'npbwer programs were adniinistered through a CAMPS
- officé in Austin. Program operators included the Austin Department of.

- - Community Action (a community action agency before it was incorpo-
_rated into city government), the Texas Employment Commission, -Jobs -

for Progress (ser), and the Williamson-Burnet *Gounties ‘Commuynity - -

Action Agency. About two thirds of the fiscal 1974 furids went into work

d Youtlr Corps programs

\ustin' Departinent of
m program adminis-
anpower. Training ‘Division.. Operations
ent covering Austin and TFravis County
and a rural component covering the remaining counties. Urban pr%)grixm_
;o[;‘e'rulions are primarily édhduc_led by ithe Allstir'l Manpower. Division
tself, although approximately Spercent of the conso ‘
urban area Title funds were subcontracted to Jobs for Progress (SER)
and the Texas Employment. Commission. Rural program operations are
conducted _ through -a- subgrant by the Williamson-Buinet Counties’
Community Action Agency. : ; T -
~Asillustrated in Table 2; the shift to |
a‘cconfﬁ?fnied by some shiftsin progran
increases in spcmli'ng'on.pub_liq service’ employment ‘and on classroom
training. Also,” funds allocated 't
somewhat under Gera’ In
" elimination of tlie public service careers pit

rtium’s fiscal 1976

ocal control under cgta has been
1. Most apparent are the dramatic

o™ on-fhe-job training  diminisled

o

‘am, an on-the-job training

v

A

AN .
R
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Capital Afea Consortiwm, Texas™ "~ a ‘ ' .5
. . . e o Y A . LT .
TABLE I Allouations and EXpenditures, Fiscal 1974, 1975, and 1976;
‘apital Ared Consertipm (thousands of-dollars) - '

LTI AR SN i i
R Viscal 1974 Fiseal 1975 % Fiseal 19764 ".v
s(n‘nrcc . " Allocation _z\|l_oc:ni(m |(.\|wc11(l_ilu_rc.‘“&l,l'qc:iliun‘ 'I‘i\pc'n'dig‘uru '
e e e : , y .
Compichensive nan- o i : St . . .
TpoWér assistnee (Title D 7 \"\‘ B L 270 W
~Amount allocated S2.669.8 728676 .~ ‘ <3208 T -
Discretionary mnount:, 0 -0 . — . : .F)'Q -
Consortium incentive, 0 2468 - 232,0 -
~ Subtotal - T 2.669.8 27144 . 2.822.2 25525 2.561.2
Public service employmnent . .
© Fmergeney Fmploy- ’, - ) ,
ment Actof 1971 1003 0o 0y o . 0
Title Viallocation ™ - . 0 490.6 2824 . - 8610 - 9354
Title-V1 discietionary 0 0 -0 N 0 0o -
Subtatal 1003, 49060 2824 861.1, 9354
State vocational . ) ‘l'f) ‘ : . ’ -
education tund (550) 0 S R XN 1257 162.3
. . . , i
. B . . : !
State manpower scr’&'iljc . . i
< lund (40) R L NA O NA «NA ~ NA:
Sunim_u{r youth [l)rtlg}:llll (946.(_))" ﬁ 736.3 8§90.0 .. 880.6 - 880.6
CTitle MGraws . o .0 o -0 . 874 6.6
CTOTAL . 277000 40838 40752 45073 45460

0

SOURCES: Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department-of Labor. and

f(‘_;\pit;ll Area Consortium reports, L
AData for allocations and expenditures in 1976 do not include money for the transitional
quarter. All expenditure figures are reported expenditures, except that for the summer
.yoluth program, which is a planned figure. . -
“ Plactuded invlitle Lallotment base.

W

)

p‘r(')g;um; in the public sector. In purt, the decline reflects response to the

recession. According to crta officials, employers were unwilling to make
training commitments when faced with a recessionary climate. Work

“experience programs have still reccived the largest “proportion  of

manpower funds under cErA; but their lead has dinhinished over time.
Youth programs continu¢d to receive strong emphasis in the employ-

~“ment and training.eflorts of the consortium. The summer program for

| 14'/’ , ‘

B
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.,TABLE. 2 Manpéwcr Expcridit\i;rcs by Program Activity, Fiscal 1974, 1975,
. and:1976: Capitdl Arch Consortium (amounts in thousands: ©
-of dollars) CREE ‘

N

"EMPLOYMENT. AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

» -

C Fiscal 19748 . Fisal 1975%  Fiscal 19760 +.

) . ——

Type of Program - S .Amdiln\t\ Percent:Amount  Percent Amount Percent /

<& Public Svf‘(iﬁcfL_"qimloy;pcm NN
" Lmiergendy Entployment Act
CETA Titdes Hand VI .

CoSpecial targetprograms T .5'946) “(32.4) " 890 2
< Summer youth program _(%946)  (32:4). 890 . 2
' -English as wosecond language ¢ 0 0 0 ~(

18" .
1.8, 881 - f94 -
0. . (M /2

Other ' : 2005 740 12903 - 713 3723 599
Classroom training 284 105 930 . 228 .1,142 25.1
tncluding votational - : i :
cducation tunds) ) o, .

On-the-job training 449 7166 405 J00 2260 . 5.0
Waork expeéricnee 1,244 46.0:° 1,568 38.5 1,355 29.8
Services and other . 28 I I - B

.
=
.

ToraL 2703 - 1000 4,075, 1000 4546 . 1000

>

- SOURCES: Employment and Training Administration, U:S. Departmeat of Labor, and.
Capital Area Consortium reports. R o : o
AThe 1974 data is classifiéd to correspongd as well as possible with program activity - -
categories under CETA. For example, the SER program is classified under “classroom
training ™ although it also engaged in direct placement, on-the-job training,-and other

-activities, Likewise the 1974 Publit Service Carders program is classified under “‘on-the-
job training™. The 1974 figures are “obligated funds,” whereas the data for 1975 and
1976 are expenditures, except for the summer program, which is a planned expenditure
figure. The summer youth figure for fiscal 1974 includes '$350,000. which is also in the
work _c}pc'ricncc figuie of §1 ,244,000, - A . -
t’,;\l‘lllougll an attempt was made to gather information on mianpower expenditures in as
complete detail as possiple, some programs have undoubtedly been omitted. For ex:
ample, the state services funds (Section 106 of CETA) and-Title 11 programs operating -

. within the consortium arca, except those Title 1M prograws operated by tl\c prime
sponsor, are exeluded. N : ) S

youth accounted foF:1 of every 5 cEra dollars spent in the consortium in ~ * -
- fiscal 1976, - ’ ' k ‘ '

N Ce
.

CPLANNING : -
The:Capital Area Consortium experience with the Manpower Planning™
Council has been unusual, yet instructive, At the inception of CETA, the
consortium executive  committee appointed ‘2  Manpower Advisory: -

» .

N

o ’ ‘\‘)d - . ’ T
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C upilul Area Con.s'orr{mn',-.T‘c.._\'as' R AR 7

~Planning . Council -to review and approve the plaps. Initially,” three -
persons héld dual, memberships on  the council and -the consortium
executive_committee, but: they dropped out of the former when they
~discoverdd that the same jssues came before the cOnisortium executive
‘comniittee. The two, tier hdyigorystfuémre did not work well. During
fiscal 1976 the. members’ of the Manpower Planning Council became

~ frustrated over their lack of influence, and three nteetings were canceled '
- “for Tagk of a quoruin. Thus, in late fiscal 1976, it was decided to merge .

.the Manpower-Planning Council and'the consortium executive commit- g

tee by broadening the membership base of the latter. The executive
committee in effect'operates as'the planning council. .~ -, o
‘. “The seat of power in the consortium lies with the nine county judges
and’ the Austin city council. However, :hone of the judges has chosen to-
participate’ personally as- a”f member of ‘the consortium  executive =
- committee, each preferring to appoint a representative.. =
Business and labor repréesentatives ‘initially invited to ‘serve. fater
dropped off the council, leaving oaly one private sector representative in "
fiscal 1976—an official of a minority business organization. A second
attempt to enlist the participation of business and labor was made for
fiscal 1977, As a result, the 1977 Manposer Planning Council included:
©two additional business representatives and a-labor union official.
" The Cap‘ilfnl Area Consortiumh had' various administrative problems '
over the first 2 years. During fiscal 1976, staff vacancies and turnover .
* were high. Among four key staff positions with the Austin Manpower
Training Division there were five turnovers, and the division was led by -
an acting director- for 9 months. By the end of fiscal 1976, however,
‘positions had been filled, wirnover had stabilized, aind morale amongkey.
staff was higher than at any time in the past. ‘ Lo

PR
-

. WHO SHALL BE SERVED? ., ' e _
~ Despite Austin’s favorable unemployment rate, Capital. Area Cdnsorti- .
.. um-officials estimate that they. face an eligible population 10 times the
"number that CETA resources have 'been able to\\serve.- Other_ prime -
sponsors in Texas indicate similar resource-to-need ratios.  ° e
At least part.of the deficit of resources is zutribu\mbl‘é t6 the heavy
, reliance on unemployment rates as a factor in distributing CETA funds.
. Capital:Area Consortium staff were highly critical that the national CETA
¥ “allacations -have ‘been so heavily keyed to unemployment data. They
¥ pointed out that unemployment rates—especially. in rural areas of the .
consortium~—are understated because of insufficient service and ‘subse- "~
quent incomplete data collection by the state employment service. Many |

I

O
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e,

. fesidents do not have adequate transportation to present themselves and
-5_-,be‘:co_unl¢d. Unemployment rates do-not take into account. part-time -
".workers who would prefer to work full. time or discouraged workers who
"have dropped out. of the labor force because they could not find a job.
- - Sinlilarly, they do not reflect thé needs of workers who, are employed at
" substandard wages. In short, prime ‘sponsor officials point: out. that
- focusing on the unemployed sather than underemployed or subemployed'
tends to minimize important manpowef problems. They would prefer to

. BRI 1 . L. T . " ¢
+ . -substitute. a more comprehensive . underemploymenl rate " jn. CETA

alloca_lioh_f‘brmulés' for'«!g-hc upgmployed/low-tncome weighting\; heme - ‘?
oused todate. v R e ST N AT A
/.~ Implementation' of the law’s Tequirement ‘to define, gndaléie'rv‘e'
“significant segments™ of the population without regard to past program

.

operations has not been easy in the experience of the Capital Area
_ Consortium.. Intérviews with program staff"revealed- that significant
o 'Segménts"ch()"sen"by the prime sponsor were shaped. more by actual
- . program experience (i.e., by, who actually applied. for service) than by
any preconceived plan to aim-at ' particular group dnd recruit from it
Thus, when the initial ceTa grant application wa's submitted in July 1974, ..
the” “educationally -disadvantaged” category was named as the. top-
~priority. The need fof attention to educational- deficiencies” derived
largely from slafTanab{/sifscof the area’s labor market. However, by March
1975, progrim data showed that the most-served categoty was “heads of
_ household”: and heads of household became designated as primary. By -.
© . April 1976, more youth were being served by the program and heads of )
- household and youth “were both ranked above’ the  educationally %
disadvantaged category. . * - A o o
Of course; shifts in client characteristics have occurred, buit they have ~
~ not been due to policy decisions: For example, officials'do not know why .
from fiscal 1975 to fiscal 1976 the participation of Spanish Americans
rose both in Titles I.and VI: But since the eligible population is 10 times
g{:eal'er'lhan_enrollmént, Capital Area Consortium officials do fiot find it

surprising that there is room for some shifts in types of clients. .
i» To conform to federal regulations, the Capital Area Consortium has : -
dutifully revisgd its. list of significant segments whenever reports show
that those “ptanned to be-served” differ from those “actually served” by
more than 15 percent. However, this has not been a very meaningful
exercise. Indeed, to avoid constant revisions in its fiscal 1977 plans, the
‘consortium has chosen four broader groupings for establishing program
“3Those groups chafaic_:téri,z_ed,by'rac.ial."e:t,h;n'.c. sex, age, occupation, or Véteran'-Status, which
R causes them to generally cxp'erience-linpsua'l difficulty in finding work, and whio are most in
" need ofmanpoWerseryices. B S ) -
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. ~accustomed to obtaining certain services. O C
From the -point of view .of the program’ opera ofs, ‘revision of focus
often makes little sense. Faced with an ov rwhelming stream of .
* applicants glready flooding into their offices, CET{ program operators.are **
nfreluctant-"to recruit additional candigates—even, t¢ recruit

. : . . -

A

s they areasfollows: 0

i ty grou'ps'. and/or women).

C e

Capital Area Consortium, Texas & ’ v Y 9

selection. focus. Keyéd tg-the ‘.‘_Quarierly Sum‘mary'o_f Client Chaﬂracte_.ris;'

'

L EconOmicz;l’l-y :i'i-s'zidva-ntage‘d‘(including.qhe'(hployed an'd/orvunde‘ri .

employed). - . T

t{efoité the ninth grade). :

"~ 3.:Situationally - disadvantaged (ihclud'if)g ‘_‘ﬁéndicapped, veterans,

- offenders, and/or persons of limited ‘English speaking ability).. ~ " !
" 4. Structurally disadvantaged (including youth, older workers, minori-

By avoiding specificity in selection of groups to be 'sgrved, the-prime
sponsor hopes to reduce the number of future modifications. However, -
conceptually at least,- broadening the target groups has the effect of

" trading ease of administration for a- relaxation of focus. In practice

though, it .may 'not -make much difference because the significant -

_segments concept has not been very effective in the past in constraining’
> or, directing’-prograrh activities. With so’few resources to serve so-many
“eligible individuals, it is very difficult for the program operator to seek

out those “most in nee\((i’?. and enroll them in a program while-ighoring a
line of eligible applicants at the door.. « e o

. By choosing a program compounded of traditional types of m_aanOW.'er- o

[

activities .run by pre-CETA program: operators, the Capitdl  Area

' -'-@onsortium largely de facto selected -the. characteristics of its enrollees. °

Each -established program: operator ' co es' with a given clientele

ofte
selectiyely newly targeted significantsegments/ ' - _ S
_Table 3 shows the characteristics-of the individials served under CETA.

“The majority.of Title I participants in fiscal 1975 and 1976 were female . -
.. and under 21 years of age and had not completed hjgh school (although ™ .

about a_third were full-time students). More :thah‘_‘9 out of 10 were:
economically disadvantaged. Mote than a third were black, and a third -

. ‘were Spanish American. In sum, the table reflects a Title | program that-
" is largely directed toward youth and has a heavy representation of -
‘minorities and women. A T e

2. Edyéationally "disadvantaged (those who' dfgéped out of schébi],’

s

e

i

Title Vi ,publié service employment,"(')n,the ,othér hand{.se_rVe(i"f L,

proportionately. more white men who were older, better educated, and -
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TABLEB ChmnChmamenmwsTnhslamIVlCmnmlAmaCmmonmm
(percent) - g .7_/ o e I o
Ca S Fiseal 197557 %+ iscal 1976
. Total Number of Individuals — e s
and Chiaractegjstiesy, - 5 ',w L Tig ) Title vu TRl Tide VI

.. *Individuals \LU/Ld (cOmulitive humbci}l .

l 863

© 2,048 350, -

SL\ )
; ci‘le
I un.nln.

. 18-yeurs .md under’
1921 %
L2244 L0
45-54
1 55-64. -
65 uhd ovu
lduc.m?m i

¢ ‘fg
s lth groups” .
White -,
" Blagk
_ Americim Indim
'_.()lhcr . L
Spanish Amerivan ) ,
.Limited English-speaking ability, = -
Migrant or \L.l\on.ll farm fanily nn.mhn.r
‘\luu 1. -
Rugnlly sgps lrd(L.d
Special (Vietnum e 1)

Other )
“Disabled

Handivapped -

tull-time \ludunl )

Otrender - o "\."

L hot foree stitus ) -

' Undcrunplowd Ty T

Ummph))ul - IR
Other® - Lo e

' Ru ceiving unemploy ment m\ur‘mu. R

50.9
40 .
16.0
69.7
6.3
26
1.4
86
17.1
357
38.6
3. 5.1 :
T e
Ay
89.8 55.7
646 829
337 16%
02 703
s, .03
N L4301 286
6.7 ar
1.4 2.0
Yoo 0., 30 66
. 4.0 14077 18 6.6
0.2 47 08 29
0 o0 s 0] 0.3
39 9T a3 34
37 "0 0 r3s2 . N
\ g1 2. 63 T a9
T % ¥ S R
w0454 7 832 . 58.0¢ B34
470 6.5 354 .94
03 - a21 0 22 a3

5()UR( A

4 nnsn\t\ prxm mly m persons not in the

i Employment .md Tr.nmng Admmlxtratmn u.s. Dep.mment of Labor
NOTI: J)Ll‘nls may not .lddlt() totuls due m\roundmb

labar force.
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since, eligibility requrrements for Title VI are less strict than they are for -

-~ the, proportron of- black: partrcrpaﬁts
othen\vrse encouraging outlook. Coe R

' ‘1nterest in manpower programs R Cd A

: measures 1nclud1ng the following: . : .

' : . . . .
. v . . . .
" f .

Capzta[ Area Consoruum Texas i L R - Q;II.

less drsadvantaged than Title | participants, especrally when the program A
began in fiscal” 1975. Perhaps this result should be expected, however,

Title: i and because gmployers retained the prerogative of interviewing— - S Q&L
and reJectm-O——applrcants Since employers are used‘to hiring-better=
skilled jwhite men, they continued to exercise the same type of choice Do

~with Title VI employees. Also,’ since employers in the capital afea have.

\newed public service employment as an opportunity to get useful work
‘done, - 10 perform this -work they have naturally turned to the ‘more.

 skilled, experlenced workers in the pool’ of'eligibles. - : o T

. Some exceptions to this bias in favor of white men existed, of course.

" and sfreening device to locate good minority workers.. However, the _’ S
* prime\sponsor, made no concérted effort outside Austrn to promote this Le
"potential use of” public servrcetemployment as an upgradlng device for: ...

'Some éus'tm, agencies. used public service employment as a recruiting™

minorities. Despite this, the fiscal 1976 data showed some hopeful signs -

Américan clients. Howevér
11, somewh’at oﬁsettlng.an

proportlonately more. women and Spani

-that-public service employment was sucﬁs{sfully be1ng redirected toward

Under both titles, service to Spanish Amerrcans iricreased from l975

o 1976, whereas the proportion of-black participants declmed ’l;hrs may. .

have..been because- Chrgano community organizations, especrally SER, o
swere " closely mionitoring. and working with- employment and ‘training . A
programs whereas black orgamzatrons generally took l1ttle effective

. THE TE\IDENCY TOWARD‘l ‘OVERCOMMITMFNT ) - B Lo

1t is’ difficult for a prime sponsor.to turn away ap icants, -especrally

when programs are Operated by a local government i self and refusal to

* provide service catries politicyl implications. Additionally, CETA counse-. '

lors are often personally motivated to try to help -everyone-and thus.

- sométimes tend to enroll’ apphcants who may need. greater .or longer--

- ferm- assistance - than CETA~ resources. can offer. Once enrolled such
_individuals tend to remain a long time, driving up program costs?and .

~ effectively closing the. doorto new enrollees Partly as-a result of these

. forces, the Capltal Area Consortlum has found itself- becoming
‘overcommitted. - o : o~

- To counteract thrs tendency, the consortium has taken several



* . make sych referrﬁ]s"also m/akes rej

~-enrollees should be selected both on the=basis of their eligibility- for

" ENACTMENT OF TITLE vi

sum, Title VI was simply accepted as part_of the program and did not -

R Y

12 L .+ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

1. CETA staff have obtained information abodtaprogrgms of - other

*organizations so that applicants for whom CETA programs are unsuitable

can be referred to an‘agency more appropriate to their needs. Ability to .
jection more palatablé'to appIMJQ}s as -

well as easier for the counselors. -+ - L I TR

2. Open door. procedures . for enrdllment “have . been - abandoned .

. because they quickly accumulated far more applicants than' the E’ys"tgm'b_,,' o
- could manage. Under later procedures, the *program ingerviews only "

when program slots are available, advertising the openings through-
public service ‘announcements, fliers delivered house to- house in
disadvantaged neighborhiods, and Gther traditional means of recruit; - -
ment, I TP N

3. Staff have bégun-to identify characteristics of persons who can be -
most effectively-and efficiently helped by CETA programs, This effort has <
led them to analyze past program data in order to.make more careful - -
selections.. o ; . : .

4. %};rogram has moved' toward establishing expenditure limits
permittedsach enrollee. -~ = . S
5. During the summer of 1976, the employability development plan o
every enrollee was reviewed for efficierficy and eflectiveness and trimmed.

_where possible. : v

Basically, CETA. program staff have: c'omé__ _io »rei;ognize',' that CETA
enr_o]‘]menf and the ]ike'lihoovd of their being helped. Thu_s, enrollment has -
become a two-stage e]i}gibiiéty and feasibility decision. P L

< L o A
Since the Capital Area Consortium was n_dt eligible for Title I} funding
during fiscal 1975 and 1976, the enactment of Title VI introduced the -
first CETa-funded public service' employment program to Austin. As .

. suph, it-wa§’ welcomed and never cons_idere’d -an-added burden or.issue ;of

- conflict with regular Title 1'programs. The same planning and program
staff that operated Title I was given responsibility for~implementing -
Ppublic service employment under Title VI. The. rationale for such

. consolidation was twofold: firs, it was thought to increase the options

available to participants who move through the system, and, second, by -

pooling the wotk of both titles among the same staff, the consortium
expected. to be able to make more flexible and efficient use of staff. In - .,

[ . “



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘.

~ - ) 4 .
: Caprtal Area Consorlrum Tewzs o . . 13

r r

-provoke complaxnts reg'trdxng drlutlon of staﬂ' time, -managenal

sesources; or program development and control.
Public service employment in' the Capital Area Consortlum has beén

- relatrvely free of many of the problems that characterrzed its |mplemen-
~ . tation m_o_tlr_e;_plaees, Since no strong ‘civil service systems operate.d in

T
v.

,the consortium .area, there were no : conﬂlcts with civil service and-.

aftendant, controversnes over the determlndtlon of entry-level Jobs and
pro‘motlon of CETA employees. Since Texas' law .forbids collective

'bargamlngg by. government: employees” and since two unions were

preoccupied'4n ‘a jurisdictional battle: for dues cheekoﬂ' during fiscal

- 1976, -not much uniop attennon has' been grven to pubhc service

7

."'employees under CETA. - . R v

i

- Also. lacking the- ﬁnancl‘ﬁl robléms that plagued other areas_of the |
ountry, local governments g the Capital Area Consortium were not $0

“teripted to. violate the maintenance of effort _provisions - of CETA .
" regulations. Because areéa local governments.did not suffer any severe -
fiscal pressures during the first 2 years of CETA, they were not forced to -

lay ‘off regular emiployees, ‘and: consequently no problems-have arisen

' .RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER AGENCIES
By, the end of fiscal 1976, the Caprtal Area Consortrum had negotlated

.. “over replacing regular employees with CETA enrollees.. Finally, mainte-
" nante of effort in the Capital Area Consortium has been less a problem
“-because a substantial portion of public service employment, pesitions
.have been- allocated to nonproﬁt organizations such:as the YMCA,

Planned Parenthood, and Big Brothers ‘which would not have been, able:
to hlre such staff otherwrse : !

LI

common client or other nonfinancial agreements with the Development~

fAssrstance Rehabilitation, Manpower Education -and Trarmng, Inc. (a

Title Il cETA contractor); Texas SErR Job Bank and the Veterans
Outreach Program (both Texas State Services CETA contractors) and the.

‘Texas Employment Commission,”WiN and various community action

agencnes In-addition the consortium had reached informal understand-
ings with the Texas Department of Public Welfare;: Travis Council on #
Mental Health and Mental Retardation; Child and Family Services,

" Inc.; the Austin Community Development Office; the Texas Rehablllta- ;

tion Commrssron and the Travis County Welfare Department. -
. While most of these %greements provide merely for- mformatron :
AAs of the end of 1976, thie only exception was a provnern for police and fire fighters, who

may conduct bargaining under the approval of the local electorate. No electrons had been
conducted in the Capltal Area Consortium as of December 1976.

. N A

4w
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-

- ".duplicative effort to. their own operations. They point out, for example,

- Commission, 1972). However, nothing is mentioned about the quality of jobs in which

exchange to mini.miz'_e duplication of services and to [facilitate cross- ..,
-referrals, they represent & beginning toward fuller cooperation’ and .
program linkage. . R v ST e
' Relationships with-at least two organizations—the Texas Employment . s
Commission and SER—have -been controversial during the life of the
cogsortium, although by thé end of.fiscal 1976 hostility had somewhat
abated. The relatiohships to state CETA operations and .to the U.S.
Department of Labor. are also instructive. These issues deserve more
detailed'comment. LT \ e
TEXAS EMPLOYMENT COMMISSION L ' S

Although the Texas Employment Commission retained a subcontract for
Jjob development with the consortium during fiscal 1975-and 1976, its tole - .~
in ‘manpower- was cdnsiderably_.redpc‘ed from the days of Manpower .. -
Development and Training Act (MDTA) programs. Partly because of this, -

_ employment service officials have been extremely critical -of *CETA ~

operations. First, Texas Employment Cpfhmissiori‘\gﬂicials consider it -.
inequitable that the employment service s evaluated and funded under
strict performance standards.:including cost considerations, while CETA
‘performarice is not subject to*as stringent’ requirements. Officials point
out that even the wiN program, which is operated by the employment -
‘sgrvice and, aimed at a disadvantaged -clientele, is subject to strict
performance evaluation: ‘Second, - Texas ‘Employment . Commission
officials. feel that the expertise and baékgig_ound‘ of the employment

. service in such important areas as job.devélopment and labor market * .

surveys, have been largely. overlooked by CETA staff. Third, Texas _
Employment Commission spokespersons view -CETA essentially. as a/ o~

+

“that - the - Texas’ Employment. Commission serves - mor¢ - than --the
proportionate shadre of minorities in the labor force.s . "t 7
Capital Area Consortium  officials argue ‘that_CETA .can be more
responsive to those most in need without the imposition of rigid federal
standards such as those that apply to the employment,service. The
-divérsity of client needs dictates that flexibility. be maintained and that

- other Criteria- besides éfficiency be used to evaluate program results. The

need for flexibility also makes the decentralized strategy of CETA mofe

" relevant than the centralized approach of the Texas _ E’mploymeht_ .

SThis point is’ documented in Richard Perkins, 'Emplopment Services to Ethnic, Groups, <
Magpower Dala Analysis and Research Mdnograph No,*I (Austin: Texas Employmert

minorities are placed by the employment service. * - -

¢
1

k.
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Commission. In'| Tesponse to é¢mplayrient Service complamts of duplrca-

* tion, CETA officjals,are quick to point put the deficiencies of rural services; - '

provrded by th femployment service. More¢ s’pecrﬁcally, the Texaa ‘
- Employment Com;mssron has only,four offices in-the nine- county area of ',
" the consortium outside metropolitan Austin. Each of .the four. operates kK
for onlyl part of Tday each week. Accordrng to CETA administratérs.such’
- limited service, means that the Texas. Employment Commrsmon is- large]y
' couﬁned to bemg ‘an unemployment service (i.e. " primarily concernéd:.:
- with ‘processing unemployment insurance clarms) in rural areas of the-;-.
. consortium: and asa result provrdes inadequate employment services.
Prlme sponsot staff point oyt that in urban areas the employment sérvice
* has been an integral part of CETA operations.
~ Despite differences in‘opinion, local empli)yment service ofﬁcrals and .
" ceTA staffhave a cordial-working relationship. A representatrve from the
" *Texas Employmerit, Commission has been an active participant in both
- 'the .consortium executive committee and the Manpower Planmng
. Advisory Councrl Officially, the Texas. Employment Commission stands
ready to asslst CETA organlzatlons in any way it can. However srnce

" commission directors feel ‘that special placement efforts made for CETA. b

"during fiscal ©1976 under a Texas Stafe Servicts contract had .

" detrimental e,ﬂect on Texas Employment Commission productivity, new

- procedures. were’to be i in effect in fiscal 1977 whereby GETA clients are

treated the samig_way. as any other walk -in client. of an, employmenL
~ service office. - .

¢

v -,

The role of SER. ln QETA is an issue that has been raised in the consortrum

again and again-on the Manpower Planniing Advisory Council, on the =
* consortiurh executive committee, in city council and county commission-, . .

ér chambers. with members ofCongress and even in the federal caurts. -

* The issue is comphcated and certainly. in the- absence bf comparatrve i

¢
hard: perlormance data from seEr-Austin and the -Austin Manpower
. Training Division operations, rezlsonable people could dlﬂ'er in their
“gvaluation; good arguments are made by Bothsides. !

SER has persrstently argued for a_contract toprovide a full’ range of "

“
.

manpower services .to 'the Chrcano community, which it views as.its

_and in sevcre need ‘of manpower services, " Also, they cantend that

constrtuency SER officials’ point out'that the Chicano is dlsadvantQ%Zd .

~has the' best support and rapport with the Chicano community to. offer. °

. manpower services. As dn organization chleﬂy concerned ‘with combat~ '
ing labor~ arket r(hscrumnatlon SER ofﬁcrals contend that they huve &

. . 1 Y
e LU B
L. @ B ..

o,
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sharper concern fSr the quulfity"qt'jofi placements than do Ceta officials. -

As one‘sir spokesperson said, “We do no good if we merely place’ ™

"~ .Chicanos into janitorial slots.” - High pay, -opportunity - for upward
" mobility, and jobAecurity are all sought-after characteristics in skr
Jplacements. T v 0 R , :

‘ -~ In rcsb_dnsc, prim¢ sponsor staff a'rgl'lc[tl‘mt' funding sxR for a full range

community in Austin, th¢y contend that CEFa”staft too are concrned
with the quality of placéments, that Chicanos have. been ‘adequately
., past contracts or has niet gn"ul_s that were too casy. . o
T SER officials acknowledge some administrative program deficiencies in
~the past but,arguc that these have been partly die 1o funding problems
-and HassTes, with  consoftium -officials. They also openly ‘speculate
.- whether perfoymance is what matters under CETA, since in some CETA
-7 projects on whith Texds-SER has met its goals, its. performance has been
¢l .downplayed as “too easy.” Such experience lead§ them fo consider
. politicalinfluénee as the most important deternsinant of funding. Indeed,

= of program operations is a reversion to duplicative categorical manpower.
L5oprograms. Further, while acknowledging the severe needs of the Chicano.

served by city-fun operations, and that skr has not performed well on
y-fuin op | perfo )

o Texas Stite ser oflicials report that ser has initiated a nationwide

N cumpuign to develop local_political connections to facilitate ()’otuining
: . and maintaining sk contracts. sk officials acknowledge that of course
“er . the most effective strategy for obtaining and maintaining funding .-

includes a good program model and"a well-docimegted track record of .

-* demonstrated eftectiveness in zi(l(_lit,i_ori topolitical clafat. .~ 7 -
Relations”between ¢Era-and ser in Austin at the end of fiscal 1976
were better than they hiad ever been. This is largely due to @"change in

personalities as new CETA adnnnistrative stafl eame into-oftice and SER
appointed a new loeal director for Austin, The new administrators have: B

- established rapport based' on mutual: respect” and. have negotiated:ia - -

* compromise. contract for fiscal 1977 for SiR to develop on-the-job (01T)
L . 4 . . . R A
nd conducy job placement for their clientele. The amount of

T, contract

ae

above past, years'
completely ifntcgra’(c‘(l‘into consortium operations, it is to. be coordinated

0 with-thems .

Dot yet ‘been resolved, and only with thorough documentation and

ubstantiated afid: gny special advantagés résulting from operating

‘tAh'éicontrel(ﬁ'——$62:500‘—'~'wns less than. skR proposed but significantly. - .
contracts. Although the- skr system will ‘not be -

Is

To conclude, the conflict vvgr the role of sir"in program delivery has

Whcomparative analysis of ‘program performainice “can' the arguments be

'-"‘"progrums' through ser be demonstrated. By the end of fiscal 1976, ithe
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Capzml Area Comortmm Texas -

' TE‘(AS STATE CETA AGLN(‘HS L

The Cnplta] Area; Consortxurp hotds a seat on the Texas State Mahpower
Services Council along with-all other CETA. pnme,,.sponsors in Texas.

. Rclntlonchlﬁs between the two group‘% are good and have;changed little N
: over 2 years of CE TA opcratlons However, it is fait to say that-the Texas

tate Manpower Services Council has had a minimal effect on the

Capital Arca operations. Review of prime sponsor plans has been fairly . s
'pcrfur;gtory and no significant -changes have ever been made in any of .
- the plans, largely because the council has been dominated by local prime

sponsors who have a “stay off my turf and I'll stay off yours™ attitude.

- Prime sponsors have been menitored, but this has been largely a matter
of compllmg operating | mformatlon .on the: .program; the central focus .
- has. bccn on form r"tthcr than substance The relatlonshxps between .the

staff of the Texas'State. Manpower Serv:ccs_C uncil-and the local.prime

sponsor staff are close, but local staff codld- ot pinpoint any $pecial - .

- technical assistance provided thent by ‘the $tafe. Moreover, through fiscal
- 1976, local cuta staff: coufd not xdcntlfy any,eubqtantlal benefit they had-

receiyed from: contracts ‘funded undet the-CETA' State services program.

.. Atbest, in the eyes of Capital Area Consortlum ofﬁcials, the Texas State -
- Manpower; Servxces Council has served as a forum f'or local pnme
_Sponsors and as a'voice to respond to federal initiatives.
g apltdl Arca Consortium staff’ consider the fundmg and approval“_
“:'proccss for 5 percent vocational education funds under CETA somewhat
cumbersome. However, they have.managed without insurmountable.
‘«'problems Nopfinancial agreements have been negotiated with'the Texas." -
.'educatlon agency, and funds have been spent despite state prohxbmons .
_ ;jagamqt using 5 percent funds- for allowances (a ruling which- effectlvely -
_:4 Obliges local prime sponsors to pay any supplerhentary allowance funds " -
. " “from their own Title budgets in order to spend 5 percent vocat:onal ao
‘" education funds). - : S
- Siibstantial arguments between the Capltal Are'\ Consortmm staff and kY
- Texas education agcncy officials have arisen over how the'money is to be

'( \\

Sy,

spent. Consortiuth staff prefer to use it in mdmdual referrals to pubhc v v

schools of accredited proprietary traininginstitutions. This results in .

lot of individual contracts with the Texas education agency. Partly -
. motivated out of a.desire: to simplify record keeping and partly from a

bias in favor of clt\sqroom training in_ public schools, state education

oﬂumls .prefer to contmct with pul)hc schoole for entire classes only e

o

i . .
3 E . . . )
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-~ once. Asa partlal compromise, a. procedure has-been negotlated for ﬁscal

" 1977 whereby the Texas cducation agency is to contract with the Austin

. Community Coll '{;r,b which will- act ‘as local  fiscal. agent, making
subcontracts for lndw{dual referrais or classes as needed. -

US 'DEPARTMENT 01 LABOR L oL

- While Ca)pltal Area Consortlum staﬂ' expresscd no dlSSatlsfactlon wnth‘..l
. the level and quality- of technical assistance from the’ Department of
Labor reglonal oﬁice they’ have encountered some problems with' the"
, * federal government, and they are extremely- wary. regarding the gfowing
¢ , o federal presence over time. A related problem is that the federal face
-7 Cseems to constantly charige; from June to September 1976, the Capltal
“Area Consortium-had. three consgtutive regional office répresentatives,
each of whom approached the program with- sllghtly different concerns:
"The result has been an almost constant" process’of. revising program plans '
and operations in accordance w1th the suggestlons and criticisms of each
succeedlng representatn/e AT RS -
Staff planners note that the federal govemment is. movmg very quick

.o v'_f) » toward a “fill in-the blanks” approach to pIannlng The more the federal '_ .

. government ‘.participates in planning in a detailed way, the less -
_ *-participation:® local planners feel and the more  mechanistic ‘ their
& L approach tends to.- become. CETA staff similarly "sttongly resist- the
- imposition of any national performance standards (e.g., administrative
costs, placement ratios, cost per placement standards), consnderlng this a

2

~ blatant violation’ of the decentralized approach: embodied in the CETA ©

law. They do agree’ that evaluation at the local level is necessary and - .
- useful; what: they resrst is its lmposmon by the federal government.

R 'PROGRAM OUTCQME, .~ '

Table 4 shows enroliment and termlnatlon data .as well as placement-

B

LR

ﬁgures and should not be compared too closely with the data for other

L e rlme sponsors or even for the 2 yeass, for each year’s figures ré resent.a ..,
_ .P P y @’B y g L

dlﬂ'erent mix, of. programs. ‘A few observations are in order, howevet.
Enrollment data’ show that_ the. program expanded to.serve more

S r.;’.* » people during fiscal- 1976, especrally in Title VI. The higher number of y

" terminations in 1976 reflects a’concern-on the part of local pnme sponsor
Y
ofﬁcrals to move partlclpants through the system. :

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_rates, expenditures,. and unit costs by program. These data are aggregate ~

AL
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lABLL4 'Sl.lllls of CETA Lnrollccs Altu lcrmm.ltlon and Costsper -~ -
' Enrollee, Titles I'and VI, FISLdl 1975 and 1976: Capital Area
Consortlum
! | Fiscal 1975 l-'isqul 1976
o ¥
Chems .0 . U Tigel TileVI Titel  TiteVl
" Eprollments ceo v 2 UN863 - 107 2,048 350
Terminations oo 781 33 1,703 . 215
- Entering employment v ~ 338 21 645 . 129
Dircct placement®  ~ S(166) (B (255) - (O
lndlrculpl.lu.mcnlb - (130 @2 (263 en
‘_ Sell-placeimemt® .~ .7 L@ o oan o« (1)
w Other positive terminations ' 143 1 536 6
N_onposilivc‘tcrminutions ' S 250 1 522 0 80
Placementratio © ~ © 4 046- s 064 - 038 060
Cost per enrollce (doll.m) . 1,558 2,639 1,330 . 2,673

- _(‘mtptn.nmllecmenng,cmploymcn't(dollurs) 8,588 ' 13,448 4,222 .7.!251

SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration, U.S. LDepartment of Lnbor
4Enrollees provided only outreach, intake, and job referral services from CETA..
bf;m'ollees pruvided CETA tmlnmg, employment. or manpower and supportive services.” -

. cl:.m'ollecs obtained unsubsidlzed employment through means other thnn plncement by

the pnme Sponsor or its ugencws = . -

L]

The placement rates for both tltles dropped sllghtly in .1976, largely o

".due to the recession. The placement rate for Title VI has been"
. usignificantly ‘higher. than’ for Title L. This is partly bécause Title VI

participants have fewer hand‘lcaps and thus have an easier time- locating

work and partly because Title I' program enrollees include youths who'.

return- to school and thus are counted as “other positive. terminations.”
As Table 4 lndlcates, Title T cost per enrollee declined from fiscal 1975 .

‘ to fiscal 1976, whereas Title VI cost per enrcllee increased slightly. Title' °
VI cost_per. enrollee appears-to be lower than the national average,
: 'probably due to the emphasis-that the Capltal Area Consortlum places -

on using Title'VI funds to finarice oJT, which is less eXpenswe than fully

‘funded public service employment
Of course, it would be useful to go beyOnd these data to examine - - -

h 1nformauon on the quality of Jjobs obtained and data from follow-up,

surveysof participants. “Also,- it would be helpful to ‘compare data:for -

E particular types of ‘programs as’ well as program operators. Likewise,

' disaggregating program activity experience by background characteris-

tics of- the partlclpants SUCh ‘as sex, age, or ethmc background wouldj .

.
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\

* [also provide information for analysis of the effect. of the program. .
~ However, such program data are not yet conveniently available. As'of

~, the-beginning of fiscal 1977, a managcment information system was
~ being designed by prime sponsor stafl’ to generate some of these.data.

\ .
- . . . ) "

- _CONCLUSIONS":‘ _ T

During its first 2 yeé'rs;,‘the Cai)ita.l Area Consortium ;has effectively
implemented its programs,_ getting them funded and operating. It has

, - also successfully maintained a relatively stable consortium of very .-

- heterogencous urban and tural elements. In fiscal 1976 especially, great

- strides were made’ in improving administration of the program. The
problem of staffturnover-in key-positions was at least temporarily
- eliminated. Communication with ‘other agencies such as Jobs for

"\ .- Manpower Advisory Planning Council for fiscal 1977.- -
" - Theprogram has had some shortcomings that seem fairly widespread
g among prime sponsors. Often plans -do not.control ‘program activity.

- I. the-consortium executive committee were combined to  create the new

Rather, the reverse is more accurate, as experience with the significant .

‘segments concept “shows. ‘Evaluation has been minimal and no _.

. assessment of the program’s longer-run effects by using follow-up survey ..
data has been attempted. Partly motivated by the threat of imposed -
federal performance standards, staff have been developing a more - *

refined management information -system and have been considering

. ‘adoption of evaluation techniques to justify their program decisions and - -
. defend consortium actions against.perceived upcoming federal interven-- .

tion. = - . : -

' ’ .

. emphasis on ‘upgrading minorities. For.example, although staff noted

 that certain Austin agencies were tsing public service employment as’a "
J/ - recruiting -and screening, device to. locate ‘good minority wérkers, no. .
' effort was made to promcte: this potentially useful aspect. of Title VI -

A

outside the Austin city :govel‘nmen.t. Likewise, evaluation -undertaken

- thus far has focused little attention on such matters as income gains and-

quality of placements. - . .

* CETA,"especially in the rural areas. Research and demonstration efforts
either sponsored nationally by the Office of Research and Development

. of the U.S. Department of Labor or by the Texas State Services program .-’

- have had little directhor‘éonscious impact upon this prinie sponsor. -

e ) .‘ : . L. : . A; : . N
s ‘ : o 29 o : o . TR . 4
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Progress was improved. The Manpower Advisory Planning Council and -

t

Anot'henﬂshortcomir‘ig" has been the'»pfim'é‘qunsoﬁ’S' lack of major. -~ -

Relatively little innovation has occurred in program operations under. o
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However, many of CETA'S objectlves h'we been achieved in- the Capltal
" Area Consortium. Manpower decision making has been decentralized, -
and a comprehcnswe delivery system has been put into place. Lmkages
with . r¢lated program - efforts fiive been initiated. Now, that CETA
programs have been well established, increased " attention is bemg

. devoted-to makmg oper'mons more effective and efﬁcnent

.

®

O
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Calhoun County, =
T e
- INTRODUCTION ‘

With too little preparation and with a limitedgawareness of the démands

' ‘and responsibilities that the Comprehensive Employment and Training
£ v+ Act (CETA) created for local units ~of government, Calhoun County
' _embarked upon its role as a CETA prime .sponsor in ﬁscal -1975.

- " Manpower planning in Calhoun County prior to CETA was minimal and . -

e .« fragmented. Pre-CETA émtployment and training programs were provided:
. - under auspices of  state agencies and. community-based organizations
‘with minimal relationship to- local units of government. The Calhoun

~ prime sponsor’s major experience in manpower. planning and operations’ . - -

~'was limited to'a locally developed and-financed work training program -

. for direct relief recipients under the Emergency Employment Act andto - -

Committee (CAMPS). =~ : e v

~ The initial year of CETA planning and operations in ‘the: county was

- fraught" with ‘problems .and failures, covering practically. the entire
continuum of manpower planning arlgwopératiqns. As a‘result of an -

« ... . participation in the.. Cooperative:Area--Manpower, -Planning System

~E. Earl Wright is affiliated with' the- W.E. Upjohn Insiituite-for- Employment Research, -

. Kalamazoo. . e T
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- almost unbelievable number of problems, the ﬁscal l975 Trtl I program

- did not\éetoﬂ‘ the ground during CETA’s inaugural year. © - .i". _
Fiscal 1976 represented a sharp contrast- ‘with the first, year The

Calhoun County program was totally changed. The concept of a

comprehenslve delivery -system for Title I became a mixed delivery

‘'system'in fact. The scope and orientation of elected-official involvément

_changed - considerably. An almost . entirely new staff resulted in -
‘substantially " improved planning- and contract administration. As‘a ™

consequence’ of many changes made by the prime sponsor; . the. Title T '
program evolved from: an unacceptable, moperatrve activityin ﬁscal

*- 1975 to a functioning and highly successful program in. fiscal 1976, .

‘The process of change itself represents.a classic case of org nrzatronal‘
and institutional adjustments and responsiveness to new and expanded

~_ program demands. More important, however, CETA in Calhoun County

" has led to enhanced efficiency, eﬂ'ectrveness and account,'brllty forf
employment and training programs. . ; I

- CETA-has led"to other positive developments in. county gove men\ or,
at least, has -had.a favorable effect on other areas of local gov rnment.

Because of the county s experience with CETA, the county has reated a .

» petsonnel department and has formalized the personnel fungtion, ‘A
merit system is also being deve]oped for county employees. Furt erm re, -
'afﬁrmatrve action policies : ‘and programs have taken on- adfed ‘sig-
nificance, “not only in county governmént, but. also in its to nshrps

. villages, and cities. Although the . CETA program was\pla ued| by -

deficiéncies during its first year and no doubt. there -are sfill some
'madequacres, the Calhoun County program is one example of positive *.
changes - in‘the planning and administration of c;pmprehensrv em' loy- -
ment and training actrvrtres under. CETA. S

s

'TITLE I PLANNING AND OPERATIONS

To understand the cha.nges in: the planning, process, a reca’_I of: C/ lhoun -
~County’s experience during the first 2 years' of CETA fs important.

*. Calhoun Cbunty’s fiscal 1975 plan was never operationa). During fiscal

1975, Calhoun County, like other prime sponsors, had tg prepare a. Title * -
-1 plan very quickly. Because.Calhoun Cfounty -did - not have any

"~ - manpower planning background, sthe time cénstram/ts imposed by law . |

made-it impossible for.an 1nexper1enced and undefstaﬂ‘ed CETAoffice 10
complete the necessary series of tasks. The Title 1 plan that was put in

- *operation in fiscal 1976 . wds developed. dumng the. latter part of fiscal _
71975 and, of course, modrﬁed to reﬂect program ad_]ustments dunng”

ﬁscall976 o / D S
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AR ~ The:change in the quality of planning between fiscal 1975 and fiscal
7+ 1976 was attributable to:the reversal of several unfavorable conditions
- and influences. The primary favorable change was the total restaffing of: _
the ééiunt_y‘"s CETa office. The récruitment of the current, CETA administra- . . .
_ tor—an individual with proven management abilities, some manpower
'~ . program eXperiehce,'and an.ability to ‘function in a political énviron-
© 7 ment—was  critical. In addition, a support stafl with planning and,
operational expertise was hired according to a staffing plan recommend-- -
.~ ed by the regional office-of thé US. Department,of Labor (boL). - = .
.~ The level arid scope of technical assistance-provided by the Chicago * -
regionai .office of the Employment.and Training Administration of the
© DOL were tritical to the development of a workable Title I.program in : -
, Calhoun County. Althouglt regional office pérsonnel had.worked- with
the prime sponsdr's personnel from the inception of CETA, the major poL
* . intervention was in November. 1974. At that. time, the county board of .
commissioners received a corrective action report that prescribed major_
and far-reaching changes in the county’s program. The report detailed " . -
specific. steps to be takea in the_ development of a management
information system, fiscal.prod¢dures, and a client tracking system and .

N

:"'in‘ staffing the prime sponsor’s ci aoffice. - ., . . RV
. From the date.of that report until the end of fiscal 1975; the federal ~ ~...
_ - - -presencé in Calhoun County was indeed Heavy. However, in addition to, -~
'; .- providing much needed techical assistance, the regional office represen- % ;.-
"~ -tative was able to work easily with Calhoun County officials. As a result,
‘. - by the beginning of fiscal 1976, sufficient changes had been made so that .
' theTitle I program was implemented. "~ . , R
-~ What also enhanced the pfime ‘sponsor’s. planping procéss were the -
-changes in the nature ‘of the, county commissioner’s_ involvement. The, . - -
changes do not imply that -the. board" of commissioners is any. less” /7
“interested in CETA or less informed; on the coritrary, CETA has emerged as- -
an economiic and social program’that has a very high, legitimate political .
L priority. b ~ - e R

NEY

-

. Although it is difficult to ‘explain_the chinged level ‘and degree-of .

-* 7 political involvement, it is possible to indicate manifestations of the
. changes. First, county,commissioners have not derved as'm bers of the
 planning coiincil or.as active participants in the planning pfocess since *

. -~ the’latter part of fiscal 1975. Planning has been the responsibility of the.
-7 CETA staff, with an advisory or review and cominent fole provided by the = .
The nature of elected-official participatior in' the day-to-day adminis- SO |
.+ trative opérations of the prime sponsor’s CETA pffice has also changed. . -
Since. the recruitment of the ‘present CETA -administration, the county - * .. -

. - i . . ,

ERIC
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','commlssmn has delegated total . admlnlstratlve responsnblllty and’
. authority for the CETA program to the admxnlstrator The rationale for
~ the change was ‘best summed up by one commissioner who noted, “The.
- cETA administrator is a specialist and elected officials are lay people
therefore, elected officials must rely on the person-with the expertise.”
Another factor that had considerable influence during fiscal 1976 was -
+ the. recognition by elected officials .and the CETA staff that a prime -
- sponsor with little manpower, program. experience should not reinvent
the wheel or perform every CETA function of\"its own. It was finally
. recognlzed that the prime sponsor l;lad overall responsnblllty fo CETA,
- but in- dlscharg\ng this responsnblllty priorities had to be established and
_ the “turf” had to be divided or shared. During the Operational Plannlng
" Grant (0pG) period and for the first two quarters of fiscal 1975, the prime. .
“sponsor- had been intent on prov1d|ng all admlnlstratIVe servnces and
delivering most, lfnotall services to clients.
.. Subséquent. to the’ ‘regional office’s corrective actlon report
‘November 1974, this position began to shift rather markedly. The prlme
+ “sponser established certain’priorities and responsibilities that could not
~ be properly delegated. These included the development of a ‘workable: -
* Title 1 planmng document and -a- plannlng mechanism - with an
cceptable management information and monltorlng system, The goal of-
carrying on all CETA activities .was dropped in favor of the. more
attainable and, given the limited ‘manpower -delivery’ explerlence of the - .
~gounty, perhdps more approprlate function- of planmng and managlng '
. the CETA program, : RIS
~ . A closely related change was a- shift -in- the countys wnlhngness to S
“accept a assnstance and to use the expertise of other. organizations. During
the opG penod and the early -stages of fiscal 1975, the prime_sponsor
* “seemed unwilling to use a humber of resources available. Primary. among .
thesé was the regional-office of DoL, an-agency that was initially viewed
. as an advérsary. The regional office’s corrective action report tended to -
- force the county: officials to work cooperatively with the Department of -
© Labor. However, the CETA administrator-cléarly recogmzed that planmng
- . assistance was needed and. was willing: to -accept assnstance frogl the
. regional office staff as well as from other sources. -
> The Calhoun County CETA:officials also recognized that’local agencies”
" “.could make contributions’ to - planning. ‘Accordingly, the employment
. service was asked increasingly for. labor‘market and. unemployment data.
. The adversary relationship between. the‘ county and the area’s two
" comrmunity-based organlzatlons——the communlty action agency (CaA)
and the Urban' League-—Jaltered at least"to the point that communica-
‘fuons were possnble Also the plannmg contributions of" local delivery

i
ot
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267, . . _ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS -
.~ agencies, while recognized- as partially. seli-serving, were not - totally
: disregarded by the prime sponsor’s staff. « S
: // The aforementioned changes offer some insight into the political and
* (" other dynamics of the development of the Title I program during the last
% half of fiscal 1975 and the first quarter of fiscal 1976. Although it is
. difficult to single out any one factor, certainly the appearance of the new-
. " CETA ddministrator -Was.criticéll to the successful planning process that v
d - evolved. He provided positive and clear direction, and the elected - -
.~ 'officials and staff turned their attention and efforts toward the suecessful:
implementation of CETA. Finally, the technical assistance and construc-

- tive interest of the Chicago regional office were instrumental in' making -

. the Calhoun County program a success.

"TITLE 1 PLANNING PROCESS A - o )
. During the latter part of fiscal 1975, the regional office role in planning - ** -
. was perhaps as great as in any prime sponsor area in the nation. The - = .
" regional office representative and a technical assistance team from DoL
developed the fiscal 1976 Title I plan. However, other CETA staff and . °
. .. -institutional representatives.also played important roles. - e ST
&0 T Several changes faciljtated greater contributions from the planning -~ 7.
o - -council- and local agencies. Planning council ‘membership was reduced
_from' 31 fo 15 members. But the change in size was niot as significant as -
;- the change in composition. The county commissioners decided not'to
' serve as.voting’ members ‘of the -council. The primary reason. was to
: enhance the advisory role of the council to the board of commissioners, , =
-~ . but the change also had the effect of removing politics from the advisory ®
council’s planning process, The council as constituted during fiscal 1976
was represéntative of:all agencies and interest groups concerned. '
~The planning function during fiscal 1976 was primarily: discharged by —
the CETA office. Yet, the advisory council was involved in a review and
comment role. "The role of county commissioners was.reduced substan-
.- tially.during fiscal 1976.: The chief elected official for the county -
% delegated primary responsibility and authority to the CETA administrator,—
& .with goals and objectives established.in a broad context by the board of =+
- commissioners. From the standpoint of responsibility and authority for
..Approving plans, thejeleeted officials’ influence: was very important, but
“for planning_itself, _the CETA - administrator. was clearly the ‘most
~influential. 70 T T T e
It is clear-that the planning .cc’)uhci] ‘was yviewed.to have only advisory -
- responsibilities. Although the role of the council increased $omewhat in S
" _the decision-making process from early fiscal 1975,‘the'plarining‘cdu‘ifcil o
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has little lmpact in major declsloqs To lllustrate the councll through

fiscal 1976 did not recommend any maJor changes in the plans presented

3 by the CETA administrator,

The employment service (ES) vocannal ed,ucatlon, and other publlc
agencies sexert little, if any, influence in planning, The role of the
emplgyment service is primarily limited to-providing labormarket data.

In fact, the Es agency continued in fiscal 1976 to demonstrate .
surprisingly- little “interest in CETA. Other "agencies, such as the local-

welfare department, public. health, and city and township governments,

.are “viewed by those interviewed for this study as being qulte cooperatlve, :

_but none exercise much influence in ‘planning.
‘The fiscal 1976 Title I plan and the planning process are c0nsnderably

- better than. the initial document. and the process employed during the
early part of fiscal .1975. Planning as a management function was =

integrated into the entire CETA operation,, with monitoring "and

evaluation feedmg back into the planning process: The relative influence ,‘
_of various groups in th@plannlng process had shifted by the' close of * -

“fiscal 1976. The poL onal office role had. diminished - to one of

' monitoring and, oversight in contrast to the predomlnant role”it held :

durlng fiscal- 1975 The county board of commissioners continues to

. approve plans ‘to establish major Policies and strategies, but the CETA
~ administrator and his staff have almost total responsibility for planning.”
- The council -has emerged as a body lndependent from the board. of . -
commissioners and has the' basic foundation necessary for becorrung L

even more useful in an adv1sory capacrty -

: 'f-:

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

t

As noted earlier, there was considerable staff turbulence during most of -
fiscal 1975. The DoL corrective action report highlighted the adrmnlstra—, _
tive morass. Changes made during the latter part of fiscal 1975'have .

resulted in a-very effective and éfficient administrative structure for the
program. The administrative structure that gradually evolved during

fiscal 1976 is shown in Figure 1.'All ceTa titles—I, I, 111, and Vi—are ,'
integrated - within the. Calhoun County Employment and Training -

Administratior, which was organized along functipnal’ lines so. that all
titles could be centrally administerece This tyge .of orgamzatlonal
“structure enhances eﬂicrency and provndes op'
_operations. ‘

‘The Calhoun CETA staﬂ" developed a hlghl

1al control over all

structured and effective -
monitoring system for Title I programs. A-key feature. is the measure-
ment. of subcontractor performance agalnst stamdards and goaIS'
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developcd by the prime sponsor All Title 1 subcontricts are monltorcd ]

'.,‘:chkly for client information agd monthly for fiscal information. (-
o " The monitoring system has p wo majot elements. First, reports denved
“from the. management information system and.client tracl(lng records | <
“indicate whether. subcontmctors are operating consistently with planned
goals A high degree of spcuﬁuty regarding client and expendlture goals
is unpllcxt in this’ element The sccond mujor clement is the on-site i
_imonitoring. Program monitors from the prime sponsor’s staff are =
'rssrgned to work with each of the Tltle | subcontractors. Durjng the third
quarter of fiscal 1976, one full-time monitor was assigned to ‘the primary
- service delivery agency, the Community Action Agency (cAA). Another
full-tim¢ monitor wa assigned to the Battle Creek Urban League and ,
two deliverers of classroom training. The prime sponsor’s administrator:
", insists that performance be consistent with. contractual standards and
goals. Throughout the monitoring process, emphasis is placed on both
© qualitative and quantitative controls. .
O Although there are differing opinions and assessments, 'on balance it’
- ..appears that the effect of the monitoring system is positive. A’ number of .
* results were cjted by the ‘cera administrator and the regional office
: representatlve “First, significant improvement has been made in program
- quality. Second the dccountability. of -service delivery agencies has
> increased.Third, - the monitoring system forced subcontractors- to
» . exercise tighter client- selectlon procedurcs in order ‘to achleve hlgh )ob
. placementrates, . - - T .
‘i As might be expected the Title 1- dellvery agencres dld not view the
i {1 " prime sponsor’s *monltorlng system in a totally favorable manner. The’
- w*  subcontractors, complalned that the tight monitoring and high perfor?
- mance. standards forced the selegtion’of participants most likely™to_ < S
- succeed. Related to this idea, some subcontractors also noted- that‘thec '
c kglhqun ~systerm+"placed Himits op. cllent se:‘vrces and the delivery::of
q”iih \ervi 5 i ' ed:w
they reg rded:as. & excessive. paperwc)rk -and:

Ie

t;

9

iXe rtmg and, the “priority
< .- given’ accountablllty erhaps the most-valid.. critiéism™was that the
monitoring system did-niot take aceount of changes in the econornry and
labor market condmons : .!f' Ry : Tl
Although there was consrderable varlatron in the assessments of the :
- Calhoun CETA" moniforing “atid. program administrative, system, the
e general consensuy was that' the ‘CETA monitoring system is significantly. -
" " 'more sophlstlcated and thorough in teris of staff assrgned comprehen-
siveness, and frequency of monltonng than were previous efforts. It.
~ would be difficult to develop a more extensive -monitoring program.
Though they may have rmperfectlons the Calhoun monltonng and

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TR LT

- ) ‘: ¢ ;.1; P ) \t -\
S ] . . ‘_' ’ ) ' . , ' t ‘ ;l .: 1 J"’" "r\ ‘\"' ! ': P
30 : EMPLOYMENT AND' TRATNING PROGRAMS ¢
’ o . T ! . ¢ v t o v o '
N : « . < . . ’ e - T, VR
program administration upprouchg«; have led to cnhapced accountability
“and betier program performance. oo R A
. PROGRAM OPERATIONS -~ . = - N R

RFORE “The Calhoun County Title I:delivery system has lin'dt:rgOne considetable - -
B change from the concept deseribed in the initial fiscal 1975 planning -
document. That concept. enyisioned a comprehensive delivery system
~with the prime sponsor providing practically all services. However, an
“entirely different system has emerged. The delivery system during fiscal .
1976 can be classified as a mixed delivery system, with all.training and = -
- employment services provided by subcontractors. As such; it was: far, "

.+ from comprehensive, and there was some duplication of services. -

‘

. ’ . . : N e . !
L ~".Service Delivery Design There was no centralized Title I delivery system
- - in Calhoun County: during fiscal 1976, Two' agencies—the Calhoun
. County caa and -the Battlé-Creek Urban League—provided the same .

\ . types of services to basically the. same client- groups. Both agencics;.
B © located in the same, city, provided manpowsr sérvices (outreach, intake, * -
‘assessment, counseling, orientation, and follow-up), job “development,
... -and on-the-job'training (0sT). Cdordination between the two was limited; .
~ since both were attémpting to meet tight performance standards under

separdte contricts. Client access to the range. of Title I services appedred .

o in reality to be limited to only one opportunity in most cases. ;¢
- In terms.of the continuity of guidance for'clients, the Calhoun dc@cljy‘ :
,System could be ranked quite high. During fiscal 1976, each client was o
-assigned to a single counselor; who confinued to sérve'to the clieRtamtil
placement. - , . Lo C Cop o
~Although the cETA system'is not totally compreheisive, there -is = .
considerably less duplication and fragmentation than existed before. The -
‘categorical programs funded prior to CETA.were administered by many
of the CETA delivery agencies; but the activities were totally uncoordinat- )
ed: Most' programs funded by the ‘Economic Opportunity Act were _ 7
‘under the _CAA’S ‘sponsorship and were operated in an autonomous |, - -
manner. Training activities funded under The Manpower Development .-
and Training Act (MDTA) were furnished by the vocational education.
agencies, with-some manpower services rendered by the local employ;.. -
‘ment service office. A central coordinating vehicle such as the Calhoun -

County ceTa office did not exist. * o
A review of the flow of clients through the Title I program tends to
confirm' the' aforementioned. observations regardingyduplication ; ‘of
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~ services. During fiséal 1976 there wats o centralized intake wnd referral,
© Clients applied-at twp. séparate agencies and, on occasion, for residents o
“of-one cit§¥in’ the County, to the prime sponsor. Although clients
* theoretically had more than one available option, it is the author’s: .
_“asgessment thatein’ most instances clients were recruited to fill work =
experience, o, and classroom training dpenings as they ocdurred..dn :
~short, clients were related to services in a -manner characterized by -
~oveérlap, duplication, and'a relative lack of referral criteria. It is difficult -
" to see how services could be tailored for individuals during fiscal 1976,
*given the client-flow plan for Title I, which was’ heavily based on.

providing services to a large number of ¢lients with relatively short work -
*, experience or triifing periods. o Ll e
X B -4 . “'.- - : [ o ) ot ) - < | o

Service. Délivery Agencies - During fiscal- 1976, Title I funds for fiscal .
1975 and fiscdl 1976 were. pooléd; and the major challenge confronting”
.. thie_prime; sponsor was to-develop an, accelerated monthly expenditure = - "7,
 “ratg that would ‘use wll funds’ available; particularly the fiscal 1975 grant 1y
- money. The pot-imposed -requirement to spend Title I funds rapidly -
" .resulted, in’ part;in. the. prime $ponsor’s droppingits plan to provide
. services directly. Other faciors included the limited. experience of the
“prime.sponsor, staff Iiﬁqit’a_tions',;;m_('i'f,the~ava'\lability'of community-based

" organizations with program-experience. o
~ "~ Four agencies were selected to-furnish Title I services during fiscal
. +'1976. Because a-competitive: bidding system’ was ‘not used, the Title'T - --.-
", . “contracts were awarded on a sole-source basis. As noted in Table 1 the
i . Calhoun County Community Action Agency was the major provider of -

" services during fiscal 1976, . ' . T
" Initially it was not expected that the caA-would be selected as a’
© . delivery agency. Several factors resulted in changing.thé initial decision. - -
" “First. the caA had f)r.qvi_ded manpower ser_\'/_ice"S‘ before, and the €ETA -
. ddministrator believed.that it deserved a chance under CETA. In addition,
# Title 1 regulations require that'agencies of demonstrated effectiveness be

1

. t*given due consideration for delivery of Title I programs. Pressure onthe
~ . “pfime $ponsor to spend funds quickly also played a big part. The caa-"~ .
, ~had filed" o' complaint’ with. the Chicago regional office of the Labor .
+~+ " “Department, but’it was withdrawn during the carly part of fiscal 1976, -
.The Battle Creek Urban League was selected as a-delivery. agency.for :
- ‘many of the reasons cited for the cAA’s selection.. The Urban League;. - "'
&' however, svas not as aggtessive as the CAA in sceKing service delivery = ..,
U sstaws, eyl ey
_ Two ‘agericies—one public and one private—were selected as the™ ™

. . . .
' S . . . ). L
. Y. . B X , . . ¥ X

. A s - .
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" TABLE | Title.1 Subcontractor Funding, Fiscal 1976: Calhoun County -~ . -
v l: 0 (amountsin thousinds of dollars) . AP

P

- R ™ L . S
s, ©. - v+ Funds Awarded SO

1
. ’ ]

‘Subcontractors LR T Amount’ . " percent
’ . ; " - SR R . I "
) Calhoun County Cotnmunity ‘Action Ageacy : s 530.6 Ll L4500
v .+ . -Battle CreeK Urban League 4 -7 3124 © 0 264
.. -l Kellogg Community College: e 16605 - 14.0
: ‘Argubright Busingss College =~ - o ) .. 544 o . 46
... ioPrimesponsor . .- . o - v 118.1 100
. - TOTAL . .. 7 CLIBLS 1000

g t
R
¥

: . . e * T . .r N ’ o, .
SOURCE: Calhoun County Emp\oxmcnt and Training Ad_ministnja_tion. s

. .
~t

~ primary .deliverers ,of classroom tr'aining.“ Both had " experience in’
_ operating pre-CETA programs. N o S
* As-referred to earlier, the.employment service' has demonstrated little -
'inﬁ;’fest_f in :a;s’é“r’Vice'd_e]iyery r"ole,'_rﬁver rezi_lly applied for a contract, and
-~ Was‘niot seriously considered by the prime sponsor duririg fiscal 1976. -
" .. Thé CETA administrator not;gi-_that he-had explored .the possibility of -

* - having the Es administer the dllowance payments for Title I, but that the - -
_égenéy’s[‘;%ésts'- were t0o high. The perception of local ‘CETA officials
-regardingtesueffectiveness as-a pre-CETA delivery agenicy and the high S

. lavel ¢f unemployment insurance activity encountered during fiscat 1976 -
also influenced the contract .d'evcision-. - L o iﬁ
. . Brogram Mix “The primary inﬂuencqs in the. prggram mix were the
o general level of the. -economy -and “the consiquent high level of +
unemployment. During fiscal 1976, work. ‘experience. was emphasized
. because’ it.simulated an'en]ployfnent situation. On-the-job training was o
~'somewhat limited because’ of thé’loose ,l{ibor market, and classroom
'+ training was’envisioned primarily: as a- short-range training program to
s, . ‘provide entry-level skills. Table 2-shows the relative, funding levels for.
' pre-CETA and CETA program activities. Classroom training ‘and public
service employment fared better under CETA than during the fiscal 1974 - -

P . . . ., . . L. « 0 .
-, ~Pre-CETA period. Conversely, on-the-job {raining and manpower services.

declined in relative funding. ... _ s : S .
e -. One significant shift in_program mix is'not revealed by Table 2. In.
- fiscal 1976, work experience was oriented exclusiyely to _adult‘s". In fiscal
* 1974, a sizeable share of all manpower funds was desighated' for youth - L

= * activities. F unds for youth work experience—in-school and out-of-school - _
programs—accounted -for 30 percent of the total fiscal 1974 allocation. * "=

ey . .:’ 2
e Sl

°
LY
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+ TABLE 2 7 Tltle 1 Expeftf]rturés by Program ‘Fiscal 1974 and 1976 Calhoun :
: » Coumy (amounts in thousands- ofdollars) e ot
R '. : ) Fiscal 1974 o lrscal 1976“

Program g R o .‘\‘.“ Ainount “Porcent Ar_nount . i' .Perccht.'_ ae
Classroom training Cooaass o Taus. .osse1 0 327 K
..On-thejob training; ) : 13 1340 7 0 78 oo

Public, seivied employment | "NA- 1423 B3 e
" Work expericnce '503 . 8563 .. 50
* Services and other . 16.6 ‘ T 9.0 . nr

'TOTAL ) 1000 01,7104 E 100.00 7

One rmpact Of CETA, therefore ‘was that the Nerghborhood Youth Corps

SOUR(‘h Cathoun County Employmcnt and Trdmmt, Admlmstration . RIS
Alncludes Titke 1 fiscal 1975 and 1976 tunds: ’ T

bincludes $78.900 in CEP tunds, $19,500'in 5-puccm set- trsrde“ tunds and $15 000
+-tor an ()pcr&tlonal planning g.r.lnt . i

‘r,' . *.._ a

a categorrcal program, was eliminated, The elimination of a youth work

.experrence actrvrty, other than.a summer program,’is consistent with. the
© primé. SpONSoF's prrorrty for sergmg heads of households. Furthermore,

the emphasrs on training individuals who have a greater. probability of -
movmg {0 unsubsidized employrent i influenced the decision to eliminate’
youth work experience. The' relative low fundmgrlevel for on-the-job
training primarily reflected the recessiondry condltrons durmg most of '

fiscal 1976 rather than a low program priority. - : -

~Within.the classroom training program, there Was d ‘sh’ift'toward some
basrc education dnd‘a marked reduction in the length of classroom

' .trammg There was a shift from manufacturing occupations to include
training for seryice Jobs Thése. changes were influenced by the CETA
"'badmmlstrator s high prrorlty on job placements N

ASSESSMLNT OY PROGRAM' :

: ,Calhoun County was’ under consrderable pressure to begm spendmg_‘,-v_.,
~ Title I funds during fiscal 1976. Therefore, the prime sponsor wagforced ..
to rely on “tried and proven models” for funding programs. This

pressure obviously limited the county’s flexibility to alter the substance . .-

of-a given program or the overall combination of programs. The Title I -

program was very similar to the pre-CETA program. Yet some changes

“have occurred. As mentioned, youth work’experience yther than Title 111
: summer prog,rams have been. ellmmat‘ed Although it was mamfested in a’

P . . e
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+ . change in’ program mix, this was more a_.fun'ctio'n of a change in client
. orientation. _ T o : R
The emphasis during fiscal 1976 was toward employability develop-
~ment with little apparent priority accorded a ‘balanced program. mix;"as
urged by the regional. office. There is probably no single’. balanced
~ program suitable for all places ‘and ‘times. However, client needs and
‘ .~ pridrities, labor market -gonditions, economic activity in the area,

... - employer needs, the prime sponisor’s investment strategies and priorities,
“"“and the, overall purpose of ”‘_th'e'. Title, I program are elements to be

- considered in developing a suitable program combination, - - .+

s

. - " Program Results "The Calhoun County Title I program during fiscal
.+, 1976 adequately reached the groups identified in the plan as'being in
' " need of _services. They, included heads. of. households, veterans,
.+ exoffenders, welfare recipients, unemployment insurance recipients, and
.7 .=’ former manpower program trainees. Calhoun tended td treat the CETA
o * requirements to designate certain groups as “significant segments” of the _
' population: most in need in perfunctory fashion : merely to' meet' poL -
' planning' requirements. Lack of specific data by. category prevents
o ap%ly'sis of what happened to the clients so grouped. . | o
- Client data for the Calhouri_' County Title 1. program indicate that
*~ clignt orientation was-broadened to include not only the economically
/\m/s:ﬂvantaged but all who were unemployed and underemployed as
well. Selected characteristics of Title I er_ir(')lfeeskare_' 'shown in Table 3.
‘The comparison of client characteristics:fgr all Title I participants and
N those participants who entered unsubsidized employment following cETA
., . participation reveals few, if any, significant differences. Over, two-thirds -
“of the clients in ‘each. category. were .economically disadvantaged and
slightly over one-half were minority group mgmbers. - - . ' |
Since the economically disg‘?antage_d, A mp'lqyed, minorities, etc.,j , ]
are not homogeneous in terind of socioeconomic characteristics andg’-
more important, in terms of needs for employmentand-training services, '
v one'is limited in making generalizations regarding the client orientation
* of CETA. Within any single target-group (e.g., welfare recipients), needs of
all types—medical, psychological, behavioral, skill development, educa-
tion, and legal-~vary widely. To'assess a prime sponsor’s orientation .
adequately, onie must find out wh"a’t’,gpese needs are and whether they are”
being met. - . _' o, R .
The primary measure of résults of the Callidun Title I program was the °
. placement of participants in unsubsidized 'r'ﬁployr‘ne:nt. As shown in
SRR Table 4, the Citlhoun prime sponsor had a tdal placement rate of 0.406
- for the period from July I, 1975, thraugh September 30, 1976. A

~y
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TABLE 3 Tule | Chent Charactcnstncs Fxscal 1976: Calhoun County

35

I :
: . Tutal Participants ’ - Entered Employmem
‘Characteristic o 'Number Percent ,‘Number . )Percem
v lndmdpals Served 1,765 100 J707 100
Sex » P ’ ' ) E ‘ ' )
- Male - . 998 - - 57 " 386 55 .
Female ¢ : 767 . . 43" . 321 45
*.7 . 18 and under S T S § Tl
- 19-21 . o 469 o270 o182 ! 26
22-44 o0 e S 994 56 ¢ 412 58
‘ 45-54 v .90 - 5 31 -4
- 55-64 - e R U 5 1
“» ' 65 and-over o : ) 2 0’ 0 0
’ Education J S o ,
8 years and under 82 s ~23 . -3
9-11 years - - 491 28 169 24
" High school graduate 1,102 . 62 486 - - 69
* Post-high school e 090 5 29 - 4.
Family income , . i o A '
AFDC - . . .369 2L 123 17 .
Public assistance, other 148 8 34 5
: Economically disadvantaged - 1,202 . .68 538+, - w760 -
. Ethnic Group s . o S . oo T
White - . IR 846 -~ 48 . 343 49
“Black .- - . . 815 - 46 C 336 47
Other - . Y14 0 6. 0 28 4
. . Migrant of scasonal farm . o co
family mcmber . ST 18 ¢ - 1. 12 2
Vetemn } o s : o _
" Recently sepuratcd ’ L [ 4 34 5
Special S 102, 6 43 C 6
Other o g4 5 43 6
Disabled T R ) R 0 .
- -Handicapped, . . 32 ¢ 2 T4l 1
lull-time student: ~ A 0 o 0
Otfender ' 207 12 65 -9
Labor force status . . , o
Underemployed” C D T 1 -6 : 1.
Unemployed : © 1,748 .99 7000 T 99
S Other - - o 2 -0 R 0
Receiving unemployment B : . ! : :
/insurance 337 .- 19 © 165

SOURCE: Cullxoﬁn_(.‘olinty Employment and Training Administration.
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“Calhoun County

‘TABLE 4 Status of Tit_lé I Enrollees After Teim’in,ét’ibh, Fiscal 1976:

36 ~ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

Item _ R y ‘ E - Number - Ratio
Total enrollinents o " 1,765 . o=
. Total terminations . ' ) v 1,740 » ; - 599
Entered employment - . 707 41 .
* Direct placements® ‘ 210 g2
. lndiregtp,“lu'cemenxtsb . : . . 457 .26
Self placements® . SR 40 .02
. - Other positive terminations . - T 182 10
Nonpositive terminations - - ‘ 851 .49 -

" ..SOURCE: C'zilhoun Copnty Em'plby'ment and Trai'ning Administration. v
. aEnrolIees proyided'\onl)?'o}ltreach, intake, and job referral services, -

bEnroliées provided training, employment, or manpower and supportive sérvices other _.

than outreach, intake, or job referral. - .

Enrollees obtained unsubsidized employment through means other than placement by

* the prime sponsor or its agencies. - :

relatively”high. direct placement rate (0.121) was also experience

d. The

CETA ‘administrator noted general satisfaction® with. placement perfor-

inance but concern over job retention. According 'to him, job loss was .~

running about 40 percent within the first 45 days. Among the factors

4

N

: _ of matching_éliénts with ‘jobs and: the ..
~ - “overselling” of some clients. - - E L

During the initial months of the Title VI prégram .'(.]anuar'y .th.rdﬁgh

‘March 1975), Calhoun' County recognized ‘some clear legislative and

* "programmatic. distinctions between:the Titles Il and VI public service

employment ' (PSE)- programs. - The prime- $ponsor’s, Title .VI plan

- recognized the, countercyclical* orientation, of Title VI- by. including a-
~ provision to stagger the enrollment of participants and thereby serve a

larger number of ‘unemployed persons. Short-term’ public employment -
was incorporated in the conceptual framework of the plan. The Title VI

program was also oriented to the “new’ unemployed” and to unemploy- _
ment insurance exhaustees.! The eligibility requiremerit for the program .-

~also reflected orientation o the cyclically unemployed.- Unemployed
_heads of households, 18 years and older, were to_be given priority under -
Title VI, and’ economically digadvantag¢gi',» groups were to be sérved -
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“under Titles 1 and 1I. Another indication’ of the initial countercyclical
orientation of Title-VI was th¢ comparatively low motthly wage levels ofs

“-the Title VI positions. According to a grant modification submitted .in- -~
February 1975, monthly wage levels ranged from $375 to $696, with the .

© .. exception of one’ position funded at the maximum'allowable rate. The -~
majority of the positions were budgeted at approxirhately $500 a month. -
_ The programmatic and client orientation differences between Titles I
and VI were quickly lost as fiscal 1976 proceeded. Uncertainties and
delays in funding, the need 1o transfer Title 11 enrollees into Title' VI, and ¢ '
during June 1976 the transferring of Title VI participants into Title I all |

- combined .fo’ eras¢' any relevant program differences. The result,

~ %+ unfortunate as it may have been, was that the two titles became viewed .

* programmatigally as éne effort. - . RS

oy,

EE I

LI I3

Planning Objectives and Strategies The prim4ry objective of Titles' I = ~
and VI was to furnish job opportunties .to” the unemployed. The.
provision of public services, albeit important, appeared to be a
secondary objective of the Calhoun- County program. -The CETA
‘administrator attempted to attain the goals of the program by in_tegratihg S
Titles 11 and VI jobs with regular public sefvice employment. Titles II. -
and VI slots weré also allocated to a relatively large number of other. -

" public and private nonprofit agencies. . u L i
" To the extent feasible, the prime sponsor also relied upon a “special = .

. . projects” strategy. Under this_approach; short-term and temporary S

positions were created for specified-projects such as cleaning roadsides "~

“and storm drains and painting and exterior maintenance of homes of *~

poor senior citizens. Several of those interviewed for. this study . -

++. mentioned the barriers to the creation of special projects under Title VI.
According to'these }ndivi,duals,-:the lack of “brick and mortar” money.

‘was the biggest problem. It would appear that more special projects - .
would have been pursued if funds for equipment and supplies had been :
_-available. ' R ' L B

-\". .

Political. Considerations and Maintenance of Effort 'Any_discussion of
_ political - consideration and' influence ‘should differentiate- between the -
political responsiveness- of an elected official to his constituency and
political influence that, might _constitute favoritism,_ patronage, or .
“nepotisp or be used purely for political aims. Political responsiveness
such-as client or constituency;advocacy or an appeal for funding for a- -~ i .
specified-jurisdiction js legitimate and was. present under the Calhoun -
‘County. program: However, no -patronage nor ‘other forms of favoritism
- were discovered. Nevertheless, during fiscal 1975, there were a numiber ‘of

- PR

)

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-

i

380 EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS =~ -

e

~

" concerns expressed by persons interviewed that political goals and the "

desire of elected officials to control the CETA program contributed to'the” "~
- problems in getting the program off 'to a godd'start in fiscal 1975. As -

noted -earlier; the elected: officials of Calhou, County made extraordi-
nary ‘efforts during fiscal 1976 to prevent. the occurrence of negative - )
_ political influence: ~ Y . S :
- Planning goals and strategies tend: to support the finding that.the -
.. prime sponsor did not view ‘the public.service .employmerit titles -as -
. » vehitles for obtaining fiscal relief. On the contrary, the CETA administra-

.. " tor, and elected officials viewed them as" a vehicle for reducing

‘unémployment and as-a means of expanding or enriching public services.
“This strategy hias been heavily.influenced by the planned emphasis on
the traﬁsigi.on of PSE enroliees to permanent, unsubsidized employment.
- Therefore the act’s requirement that.the sponsor maintain the level of
~.spendipg  that would “have occurred withou! . CETA money .has not

.-, ‘emerged as a problem. The county-did not,have budget deficit during
", fiscal 1976, services were not eliminated or reddced, nor were regular

employees laid of: - o e R

. : L 0
. PROGRAM. OPERATIONS

=4
TR el

. ~The opération of Titles I[ and VI'in Calhoun County was hindered by
the leve] and flow of funds. Because of funding delays and’ uncertainties
-‘assvo'cixed' with . funding, - the distinctions between stryctural and .
countercyclical objectives for Titles Il and VI never really emerged. In -

.. November of 1975, Title II funds were exhausted, and all pse

. participants were transferred into: Title- VI until.’Ju[ e 30, 1976. With_the .
~ advent of the supplemental Title Il funding during the, last quarter of

~fiscal: 1976, a large number of the pSE enrollees were transferred back -
“into" Title' 1I. For many. participants; the July 1976_intertitle transfer -

" Marked: their third enrollment under a CErA title, all due to transfers..

Undoubtedly, a program.funded over a longer period would have been
much.more desirable, probably would have facilitated program stability -
and perhaps would have helped separate-the identities of Titles I and’
Approximately 11 governmental units, other than school. districts,
were alloted, pSE positions. Several state agency installations in' Calhoun

.+ County ere also allocated positions. The agencies funded included the °

employment. service, social services (welfare departmient), state police,

- and the civil rights commission. Federal agencies, however, were not |
relied upon -because they could not provide . good prospects’. for ..

. e
Dok

absorptién. ‘Nonprofit _organizati_ons were used heavily; 12 of ‘the .17

n

. . (I

—
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. United Way agencies in Calhoun County were provrded wrth PSE
enrollees. In addition, other .nonprofit organizations such-as day care
centers, hospitals, and drug abuse agencles received PSE allotments.

* About half of ‘all pSE jobs were in local units of government——31 -
percent under the prime sponsor and 19 percent allotted to other smaller;
governmental units. .School districts threughout. the prime sponsors
jurisdiction were allotted- 15 percent of- thee slots and state agencie
- received about 6 percent of the PSE: posrllons "As noted ‘nonprofit~

- -organizations received almost one out of every three slots Clearly, the

Calhoun County prime sponsor dld not encounter any problems in " =
. sharmg pSE funds. :
Within the aforementioned organrzat»rons PSE posrtrons were selected S e

primarily upon the basis of two criteria: (1) the degree to which the job
- wa$‘considered essential and, equally important, (2) the likelihood of its-
being absorbed by the employer when PsE funds were exhausted.
- . . 3 e Io s T -
R

PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT RESULTS ) . T

2

* Client data for Titles Il and VI reveal 2 relatrvely hrgh mcrdence of.:-' .
~ service to men and to whites. Approx1mately 60 percent’ of the enrolléés:
- * -were men and about 70 percent were white. Minority participation under’
' '~_T1tles Il and VI, although lower than under the Title I program, was
-, consistent with the relative mlnonty populdtion 'in the_county. The
~largest proportion of enrollees was in the 22-44 age category——68 percent
~ under Title [I-and 72 percent pnder Title VI. A large share of enrollees -
) had. at least a high school education, with 86 percent.and 81 percent of
i »the Titles 11 and VI enrollees, respectively, in this category. .
“As,.shown in Table. 5, the incidence.. of service to econormcally‘
_ dlsadvantaged persons was high for ‘Both Tltles I1 and VI. Given the _
- other characteristics of partlcrpants and the prlme sponsor’s emphasrs on C lhiUe N
sclectrng clienits with a relatrvely hrgher probability for movement to
unsubsidized erployment, service to-thé.economically disadvantaged '
may. be somewhat overstated. The relatively low incidence of welfare
recipients tends to support this observation. =~~~ Toaen
. The cETA administrator ‘stressed -the importance of placements in
" unsubsidized ‘employment as a hlgh priority goal for, both Titles II and -
VL. As indicated -in s Table . 6; ‘Calhoun County had relatively hlgh.'_.'»«v o
L placement rates during fiscal 1976. Under Title II, 46 part1c1pants (0225
" placement rate) entered. unsubsrdlzed employment and under Title VI, -
¢ 75 participants (0:175 placement rate) obtained non- -CETA _jobs. The ., - .
. . major 'bdrrier to more job placements appeared -to be the budgetary'
. pllght of. most governmental units and nonproﬁt agencres in the county

)

-
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- TABLES Chent Charactenstlcs, Tltles IT and VI Fxscal 1976 Calhoun
(County " ‘

' f R ‘ _’Tizlel'l'."’,- AR :ritlch

<Chq‘ru::tc(istic' Numberd . Percent Number® f':_ll’_érccnl.,

" Individuals served - 379 L1000 7 492 ~ 100
\ O Male o229 - 60 . 309 .63 7
 lémale - C 150 © 40~ 183, 37,
I'8 and under - ‘ N R 12 ‘
J9-21 as " Teeapl 69 L

,‘\17'5:' ‘ 2
.‘: s . 4

2244 . 256 B8 . 353 i12
7

4

© 45547 S . T2 35
o O F 1 4
- 65 and over © . _ o 6 IR : '_" 2 . - .
Education S . S - .

- 4

8 years and-under : 3 T 8 . 6

- 9-11 years o 31 e 76 T s
High school graduate - ;248 71 65 <250, .« 5]
Post hlbh st.h()o] - 79, (3 r38. .- . 28

Iamily income - e Lo BT
AFDC .. o R S 6 68 14
Public assnstancc oth(.r: SRR § e 8 52 ol )

_ Lconomlcally dnsadvamagcd 163 .. . .43 341 T 6h

‘Ethnic g youpn DI s :

- White - ¢

. Black A
- American lndmn
. Other - * -~

7 k3. L 10

b ‘Mlgram or scasonal tarm - - o .
. family member - ‘ <0 0 . o0

;_chrdn :
Recently. snparated
. . .. Special (Vltmdm) A
i : ‘Other B e 57
. ;;j%‘{ Disabled” - . o2
' Handltappcd s ‘ a9
- . Full-time studenit . RECE )
S Offender T T 36 L 6
- "+ Labor force status” I . o AR _
Uhderemploycd Fioe 17 4 s T
4 . Uneanployed ;- . 186 . 49 - - 4gs C 98
T ‘Other .. R L B T S DU 0
Lo R&;cxvmg uncmployment o . L SR
msuran;:e o c 19 S 100 . 20

OOt N W
w

-+ ' SOURCE: Calhoun County Employmentand Trmnmg Admmlstratlon v
. aSome enrollees arc. counted under both mles because of mtemtle transfers;

'1,. - Y
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T ABLE 6 Status'of Public Service Enrollees After Termmatlon Flscal 1976; o
Calhoun County

+

Title 11 ' - _'Tme‘vl'
- ltem. - . . _ ‘Number . - Ratio . Number - - Ratio g
":: Total enfoliments o379, - . 4% = e ’
7 Total terminations . 204 © 100 - . 428 ; ', 1.00 "
Entered employment . ' 46 22 15 ’ . .18
Direct placements® 2 ol S 3 .01
Indirect placements? . 44 . 220 50 R Y
“Selt’ plucemcnt? . _ o . .0 ’ 2 - .. .05 -3
. Other positive tertninations 121 .59 0 . 201 Y C
- Nonpositive terminations 37 . .18 152 .36

4

SOURCE Cnlhoun e'ounty Employment and: Trnmmg Admmlstmtlon.
- NOTE: Some enrollees are counted under both titles because of intertitie transfers. -

AEncollees’ provided only outreach and job referral services from CETA.
Enrollees provided training, employment or manpower and supportlve servxces other
than outreach, intake, and job referral.” =~ . =
CEnrollees obtained unsubsxdlzed employment’other than by placement by the prime, '
' Sponsor or its agencxes

' All 1nd1cat10ns are that the prlme sponsor developed and 1mplemented " R
"“Titles II and VI in'an exemplary fashion, given the constraints lmesed‘_. T
by national poL policy questions and uncertainties and delays in = -
fundlng Operational . problems undoubtedly occurred, but the’ gnost -
* serious' problems . were caused, by factors. beyond the countrol. of the : _
N prlme sponsor and the Chicago regional office, ofDOL . o Co

OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

o Whnle the study ofa smgle pnme sponsor cannot be a sufﬁclent base for
‘far-reaching recommendations for the entire CETA system, it is p0551ble to _
-~ make some observations with pollcy 1mpllcatlons The CETA program as - ¥ -
~“a whole has been cr1t1c1zed in. several areas. For-example, low job.
; placement rates dre" cited, but “low” in ‘comparison- to -what other
' programs" The. CETA and pre-CETA data bases are not sufﬁcnently detanled o
or comparable.to allow valid compansons - Sy
. Another criticism is the slow pace of: lmplementatlon partlcularly . -
“during ﬁscal 1975, Yet many prime sponsors were attempting to assume e
a-'most” complex ‘new role—that of planning for developing: the
mechamsms for the dehvery of comprehenswe employment and training

Rgrwces Not onl)l did decxslon makin shlft to pnme sponsors but other . . ~ "
o o - K T .

O
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Uy

A .- units of _‘govetnment were forced to develop and, undertake unaccus- &
" tomed manpower roles. Clearly, new [Mmissions and‘altered intergovern-
"0 .. - mental relationships affected the implementation of ceTa. If the CAMPS_
‘ © process had -been more productive,. perhaps some ‘of ;the problems
-/, encounféred by local government could have been alleviated,” Yet it.is .
‘4 doubtful that any major shift in a- nationally funded social program
could have been implemented without some difficulties during :the
transition. =~ . oL
Being part of a major social program conceived and planned in an -
ecoriomic envifonment of relative prosperity, but. implemented during .
" the ,nation’s worst economic downturn since the 1930’s seived to
compound “the problems of CETA _prime - sponsors. Declining job
- opportunities ‘in the -private ‘sector ‘and budget deficits and layoff
' experiences of many local governments severely limited ‘the range: of
-~ feasible - program alternatives. 'Plans predicated on favorable labor *
K market conditions and on availability of Pprivate sector placements
» - through on-the-job and classroom. training .had to be ‘adjusted to mew
", economic conditions. Accordingly; funding and program strategies were
shifted toward public service employment and work . experience designed
‘ to.achieve basic income. maintenance for a relatively small share of the
.~ . %" 'increasing numbers of unemployed workers. " ’
R Adding to CETA a countercyclical PSE program with' several inhéﬁf:jif
" limitations created more.problems, Prime sponsors probably could-have~~
adjusted:to the Title VI effort if there-had-beeti fiore certainty regarding .
funding-and consistent national ‘policies that differentiated between
* % Titles Il and VI and if funding Iévels and expenditure flexibility had been .
_ ! sufficient to attack unemployment to any ‘appreciable. degree. Because . -
- these factors were not present, it was practically impossible for prime .
vl sponsors to preserve the legislative intent of the Title Vlprogram.:© ,
With these observations in mind, several recommendations follow.

TRAINING FOR ADVISORY COUNCILS

) Comprehensive training programs -should be. ‘dei/'_e'loped“,fér CETA

'+ advisory couricils. Training should focus on the responsibilities and roles ~ ',

' ‘e~ of advisory counéils and the nature and scope of employment and . h
training programs. . e LT

.. SELECTION OF PUBLIC SERVICE POSITIONS

b e

7 Quantifiable criteria should be used by prime sponsors for selecting pSE *
- positions. The.factors'should relate to objectives of various PSE titles and

o : .
i - ' f

N
L . . .
A . . Lo St * : :
E . . L -
R A . A N )

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TRy IR
) . Tw o

43 \ .

programmatrc considerations. .They could include (1) the skrll levels of o -
cthe  eligible  target - groups who- are to be given priority for PSE.: .
‘- employment (2).the probability of transferring the PSE positions into - o
f.-_ unsubsidized employment; (3) wage costs and Job skill levels, with larger . -
# weights given to jobs with salary and _skill levels: consistent with the
. objectives of the titles; and (4) the’ priority of" the pubhc servxce needs -

that could be met by various posrtrons AL

Calhoun Coumy, Mrclngan :

¢, EVALUATION OF CETA péRFORMANCE - o ‘\
The uU.s. Department of Labor should assess and eva.luate the qualrtatrve o :

-~ aspects of the Title I' program. Such’ studles should: emphasize cerA’s =
3 output performance, and impact evaluation of the program..To date,
program assessments have been devoted almost exclusively to monitor-
ing to assure the pnme sponsors actual performance meets planned B
goals _ : : . e

l

lNSTlTUTlONAL ROLES 'AND RELATIONSHIPS (-—/ L .' T

" The respectrve roles and ..... relatr_onshrps among prr e sponsors
eﬁ oyment servrce the ‘vocational education agencies, and the state - s
“manpower services councils-should be made more specific in amend- - SO
~ments to CETA. Attempts to resolve duplication and fragmented effort to e
promote ‘program - integration in the- employment z{nd :@unlng areas

‘necessitate clearly arifculated and consrstent polrcres '

Lt R

DURATION OF PSE PROGRAMS

A public service employment program that is leglslatrvely designed to- .. -
dddress structural unemployment (T itle II) should be authorized for a -
_ longer period of time—S5 to 7 years—in order to-provide enough timefor - - - -
- an effective plannrng, operatrng, and evaluating program. The Jégislative e
.. intent of a’‘public_service employment program oriented to \structural T
unemployment should-not be distorted by policies and strategres that are
desrgned to deal wrth massive cyclrcal unemployment.

FUNDING FREXIBILITY ‘FoR THE COUNTERCYCLICAL PSE PROGRAM
-Funding under the cycllcal unemployment-orrented trtle should be: such'
that materials, supplles and equipment items could be purchased with

grant funds: Thls would “facilitate mose short -term and prOJect-type

O
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- .. cmployment that might avoid some of the pitfalls of the/Title VI program
-, . ‘infiscal 1976. - ' S N L
‘ _ S
*“During periods of cyclical downturns, PsE legislation and policieJ\shoul;_i :
 recognize the fiscal, personnel, and service delivery dilemmas encoun- -
~ tered by .mhany cities and countiés. Demands* for services sharply
increase, ‘but revenues to support the increased services decline. , .
Therefore, if PSE funding is to befor the creation of new Jjobs only, trade~." "
. offs will probably be required. Maintenance of effort may be traded for -
"+ ., "high-priority:public services-and transition to unsubsidized-employment.
.. Maintenance of effort ‘could-be better’ assured if prime sponsors were ° B
“Tequired to develop special and nonregular public service positions. -
Special projects could also be initiated during the cyclical downswing
.. .and could ‘bé phased out as economic activity improved. Such a policy -
‘orientation, however, would probably-mean that second- and third-level . -
~ public service priorities were' funded, and.the probability of absorption
" would be'nil. Yet, maintenance of effort could be better assured. -
In short; it is not very realistic to expect that transition; ‘provision of. -
top - priority public service needs, -integration of CETA positions into - -
regular public service employment; and absolute: maintenance of effort
.. can be achieved by most local prime sponsors, even in a more-favorable
¥ economic climate. To expect such goals_to be attainable in view of "t'he' K
- economie, social, and political problems. that are.plaguing many -lo¢al. |
¢, governmentsis very idealistic. .» .. - Y 0 7 I

3

PSE POLICY ALTERNATIVES

.t

e .

" - INCREASED ROLE fOR PRIVATE "SECTOR -

- The role \of the private. em loyer in - CETA should be ex;ﬁn_iiid S
considerably.: Private employers shoild be on- the advisory council. The .
feasibility of -their provitling more .training -opportunities should be - -
seriously explored. The use of tax credits, as in the Wik program, a = .

: voucher system for on-the-job training, and other incentives to increase . -

“#+. - the training and employment.gf eligiblé individuals could be developed.

‘ Since most. jobs are in the private sector of: the economy and since
. private employers have considerable training expértise, better relation--
: ' ships between publicly funded training programs and private employers

 would be highly advantageous. . oo S

. . o '_- . . . .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Orange County -
Consortmm Cahforma

o PAUL',_BULLOQK‘.L;,:

>0range Caunty; located southeast of Los Angeles County n outhern, |

California, was one of the fastest-growing areas i the nation d ring the' .
2oo 1960's, bul s growth slowed. perceptibly in’ ‘the ‘mid-1970's .and - "

populatron in’ some of its' communities has stabilized or in: a few cases’
“Slightly diminished.. Generally affluent, the county nevertheless contains
"' Some poor sections, and its unemployment rate averaged 7. 6 percent 1m
1975 (about 60,000 persons) The minority populatlon is relatively small;

in 1970 about 14 percentof the résidents belonged to an ethnic minority, .
" with the Spanish surname group by f'll‘ the largest Blacks are less than |

- fercent of the population.

" Béfore the Comprehensive Employment and Trarmng Act (CETA)_'
Orange County’s manpower programming. was limited. Program opera-. - i
tglvs were’ few: “there -were three ingtitutional Manpower Developmet™ -
and Training Act (MDTA) training programs, two. training “facilities -

operated by communrty -based organizations—Jobs for Progress (SER),

‘ pnmarrly servmg Chrcanos, and Opportumtles Industrialization’ Center '

-(o1C), prlma% y serving blacks—one 0n~{her_]0b training (OJT) program,

nul Bullock: flitiated \nlh the lnsmutc of Industriul Relatrom Umvcrsrty of
- Cuhform.\, LO\ Ant_,clcs eIy S . . f .

45 -

i two, Nerghborhood Youth Corps (NYC) programs, and a Public Servrce_-__'

il
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Careérs pragram run by the county In addrtron publlc employment
programs under the Emergency Employment Act (EEA) were adminis-
tered in-six cities (Anaherm Fullerton, Garden Grove,. Huntlngton
~-Beach, Orange, and Santa Ana) and in the balance of the county. In the
year prior. to 1mplementatlon of CETA, total fundrng for such' programs
‘amounted to $4.6 mrlhon compared ‘with Tltle 1 allocatrons of $84
mrlhon in 1976. - T

+ Enactment of the Comprehensrve Employme t and Trarnlng Act in
l973 offered an oopportunity for greater local development’ ofmanpower
planning - and “programming. Four. c1tles—-Anahe1m, Garden - Grove,
Huntlngton Beach, and Santa. Ana—and the county of Qrange’ 1tself_
*jere eligible to become Title I prime sponsors, but in March) 974, they
formed a consortium arid a newly organized Orange County Manpower
. Commission (ocMc) was desrgnated .as the prrme sponsor for all CETA
programs in the county 5

The. legislative provrsron fora, bonus to areas. formlng a consortrum
unquestronably was a major. incentive;- by applying a formula to the
. allocation of CETA money, including the bonus, among the'various areas
within the county, the. comntission could-assure that every community
would.receive more than its entitlement if each eligible unit had become .-
ar individual prime sponsor. ‘Another consrderatron also underlay the
formation of -a, consortium: most of . the- communities’ -had little
.experience with plannrng and admlnrstratlon of manpower programe
and - the exchange of information™and the, eentralization- of some
‘administrative . functions through a consorttum arrangement were
eXpected to be helpful - ;

. Five of the manpower- commissioners of the 0cMC - are appomted by
the five county supervrsors four others by each of the cities elrgrble to be
prime sponsors, and tWo. mQre by the Orange/County division ,of the
. League of California Crtres*’The commission has an, administrative,
~technical, and planning staff and a 21-member ‘Manpowet ‘Advisory.
- Commmittee (MAC) with _voting’ members,hrp equally divided among three
categorres (1) busiriess and labor, (2) client community and communrty~
,based organlzatrons and (3) educational and training institutions and
‘agencies. Program operators do not have voting membershrps but may
serve as consultants and partrcrpate in MAC discussions. .

_THE l’LANNING PROCESS o SN

By decentrallzrng plannrng, the ocmc has been able to achleve the “best
of all pessible worlds” from the viewpoint of the communities. There are
six planning units in the cotnty, with a manpower planner for €ach: the
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cities of Anaheim, ‘Garden Grove, Huntlngton Beach, and Santa Ana; a '
~‘miniconsortium of eight communities in the northern part of the county;
and the county government for the balance of the county. Planning for
each area is done at the local level by the planner in cooperation with -

- commission- staff, with varying- partrcrpatlon by legislative bodies and
other local- staff; Usrng whatever economic, demographlc and labor
market data may be av¢ulable, often from the U.S. Bureau of the Census,

. the. planners develop. plans for their areas. When the size of federal

~ allocations to Orange’ County becomes known, they reckon’ the costs of
. the plans and-send the results to the appropriate city councils for revigw;.
“the “balance of county” planners have a somewhat easier. task because
they are not accountable to, a:loc.l council. Neither do they operate
programs, so they are not as likely to" be: subJect to a conﬁlct in thelr
" roles:: :
“The ocmc staff must make sure that the local plans meet all: . .
. Department of Labor, CETA, and ‘commissjon -guidelines, serve the:’ '
¢ |dent|ﬁed “significant segments,”1 and, in the case of public, servrce .
. employment observe:the *maintenance of effort”2rules. | =~ - -
- Particiilarly in those citiés with an actlvely interested crty councrl theL
. -planner may_be subject to pregsures fronj a number of directions. He ‘5‘ .
may be both planner and pfogram operator, and he must meet the "~
tequlrements of both the legislative bod)ﬁand the commission, In some.
“cammunities, polltlcally articulate groups, ‘as well as CETA" program
; operators, play an, active oversrght role in relation to the prOJected plan
Cin- other areas, the process is more, routine. . .- “‘ o
Following city council review, the plan is. submltted to the Manpower
" Advisory Committee and to the Orange County Manpower Commission.
~ At this poirit, the final form’ of the plan has largely been determined;
- rarely are the staff- plans (deveIoped both. locally and centrally) changed«l,-""
in any, substantlve respect by. the reviewing ‘units:.In the past, planning - R
yplcally'has been- fragmented; coordlnatlon among lanners has be¢n e
éssithart-idéal. Eachkhas tended to plan in terms-of the percerved needs : ;
f/mdmdualc mmulutres There. are recent'{lndlcatlons however, that -
AR 'fragmentat on is_le$s severe and that exchanges of mformatlon and
- ideas are occuir ng in regular, more frequent meetlngs o Tl
‘Title-].funds; areé dlstnbuted to-every commumty in the county on the e
basrs of a formilla adopted by the commrssron and patterned generally e

- lRefers to groups of people, charactenzed by racral ethmc, sex, occupatron, or other N Sy
characteristics’ that’ ‘cause them to h;tve unusual drfﬁcujty in, gettmg a _|ob a‘nd who most A
- need the serviées of the act. : - ; : '
. -2Refers to CETA'S requirement that localrtIes mamtam thelevel of spendrng that would have
’ ex:sted wrthout CETA money ol e : 0
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?-aftcr the nauonal allocatlon formula in the CETA legrslauon (the Orange
County system gives.less werght to “prior year’s manpower funding” and
more to “number of economrcally disadvantaged”). This uniform “fair-

- shigre” allocatipn spreads-the -available money widely ‘throughout  the -

" county ‘and insures that politics and favoritism -cannot influence its -
distribution, Before CETA, much; of the maripower and antipoverty -
" funding was concentrated 1n Santa Ana wh1ch has a sngnlﬁcant Spamsh
surname populatron ERRI R

On the other hand, the’ farr share formula can'be a2’ headache for |
- program operators. Since each communlty has the optien of “buylng”
~ program slots with its share every program must recruit participants in’

- accordance with the’ number’ of such slots allotted annually to a
: partlcular locality. Although there may be -a sutplus of applicants from

~one area and a shortage from another, the program must adhere ta the . -~

- fair share allocation system or he:found i in violation of its contract. Some
" program operators: complam that the system ‘compels them to serve
. persons whose need. is-much less than many others not. srmllarly served
Although Title I'funds are reserved by commission policy for - the '

| .-disadvantaged, . al]egedly a resident of a generally “affluent;. area can

.qualify for CETA assistanice on the basis of currently’ defined, income-

standards, even if: from a reasonably well-to-do famrly lf he .or she. is

N hvmg apart from them. - .
As in Title I, plarrnrng under Tltles IT and VI is decentrallzed wrth
plann1ng staffs in the various eligible communities Aagain responsrble for -
o ldentlfylng the _categories of public service' employment- for which
unemployed persons:are (o be: recruited. It appears that, for- v1rtually all
_ ' _important ‘purposes, Tltles Il and VI have been ‘administered similarly. -
#. 707" In fiscal 1976, there were 11 program agents (10 cities and the county)
: - that- quallﬁed for, Title- I1 ‘dnid/or Title VI funds ori-the basrs of the
- * ‘prescribed. legislative formulas. -Some - cities subcontract with ehglble
.z * —public or nonproﬁt program operators within thelrJurlsdlctlons .
: Local observers differ:in.their perceptions of the role of the Manpower

Lo - Advisory Committee in* plannmg, although there: is ‘general agreement ”
;“ “ that; its funpﬁ@}\srs solely advisory:: MAC can influence broad program

- ..priorities, ‘such: (a,s@flre relatwe emphasrs ‘on vocatnOnal educatlon or.on:.’

“'theé-job- trammg (0J7), :but - not: the dollar - allocatlon, because. that

planmng is decentralized and. carrled on by a co?mbmatxon of; local. and

< i . . conimission staff. Through subcommittees it can have some ,;mpact on"

w0 s . the development of requests for proposals and evaluatlon of proposals
: *submitted. To a degree it can also assist staff in momtonng programs, -

. But its maJor contribution probably, relates to the desiigh of programs’ and -
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“ o proposal rev1ew under Title L Most of1ts recommendathns have been "
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accepted by the ‘commission," but these generally have been ones on’
which staff and MAC agree; and it is not clear that the commission would
accept a MAC recommendation on a substantlve issue lf it wgre opposed'
'by ocMc staff or the local planners,
Some"describe the MAC role as meaningful, whlle others consider it
superﬁcral and largely ceremonial. Resentment was sometimes expressed
“over what was identified as an inconsistency;, program operators are not.
allowed to vote in the advisory committee, but the cities that run-
- programs have Voting representation on the commission. The response of -

-...one- city representative was that the commissioners have full legal and . S
“fiscal responsibility for the decisions made and the funds allocated but- -
that the advisory*committee has no such status. Perhaps more serious ls_

" an admitted conflict of interest in.those instances where the: planner is
. Talso a program operator for his community. :
. E,ﬂ‘ectlve planning-islimited by the lack of current.data. Although the'
Employment Development Department (employment service) and a few
* ._other sources can- provrde some information on labor marKet trends in - -
“the county, much of the yltal demographlc and economie material used -
in planning cah be, derived only from.the decennial census. Some of the
Orange County communities, suchi as Santa Ana, are changing rapidly in
.- several respects, but plans are still developed on the basis of 1970 data. N
- . This, of cour, is a problem that plagues planners everywhere. A
.- :Politics .apparently: does not influence manpower planning unduly,
- although  most of the commrssroners are named by political bodies and" ,
almost certalnly ‘the creation of the north county “miniconsortium™was
, '_lnﬂlﬁnced by broad political considerations reﬂectmg the need to design -
. -'direct commission representation for ‘some of the smaller cities, = .
V::"InterVIews suggest that'some. city councrls demonstrate ‘great interest in- -
- CETA while others treat it routinely, but there is also evidence that even -
the latter. are increasing their concern and awareness in the llght of the .
| size of CETA appropriations. Although thé fair share agreement. protects o
.~ ‘against undue polltlcal influence in’ the’suballocation of funds, local =
- 7. legislators: sometimes affect the- selection of groups to be’ served and . o
organlzatlons to operate the programs : : '

};f;--_THE SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEM .i SRR -,Q"_' R

- wLike the plannlng process the serv;ce dellvery system s largely'* R

"'decentrallzed Since the employment service cannot: eﬂ”ectlvely serve: :

" large: sections of the county through its few offices, five recruitment - S
'.Centers have been established. Three are run by the-cities: of Anaherm, e
-.Santa Ana and Huntmgton Beach one by the’ northwest county’i;-l' LR

v P c . IR ..

Q
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" “miniconsortium,” and one by the county, with networks of satellite -

‘offices.? The centers perform’all.recruiting for institutional training, .

plzicé clients directly.into unsubsidized jobs or training, serve as outreach’’
points for Title I and Title III programs and develop job opportunities.* -

" 'These decentralized centers, staffed largely by indigenous personnel,.can "

~also function as advocates for the poor and help-insure geographic. fair
" - share entry to CETA programs. In addition, there are special recruitment
“programs for Asians and American Indians and-a ‘special program:for .-
women. Other Title 1 programs, such.as ser and OIC,. also’have .
recruitment and job-development staffs. - -

- One of the major functions of the centers has been direct placement.of
applicants in jobs or in non-CETA programs. ~About one-fourth. of the
‘9 applicants served under Title I receive direct placements, at a relatively
fbw cost per person. Employment Development Department (EDD)
“personnel are stationed in some. of ‘the centers, with_access to the job

. . bank;in return for the use of EDD’s s;aﬂ’; the ocMmc allocates some pub‘lia o

service ernployment slots to the employment service. _ S
Although the, concept of the centers has not been challenged, a few .

_questions have recenlly been raised -about specific aspects of their

" operation. Direct placements normally-are considered a responsibility of

", the employment service, and the-regional office of the Departrient of ©

_ Labor is currently. examining the placement role of the centers: ‘In N
" principle, all those served by.the centers fall in the disad d
category, but the relatively large numbers who appear to.be.jo
and employable may suggest that, in practice, some are;not: s
. handicapped in this sense. -~ ° S LA e ‘
- The profusion of job development services throughout the county also -
has engendéred some problems. Traditionally,’ job development has beeh

evere Iy

I3

" centralized in the employment service, but this function now is,

~ performed by.several CETA-funded agencies in add'iti(')n‘ to. the EDD. .
Complaints have been made that multiple. visits.to employers provoke:ill

. will, and EDD stafl feel that there should be better coordination less the . :
*. . multiplicity of progratns impair their relations with'Orange County firms.

- Theé ocMc is wrestling-with- this issue, hoping for a settlement.that will

"+ ‘obviate duplication ‘and overlap -among the various job development . -
. services. - R RRE S T

N . .- e . 1
R '-_]'n,'gcnérfal, the-tendeneywﬂhm._the ocMc hias been.t‘b continue funding

'lsne Santa Ana Recr"uitm‘ent'antgr' Wag{discdntiplied in- fiscal 1977 and re'placed;b'y ap

. CETA:Assessment Center, which is primarily focusing on placement: of clients into CETA*
. employment and training programs, " . AR T P ST o
+Title IV refers to national programs- contracted with prime sponsors . r :with .other -
organizations.” T . s R AR A
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for those progr.gn onerators of classroom trammg that functloned before
“  CETA. Two ‘of the prrm(cr.spOnsor furrded programs——SER and oiIc —
* continue' to, offer - not ofily.-.the: =usual. training in such’ subjects as-
o felectronrcs and clerrcal skills but Also some basic: education classes: and w i
- _'Englrsh asa second language. Operatnon SER still servesa clientele that'is.:. = e
tpredomlnantly Meéxican American. :However blacks riow: constitute only TR
-a-minority "of those: enrolled 'in 011c classes, with Asians and Samoans- | S :
predommatmg The | many Vietnamesé refugees in Orange County have R
. affected - the ethnic composrtron of several programs/ The .major. R ‘
-,operatlons of both SEK: and J0IC are in Santa Ana, distant from many of ..
- 'the populous outlymg sectlons ‘of: the county, and this, coupled with the ‘
- requirement to 'serve all communrtres on a fair share basrs has createdo -
' problems o
* Public vocational educatlon funded partra‘l/y by ‘CETA is- concentrated
in five school dlstrlcts and two . reglonal occupatlonal programs. Thése ;
districts recéive average- dally-attendance payments_ from. the: state for.
enrollees in regular classes, ‘and the ocMmc allggates Orange «Countys '
. share of the S percent state ‘CETA vocatlonal education fund- (approxr-
mately $400,000'in-fiscal 1976) to_cover added lnstructronal OF. material
“, costs for “CETA! tramees Title 1. funds are used to pay training: allowances
- for CETA enrollees, but in_fiscal 1975 and- fiscal 1976 no other” county
funding was directed to the support of vocational educatlon In fiseal _
1977, some.Title I funds will be used for vocational; training costs: Some.. . -
educators complain that more ocmc funding should be allocated "to. e
mstltutlonal tralnmg and comment .that vocational education’ fared
w -better proportronately under MDTA; ‘unquestionably; MDTA funds had
" -been directed in greater degree to publrc education. Others interviewed
“felt - that . the educational «mstrtutrons aIready ‘received. substantial
assistance from, thé state and that CETA is not obligated to undérwrite = -
more of- therr costs than the states vocatronal educatron allowance T
covers., - A et ‘ S
The miain. o571 program is adrnmrstered by EDD ‘(SER also Tuns a small
oJT program.) The EDD contract, funded’at approxrmately $600000 in.
+ - fiscal 1976 and eavering 400-450 ot slots is the. major CETA activity of
~ - the £DD. Ideall (but nof always in practice); graduates of the CETA*
"mstltutlonal traifiing programs have had first- priority. for selection imthe *°. .-
~ EDD-OJT program;. the recruitment cénters make any referrals to oJIT, ¢ \ R
" but if referrals to an open slot are not made within 2 days, the opemng is - '
turned. over to the job bank and listed in the open, order book. Asiin all © ..
.- other Title I programs; oJT_enrollees must be “economlcally drsadvan- -
taged” and be distributed among communltles m accord%nCe W1th the-‘- 3
fair share formula B R : A

P
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Seven -cities and the county operated the Title I work expenence )

~ program in fiscal 1976, which accounted for the largest srnglicomponent
of Title I fundlng in both fiscal 1975 and fiscal 1976. Wo: exprience
_.projects are. Jargely directed. to' young people and Sto, other groups. that
expect to entér or re-enter the labor market”in the near. future
-Permanent job placements are_not the 1mmed1ate -purpose” - of " this. .

placement reflects, the. fact that those’served——youth in-and-out of schaol, .

o .-during the school  season and in ‘the summer, and the handlcapped,
R exoﬂ”enders and senior cltlzens-are not readlly emloyable, A

N et ) M . e

: ./.COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL ’

The Communlty evelopment%zuncrl (CDC) Orangé Coufrty s cbmmu- :
. nity action agency, operates

) verdl CETA" programs; serves..as ‘an:
.. umbrella for a number of communrty~based operators, and performs

e _certian fiscal .functions such as the payment of’ trarnlng allowances

program, biit the size .of . fundrng in comparrson withithe Tow. Tevel’ of

*~ Among the programs. operated under €D in fiscal 1976/were the Pacific .

‘Asian * Amerlcan Center . (now mdependent) NYC Vocational Work "

Experrence Program the “NYC Sumimer. Brogram Home Start (homé-
based child care services for brllngual famlhes) and the. Chrcano Pintos -’ .

exoffender ‘program ¢DC- also_shares in the county’s “revenue- sharlng s

~-funds;"and :obtains added/support from" the.” Communlty Services

’-Admrnlstratlon and from individual. comm‘unlt"'” “The' cpe sometrmes
has performed asa- catalyst and: technical_ aid
community-based programs and organizatio

L K s ‘ o
SR . . :
s - e

: PROGRAM ELEMENTS

in' the ‘development’ of .
s-that operate under lts,. s
_aegis, whilethey receive. the loglstlcal supportneeded N

. The basic program mix. drd not change sigr 1ﬁcantly between ﬁscal 1975 -

... and fiscal 1976 because ocyc, by, polidy) tends to stick " with thé - .

'festabllshed program operators; and the fiscal- 1975 and fiscal 1976 plans P
were prepared ina recession, which limited the. potential for osT and-for; -

_ institutional tralnlng directed to' the. | pr;vate séctor. With some 1mprove-

' ment in"the local economy, the fiscal 1977 plan projected an ificreased |

pércentage of fundrng for classroom tramlng, “but “work experrence Y

- remained the largest component, .wrth’approxrmately 40 percent of Tltle, "

B fundmg in the new plan. -
‘However, some new pilof progrﬂms were- deve]oped under Trtle Tin
ﬁscal 1976: Operatron Comeback (exoﬂ”enders), the. Indran and Asian

Pacrﬁc Centers Chrcano Plntos and a program tq tram welfare mothers




te ch1|d care facrlmes among others Campesmos Unrdos Is a

lO ope 4

new-Title 1 program directed fo farm werkers. According to'the 0CMC -

irector, the Ce)mmlssrons aim'is to strnlulate some new. community-
based orgamzatrons that do not functron pr1mar1|y through cities, the
] county, or the state Developrnent of effective. programs for traditionally

¢ disfavored groups such as exoffenders, is; made more _difficult- by -the’

‘reluctance or unavarlabrhty of umbrella orgamzatlons to take fiscal and

~oversight responsibility. bcMc generaIIy would not fund® such a program' o

d1rect|y,'but "ouId fund an ‘umbrella ’ agency with "a

tra:mng—— from $1.2 million in fiscal 1976 to$1.5 mrlhon in fiscal 1977,

Vocatronal ‘education ; 1§ reIatrver inexpensive. from’ an: admrnlstratrve_, B
standpoint; since the' county ‘funds only the trammg allowances and it

prod ces a_high ratio of placements and’ “other posrtlve termipations.5

SonHe observers suspect that. thetrarmng institutions attempt to select’ the -~
_-most" promising csndrdates within the eligible populathn, but it 1§

. 1mpossrble to test this view obJectrver g vt
~.The Iargest operators of primie:sponsor classroom trai 1ng in Oran
qunty are SER and 0ic. They are completely funded by the ocMc for

~both the training costs and the participant allowances. Accordmg tothe . -
OCMC staff}: “these. programs have- produced the hlghexst percentage of .
,total part1c1pants entering employment of any | of the training of work"

. experience programs. The cost, tper. part1c1pant entering emponment is
“also the lowest.” . S

‘The Iargest operator is SER, whrch has functloned in the county for
seve@l years. Originally - designed " to serve ; the Spanish-speaking

popuIatron ‘it now -encompasses all groups but remains pr1marlly focused -
" on, :the; Orange County, Chicano’ populatlon . With. its ‘own bulldmg,“'-
conta1n1ng classrooms “offices, and counseling : and testing facilitiés, SER-

" offers trammg in cIerlcal ‘and electromcs assembly skills, as_well as

.educatron and related fields. Ser- traditionally has’ 'served . Mexican

ERIC
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perf()rmance such an agency normally 18" concemed wrth.protectmg that“

The brggest proportron’of‘l’ltle l fundmg, after work experlence goes" o
to classroom training—30 percent.in fiscal 1976 and 34 pefcent in fiscal
he -greatest pIanned increase”, was . allocated. *to, vocational. ,

classes:in Job preparation’(e. g ~writing letters and filling out resumes), _; '
nghsh as a'second language, ‘high scqol equ1Valency (GED), adult basic .

" Americans with' Ianguage or_educational. difficulties or other problems ;
that handlcap them in ﬁndmg and hoIdIngJobs '

o
e i
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» communmes of greatest economic need.

' '._contracted drrectly‘

~-and was\projectedat 8.4 percent in the ﬁscal:*1977 ﬁrst-round planmng
 Much of”the second. round [ ﬂJndlng, ‘ho
" _ which will significantly.increase the percen{age.
s will only agree'to OJT contracts that sef pay! at three dollars per hour or:;
-wmore.’v'_l‘-wo types of contracts te written: high, support and-low. Supp

'supportlve services. In: fiscal-"1976, EDD - concentrated on; short term -

- in liné with- the pnontlesofOCMC P L CRL

_from 8.2, percent in ﬁscal 1976 to 5.8 percent in the ﬁscal l977 plan.

~pants.” It primarily encompasses the activities of the recruitmen centers

R S
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e EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

- SER and oic. placement effortl are-directed predomlnantly to’ .the>

‘prrvate ‘sector, with specral .emphasis.on aerospace firms or othe;; large '
" enterprises that often are government contractors dr otherwise subject to -

affirmative action pre§sure. Orange: County has’ s1gn1ﬁcant concentra-

tions of industrial and commercial activity, but one of the major gr%wth

centers is in. the lrvme area, ‘which. is not easy to, reach :from the‘

SER operites one Title 111 program: manpower Englrsh as'a second '
language This class-has a. new -approachi;that focuses on l&nguage and e
related'skills needed on-the JOb Instructprs in SER classes are dr‘awn Tom
the faculty of Santa Ana: College, the lodal cofnmunlty college. ;-; :

> SER administrators ’pre ipre-CETA" arrangements “under whxch,. they
/ he ‘ndtiondl  SER as part of a categoncal :
gram The feeling expressed in interviews was

1870

Department. of ‘Labor.

“that.the: categoncal programs better served the dlsadvantaged rrun‘ontres.'.
. n Orange County Progra bptrat As‘a also. find :the : ng’td farr hare P
wsallocatign system onerous and adminis i

tively ¢
On- the-yob tralnlng togk, 9.8 percent of Title.

funding in fiscal 1976" B

(] employment servrce‘ R

The latter are piimarily" for-those persons who are" basrcally job ready,
whlle 'the former carry provisions for special" counsellng and Other . -

contracts of 3 to.6 months in‘order to spread the avallable moné‘y Thls is”

<87
“Title T funding also<has a publrc service employment component

. rnltlated primarily because two communities faced the prospect of some -

layoffs of employees hifed under Titles IT and VI unless supplemental '
funds could be developed ‘This is a vulnerable program because of its

Another category in current Title 1 funding is_“Services-i

S

For reasons suggested: prévrously, the direct nlacement aspect’ o

operations ‘will be smallerin fiscal 1977 tk 1l 1976, and altheugh.; -
. the- percentage of fundmg will rise from™  ©  _.nt to 9.7 percent, thé = -
: number and proportion ‘of participants ser. il decline substantlally E

A new program planned for fiscal 1977,, "Other Actlvmes,’.’ offers

-.spec1al services for groups ‘such as exoﬁ”enders and women in. nontradl-_j_, “

,fss-'; EE TR
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vtmnal occupat;ons to contlnue what were 1n1t1ally funded as pllot ' .
programs Itwrll requrreless than 2percent of Trtlelfundlng e

}
l

PROGRAM GOALS AND EVALUATION

Placement and other goals area;letermmed by the Commrssron, based on-"' '
recommendatlons :by. the staff and':by .the. MAC ‘program desrgn- '
*"committee, on-what the ‘ocMc drrector describes as a “mlddle ‘of the - . 7
“Toad” basis: not so high as to'réquire 4 ‘program operator to “cream’ and' GoNRIY T
' 5.|gnore the most’ drsadvantaged but nbt so low. that the operator can '
~slough Sff and make léss than ma‘umum eﬂ"ort In the fiscal 1975 plan, = .
-"the placement goal for: SER was placed ; ‘at an unrealistic 80 percent; the . -
“-rate achieved was 64. pércent. The commission agreed ‘that in the face of
" recéssion: this ‘was a feasonable  accomplishment,. and no contract "
B VIolatlon was declared. For fiscal 1976, the: ‘goal was ‘set at 70 percent 7
The Title I 1nst1tutlonal training; programs -which are pnmarlly in the. -
- local growth health: care, machine-operating; and ‘clerical fields, Carry an
. - -80 percent placement goa Contracts:also requrre that 70 or 80 percent_
depending-on program) of those. accepted must. complete thé course, "
Actiial placement in fiscal 1976 did not reach that level. The ocMC
“director states that; better- tlient assessment would probably lmprove the
percentage and assigns a"high priority to that goal in fiscal 1977: .
., . Since the on- the-job trainee has actually been hired by the m'ployer
the effectiveness of thrs program must _be. evaluated 'in-t rms - of"
! “retentrons” rather than “placements » The goal of the EDD-orr',program
[+ is 50 percent “positive terminations.” EDD follows up at intervals of 30, - -
; '90 and :180 days ‘dfter contract explratrons to. ascertain - degrees of .
S (- entron and" progress: :In Orange County, most employers. have not. *
% retainéd 0T workers after the CETA contracts expite;- therefore, in fiscal .’
© % 1976 job.coaches and counsélors were added to work with trainees to
- improve the retention rate. The rate was 1nbreased from approxrmatelyi,'
29 percent to 43 percent between fiscal, 1975 and ﬁscal 1976, and, based -
on the record, for the first" -6‘months of 19765 0cMC staff- hoped that -
=_retentrons would approxrmat 5:percent in fiscal 1977. Ironically, the
_ classroom tralmng program earry “highes placement goals than does oI, -
. butd placement is credited‘if 1 jle person placed stays-on the job for only
. a@short time; in; the case of. OJ;I, the emiployer normally has had several
;.. months in. whxch to evaluate ‘the workers and ldentrfy those. whom he
L. wishesito termrnate at the end of his contract. " ; C
~ In some instances, pilot- p}ograms ‘inder Tlt“le I have ‘made more : ° _
i "‘placements than had been anticipated. In'the new exoffenders program v
S f"'ln fiscal . l976 consldenng the average natronal placement rate of aboutf_- L

AT e

N Sl S e T . BT R T S

S gt

LR e J— R . - _____~.
:'1 b R 6 4 _— . ] -
' . v co ’l.vl--- ‘ A




1 .
! L it !
] .JI’r\'|‘1 N 1 " .
! by o "
L b R |
! L o t
‘ ' | .
, . : ‘ o '
U.q . | 4 . '
v { .
¥ .‘I . .
Pt ! / '

-_1scall976 throuthune 30 1976 Orange County Consortlum L

I J . b t\ ’, S lnrollecsfzntenng S

- \ Nl hnrollccs knlerma o meloymentandOtherl
R A meloymgnt o '. 2 PosmveTermmallons
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S o ‘Numbc' Totdl‘ L Costper‘ Othbr | R
PRNPTI. v",' of l\pundlture Enrollee Costﬁtr VU Positie C T Codtper

. "‘Prug‘r‘i{iili-“-A'c't‘ivily' Lnrolltcs (dollars)ﬂ (dollars) Number Lnrollec(dollars) Termmahor{%' Numbcr_-‘Enrbllce(dolﬂérs), |

Classroom tmmmg.. ‘, ,.;;.v S ' SRR |

o pimesponsr - 1488 1406536 945 I R 1 R 1) 195
Classroom Lraining, : “, o ‘ - RO o

vocutol education ' 1039 1190773.‘ R RNV 10&% s 2181 AR
| Classroomtmlmng.total 2527: 191309 1008 & 1150 '2259,' : 278 . ﬁ428 189 'l»rgf
Onrthcjobtmmmg RN BTeL 150 268 3% 385 . 303 2830 ,' ",”*”’” g
IPublgcscrvm,empl?ymcnt 0 ;,717142 S8 06 27582 6‘ e B 20
- Warkexperonce” 244% IR 1607 - 363 ol 1023 6 ‘2839 S
d*"“."Servmstopdrucnpants MR o3 ST T SR s 198 338 e,
«'v-":«';TmAL 7717 A 1135 3 2317 135 5134 n 1710 e _111

) "'—'. S . _ -...,"."_'-n o 4:’ e o
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S and relative: valués. of altérnative programs /The OCMC is committed to...

v
e .. R I

Orange County Consortrum, _Cal forma - ' { '57

6 percent i sxmrlar programs, staff" ﬁxed the’ Orange County rate at 50 -

percent. However, in mid-1976 the rate was about 60 percent.
Some operators consider the placement goals\unreallstlcally high and
excessively rigid, especially since -Title I enrollees nornyally are
- disadvantaged:. . The -ocMC dlrector sees. them as -reasonable, and
i somewhat more, ﬂemble ‘but éxpresses.sbme concern that quantitative

goals may sometimes compel operators to serve the least rather than the,' w

most dlsadvantaged :

. Classroom training appears 'to be more cost eﬂ‘ectlve than other Title I

-~ dctivitiés (except for services to- part1c1pants) accordlng to Table:1.

prever this. is- only because expenditures’, from the -state vocatlonal“
: educatrdn fund are not included. When thi§ adjustment is'imade, the, unit::
\ “cost’ per classroom tramu’lg part1c1pdnt enter1ng employment rises. to .

83,617, and on-the-job training, at'$3, 236, is somewhat less costly. ‘Work

Y

a¥
i

s

i employment’but more: sophlstlcated analysrs o CETA results must await

, experience:- and public sefvice employment are more costly in terms of -

placements, but this” cnterlon may not’ ‘be the most valld 1n;1ﬁ%or ‘of .-
program success. - e m ‘ -

-At present, it is not pOSSlble to evaluate w1th any conﬁdence the results ST

K

follow. ‘up, _fog:"at least’ 90" “ddys, all placeménts N, unsubsldlzed

“implenfentation of the computer tracking:system. “Thus, we do notki
ctefist -thos@who are. negat;vely temnnated it f “fail

to.complete programs in; cohmanson ‘with- those :who :are successfully.

placed “in¢ johs‘ We don’t, know the longer-term work h1story of past. .
: enrollees and the: relatlonshlp of ‘work' experlence to subsequent labor-"
;. market participation. Nor."do Wwe know 'the_ effect of: training and/or
pubhc service ‘employment on:.the overall- unemployment rate, the
chronlcally unemployed or’ the 1nC1dence of welfare and crime.

CLI ENT CHARACTERISTICS

By OCMC decrslon, Titles I and lII money has been drrected overwhelm~ L "

ingly to. the dlsadvantaged deﬁned as. those whose incomes. fall:below
poverty {evels or: :who are: eclplents of public. assistance, and to thé:long- .
“term unemployed "This{goes beyond the legislative: requrrements which .
allow Title ‘I servi

: ployed” as well as t6ithe * poor.?.
Titles I1-and VI@arenot; slmllarly structured in the county, and the vast
maJorlty of s pubhc : erv‘;ce employment (psE) enrollees ‘cannat be
'classlﬁed as economlcally\dlSadvant’aged While Title 1 programs enroll :
..‘_many more persons than do- the Tltles II and VI programs, about two-

[

o_those' who are - “unemployed’ or “underem-




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- . N EMPLOYMENT AND'TRAINING PROGRAMS

- TABLE 2 ""Stau-xs of Enrollees after T'ermin‘atioh-and Ekpenditufes,_‘,Titli:s‘l,}-jf,- :
" U;and VI, Fiscal 1976: Orange County Consortium’ - ~-

.

PN

‘ . L Fiscal 1976 (through June 30). . - - ¢ .

" o
. a

L ©ode L Tite SOUTile . TitleVl
P Yy : s : L _
BE R ).,' . . . B . . - -
Individuals served ~ - ', SRRV E U 724" S 1 I
.. Terminations . - - < - 6,515 . t29L 1,197
' .- Entered employment--.. - ..~ 3,789 = .72 C Y 11
. o .Other positive® v _o T 1385 to8 .7 371
i - Nonpositive ~: C 1,381 KR et 426

Expenditures (dollars)
e SOUR?E': E‘Tp!ﬁyment-nnd Trnini}]g"Ad"min,istrntipn, U.S. Departmeént of Labog. . -
- SR e _ . ' N N .
AIncludes persofs who transferred to other CETAX)rogmms or éntered non-CETA
+* traiping. B B :

i

BT8R a0

~ thirds of total cETA funding goes into the latter (see Table 2). As might be  ¢.

- expected, Title I enrolls higher-percentages of ‘Tinorities,: the poorly -

" educated,: those with - limited - English:speaking ‘ability, ‘and the young.
.+~ Income and education data ‘showthat.about a third of PS5 participants .
. are disadvantaged ‘and ‘about a:quarter are members of*a minority. By -

“.contrast, in the-second quarter of fiscal 1976 more than 90 percent of
Title-I enrollees were disadvantaged; more than 50 percent had less ‘than:"
2 high' school education, and-nearly 0 percent had ‘minority - back- =

sgrounds.” “iL T LE e LT Tl

4 As noted eatlier, -the Spanish surname group comprises the; largest '
» . .minority: populatiori‘in Orang .County, and it appears that'a’slightly '
.- - " higher proportion of pre-cETA filnds wenf t6 this' group than'is'now the - -
"+ case:under CETA: Of course, vastly increased levels of funding‘fhean that
more dollars now go to Chicanos. Obviously, if categorical programs had .-
been-continued, their funding levels also-would:be higher'today, butitis - -
“not:-knowniwhether .t_h‘é,'-_Chica\rid.;ip‘pggla_iiﬁh ‘would have benefited more “ -
o pLe:CETA type of programining prevailed: cETA administrators ~
I hé Spanish..surname ‘group obtains CETA y
 “than.. its- .pelrceptage_‘ff "the ‘total -

+ " One effect of the fair-sharé planning System is to'increase services to. .,

. ".some -areas of the county that have small:iinority, populatidns,, most
Hotably the south ¢oiinity region: Thus thé peréentage of Chicanos'served ..
. under. Title I déclined between -fiscal "1975 and fiscal 1976, while the .
, . _-proportion”of- better educated. persons rose, and at least a'part of the -
.7 explanation is that.the county has 'Expandéd its efforts in the southern
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R

P - L
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: “'area It.also appears ‘that because of aerospace layoﬁ‘s and other factors, o
. more college educated resldents can qualrfy as econom,rcally drsadvan- .
Ctaged. - g :
...In accordance with legrslat1ve and admnrstratlve gurdelrnes. ocMC has
i '_1dent1ﬁed the following groups as falling, i the category of srgnrﬁcant
segments in partrcular need of. manpower ‘servx:es :

A ‘.o)‘_‘,

. - _ja and other veterans
AN Mrnormes e ’
" & Exoffenders <" .11
o, Matire workers (ages 45 65)
v :-79 Handicapped
e Women - - S L
. Mrgrantfarmworkers “ SR _" R P . <‘ e

~. '. : ‘”' .

o '»These groups are served i 1n some measure by ongorng Title 1,’11, iid and' _
VI programs, but from time to trme new pilot or specraltzed projectsare =, i,
- diretted to an identified. “slgmﬁcant segment.” Some of these are. work - . _
_.,.e);perrence programs the lrmltatlons of Whlch are drscussed later R, oA

.PUvBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT | -,'.-_i-.’

‘Probably to7an even greater degree than for Txtle I Trtles II and Vi
:is. - planningis done by the cities'and the’ county, ‘which hire PSE employees T

- Local planners and, legislative: bodles ake, the key decisions eoncerning .
" the.types of job offered, client groups SerVed ‘personnel policies, and 5o - C
~ “on, within, th&llmlts establrshed by the leglslatron, by the Department of e
Labor and by the commrsslon The Manpower Advrsory Commrttee has 3§

‘TrtleI LRI T
Title' VT is much the larger program and 1t 'is favored by ’the '
jurisdictions mvolveg since unsubsidized placement is idéntified only as.
- a'goal; not a requirement. The funds for Title-VI-have come at a: time -
“when many parts’ of the courty:ar ¢ suffering budget restrictiofis and-".
. _slower population growth which’ make Title VI valuable as a.means of
* .+ ‘maintaining public services without additional local tax funds. It does;
- however, severely complicate the issue of “marntena.nce of effort.” A DOL
" représentative notes that questrons of. mamtatnrng eﬂ'ort have multlplred
',_,vover the past ﬁscal year : e o -
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60 eoa L0
) unemployed in, areastof sub§ ant1al unemployment and Trtl;:/VI to the B
- cyclically. unemploye :tgere ave been fewdramatic drﬁerences in their -
RIS ‘admlmstratron or n clrent characterrstrcs éducatronal levels ‘of Title VI
. participants. ate sl&htly higher thain” those” of . Titlé 11, but: other
“diffgrences are. insignificant (in fatt, contiaty to what mlght be expected;
“blacks are enrolled:iy h)ghét proportlon under Title VI than under,Title
_ll) Th €, is lrttle .evidence that” program agents have Abserved the
e 8 egrslatrve drstrnctrons between the two titles. In 1976, large -
Lo numbers of PSE workeérs - ‘were transferred from Title VI to Title II for

7, e fiscal reasdns and lhlS completely obscured th"e drstrnctrons between the .

" two titles. e o e
Employrng agencres generally ‘do not create new permanent Job

’ classrﬁcatlons ainder Titles 11 or- Vl,\PSE WOrkers normally are placed in

~'ex1st1ng classrﬁcatrons, special - “CETA slots,” or proyects of . limited :

- .duration. Such’; employees typ1cally receive the same wages and fringe .-
beneﬁts “as - non-CETA workers in comparable jobs, but are clas\sed as
. temporary and do n,gg‘“j;c;gumulate semorrty In one cbmmunrty, 35 CETA .

"”":..«\'~ .. workers are in publrc‘srerwces (streef*and. park ‘maintenance, etc.), l43m -

.-~ “human servrces‘(drug diversion prograﬁa senior ¢itizens program eted:
I and 19 in- clerical slots. If “transrtloned” (moved” to unsubsidiz

S E employment) they are placed in the same. occupatronal or departmen,t
 series in whichithey were Ainitially hired, ~ . o
@ Roughly 15 perceht ‘of " PSE enrollees are’ placed proyects ve.
according 1o the estrmate~ of the o" MC drrecIor These tend to be in
_special seniot. citizens. or youth programs crty beautrﬁcatron or facrlltr
- mainténance, brlméual prOJects ‘and..community*: services - such “as?™
K lrbrarres Most psE‘workers are, placed in. parks and recreat10n hrghways

~and publrc works, utilities, and education (see Table 3). . St

cent Lo Ascof June 30," l976q\lO percent -of the 724 Trtle II enrollees and '19 < ;f
R ,percent of.ithe 2; 1“55 Title . VI;&elnrollees had entereél unsubsidized: -
wa ,-,employment ‘Perhaps more significant js the proportron of all terminees

"~ " in'that’ period who obtained work?of.the 291 Title IT and '1;197 Title VI
term1neest about one- fourth‘under Title-IT 'and one-third’ under Title VI
,_were placed in_.either :public. orx prlvate Jdbs “Other pOSlllV terrmna
Y il cc un’ dfor about 37 pércent
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~ when normal-attrition occurs. While CETA posrtron§\ are: ‘entry-level jobs,. -

~not yet fully qualrﬁecl Yor. employment The opinion of some “of thos

TABLE 3 Trtl' ll .md Trtle Vl Partrcrpants by Publ j

December 1976 Orange County Consomum o
. Rv.gul.xr * fitle ll T
R T :l:mploye;,s g 1‘.'_.P.1rtrup.ul)ts e
aot Tt o October 19742 DLLember, 1975} c‘fﬁ})er, 1976 o - o

: l:"uncllr)n " y .,“-.-.'.v ".Numbu l’ucent ber l’uc.ent Nurﬁbe;r:‘ l_’erl:en_’t"._; :

Education” " SR 30460;--[59‘ : }}%}}E 8c 39 - 14 )

Highways and’ publrg \\orks‘ TO1202 60 2 WUMEGREBS 18, 25t .09 -

““Health and hoqprtdls v 3,082 6 = ,|l8 Y M IR 1.. g,

Police protection’ . . 3503 1 R TR AR T PEEE S
";l:iré‘pl’otutio'n' ', S .,..“','»!-;538: Loo3 13 i 4 s

S ERBEERRE TE I 24 Y 2 Q0

'P.rrl\q and r;:ch.xtlon ST 1.4-35,' PR 357 27 .2, 36 !

llouemg and ufban n.ne\v.rl B b T 36 3 S
;’*‘_‘Lrbmncs e S 9% 2. 8 ] .3 .
Local utilifies © . . 1,142, -2 - 84" 4 10 . .

RS ‘nancial administration L " T N

and generalcontrol” =° 2,970 6. - '
" AH other (public «vcll’lxrc,. e A
oorrecti'om and othu) i 4'809 .9 13
TOlAL g j“ : 51 756 100 ; 100

“tan Areas and Ldrge‘Countu.s l974 (Bulletm Gh 74 N
Commrssron L .

bLess than 0.5 percent.: . : : ' ,
- Cincludes job developmmt and placement plannrng/zomng, and;mscellaneous o

of their eventual success in obtarmng unsubsrdrzed employment cannot
_be:. ascertarned from:. avarlable statistics: -On. the - other hand, CETA "
admrmstrators observe that: some terminees who&;annot be tracked may

be lrsted as, “nonposmve terminations,” although’lthey have jobs.

'_The chief value of Title VI, accordrng to one interviewee, is that it
+ gives his city’ a pool of trained people who can step into regular-positions

It appears that many¢are actually- regardecL aszftramrng ‘and. work
experlence slots for unemployed and/or dladvantaged persons who are )

.interviewed is that-program agents.; ‘continue ‘consciously to- select ~
appllcants within the eligible populatron who are most likely to: become T

qualrﬁed within the shortest period of trme and at the lc)west expendrture' R
~in terms oftrarnrng and counselrng i e e,
of the cou ty,, the skrll levels af the unemployed are such that' ’

RS
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: yﬂ;’fﬁfj’v '(f’e!_igible_ applicants can be employed in-professional ‘and skilled work, - -
/ & With many in' the $8,000-$10,000 salary ramge and even higher in some

! -commiinities that are prepared to supplément CETA funds with -local:

rje_vg;é}nué‘s. “The -'6CMQ_ _progress, report of March,.1976 states that “in o
- Ofange County curréhtly only 15'petcent of the Title VI and 10 percént . .
".of the Title II: public sérvice job holders make dess than $7,000.”" . .
Southern Galifornig; of course, is characterized by relatively high living '

)

i - Costs. '.; e LT 0 o
N P G S (VAT
ROBLEMS S RE . Pt _
At R L _-‘ .j"';u_. R o e RN
[@gﬁl fiscal problems inhibit the 't ansfer of PSE 1s to unsubsidized = * -
public employment 4nd ‘maintenince- of “8fort itites one of the
\most - critical problemis in th upty: ;. éent™stabilization ofz% .
opulation and  high ungtploy; gxacerbate .the problem. In7¥

5
commitinities that havdzdgreements”iyith unions and other employcé-:@
' o‘rga}qig’atipns;-;:@_ ’j;é&'s}egiip«f} and bumping” provisions . in : case of =7~
1ay'o\ﬁ“.§-g';e§1‘g¥;éﬂg§ the maifitenince of effortéissue. Two large cities laid
off | eﬁ@iar':érﬁpgyﬁ Angfiscal 476 With this jssue coming to:the fore,
: !miséfbﬁ.ﬁ%ﬂideyfe‘_mpéﬂ guidelinies ‘that state that where regular.
"ofl.CE%A employees in’comparable occupations miust + ¢
> tht federal funds e'-'b'e_iq'g‘Substitu_ted'fér." o

- -

*the ‘older northwestern séction, as well as’in some others, the need .-~

for “certain -publj'i;(_i_j"'s’"e'rvice"s ‘connegtec‘i‘;:;with . grovgth'-'-f.'(éig., “building T
Inspections) has,diminished; by ‘and large, jurisdictions are holding ‘the .

/7 Aline’on’ émployment. Many of those terminated from PpSE jobs re-enter. .

E ,_;x;gi'i?afe'employ:rient, return to-school, or entef othet training. - > .t

'y . .Adding'to the complexity of these issués aré a recently enacted state *
*_ceiling on lotal property taxes, reluctance of city councils“to raise taxes

{indeed, strong’pressure on them to lower taxes), and. the belief that'city =

* - payrolls may already have an excessive: number of workers relativeito -

_ potential demand. Although refunding for public service employment at

.current levels has been authorized;5ome cities are already looking ahead -

- and 'deciding which of the CETA"positions (which are usually over and .
.-, abov normal effort) are.éssential and should continue in the absence of”
7 “CETA funding_and which: should be pha.=d out. There is also somé -

. evidence:of local thinking that the strings attached to CETA hiring and the "

- annualupicertainty of funding with its efféct on planning may make:jt - :. . -

. less desirable.for some of the cities to eXtend/CETA at existing levels. City .

‘councils.are worried that their-communities afe bgcomipg}toé;@?ﬁégclent

. o . S e - Ly e s - o oy R .
+'on CETA, and issues are'being framed iri terms of services Ycrsusgtzéé}s,rt_a& Ok
. R O, Le oy .,,,;,-c}:’ - B

T
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" rates wersus. taxpayer resistance, and: sxmriar questlons Yet, as ,long as the

funds remain available, it seems lrkely that communities wrll find ways to _
use them L s . A

CONCLUSIONS I o ff R S N
]he Orange County Consortlum has been <reasonably successful It
appears stable, and manpower fynding within thie county has multlplled
in’‘an “environment that often has been unfrlendly to governmental e
prdgrams directed to the paor. Unquestionably, the decentralization and ~  «
decategortzatron aspects of CETA have encouraged communities to %" "
participate: ‘more " actively in, employment and training programs er o
- Approximately. $30 million annually is spent: unger CETA, fa. tstnpplng =
the spendmg under earlier programs The ¢ommission staff recognize’ the-
*.pressing néed for better data on both the short- and long-term effects'of
A, and & management. 1nformat|on ‘systémakoon w1114make pOSSIble
Z%re ci?mprehenswe program evaluatlon e :

HEN \
-~
seg

PLANNING R ."_‘ R

ln, Orahge County the Cﬁy‘_plamlng process is somewhat fragmented "‘*7".'
- I a sense, the consortium is a confederation of planding units; eacli with - :
identifiable goals, and iritereSts within the overall framkework set by the-
county-wrde commission. ‘This may be an unus_ual method of operatinga . -
consortium, although it ‘may appedr .t6¢%e a logical extenslon of the . " 7,
phllosophy of decentrallzatlon of authonf& underlylng CETA. However I
the thrust of CETA+ is also toward the consolidation ‘and.integration ‘of -
- program. In consorﬁums the" questlon arises ‘as to -whether plannlng _
should be. centrallzed when authiority is decentrahzed Orange County }- R
has chosen decentralized: planning. g C S
* The Orange County fair-share allocatlon formula has multlple effects:
obvrously, it "helps to spread ~the available funds widely and with:
mlrﬁmum political- influence, but. it creates: admlmstratlve problems for .
- program operators and, more important, it may dilute the benefits. of -
“Title T programs meant for the more severely dlsadvantaged and for |
rmnormes; To be sure, thé commissjon: has gone. beyond the leglslatlve -
requirements-in reserwng most Title'F funds for those defined as. -POOT, 7.
~but there are degrees of handicap in the ]abor market and the; formula;:».a o
"almdst certainly benefits some communities in which there is-no genuine” & - .
. poverty. Howevery adhererce to the accepted formula seems ¢ssential to Lk
-the preservatlon‘and stablllty oTthe consortlum U B

.

'.-’.'.(:4' 'rl.
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L I_hps..fundafnenta] issues "of,ma'n'pbWer planning an;.i‘,é\'dr_nini'st‘rati‘onk,ih' ’
: Orange County stem from the political and social views. of the residents,
+ Title Il and Title VI public service employment programs mainly serve
- the sqihewhat better-educated and higher-skilled applicants. One local
¢, adminstrator comments that, in his:community, CETA tends primarily to "
serve fthe lower, middle .class rather than the’ 'scvére]y"dis_édva‘htage.d\_" '
~ " poverty group. In the light of inflatioh and other pervasive problens, it
... may be mote important, he thinks, to prevent the middle class.ffom . .
o :s]ipp_i'ng fzif,r'ther\d’(')){/'n the é_'con_'b'r'nic'-‘]addef"than to raise the ]c,\(e]s.'qf’t-he B
“very poor.y - C TR T T
.+, Ina ‘séﬁg{;_a,-"]arg&sca]c manpower programming itself re

presents basic s .
. - innovation in Orange County, where there was little ‘sﬁch\actiyity' before -~ -
© . - CETA. The recruitmént centers, as supplements to thie’ employment -
% -7 service, extend the service delivery system geographically and functional- -
- " ly; and othe¢ Title I programs _seryé;di;_sad.\:{ah't'aggd _grdupsj.tha,g‘h id been’ ™

" served pdorly or-not atall, e.g., expffenders, the physica]']ygghandi pped, .
women, and Asian Americans.: ,Ilddlc‘a]fjvi_jfri“sdiqtions':p’g;_rticiﬁagc" in public:

-

PN

-, ‘service employment programs m }fé’-’thap before. .%o A
In another sense, however, 'thi¢re has been little géi’iﬁi‘he”innovation. In &
| “the"pliblic service employment pbranisiiihich take almost two-thirds
of total ocmc funds, few departments or institutions have changed their
permanent employient or servite.delivery systems as a result of CETA.
Only a handful of new entry-level jobs have been developed within the .
_ civil -servicd-or merit systen structure,, 'partly reflecting the prevailing
- budgetary.caution and the slowing population growth Acéentuating the
" usual institutional résistance td‘innbvation'in'the public sector, are the
. Current antigovernment attitudes of many voters. and the reluctance to
. expand human services, especially when they .are directed primarily-to
h t‘he poor and to mi’noritie's." I R L ,
. New public service employment in the long run.must-be ‘associdted . i

. with recoghnition of the need for new or expanded public services;, and”
- these cifcumstances do not now exist in Orange County. It is possible, of
course, that prime sponsors will become more daring in exploring new_
‘. . program areas (a case in point i the. CETA-funded. arts pﬁggrgmming in
- San Francisco) with added experience. U A o
* Nor 46 (he basic: legislation or its present interpretation reward risk |
©  taking and innovation. Definitions of priorities and groups ifi need of * -
-+ .serviees are so broad that-jurisdictions have wide latitude in identifying
.. those who_ will be served, and rarely will-program operators choose, the
* " " harder-to-serve in préference to those who are more “adaptable” to the

N . . -
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trarmng or employment oﬁered 7 The contmumg applrcatlon of purely.
quantitative performance standards—niimbers enrolled and placed; low -
administrative costs,etc: —fur;ther 1hh1b1ts experrmentatron and workmg
wrth thé chromcally unemployed or underemployed Although one of the -,

mnovate ‘and experrment withouit .rigid. fedeml control staff: memb; s ‘
note: with- irony. that the..Labor . Department contmues t’o apply the
tradrtronal evaluation criteria.
Paradoxrcally, local Jurrsdrctrons hav; clung strongly to somé 0 he-
catggori¢al ‘programs that seem- to have had’ le '_ Tpact :
ur::‘r%?loyment poverty, and labor market partrcrpatron generally: Work
‘experience, for. example, remains one of the largest programs, and while
its purposes are unassailable, there is little evidence that it hélps people e .
get jobs. Directed to groups such as teenagers yotng ‘adults, and the "w e
elderly, theoretically it -provides useful work  exposure: dnid trammg in -
app’rognate work habits and.attitudes. If 1mproperly desrgned or lackmg
: bstantrve content, however it can simply. be wastefufégﬁ“eveng
‘couriterproductive. Many ‘of the: programs directed to youth, mcludmg
the summertime youth program, are considered bqgth by administrators ,
‘and by participants mainly as income maintenance; and fFeW have useful
link’” to” careers. .ocMc 'staff are aware of these problems$, and the new.
evaluatron system may provrde soine helpful msrgh‘ts L
. Official statistics can be m1sleadmg partrqrpatron ofyouth in the CETA
_program appé’ars to be largé, but these figures reflect -summertime-
programs and work experience projects that frequently are low-level and v
‘make-work in nature. One problem is that youth and minorities in areas " - t. .
sich as Orange’ County lack a solid local polrtrcal base from which to
-influence ghanges in desrgmng and delrvermg manpower services. It may
be- itecessary. to: recategorize some progra;nsz’a“ "'hke federal, level, at least =
to ‘the extent that the federal govemmen'l ‘identifies” ‘cértdin~target
populations and: oliel:ssﬁmdmg on-a modified grant-m-ard basis. Local
governments - “colild retain " substantial " latitude -in. deterrrumng the -
‘program fix: and the specrﬁcs of planning, but there are some segments .
of the labor market that will be seryeg adequately only if such servrce 1s ,: o
-both mandated and rewarded. © _
" If work expérience can be made more meanlngful both for youngsters S B
and for adults, the next step mlght bé to mvolve the prrvate sector to a. - . :

b

. ,;" - R : : u.'n c .
7ln Orange County Trtles l ll and V1 do serve propo;tronately m0re dxsadvantaged
,’persons than the natiofial’ average (66.4° Jpercent nationally compared wrth 72 7. percent in
.Orange County} . :

Gy K
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2 . far-greater. degree. thah now exists (currently; Title |, work- expeéri
e ‘cannot b'e_l"impleirlveh.t_ed in the private fo,r-pidﬁt sector). Thlsmlghtmea R
.-new ‘employment tax “credits- for internships and work exposure in .

"+ business and industry, as well as in other areas, in the context of a .-
+:+. 1" national full-employment policy. =~ -~ I A
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Kansas C1ty-Wyandotte ._ .
County Consortlum

S Kansas ’ .
V0 : Yoo : - - IR k. Co . L
‘~ : JOSEPH A. PICHLER ‘_

N

_ This study analyzes the changes that have occurred in the Comprehen- '_
o sive Employment Jrds Trajning Act (CETA) Title I manpower. system
singce . February 2 ﬁg and presents a first. analysrs -of ‘Titles 1 and VI .
- operatlons in the Kansas Clty-Wyandotte County Consortium.,.The . .- .
._consortium 1s ‘stable in terms of geographic coverage and: membershxp of © e
local governmental units, However, there have been substantial chahges .
. in the roles-of the Manpower Planning Council-(MPC);, the regional office - -
(Ro) ¢f the U.S. Department of Labor, and elected officials: These. haye
“been accomgpanied by- srgmﬁcant modifications in the planning process, . .
- .administrative structure, and delivery system of Tltlel The 1mplementa~ ,
tion’ of Titles 41-and VI has raised.a new set.of issues regardmg publlc Ly
. service. employment (pSE) and lts relatlonshlp o, other manpower’- o ,
programs C BT
‘The initial unpaet of the Comprehensrve Employment and: Trammg._ e
.Act on the-manpower system: in “the, Kansas City, Kansas, area was
analyzed in “Kansas Clty-Wyandotte County Consortlum.”1 That study

r
T £y
ETY

.-

JosephA chhler is afﬁhated with the School-of Busmess, University of Kansas & N R
. YJoseph A. Pichler, in Transition to Decentralized Manpower Programs Erght Area Studres oL
- An Interim ﬁcporr, ed. Wl“lilm Mrrengoff (thhmgton D.C.: Natron'll Academy - )
. of Scrences 1976). pp. rg4 130 CsL s S
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concentrated;upon.the ransition’ from special purpese U.S. Department

o of Labor (DoL) progranisito décategorized services under local control, It /.

v . considered the factors that brought about the development of the Kansas

B “City-Wyandotté- Gounty Consortium, described the unit’s ‘demographic-

oy v characteristics; and explored CETA’s effect upon .the planning, adminis- .
. tration, delivery; and composition of MAnNpOWEr services.. S

. TITLE'I PLANNING SYSTEM: POWER:TO THE COUNCIL -
. The-original Manpoweér Planning Council consisted of-13 members.2 Six -
represented organizations that wer, potential “spensors:-of Title I .
- programs;. and' the MPC’ attempteg th avoid conflicts. of interest by
- limiting, theséd agencies ‘to' nonvoting' status. Ope year’s experience’
o <indicated that this system wasinot’ XSpkable because the nonyoting -
++ .. members monopolized discussions and;exerted a powerful influence on"
7. ‘manpower plans. In January 1976, the:"MPC was. restructured, .and-
. pragrain’ operators.’are now excluded from "direct. membership. TH, 5
council has been' increased to 14 members and its composition ™
~ broadened to'intlude a labor ledder, an attorney, four representatives =
{rom business, ‘three from. the client group, and two from community- .. -
* " baged” organizations (cBOsy ‘that do not have . 4~ manpower: Sﬁryiéé"‘__-'.
~fx. 0 capability. As before, the council.continues to include representatives of
Sl ';Wyandottc County but not Kansas City, Kan!s_as. R It
- All actual and potential manpower “delivery “agencies were offered
", membership on the newly created Techniézi_l“_‘-Advis‘ory' COuncil,_whid}L-i__-';_:-.'
.« advises: the MPC on prfogram. design and subcontractor selection. The -#
~Manpower Planning -€ouficil is. free to accept or ‘Teject the technical
council’s advice. This innévative structure assures the community-based
‘i . organizations, the'employment service (gs), and othef education/training -
. *°* agencies“a 'voice.in planning (as_masidated by Title I; section 104).But
. ‘prgyig‘:;rll‘i§%onﬂi_(_:ts ofingcrgst."= T .“‘ R L - S
» +The ‘manpower council’s’power and independence have increased”
substantially with these ‘membership changes. The council advises the
.Kansas City Office of Manpower Planning and Coordination (ompc), .
* i which reports directly to’the Kansas'City Conimission. The MpC-has a _
7 high degree of public “credibility because none of -its members has a
~ . .direct staKe in manpower programs. All serve on their own time, without -
~ ¢ pay. and- several represent powerful political constituencies. Council
b ._.Mmembers, may, .criticizé - elected .officials. orvresign without. fear of -

L - elbid, pp- ‘1().9-IIOIiA“}"ic_hler describes  the Eouncil’s 'niiembership selection process and

CAAE Y

Y

.+ discusses'the respective roles of th¢ Kansas City, Kansas, and Wyandotie County officials
77 7 within the consoritumy: | 5. R L
. e :
1 . * A

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“Kansas 'Cit lty

retalratron Indeed, such actions- would receive. wrdespread publrcrty thatf ,
‘could Jeopardrze the political future of city commissioners. These factors -
have shifted the power balance fofsTitle 1 planning toward the councrl
- and away from elected officials and ‘program operators ‘
. This shift was. eviderit even before the changes-in council membershrp _
~.In Tuly 1975, the ity commissioners voted to overrule a numbey-of '
council recommendatrons This trrggered a strong communrcanon "from.

the Mpc, requestlng ‘that city’ commissioners provide a written explaria-
tion of any-future decrsron to reject a council recommendatron Seyegral

" prominent. members’ “made it ctear: th(\sthey would. resign’ if* manyf}. .

proposals were overruled. Thie city commussion acceded to. the demand,
.and tRé council’s bylaws now include a binding clause on this procedure
No srgnrﬁcant MPC recommendatron ‘'has_been rejected since that time.
Discussion$” with- membeérs :of "the “MPC, DOL representatives,’ “and
program operators. c_onﬁrmed the council's strength All agree’ that the

‘city commission would;overrule a recommendatron only if the Mpc itself” ‘

-were divided ‘on an issue. The city commission still retams some

© Planning and Coordination serves as stafl to, ‘the council, as well as

3
ELY

. -
. s X ) . “

program].'dmrmstrator Nevertheless it seems very.clear that the staff
- role-d teive the city’s manpoWer administrator, dominant strength

shots on the plan:' We have made ‘all the fin:
. wrll present evrdence to verrfy thrs statement

THE PLANNING PROCESS

since-January 1976, Earlier-plans-inciuded only general estimates of the

size-of . the need and of the incidence of * srgnrﬁcant segments.”3 an.
drafting the fiscal 1977 plan, however, the new council created a matrix
'of the fargét population divided by.race, sex, education, and- age. The:

"number of unemployed and thp unemployment rate in each demograph-

* ic cell were estimated. An attempt was made to evaluate thefeasibility
~'and cost of training-persons in each cell for one or more jobs on a list of*

- high- -demand occupations. After reviewing the .figures, the council

~ decided to emphasize help for persons.between the ages of 20-44 and to:

@ allocate a ﬂat 5 percent of Title I fu‘ % .for those under the age of 20

. s
2 3A term in thé regulations that refers to™* . those groups of people, to be charactenzed .

" capability to influence MPC decrsrons because the.Office of Manpower-

ey e
Wyandor!e County Consornum Kansas B SR 69 -

~on« «thé counbl%lln the words ‘of ofe MPC ¢ mber “The councrl calls thei_‘{ o
....A lates section

The “council’s planning process ‘has become ‘much ‘more sophrstrcated_.,-

g agpropnate -by racial or ethnic, seX, age; occupatlon or veteran status, which causes them

e %t‘o ganerally expenence unusual drl’ﬁculty in obtaining employment and who are most in

eecLol' the service provided by. the-det.” : W

e

o s ERUURIN . e
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 allocated to each cell
“" inappreXimate proportion to its relative unemployment rate. ConSjstent .
» ., with past practice, no formula was used to allocate funds between the:
~ city-and:the balance 5f the county. Intraconsortium political: boupdaries
- continug to be ignored in all manpower decisiors. - S
~'The State does not play a”significant role in- planning: The .State
-Manpower:Services Council (SMsC) receives a copy of each year’s-plan,
;;but has never furnished formal comments on them. However; orle sMsc ~ - -
staff member did offer written'commerits on Titles Land{Il plans. - %e o

' Within these constraints; manpower resources were

%
kA

e

" THE ADMINISTRATIVE FRAMEWORK . = ¢ B
'Aq:"ry‘inistrative responsibilities were clarified and-brought into conformi- "
2 Ay;%ith federal regulations’ during 1976:. The manpafer administrator,
*appoinfed by and responsjble to the city commission; is the chief. of the
. Office of Manpower-Planning-and-Cbordiffation and has administrative

" responsibility for, consortiur - programs. ‘However, the .‘p'rganizagi\onél

- location of the oMpcC has begfﬁ-"ghain_ge_q,';;Bg_'for'e'_;Ee_Bfuary_V19'75, it'was
located in the city’s planning division, a ufiit which - plans-a waridty rof *

civic services including streets, sewers, and parks.JcETA funds were used

< +to pay‘the full salaries of two planners Wwhasedaties included progiams -
pay sal LAWO pianne progr :

- unrelated to, manpower. ‘The regional office found. this . arrangement. "
inconsistent with ceTA regulations and; threatened/to charge the city for
CETA-funded' staff’ time spent on other programs The city’ commission -

L4

{o/the.city’s manpower division where GETA-funded, staff would devote all
of theintime to manpower issues. This, shift has-improved the manpower
., admiinistrator’s control ‘ver oMPC ‘staff ‘and. incréased the managerial -

" Tesources available to CETA.i, o L ST
# . Major improvements haye"bé¢n made inthe program ronitoring’and
.. evaluation functions. In. partnership with the council; ‘the omMpC has -
-~ developed..a compréhensive mapagement_infofmation system that

iccepted the regional office’s rec mmieridation. that' the oMpC B¢ moved .

~tecords the services received by each client from first admission through' =

* . training and terntination. The labor force statis of every participant is*.

» reviewed at‘30—"and"l80_-day intervals after termination. ‘These data are”" .+ -

"% " alsé aggregated by service component:Monthly reports summarize total-

“. -~enrollment”in each' service comporient; client; haracteristics,- and . .
accumulated costs foreach subcontractgrs s - o
. This information is central to the moniforing system and o the MPC’s
“Continual program review." The ¢hairman‘said that the council ‘reviews .
o “monitoging reports. every inonth for evidence of inadequate placements;” ;
excéssive costs, or,inc’onsistent,.staﬁs_tics. If such are identified, the mpc .
a C A oW " s
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Kansas Czty Wyandotte%‘Cﬁﬁ% Consorm : Kdniv':

Ly requests OMPC ’staﬂ‘k hold a hearrng wrth the prog Y-
““when ne(.eqs'try, to undertake a specral nﬁ)nrtormg yrSrt., ata system
“'has been used effectively {0 motivate’ program operators 'oward better”
;ﬁrt’ormance Each' subcon\tractor regulasly receives statrstrcal data onall -
- programs and can compare’its’ own ‘placement/cost’ performance ‘with.
“ that of others The ompC 1nd1cated that this “fish-bow] system” generates
group pressure among subcontractorsvto match the performance of the

o "‘::'more effective programs. " .y i : LglE
On-site monitoring by « OMPC staﬂ" has;been notablv less adequate One :

"communrty-based organrzatron mdrcated that site visits were 1nfrequent
and séldom produced_helpful" suggestions for improvement. He. attrib-
.uted this to a lack of .expertise of the ompCistafl. The regional office-had

also been drssatrsﬁ,ed with field ymonitoring- and” prodded the prime .

sponsor to increase’ ‘the number-of visits. These criticisms brought action.,
~.Early-in 1976, ‘oMPC began ;to- make more systematic,. ‘and. frequent
+ :program visits. The regron'tl office has’ agreed that momtormg per,for-;\.
mance has 1mproved substantrally srnce  that” trme D

M . ' BN

‘ " .THE DELIVERY SYSTEM:

- SIMPLIFICATION,"AND- INTEGRATION B

T Frgure 1 shows the, nsortrum planmng, admrmstratron and delrvery .

" 'systems.as of Janua 1976 The ‘prime sponsor itself- does not provide ... o

.*any manpower ‘services under Title I; :all are supplied by agents who .. "
¢ subcontract witl' the city. Initial plans for ﬁscal 1975 had called for. the

_prime sppnsor t6 enter 8 such agreements, but 14" operators were actually.'

- funded during that year and fiscal 1976. This expansion in the number of o
., agénts generated ‘managerial nd ‘6 eratmg problems that drew severe. SR
- criticism” from the. regional - office. “First, the adnys&?ve “eost

N

component of Title 1 expendrtures reached 26 percen well -dbove the

~ proportion; permitted by Do regulations. Administrative ‘economies of - . -

-scale were impossible to achieve because each’ agent had:: aﬁsepar e
Qrganizational structure and the ﬁxed cost components were relatrve}

development ‘which was offered by five subcontractors. No single agency
“was responsible for client progress through the system, or for the crucral
' transmbn from- manpower services to employment *

" high: Second, coordination of servrces was poor. Intake and core services -
- were divided between 2 communrty-based orgamzatrons ‘which might’. - -
* then réfer clients to any of 13 agencres for education and.training. The -~
, fragmentatron of . responsrbrlrtres de it drﬂ‘icult to insure that traineés 7~
. would move among agencies:: Wi hout delays or mrsunderstandrngs o
" " Third, there was costly duphoatron of - services, particularly for job-
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Kansas Ctty Wyandotte County Consortmm, Kansas .

.

The regional office’ urged the‘ManpOWer Planmng Councrl to, develop
c-a plan that-would reduce duplication and bring administrative costs into”
_line With regutations. Both were aware that a reduction in the number of
subcontractors could pose serious political problems.. Several program
_operators represented powerful political ‘constituenciés and mrght seek to .
“retain their contracts by direct pressure on. the city commission.- The
necessary streamlmmg of the delivery system mlght be Jeopardrzed
‘unless elected officials could be insulated from such forces\‘

- "The buffer was, provided jointly by the newly mdependent Mpc and the®
reglonal office. The MpC arranged a ‘meeting with the city- commré’sroners
. where regional office representatives reviewed the problems- 'in. detail.
.. This was followed by a gtrong letter from the regional office, informing -
. the’ clty commission that administrative costs must be reduced and.
duplrcate services eliminated. Fhese exchanges enabled” the city commis-.
. rsion, ﬂ’necessary‘ to 1dent1fysthe Department of Labor as the catalyst for -
change ‘In the words of one prime spons‘or staff ‘member, the regional

..office played a-very effective “fall guy” role that protected the " city

“commission from initial criticism.

. The planning councrl now had a mandate to srmplrfy the delrvery
- system by reducirj; t}te-number of contractorg It initiated the | process by
.a unammous de%r%lan to have only one ope'rator provrde S{re Serviees:

+ Political problems mentroned earlier loomed because two cHo’s had. been

L

under contract for thiesé services. The Spamsh speaking cognmunity, wasi:. . .

- -represented by Jobs for Progress (sER),"and the Economic Opportunity-
“Foundatior represented the. black commumty ~The exclusion of either,

+..».was"likely to_generate acrimony. Consistent . with its _policies,- .the MPC
“turned to its Tec.hmcal Advisofy Council for adyrce "Upon feview of SER

o

Deportunity ‘Foundation performance, . thése: program-
Wlisly” recommended. that the Economic .Opportunity. *

-.-opérators ‘undm
Foundation be

»da”ﬁon by unanimous vate and forwarded 1t through OMPC to-the: crty

A ‘lrbmcally. the SER representatwe on- the Techmcal Advrsory Councrl had rwgned before

4 representative wa
s :Council would hot_ have awarded the core services to ‘the Econormc Opportunity

_commrssron & o . s — ,tr

" As expected, ser lodged a strong protest when the ¢ty commission - "

.'met to consrder the planmng cOuncrl’s recommendatron The.. mayor

this meeting. SER harged that the manpower admrmstmtor had failed to notify SER that its’
o longet on the council. SER officials stqted that the Technical Advrsory

Foundat;on hagl sEr’s representative been present. However, mdependent observers who,

" were familiar” with the- performance of both ser and the Ecopomic Opportumty
‘ Foundauon mdrcated that the latter agency was rnuch mose. cost eﬂ'ecuve in. servrce and
placement Moreover, SER was' widely cntrcrz%d for, having. exgessive: dlrect placements

v rather than concentratmg on mhnpower servrces to thedrsadvantaged

L. L4 S re— =

v

Y ﬁrded the contract:*-Fhe MPC adopted this recommen- .
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i .. - respondéd that rejection of reconsideration might have“been possible if

- the Technical 'Adyi_sq‘f-y Cpuncil and the MPC votes had been split, but .
~~ - “given a unanimous votgfby both councils, thé city comynission would

A

LA - o L . .
sigle. to: overrile the recommiendations.”” ‘The

T, co lms dia}‘fzig;gg\“' . hold an informal hearing’ for SER, but this .
.. appeirdd 1o be largely:tosmgtic. After the meeting, was held, the city . -

comni$sion accepted the MPCs recommendation that .the. Economic -
Opportunity FOun@i‘d‘n‘_ e named the’sole core service agency in the” +*
_consortiufn. .. ;A R R S

igs  .oe. =y, The tnayor’s yeSponse anyl the subsequeit selection’of, the"EC‘_gnbmic' :
e "bpp'ortunity Flundation clehrly validate. the MPC’s 'pow«? told"fte"rmi'ne ~

A v

Y

+ -+~ manpower policy.in thé” ¢Snsortiim. Paradoxically, this very potver
> . - protected-elected officials’in this case and enabled them to implemént .
T necessary-program revisions. . v % .- - s SRR

, . PO
.~ -, Plans Jor fiscal 1977 call for additional consolidation.- The MPC_ hias
. gp recommended thagsthe total number of subcontractors- be.reduced from =
T84 to 7 as’ part Of the overall effort to ‘remgve “duplication, reduce -
.= administrative - costs; ‘and ‘enhance. the .prime . sponsor’s yability -to
.- «coordinate services... This - change-.has- also been - protitpted *by the .
. . expectation that Title I funds would, decline. The reduction in progrim ‘
_ - agencies will generaté some friction, :which is not expected to,be severe, -~ -
% - Unification of core sepvices. under t{he>Ec'ori:émic"Opporturiity"-FOunda'—,u
' . tion, has already set the:principle; thé Technical Advisbry Coungil, the " -
Manpowes Planning -Council, ‘and the ‘Departmenf."of Laber -will
continue to buffer elected officials from political pressure. AR E
» The council’s historical palicy of relyirig on competitive bids ‘als¢ ™ .
. lightping rod for dissent, ‘A regional’ officé répresentative.
cated tndrillie :pid ‘system had worked quité-well in providing the .- -
- Manpoger: Plannirig. Council and the Techpical Advisory Council-with - .
“, facty eéls:g;jtd‘_r,e‘_ach intelligent decisions »nd to défend racommenda-" - +

before elected officials as well as'unsuccessful bidders. . .
“+#In simmaty, the Kansas "Cityv'—Wyandotte County Tonsortium is - * -
moving toward fa unified, comprehensive system, In- prgvious years; ‘the’ -
' prime sponisor “contracted _with, about 14" ‘agencies, “many of which -
-; *.provided duplicate ‘intake, ‘assessment, and ‘skill devélopment services; . . -
7 “This resulted in excessive administrative costs and lack of coordination.” -
-+ Clients "were. assessed’ differently and had different program’ options. - -
. “available! depending -on" which agency .they applied 'to. There was nio = *:
-+ coordination in_job ‘development. ‘The two Core’ servitk agencies were
. -unable to.provide effective follow-up and coordination of clients over -:.
@ ' their,“entite “employability development programs. Thése, problems- " :

- generated severe criticismiby the regional office, hich resulted maplap
LA : . B i'."‘ L
!‘.::. E X : " ’ o , \L
Tex ' 3 LTNG |
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, £ 4 manpo,wer,dehvery system As of ﬁscal 1977 there W111

bé ahe core,Serwce agency.; and ohly seven’ subcontractors A slngle core” R
- agency. will be responsrble for coordmatmgreach client’s- program and ’ v

v

wrll have sole responsrblllty for Job development T : - ‘.'

THE FUTURI: N . :, TR |

" . K . )

[

_-Although the prlme sponsor does not dlrectly provrde services now, on
*._memiberiof the MPC hag stated that the entire Title I program might sdon
.-, comg, under the’ dlreet supervrslon of the crty, w1th the manpower
"adm,lnlstrator provrdmg all servrces Atf,least ‘one crty commissioner is -
sttongly Tn favor of the move becauseh ’,15' “getting weary of theannual .~ .
- hassle.of socml services - . of agenmes complalmng about what they re;
gettmg and’ not getting.” In his .vLew rt wwould be better to have “one big .-
hassfe” among the social service! agepcres ‘get it over once: and for all,
.. ,and have the c1ty be the sole service provrder ‘He has made a publlc
-““motron to eﬂ‘ectuale this change S 2 Sl
.= Thert would be strong resistence to such'a move One counc11 member e
stated:  “Centralization- under the city would lead to ‘goveinment \:
} bureaucracy" and. thie ‘program would - ‘bécome. liké- the: ‘employment
- seryige.” He- ad¥&d -that -such- a change would -reduce’ @utreach to-
}srgmh‘cant segmments of the populatlon in néed of manpower: services, * . -
“limit - dlversrty, and remove competltlon among the organlzatlons
“There have' been, some feal'advantages in having-a variety of agencies. ., -
« It has ‘made us more: sensitive to the needs of “certain parts of the " * -
' communlty and - the competmon has been healthy. It- -has; fprced 'us; {0 ’_,‘ '

BN

' .'speak tob the Meéxican- Ameérican and the black ¢ unities.” e,
. Thgi-other. two. city - commissioners ‘have remaine § silent on th%’lr .
,colleagues recommendatlon to bring all Title -I.:services under. c1ty : " ST

- ,'sponsorshlp ‘His ‘public.ip iotion may havé beén a trial balloor: One thing
is"clear: Elected-officialS are very' sensitive to public- opmion regardrng o
CETA programs. A strong nega,tlve vote by the MPC should Qg sufﬁélem to: .. -

'block theproposal S A T R T
- PROGRAM CHAN'GES PERFORMANCE PROBLEMS e -
- ,’f’able I presents consortlum expe’ndltures by w"'”"-’: ity for‘ﬁs'cal-_. SR

- 1974:1976.Changes in the combmatlon of Tltle I
"__.SUmmarfzed as folloWs w‘ HEEP - S .

O
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76 s L EMPL‘OYMEN>T AND TRAlNlNG,.PROGRAMS

Mo

: TA»BL1E 1" Trtle l.Expendrtures by’ Program Actmty Kansas Crty-Wyandotte
. .Consortrum Frscal 1974-1976 (amounts in thousands of dollars)

Fiscal 1974% . Fiscal 19757 Figeal 1976 - _"._

T TR

: "‘Activity‘ o T A)mou_nt Pcrccnt'i' Amoun;‘ Percent Amount Percentv

L0120 622" 8088 497
289 18'_ ~89.1: .54

LY
Classroom tmlnln&
On-the- -job training -

_ “Work c‘(perlcnég‘ ‘ ©320.2°° 19 7. 190 8:¥ 12, 0.
s Servrccsanq%t : . 2664 164 55i% 335"
e Total Tl_tleel.’i&r 1,627:5-2:100.0 ,,647.2. 100,0-7+
i ‘Sunlnlcr program- 424, 6 ~.— e : 4653 "— e

TOTAL'

soung: :
q‘l iscal l9743§g\i'
i ‘ bExcludes $2

?(052 r.oo=,
E’nrf and Trarnmg 4\ m,mlstratlon, U S l)epartment of thor ) -'; ';‘.«
or programs corre&bondrng wrth itl : T

2 On the-Job traini ‘and core servrces are the fastest growmg
components S PR

.3 Summer plograms are excluded enﬁrely from Tlﬁpl fundrng;ur;de
CLlA ‘ = R <

e 4 Workfew(per‘rence pas expan ed andcomracted in. raprd successroh
- ST y %

’/. . . . ". P _oru s

| 3

Three factors exple.m most of these’ redrs?trrbutrons changes in labor o
market condmons ‘the | 1ncept|on of TltIe VI and the gradual artici lation;’ o

. of"a_conseids - manpower service policy by theManpower ir
. ~ Council. ‘The rapid expansion of Avork experierice expenditures y
© e partlya _résponse to the high, unéfnployment fate ‘in the Kansas-
: : _*; fﬁndotte C(funt are durmg fiscal 1975. Placement oppor tunrges
S oo thos‘% who had co}ftplet core’ servrces and/or classrooxp tragung werl _
. . spars-. The Problem. wis -exacerbated: by. the inddequate’ _]OF develop-
S 'ment system within the €onsortium, Although unemployment r%mafined AN
« highin fiscal 1976 ‘the allpcatiog."of -funds ‘to *work e JErigisc
Lo draﬁrcally reduced because Titles IT agd VI had ‘become dpegaj
? o Jvere expandrng raprdl_y The MPC andthe OMPC consrdereﬁ thiseipr
R € work . expers ENCE; OPPOTHHE
 fund' such s sépvices. Moréove& the

= _ tium’s work expenence programis’ had not beenrsucc ssful i In teprfis
of p]acement Few: enrollees made the, transrtron to full-time ‘emfloy-
te - ment, Work ¢ expenence was viewed as a dead end lncome maintenange

; activity’ Lh/? did not mcr’ease employabrhty These factors causeddth ,
edche sharply all Trtle I adult work experlence in ! fiscal 19 6

T councrlt
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Kansas e 77

Among other benefits, the exclusm ’program operators from the o

".council enabled it to reach a solid conse Sug0n program, goals frée from | -

: ,.-conﬂrctmg interests. The group. ad,op{e af, ,}he first’ prrorlty ‘placement .-
in private employment for clreqks i ta et groupsg This 'placement‘ B
;strategy prqduced (.leﬁmte efl‘ects upon the program mix * that wrllv,

‘: continue if3o the foreseéable future. .+ = s

First) néw ‘work experrence progt‘arhs l”or acﬁITts are not lrkely to be . | . -
funded unless there i$ a drastblc rise- in unemployment and/ Trtle \%! 1s : '
termrnated : -

Secondl; an ever-lncreasmg proporiron Of?l(lll tralmng funds wrll vbe
devoted to: mdmdual curricula tather:than class;bomucomses This trend’j. T
begar) ih fiscal 1976, with sharply. r%r,éase pendrtures for grant§. A
scholarshaps and 1nd1vrdual vocationdl educqtion¥courses. In prevrous;'

'~ears. skrll centers had been under contract to,":o jde’trainipg. in, hine
cal M ?ﬁ The',-sl'hft-..
t;emeh rates“:,M

, Lis‘now placed upop trammg for“hrgh demand Jobs such as. tREEALL
occupatrons-—nurxe ¢ aide;. laboratory, technician,,and mlialatlon theta-
prst The réduction jip classrodm‘-t\;rlammg has@serrous fundrng 1mplrca-»
o trons for- the vocatbonal educition. system. - The %skills. center».had to-be- :
o brought within: the’ a,rea vocaf%nalitechmcal ’school system when ‘&TA v
: fundtng declined. ¢ g+ F ‘ e
' Finally. steps will be;tglge%fto 1mprove joB developmen - artrcularly e v‘*”
weak link in the nyanpower. system. The’regional office has been ‘severely : ﬂ
critical of duplication in' job development ‘services, the lack of ‘clear S\
~ responsibility for. this. function, and unacceptably low placgment rates:
e The fiscal 1976 plan caljkd for a 70 percent placement rate fogTitle I, but
only service. tHat met this goal was on-the-job training/ Th%:ﬁv(erage o
ment rate for Title /Sperators was 43 percent and lly on@hird of .-, .
the placements were fof clients' who: had not recéived an manpower ’
servr ther than referral. The “SBR  core ‘services cénter came under* 't . .
ularly heavy fire_in. this reg;{Some critics. alleged that SER was o
" selectmg only ‘the - best—quallﬁe applicants. in .epder *to/build - SRR
" placement rate. SER responded that its direct placement acfivities were.. .- y
o approprggate becduse.it was the only manpower agency wrth outreach o
: centers in the Mex1can Amencan area. - : e
e There is a’ touch o}:frrony in -the _|ob developmcnt problem The}

Q
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78 L L e EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING: PRESGRAMS
SRR S ;o ° . e . S T
€ n]ploqu_nt:ﬁelrylge,wn apency chirged with joh development under the - -
“Wagner-Peysér Acti*has never played a role in’the' consortiumd CETA *

. &% iprogram. The employmient service sd_jt'fmittcd\a ;proposal Yor providing. -
PO core’setvices in fiscal 1975. When this was rejegted, the'agency left, the" -
fo field and has not submitted contfacts since. Thd consortium will-atteript’.

“nto improve: the quality -of _'joR"deyelopmen( during fiscal 19f7 by
. % assigning. primary responibility for this function® 46 sHymeies mig e
% * . ‘Oppqrtunity Foundatior. the core “seryice s’agency
). ; » employment service'wi!! continue to operate a paradlel-jo
« 0 % system withih_tﬁe‘-sﬁn:ﬁ; Loormarkel, v .o T

\

.
4

'THE CHANGING ROLEYOF FEDERAL ORFICIALS, % ;7" B

. : : o | L s R | S
‘The influence -of the. Tegional oﬁi'cé-;has'incteased_"stgzi(:iily"giq;icé ‘the ~
" consortiug was formed.” Interviews with the staﬂ'lo'ft'a\- clear impressién -
that"edrly conssrtium;plans were approved without critical reviewm.an |
- » - effortto speed the implementation of CETA.; The Department of Labor - =
-+ Tollowed a hands off policy’ )_yhér.‘eby-__the RO’S activities We"r"e_ limited to

‘ ﬁ _ technical assistange.ande-;ileiéfij'retatiop,} of r‘e"gu}a,tﬂiop‘s. All "(')f;’_'_hqis tas -
-~ . changed-in the. past 2 years. A% indicated earlier; ﬁé_:{r'eg'i_'f)nal‘e.,d ce s,
. ~ play® ajor role in pressuring the prime sponsor- to; revise’ifs CETA =

o administrative structure, stréamline the delivery system, gnd increase the:.
t ;- sfrequency of _’pn-§‘§1gf;€m‘onit0ﬁﬂg- Thjsincreased activiw ap%r‘%gx :
T resultedfroma consciBus policy shift,"Until fiscal 1976, reg_iongf;‘_'gz :

i
A

% .. were told t’(_)"suppor,t.@rime sponsors and. provide; gichnical’ asgisténice

+* . but not to influence programs at the.local‘level. In pﬁé?fblloﬂ#i__qg’/je‘ér}tﬁcf_; o
.-, - Department of.Eabor advised them_to assume @ more active ptogram -
i The trend toward increased federal involvement js likely. to; continue,

T

f PR - . < ol
t%. .- Regional office stdf'have indicated that new plans will Beteviewed.much. .
-9 . more ‘carefudly than in, the ‘pagt, before. they are approved by poL.
“ /,"_Pa'rt_ic‘glar_* attentior willibe paid to an analysis of significant segments -
‘ - and ;e{{p'gctgg;g’ft{icqn_lep’t(ra’t_eé( Once-fipproved; the plan will_become a’
< . piimary monitoping instrument during the ‘contract.year. That is; the
‘Tegionay, ffice mpare actual with ex’pécte'dp:e'_rfor_’.man:zf: and h~1d.
"~ the prirhx-'f,spp 981" dccountable for any- gap." Few. CRT it
T - S . P R : A A TR
o ..v.mo'(_ﬁﬁean)on_s_ will be allowe “Natienal performance standz: :!reb:sxéﬁ
", fadeveloped” to- assist. regio al'N{ﬁ" in -evaluating -the ¢ siative. k

St perfery j&i‘cedfpri'r_h"e‘:sponsors; o o N P
-+ Itis not clear whether ’t‘hegevdﬁvelopr_n@;s}si al a returp tcf,ﬁdé'ral
_ -, domination of the manpoewer gystem. At.prgsent_;ielgion_ 1 offige activities ”-, ..
e agp_eag.tg_stﬁ?ge an appropriate E’()‘zi{'a_n'ce»tﬁat'al\l_o"ws ampl ch'a'l,ﬁe}(fbflit')"' S

EY

’

Vo S . i
. j AEAA e ) . »
it g ke : A
’, . N N N L
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and dec1510n makmg within a broad framework of regulatlons do protect -
CETA’S leglslatlve intent. ‘Nevértheless, : the development of mational

- standards posesa distinct possibility that programs will be homogemzed 4

T and*that local optlons will be reduced substantlally o =

v o - -
T I i . ) L

PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT é’ o LA

Publlc servxce emp]oyment was a’ relauvely sma]] component of -
manpower programs - during the consortium’s’. first* year. The PsE RO
allocatlon rn 1974 was only $89, 000 out. ofa. total. manpower budget of
s about $1 :3 rri)lllon and TitlesVI had: not’yet’ ‘Been implemented: Thg
' sntuatlon "then: changed dramatlcally ’I’he combmed allocation for Titles. .
1 and V‘I avas $601 000-in fiscat 1975 and $2.7 mﬂllon in fiscal 1976 The L~
1976 llogation s exceeded that for Title I by about $600 000@ L N
' N ' f pSE in the. Kansas Cxty Wyandotte Cou

system are of key 1mp6rt‘anf:e -First, the ¢ity’s governlng body ‘consists.of 1. .
g - three'c missioners whose respons1b111t1es are divided along fipctional '
g lines. @ member sérves as mayor and has genera] responsi 111ty ‘for the.
po]xce re, an admrmstratron departments plus general personnel. A - e
- second com 'ss10ner s authonty spans’ stregts’ ‘and” parks, sewers, and K

e third oversees finance and pubhc safety. ‘The Office of
nmng and Coordma\tron reports to the last of these under -
; no civil service or merit system w "'Tral,.y
,no publlc sector uri/ n in Kansas City, Ka
~ max1mum dlscretlor\m 'hlrlng, ﬁnﬂg i

S '_':1':,
) L R
',J,‘“\I B '

- PLA\NING AND AD' VINISTRATKON

P Z) / o coe :..
The chref < 6gracté'!rlstlc of pub11c service emplo”y‘ment in the' X ansas 2
C1ty-Wyand tte County CorSertium-is it§ ‘comp epend ce,fro'm'-_v. L

“Title'y: programnis. The manpower plannlng coungit provides no
plangmg fd’r Titles 1k and 'VI. OQ# only ‘6 ’ occasron di
comm1s51on ask the COUDCI]. if it had reco endation_s; an
effettive response’ was expected In t~he wordp of ené MPC memb
- had no background on Titlesy I ‘and
reCOmmendatlggs 1except to say‘ hat: th 'programs should serve. those )
Who_were in need Tha. c1ty c' \

f .
d

[ . o
« member mdlcated that the council recei es no reports on pubhc servrce e

e N
E. .e 1 .‘ \',‘ .
s ' '
D ’1 1 S
e B
o .
@ Tl . o
" _ _/- :
. - .¢’ « T
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R emplogment.Fhe city commission, on the Gther hand,-b8lieved that the o -

B U R A
s 80 vt = _“EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS
employment and has no idea of its operation. The only,point of coptact™ *
.~ - isthecity commission’s administrator of all CerA programs, the Officé of
- Manpoyer, Planning and Coordination, ' . U
The oypc and-~the city commission did not agree completely onthe -
purposes of public: sérvice employment. The former believed that ‘the.
. program should:have:the dual function of reducing dﬁgfnﬁl(jymehl'iand -
of funding muficipal services ‘that could frk?l"?)therwis_é ‘be provided.
. Under this View; considerable . emphasis woul be placed upon ke
programs- a§ a way, to proyide temporary.gmployment, a-sound Wik
« history, and tfaj ing_that would enable &#nts {o obtain permanent;

~. first priority of sE was to provide the’ city-with temporary payroll funds - .

and to secure serviceﬂ»::thap could -t be obtained through the ;'r'cg}llar ey
el set, Mahpower. trdining was orfl 'anincidental goal. Q\_- = .
?.‘" . ﬁ S . (

fy commissien’s “municipal sefviéé?éri¢ritx was atopted, and, _
all broad-ranging effects upon PsE’s peration. First, as\observed ;
T “the commission resérveslaﬁ planning to itself-_just as it does for.”
.- 'OThgr city se'r\'/ices._'.:Second,.,,t‘]jgr_e‘e,is, -l-it‘tic'ﬁeméxﬁj’;pl\gn_nihg\bfecause’v_ tHe "
‘ . .- city has such gbvious __he'eds'.-{ r 'i‘mprorVeq.}' maj hlednce, street tepair, -
S traffic- control, ete. It does not'take a So'phist_i‘ ated dema 'd_{;f_sflfryey_tdg::i‘ .

- _ .)identify _;._;riuni’“cfpgl'{,né.c'ds‘. that;can .be met, -atleast ‘iin:-;.@aﬁ@'_r't,"by PSES .
_,employees: Third, elected ofﬁ'é_fé&@ o not.view labor supply planning as a b
. Mfil.ug,bjl;e‘:ﬁ_.x’e_ﬁvrcli?s_,e because they perceiye Title:V I""asa:‘te‘mporal‘y.progr?fém_{_ o
- fishat. the - federal ‘government can’ retract “at ahy time,” Given this .
“Fvt e lincertainty, it would be futile to devélop plansior improving participant . *
';,}.;r‘ SR ‘féyﬁfp%eiabi;ity_.'Cops'é uently, there is-mjnimai emphasis upon. providing &
te ot BsE clents, with- skil p_r}i.ons'tb%_'enﬁa'pggv}heir"chances'-of permanent -
. .7 employment . SR T R
o e it s argued thal the Manpover Planning Cobgi
> Lo ;.shqul'iil}be involved in' planning, but it has not'been persiasivi fekted . -

e

- .
“

" LA

LY officid] s feel they: have- every, right ‘tg.riygke all program Gperatiohs -
* - Hiring-decisions Becausé" they will bear“thie brunt of criticisth when the -
_ - [ - program.is ended and participants are dismiss§d. -~ . R *
..« s . Thé-only signiﬁ"c‘aht planning issue’ was t e formula for division 'of
a0 fyn@s between Kansas City, Kansas, and Wyaridote Cdunty. City and . - . .

e 2

16”f18 afd .

gounty -cothmissioners reached an accommodation- vhereby ‘the latter =
. Feceived abput 5.percent of #ombined Title 11 and'.Tit‘Qe;ZIi_f:unds, about

- thé sames, pfoportion:’ as * the - county’s shdre of Mg, consortium’s -

-+ s:population#his formula-atlocation is:a’ specific departure. fromahe Tifle

il practice ¢f ignoring city/Eougty’ geographical lines. . .. - -

Afterls percent of the Title 1-and Title Wg“ndshag‘be X set hisidé.for S ;
*"Wyandotte County,the remainder was djvidetl equally arn'ohgvt'}i.g' three

R . * .

a, ! P AL B T . ' el D
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: uty commrssroners for use m therr res‘pectrve areas of aut rrty For

. © example, ‘the mayor . received one third of the ava’LlE;ble funds for the
polrLe ﬁre, and admrnlstratron departments

s

Kansas Crly Wyandolle Counly auorllum Kansas

DELl VERY SYSTEM

, 2 The c:tys PSE Jobs were advemSed in_news 'pers and fisted with the
. employment servicez.In addjtion, 250 letters. were. sen’ 10 communrty-
“based organizations, inyiting them to re u‘?,st public sefvice em” Jyment . n
& posrtronb grom the city.. Twen,ty respo 5 and}t ey, were (lll()(.’llCd 95
- “positions. ‘Five: posrtrops were- assr’?e'da N
I'the city retained about 2504y RS U
Because Kansas Crty cloes not have ‘aNcen ralrzed perso,_pnel; depart-
ment OMPE staﬁ}rmtrally screen all applicafits to determrne Whether they: 5.5
 meet ehgrbrhty réquiggments regardings Ighgth. of, unem "’yment and - TRl
S esrdence 2 Qualtﬁecﬁ"_ plrcants are then referred to ascommunity-based ; -
N organrzzi;hon a city commissioner, «or munrcrpal department head for J
ﬁnal sele&tron . o conge - R el ’; ., v*z :

s T

¥ R

0ccupalzons Tltles'll R
e/CBO’s are vall.',net ad‘ﬁl{r )

W)ll"conhn\{e to e)'u_s_t if federal funds“ are o
? tend 0 bes short’s .
cipafits, age classrﬁed as - g PR
J the'hrgh\%c&y and parks wrsro ns; another 50 ° e
(ﬁsemrskrll%,pomrons: par _‘ Cin{'Ol and” "; S

Y ants All PSE employees, '

2 FEDERAL RFQerErerE;‘s" OPERMING PRO BLEMS -,jla’ 4 A
(x Elected officials complarn Yhit program €0 st\ramts ‘and regronaal olﬁce A

-advice have vaused-operating difficulties. Fed\)eral regulatrons f’orbade the" ERSEE l
- . crty to use Titles.IT and. N_IJ nds-for the purchaséor rent of equiptient, .. »

space, and’supplies t6 ‘adrhi stér thie program. Some. Title T:funds were' . L
spcnt one uipiment, ren,t,  other-administrative costs assocrated with -
-PSE. ‘Hojvever, thg regronal dfﬁce mformed the'city that fiscal 10771

“5Title VI is open to resrdents of Wyandotte County who have been unemployed fapre than : o
“30 days: Trtle\fl has the same unemployment provision but is avajlable only to those who 7 o
Jive within a chntiguous set of county ;ensus tracts that have been declared an area’of

. Substantral unemployment Al 0 her operatmg provrsrons of the wo. trtles are rdentrcal




. R . - e .

]

. EMPLOYMENT ANDTM’!N’%@ PROGRAME

s practice. On a related point, city oﬂic'_ial%co&pl'ain.ﬁ
Y 16y 1d§itannot be ubed to buy the supplies and equipmernt that are
¥ U Terded r PSE employees to; work effectively. . For ‘example, shovels,
s i trucks, and related equiprtient could n’(‘g»tb_e purchased for PsE employees.. .
W7y, added t6 street TCpair  crews, S_uc}?gs_xpendjtu_re Testrictions have
' = prevensed the most effective use of PSE"participants in som types of -
1.ecc’_up_ations,: S - , ST
", Elected otficials also criticizeéd Ro-advice regarding the “appropriate” ¥

- “Pexpenditure rate, for Title VI funds. The city: commission preferred to, .
.- hiré pSE er}ro_ll&i;&at a gradual -pace and: stretcht program expendituré
" -over<d-long period of fime. Apparently, the?regional office strongly
o ,advised thé-prime spbnsi); to Spend funds morg. tapidly. As a r.eé_ult, PSE:' S
St enrollment quickly accelerated to 330 participants as of July 1976-~the - .
€ - date that Title Wvas scheduled to expire. Legislation- to extend the =
o R . program had been proposed, but its. passage was uncertain’ as’the '
" " deadline date approached. The city commissioft cigims théi“the regional - *
office then advised them to begin layoffs. Therg:wete'not stfficient Title” ™ ..
., VIfupds remaining to permit an orderly worl" vcg reduction, In their
+"words;**Had the funids been spent at a-slowe%‘.a‘ée, 330 people would - -
" not have-to belaid off. If we had fewer employees, they could be phased * ,
" outinamore orderly way.” - S e
.~ Conversely, - thie" regional office found serious problems in psE’
. .ddministration. Only one OMPC staff member had responsibility for.the . ..
: -interviewing ‘referral, and fiscal operations of Titles II and VI. In effect, -
® . approximitely:$2 million in program pp_erqti(g;%%\irgre..béing handled by

f . ore individual. This created ,an-admini% Ve gverload; that reduced:
program efficiency. - S, e O
7 gRuring the lafter half of fiscal 1976, the. b nsor took.significant ~ -
_ “actions tojimprové program adniinist ation. ThE'OMEC Was Shifted to the -
i city’s manpower{division, and a full-ti 1€ ‘bookkégp Svas assigned to. -,
- work jon the fisgal:records ah‘l{ reporting{for Titles IT:arid-V1. In January,
a ‘psp-fiunded. réséarch assistant was hired o as$ist. in updating ¥,
participant récords and-to conduct the. 30-day and 6-month follow-ups. - . .
AL the samé’‘time, a clerk “typist’ was hired on pse funds to take:
o :'appliéations;_"che(ck ‘thefh for .completenéss“ipiior. to’ interview, record”, -~
.-~ .. fecessary demegraphic - data, and -establigh-*filés : for .. persons hired.- = -
~Finally, in. the summer’ of 1976 PSE . participants’. recdrds - were, - o
“camputerized to éljl\inate manual reporting 3f-pxrticipasht ¢ '
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f_l”__partlcrpant ‘eligibility. has ot produced any , caSe$°of mapprop“‘
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Kansas Czty Wyandotte County Consomum Kansas .~ e 83

‘ lrcs and turnovcsi“ Thiese changes s1gn1ﬁcantly strengthened the adminis-
/ tratwe capabrlrtfil ’bf publrc service employment in the consortrum

o

Employm‘eni ”Transition Maintenance ’of' Eﬁ’qrt'« The ‘most g‘laring
weakness of psE in the' Kansas City- Wyandotte County Consortrum has
“beén-the total failure to émphasi#e the transition of enrollees to full-time "
employme t in either the public g
commission and participating cBg’s were advised that.they rust provrde
“ for transition of at least 50 pegfent of: theirPSE- par\trc1pants. to full- t1me
reg’ular\e‘mp_loyment,; no activejstéps were taken to protect |
security of ‘enrollees. As of J
.than 5 percent of PSE enrollees hdd Moved to regular unsubsidized .
- employment. . This -sfaté of affairs reflected the crty commission’s "
orientation toward Title VI as a program to provide extra: mumcrpal
- services rather than improve part1c1pants ‘employability.. It was-also a
dlrect consequenge of theéir view that future funding of Title VI was
uncertaln at best- and that. long—term planning was a waste of tlme°
because funds were likely. to disappear-without wirning. : .
- On the other: hand, the Kansas City-Wyandotte County Consortrum
appears to: have made a reasonable .attempt to meet the federal
requrrements with respect to maintenance of effort. 7 There have been no -
~ reductions in the city’s budget since CETA was 1mplemented The regional
¢ office had °§pparer‘ﬁly explarned federal provisions very care%‘y and

" oMpC was flflly aware of the-issue’ Although violations of main{#fjance of
effort are extrerllely difficult ‘to" prove, -the regional offic€
%nawagg of any ﬂagrant attempj.s to substttute federal funds for city:

' resourceSr @ . R

. L . . - g
Je .‘53,_ . RS “ .

Polmcal S

g

: p_“srtuat;@n ‘is. ripe for nepotrsm and political Favoritism-in the PSE-
ram: Yet ng. forma[ dharges ‘have_gwer been raised. on either count,

\ﬁb}l drsgrun,tled program operatgfs who had lost Title I subcontracts. ‘

Knéyvledgeable sources sta}éd that polltrcal consrderatlons and personal _

YOF. msm’ As noted earller,jéKansas Clty, Kansas does not .

_«,ﬁfrrendshrps might have played a- part in the, partrc1pant selection process,

_.bu,,% astened to .add’. that even. these appointees - et thé ‘strict
qu’alr eation: requiremengs of - Trtles {1 and VI, ro momtonng,‘of

I

y 1 city. officials estim ted that less * - -

system -civil service systenf, or publicsector union. Thus, -

pnvate sectors. Although the city 4.

ve

fl was . ‘-J’-_’{.‘
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‘ ” be quite willing to open the books to an eligibility audit and feels certain -
L ) that all clients would be found tq_f‘n;gggvthé; ngments T %
R ) In»sum}_;}g_ry, it appears that'R_g jf;{} }ﬁiéalvéonsideratiOns }ip\/e.?%ﬁﬁm,
-iimiting, factors in séleCting*participants or thatsthey operafés
il way within the pool of eligible applicants. This finjie
prising in' view of the absénce .of formal sselect iy
“e.g., civil "service. Thergr afé. at. least . three passible
- explanations; First, the city commissio may be scrupulousls honest
- individualsifSecond, the very. absence; of formial constraints may make
*outright political favoritism a dangerous practice because thd local press
- keepgsgreful eye on'municipal appointments: This may be particularly
true of the pSE program, which has received -adverse publicity regarding
_favoritifm in other cities. Finally, the uncertain futtire of Title-VI may
“make the program a relatively risky and unattractive means of rewarding -
friends: In’ the-words of one knowledgeable source: “On the question of .
.. politics any city commissioner who would try to build a political base on’
- Title-Viigwould be crazy because the program- is ‘short‘term and the. .
~:» "persons you hire will have to befired very soon:.- T .. T T

- e
f

REG[QN}L OFFICE PERFORMANCE = P ‘
S The, regional office’ oversight and advisory -role with respect to public
’ service -emplpymeny appears’ to w}_lax as .compared to its
performance on Title I. Monitoring activifiés.have been limited largely to’
client eligibility, maintenance of effort, and’expenditure review..To date .
~-. " there has been little serious attempt to require the consortium to meet its, . o -
S pTanned‘u‘S_WOi percent transition rate, RO representati¥ies were fully*avgye’ *
. ghat actual‘trapsitions were running at oply '10 pefant of the exp
* - figure, 'but they seemed to havé made: no co e . '
. ‘pressures’ “for improven®nt. In - the «words: 0 > &
S T o e e S R
_ . fommentator:. “Why " should the commission ask- Ar&d Waives
. % ¢ transition goals? Nothing hiappens when you don’t mie&the goal. There °,

. N 4

" is no penalty.” el A

... More seriously, the rég nal office acquiesced in'the-city co mission-
ers’ ‘decifion to’ isolate PSfl operations from those in Title ;%_’\’fgl:l; -
" representatives apparent)y’ made only a half-hearted attempt to en s
. > age the city commidsjopf to bring Titles-11 and VI within the manpower =~
w7 council’s range”of aclvities. Join{ planning and administration’ of ‘all
o three titles would_havé, made' it po¥sible to coordinate activities and
- expand of program’ altérnatives available.” Finally, s%,‘,
o gration would Rave ;’mp’rove"c} possibilities. for transition. of P¥ S
* participants into IO%gftefm‘!DS‘ibSldi?ed employment. o | S

D
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" Kansas Crty Wyandotte _unty isa stable consortrum in terms of -
’oeogrqphrc coverfage ind -bperation: Kansas City “continues - as the-; .
admitdirative authorrty on. behalf of itself and Wyandotte County.: %
_ ln’lra ohsortium geographrcal boundarres are entirely-. 1gnore “with
' resp@ct to Jftle I programs. :
o'iTte Manpower Planm)ng Council’s power and mdependence ave: , ,
- increasedssubstantially diiting ‘the past year. An MPC reco endation. - ..
“will.not be overruled b.y‘the city commission unless. the MPC is closely . .. . -
. divided..on the 1ss()i::ﬁ This increased power springs from the council's .
9 broade{ted membetghip, which includes independent representatrves“of
powerful political constituencies.” Actual and potential CETA program .’
(fperaftolrs aré now excluded from the - councrl but they are members of
. the, Technical Advisory ‘Cquneil, which advises the MPC on' program
. design and subcontragtogselection. The MpC'is freeto accept or reject the.
v -E@nlga zAdvlsory Co" ssion’s advice. -
y Mahpower plannihg has become - much more soph;strcated since
¥ I976 The Mbc created an age/education matrix of, the’ target
pulatron and allocates - funds “in approximate. Proportron to. -the’

ﬂnemployment rate ‘of each cell. Skill- tralmxgkirz)has’is is placed upon

.

OCcupatronSﬂn hrgh demand: )
* o The consortium has’ deVeloped a comprehen e manpower informa- o
* tron system' that tracksclients from first, adrmssron through training, “
| termmatrcm and’ follow -up. Monthly reports enable the MPG: hd the ..
_prime spongor fo 1denfﬂ%~trouble spots that require mves‘trga'tro At ‘the“ .
. insistence of the regrona’l ofﬁce the freqtrency of on-srte momtormg has-
. béen increased. - Crm T
. Problems w1th exce‘Ssrve admrmgtratlve costs, dupllcatrorr. " Servi
',~es and madequate coordinatiofi-of: serviges have caused;t]
prrm%“”sPonsOr to streamhr;p%’t_' anpow delivefy-syst
"-“ e%@gservrce -agency was- to the” fungg 12%@5%11' e
: < hanpower subcontractors was'to be-reduced from 14'to 7 The MPC arrdzz.' e
- thfe: cregional office played~ "key ‘roles in insulating:the’cit '
from the~p0551ble polrtwﬁl consequer}ces 0 /gus reduct',

r-g rators. {;’ F 5 _
lrw resen : c1ty does got provrde d1rect

“commis§ioneér hds-made a_public mgtion’ %at
- Service provrder @Te .moye Wik mrieet T, .
pl’a'h.pmg councrl“an diis not lrkely‘to Be succeﬁfotgj
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S 860 -7+ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ‘PROGRAMS
~ . ® Since 1974, on-the-job;training and core services have expanded;
. greater emphasn§315 pjaced :{ngn individualized emp]oyablhty,-tr ning
- 1ather than classroom instruction. ‘ Cod S

i 5 e The employment setvice continues to be excluded from “Title -
- - programs. The resulting lack”of coordination between thé ES and CETA -
_ ‘programij'"ﬂis,:,,‘mos‘.t -unfortunate because job development has been.a *-
. particulably weak aspect of the consortium’s programsf™~ -~ <* .~ =
‘ " ¢.The influence of the tegional office has increased steadily during the.
~ 5 .7 past 2 years. It played a major role in pressing the prime sponsor to
' .. change the CETA adminiStrative structure, streamline the delivery system,
and’increase the frequency of on:site ‘mionitorihg: It appeafs that there

* _has been a_conscious Department of Labor policy #hift ‘toward:a more
* . active program:manager role. - LT e e
CTITLES 1l AND i e T SN L
* e PuBlic service emp]oyrﬁgnt i3 completely independent of Title T
‘. programs; The manpower council provides no planring on Titles II and:
!+ VI The city commission has assumed fullsyegponsibility for adminigtra-... .
.. tion of thése titles. -~ .. . - ' B

] . s ST P e

* The. primary emphasis of public sgrvic aéﬁip]oymentm
provision of :additional: muricipal sefVices -Yather -than manpower.,

. 777 training. There has been little active planning by. the city commission

. because needed services areso obvious and the city commission views' ¢ «

. Title VI as a short run program with an uncertdin future. - =

e Abbiu;}O percent of pSE positions are filled by, unskilled lafior, and |
e 150 perce 1 are clerical or sgmi%led'p8§iti0ﬁs. Most of the jo'tﬁ‘g"v"veré%}ﬁ

’ 5" allocated’to the city. The osPyy Performs the jnitial sereening, sand-city " ;
+-commissioners or’depgrtme(;:’;);h s make the final selestion. -0~ .. . -

"’ Themost ‘glaring weakriéss ofaPSE in the'Kansas, CityMWyandotte' - .-
.. County Consortium is the*4bsence of €miphasis, ot transition. to* -

- .unsubsidized employment. Fewer, than 5 percent of PSE enrollées have
. been placed in full-time employment after completion, of the ‘program. -
The regional office appears to-have made only a weak attempt to enforce -

trausition requirements, However, the consortium appears o have miade- .
- . a reasongble attempt -to meet. federal requirements - with respect to-

-maintenance of effort and client eligibility. T .

.. * Despite the absence-of a.civil service:system or public sector union ¢
<" infKansas City, there have béen“no-formal charges of political favoritism. . *
.~ RO monitoring has not revealed any serious pf@blems in"tHis' regard. -
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$y th end of fisc '6 the Topeka~ShaWnee Co“irmty Consomum ofv Q)w

-Kansas;had estwbhshed ;a fullj:comprehensive manpower systei e .
; 'ffunded through the Compreﬁensw Eﬁgﬁqum;em;

: TA,) and had also assumed responmblhty for the .

AI”
tracted 6 the em‘ploym '
“and’ ommunlty-based ot

nxzatlons (CBo s) had] been ended With’ the'_' o
"end -Of . categgrical® progiisia, To,pekas new Department of - Labor- - v ,
Serwces has -established v@lective. controf of ‘all. CETA - manpower ..” i
programs Categorlcal ma%ogwer programs have been, feplaced by one © i«
fufly comp @eﬂswe program 0perated by the’ cny/of Topeka: One-result~ " " ..
.‘'has hegn an- incre )e in, efﬁelency, slnce-sapproxxmately twice ag many . -
_-persons are bem‘ ssgrved. with. onl&,‘gmodest incréases' in expeﬂdltures. .
Aspects of the Topeka Shawnee manpower system con51dered here .

m Transmon o Decenrralxzed Manpower Pragrams L
'] ed, W‘Lil,ém Mirengoff* (Washington, D.C.: National -
P -18 for a dlscus 'on‘of i arller eﬁects of' '
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'THE PLANNING PROCESS -~

. l . i “ R . ' . A. - q .
-8 : oot EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

are: (H the 'plan'hiné process, (2) the delivery system, -(3) t‘h/c’pr(.)gram "
- -mix, (4) the clientele served, and (5) program effectiveness. . : .

: -
\ ! L

.

GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE - = " . ee T

~ A confortium was established between Topeka and Shawnee C’Qunty at

the beginning of fiscal 1976. The planning area for the, consortium- is
virtually the.same as the labor market in the Topeka area, since the

Topceka-Shawnee Consortium covers approximately 90 percent of- the
- . three-county standard _metropolitan statistical area. Moreover, the'

.. Department of Labor'Scrviéés,'thg city agency that administdrs CI{TA, has
-, treated ‘the entire county as a unit for planning and administrative

[ purposes, except for the Title I1 program, which is limited to the city of -
“ Topeka. No furids have been specifically designated for specific areas or -

groups within the consortium; Shawnce County, in*particular, has not

_ requested or been ‘guaranteed that a. minimum percentage of CETA funds

be set aside and spent in the balance of the county.outside Topeka.
Establishment of the. consortium has had several - beneficial conse- -

quénces. First, all residerits of the county are eligible for participation‘in

all prime sponsor programs funded by Titles I and VI. There are no
geographical barriers to program participation, and county residents

- have full access to all manpower programs in the ¢ity. This is a major -,
" benefit of the consortium for county. res'i;yients‘, who otherwise would ..
, have very limited access to CETA programs-through the balance.of state -.

prime sponsor. Secorid, the consortium has allowed funds attributable’to

the balance of the couity to be spent on city residents. Sifice most of the

- balance of c‘(')un_ty‘is\r._u'rlal,\ with few disadvantaged residents,.more funds
" can be channelled by ‘the consortium to disadvantaged and Tow income

residents in ‘Topeka. Approximately $97;500 of the consortium’s CETA
allocation for fiscal 1976 was attributable to the balance of the county;
an -additional $97,500 in incéntive _funds actrued -because of the
consortium’s’ formation, and some of these. funds were undoubtedly
spent_on city residents. The Shawnee County commissioners haye -
accepted’ the allocation ,of CETA funds.to the city, since they recognize '
that employment pr.oble'ms'are most serious in the city and because their

* constituencies are comprised of the city as well as the rest of the county
_.tesidents. Approkimately 85 percent of* the county residents live in the
.’ ¢ity, and all commissioners are elected at large. o ' oo

* . At the end of fiscal .}976, the consortium was stable and: was

, considered to be successful by both the city and county. The primary

12
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: ft‘dson for the LODSOI‘llum s, initial success was the gcceptance’ b)ij
‘couinty. of a dominant role'by the ¢ city. All empldy¢es whe plan®
"administer CETA are cnly employé‘eq and the mayor o Topeka exercfs
- More 'influence on CETA programs and spending than dothe- county;
~ commissioners. The co’unly s role'in the consortium has been limited iO‘ 7#" X
30 percent rcpres(.nl‘mon on the M‘mpowcr Planiing|/Council (Mpc) and
o formal appro¥al.of the dnnu‘ll plan. The chairmpn of the MPC is a g1
L()unly representative. “There have been no. requ sts by. the counly Ty
‘Concerning cither the dllocduon of-funds to county: residents or the -

_ hlymuné of speuhc programs.” Bt the county has asked for-public: - ™
Service employment support'on various county prOJe-'ls and for the most LA
“Part this has been forthcoming. The county has, in effect, been willing to
delegdte most rmponsnbxhly for cera to Topeka>The main advantages of -
lhe consortium for the city .ar& aulhonty to plan |for lhe enure labor

arket and control over addmomﬂ funds . :

.

\ Thyg” PIANNch, SYSTEM - T
‘/ v .

= Mdnpowcr planmnu under CpTa has. bccomc N lmoslr the cxclusn)c'
responsibility of the city. Decenlrahzalxon has bgen achieved, and the - -

. City has been able to set its Own goals: More important, Topeka was.able ~ «
le plan and tmplemem a fully comprehensive. manpower program by the . .

* beginning of fiscal ' 1977.. The Kansas .City regional office, of 'the - o

Employmenl and Training Admmnstralxon (eTA) of the U.S. Deparlmenl S

, Of Labor has continued to have-a fole in the planning process, but other . . o

trldxllonal manpower agenCleS—lhe employmenl service, the vocational - - 5\;", ‘

" edycation agency, and community-based orgamzanons-—scem td'have a-,
Sharply diminished role. The Manpower Planning Council has not had a ;
significant role in planning: Qverall, the city. has allowed the. professxonal _
.. Staff to do most planning under CETA , and poht.wa‘l mﬂu/ence has'been = ¥ /
~ Mipimal, Program evaluations, based on .efféctiveness and costs, hdave * /

become important in the planmngprocess -

- The Dcparlmem of Labior Services Planmng for yle consortium is done
by Topeka’s Deparlmenl of’ Labor ‘Services.. Its’éxecutive director has
department head status in the city governmen ‘and reports to the mayor
The Department of Labor Services is resp }mble for all ‘planning under :
- CEA, including Titles I, 1k.and VI. The same staff members do the. .~ |
Planning for all programs, which permits/the désign of an mtegrated total
Program. The Department of Laboy’ Services also is respons:ble for .
* Program operation and evaluation. . ‘
The Deparlment of Labor Se 1ces'em?rge,d_ by fiscal 1977 ~as the
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dommant tactor in plannrng‘ subject qnly to rnﬁuence by the Kansas '
“City. regu}nal office of the Employment and Training Administration and '
the guidance of the mayor. Th mayor and other elected officials have - -
limited ‘their _participation to; -setting” overall goals (¢.g., improving job
opportunrtres ‘for the drsadvantagetl) and havé upported all” ma)or'
decisions of the departmert. Partisan.politics have Yot been a factor in "~
planmng The Department of' Labor Services profesgional staff’ is viewed
- as competent -and nonpolrtrcal and partly for. tHat reason ‘Has been -
‘allowed - great drsc:etron in plannrng The, stafl’ clearly has effectrve

» control of the decision- makmg process
1 ’ - ‘/v 'l .

Manpower Plannmg Counczl The Manpower Planmng Councrl .has only
*a small role in- planning, and if§ influence diminished during. fiscal: 1976 RE
| The congressronal _+purpose: of \ promang meaningful . community:**

~ contributions to manpower planmng has not been achieved 1nn'11"ro}>eka
primarily because the council is advisory.and-can have only the degree of - -
. - influence permitted by the Department of Labor Serviges. In Topeka this .
N means that coungil members are 1nf0rmed of Department of Labor
- Servrces decisions and program de\lelopments -but they do not have a
' : materral 1nﬂuence on any lmportant aspect of the consortlum s
‘manpower system.. S . : .
- None of the council fembers iritervj ewed for thrs study felt that he or
she had an effect on plannmg-Q?sJe instances, decisioiis have been
o made by the Department of Tabor Services: staff wrthout prior
_ - consultation; on other occasions the councrl has been asked to comment,
-/ onissues without having received adequate information in- advance ofrts

' -regular monthly meeting. The council has no staff of its own.

. The -council’s role can be illustrated by its lack of involvement i in the »
maJor ‘decision of the Department of Labor Services to establrsh its own
central intake, assessment, and- counselrng center on July 1, 1976. The
- MPC ‘'was nof informed of this change until after the decisién had been
“made and, therefore had no chance to consrder the advantages or costs.
No formal repSrt was preparéd by the staff, and, hence, no rfecommenda-
tion was ever made’ by the MpC. Topeka has'adopted a minimal role for

its manpower planning council, as CETA legislation allows it to do.

Nevertheless, the manpower planning councrl has several functions.

- First, it reviews and approves the annual Tltle I plan. Some of its
~ recommendations for the fiscal 1976 ‘plan were \accepted partrcularly on
the priorities for clientele; but they were all' minor and did not
substantially altér- the plan prepared by the' ] Department of .Labor ,
Services. Second the MPCis a forum for the drsserrunatron of mformatlon .

L




i

'

' Topekk;r}S awnee County Convorttum Kansas - ‘v NS

~ concernid CEI‘A The Department of Labor Serv1ces staff does keep the '
MPC members, mformed of its actions and poh%is -and this information *
il

. can'be use I'to agencres that want to bid for CETA contracts or to advise
. their clients concérning what serwces are avai
how to enter a program. " -, 1. :
‘ bil’'s minor role in plann ng means tha there is no effective .
+ avenue for |\ manpower ragencies such as the er ployment service,
~ vocational education or community- based orgamzatlons to participatein’ - *
~ planning. Despite their representatlon -on the MpC, they do not have any.

- meaningful influence. Consequently, there has been a separatron of CETA
plannmg from planning for other manpqwer programs, Of greatest
importance is that the employment service and the vocational education

- agency-do not have an effective role'in CETA planning, The:city-wants to -

do its own planping and implementation of programs and has rot used.

‘ble. through CETA and

[ 3

~ - the MpC to coordinate it$ efforts with other manpower programs N N
b T
. Employment and Frammg Admzmstratwn The reglonal oﬂice of the R

" Employment and:Training Administration is the only agency ‘that has
. independent influence on the Department of Labor Services p]an;ung >
This influence is derived from (D the regional office’s. mandate to review )
\ the-annual plans for Titles I, I, and VI, (2) its annual evaluation of the g
| program ‘of the Topeka consortium, and'(3) its respogsrblllty for
\interpretifig the CETA regulations. The regional office, however; has been -
. supportive of the consortium’s move to decentralization and has’not
, . sought to dominate or intervene excessively in the decisions of local-
officials. Regronal ‘office influence has been exerted pnmanly 10
' - encourage the establishment of 4 more comprehensive delivery system,a -~
goal also sought by.the consortium. Overall, the reglonal ffice’s rolghas - .o
. 'been important, yet not inconsistent with: decentralizatior objectives. . .
Technical assistance provrded by the regional ofﬁce partlcularly with.""
-respect to regulation interpretation, has been satlsfactory,. S
The State Manpower Services Council has:had no “influence on the L
~ planning ‘or operation- of programs in the Topeka-Shawnee County’
' Consortium. Neither the fiscal 1975 or 1976 plans were reviewed by the-
-council, and no efforts were made to'coordinate programs of the
cbnsortium with those of other. prime sponsors:in the state. The State -
" Manpower Service Council has been ineffective in Kansafs In part this is
. because. the council’s staff is attached to the balance- of-state-CETA staff .~ -
- and ' its role with respect to prime ‘sponsors other than that for the - .
balance of the state has not been sufficiently clanﬁed IR S

& : o S - Lo R Lo
' . o A : B s L
] . L . . L SET
. ‘. . . . . N
;

&

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~addition, detailed

- i ¥ . . N}

-

v !

s

PLANNING IN FISCAL 1976 aND 1977 0,

comprehensive delivery-system in order to reduce «duplication- and to
produce a series of evaluations on the, performancé of ‘each. program
operator. A decision was made to end categorical programs ia order to-
improve services and to reduce costs. Before cira, cach major, program -

in Topeka—Opportunities Industrialization Center (01C), Jobs for -
- Progress (str), and the skill center—had its own building and*its own
-staff; -annual; salaries of program - directors were  $15,000-$22,000.

Conymon sense indicated to the Department of Labor Services-staff that

. substantial savings could be realized by consolidation: In fiscal 1975, for

92 o EMPLOYMENT: AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

Title 1, 1, and VI plans for fiscal 1976 and 1977 were prepared by the ",
. Department of .Labor Servicés with only minor contributions by the -
- Manpower Planning Council. The major afms were, 1o “dgvelop’ a more

example, all'manpower programs, including the Departmient of Labor -
Services staff, were housed in the’ building formerly decupied only by

\0IC- In fiscal 1976, one additiona! office wasrented for the central intake

enter. \v Lo AR : _ P .
\ Program ¢ alubticns were important in- the planning process in both

1

chch program such as o1¢ and skr in-fiscal 1975, examining the type of .
Servicgs provided, stafl qualifications, and”adequacy of facilities. In" -

terms of placements and costs. For example, completion and placement
ratios were calculated for each program and comparisons were made
among all programs.\Evaluations were done congcientiously and they
had an effect on.resource allocation. Indeed, one of the major beneficial
changes of “crraZis \t\hzit program evaluations’ afe for the first time

v

" important'in deciding how manpower funds are spent.

. Once evaluations were complete, . the <department decided which
subcontractors it would fund again and which programs it would operate

“ diréctly. If a.particular program or service was to be subcontracted, an.
- invitation to bid was sent to all interested agericies and‘notice was putin .
the local newspaper.’ After the submission bid each contractors. was -

~evaluated on the basis of costs and likely performance. The final decision
- on subcontracts was made by the Department of Labor Services; subject
1o the approval of the Topeka City Commission. o

The planning process has been -based. on object'ive'.fz_lctors,' and -

political considerations_have been deemphasized. The mayor cxercises - .

- formal control over manpower policy, but for the most part, he has

- .- effectivelyrdelegated responsibility to the Department of Labor Services .
- staff; .the Jnayor has. provided ‘strong support for' the staffs major

evaluations were made on each-program, primarily in .-

ars. Departiment of Labor Services staff did dn’on-site monitoring of ..~

»
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decisions. Partisan political ¢gnsiderations do not-seem o be a factor in

manpower planning. For example, when the-department decided not to - -

fund o1c or str in fiscal 1976 this decision was supported by the mayor
and city commission even though oic did attempt to use political
~ pressure from the ‘black community to retain funding. Similarly, the
Department of Labor SerVicgs decision'in fiscal 1977 not to continue
funding . the - Topeka Homegbwn Plan (for placing minorities in the
" construction trades) was Supporte'd.by the mayor.over-the opposition of -
the building itrade unions and employer groups. The Department of

! L“a‘bor Services was able tc +document the _pOOr performance of this - -

program, sipce ‘very few ,inority group members had been placed in -
conslruc(‘gbnjobs.’ B o S
THE DELIVERY 'SYSTEM

" The delivery system for manpower programs in’ the 'l:dpeka—Shawneq

* County Consortium has changed substantially during the first 3 years of L

. CETA. By the beginning of fiscal 1977 all categorical programs had been -

. ended and a fully comprehensive program established. “This was -
‘accomplisped in . fhree steps Infiscal 1975 almost all, categorical
programs were C%}‘!n“}ed" Sin itheré was not time to plan major change

" or to evaluate effectively existing pragrams., In fiscal 1976, a central
* - intake, assessment, and: CO,llnselﬁ\g center was established and several .
“:categorical programs Were énded. Finally, in fiscal 1977, the Department

of Labor. Services "assumed . direct responsibility for operating all’

At

, programs,and the remainink categorical programis were efided.

" "CENTRAL |NTAKE - _ , o
The central intak/e center was the major innovation- in the establishment
‘of a comprehensive dehyery system. In fiscal 1976 the intake, counseling,
.and absessment responsibilities of all programs, including those of Titles
Il-and IV, were consolidated jn one centey operated by the employment -
~ service, All persons, including youth in’ school, who wanted to enter a
"* program had to apply at the intake center rather than through individual
-program-operators. Not only did this eliminate 0bvious duplications in
.staff, but it also insured. tha consistent standards would be applied in
. determining . CeTA_ ¢ligibility, Criteria -for " the ~“unemployed” and -
" “disadvantaged” could be-applied uniformly to all applicants; this had
‘not been done under the categorical programs. A S
" ‘One main advantage of ‘the central intake center was that applicants
“had access to' &7full range of programs and did- not have to make
B : T T P .
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- a‘pplic;ifion al more than one location. After assessment and counseling,
~-an applicant: depending on his or her needs, could be referred to O
institutional skil| training, (2) on-the-job training, (3) work experience,
(4) public service employment, -or (5) direct placement. All services; -

‘ - therefore, became available to all eligible applicants.. For each available

position in a specific program the intake center referred several eligible
applicants, but the program operzigpr sclected the one to- enter the
program. Upon acceptance of a participant, the program operator
became responsible for monitoring performance and also for placement.
<" No major problems were caused by using the central intake office” Its.
wentral location on a major street in Topeka magde it accessible to all
#parts of the'community. The community-based organizations such as 0IC -
r7and SER had no complaints tl?at outreach to their communities. was
<% adversely affected by consolidating all' intake responsibilities. In’ part,

" problem with the intake center was that. ‘the Depahtmem' of Labor .-
- Services was not always able to provide for applicants not accepted bya
.- program operator. Such persons were asked to return to the intake/center . ‘

~to wait for another referral. There was no-control over how many times a
person could be rejected. : S . [.

-In fiscal 1977 the Department of Labor Services opened its own intake -
-center. The employment service had provided space for the intake center
in"its Topeka office and hadalso provided Es staff. This facilitated
CO.ﬂSidefable'COOperatiorKJbetweén ‘the employment seryjce and CETA -
staff, since ES registrants could easily be referred to cETa and all services

of the ES office—veterans information, apprenticeship. information,

testing. and current job openings—were available to CETA applicants.

. The performance of the Es-operated center was satisfactory, but the

. Department of Labor Services decided not to tenew the contract after a

. year, partlybecause of problems of coogdination. between the employ-. -
- ment service dnd CETA officials. Even thoiigh coordination was good with

local.es officials, problems did ocgur in relations with state officials. . .

Beginning in" fiscal 1977, the Department: of Labor Services was to

"have direct control over all ‘intake and referrals  through jts own ‘intake

center. This means, of course, ‘that the Department of Labor Services has

~ full_ control over who receives CETA services and which services they

receive. There are now no effective checks on the Departmerit of Labor

- Services with respect to who enters a CETA program, A further loss is that

the employment service will no 'longer serve as.a buffer between the .

- Department of Labor Services and political pressures. Also, there is now

a higher potential. of cETA’s being used for patronage or other political

e

; , this' was because the CBO’s continued to be a'useful link thrbUgh-their' )
& outreach activities and. referral of persons - to the intake cénter. One
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purposes than when the employment service was responsrble for -allv
intake and referral.”™ - - . -
LT

\

OPERATION OF PROG RAMS

The other major change m the dehvery system is ‘the assumption, of

responsibility for program operations by the Department of Labor .

Services and the | consequent phasing out ‘of subcontractors. Before CETA .
the categorical programs had included (1) a skill center operated by.the
Topeka school board and ‘the employment service; (2) skill training by -
the Topcka -oic; (3), the .Jobs Optlonal Program operated by the -
employment service; (4) the PubyC ice Careers program’ operated by
.. the Kansas Neurologlcal Institfitd) (5)the Neighborhood Y.outh Corps
(NYC), an in- -school program operated by. the Topeka' school board; (6)
an NyYC out-of-school program. operated by the Shawnée County
Commumty Assistance Actlon Agency,- (7 the Topeka SER; and (8) thc
_Topeka Hometown Plan. ,
All of these programs have either been ended or transferred to the

Department of Labor Services. In fiscal 1975, the city began to, operate

“all youth programs In fiscal 1976 oIC, SER,.and vocational education lost -
their contracts, since classroom training was transferred primarily’to the
Kansf Neurologlcal Institute and two private training schools: The
Department of Labor Services became responslble for#on-the-job -
. training (OJT). In fiscal 1977 there,were no major subcontractors, the
Department of Labor Services operated all programs,- mcludrng the
&ake center, directly:. Outside-manpower agencies are.now "used only
" forindividual referrals, which means that Departmient of Labor Services.
Topeka . B

>

will pay taition and: related costs of tralnlng by mdependen( agencres in "1

nd how to

ide services were. factors in the decision not to ‘use subcontractors.
More generally, program evaluations indicated that the categorical”
progrztm operators were not. successful in placing persons in. upsubsi:
dized-positions. Placement rates were low or costs were excesslvely high °
in virtually all programs. Another factor, whose importance is difficult to

determine, was the Department of Labor’s- own desire to expand its
" .control of CETAand i lncrease its role in the manpower area.

The Emp[oyment Serwce Under CETA the employment servrce has had a
sharply diminished role in furnishing “manpower services. The ‘skill
" center, for which. the employment service selected. and é lgced partici-
pants has been dlsconttnued and on-the-job tralnlng contchts are now

~
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- o ""n'cgoti:ltcd by the l)ypur}mént of Labor Services: Fven tﬁc central intake
o Y . - A . v N . vy iy .
o 7o center, operated by kS in (iscal 1976, is now the responsibility of the

Department of Labor Scrvices. Consccjucntly, beginning with fiscal 1977,

-+ the, employment strvice has no subcontracts under CETA; its participa-

* .. tionlislimited to repicsentation on the planning council and to providing
© v ree placement services o crva participants. One employment service
employed; huwever, is statipned in thé Department of Labor Services

microfiche on job orders available and there is: cooperation between kS

its own reports for all Fecorded placements of CrTA participants,
A&(‘)nscqucncé})tfthc separation of the employment service from CErA
is- that allul]’manpdwcr systems,now exist in Topeka, with liftle formal
cooperation between the two agencies that operate them. A memoran-
dum of 'zfgr_cement has been drawn up by the. two agencies, and service
;. jurisdictions have ‘been delincated. .This ha$ led «to a division of
" responsibilitics, with the employment service serving those who are ready
for jobs.and cErA serving the.disadfantaged and those who need special

services to prepare them for emplogment. _ - _

w  Thedecreased role of the emplbyment service is apparently not duejto

N \ poor program performance, par icularly in ‘the operation of the intake
' center. Rather, problems of cooidination and institutional rivalry seem

" "to be the main factors. The emp yment service in Kansas has-a well--

e égtublished decision-making procéss, which has not always been capable

"‘r "» intake center to factlitate coordination .on pl‘ziccmcnts. The s, makes its

~ . of responding quickly to the needs of the Department of Labor Services. -

- Major decisions must be discussed with Jocal Es officials in Topeka and .
also with .state officials. Consequently, commitments afe sometimes

- difficult to achievie or are possible. only after long delays. For example,

., the Department of Labor Services was unable 1o obtain a final
" comimitment on th¢ amotnt or location of the space that’ would be
available to the central intake office in‘a, new s office in Topeka until

. well inito the planning cyclé for fiscal 1977. This was a major factor in the

- decision not to subcontract the employment service. In addition, the'es
role has probably diminished because of the Department of Labor

€ Services desire to enhance ‘its.own position in the Topcka manpower

system by incigased visibility in the ity -

The Vocational Education System The Kaw Area Vocational Technical
School operated a skill center in fiscal 1975 but did not have any
subcontracts in fiscal 1976 or 1977, Consequently, the public vocational

. .. education system no longer provides any-skill training under contract
o with CETA. There has been such a complete, severing of relationships that
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vocational education is no longut interested in 4 minjor cooperative etfort

with CcerA and did not even submit a bid for skill training iy fiscal 1977,
CETA clients are welcome in regular vocational education programs, but *

they receive: no priority in'cnterityg and receive no special congiderafion

once enrolled. The only cooperation between the two.agencies.at the
beginning of fiseal 1977 was the agreement by vocational ¢ducation. to
reserve. five training positions for Ckva clicats in its regular prog;,mms.
These positions are filled on an individual referral basis, with' civa
paying the cosps. In"effect, there is no  meaningful cooperation “or
coordination between vocational education and crra in Topeka, Neither

“the facilities nor the staff of gre vocational education ageney are being

used in the cEra program, except that a small number of CEra
participants are _receiving  training in regular vocational education
programs, : - -

~ Ttie reasons for the break between vocational education and crA are,
" not entirely clear but scem to ¢enter on rivalry between the two. From

the} Department of Labor Services perspective, vocational education
wants excessive autonomy and ¢harges oo much for its services, For
example, the vocational education agency wanted Department of Labor

“Services to pay the whole costof renting the skill center and also wanted

s C . s A
to getermine the entire contents of the training program, From the
perspective-of the vocational education agency, the carlier relationship

~

with. cira had been unsuccesstul and not worth the effort. The most -

specific grievance was interference by the Department of Labor Services

staff in the training by its professional staff. There was also cafitroversy
over standards for acceptance of clients at the skill ccntcr(lm ight be

difficult to train and over Department'of Labor Services requirements-for”

attendance and financial records.

. / . ez

- The Community-Based Organizations  Two community-based organiza-

tions. o1c and SER, Teceived conttacts nnder. cera during fiscal 1975,

while the community action agency in Shawnee” County did not.
However, ol and ser were not funded in’ﬁsc;\} 1976 or 1977, and they
no fonger have a role in . the \consortium’siﬁ_ jower, system. Both
agencies have stopped offering manpower prograrms.§ . . ‘

7 Why)has no community-buséd»organizat\@n‘ continugd. to have an,
important role in the operation oi’-munpowcrf'bmgmms? First, program.

eya_l'u:xti{)ns. ‘particularly for o1¢, had indicited that the: comfiunity-
based organizations were not meeting prograp’objectives and that their

- costs were excessive.. Second; once a“comprehensive program was
- established, there was no need: to subcontract parts,of the operational
_responsibilities to' cso’s. T né use of cBo subtoriractors would have'.

(IR
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o

fagmented- the delivery system and increased coordination prioblems,
Thited.” the basic rationale for cso's operation of manpower programs— "
that they  woukl” serée specifici. minority -~ communities better. than
~ established agencics - was less valid once the consortjum estublished one -
comprehensive.program that would he equally available to all parts of
’ the community, Also, the Department of Labor Serviees hjred a4 number
f staff trom minority groupsisineluding most of the kR staft, which
~facilitated . good relations with. minority communities. Overall, thew, the
desire toend - duplication through the  estabishment: of a single
comprehensive ‘n_l}'mpmvcr progran has led to a substantially smglﬂér' role
In the manpower area for ¢no's, Their remaining functions are o shrvg
on the Manpower Plannivg” Council and to refér persons froin their
communitics to the central intilke center, . :

- L i N 5

TITLE | PROGRAMS .~ . -, '
The only substantial shift in the Title T progrun under -CETA has-been
caway from tlassroom training and-toward work experiénce. and other
. serviees (see Tablé ). In fiseal 1974, 64 pereent of Title T fands went to R
clussroom Lraining in comparison to 35 1\!1;\)28‘ pereent for the following .,

2 yers. There was also a decrease in the relative share of Title | funds -
- allocated for on-the-job training. Part of e shift away from classroom ,
training was due to Departmgnt of l,:tﬁ("j("ScrviCcs decision to stop
o funding thé vocational ageney's>education 'skill. center and the o
ot program, : D, RN o

The consortivm’s main problem with classroom training is that it no

~ longer has aceess to, the . facilitiés and cquipment of the vocational
‘education agency, which' had been used to provie\ training in such..
., becupations as welding, air conditionirfy repair, and atite_body repair,

. /No adequate’ substitute has been found. In fiscad 1976, classroom . .
~training was primarily provided by the Kansas Neurological Institute, in
oceupations related ;to héalth eare’ (imainly. nursing), and: two private
training firms. which provided . classroom’ 1raining in the clerical-
secretarial field, including keypunching. These: programs. were not very -
succgssful. and they were not continued in fiscal 1977. The Department:

of Labor Services has also decided, that it does not have the facilities or
_equipment 1o provide skill trgining in most occupations, and it i
anwilligg’to rake the necessary investments for fear of being locked into
, particular trawing programs in ‘the future. Consequently, skill training
- will-be provided in clericatecupations, where capital investment is low,

and skill training fordndustrial occupations will be deemphasized. S

o - There has been a*dgeided shift toward the individual “referral, of + -~

i
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(psk) was that (;ﬁly residents of. Topeka were eligible for Title I1; ‘éog'n_ty

residents had to enroll in Title V[* . T

managers for Title. IT and Title VI: Each manager is responsible for-
soliciting - position- applications from eligible agengies and also “for

- -assigning ‘PSE participants to a specific_job. All"applicants are referfed:

initially through the intake center in the same way as a Titlg I applicant.
~The major criterion 'in the “allocation of - available public: service

, .'employme'nt positions:is whether there is likelihood of the participant’s
_ transition 10,7 permanent, unsubsidized job: This objective has ‘been

implemented in- several ways. First, all Pk jobs, with only orfe or two
minor exceptions, aré in regular employmént rathér than in ‘ong-time

~ special projects: The latter have little promise of providing a conduit to
“an. unsubsidized” job, Second, psk . positions - are. allocated - by the.
.- Department of}Lz}BorhSe'rV’ic.e's ‘to applying agencies that can promise
transition “and* particularly te those that in'the past have provided. .
- permanent jobs for PSE participants. Agencies that accept a PSE position

and then do not provide a permanent job are not refunded. The Shawnee .
Cotinty sheriff, for example, has been denied additional psE positions for

- this reason. Third, nonprofit; private agencies are given priority over city
-+ or county agencies if they can promise transition. Of the 225 participants

‘enrolled under Title V] during the month of-June 1976, 47 percent ‘were:

- employed in. either Topeka or Shawnee County, 18 percent were
- employed by the state, and 27 percent were in private agencies. Similarly,

—

a fourth of Title, Il participants were employed in private or state
agencies.- As these data indicate, elected officials in Topeka do not ha\)e'
automatic access to PSE jobs. - Coe o

The two'PSE prégrams seem to have resulted’in a net increase in public-
employment. There is no indication, of any kind that Topeka Has not

~been maintaining its employment éffort or that CETA participants are
- replacing  regular. city employees. There is some: direct evidence to.

support this conclusion.in that from October 1974 to October 1975 city
employment increased. by more than the average percentage increase.

“ during the previous 4 years. Moreover, the city in fiscal 1975 and fiscal
- '1976 was not under great financial pressure and has not-taid off any
_public employees in recent years. There has been less need to substitute

CETA employees for regilar employees than in some other:cities where

layoffs. of city employees have occurred. The, extensive placement of -

CETA émployees 'in nonprofit agencies also suggests some net job -

creation. Typically, such agencies are. ynder scvere budget restriction

and_.could not add new positions withoutCiya funding. o
The overall conclusions are that psk: has been implemented in Topeka:

.
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s Topel\a Shaunec Cuunl; Consorlmm Iunpsas - 1 01

N wnth thu intent of providing additional Jjob. opportumues for the
-uncmpluyul and thai there has probably been some net creation of

public’ service jobs.vThere are- several reasons for this. First, the
unemployment rate in Topcka lms been rclauvely low; generally less
thin 5 percent. in Lomp'}mon Lo other m'\Jox cities.- Second, the city has

~not_had a fiscal crisis. Tl tax’ bdbk, continues*to’ grow, ind regilar city %
chployment ¢ontinued.. 10 inctéase during ‘1975-1976.  Third; city:

clq.tmns are-conducted on T nonpartisan basis. and there'is no tr'\dmon‘
~of patronage in the city government. Fourth. the Dep'\rtment of Labor

Services protcsslondl staff’ has been able to establish and m'nmam-"‘-.
- considerable autonomy in the'operation of Bs: programs. '

The -major problem of - the . pSE program i the Topeka -Shawnee
County Consortium- has been in securing public service jobs that can
- provide transition to [‘)crmanent employment. The emphasis on low skill

' entr) positions has gompoundgd this problem, as have civil service

requirements that have effedtively excluded CETA employees from the
police and fire departmcnts ‘ ‘ - :
. \ (

I3

CLIENTELE

ﬁw client groups served in- Topcka manpowu progmms now are
subsu’f{ntmlly the same ones served before CETA. The major priority has*
continued to be the economudlly disadvantaged person and the fhinority
grotp member. Minor changes in the groups being served have occurred,
but there have been no ‘major shifts in stated priorities or in types of
participants. This stability is dut to the nature.of labor market problems

~ ih Topeka and to the commitment of thie Departmznt of Labor Services

stafl ta assist minorities and the dmadV'\ntaged
Perhaps the most significant conclusion is that the decentrahzahon of

+« manpower progmms has not led to a deemphasis on serving disadvan-

taged. and minority clientele. Similarly, the phasing out of commumty-
based' organizations as elgmﬁcant providers of manpower services has
1ot led to a noticeable change in the types of participants served. .

There were only a few changes in Title I client characteristics: from
fiscal 1975 to fiscal 1976 (second quarter). First. ‘the percentage. of

- women decreased from 51 perent to 41 percent. Second, persons with a

“high school education increased from 43 percent to 48 percent. Third,
~the percentage of participants who were unemployed increased from 67
to 77 percent. These changes suggest that Title I participants in the first
“half of fiscal 1976 ‘were more likely than fiscal 1975 participarits to be
‘men, high school graduates, and unemployed., Such clmnges seem to

[y - - . s
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* reflect the increase in unemployment of .white men during this perlod
* rather than a basic change in priorities. .

Under Titles I1 and VI the unemployed have had the highest prlonty,

as - required. There *has been less, emphasis on minorities and the
dlsadvantagcd than there'was ‘under Title. I because the Department of

- Labor Services Wanted to insure -that those placed in public service .
. emplayment-are ready for jobs In fiscal 1976 (through.the'third quarter).’ o

T

ercent of Title VI participants. The disadvantaged represented 22.1'and -

g}e unemploycd constituted 87 percent of Title 11  participants arid 98"

2.4 percent, respectively. Forty-two percent of the Title Il participants,
"~ were black; as were 36: 2 percent of those in Title VI jobs. The:lower
“emphasis on dnadvantaged clientele would seem to be consistent with

. the purposes of Titles 11 and IV and also with the need to_convince

employch to hire public service participants.
There is no indication that political influgnces affected the choxce of
CETA ‘participants. The mayor continues to have great concern with

youth’ programs, but‘such concerns are only expressed in general and .

there is every indication that elected officials support the priorities
established by the Department of Labor Services. Specifically, CETA does

+ . not appear to be used to political purposes and even the public service

employment program: is not used for partisan political purposes.
R R o~

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS - . o

Substantial changes in. the Topeka manpower system, such as the
~ development of a comprehensive dellvery System, have not yet been

4

accompanied by comparable successés in program results (see Table 2).

There has been a substantial increase in the number of persons served
in ‘the Topeka-Shawnet - -County Consortium. Increases in funding
account for some but not all of the enrollment increases. Under Title
from fiscal 1975 to fiscal 1976 there was an increase in enrollment of 77
" percent, with an igcrease in expenditures of 35 percent. The consortium
is able to provide services to. more persons at a lower cost per person,

which indicates an mcrease in efficiéncy due to program consolidation. "

However, data on terminations suggest that improvements in thé
delivery system have not yet been accompanied by improved employmcnt

opportunities for CETA participants. In fiscal 1975 and fiscal 1976 only.

about 50 percent of those terminated entered employment In fiscal 1976; . -

*for example there were P 105 termlndtlom from Title I programs Of the

SRS . '

A T : “
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" TABLE? 2 Status of CETA Enrollees After Termination, Trtles I, 1I,and VI
' Frscal 1975 and 1976: Topeka -Shawnee County Consortrum

: I rscal 1976

Lo

T Title Title Title " Title Title Title .
Ttems - R Total "1, i1 vr Total I LIl -.VI
Individuals served Lo 907 x7.12 103 92 1669 1,262 94 - 313
. Total gerpindtions = - 73720315 33 24 1324 1,105 66. 153 . |
bntered employment - 188:.'168 ' 12 . '8 72070 609 3% 74 . A
“Direet placements® . ° - 397 39 - 264 . 262 ‘2 0 .
Indirect placements® 121 117 3.1 223 155 27 . 41
SLH-cmployment" .28 12 9 70233 192°/8 33
Other positive tt.rmmanons_ 735730 s - 101 .96 i1... 4
Nonpositive; terminations . . 49 117 16 16 - 504..401 28 75
placement ratio - - o . 50 .53 36 .33 54 .557.56- .48
Direct plicement ratia. . . .10 120 -~ - 420 .24 =03: _ N
Indirect placement ratio - .32 37 .09 .04 1714047 27
Obtained employmignt ratio’ .08 .04 27 .29 18 1712 .22
LXPtndnureS(thousandsof B o o N
dollars) . - < . 1,285 8es 229 191 2,132 L,170193 77

-SOURCES:! u. S [)epartmt:nt of Labor quarterly progress reports for flscal 1975 and
¢ fiscal,1976. & . .
aEnl'ulleeb provlded only outreach, rntake und referral services.
bEnToliees received training, employment or manpower services.
l'Lnl'ullees obtamed employment other than through the pnme sponsor

IS

Bk

609 Who entered employment 262 were drrect placements who recerved
- no. trarmng or other additional services. In Titles 11 and VI, placement
‘success wa$ even less- for both years.2” There is consequently no
* indication lhat the effectiveness of CETA programs has improved during

the transmon from categorical programs toa comprehensrve system. .

-

Title'1 . ' 0.32

“Title 11 - 0.23

CTielV o 029
CONCLUSIONS

In the area of the Topeka Shawnee County Consortrum, CETA has had

. the followmg ‘effects:

Placement rates For Topeka, Whrle low, were above the natronul averages, whrch were

* Fiscal 1975~

“Tiscal 1976

0.31

1017

0.27

N

%

¢ Ve

-

-
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-~ responsibility of the city government.. T , _
° The geographic coverage of manpower programs is virtually the

, eémployment.. - - ; N B
- ° The city of Topeka has assumed responsibility for: the administra-

R I

104 .+, S ¢ v EMPUOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS
. o ' ‘ . .7 \

. ® The decentralization of manpower program$ under, CETA has_been \

successful in 1r,ansfe'rring .eﬂ“ectiv_ea@nt'r_o,l of T‘i‘tle“‘l; Title 11, and Title:VI
programs to. the Topeka-Shawnee County- Conséitium. A new city
department—"‘the“_-'D_epartment of Labor. Serv'icgsﬁ»has been esfablishied
to administer manpower programs, - which Uaze" now an accepted

same as the relevant fabor market since the formation of a consortium

. no -fr‘agm_en_tatjon of - the.labor market in the T peka area, since all ;
. programs, with the single exception of Title 11, are open to all-county """

residents. . : o o ; : -
® The categorical manpower, programs that existed before CETA have

been -replaced by a comprehensive program operated by the city. 3
" Uniform eligibility criteria_ for acceptance into”ay program have been

established and are being administered by a central intake center."An

eligible CETA applicant, after assessinent and counseling, can be referred -

to a full range of service, including or, skill ‘training, and public service

tion and’ operation of all manpower programs . funded by CETA.
Traditional subcontractors have lost their role in the delivery system.

‘The employment service andthe vocational education agency have no

direct. dperating responsibilities for CETA programs,-and such communi-

ty-based organizations as SER-and OIC are.no longer active in manpower’ .-

services. = . : ‘ - : o w0
© CETA'is évolving ‘into a separdte manpower program -and there is

little formal or informal cooperation with other governmental manpower

programs, particularly the employment service and vocational education:
© The effectiveness of the Manpower Advisbry Planning -Council

decreased - during fiscal 1976. It has not hadf a material effect on

consortium planning and is not perceived as an|influential body by its"

members. Nevertheless, it is more active than similar councils. before -
. «CETA . - S R '

12

* The 'main change in the mix of services d riﬁg CETA’s first 3 years
has been a shift away from fstitutional classropm training, as had been

provided by the vocational education skill cbnter and 0IC, to. more -

" individual services, - especially individual 'refeg!raIS'to a wide range of
training institutions. Class-size training programs have .been deempha- - -

‘sized. . N S : . R

© There has been no major shift in the comipositon of clientele served: -

3

FELLO

i
»

-

~_between the city of Topeka and Shawnee County‘i“ﬂ fiscal 1976. There js, .



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A Top.ékfi-Shawnee\- County Consortitln, Kansas =~ +* - .

s, . . o .- N . g P

Ry ' - .
e - o,

105

.

Disadvahtaged zl:nd-'minorit}y persoﬁs have maiﬂtainéd their representa- -

* ‘tion in manpower programs, . N L
. - The substantial changes in-the delivery systems and adnup;'sgratlon
~.of programs have improved the- efficiency of the CETA program by

allowing substantially more persons to be served; however, there is'no -

opportunities has changed.

‘evidence that the effectiveness ;Oﬂ'prc')gra'msfin-imprc_)ving employment’
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- Phoenix-Maricopa
. \J County Consortium, -
R ‘Arizona = -

~

", . The Phoenix-Maricopa Coufity Consortium was characterized from the "
~ Start by Internal ¢onflict and an uneasy partnership bétween city and
. *.county forces. It foundered after continued difficulties and was dissolved .
=~ 7 18 months after its’inception. The following report is an overviéw of the, -
"% "Comprehensive Employment and Fraining Act (CETA) program ff the
' ‘consortium: . 1t highlights pre-ceTA experierice, the. structure df the
consartium and its dissolytion, and alternativesto the consortium. - .~
. Fheisite of the consortium, sprawling Maricopa County, has one of the,
fastest growing populations in the United States. In-migration-adds toa -
. swelling local work force. There is increasing evidence that more and -
more job'seekers ‘are moving to Arizona and to ‘the Phoenix area.
- Competition for most jobs is very keen in Maricopa County. The
“estimated .overall ‘unemployment rate for the consortium area in 1974
- exceeded 8.5 percent. For persons with Spanish surnames the unemploy--
7 ment level was approximately 12 percent and for blacks approximately. -
16 percent. -~ . . T~ o
* &0 - " Clustered in'central Maricopa County and within a 15-mile r48ius are
~ * Phoenjx, "Scottsdale, ‘Mesa, Glendale, - Tempe ‘and Chandlér. These

T
.

" Edmund V. Mech is affiliated with the Schobt of Social Work,"Arizona State-University.
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: : el - A
contain 90 percent’ of the county population and account for half the

_ state -population. Phoenix alope, with a 1975 popwation ~of - about
670,000; represents almost 60 percent of the Maricopa PQPUla{ion.

- [5

S - e
Lo

Pt

_PREZCETA EXPERIENCE .

- Before CETA, emphasis, On: manpowér programs centered on urban

indicated a’higher goncentration of persons within the inner city who
-required’ manpower-SETVICes. Accordingly,there had been no significant -

- employment proble,jyh?.- Phoenix inner ‘city, since census data

. pre-CETA - joint city-county ‘activities in_manpower. _Ma\ricgpa County
programs were operated under the county Community Services Depart-

. ment. Some Phoenix Programs were under the community agtion agency, -

called Leadership -and Education for : the . Advancement "8 Phigenix ‘-

. (LEAP), and the city operated a Concentrated Employment Program.

. (Cep). The city’s experience with cep, plus its significant population of

. progrAms with potential for employability deyelopment. - *

Mexicin Americans, blacks, and Indians indicated a commitment to-

CETA planning was preceded by the Cooperatlve Arey’ Maﬂpowz{ : ‘
e

Planning System ,(CAMP_S)~ There was an overlap between CAMps ancli"t
Mganpower Aréa Planning Coupcil through June 1974. The Manpower

Area Planning Council reported to the mayor-and to the state camps.”

" About a year prior t0 CETA, an ad hoc committee Was formed to make
" funding recommeridations to the Manpower Area Planning Council’s

~ comprehensive planning committee. The task involved allocating $5.2.

millién in fiscal 1974 manpower ‘revenue-sharing- funds to programs, "

- Development and Training Act of 1962."

“~ " 1 ‘

funded ynder the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and the Manpowef

"+ ™ The pre-ceTA planning staff numbered five persons under the éégi‘s of -

* the city of Phoenix W}th. accoupfability in the mayor’s office, The pre-

_#%gTA planning council included 42 members, but despite jts 'size it
‘ }v_gerted little-impact and its recommendations were largely ignored by

the U.S. Department Of Labor., When important ISSues arose, the

_community-based organizations (cso’s) commonly Were aligiied in ong

camp in opposition t0 the Arizoga State Employment Seryic;?. .

. THE CONSORTIUM

 CONSORTIUM STRUCTURE

In 1974 Phoenix and-Maricopy County agreed to join in a consortium
that would serve as the prime sponsor for manpower programs in their

"_1..148‘ |



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

108 . - . : EMPLOYMENT ANummmNc\x\pGRAMs

dgement from the U.S. Department of Labor, which emphasized
the advantages of a consortium; (2) increased efficiency and consglida-
tion-of resources; (3) the legislative inducement of the inceritive money

~ for juriédictions that set up consortiums; (4) the advantages of planning

for a labor market as a whole; and (5) the trend tgward metropolitan
coordination. Despite the surface rationality of the' reasons cited, and

although relations between Maricopa. County-and the city of Phoenix™ .
have generally been good, both parties to the agreement were reported as . -

. relyctant ' to form the .consortium, and each seemed concerned OVET-
- protecting its vested .interest. Phoenix had more at stake by Virtue of
having operated cep and having supported 'it with -considerable city.

furids—Maricopa County was viewed as lagging behind ‘the city. in its

.commitm'en‘t to manpower services and somewhat inexperienced in the
~ delivery of manpower services. The county had not been significantly
. involved in pre-ceTA manpower cfforts, . since .cep. was a program .

designed specificlly for inner city areas.

s The 'folloWihg factors were significant in this decision: O

It was. decided early that, primarily on_the basis of pbpul'a,tioh;..

‘Phoenix would be allocated 60 percent of the funds, and the county 40

percentizddministrative jurisdiction for CETA was’ given to Phoenix,

specifically to the-city manager’s office. This resulted in a counterbalance’

appointment of a’ courity employee as' thé CgTa administrator. . The

. machinery for decision making proved cumbersome, and the dilemma K
- was ‘readily. dpparent; Final approval of all recommendations on CETA. .
was necessary from the Phoenix city council and_ffom. the Maricopa-
County. board of supervisors. What would happen when the Phoeriix city-

couneil and the Maricopa County board of supervisors disagreed? And
what ' would happen when rapid-action was required, i.e., how would
elected officidls view ceta against other priorities for action? These and

o/ St e
T I

CADMINISTRATION .~ o T

multitude of other priorities seeking attention from elected officials.

Administration and decision maki

manager, was delegated to an executive assistant who was to be

o L . . A

" other issues were chronic irritations throughout the -consortium effort.

- Several problems .emerged -‘under . the -'nCV\;' structure, Removing the
" operation of city ‘manpower programs from' LEAP and placing CETA
directly under the city manager meant that CETA had to compete with a "~ -

g became more complex because .
~“final action required approval from two elected-official groups—the -

Phoenix city council and the Maricopa County board of supervisors. .
- Administrative responsibility, although .technically assigned to the city
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 responsible to the consortium for CETA and’was the person to whom the

PLANNING

" ‘cerA administrator reported: This was an obstacle course of bureaucratic
‘machinery that materially reduced the ehances for creative planning and
_.smooth operation. Fmally there were additional bureaucratic obstacles
. in personnel matters and.in timely prov1sxon of equipment, materxal and :

supplies. .~ . . .. : . : :

. No loss of- planmng expertise- was noted as a'result of CETA; however,
“turf”. problems between planning staff and the administrator were

manifested early. The planning stafl consisted mostly of persons who

had worked for the -city of Phoenix prior to the consortium. The

~ administrator, however; was a former-Maricopa County employee. There

were indications early of frlctlon between Phoenix city employees and -

- the county-oriented CETA admmlstratorg syg%gestmg a pessimistic. forecast
o

for a productive consortlum
_Under the consortium, the M:mpower Planmng Councxl (MPC)

~ consisted of 27 members. Commumty based program_operators, spe-
- cifically-the Urban League; the Phoenix' Qapportumtles Industrialization- . *

Center (01C), and Jobs for Progress (Sl:R)v ere virtually eliminated from

~ voting ‘membership. Manpower experts wha, were deemed not to have
- conflicts' of interest were seated on. the ﬂcounc'ﬁ spec:ﬁcally a representa-
tive- from the  Arizona Department of Vocational Education and

representation from the Arizona’ Department of Economic Securlty ‘The

community-based organizations were except:onally vocal ‘in ‘their
complaints. that a “rubber yardstick” was being used in excluding them -

from. council representation. This was in response to" a request of the
manpower planning council that the ¢Bo’s submit five names from which

|

the council would choose one to sit on the council. The cBQ's comphed :
after official protest. However, commumty -based organizations did sit on”
“a special program operators committee that advised the -planning

council. Moreover, cBo’s developed and organized their relatxonshxps

with'the community by having supportive residents voice their opinions,’
‘by contacts_with. busingss and industry, and by making appearances

before: the city council and the county board. of supervisors. These
officials were approached by the™cBO's on three issues, (1) stipend

* payments, (2) aﬂirmatlve action ratlgs, and 3 refundmg for spec1al

_programs.

The CETA admlmstrator  the planmng staff, and the Manpower‘

Plannmg Council ‘exerted con51derable influence regardmg Title 1
dCClSlOﬂS The CETA planmng staff-was effective m provxdmg, decxslon

R

o
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making information to the manpower'.'pla'n'ning council. The manpower
planning council formed two active ecommittees; one on planning, the
other op evaluation: The city council and the’¢ounty board were very

' much inqn_uenced by récommendations offered to them by the Manpower
Planning Council. In fact, the, Phoenix city ctouncil was not prone to
enfertaip recommendations other than those offered by the-Manpower

- Planning Council and it was credited with approving 90 percent of the ,

‘-planning cduncil's -recommendations. In contrast to the Manpower = -
Planning Council's effective role in Title I planning, planning for Titles -
L and VI \vns'harii‘fed\f)\ri‘m,arily within the personnel .departme,n‘ls of the
city ‘and the county and Ay as not dealt with by cETA plangers and/or the

* planning council. A - - .

i

v \
. .

~ _P'R(._)_(‘;R&\x CHARACTERISTICS » Lt : R
‘Program Delivery . cETA program deliverers were essentially the samé as”
o - those before, CETA; ‘no’ important program deliverers. were eliminated. -
- - --Before cETA. there were two cep centers; one operated by the Urban
- League and, the employment service, “the - other by ser and .the:
“employment. service. The: Phoenix o1¢ was another major service
deliverer. In addition;, the Neighborhood Youth Corps (Nyc) operatedon
a .county busis, with -progiams for city "and  county; the Migrant.”
Opportunitits Program (Mor) was for county residents. Before CETA, SER.
_ manpower-activities served primarily western Maricopa'County. Under - . -
CETA'a manpower center was established in eastern Maricopa County.
Basically, the consdrtium relied-on a'series of subcontracting agencies:
to deliver services, with cEra administrative units responsible for _
planning, nionitoring; and fiscal services: The' emphasis on subcontrac-
tors increased the number, of'p‘rogram operators in-the consortium.
Duplication of services was avoided by judicious use of, subcontractors
and by eliminaling territorial overlaps among ageBcies selected. :
- :The main difficulty in\service deliVery was’ thit services, which were
' concentrated in Phoenix;"were inaccessible to 4 1any Maricopa County. .
residents. The-system was viewed as comprehensive in the.sense that a
. viriety: of. services were offered and "that they were available to all
‘= .. participants, T - IR
' In comparison,"the pre-CETA system was fragmented. Each deliverer
© negotiated its funding; each had a federal representative for its réspective
. program. SER; oic, and the Urban League received their funding directly
~ from their national ‘sources. Each had .somew Mlerent policies and-
- regulationd td abide by and each had ifs specid] targ t groups. Moreover,
© CEP was restricted by geographic target boundaries{ Accordingly, CETA - -—

-

’
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. seems to have produced a definite improvement. For example,
transportation has consistently bheen a primiary ,problem. "Under ciEa . .,
more funds gvere allocated 1o the trasportation budget»in order to

maximige thé'capability for bringing Qﬁogr_uni pakticipants 1o the-centers ‘

[ “ vooom

- from outlying areas. c

-

ngram’fo Thc-p%»gfam roix id not ¢hange markedly under CETA.
It was geared 10 serve ceonomically disadvantaged péople, pasticularly -
~the. Titlg | program. Classroom traiping and work ¢ grience wére
.emphasized. Classroom-training activities increased fro 2T percent in
fiscal 1975 10 37 percent of Title I funds in fiscal 1976. Work ¢xperience, -
~ mosily for. youth, ‘consumed 40 pereent of the trdining resourees inboth. !
»oyears. . . ‘ SR

[N

¢ - v

)
'

‘ . ey ® . "- . :;'.‘: '-"’u .v;f i ~
* Program Résubts - Theplacement ratio for Title I was approkirnately 45"
* percent, which indicates that CETA enabled ‘many-purticipmt;% to olftain’
employment opportunities (s Table 1). It shpuld be recognized that this -

. .

“rate Tefers. to an aggregate of programs and includes programs such as v G
Nye and other work sexperieneé” programs that are: not placerent- o
oriented. The placement record of programs that were primarily oviepted
to job placement was higher. . - '

. There is a’conviction that Title | programs improved in quality under’
*"CETA, primarily. beciuse of the gxtensive monitoring and the wide local
~ cottstituency involved in the determination of accountability. However,

- aniy_ evidence of, increased quality is” primarily indirect and derived

’

largely from monitoring, evaluation. and assessment reports prepared by .

‘the CETA administration. These reports contained information selative 1+« -+

daily activities within'cach program, with suggestions and recominenda- v - .
tion§ for correcting deficiencies identified during on-site reviews.

Y

A '

_ Evaluation of Tiile 1. Thckfkmsoriium deserves high warks for its
~ evaluation of the Title T prograr, Designed 10 assess:short-termimpacl—
a‘weightgd multifactor system of rating performance was applied o 18
subcontractors. Program results were derived by the CeTA plannipg-and .
. evaluatioti unit with input from the manpower planning council and
* program operators.” The wwib mgasure “of outcome Wwas Tthat of .
* placementsinto unsubsidized jobs. Five factors entered inta,the fortalay 0
. (1) The target group index indicated theiproportion gf the disadvantaged
placed and was given a maximanm weightof-40 points on 4 Seale of 100.

.. (2) The retention rate, with 1 yuiximum weight”of* 20, points, was an
Aindicator of longevigy in unsvhsidized 'dinployment. Renfention was
measured at 30, 60, and 90 days on d‘ié‘jiob,.‘(:i) Wage level was based oif
. ST . . ",V'u.."'v . )
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the. highest hourly wage within 90 days of placement in unsubsidized ¢
employment,, This was_ taken s an.indicator -of the " quality "of . - ‘
‘employment. The higher thie wage, the-greater the weight, from 0 o 20 L

__points, (4) Positive ternination rate received a ‘maximum of 20 points.
Positive termindtions were défined as -(a) ertry into unsubsidized
employment. (b) enlistment in the military services, (c) return to school,-
or (d) eardliment in other manpower programs. (5) The fifth Tagtor was =
‘Program outcome was micasured for 18 operators-for 6, months. Each -
was rankedsaccording to its index based on the factors tited. The results . -
were presented to the manpowet pl¥nning Council for réview and.then e
distributed 1o program operators:."An”éxample” 6f 'the “{riformation
, - contained in the assessment report is as follows:. Co

v
v

v
A ok

This program. has . a very low cost per plaement fot (@cal). 1976 ($1,519); .
v representative placement” rate of 70 percent and-is’presently above ‘planned .
figures. for Aumber, of pladements.’ This,contractor was addressing a needy -

segment: of the ‘populition; An increas¢ in agency funding level should’ be. .
consi_dggcd._fdr'_»(ﬁsc 1977 - . o

ok
al te?

. An exampte of a review ol a program ranked seventeenth in the roster of
: vy . . NS b s . o . S
e 1B operatorg s as follows: - W o S .

~ This program has a 59 percent negative termination raté and a $27,582 cost-per
placement, 1f.is far béhind in 1ts, performance standards and has received a.very _
. . unfavorable monitoring report from the operations section. This program should .. .« .
be terminated. L RS RSP S
Evaluation'of Titles 1 and VI Placement ratios for Titles [Land VIwere -
20 percent and 29 percent, respectively (see Table 1% In contrast to Title .
1, placement or transition to unsubsidized employment was not used-asa =
basic index-of progiam butcome for Titles 11 and VI, The emphasis of
the' public service eiployment administrators was on tWo_immicdiate
-objectives: {1) First was distribution of public servicé cmployment siots.
The question was, “To what’ extent do_ Titles Il and Visslots: feflect .
services considered to be iit the categary of essential and/or importafit?” "
Effectiveness was judged by a ‘subcommittee of elected, officials ' who " .
deterniined, the validity of each job slot approved, If job slots were in g+ =70
priotity “calegory, . then “*cflectiveness”™ was asswined. (2) The second - ='.» B
objective was adherence to program - plans in terns of ‘iumbers of
individuals cnrolled, accrued expenditures, and enrollment of significant
segments of the population in need of services in-the program., 2% -

n G,

. . . . . ; . “
v . L . B S, N B L
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.I;Ak'r_l(.‘u’mfr CHARACTERISTICS . B

~ Most participant§ during and preceding cETA were disadvantaged . Prior
to CETA: 85-90 percent of the clients of most programs were disadvan-
taged. During the 1974-1975 recession, many Title 1 programs reported
“increased demands for service from individuals who were not-disadvan-
taged bat’ Had lost their jobs: Title’I, programs tended to- serve younger
persons, with ngarly 60 percent. in the age 22 and under category. Titles
" Il and VI primarily served individuals in the 22-44 age-bracket. Becaiise
~_ of emphasis on'work experience programs for school age youths, Title I
served participants who possessed less formal education, whereas Titles’
“Iland VI served participants who had at least a high school education™>7 - -
. Title 1 also tended to serve a higher percentage of minorities than did
. Titles Il and V1. Why did Title.1 participants differ from those placed in
+ -+ public service employment jobs? The standaid response was that since
' Title I participants-were younger and less educated, they were more in
~ " need of Title I ‘h_'lahpower; educational training programs to ready
»*themselves for+jobs. In contrast, public service employment participants
' were more likely to be better educated and to possess job experience and. ,
therefore were bettér. prepared for work. One explanation is that the =
consortium, by design, was attempting to subsidize many of the.cityand . .

=~ county departments. = Loy
. - . ¢ ot

- DISSOLUTION OF THE CONSORTI_UM

-In October 1974, the Phoenix-Maricopa County Consortium became an
operating entity; in April 1976, it agreed to dissolve. The 'split had been
developing for many months. Several considerations seemed to account
for it. Originally, it was expected that thie consortium would offer at least -

“two benefits: (1) a unified area-wide delivery of "comprehensive

- manpower services and (2) an incentive bonus that the law-allocates to
Jurisdictions forming a-consortium. Apparently these potentials. failed to

 pay off. The background was as (ol,lo'ws. . S

e INCENTIVE BONUS - . ‘ .
The incentive bonus was to be between 5 and l,O"per'cent ‘of the Title I -
D allocation. Some observers charge that Phoenix did not benefit from the
© .~ bonus. As an example, they cite the $745,146 bonus received by the
consortium during, its- first year. Concurrent with the. receipt of the
‘bonus, the consortium was considerjng a staff proposal to establish a "
. CETA centgg in eastern Maricopa County. The CETA manpower advisory
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e u)unul and the Phoenix city council voted approval for the center to be
opcmtcd by TROIKA, & coalition of the Phoenix otc, the Urban Leaguc,
and str. The county board, ot supervisors, however, insisted - that the
nter be operated by the Maricopa County commumty services agency
_ot county government. Becituse-the funding and the questron 'of who waa’]
© going to opcrate the new center were part of'an overall revision in budget
.. Tequest of $1.6 million that had-an immediate deadline, the- county was
~ . able to win on this issue. The overall modification had several items, but
they were all considered one proposal. ln the way. that the consortium
“ was structured, there was no mediation proccss, and unless both parties
(city and county) agrccd on everything, nothing went forward. The '
county. would not agree unless it could run the new center.
Despite the view that'an eastern Maricopa County center has always
had top- priority,  the cost for operatihg the center was $750,000, and
‘many CETA staffers believed that without the $746,146 bonus the center
'mlght not have been funded."As an added note, this new center was -
scheduled to open in mid-May l975, it did not begin operating until’
-December 1975. 'In , January . 1976 the Marlcopa County community
services unit submitted a- request to have its contract goals for the new -
center reduced by 25. percent. This’ request was not accompanied by a
,»proportronal reduction in funding. cera stafl indicated that some’
~~reduction in funding, though not 25 percent, would be necessary ’
~~ One effect of the $750,000, funding for CETA Center 3 in eastern -
-'Marrcopa County was that the city of Phoenix claimed that it received -
absolutely no- benefit from the first-year bonus of $745,146. The bonus
- for the second year was $699,142. No program funding occurred that
could bekdlrectly attributed to'receipt of the bonus. Some persons on the
_CeTA staff indicated, however, that any calculations of the second-year BT
bonus should alsd include the amount of $150,000 that-was available for , -
a program for persons ofilimited English speaking ability (LESA). Key
* CETA stafl members ‘believed that the $150,000 was; lost because the -
- county failed to support implementation of the LESA program, a program
viewed as. necessary by the C1ty of Phoemx

]

- FlNANClAL (ONSlDERATlONS

In. the spring of l975 looklng toward d1ssolutlon, the consortium -
. obtained estimates of financial impact. They wete as follows: if
maripower funds were to be allocated diréctly and separately to the city |
\ and county rather than to the-consortium, the tity of Phoenix, on the
. basis ofepopulation and unemployment data, would probably receive _
© $342,767 more than its current_allocatlon, and the county $342,767 less. . - -
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" In addition to the:bonus, consortium supporters ldentrﬁed unification of

- manpower services as a-major benefit. In practice, although there was a _
single CETA staff for the consortium, two separate bodies, the Phoenix .-

city council and the Maricopa County board of supervisors, had to make

‘:hnal decrsrons A _Department of Labor audit conducted in.June: 1975 .

deemed this” system unworkable.” Instead of the hoped for unified
manpower services a series of heated issues arose over CETA operatlons

"The Phoeriix city council and the Maricopa County board of supervisiors

had five major conflicts: (1) who was to run CETA Center 3, (2) the LESA .
grﬁnt application, (3) use of Title I money for prime .sponsor publlc-.;

- service employment positions, (4) indirect charges to Title 1 operatrons

and (5) nonstipend payments by Phoenix oic. . S~

. Individuals knowledgeable about cep and the county programs prior.
to October 1974 insist that it was the city’s demonstrated ability with cep -
that was. responsrble for the consortium’s being one of the first in the

natlon to receive appfoval to lmplement its program. The c1ty no longer
. dlrect[y operates any manpower programs, whereas the . _county has-.

expanded the number-that it operates By virtue of the city of Phoenix’s .
previous performance in manpower programs, the county was able,

through the consortium, to expand. its-manpower capability, although .

ALTERN‘ATIVES TO THE CONSORTIUM

FoIIowrng the actlon to dissolve the Phoenlx-Marlcopa County Consortr- o
'um a. review was ~conducted of the stafﬁng and organrzatlonal'

LACK. OF OVERALL ADMINISTRATIVE 'CONTROLS

some observers believe that the county has. demonstrated far Iess
capability than the c1ty of Phoenlx :

{

' One -issue .that’ plagued the consortlum throughout was_the- allegatlon_‘,
- that adequate control could not’ emerge from the. CETA administration,
- inasmuch as the administrator' was a former county emplSyee whose

loyalties were thought : to- reside ‘with the' county. Moreover, the
relationship of the administrator to the $laff was" the ‘subject of

~ considerable controversy Various members of the staff. charged that
. recommendations emanating from CETA as ‘staff recommendations” had
“in fact no staff contribution and came. solely. from’ the: administrator.

Furthermore, it was charged that unreasonable sanctions were carrledf '
out agamst former city emponees workrng for CETA , ‘

- “
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v alternatives available to the crty and the county. The followmg patterns l ‘
emerged A [P e

\

PHOENIX o o o 4/
'lhe budget and research unit, at the request of the Phoenix. c1t)}
" manager’s. office, reviewed the experience of other cities, the current
_status of CETA operations, and the operation of the city’s manpower
~ programs prior to ¢ETA. It found that the majority of larger cities
surveyed decided.to combme manpower programs with other soclal ,
services programs, which ‘included activities such as - community -
-.development, housing programs, economic development cornmumty '
. dction.agencies, and model cities. Several alternatives were studied; and. .
"as of October 1976 the one selected for. Phoenix was to consolidate ¢ 'ETA
- programs within the city’s Economic Security Department With' this
: alternatrve, the administration of CETA programs would be merged with
- *the “city’s ‘public service employment program. An’ employment ‘and
 training division would be added to Economic Security. The planmng .
supervisor and operations supervisor. posrtlons would be eliminated. A’
position of assistant employment and training administrator was to. be
: created the incumbent was. to be dlrectly respoiisible for CETA opﬁ:ratlons
and was to assist the administrator with the overall program. Fiscal and
. clerical positions were-also to be realigned and placed directly under the - .
Economic Security director. These positions were vrewed as servmg the
"entire Economic Security Departmient. ,
The rationale for consolidation of CETA within Economlc Secunty was -
to bring together all CETA programs and to provide needed links between
'manpower and economic ‘development activities. Because Economic g
. -Security, which already administered the public service employment .
- .program, was familiar with-- overall - CETA programs and ‘had: some .
.administrative staff capacity to absorb new. programs, it was’ reasonable
“-to consolidate CETA within Econormc Securrty Placeme tof all CETA .
~programs within that office would provide the city managDr § office with -
- improved administrative control- by having an. penenced department -
. - head deal with. the' daily operating problemse{l'rat hindered efficient - -
.. operation of the consortium. However; in January:1977, By:action of the = -
. Phoenix city council,.some city departments were reorganized. The
- Economic' Security Department: was abolished. and replaced by a-new -
unit called the Human Resources Departm t. This department handles. . - ..
employment and training and publi¢ émployment” prog'l)ams under CETA.
'LEAP will-be included as_a separate division in the; I’luman Resources - -
Department The Human Relatlons Department Wlll a,lso be merged mto Co

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘MARICOPA. COUNTY

e .
/ o

€

s / EMPLOYMENT ANp"T'kA'mlNG PROGRAMS

i
H

¥ the new department, The economic development program is now -a
- ~separate staff function jwithin a newly titled  Office of Community
. B ¢ . . A . .

. L

Services. i ) » v S
_-Critics of the reorgapization argue that placement of CETA deeper
within the city’s orga:Zzational structure will create. additional bureau-

1
]

cratic barriers between) the operating staff and top management. Some

believe that program delivery and CETA planning and administration = -

should be separate. Afcording to this view, administrative units tend to

- make a‘biased evalua/ ion of their,own operation. The city has, however,
~ indicated its intention to assure fair. evaluations, through careful study of
.the Department of Labor mandatory outside audits and, if necessary, by

‘assigning an objective third party to assist in evaluation,-

The city réxjew .foncluded that a basic net reduction of pérsoﬁhel

‘could be made i the .CETA administration staff regardless. of the,

organizational arrangement selected. It recommended that nine positions.

‘be dele:tedasfqll.o s: S

_ Admihistrution i - Affirmative action officer (contractual-position)
" .Planning. 4 Manpower planner.11! (Maricopa County employee) -
R R ~Manpower planner I = - S
: » Manpower planner 1 S '
. . . . F . . ) . L.
; ‘Operations . - -Assistant operations supervisor

Manpower planner L -
Account clerk (vacant) -

Administrative Eecretary‘(vaéant) . o
Secretary HI (Maricopa County employee) . -

bt bt bk b b ek ek et b

Sccrqtariai poo‘l

In summa;y: consolidation of CETA administration within the Human
Resources. Department was approved on the ‘basis of the view that
plaéement of CETA within this unit would provide the best fiscal controls

~ and organizational efficiericy. The public service: employment program -

would be united with Title 1 pfbgréms; combining all ceTA efforts, and*

- the* line. would be held on administrative costs by using “existing -

administrative structures,
< !

In the countlys the selection of types of activities.and levels of services to-

= -be- provided -was baséd on the’ experience of the consortiu. County
.government would, for the first time, have complete control over its
;- employment:and training delivery system. The county’s-priorities are (1)
the".development of program performance with maximum impact on

ources ..

those most in need, (2) the elimination of duplication so that res
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are eﬂ‘ectlvely made avallable to local communrtles, and (3) close links
with the private sector/of the economy. To accompllsh these goals, the"
county intends to operate as much of its own program as possible and to
avoid costs of momtonng, evaluation, coordination, and negotiation
with outside entiti€s as much as possible. It is not clear, however, how
Marlcopa County, specnﬁcally plans to meet monitoring and evaluation
requirements. The Arizona” departments of Economic Security and -
Vocational Education will continue to deliver in their areas of expertise.-
The followmg services and programs are envisioned within the new

- county’ CETA program: (1) classroom tramlng, (2) on-the-job' training,
and (3) work experience. Supportive services in the form of transporta-

~tion, legal aid; family health care, and related services available in‘the -

. community will be used to advance participant employability. With the

_ exception of skill training, the county CeTA will directly operate all of -
these. “activities, relying on the Arlzona Department of Economic
Security for assistance.

The main objective is .for the county, under ltsmewly established

Marlcopa Employment - and Training Administration (META) to operate ™
. its"own’ delivery mechanism wherever. feasible. ' Two programs now =~
- ‘operating under county CETA jurisdiction are Eastem Maricopa County

- Training' Center (a comprehensive center), and Manpower Operations

" (formerly Neighborhood Youth Corps and Operation Mainstream). The-

Eastern Maricopa County - Tralnmg Center will. expand to operate a

" Western Maricopa County Training Center. '

The county’s CETA advisory council will be responsrble for advrsmg
and recommending basic-goals and- objectives, ‘policies, program plans,
and. procedures to monitor and ‘provide for objective evaluation of-
_programs. The prime sponsor, however, will retain the power to make
final . decisions.” There will be 16 voting members on this council.
Standrng committees will include an, executlve commlttee anda plannrng

- and evaluatlon comrmttee

x

organizational structure (see Fxgure 1). Specrﬁcally, META will be directly |,
under the county personnel director, where general administrative
~ planning and fiscal'and program coordination functions will take place. -
. However, much of the program will be operated by the Community

a9

Services Department This: department was selected for dehvery of - (

manpower services betause it has some 14 communlty service “centefs -

- spread - throughout™ the ' county.- Furthet, ~the’ Commumty ‘Services N

- Department- gained. experience in the’ 0peratlon of a comprehensrve'
~manpower ceriter under the consortium. Use. of already existing service
centers coupled with specrﬁc CETA manpOWer expenence made the7-

C)
e T
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, bulk of manpower servnces under the CE’PA Tnle Iprogram .__.’ o

‘__,_.-TOWARD A NATIONAL EVALUATION POLICY

“This concludmg secuon focuses on steps to 1ncrease the hkehhood of

_The dec1sron in"any budget year to continue progra‘}n
“operating is itself -a significanit Judgment ‘Moreovt

Communlty Serv1ces Department the preferred chorce for dellvermgdthe

a4

prodiictive" evaluathns ins manpower service delivery), Major decisions’
about manpower, policy are being made with ]1m1te§|, emplrlcal evidence: |

: are presemly
t1s likely - that:

ok

ms' wlll be made

decrslons to change programs or m mtroduce new progt
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‘in the absence of convincing evidence. Hence the. cycle of 0peratrng on -
insufficient knowledge continues unless federal polrcy is changed.

Present local application of evaluation techniques focuses on short--
“term issues and contributes little to the cumulative knowledge of long-

_ term results for the participants. By not mandating proper and vigorous .
“evaluations, federal policy makers @ce. the dilemma of either wasting:-
funds on mediocre and perhaps invalid evaluations or ofrncreasrng other
risks,” such  as continuing ineffective p?ograms Or .SPONSOTjng new
programs of unproved value. What is needed ‘is.an unequivocal.

. commitment to standards for demonstratlng CETA program effect on

participants. : The ‘evaluation system .now in “use in Phoenix gives . 2

. productive administrative and operating information ‘for issuing new.

. contracts, but there is a dearth of\rnformatlon regardlng the capability of . B

the Phoenix-Maricopa, CETA ‘to’ make a drﬂ‘erence in the economic’
~ potential of participants. ' : S :
Program evaluators typically take observatrons or measurements of :

‘program participants only after the latter have been through the program -

“under review. This probably is the most common evaluative research
desrgn, and jt is the weakest. There exists no baseline measurement of the :
partlcrpants with  which to compare post-program -observations. There
exists no control group thdt has not been-exposed to the CETA program to
lend credence to the assertion that:the .observed effect was due to ‘the
~program. IR T S - !

. Frequently, the evaluatlve design ‘that uses observatlons of part|C|~ '
.-pants after exposure'to a program generates ‘much testrmonlal evidence

in favor of a program. This means that.individuals who participate in a
_public service program such as Cera will testify as to its effectiveness on .
- the basis of personal - experience. While this, “one-shot” .design can
reassure. program admlnrstrators '‘that certain “activities are berng K
posrtlvely received by participants, it provides little evidence of actual
© program impact. It should be declared as a hazard to proper evaluation.
"It does not provrde pohcy makers wrth decrsrve rnformatron on program :
-impact. - -

- One: standard that can be rmplemented at Iocal progra evels is to
requrre that_evaluations use a base measure for participants\@efore the
. program is to be put into effect, to be followed by “after” measures as
. participants progress in the program. This rudimentary before and afteT "
design would ‘at best- perqnt an estimate- of .the degree of change .

" experienced by program participants. It does not necessarrly permit ome " -

~ to attribute this change to the CETA program being evaluated; change: . |
' may be dué to factors outside of the program or to the possrblllty that
- some people change regardless of exposure. .- . .

R . . P . [
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s . In order to evaluate properly a program such as CETA, one must collect

- evidence - of its -effectiveness, This means evatuating the “effect on
) ~ participants, rather than counting how many were served. The evidence

v _should persuade policy makers' to  continue, modify, or eliminate -
' particular programs. It is suggested that a- large-scale intervention
program such as CETA and- the idea. of “social experimentation,” which
builds in ‘this type of -evaluation, are not inconsistent and. that the

experimental .option can and §hould be built mto natlonal _manpower -
“efforts. o S :

The techmques for ‘productive evaluatlon of manpower programs are’

at hand. One method; controlled experimentation, can be of value at any

 stage of program development, with-paricular benefits during the early’ .
.phases of a_.program. Use of-'the experimental. altemauve would"

* materially improve the’ quality of manpower programs such as CETA. In*.

. " its absence, questions of program quahty, impact, and eﬁ'ectrveness are .

. Llnllkely to be decrded and wrll remam in the realm ofspeculatlon
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'STEVEN M. DIRECTOR - . - *.

. P SRR
: ln the 3 years sincé lts estabhshment the structure of the Lansmg Tn-' N
’ County Regional Conisortium has undergone no major change.! While -
" the_consortium board of elected officials retains final responsnblhty for all -
~ policy décisions, there have been only a few occasions in which the
" board has not followed the recommendations of its administrative staff, '
the Lansing Tri- -County Regional Manpower Administration. The stafl"
seed itself basically as a management group rather than as an operating -
agency.and thus prefers to subcontract all Comprehensive Employment C
“and Tralnlng (CETA),programs rather than to operate them directly. The
- activities of the staff appear to be influenced strongly by the director’s-
| contention that if manpower programs are to be successful they muist be
S -operated by professnonal nmanagers rather than by social activists. This
“-+ otientation is- reflected  in'the formal written procedures the: staff has™
L esta,bhshed for’ almost every act1v1ty, from needs assessment through\
S Sk . A S h

: lFor a more complete dxscussxon of the pre “CETA expenence and the ﬁrst 9 months of CETA
) '..-.'1mplementauon see Michael E, Borus, “Lansing Tri-County Regional Corisortium,
v> Michigan” in Tran}ition to Decentralized Manpower Programs: Eight Areds Studies, An
* Interim Report, ed. illiam Mxrengoﬂ‘(Washmgton, D C. Nahonal Academy of Scxences,
v 1976) PP 59-84. /: N

Steven M. Dxrector is aﬁil:ated with the School of Labor . and Industnal Relnuons,
. Michigan State Umversuy ' - - .
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‘ TABLE I Composition of Maf;bowef Planning_COUQCilz Lansing Tri-Couhty )

Regional Manpower Consortium

N o . . “r .
Members of Munpower Planning Council

_ R _ ; i Early 7 Late
Agency, Orggnization, or Group -~ 1974 . 1978 1976 = 1976

" Employment service . o ) P 1. | S e

SO.URCE: Lansing Tri-County Regional Manpower Adminis}?ution. - Sl

T

+

il

P

e

PR
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Vocational education or other, i v o
public education agency  : - 16 18~. .+ 4
Elécted officials . - : .0 o S|
_ Business or industry ©E 45 23 24
wlabor - .. - a7 30 T4
" Comununity-based organizations. °~ - . 17 = . 8 ... .9
Client-group representatives - S 45 10. c 13 L
Other members . . 0 4 L4
© TOTAL = o 124 69 .. 4o

1

£

g .
NOoOULANPDO W

-

_ prdgram evaluation; Many of 'thlg‘se 'ar'é now Be’ing copied by p'therk};r'_ime '

- The only significant organizational change: to occur has been ‘a’

reduction in the Size of the Planning Council, When first established, the
council'included 124 members, in an attempt to represent all segments of

_ the community. It was reduced to 69 members in 1975, to 40, and then'to

~ 19in 1976 (Table. 1). Since almost all of this reduction was ac_cog;‘).lished_ :

ah Even'
with ‘40 members, it had been’ difficult to obtain ‘a quorum at most =
.. gouncil meétings. The exceptions ‘were the meetings called to formulate *

by "dropping inactive members, it did not become’ controversi

Title I funding recommendations, when attendance was always high.
~ In early 1976, 30 percent of the 40 council members (and an .even
larger percentage of those who regularly attended meetings) represented

provideservices under .CETA. Reduéing the council to 19 nembers I&ft
only 6 members répresenting organizations without CETA contracts.
‘Discussions of the appropriateness of this situa

.of the following: "~~~ - - : .

v

' .organizations or agencies that opepated rograms. or, had contracts to. -
g £ > that ope programs. or, hg .

i v tion have not resulted in -
- any major controversies but did lead to insertion into the.co'pncil_char_ter' :

T . o L g o .
, . - -Planning council members who represent organizations which contract manpow- °

er services' with' the "consortium’ shall abstain ‘from voting on matters which 27

- ' directly affect.the agency. which they. represent. Council members shall also - -
conduct-themselves in a manner:to avoid conflict of interest, T -

-
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TA prohlbltlon on. voting on matters whicl dlrcctly affeet onc’s own ¢
o ageney, of .course, does not prwtnt the considerable potential- for
" logrolling. Thus the council’s: actions appear to. ~be *increasingly
+" dominated by the program operators. Labor and client g group representa-
., tives have had only moderate influence, and elected officials arid-
#%  business representatives h.lvc played .1lmost no role i in counul decision
R m.lkmz, -

. .
o >

CHO!CE OF SERVICE DELIJVERERS LR

lnvits first year of operation the consorfium bo.nrd allocatcd fﬁnds S0 as k

to continue all pre-GETa categorical programs. and operators at-the same-. - -

~ doHar amount per month as in-1974.2 The reinaining funds were set aside
~ for the funding of new programs. Service deliverers for.fiscal 1976 were
“chosen much the same way. One difference was the mcrc,ased role played -
. by the Planning Council, In April 1975 the councnl submitted. the
" following resolution to the Admi istrative Board: “That the Administra- -
tive Board does not approvefany on-going programs or renewal of,
‘progiams until such a time that ihe Advisory Council has had a‘chance
. to-evaluate tifd progr'lms (pertaining to all titles). * The . Administrative
_Board concyrred in the resolution. On the same occasion, however, the
board did- reject 'several other council resolutions, such as'the one
“introduced by. the council’s labor members suggesting that laid off union .
_members be -given priority for inclusion' in programs. While some
“'members of the Planning :Council still feel that’ they do not play a
significant role in planning, the staff tend to disagree and point to the
following example. In late 1975 the staﬁ’*survey’ed the members of the
.- Planning Council. as’ well_as members af ‘the Admlmstratlve Board, to
- dscertain thenr perceéption of. trammg nsed -K_target group priorities. -
- This survey ‘indicdted that councnl members clmsrc[;:red female heads of, -
- householdsa h§gh yrfofity, group Largely 6n the basis-of this survey, . the'
" ‘ConSortium has devefoped programs specifically for such women.
¢ When the board met in August 1975 to allocate fiscal 1976 funds, it
* . had beforé'it the original proposals, a set of recommendations from’ the
administrative staff, and a set of recommendations from the Planning
" Council. This 'same procedure was followed in fiscal 1977. In most
though not all cases, the consortium board has chosen to follow the
funding recommendations of the staff: In allocating the fiscal 1975
contracts, the staff suggested that the out-6f-school youth program be .
transferred from the Capltal ‘Area E«){lomlc Opportunity Qommxttee to -«

=Ib¥q,pp so84. L e

7. K . _
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" The League. however, coiidin

I ' o -4
{1 R EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

‘the l.?:nsing School District or the Urban League, The consortium boatd
Tejected the suggestion-at the ime, but in May 1976, after the: Capital
-Area Economic Opportunity Committee had continued to experience
administrative, “operational, and financial * problems, the board was
forced to authorize an abrupt mid-year termipation of its contract. The
consortiunt statl asstuied operation-of the program for-the remainder of
the contract period to prevent disruption of activities. Some observers
feel that the ‘only reason the Capital Area Economic Opportunity
“Committee was funded initially is that a number of board members had

str({ng political ties -to this former . Office of Equal’ Opportunity

community action ageney. o T -

- During the hscal 1976 funding cycle, the; staff recommended against

- funding & work ¢xpericnce program proposed by the Youth Develop- -
~ment Corporation. Although the Lansing School District already had' -

T overrode the stafs soggestion dnd gave a contract ‘to-.the Youthy
.~ Development ‘Corporation, The charge was made by some’Planning

Council membiers that the boagd went along with this duplication only to
keep the Youth Development Corporatioyi from poirig out of existence.
The Youth Development Corporation, on theé:other hand, asserts that it
is better able to reach the most disadvantaged youth. L

Again for fiscal 1977, the staff recommended against funding a local
progrion operator “that had ‘an unsaisfactory managemient” record.
Contrary to the stiffs advice, the consortium board funded United

-

- such a program that was functioning well under cera finds, the board -

Migratits for-Opportunity to provide' services to- the local migrant
8 pportunity p ¢ ( . g

community. If the categorical programs had.still ‘existed and funding-

" decisions had been wade.in ihe regiorfiPoffice of the Labor Department |
‘in Chicago on the basis?of professional staff recommendations, programs:.. "~

ssuch as the Capital Area E¢onomic Opportunity, Youth Development ! .

.Corporation, and United Migrants for Opportunity, might not have been
“funded. If local officials do tend to fund different program. opérators

than those funded by the Dcpartmen‘t‘of Labor, the question 3till

remains as to whether this is due to greater sensitivity. to'local politics or .

1o greater insight into the needs of the local community.

As a result of the board’s reluctance to complétely drop any, prpgra'm‘
- operators/all-of the agencies that operated Title:I'programs in fiscal 1975

were to receive consortium support in fiseal 1977. There:were, however,

changes in funding levels and program: mix. The Urbayi, League’s small; - o

(34,000) fiscal 1975 migrant farm worker program was discontinued and

is now-operated on a larger scale by United Migrants for Opportunity,’
ues: 10-be by far the consortium’s largest .-

.
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. “’“[;‘;qtlc I ()p(.rdl()r Perhaps because itis t'hc/only orbammuon wnthout ot
/strong local constitdency, the employment! sérvice is: the only organiza- ..-_ L
_{ - tion-to have suffered a significant cut in funding, With the abolitioriof an -
| ‘]n wnsuecessful coordinated job development progmm the. service. loste™. v
” three and one- hall"posmons The only Title!l fundsfiow received are for 7 AR
. payment “of training allowances and for| bookkecpmg2 'services, The 77+
‘cmploymcnt service provides eligibility (,gruﬁcatu)n and referral services
for Titles ﬂ and V1 under a nonfinancial agreement! Though this service -
' iTA, thc cmployment service is compensaled_

L

Luncmg l ri- (()zmly Regr(»ml Comwmun Irlulugan

»pl.tcements

. - Priofto® CEYA, Seven Dcpdrtment ot abor catcg,oncal programs,

e .'_-oper.nted wnthm “the Lansing ‘area. The six* furided "through direct
confracts bawocn thu regional office’ of, thcf Manpow;r Administration
and the, opcmtmg agencies had a, combined fiscal 1974 budget-of $1.8 "

- million.“The. Seventh,: the” Public Employment Program, was funded by
. grants to logal. -governmentul units, By CETA'S second year thxs program

A mix had prdndcd uSn‘:ldcmbly

. ;o
'." B {' o

,H_.'l"‘PROGRAM MD\ T
Durmgg fiscal 1976 the comortmm funded 18 ¢ 'lgencxes under Tntle I.and

Title 111 (summer youth program) to deliver- servues undver 25 pl‘OJCClS
_These; a&endes include the followmg

e

(.

\

- Greater Lansing Urban Leagog. 3 * - - Adult'work experience, complete
: et . ... services center; on-the-job train-
" ing, work expetiencé for senior -’
. citizens, clencalcomponcnt and B

allied health services i

‘Lansing.School District i : Summu program for economlcally
e : dlsadvant'\ged youths and in- -
¥ schuol youth wotk e\pcnencc e -

',:' Manpower setvnccs for rcsndcnt
Chxcano popu]at:on

Sol de Aztlan.., 7

‘Michigan Indian Benefit Associatioh M.mpowcr services for lndmn popu—
9 o ot . N . . .

lauon« i

. L) €]
Capital Atea Ecunumic Opportunity -~~~ Out-oi‘—a(:hool work ¢xpu|ence ‘,»' :
New Way In;Inc,, - o . o Work experience pro;,ram fof c\- R .

g!fi oncnders and on»theqob trammg'.' o

O
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" .Friend of the Court - S o * Placement services for ex-otfendcrs, :
' o e probanonal and on-the-job tram-
.ing programs :

L

S (}ommu‘nity Design Center . e ‘Format classroom. tmmmg ot
o DT : mmormcs :
"United Migrants.for Opportunity, Inc. .~ work experience for Chicano and/or

R et : migrunt workers
Lansing Conin)unity Co!l_ege ) , - o Lcss tlun-cldss trammg in data’
e o / o o - processing, elericil training and
- ‘ : A bookkeepmg,and auto mechamcs B

Michigan Employment S.e'cu_rity Commission Plaecment and payment allowance
. o E o el : programs
Sy . 8 - . . _" . ] . 0
. Michigan Department of Education . Vocational rehabilitation
Youth'Development”Corporution _ " . Woik. expenenee Y

Capnal AteaCarcer Center Vocanonal hvalumon lngham intermediate school drstnct
. Lansmg Busmcss Umvefsny R ) Less than- class skitt trmmm, -

- . . C“f?rg s Colle&.c of Beauty ‘ ' . K o Cosmetology progrdm

: The city of Lansrng and the counties ofCllnton ‘Eaton, and Ingham also

» " contracted with the consortium to operate Tltles 1 and VI publlc service -

 employment programs ' '
Title 1 prograns operated by . the agencres listed accounted for less
- thani 25, percent-of all-fiscal 1976 expendltures (Table 2) but for 75
¢ .+« percent of all persons.served. As can be seen in Table 3, only a small .
- percentage of those served rece1ved skill tralnlng Fifty-seven percent of
~ . all “clients part|c1pated in the “services” program, Wthh includes
--outreach, assessmehnt, general counseling, referrals; transportation, day |,
“caré, and legal services. In spite of the large numbers served by such " .
programs, they represent less than 4 percent of totfil expenditures. The -
‘average cost for “services” was $56 per persofi, compared to $8,948 for
. classroom tralnmg, $1,558, for on-the- -job training (0JT), and $683 for
-~work experience. An average cost of $56 -would seem to suggest that the.’
services provided 10 many of these individuals is minimal, Many of these ’
services are aimed at special target groups. Fourteen percent of the -
mdnvrduals served by these programs are handlcapped and 33 percent
are exoffenders. -

" The next largest number of mdrvrduals were. in work experlence '_
programs. These programs served 22 percent of all enrollees at a cost
equal to 19 percent of Total expenditures, Enrollees earned $2.30 per -
hour and worked a maximum 30 hours per week for-an average. of 13
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TABLE 2 Expendltures by Tltle Fiscal 1975 and Fiscal 1976 Lansing Ari-
County Regional ManpOWer Consortlum (thousands of doflars)

o o o Fiseal : soi Fiseal
Tite . - - 2 1975 " Ce 19767
1 : Lo 1248 T Tt 238
me o 2468 0 LY 12,256
- : L 530 3 693
Sl I Lo B4 e 5,499

TOTAL T Tame ' © 10,986

. 'SOU RCL Lansmg Tri-County Reglonnl Manpower Admmlstmtlon
“Through Septcmbu’ 1016 . :

P 0

* weéks. About. 90 percent of the work experience. partrcrpants were
economically dlsadvantaged -youth; and 70 percent were full-time
students. The program also served 198 adults, aged 22-54, and 76 persons

* over the age of 54. While some of the participants were employed as .
trainees in skilled trades, the majority of the work experrence posrtrons ’
did not seern to provide any réal training. _ :

Durlng “fiscal -1976, classroom trarnlng .and on- the-_)ob training -
programs comblnecl seived less than one-third the number participating
in work experrence Classroom trarnlng accounted for 4 ‘percent of all . -
persons served-and 5 percent of all expenditures. While there has'been -
'no major change in size of the classroom t,ralmng component, there has
‘been a shift . away from class-sized pro_)ects in specific subjects (e.g.,’
clerical ‘work, data processing, painting, and auto mechanics) to

- tndividual'referrals on a voucher basis. The CETA administrator feels that -
-such-a voucher system is not only more cfﬁcrent but also aIIOWS the .

’ TABLE“% ¢ People Served by Program Actrvrty Titles I, ll and Vl' Flscal
4975 and 1976: Lansrng Trl-County R'eglonal Manpower
;"Cons_ortium

Activities .+ Fiscal _19_75 : " Fiscal 19762
Classroom training C1sas T gy
On-the-job training’ o 95 S 186
- Work experience 5 L11s - ) 2,600
- Public service employrhent P 11 .o 1,806 -
. Other services ‘ : 2,875 - e 6,693 . -
’ _ TOTAL - - 5,748 o783

SOURCE: Lun\inb Tn County Reglonnl\Maﬂpowu Admmlstrutlon
a Thmugh SLpthbu’ 1976. - \ .

o . K x-
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'THE DELIVERY -STRUCTURE . ,
“In fiscal 1976 each program-.continued to perform all activities from -
~ - intake through placement.. An unsuccessful attempt was made during
* . fiscal 1975 to:have the local employment service office operate a common

~ job development program for all consortium programs. Some observers
“attribute the failure .to the reluctance of program operators to share -
information on job leads, while others feel. it was primarily a result of-
inadequate staffing by the- employment “service. It may be wrong,
however, to intéfpret ‘the absence of a single client intake or placement -

130 e e .- EMPLOYMENT 'AND;TRAINING PROGRAMS *

student broader choices and replaégs the stigma of being.in a manpower-

. program with the prestige of being a community college student. The

training is provided at no cost to enrollees, who receive an “incentive -\’
allowante™ of $2.30 per hour while they are being trained, for up to 40 .
. hours per week. Of those entolled, over 70 percent had previously
~ completed 12 or. more'years"offf'(jr_mal schooling (see ‘Table 4). The -
" average pretraining wage ($3.33) was higher than that received by any.
~other group of Title.I clients (Table 5). The relatively high pretraining
-"wage suggests that the group receiving the most intensive training is also - .
the’ group that in the' past had .experienced the:greatest labor. market
. success. S T T
. During fiscal 1976, only 1.6 percet of enrolléés participated in on-the-

Job training programs, at a cost equal’to 2 percent of total expenditures.
Individuals participating in these programs, which last 7 to 44 weeks,
appear to be-relatively well educated. Seventy-five percent are high

school graduates, and' 28 percent” possess ' some - post-high school . .
education, The Michigan economic situation appears to be the major .

constraint upon-incréasing the number of such training slots.

[y

',

mechanism as indicating the absence- oﬂ;%?‘comprehensive integrated
manpower system. The consortium_staff ass

sive package tailored to meet community needs. .

- There were plans to-initiate in fiscal 1977 three client intake offices’
locate"{i‘.in'the' more remote area of the consortium. These offices were to
- provide information about and make referrals to any of the programs
; operated.by the consortium. It is too early to estimate what percentage of

- allintake will actually océ'l'l_r_'atl them. - : :
- The -best exa ple of other ways in which CETA has linked local
agencies 'is._‘,_the._"-clgnsortium’s female-head-of-household program. Under

“a nonﬁnanéiaf':a" reement with the consortium, the local office of the

) : L i

)

3

aff asdert -‘tha't the local system is
integrated in that the program mix has been designed as.a’comprehen-

o
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Michigan Department of Somal ‘Services refers female A1d to Families .
with Dependent’Children remplents to thé Capital Area Career Center .
operated by the Ingham Intermediate School District. ‘The center .
provides these women witlijup to.5 weeks of vocational evaluation and
pre-employment counselmg On the basis of this evaluation, clients are
referred directly to job placement services, to the Urban League 0T
*- program, or to classroom training under a voucher system.
Beginning in fiscal 1977 those women referred to the Urban League
" will be able to partncrpate in a novel aspect of on-the-job training. Each
- client will be given a vou cher to present to employers as they attempt to |
develop their own jobs. The client will also present the employer with a
packet containing an introduction to the client, an explanation of 0JT, a
statement of the monetéry value of the voucher, a sample contract, and a
request that the employer consider hiring this person. Goals of this
program are reduced z{dmlmstratlve costs through the need for fewer job
developers and an u}creased opportuﬁlty for self-sufﬁcrency and free
chonce upon the part of the client:

" The mechanism for handlmg referrals to classroom trammg is also_
_innovative. To Handle many of the coordination problems that o
accompany training under.a voucher system, the consortium established .

~and funds an office at Lansing Community College. This .Classroom '
Training Coordination Unit  is responsible. for all classroom-related -
acuvmes, mcludmg determmmg of the approprlate training. program, "
schedulmg the program,. assisting ‘the ‘individual with application and «
enrollment’ procedures, and obtaining books and supplies. It. provides

-1services not only to those who attend the community C(Slege ‘but also to
those who have used their voucher to enroll in one of the local
’propr;etary schools. The CETA director feels that this coordination unit
has been a key factor in the success of the voucher program. Not.the

least lmportant funcuon. of the coordination uriit'is to perfor u the large
amount of paper work required ‘'under CETA, thus removing one of the
hajor reasons community colleges and others have been reluutant to
become involved.

Ii addition, the unit is responsnble for coordmatlon betweei the
Department. of Social Services and the consortlum in_training welfare
recipients. Social Services furnishes supportlve services (e.g., child care
and transportation costs) and welfire paymerifs, while the consortium .
pays for training, -books, and. supplies. In addition, the consortium
provndes clients with an incentive allowance.(which is- dlsregarded as
income by the Department-of Social Services) up to a maximum of $30 .~ . -
per week per student. Thus the female-head-of-househeld’ programisa =
good example not only of how CETA can itself work with other agencies e .

]
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TABLE4 Partmpant Charactensncs, Fnscal 1976” LansmngiCounyReglonal Manpower Consor lum

Chssoom Onthelob S Pubthervnce .
Toisng ~Toaning - Work Experience Servicgs‘ ﬁ' Employment

/ !
N e

Characteristic;; o _-'N_umber- Percent Number Percent‘Num'ber  Percent I‘Number' Percent Numbef . P_crcent",
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.TABLE 5 Mean Wage Béfore and After Enrollment in Title I by Sex, Race
» Educatlon and Activity, June l976 TrrCounty Regronal Man-
power Consortlum

o

" Number of*.’

‘ Hourly Wage, dollars . "Enrollment- "° - Plagement.”
« Citegory * . " Before - -After . Change . "Persdns . - Percent. . Percent
ToalTitlel | . 294 " ~336 042 ~. 286 - 100 -~ 100 - -
"Sex N o . o
. S Male - _5.38? 348 010 .- 149 . 63, - 52,
s T Female -, UL 25177322 0710 437 ' 37 48
: .. 'Ethnicgroup T i S S i :
White' - . 297 " 3.24. 027 182 ‘60 64-., \
Blatk 2.82 334 052 50 25 ~ 18 -
. . Spanish Amcncan 3.00 3.70 - 0.70 54 - 15. 18
» “. -7 Education - @ . Lo e -, - o
\ »1 - B.yearsand under - 3:34 33 0o . 13 8- . 5
; 9-Iiyears - .- 291 ~ 339 048 - 52 .. 38 18 .
.+ - 12ycarsandover’ 2,85 = 333 . 048 . 221 54 a1
- Classroom training, . 3.33 3.70 - 047 - «._40 - =
On-the-job training - 2.67  3.07 040+ ' B4 - <N
- Workexperlence 235 298 063 - 547 ke = o~ ; -
. Services 3.21- 353 032 138 -, -
- SO_URCE'-l.ansipg Tri-County Regional Manpower Admlnistrasion: e

oy T . L.

.re'

but also of the role a pnme sponsor can play in fostermg lmks among
such agencies. ‘In’ this case the CETA program has clearly strengthened
relationships between'the State Department of Soc1al Serv1ces and local
.-vocational education programs. - o
R Originally operated under Title 1 funding; an expanded female-head- .
%«  of-household program has now been funded under the Title IIl National ¥ =
N Progr‘am for Selected - Populatron Segments. The. Title I funds thus
' .'released were to be used in part to support another. new program for .
. women. In £onjunctlon with the International Brotherhood of Electrical -

-

.~ Workers and.the Human Resource Development Institute the consorti- -
‘um planned to supBort in fiscal 1977, a preapprenticeship training. . )
program_for *women. W1shmg to. become electricians. This -project - J-
gu@antees  that :women who: complete the, traiping..and .pass an’ ~
apprenticeship test will | go into'the apprentrceshlp program Those who™ 1
- complete the program but do'riot pass the test.will receive job assistance
~through the Human Resource Developmerit. Instrtute and the- Intema-; E
‘tional Brotherhood of Electrrcal ‘Workers. S - -
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PUBLIC SE\RVICE EMPLOYMENT

o Pubhc Service Employment (PSE) under TllleS II and VI accounted for
" about 70 percent of the funding received: by the corisortium in fiscal 1975 -
and for closg to 100 percent of the pubhcrtyIETA received in the-local
media. Though none of the, govemmental units in the-consortium area
‘have been forcedioilay off workers, most aré¢ under considerable fiscal”
pressure and haveé:welcomed CETA fundmg Most pst employees have
been placed in local governmental or- quasi- governmenta] (e.g.,-school . 5
district. and Capltal Area Transit Authority) units. Less than 5 percen .
have been placed in private nonprofit or state agencies. Though the staff” .
believe that a special projects approach: to creating pSEjobs could have
been more widely used, the local elected officials have usually chosen to -
emphasize regular pubhc sector jobs. The range. of occupations held by.-
-, pse-funded employees is cons:derab]e and employees 1ncIude laborers

IS and clerk typists up through mid-level administrators.

' Not surprisingly; the characteristics of individuals part1c1pat1ng in

Titles 11 and VI programs differ from those of individuals-in Title T-

* programs. As.can be seen in Table 4, the psE. clients are iore often white,

older, better educated, and receiving unemployment insurance (recently

employed). They are less hkely to be students, exoffendes.or economi-

cally disadvantaged. This’ difference: ‘has lead some_local bfficials to -
charge that'the Lansing PSE program has never really served the hard- -

core unemployed “because the money was used to hire the people who -

. - woufd have gotten the jobs anyway 3 The explanation may be that Title

, " T-operators focus outreach and programs on those least ready for jobs, _ .
‘ while the personnel departments of the.various governmental- units seek - T e

- to Hire the. best quahﬁed mdlvrd.uals who meet the CETA ehgrbrh}y -
requrrements 1/ R

.+ That very few of the 1nd1v1duals completmg Txgle i trai: nng have been .
o successful]y placed in Titles 11 tér VI psE slots réinforces the differences )

" between the twp client groups: ‘It is not clear whether this is due-to -
bureaucratic barriers to the coordlnat]on of. the parties involved (the
prime sponsor,. Title 1 operaters, the Mrchrgan Employ:ment Seturity

- Commission,, which - certifies eligibility | ffor pse, and the government
“Agency- domg the hiring) or because local governmentyl employers may —

.- not perceive- “Title I graduates as highly, quahﬁed applicants. In either

' case, the local Urban League whichlis the consortiuriy \hlargest Title I,

‘ operator, has dF‘Clded that itis easrer t place its chents

) Rl PSE Jobs

3UCETA Helps Crty Hnll Lammg State Journal Jund13, 1976, p- E— ,/'
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Predontinately - rural: Clinton” County - has -developed a different
- mechanism for using psE-funding. In the past, Clinton commissioners .-
‘had accepted requests from individual municipalities, set priorities, and
*-“then allocated CETA dollars to local units that did their own hiring. The
problem was that the less populous rural communities had not been able’

“to take advantage/of the federal funds because they had no -salaried
personnel to sup‘e’rvise workers: The solution: agreed upon by all 16 of
Clinton ' County's townships was ‘to -form . the nonprofit” Clinton
Development Corporation. o e

The Clinton Development Corporation uses CETA funds to pay .a e

. "_ySl‘l.per_ViSOI' and 16 workers, divided into 4 work crews‘that are rotated -~ - \

~..among the townships. The crews have been used.'primarily to debrush

& local roads and repair and paint’ township buildings. The Clinton

-7~ Development Corporation became s6 popular thit Clinton now requires
- individuals receiving general assistance from'the county to work off the -
benefits they receive. There has even been some talk of asking judges to
let offendérs work off their sentences with .the Clinton Development

Corporation rather than spend time in jail.

"' NET JOB.CREATION EFFECT OF PSE ' .

Sora Determining the percentage of PSE slots that represent.jobs that would
-not have existed in the absence of CETA is difficalt. There is, however, -
- anecdofal evidence that at least some CETA funds are supporting jobs

that ‘would otherwise have been financed by expandéd local budgets.

Lansing’s manpower. director is quoted as saying that “CETA employment . -

has reduced, if not stopped altogether; the expansion of the budget.”* An

- Eaton county commissioner-explainéd that wher the touhty thought pse’
_¢ifunding would end, the county planned to lay off only -half of the-
“*approximately 35 psE ‘employees. When ‘instead the CETA funding was
extended, all 35 employces continuéd to be charged to cETA. Thus this
extension of CETA funds paid.-for 35 slots_ but actually only expanded

Tty
e

, * employment by half that number.© .~ - . S )

, ' A similar example in Delhi township in-Ingham County is describéd‘in’
the Lansing State Journal> The township revised its. 1977 budget upon
learning that a continuation of CETA funds would be available to pay the . -
salaries of seven employees. The township had planned to pick up the

' salaries’ of these seven CETApHid workers (two. fire. dispatchers; three. ..
.- policemen, and two office workers) but instead planned to usethe release
“AIbid. ST Sl IR
- - ¥Delhi revises budget,” Lansing State Jourpal, Nov. 18, 1976, p. B-5.
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f@r_lds for a new photocopy -machine, development _'plaitnsi' for the

cemetery, and road and"street improvements. -Even if these positions. =

. were all additional jobs when first funded, 'the net direct” job creation
*ratio for this-extension of PSE funding was zero. '

Examples such as these technically "are not violations of CETA’S:

. maintenance of. effort, requirement. On the contrary, they)can be
,perceived’ as compliance with the - request that -CETA emplpyees ‘be
transitioned .into regular positidas upon termination of CETA funding. -

- .~ What such examples do suggest is that the net job creation effect of a PSE

. extension will be less than the net job creation of the initial PsE funding.
Once local officials and the local community become .used to receiving
the services provided by psE employees,. there Will be strong’political”

_ pressures to maintain at least a portion of these services, Thus, in many -

. cdses; a short-term PSE program can result.in a long-term expansion of

.employment within state and local government. The local CETA director

‘would favor a I-year limit-on all PSE positions and PSE job holders in .

order to maximize PSE’s job creation effect. . - .
" EVALUATION . _ _ ,' P
. 9 e o . .
Most Title 1 program’operators feel that evaluation and monitoring: is

~ both more frequent and more rigorous than it had been under pre-CETA

- ‘programs. The consortium uses what it terms an Overall Performante-

Rating System (OPRS). An effectiveness score for each program is derived -

.- from points assigned to such measures -as placement rate, 30 day

individuals (e.g., disadvantaged, high schdol dropouts, €t¢.) amon those'”

*-$1,000 in average cost per placement.to yield an overall . performance”
rating. The complete list of variables considered and weights assigned to

| . /( ‘served. The' effectiveness score is then reduced by 5 percent for each

. retention rate, pre-post wage change, and the percentage of target group . - '

each are shown in the appendix. There are several dangers in such.a

system. ‘Since there is Hio control group; at best it would be possible to-

“make commparisons; between programs but. impossible- to -distinguish .

" between a situation in which all programs were highly effective and one
' iryhichb'all programs were ineffective. Such a system can also induce
créaming, selecting the candidates. most likely to be successful. Under
the cuirent weighting system,, creaming would result in .2 low target -
group score, but this could be more than compensated for by. higher
placement and retention rates and lower costs per placement. One of the
larger Title I operators does, in fact, admit enrolling a smaller percentage

*of minorities in’ order .to achieve an"acceptable: overall’ performance

“'rating.
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o
" Such a.system does hdve, the value of maklng exphcxl lhe\Wengh,gj%%\
apphed to each of a series of multiple objectives. It is not clear, hqwever; i
“that all members of either lhe ‘consortium board or the advisory councﬂq;

“fully .understand the  assumptions Lnder]ymg the current weighting -

esyslem. e.g., that eight fo]]ow-up phone calls"are worth the same number/ -

‘of points as one placement. Nevertheless, the staﬂ' beheve that reducing.-.on .
~evaluations to a single quanuﬁable measure increases the rationality of:

the management process. They explain that a consortium board member

s less subject to political .pressures when-decisions can be. defended as

‘based on quantifiable measuires. [n spite of its limitations; this system is
apparent]y more advanced than that used by most prime sponsors in the .
region, and a number of them have soughl to emu]ale ;the Lansmg

model P

PROGRAM OUTCOME B

The most obvious effect of CETA has been: -the infusion of the. federa]
- dollars into the local economy. Durlng ﬁscal 1976, the Lansin

gexc]udmg education) of the five po]mca] Jurnsdncuons making up thy ..
consortium. The éffect these expendllures ‘had upon the fulure labor \

market success ‘of participants is difficult to determine.

'Of -the approximately 9,600 individuals who lermmaled lhese
- programs during fiscal /1976, 21 percent were reported as -leaving the
- program for unsubsldlzed emp]oyment Another 34 percent: represented *
other positive terminations, i.¢:, they entered school, the armed forces, or
another - activity expected to-increase emp]oyablhly This, of course,
leaves 45°percent who left the programs for othier reasons. Unfortunalely, ,

- sufficient data are not available to say whether the 21 percent oblalmng

unsubsidized employment represent ‘a larger (frumber th:gu would have
found such employment without assistance from CETA.

" The data shown in Tables 5 and 6 age'illustrative of the experlence of
those individuals placed upon complilon of focal cETA programs. It is

" not clear why Black and Spanish-Afnerican ‘enrollges gainied more in
terms of wages than did whites. While' fe ales experienced much larger, .:."'.

wage gains lhan did ‘males ($0.71 versus 10) their. post{raining wages
are lower even than male prelralmng wages ($3. 22 versus $3.38). The' «
msmmﬁcanl 3 perceni wage increase experienced by male paruc1panls -
does cause one to seriously, quesgion the value of the"CETA services and

" training received by this group. Such data must, however, be interpreted

exlreme]y cauuous]y ln most cases it is probab]y reaSOnable to assume

a

s
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TABLE 6 - Job Placemént by Program Activity, Title. I June 1976 Lansmg

Tri- County Reglonal Manpower Consortium (percent) ;,;", N
Clussroom : On tthob '\Vork Y : e
Oceupation =~~~ Training Training .L)\pcrlchc Se;,_rviccs_i‘l?otalb
Professignal, technical, and o e AT "L
‘tnanagerial occupations - 154 L 3960 093 ¢ 102 187 o i
Clerical and sales™ ™ ¢ = -7 e e o AL S
occupations © - - 718 ;.302 0 7259 2400 314
.- Service occupations .76 .- 00 241 205 160 - . O
- 27 Farining, tishing, forestry, L ST . N
-and related occupations 0.0 oL 00 A 06 .06
.’ Processing ocqupations s 00 U f007 i 56 24 TI2.2
27 Machines trades occupatlons .26 . 74 - 84 $ 8.3 .
Bench work occupations . 0.0 56 . 37 . N 42, .89 0 )
277 Structural work oceupations o0 Ty L9 P 130 C18.0 17 2
" Ml\ccllamous occupations 26 - 16 v 110 1S - 99 :
TOTAL : . 100.0 < 100.0 ‘«' 100,00 ) 100 0 \00,0

SOURCE: Lansmg, Tri-County RLglbndl Manpower Admmlstr ion.’ : -
NOTE This dnstnbunon ns based on a*qamphng of.39 success rul placements of classroom .

program pam‘cfnpmts . ) : , . ".' K .
that .some wage 1mprovement would have’ occurred even if the
individuals had not participated in a CETA program, Ou the other liand,
the staff point out at least one notable exception to this. The exoffender
programs might be considereg syccessful even if they only prevent the
decrcase that frequently occurs between pre- and”posjprison earnjngs.

" Individuals participating in classroom trammb had the hlghest before,

and after training wages. Individuals in‘the work ‘experience program’
had the lowest before. and after program wages, but they enjoyed the
largest-wage gain. The CETA administrator cites, this relatively large wage'
gain among work experience partncnpants as evidence that such programs

may in fact be more beneficial than is generally acknowledged Another

... - possibility is that the work experience participants, 90 percent of whom "%
" ~are under 21 years of age, simply begin at the. minimum legal wage and

then experience the normal wage progress. that accompanies maturation,

It sum, it is simply not passible to detcrmme what propomon of theA

. ,obqerved wage change is attributable to parnclpanon in the program?

" An examination of the quality of placements is of. little value.unless it
" is combined with a consideration of both the number placed and the cost
. per placement. The Lajsing consortium appears to perform well in both

© of these categories. Data supplied by the consortium staff indicate that

N tor fiscal 1976 the conqortmm accounted for lﬁ percent of. MIC igan's

c','a
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Title I placements thoug ‘only 5 percent of the state’s Title T -~
expenditures. Thisrdf coursé; implies a low cost per placement. The staff
do report an average consortium cost per placement of $1,414, far below

“the statewide average of $6,017. The explanation for these low costs is

* partly because the consortium appears.to be a-tightly. managed; efficient -
organization. A sécond major factor fs the program mix established by .

.. ~the’ consortium, For example, the consortium balances very expensive .
programs such as Senior Citizen Work Experience, which in fiscal 1976 -
- placed™two persons at a cost of $85,983 per placement, with programs .~
like the Friend of ‘the Court; which in the ‘same quarter. placed 533 -
persons at a cost of $151 per, placement. This iremendous range occurs - -
because the first program is fiot: primarily placement oriented While the "~
', Jlatter provides, services and plicément assistance, byt not training, to
relatively employable. individual$ imprisoned for-defaulting on child
support payments. Since ‘priime sponsors do not ‘'serve ‘identical client .
" populations. within identicu]\ labor markets; cost-per-platement figures -
Y are:a poor device for judging relative effectiveness orefficiency. « _
. The Senior Citizen Work Experience program is‘itself a goodexample - .-
~ of how costs per-placement can simply be by-produets’of strategies- ...
.o aimed at other program: objectives. Viewing ~Senior™Eitizen -Work

B - Experience primarily as’ income. miintenance, but also as supporting a

popular nuirition program, the consottium board had not objected to its

high.cost per placement. The bpard \\’gs,goncé‘rned,--howcve’gthat many

. of thie senior citizens had been' in the program for more than 2 years. In .

% an effort to spread the work experience finds among.a larger number of *
o persons; the board. placéd‘n]l*ycar.Iiim't'uﬁp@_part_icipntign. The results

~. were’surprising, in magnitude if not in diféction. During the first: S

= months_ following this” announcement; 21 individuals were placed in

" nonsibsidized employment as compared. tonly.:2 such placements in o
the - previous 12 months,: This, of courfe... drastically lowered the -

) p . e ' -

N

[

TOgram's.cost pet placement figure. - -\ e

sy
v

d

- . v . CoL
¥ IS -

- UCONCLUSIONS e

The major:conchusion derived‘from the. preceding analysis is that overall =
the consortium is o well-managed, efficient organization. The transition™ ~ -
from ¢ategorical programs to crra proceeded smoothly. In“the 3 years

since its creation, the consortium has gained a reputation gmong local

and state officials, as well as the regional Department of Labor office, as
- anexample of how well ceTA can work. Lo T

This success is no doubt due in part to the competence . and*- .
managemeny orientation of the Lansing Tri-Coun ty Manpower Adminis- -

.o,

v
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“tration. The siafl has elﬁphamzed its ﬁ)le.as consortium managers and v
~management consultants to program i‘)pera(ors and avoided becommg
" an operating agency. Specific management techniques have beéen copied
. by other prime sponsqrs.;The Dot regional office in Chncago has
‘quested that the staff run training sessions in subgrant management for
ther prime sponsors. The ctta director wasone of 23 prim¢ sponsor -
..rcprescmatwes invited to serve on Assistant Labor Secretary William
'Kolbers $ ddmory panél. The consortium staft have also been fortunate
in_having org'm' ations to work with that were. expenenced in the .¢
operation of manpower programs. : ' SV
No__significant -.if _equrmd:chonal@irdlbputes hav an(; since its B
formation and the consorhum appears- quite stable:-In spue of ther. - ..
~ considerable turnover among the elected ofﬁcmls serving on - the - '
“consortium board, there has beert no chahge in the high Jevel of
oopcmu()n support, and ()pemtlng autonomy this group has \1ven the
staff. The only real disagreements hivg concerned the refundlng of Title:
I operators wuh'quesuonable management records: These dnsagreements
were resolved in ¢ manner thit all@x&e all agencxes feceiving consortium
' fundmg in fiscal 1975 to. continue to ryceive fundingin fiscal' 1976 and - .
fiscal 1977, Had funding levels droppe significantly durlng this peri T
it might have been difficult- Ao the co; sortium to mamtam the harmooi(
.. ithasenjoyéd to date. -~ "V - : R
5. - On the other.tiand should tmxmng funds be 5reuly.’expanded in the a
© near future, the consortiunm: might have trouble locating enough hlgh
quality dasqroom tmmmg or oJr-slots. This could force an: increase in
2. the. pergenm;,e of .Title I funds ‘devoted to work experience. Work
" experience in fiscal 1976 already reccived almost twice the: Title 1 funds =~ "%
* " -allocated 1o on-the-job-and classtoom training combined ($1. 7 million
versus $0.9 million). 'Since it 4s ot clear - that such work expenence ‘ - Z
‘always ihcorporates a strong training component, this may. be ong of the T
major weaknesses 10f Title l probrams as dehvcred by this and other
prime Sponsors.- o :
While the etﬁcxency with whlch CETA was 1mplemented in the Lansmg
Tri-County area was generally acknowledged, some observers Tiilied the
‘consortium’s fiscal 1975 delivery system for its lack of innovation and
integration. Progrcss is being made in both of these; for example, the -
 female-head-of-household program déscribed earlier and the: gstablish- .
ment of the three out-county client mhke offices. Other attempis, such as
‘the coordinted job development program, were not successful and ha\fe
- been discontinued. .
Pubhc service employment. under Titles 11 and V1 has been by far the - _
:'rnost Visible dxmenmun of the local CETA. progmm Wlule there has been -

o
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- /47 ) ,
concem among. qome as- to \vhether PSE was really serving those who
needed ‘it most, it is.clear that, minorities have been overrepresented

o rélative to their percentage in the locak populauon Since most of the

S local governments are- opcratmg under very tight budgets; the PSg slots ¢ -

' ‘have been easily absorbed and there have been no charges of “make

. " work™ or “leaf raking.” The danger is ,that the:same: difficult fiscal

' ..~ situation that [nsures the eﬂ"ectlve use of: PSE em‘ployees may create a -
© . strong incentive to ‘use’ PSE money t6 " reduce local’. government "
- expendltures Unfor(unately, the extent to-which this occurq and hence
~ = . thetrue netJQb creation effect of psE, defy. measurement? - T

STt In sum, the Lansmg Tri-County Reglonal Congortium’ appears to be

L domg an unusually, goodJob of m.magmg and dehvermg CETA sefvices.

. Wh‘;le good management is clearly an important determinant of the e

eﬂ"e&uveness of CETA, any- comprehenqlve evaluation of the lasting results

N ofthese programs is beyond the scope of this study LT e
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APPENDIX *© "L ol
.Varrables and Werghts for Performance RatmgSystem . SRR
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lE-=-Umemmeue— 4P+0.5P+ OSRA2TF WS 2EN . . i L
o _ 71,000 e

e " Cost Per Placement;, @ A o L
C=AC tb t 1 -, s ) L K R
ost Factor = ( 20000 , ) o Do o ‘

Indivrdual Agency .md Quarter '

© —
el
It

Number of Terminations
‘Number of Jobs Retained in'30 Days
; X100 ..
»Number of Pla