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Much More Could Be Done
For Veterans In Employment
Arid Training Programs

Designared clisses of Armed Forces verer
ans are o ik gwven special reatment in
employment ard training programs admin
isteredd by the Dzparcment of Labor.

Although meany wveterans benefited from
Employment Service and Comprehensive
employment  arg  iraining ACt  programs,
much mare cou:d be done in those pro
grams to find jobs and training opportuni-
ties for veterans.

This report to the Chairman, Senate
Committee on Vewrans' Affairs., contains
many recommendations for improving the
prograins.

US DEFARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION AWELFARE
MATIOHALIMATITUTE OF

EGUCATION

This DOCUMENT wiA5 BEEN REPRO-
DUCED ExACTLY &5 RECEIYED FROM
THE PERSOMN DR ORGANIIATION ORIGIN=
ATINGIT POINTSOFE VIEW OR OBINIONS
5TATED DO NOT NECESSABILY SEFRE-
SENTOEFICIAL HATIONAL sNs TITUTE OF
EQUCATION BOSITION OR POLICY
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COMPTROLLER GEZMERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 1014

B-178741

The Honorable Alan D. Cranston
Chairman, Committee on Veterans' Affairs
United States Senate

. Dear Mr. Chairman:

, This is our report on services provided to veterans
in the Comprehensive Employment and Traininc Act (CETA) and

U. S, Employment fervice programs prepared pursuant to the
October 29, 1976, request of the former Chairman.

Officials of the pepartment of Labar, the Veterans
Administration, the State employment security agencies,
and CETA prime sponsors included in the review have been
given the opportunity to review and ccmment on this report.
Their views have been incorporated, where appropriate.

Copies of the report are being sent to the Director,

! Ottice Of Management and Budget; to the Secretary of Labor:;
the Administrator of Veterans Affairs, Veterans Adminis-
tration; the heads of State agencies and prime sponsors
reviewed; sther congressional committees; Members of
Congress; and other interested parties,

Comptroller General
of the United states
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Services offered in the Comprehensive Employment o
* and Training Act (CETA) and U.S. Employment Serv-
ice programs to give designated classes of Armed
Forces veterans special treatment (as laws and
regulations require) are in definite need of i..-
provement. These findings are based on rev.ews

of programs in Ransas City and Spring<ield, Mis-
souri; Los Angeles and San Bernardiro, California;
Indianapolis and Evansville, Indiana; and the
consideration of national program data.

COMPREHENS IVE EMPLOYMENT
AND _TRAINING ACT N

-
CETA programs are managed by over 450 prime
Sponsors~-generally State and local governments--
operating under Department of Labor regulations.
The regulations in effect at the time of GAQ's
field work provided that special consideratisn
be given to disabled veterans, special veterans,
and recently Separated veterans--groups here
after referred to as “priority veterans." DPri- :
ority veteran participation in the programs Qur- A
ing fiscal year 1977 vanged from 4 to over 20 B
percent depending on the spunsor and the pro-—

gramn involved. (See p. 13.)

Special consideration to applicants

Although special consideration was required, ths
term vas not defined either in the act or imple=
renting regulations. Labor had not provided its
- regional offices or sponsors guidance on giving
' special consideration to priority veterans.

(SEE Pg Ei) : : : .

Sponsors' program plans varied considerably in
_ describing how special consideration would be
1 provided. similar variations existed in the

' sponsors’ subgrants.

Yent Sheat. Usan n* [ A report * )
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Sponsors' program plans and some subgrants
included numecical veteran employment goals,
although not specifically for priority veter-
ans. Goals were often subjective, and infor-
matinn was not available cn the number of
unemployed priority veterans residing in the
sponsors' jurisdictions. (See pp. 10 and 11.)

Special treatment was generally rnot given

to priority veterans. In many cases, partici-:
pants were selected based on factors such as
"hest gqualified," "most in need,” or "most
likely to succeed." Some referral and selec-
tion officials were not aware of special con=
sideration requirements, and operating offi-
cials 4id not always know which categories

of veterans were to receive special treatment.
{(See p. 12.) -

Labor's monitoring of the sponsors' programs
generally did not determine whether pfléflty
veterans received any special treatment. Gen-~
erdlly, sponsors did little monitoring of

- stbgrantees' procedures for giving special

B

consideration to veterans, and were often un-
aware of whether or how, special consideration
was provided. (See p. 19.)

Because o:i these shortcomings, priority veter=
ans had not received special treatment. (See
p. 22.} : .

des;r;blng tfeatment fﬂr various catégarles
of veterans. The additional terms add to the
need for developing guidelines for sponsors.
{(See pp. 21 and 22.)

The Secretary of Labor should
--establish guidelines on the special treat-

ment to be giver to the vafieus categories
of veterans, )

?*Pf@ViﬂE gu;daﬁﬁe to sponsors on how to obtain
and use planning data on unemployed veterans
in the different categories when sponsors
establish participation goals, and
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-—~increase Labor's monitoring of sponsors®
procedures for giving special treatment
to the various categories of veterans. (See
Pp- 23 and 24.)

Program participation data

The data Labor provides to the Congress and the
public on the number of veterans served by
‘ the program are inflated. (See p. 26.)

Sponsors did not maintain data on the number of
persons applying for the program. Data on all

- agpllcanta would be useful to Labor and sponsors
in determining whether veteran applicants fare
better than other applicants. (Ses p. 29.)

cansequently. the Seacretary of Labor should

--revise reporting requirements to eliminate
duplicate counting of veteran participants
and

=~direct thac sronsors maintain data on the
extent to which the various categories of

: veterans entitled to special treatment

. 4 apply for the programs and that sponsors

’ ‘maint2in participant data for each =ubqran-

tee. (See pp. 30 and 31.)

Coordination between CETA
and employment gervice programs

Public service employment openings were not
always listed with the U.S. Employment Service
as required. The Employment Service is a

source of veteran applicants but did not always
comply with requirements to refer only priority
veterans during the first 48 hours. (See p. 33.)

The number of and differences in veteran classi-
fications used by the two programs needlessly
zamlecate administration. The same definitions
I : should be used iﬁ bath pfggrams. (See p. 36 to
B B 33 ) N

The Secretary of Labor should:

--Direct that Labor regional officials give
increased emphasis to assuring that sponsors

Izar Sheet iii
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and their subgrantees list all public service

jobs with the Employment Service, and that the
Service refer those veterans designated .. re-
ceive special treatment-to jobs first a: required.

--Develop uniform veteran definitions and
classifications for all Labor programs and
subnit proposed legislation to the Congress
where legislative changes in veteran defini-
tions and classifications are needed. (Se=
p. 39.)

U.S. EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

Employment Service programs have not assisted
veterans to the degree they could have. (See
pp- 40 and 62.)

Regular Employment Service program

GAG's review at six local employment offices

in three States revesaled that the offices gave
first priority to veteran or nonveteran walk-in
clients. Dburing fiscal years 1976 and 1977,
Employment Service data showed that veteran
applicants fared slightly better than nonveter-
ans in job referrals nationwide and in the
three Staiwes, wut, in some (ases, ot as well
as nonveterans in placements. Many veterans
received no reportable services whatsoever.
(See p- 40.)

Veterans sometimes received preferential treat-
ment in job referrais, but additional veterans
enuld nave been referred. GAO's test of 234
job openings 1n occupations where there were
veteran applicants showed 198 veterans and 441
nonveterans were referred. An additional 309
vecerans should have been referred. (See

p. 43.)

Hone of the six offices fully met Labor's place-
ment standards for veterans and handicapped
veterans in fiscal year 1976. PFour of the six
did not meet the standard for either veteran
category, but all six improved their perfora=-
ance in fiscal year 1977. However, only two

of the six fully met the veteran placement
standards that year. (See p. 42.)

- iv -
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Local employment offices served walk-in clients .
first with file searches made on an as-time-
permits basis. The Secretary of Labor should

give increased emphasis to providing preferen-

tial services to veterans by having local
Employment Service offices make a concerted

effort to 'alert veterans of the advantages of
visiting local offices frequently.

{(See p. 59.)

Disabled veterans outreach program

The disabled veterans outreach program was
announced in January 1977 as one of the Presi-
dent’'s attempts to assist disabled veterans

in their search for employment. However, the
staff employed in this program have been used
to perform reqular duties to nondisabled vet-
erans and nonveterans. (See p. 49.)

The Secretary of Labor should make sure that
the program staff serve mainly disabled veter-—
ans. (See p. 59.)

Onzthe-job training program

Agreements between the Employment Service and

the Veterans Administration to make VA's on-the-

job training program viable have resulted in

little improvement in the administration and .
use of the program. The Employment Se:rvice o
has not taken effective action to carry out the
agreements. . (See pp. 53 and 54.)

The Secretary of Labor should reneqotiate an

agreement with VA to develop an efficient and

effective system. - (See p. 59.)

Mandatory job listing program

The Vietnam-Era Veterans' Readjustment Assist-—
ance Act of 1972 requires Federal contractors
and subcontractors to list their job openings

- with the Employment Service so that the Service
can refer veterans to these openings. Contrac-
tors did not list all of their openings. Local
offices had ineffective programs for identifying
.sSuch contractors and reporting them to Labor.
GAO found that of 2,300 hires reported by 114
contractors, 500 of the job openings had been
listed with the Employment Service. (See p- 72.)

v
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Labor's system for notifying local employment
offices of contractors subject to the mandatory
listing provides incomplete data. Subcontractor
locations are not identified and prime contract
award ‘and completion dates needed to establish
the period of coverage are frequently omitted.
(See p. 65.)

Mandatory listed job orders were coded in-
correctly, resulting in Employment Service
personnel being unaware that veterans should
be given priority referrals to these jobs and
activity report being understated. (See

p. 67.)

The Secretary of Labor should institute ways
to strengthen the enforcement and administra-
tion of the mandatory listing program and
bring about a needed revision in program
regulations. (See p. 74_)

VETERANS EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

The Department of Labor's Vetecans Employment
Service is responsible for helping to make
sure that Labor's pﬂllcles on serving veterans
are carried out, This is an advienryv rnle and
its effectiveness depends largely on coopera-
tien obtained from those who manage the pro-
grams. The many problems discussed in this
report indicate that substantial improvements
are needed in virtually all key areas of
veterans employment programs. To effectively
improve employment services for vetsrans will
take a dedicated commitment from the Secre-
tary of Labor down through and lncludlng pro=-
gram operators. (See p. 78.)

AGENCY COMMENTS

The Department of Labor agreed wich most of
the recommendations in this report, but dis-
agreed with the recommendation that veterans
be alerted to the advantages of visiting local
Employment Service offices frequently. In its
general comments, Labor pointed out that the
unemployment of white veterans has improved
dramatically in the past year although the
situation of the minority veteran remains
grim. (See app. 1II.) ,
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CHAPTER 1 :
INTRODUCTION

The Congress has Jegislated that cextain federally- .
funded enploynent and training programs should give prefer—
ential treatmerat €0 cextain veterans. Department of Labor
requlat icrxs have &xpanded the types 0f veterprs o receive
prefetential treathent and fnereased tiw numpet oof Compre-
hensive Employment and Trairmiing Act (CETA) prograns that nuast
give special consideration,

. The Chairman of the Sertate Commnittee on Weterans®
Af fairs requested us to:

~~FoLlow-up ©n oux earliexr report, "Employment Services
for- Vvietnam-Era Veterans Could Be Improved' (Nov, 29,
1974, B—-178741) and our letter xeport on the Vetexans
_ Mn:in;sﬁratmn {VA) on-the-job training programs
(Jaly 9, 1975, B-178741). Specifically, the Connittee
Wiz ﬂterestgd in the mandatory jab listireg progran,
- the on-the—job training program. and tie overall
f efFectiveness of the Federal and State Veteran Employ-
: ' merst Services representatives within the Englownent
ang Training Administration, Department of L-abor,

H ' i-!}egfgfm an cgrer:all evaluat ior of CETA =nd vete—aps.

ﬁsﬂnalyse the unesmployment compensation program for ex-
servicemen (UCX)-—specifically, the exizent of services
rm::e;vea bg veterans while they axre drawirsg UCXK,

The Cha:man e::préssed conicern over the continuved high
rate of vetexan unemployment, particularl Iy ancg youhds yet— .
erans. As shown in the following chart, even though Vietnan— -
era wveterans in the 20 to 34 age group have had = lover anrnual
average urzemployment rate than nonveteranms, younger Vietmam- .
era wveterans, agde 20 to 24, hawe had a higher anreval avexrage :
unrenployneit ' ite than nonhveterans in the sape age bracket. oA
Since 1975, male Vietnan—era veterams aged- 25 to 29 have '
also had higher anhgal average unemnploynent rates tham their
nonvete rars counterparts, Unemploynent rate ;ﬁﬁﬂfﬂ\atlan was
net availablé f£or femals veﬁerang. ;
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The previous chart shows that the annual average rate,
of unenployment for the selected groups has been dropping
since 1975. On an annual average basis, the Vietnam-era vet~
erans 20 to 34 years of age had a consistently lower rate of
unemployment during calendaxr years 1973 through 1977 than non-
veteran males in the same age group. However, on a monthly
basis, the Vietnam~era veterans aged 20 to 34 years have not
always had the lower rate. . ' -

= The chart also shows that from 1973 to 1977, the

Vietnam—era veterans, aged 20 to 24 years, have consistently
had an annual average unemployment rate higher than the ncn=-
vetéran males 20 to 24 years old. 1In May 1978, for the first

. month since April 1974, the unemployment rate for Vietnam—~
era veterans 20 to 24 years old fell belov 1O percent; and
for the first month since January 1973, the monthly unem-
ployment rate for this same group was lower than the unem—
ployment rate for their counterpart nonveteran males.
In June 1978, the unemployment rate for ths tvo cé%egcfﬁ
ies of 20 to 24 year olds remained below 10 percent, but once
again the Vietnam-era veterans had an unembloyment rate that
was higher than the rate For nonveteran males. However, in
July and Augqust 1978 the unenployment rates For Vietnam—era
veterans (20 to 24 year olds) were 11.4 and 13.9 percent,
respectively, while the rate for nonveteran males remained
below 10 percent. :
THE U.S. EMPLOYMENT SERVICE AND .
THE VETERANS EMPLOYMENT SERVICE ;
The Wagner=Peyser Act of 1933 (29 U.S.C. 49) created the
Employment Service--A Federal-State system of over 2,400 ’
" local employment service offices. The Enployment Service
and its component, the Veterans Employment Service (VES), were
Placed in the Department of Labor by Reorganization Plan No. 2
of 1%49, : ’ ‘
’ The Veterans' Education and Employment Assistance Act

] - of 1976 (38 U.S.C. 101) established the position of Deputy :
R Assistant Secretary of Labor for Veterans Employment. :
‘ Following this legislation, Labor removed VES from the - )
organizational structure of the U.S. Employment Service
and established it as a separate entity. Both VES and

f' the U.S. Empleoyment Service are in the Employment and
: Training Administration. : - : : :
>The EmplagmenEVService'é principal role is to find
jobs for peopie and people for jobs. It also provides
3




counseling, testing, and other employment services to job
seekers. Employers submit job orders to tha Employment
Services; which then refers applicants to these openings.

VES, working in cooperation with State Employment Service
agencies, is responsible for monitoring services provided to
veterans by State employment offices and for related activi-
ties by '

—visiting and evalvating local offices,

-—obtaining current information on job availability in
the public ang private sectors,

~—promoting the hiring of veterans,

--maintaining contact with employers and veterans' organ-
izations to advise employers of veteran availability
and to .advise veterans of job opportunities, and

-—advancing veterans' employment and improving their
working conditions. ’

VES representatives are also responsible for reviewing the
Plans and monitoring the performance of prime sponsors that
operate CETA programs. : :

AMVAASRY  FAR T
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~ The Vietnam-Era Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act of
1976 (38 U.S.C. 101,2012) provides that most Federal contracts
are to contain a clause vwhich requires (1) the mandatory list-
ing of suitable job openings with the local Employment Service
office by Federal contractors and first~tier subcontractors
and (2) that special emphasis be placed on hiring qualified
disabled veterans and Victnam—era veterans in carrying out
the contracts. The local Employment Service office is to
give veterans priority when referring persons to job openings
listed by Federal contractors. . , .

: ¥

ON-THE-JOB_TRAINING

Readjustment benefits legislated for veteranas under the
"GI bill® (38 U.S.C. 101,1787) include the on-the-job training
program.. Under. this program, an approved employer promises
a permanent job to a veteran upon successful completion of
training. An employer's on-the-job trainirg program must
be approved by a VA-designated, State approving agency
for each State according to VA-specified criteria.

Training for each participant cannot exceed 2 years and
must be on a fuil-time basis. Employers must initially pay

4
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the veteran at least one-half of the wages paid for the job

the veteran is being trained for. The employer increases the
percentage of the wage he pays on a regular schedule. Regard-
less of the dollar amount paid by the employer, VA will pay

the veteran participant a monthly training assisitance allow-

ance which is based on the number of dependents claimed. The

VA zllowance is decreased every 6 months as the wages ars
increased. -

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973,
as amended (29 U.S.C. 801), established a flexible and decen-
tralized system of Federal, State, and local programs to
provide job training and employment opportunities for unem-
ployed, underemployed, and economically disadvantaged persons
and to assure that training and supporting services lead
0 maximum opportunities and enhanced self-sufficiency of
p.rticipants. ’

Unaer CETA, about 450 prime sponsors--generally State or
locsl government units~“are responsible for program design
anj execution. Through its 10 regional offices, Laber is
r:sponsible for providing technical assistance, appraoving
Plans, and monitoring prime sponsors' activities. Labor must
also assure that employment services are available to carget
groups designatea py UE™A and that the Prime sponsors couply
with the act's provisions, '

The activities under three CETA titles, as they related
to services to veterans, were intluded ifn this reviews

~—Under title I, comprehensive employrent services were
provided including development and creation of job
oprortunities, and the training, education, and other -
services needed to enable individuals to secure and _
retain employment at their maximum capacity. ;

~-Under titles IXI and VI, public service employment pro-
grams were provided. The title II program was viewed
a3 & petmanent program to assist persons in areas of
substantial unemployment. Title VI was authorized

.. 48 an emergency program to provide additional public

'service jobs in areas of excessively high unemployment.

Im the reauthorization of CETA (Pub. L. No. 95-524, Oct. 27,

1578) titles I and 11 generally vere combined into title II.
Title references in this report arc to the CETA legislation
Prior to reauthorization unless otherwise specified.

;
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UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION i

FOR_EX—SERVICEMEN

The UCX program provides unemployment benefits for
eligible veterans while they are seeking employment.
Pursuant to agreements with the Secretary of Labor, State
Employment Security agencies accept claims and pay benefits
from Federal funds to veterans under the same terms and
conditions and in the same amounts as thase provided by
'the unemployment insurance law of the State in which the
veteran files the first claim. S

- SCOPE_OF REVIEW

The operaticns of Employment Service and CETA prime
sponsors' and subgrantees® programs applicable to veterans
were reviewed in six commupities—-Kansas City and Springfield,
Missouri; Los Angeles and San Bernardino, California;z
and Indianapolis and Evansville, Indiana. In addition,
we reviewed the operations of the Veterans Employfent Service
at headquarters, regional, and State levels as they related to
the locations we visited.

Cur fieldwork was done during 1977 at 1 Emplovment Serv-
ice office in each city, at 6 prine sponsors, and at 34 CETA
siibgrantees. Appendix I contains selected program data for
the CETA prime sponsors and subgrantees. As used in this
reporr, the term subgrantee generally refers to af entity
operating a CETA program under a subgrant or agreement issved
by the sponsor, but in some cases the term refers to a partic-
ular sponsor-cperated program or location. .

Factors considered in selecting review locaticns were

~-~Vietnam-era veterans population ranking for all States
as of June 1975 (California, Indiana, and Missouri
ranked first, eleventh, and thirteenth, respectively);
and

~-a desire to examine services to veterans in several
geographical areas of the country.’

The review involved examining (1) pertinent legislative
history, (2) Labor's requlatiops, policies, and procedures,
(3) plans and reports prepared by Employment Service and CETA
prime sponsors at selected locatlons, and (4) nationwide :
reports prepared on Employment Service and CETA activities.
Interviews were held with officials of the Employment and
Training Administration at headguarters and its regional
offices in Chicags, Kansas City, and San Francisco; the )
Employnent Service State and local entities; and CETA prime
sponsors and subgrantees.
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CHAPTER 2

SERVICES TO PRIORITY

VETERANS IN CETA PROGRAMS

NEED IMPROVEMENT

~ +h the past, certain veterans who were to receive
"special consideration* required by Labor regulations gen-
erally did not receive special treatment. Reasons for this
included inadequacies in (1) Prime sponsors' plans for serv-
ing veterans, (2) Labor's guidance on the meaning of special
consideration for veterans, and (3) Labor's review of spon=
sors' plans and practices for. ‘'serving veterans. Plans for
sexving these veterans were inadequate in that they made no
specific efforts to attract new veteran applicants, to de-.
velop job ard training opportunities for them or to give
these veterans a better chance cf participating in CETA. The
Congress has clhianged the CETA legislation since our field
work was completed, as will be discussed later in this chap-
ter, Lut confusion as to the type of treatment to be accorded
veterans remains and will continue to remain until Labor es-
tablishes guidelines which result in uniform implementation
¢f the law.

Three categories of veterans were to receive special
considecaiion Guring the period reviewed. CETA legislation
required that special consideration be given to those veter-
ans who served in the Armed Fo=ces in Indochina or Korea on
or after August 5, 1964, and who received other than disg-
honorable discharjes. Labor regulations increased the types
of veteran to reccive special consideration to include (1) . -
disabled veterars, (2) recently separated veterans, and {(3)
special veterans. The category "special veteran™ further -~
defines the area around Indochina or Korea where the vet-
eran must have served. ' Appendix II gives Labor's defini=~
tions in effect during the period covered by our review of
these veteran categories. In this report, we use the term
"priority® veteran to designate the three categories of

- veterans which Labor, by regulation, designated to receive

special consideration. The term special consideration was
not defined by Lebor. .- . = , ) =
At most of the CETA -locations reviewed, there was
Little evidence that priority veterans received any special
treatment that gave them a better chance to participate in
CETA. - Poor monitoring practices by Labor and prime sponsors
contributed to the scarcity of such special treatzent.

T
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In January 1977, the Secretary of Labor announced plans
to reserve for veterans,” 35 percent of the new public service
jobs (titles II and VI) provided for in the President's eco-

nomic stimulus package. The 35-percent goal was for all vet~

erans, not just priority veterans. Starting in mid-February
1977, Li:bor emphasized this 35-percent goal and incorporated
it into titles IT and VI regulations issued in May 1977. Al~_
though many new public service jobs were filled by the epd

of fiscal year 1977, national data does not show much effect .
in increasing veterans' participation in these programs. How-=
ever, as Jincussed on page 17, some sponsors that we reviewed
increased v:eteran participation during the last half of the
fiscal year. : ’ .

Participat’on by priority veterans in fiscal year 1977
in the programs we reviewed ranged from 4 percent in the
Los Angeles sponsor's title I program to 20.5 percent in the
same spansor's title II program. Nationwide participation
reported by Labor for fiscal years 1976 1/ and 1977 for all
veterans and for priority veterans was as follows:

. Percent of total envollments

“Title I . _Title 1T Title Vi
1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977

All veterans 16.7 lo.l 25.9 23.0 25.9 24.9

Priority veterans §.2 6.6  15.5 13.4 13.9 14.3

NOTE--The percentages, excluding the fiscal year 1977
title I all veterans category, are inflated because of. .
reporting problems discussed more fully in chapter 3.

Between May of 1977 and March of 1978, cover 160,000 vet-
erans had been hired under the President's economic stimulus
program. Labor's documentation supporting the 160,000 veteran
hires showed that veterans represented 24 percent of the total
hires (668,169) during the period cited. Thus, many veterans
were hired although the percentage of veterans served ty CETA
fell short of the 35-percent goal. ‘ o ,
GUIDELINES NEEGED TO ASSURE ACCEPTABLE S
SPECIAL CONSIDERATION PRACTICES .

—y—

A factor contributing to prime sponsors and subgrantees
not giving special consideration to priority veterans was
that Labor headquarters bad not issved guidelines on what

1/References to fiscal year 1976 throughout this repctt

include the transition quarter unless indicated otherwise.
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"special consideration* practices were acceptable. Although
CETA and its implementing reg.ilations provided that special )
consideration be given to certain veterans, they did not de-
fine what actually constitutad special consideration. ’

In two of the three Labor regions we visited, memoranda
had been issued to sponisors defining special consideration,
but those definitions wete more a restatement of existing re-
guiations than an amg.lification. ‘A part of the regions' de-
finiticn was that sponsors should serve CETA Priority veterans
in the same ratio as such veterans bore to the total population
residing in the sponsors' jurisdictions. However, data was
not available 6n the extent to which priority veterans resided
in the sponsors' jurisdictions. 1/ The other Labor region
had not provided its Prime sponsors a definition of Special
consideration. : :

Without a. uniform definition from Labor on what special
consideration meant and what was an acceptable level of sery-
vice, sponsors lacked adeguate guidance on how to define special
consideration in their Plans and provide it in their operations.
Also, the three Labor regions were not uniform in what was con-
sidered acceptable special consideration. Some Labor reqional
personnel responsible faor reviewing CETA plans told us that
including veterans as a significant segment with numerical
goals constituted adequate special consideration, even if
‘the goals did not pertain to priority veterans specifically.
Other officials had other opinions of what ccmprised an adequ-
ate description of special consideration. One official in a
Labor regiom said he @id not believe the Congress intended for
“special consideration* to be defined,

To assess vhether program operators were Providing
priority weterans any special consideration, and in the ab-
gence of any specific guidelines, we developed and used our
owr: criteria-—that is, whether priority veteran applicants
had a better chance to participate in CETA. Since many needy
~persons are eligible for CETA, this criteria would merely
give priority veterans some Special treatment but should
not be considered as giving these veterans preference in
the actual filling of job and training slots.

1/In an earlier report to the Congress, we recommended that
~ “the Secretary of Labor establish quidelines which can
be used by prime sponsors in develop:ng more complete,
current, and accurate labor narket data through systems
that would be worth what they cost.” "Pormulating Plans
for Comprehensive Enployment Services-—-a Highly Involved
Process® (HRD~76-149, July 23, 1976).




Labor did establish a numerical goal of 35 percent to
measure the preference to be given to veterans in new title
II and VI jobs funded by the Economic Stimulus Appropriation
Act (Public Law 95-29, May 13, 1977). However, the 35-percent
goal was for all veterans, not just priority veterans.

CETA_SPONSORS 'DID NOT DEVELOP
PLANS AND GOALS FOR PRIORITY VETERANS

Labor required prime sponsors to describe in their plans
how they would g9ive special consideration to priority veterans.
Few of the plans we reviewed included detailed descriptions
on how special consideration was to be giveas. Nevertheless,
Labor approved the plans. Also, few of the plans reviewed
contained enrollment goals specifically for all priority
veterans. COf the 30 CETA plans we reviewed; 12 did not de-
scribe the special consideration to be provided, and 14 con-
‘tained descriptions which were vague or inconsequential, or
gave the same treatment to nonpriority veterans. We considered
the remaining four adequate because a reader would know how
the sponsors proposed to give special consideration. Where
sponsors delegated program responsibilities to other orgzniza-
tions, the subgrants seldom addressed how the subgrantees were
to provide special- consideration to priority veterans.

Provisions for special consideration

Our review of the six sponsors'® title I, II, and VI plans
for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 showed that descriptionrs of how
special consideration would be pruvided ranged from none to
quite specific. One of the most explicit descriptions was in
the Karsas City sponsor's fiscal year 1377 title I plan,
which provided that priority veterans would be selected first.

At the other extreme, the San Bernardino sponsor's fiscal
year 1977 title I description was limited to (1) restating a
Federal requirement for listing .titles II and VI vacancies
with the Employment Service; (2) noting that institutions with
facilities for physically disabled veterans would be used; and
(3) stating without amplification that, if necessary, special
programs for veterans would be developed. A sponsor official
told us that Labor regional staff had downplayed the special
. consideration issue. : ‘ S

- The Indianapolis sponsor's fiscal year 197f plans pro-.
vided that Vietnam—era veterans rather than priority veterans
would receive special consideration. The Evansville sponsor's’
fiscal year 1977 plans stated that priority veterans would

10
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be given special consideration by including in each program
operator's contract (1) provisions that priority veterans

be selected first and (2) a percentage 'goal for such veterans.
However, the subgrants contained no such provisions. Some of
the fiscal year 1977 (itle II and VI plans did not describe
any tpecial consideration for priority veterans, but discussed
instead plans for achieving Labor's goal that 35 percent of
new participants te veterans, .

Special consideration provisions in subgrants

Subgrants that prime sponsors awarded to program opera-

“tors wera generally deficient in showing how the operators
were to provide special consideration. Thirty-seven of the

46 subgrants we reviewed did not contain a methodology for
giving special consideration, and 8 did not specifically state
that special consideration was to be provided. The recaining
-subgrant contained a detailed description of how special con-
sideration was to be given.

Bumerical veteran goals

™=
The six prime sponsors' title I, II, and VI plans for
fiscal years 1976 and 1977, included numerical veteran goals
except for the Evansville sponsor's fiscal year 1976 title
VI plan. Some of the plans included goals for more than one
categoiy i velteraus, aithwuyn none of the goals were ior
all three veteran categories comprising priority veterans
as described on page 7. Goals were established for various
veteran groups as follows: :
Y ' LT =
Veteran groups for which Number of
goals were established : goals -

- Special veterans (one of the
" three priority groups) 9
' Vietnam-era veterans g
All veterans 17
‘Other veterans ; : 4
 Total ~ S ; -39
Our review of the basis for 38 of the 39 goals showed
that many were subjective rather than based on the estimated
number of veterans available in the sponsors' area. The
‘sponsors had no support for 9 of the 38 goals. Ten other
goals were based on past year enrollments, and 16 were
baged on various veteran data, such as the number of veterans
- registered with the Employment Service, or State estimates
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of the number of Vietnam-era veterans in each county. for
example, the San Bernardino sponsor based its fiscal year
1977 title I goal on data showing that 14,7 percent of the
local Employment Service office's applican were Vietnam-era
veterans. The remaining three goals were b ..d on Labor
recommendations that sponsors include the 35-percent veteran
goal in their fiscal year 1977 title II and VI plans.

Only the Los Angeles and San Bernardino sponsors included
numerical veteran goals in their svbgqrants. Assigning veteran
goals to each subgrantee would better enable sponsors to monitor
subgrantees’ veteran performance and identify where goals are

- not being met. For example, one San Bernardino sSubgrantee had

met 25 percent of its veteran gcal, whereas another had met
12] percent of its goal.  The low achiever is apparent,
VETERAN APPLICANTS NOT TREATED
DIFFERENTLY THAN OTHER APPLICANTS

. | J
Veteran status was generally not a factor in practices
followed in referring ard selecting CETA applicants. Instead,
operating officials often based their decisions on factors
such as applicants' jualifications, needs, motivation, and
ability to benefit from or succeed in the program.

The information gathered on referral and selection pro-
cedures was largely through intorviews +ith referval ap?
selection officials, because documentation was generally not
available for past referral and selection actions.

Many of the sponsor and subgrantee officials interviewed
were not aware of which veterans were supposed to receive

. special consideration, or in some cases that special consid-

eration war to be provided. 1In some cases, sponsors did
provide special treatment by referring or selecting veterans
first, using veteran status as a tie-breaker, or giving vete-
rans additional points where scoring systems for the referral
process were used. A

The prime sponsors had achieved a priority veteran
participation rate as follows, based on data reported to

Labor: :

12
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__ Title I Title IT Title VI
F¥ 16 FY 71 FY 76 FY 77 FY 16 FY 77

_ e ] P EC N £ Joommm o
Indianapolis ‘a/7.4 10.0 a/26.5 17.0 a/18.9 17.0
Evansville 8.3 6.2 12.1 9.4  16.6 8.7
Kanzas City 2.1 4.7 16.1 12.9 17.9 - 13.4
Springfield 14.3 6.7 18.4 7.3 22.5 b/11.8
Los Angeles 2.7 4.0 6.6 20.5 6.8 ~ 16.7
San Bernardino -7.0 6.9 23.5 16.9 23.5 19.1

a/Represents October 1, 1975, through Jugé 30, 1976.
b/Represents Februéry'l. 1977, through Septembe: 30, 1977

Many ~f the above priority veteran participatjion rates wvere
higher than the national rates shown on page 8, but most rates
were lower in 1977 than in 1976. Five of the sponsors had
declining priority veteran participation in-titles Il and

VI, even though Labor had a goal of placing veterans in 35
percent of the new johs in those titles., That goal was for
all veterans, not just priority veterans, and the trend of
overall veteran participation in those titles is shown on
page 8.

wererral and se;E¢t;@n of
title I paft;*;gaﬁts

Title I participants were either selected at intake lora=
tions, or referred to proyram operators who made the selec~
tions. .Our review at both referral and selecti.n locati~nsg
showed there was often no discernlble preferenge given to
priority veterzns. .

The Indianapolis prime sponsor made all referrals to
title I job openings.,-and offiecials said they tried to refar
veterans to openings first. Howaver,; no distinction was made
between the veteran categories. '"The sponsor usually referred
only one applicant to each opening, and program Zperators
neafly always acsepted those applicants. _

Th= SPtingEiElé sponsor chese ‘title I gart;glpants by
judging which applicants could be best served or helped. The
sponsor established a point system to aid in assessing the
potential of each applicant to complete the program, and gave
veterans additional points. But in practice, the points were
not used in selectjon decisions at the time of our fieldwork
because all eligible applicants were being selected.

13
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The other four sponsors' subgrantees had a great deal of
involvement in making title I referrals and selections. .
Twelve subgrantees and their cperating locations showed .little
evidence of any systematic procedures for giving a discernable
preference to pricrity veterans. Selection personnel at most
locations tcld us that they chese participants based on fac-
tors such as motivation, test results, 2 .4 time on the waiting
list. The Kansas City sponsor's title 1 plan stated that pri-
ority veteran applicants wculd be selected before other appli-
cants. However, staff at one location we reviewed was not
selecting veterans first, and the facility manacer said he
had not read that part of the Plan. One of the Ios Angeles
sponsor's subgrantees operated a title I intake facilisy
and referred applicants to hiring locations. Veteran status
was not a determining factor in making referrals. Another
Los Angeles subgrantee @id its own intzke and seleccion, but
veteran status was not a selection factor.

The San Bernardino sponsor operated three intake facili-
ties which refeired applicants to hiring locations. Veteran
status was not a factor in referral decisions. Our review
at selected hiring locations to which applicants were referred
showed that hiring officjals based their decisgions onh factors
such as need, interest, and motiva‘ion, and that veteran
Status was not a factor. Two of the Evansville sponsor's
title I subgrantees selected applicants who had been on the
waiting lists the longest, and therefore veterans received
ne priority.

A few of the title I activities we reviewed gave some
preferential treatment to veterans, although not necessarily
to just priority veterans. One of the Kansas City sponsor's
subgrantees selected veterans before nonveterans from an
applicant waiting list. However, no distinction vas made
between the veteran categories. One San Bernardino sub-
grantee's program was designed specifically to serve veterans
and handicapped persons. However, the program was small with
only 12 slots reserved for veterans.

Refé:tal and selection of

title IT and VI participants’

Under  the sponsors' title II and VI programs, applicants
were referred to public service employers, where hiring offi-
cials decided which applicants to employ. Althovgh scme loca-
tions gave veterans « preference in referrals, there was:

~little evideace that hiring officials gave any formal or

14 - .




Systematic preference to veterans. We visited 13 CETA referral
locaticns and 32 hiring locations. The referral locations
discussed below are CETA activities. fThe Employment Service
also makes referrals and was supposed to refer only priority.
veterans duringy the first 48 hours. Employment Service refer-
rals are discussed in chapter 4,

Eefgfgalfprefegences

None of the 13 referral locations reviewed had formal or
systematic procedures designed to give priority veterans
. preference for public service job vacancies. At seven loca-
tions, preference was given to veterans, but no distinction
was made between priority and other veteraas. Some city and
county employers had civil service type personnel procedures,
and filled CETA vacancies according to those procedures. Vete=
; rans received whatever preference was provided for in the
! civil service procedures.

Some officials at CETA referral locations said they saw
no need to give veterans pPreferential treatment as long as
veteran goals were met. Some referral practices which di3
not give veterans a preference included referring

i -—the best qualified applicants,

~=those considered most likely to transition from sub-
sidized employment to regular employment,

——those applicants considered most in need, and

=—applicants based on scoring systems that gave veterans
nc preference. . .

Where preference was given to veterans dQuring the refer-
Eal process, the extent varied from rather negligible to
referring all qualified veterans first:

==-One San Bernardino subgrantee used a numerical rating of
several assessment factors in deciding which applicants
- to refer to job openings. Veteran status accounted for
~3 of the 19 possible points. An official saidonly .-

- - veterans would be referred if veteran goals were nct
T being met. : ~ - ; .-

: : ———==RAfiother San Bernardino subgrantee testeg applicants and
—_— made referrals based on test scores. Disabled veterans
received 10 additional points and other veterans
received no additional points. Referrals might be
P ) limited to only veterans if goals were not being met.

15
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~-Referral locations with civil service type systems
made referrals from their qualified applicant registers.
Veterans with pzssing scores received additional points
and thus placed higher on the registers. For example,
the Kansas City system gave 5 points to veterans who
served at least 6 months active duty during Lecember 7,
1941, to December 31, 1946; January 27, 1950, to Jan-
uary 31, 1955; or January 1, 1964, to January 27,
1973. Disabled veterans serving during any of those
periods rececived an additional 5 points.

==Th Springfield sponsor attempted to contact veterans
first from its mosv recent list of applicants, but did
not necessarily refer veterans first. No distinetion
was made concerning the type of veteran.

—--The Indianapolis spcnsor planned to refer veterans
to title II and VI openings first, but an official
Said that was not 2lways done because (1) there were
few veteran applicants in many cases and {2) emphasis
was given o serving those most in need, regardless
of veteran status.

Hiring preferences

None of the 32 hiring locations reviewed gave any
@iscernibls proference to hiring priorily veterans or had
any systematic procedures for doing so although 4 gave some
preference to veterans in general. Twenty-three, or 72 per-
cent, of the-locations hired the applicants considered to be
best qualified. One San Bernardino subgrantee had no specific
procedures for giving priority veterans a preference, but
achieved@ a high veteran participation rate (42 percent during
the first 6 months of fiscal year 1977) by being located in
a veterans' assistance center. ,

Four hiring officials said they gave some veterans spec—
ial consideration. Two said they would hire a veteran over
an equally qualified nonveteran, and one said he had hired
a veteran over a better qualified nonveteran. Another said
special veterans had priority over other applicants.

The officials often said they selected those applicants
considered to be best qualified. That reason was given at
one hiring location even thoigh the prime sponsor had
specifically allowed the subgrantee to select a qualified
veteran over a better qualified nonveteran. Other reasons
for not giving priority veterans a preference included

- T 16 i
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——not being aware that certain veterans were to receive
special treatment,

=—not being aware of which veterans were to receive the
treatment,

——not being aware of applicants' veteran status, and
—considering preferential treatment for veterans to be

in conflict with affirmative action goals or local civil
service requirements.

Emphasis laced on increased-
veteran participation

Labor had emphasized since mid-February 1977, its national
goal of filling 35 percent of the new jobg with veterans.
of the.six sponsors achieved increased veteran
in title II and VI jobs during fiscal year 1977

Four
participation

» One sponsor's
rate of veteran participation dropped and another sponsor's
rate remained the same. The following table shows ve*eran
participation rates for the first half of the year compared

to the last half of the year at the sponsors reviewed, based

on data reported to Labor.

Veteran particination in title
II.and VI fiscal year 1977 programs

Percent during Percent during
first half of vear last half of year
Indianapolis 17 17
Evansville 15 20
Kangsas City . 20 27
Springfield L : 23 27
Los Angeles . e 1] 24
San Bernardino 32 35

LABOR'S REVIEW AND MONITORING OF
PRIME SPONSORS' PLANS AND
OPERATIONS ARE INEFFECTIVE

The weaknesses discussed earlier in this chapter on
sponsors' plans for serving Priority veterans, and the fre-
quent lack of any operating procedures to give priority
veterans a better chance to participate in CETA programs,
demonstrate the ineffectiveness of Labor's review of sponsors’
plans and its monitoring of program activities relating to
priority veterans. Representatives of VES were to assist

17
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- sponsors in developing their program objectives, but had not
done so at the sponsors we reviewed. Only one of the three
- Labor regions included in our review had developed formal
criteria for evaluating the adequacy of sponsor's plans for
serving veterans and in that case the criteria covered aonly
title I. "

At each Labor regional office, VES and CETA representa-
N tives were tecponsible for reviewing prime sponsors® plans
and operations. VES representatives were to review plans to
assess the adequacy o" provisions for serving veterans, and
to monitor sponsors® performance to assess veteran participa=~

tion and whether sponsors were providing the required services
to veterans. CETA representatives were responsible for review-
ing CETA plans and operations, although their concern was with
the sponsors' overall program, not just the veteran aspects.
Plan review

Seven CETA representatives told us how they evaluated
sponsors' plans for serving veterans. Two said they seldom
questioned the qualitative aspects of the plans, and one said
her reviews did not specifically address special consideration
or veteran goals. Others commented that they looked for some
statement in the plan that special consideration would be
given veterans, and that goals were inciided for some veter-
ans. Only one stated that she would question how gspecial con-
sideration would be provided. . '

We discussed with a VES representative in each of the
three Labor regions how they evaluated the adequacy of spon-
sors' plans for serving veterans. The regional representative

for California said he mainly checked to determine if the
plans included the appropriate assurances and certifications
and did not evaluate the adequacy of the plan for serving
veterans. The regional representatives who reviewed the Mis-
souri and Indiana plans said they reviewed the plans to make
sure they included some veteran goals. The representative
for Missouri also said he made sure the plans included a -
description of special consideration. :
We discussed with these VES and CETA representatives
. how they evaluated the reasonableness of sponsers’ veteran

goals. Two VES representatives said they did not evaluate
veteran goals. The other VES representative said he had
questioned some goals as too low, but had no documentation
of the instances or the results. Five of the seven CETA
representatives said they did not evaluate veteran goals,
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and the other two said they evaluated goals basﬂd on judgment.
‘Most of the representatives referred to a lack of criteria
for evaluating goals.

One CETA representative considered a Los Angeles goal
of 5.5 percent veteran participation in its fiscal year 1977
pPrograns aﬂéquate. based on data showing that 6.9 percent ) =
of veterans in Los Angeles were Vietnam-era veterans. We e
do not understand the logic of that assessment. The sponser's
plan stated that the goal was based on a State Employment
Service estimate of veterans needing employment services in
- fiscal year 1975. However, an Employment Service official
could not find any basis for the 5.5 percent, and said that
the veteran unemployment rate in fiscal year 1975 was about
14 percent. Veterans also represented 14 percent of fiscal
year 1976 applicants at the los Angeles Employment Service
office we reviewed.

Monitoring of sponsors

Labor reviews of prime sponsors' operations generally did
not include an assessment of whether special consideration was
being provided to priority veterans, and did not include reviews
at major subgrantees. Sponsors generally had not monitored
veterans' services provided by their own arganigatlcns or their
snbgranteess, Imnraved Tabnr and nrime snonsors’ moni tnring

of CETA pragram operations was needed to assure that those
nperating the programs provided special consideration.

VES and CETA representatives made monitoring vigits to
each of the six prime sponsors at least once during fiscal
year 1976, and again in fiscal year 1977. About 42 percent
of the manltﬁrlng reports we reviewed discussed veterans in
some way, but the *epafts did not generally include an eval-
vation of whether priority veterans were receiving special
consideration. Of the 59 monitoring reports reviewed, 25 )
discussed vaterans' services. The reported findings included-
the fn;laying. : .

~—The Las Angeles and IndianaFQl;s sponsors were nat
, listing public service job vacencies with the Employ-
o ment Service 48 hours before they were filled, as

| . EEguiteﬂ by CETA regulations. (See p. 33 )

!-The:e was no eviden:e that thé Kansas Clty spansar s
! title I program was giving specla; consideration to
; veterans.
i
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The first finding was noted during a joint VES-CETA
representatives® monitoring visit, The second was noted
by a CETA representative. Some CETA representatives told
us that they did not devote much attention to veterans®
services. A Labor region IX CETA representative said he
.. determined whether or not veteran goals were met, but not
whether priority veterans were given special consideration.
A region V CETA representative 2aid she did not usually
monitor sponsors® special consideration to veterans
because she believed VE3 adequately monitored that area.

VES representatives conducted their monitoring visits
either alone or with other Labor representatives. A Labor
region V official directed that CETA representatives accompany
VES representatives making initial visits to prime sponsors.
The Indiana VES representative reported to Labor headquarters
in April 1977, that having to arrange VES schedules around
those of CETA Lepresentatives caused some problems.

VES and CETA representatives also monitored sponsers'’ per-
formance by reviewing quarterly reports on the number of per-
sons served versus the number planned to have been served,

The representatives determined whether the number of veterans
(vhatever veteran categories the sponsor designated as siqnif-
icant segments) served was within 15 percent of the number
planned. VES and CETA representativen in regions VII and

IX said they required explanations and plans of correction
from the sponsors when variances exceed 15 percent.

Monitoring of subgrantees

Information relating to the 14 selected subgrantees
showed that sponsors did very little monitoring of subgrant-
ees’ performance reqgarding veterans services, even though )
CETA regulations require prime sponsors to monitor all activi-
ties funded through their CETA grants. where such monitoring
was performed, it was often limited to periodically assessing
how the subgrantees were progressing toward achieving veteran
goalsy. :

Only the Los Angeles and San Bernardino sponsors had

- monitocred vateran services Provided by the subgrantees we

N reviewed. Los Angeles had visited the three title I sub-
grantees to assess how they were progressing towards their
veteran participation goals. San Bernardino's review at
one title I subgrantee included a similar assessment. On
the other hand, the Kansas City sponsor had not reviewed
subgrantees’ veteran services before our visits, but a
Sponsor regresentative later visited two title I subgrantees
to determine whether they were selecting veterans first as
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provided for in the plan. The representative said that one
subgrantee was complying with the plan and “he other was not.

The need for more monitoring of subgraritees was further

demonstrated by some sponsors' comments that they generally
had no information on how subgrantees treated priority veterans.

RECENT LEGISLATIVE CHANGES AFFECTING
CETA_TREATWENT OF VETERANS

Recent leyislation has called for the increased partici-
pation in CET/A of certain veterans. In the Youth Employment
and Demonstrwtion Act (29 U.S.C. 803, enacted Auqust 5, 1977)
the Secretary of Labor was directed to take appropriate steps
to provide for the increased participation ii, CETA programs
of disabled veterans and Vietnam-era veterans under 33 years
of age. The legislation also required tha: prime sponsors de-
velop local goals for the placement of suc) veterans in CETA
job vacancies. These requirements were in addition to the
1973 legislation which required that special consideration
be given to those veterans who served in Indachira or Korea
on or after August 5, 1964. o

The 1978 reduthorization of CETA (Pub. L. No. 95-524,
October 27, 1978) remtains the increased particivation reanira-
ment. It also requires that the Secretary of Labor take
appropriate steps which shall include employment, training,
supportive services, technical assistance and-training, and

support of community-based veterans programs. The Steps are

also to include maintenance and expansion of private sector
veterans employment and training initiatives and such other
programs or initiatives as are necessary to serve the unique
readjustment, rehabilitation, and employment needs of veter-
ans. : ;

In addition, the 1978 legislation requires that prime

sponsors submit annual plans which include

--a description of specific services for individuals
who are experiencing severe handicaps in obtaining

- employment including disabled and Vietnam-era veter—

‘ans; ' : :

--a description ot the services to be provided and the
prime sponsor's performance and placement goals,

~."including any goals established with respect to the
groups idencified in the Act; and
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=-the method for determining priorities for service under
the new title II which shall be hased on objective,
locally established criteria including veteran status
to assure service to those most in need.

Wwith respect to all CETA programs, the Secretary is re- _
quired to take special efforts to acquaint veterans with
the employment and training opportunities available under
CETA and to coordinate these activities with activities on
pehalf of veterans authorized by 38 U.S.C. 41. It is also
required that prime sponsors make arrangements to promote
the naximun feasible use of apprenticeship or other on-the-
20b training opportunities available under 38 U.S.C. 1787.

Conditions that were established for all public service
e=ployment programs retain the requirement that special con-

sideration be yiven. However, the types of veterans who are

to receive such special consideration has changed. For ex-

anple, the veteran who served in Indochina or Korea and who
is over 35 years of age is no longer designated to receive
such treatment. The new legislation now requires special
consideration as well as. increased participation for disabled
veterans and Vietnam-era veterans under 35. In addition,
special emphasis is tc be put on those Victnam—era veterans

who served in the Indochina Theatre from August 5, 1964,
through Hay 7, 1575, in accordance with pcocadures set by

the Secvetary. It is further required that special attention
be given to developing jobs which would utilize the skills
acquired by the veterans while in the Service.

The term “Vietnam-era veterans® refers to any person
under 35 years of age who served on active duty for more than
180 days, part of which occurred during the Vietnam-era and
who received other than a dishonorable discharge or who was
released from active duty for a service~connected disability
if part of the active duty was during the Vietnam-era.

According to our analysis of the 1978 CETA legislation,
prime sponsors still need special procedures for dealing
with qualified dicabled veterans and Vietnam-era veterans,
and additional special procedures to assist veterans under
35 years of age who served in the Indochina Theatre.

CONCLUSIONS

: Special consideration to priority veterans should have
resulted in their having a better chance to participate in
CETA programs. Data was not available to show whether
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priority veteran applicants fared better than other applicants.
However, our review of sponsors' and subgrantees' operating
procedures led to the conclusion that they generally did not.
Labor's guidance to prime sponsors on what constitutes special
consideration was inadequate. Labor's monitoring of prime
sponsors was inadequate also, w'ich contributed to veterans
not recelving the special consideration implicit in CETA laws
and regulations. Improved monitoring by prime sponsors of
their subgrantees' operations was also needed to assure better
services to veterans. ) .

Labor needs to issue adequate guidelines on the special
treatment to be given to designated categories of veterans.
With the additional terms used in the 1978 CETA legislation,
guidelines are even more necessary than under the 1973 legis-
lation. Such guidelines %}1l1 assist prime sponsors to under=
stand what is expected from them and they will also zssist
Labor staff to adequately review the approaches set out dn
the prime sponsors' plans and to effecliively monitor the
actual practices employed by such prime sponsors. ‘

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Secretary of Labor take appropriate
action to

--establish guidelines on the special treatment to be
given to the various categories of veterans in accord-
ance with the new CETA legislation,

——provide guidance to sponsors on how to obtain and use
planning data on the extent to which veterans in the
different categories reside in their areas when the
sponsors establish participation goals for any veteran
category, and : :

*-imp:aﬁe the quality of Labovy reviews of prime sponsors'
plans for serving the various categories of veterans.

We further :eeémmeﬁdfthat the Secretary of Labor direct
that Labor's monitoring of prime sponsors' efforts be
improved by

-~requiring each monitoring report to include an evalua-
tion of whether sponsors and their subgrantees have
procedures in effect which give the various categories
of vetérans the type of special treatment specified in
the new CETA legislation and
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=-requiring that increased emphasis be given to evaluat-
ing the adequacy of prime sponsors' monitoring of
their subgrantees' services to such veterans.

.AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

Labor generally agreed with the focus of the above rec-
ommendations and the actions taken or planned are detailed

~~"in appendi{x III. (The recommendations on which Labor com=-

mented were revised slightly to recognize changes made by the
1978 CFTXA cea_uthorization legislation.) These actions, if
effectively carried out, should improve services to veterans
under CETA.

In 2 July 7, 1978, letter commenting on this report,

- the mayor of Los Angeles said, "We are particularly concerned
that sufficient attention has not been given to providing
pPrime sponsors with the requisite, detailed guidance on pre-
ferred or acceptable methods of giving special consideration
to priority veterans., For example, we do not have 1 clear
operational definition of what 'special consideration' means."

The mayoc further stated, "We recognize that part of

the problem in arriving at a workable definition stems from
the lack of complete, current and accurate labor market data."
He alsc st=zted that the city had recently cmbarked sn o sopu~
lation employment and housing survey to acquire, among ather
things, more current data on those significant segments of
the community including veterans identified as most in need

- of employment and training services. The mayor's letter
Efurther illustrates the need for effective action on our
recommendations. : S :

In a comment applicable to the entire report, Labor
expressed concern that the limited number of sites covered
by the report may give a misleading and exaggerated impres-
sion Of the problems. Labor said that many of the problems
are. site-specific and related to the particular circumstances,
method of implementing Federal directives, and local inter-
agency relationships found in those sites. ‘

We agree that our sample size was small in relation to
the universe of over 2,400 local Employment Service offices
and about 450 CETA programs. - However, the locations selected
did provide a fairly broad geographic distribution in large
and medium size cities,.and did involve 3 of the 10 Labor
regions responsible for monitoring the compliance of the
activities discussed. Our detailed work at these locations
together with the analyses of national program data,: ’
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provides a good basis for identifying areas where the Ezagfams
should be improved. - _

Also, some of the types of deficiencies discussed in
this report have been found in other locations and reported
in prior GAO reports which are referred to on pages 1, 9,
and 44 of ‘this report.




CHAPTER 3

DATA ON VETERAN PARTICIPATION

IN CETA PROGRAMS IS MISLEADING

~ The information Labor received from prime sponsors on

velerans participating in CETA was misleading because of
multjple counting of certain veterans, and counting as new
enfollments those veteran participanis who were transferred
between titles for budgetary reasons. Labor disseminated
tbls misleading CETA data to the Congress and the public.
The management information systems of several prime spensors
did pot report participant data by subgrantee; thus, data

w33 pot available for gponsors to evaluate each subgrantee's
pefformance. The CETA management infecrmation system does not
in@lyde data on appiicants who were not selected for, the pro-
gram_, Without data on all applicants, Labor and pflmé spon-
50fs cannot determine the extent to which their practices
reSult in veterans receving a better chance to participate

in CETA programs. .

MULTIPLE COUNTING OF VETERANS

In May 1977, Labor reported to the Conaress that it had
enfo)led 202,900 and 379,754 veterans in fiscal years 1975
and 31976, respectively, in CETA titles I, II, and VI programs.
The geport noted that the fiqures might include some double
coUnging, although the extent was not estimated. Multiple
cOQneing resulted because Labor required prime sponsors to
colny (1) each veteran in as many categories as were applicable
and (2) veterans, as well as nonveterans, transferred between
titles II and VI as new enrollments each time they were trans-
fefred.

veterans in all applicable catedgories

dpting

The reporting system for CETA prescribed by Labor 2+ tho
tiMe of our fjeld work included four veterans categories (1)
diSapled, (2) special, (3) recently separated, and (4) cther.
The girst three categories were priority veterans to be gLUEﬂ
sp8cjal consideration. Each veteran was to be reported in
as ‘aﬂy categories as apply, and a veteran qualifying for
all ghree priority categories would be repcrted as an enroll-
ment in each. Until October 1, 1976, Labor 2id not require
an upduplicated count of all veterans enrolled and it still
dofes pot require sponsors to report an unduplicated count of
thOse enrolled veterans who qualify under one or more of the
veteran categories designated to receive special treatment.




Labor reported that 213,262 priority veterans and
379,754 total veterans werec enfolled in fiscal year 1976.
The priority figure is the sum of enrollinents repsrted for
each of the three priority cTategories, and the total veteran
count is the sum of the three Priority categorjes and the
"other" category.

7 Our limited test of the classification of veterans in
the records at three of the prime sponsors showed various
) degrees of double counting, with overstatements ranging from

6 to 74 percent as shown below.

Number Number

) of of times Fercent
Sponsor yeterans gounted Quekstatement

! Springfield 50 53 6.0
! Kangas City 72 81 12.5
San Bernardino 50 T 87 - 74.0

 The percentage overstatement for the Kansas City sponscr
would have been higher if the subgrantees had followed pro~

i gram instructinng and rlascsified each veteran in as wmaany

! categories as he qualified for. At five of the six Kansas

] City subgrantees we visited, some staff said they classified

; each veteran in only one category. :

' Transfers between titles

1 .

: The number of veterans and others hired in public serv-

; ice jobs under titles IT and VI was overstated. Participants

! trancferred between titles for budgetary purposes were counted

: as new participants each time they were transferred. Frecise

i data was not available on the extent of such overstatements,

b and no data was available on veteran transfers. However,

. Labor estimated that total enrollments were overstated by

= about 140,000 nationwide during fiscal year 1976 because of

| inter-title transfers. Considering that veterans comprised

, about 26 percent of titles I and VI partizipants in fiscal

" year 1976, veteran participation that year might have been
overstated by about 36,000. .

Six of the .prime sponsors we visited had transferred

. Participants between titles II and VI because of funding short-

- ages. The fund shortages were due primarily to the title vI
authorization expiring June 3a, 1976, and the new authorization
not b»ing enacted until October 1, 1976. The participants
transferred were reported as.other pPositive terminations




in the losing title and as new enrollments in the ga;nlng
title, thus inflating overall enrollment and terminatlon
figures. Some participants were counted as new enrollmentg
as many as three times. We discussed -Anter-title transfers
with the six sponsors, and four sponsors gave estimate: of
the extent @E transfers as discussed below.

Sponsor Estimated transfers
Kansas City About 1,000 persons were transferred

from t;tle VI to title II during
July to December 1976, and about the
same number were transferred back

in January and February 1977.

San Bernardino About 1,330 participants were trans-
ferred E:am title VI to title II at
the beginning of fiscal year 1577,
and about 1,280 were transferred back
to title VI after February®*l, 1977.
Los Angeles About 2,500 title II participants were
" transferred to title VI when funding
became available in February 1977.

Springfield About 130 title VI participants were
. . transferred to title II in July 1976,

-, and about 120 were transferred back to

title VI from February to March 1977..

The other two sponsors also had inter-title transfers,
but we did not obtain estimates of the numbers.

In our report to the. ang:esg. "More Benefits to Jobless
Can be Attained in Public Service Employment," HRD-77-53,
April 7, 1977, we recommended that the Secretary of Labor re-
vise Degartment quidelines on reporting terminations so that
data will accurately show individuzls actually terminated
f:rom the programs and provide a better basis for meaaurlng
pregram :esults

Labor instru:ted prime sponsors that effective October 1,
1977, inter-title transfers should be fepa:ted as senarate
categories under “enrollments this year" and "other pozitive
terminations.” However, information for significant segwents
served by the prime sponsors, as well as the guarterly infor-
mation on participant characteristics, does not &istinguish
the new entollee - from the inter~title transfer. We believe
that the type of enrollment involved should be shown in any

-information Iélatiﬂg to priority and total veterans served

by CETA.
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NEED FOR DATA ON_ALL APPLICANTS

7 The CETA Mmanagement information system provided data on
those enrolled in the program, but lacked data on those who
applied but were not selected for CETA jobs or training.. Data

on all applicants was needed so that Labor and prime sponsors
could determine the extent to which priority veteran applicants
were ‘selected for CETA in comparison to other applicants.

Two of the Labor regions we visited, had issued guide~
lines to sponsors stating that the Percentage of veterans
enrolled should be at least the same as the percentage of vet-
erans who applied. Also, CETA requlations require that when
Sponsors select participants, they should consider tne extent
to which veterans are available. However, none of the prime
- SPonsors or subgrantees we reviewed compiled data on all

applicants. - ‘ :

_ To comply with such Juidelines and requirements, spon-
sors and subgrantees should maintain data on all applicants
to allow them to determi.ie the percentage of veteran and
honveteran applicants. CETA and VES representatives could
also use such data in their onsite evaluations of sponsors'
Programs. : :

Ya:iiﬂ:;ﬁé;fgesrﬁfia*;
§ﬁ§,EaftiGipaﬁt-§ata a

licant
vailable

kecords at a few sponsor and subgrantee locations were
reviewed to determine what data was available on veteran
applicants and veteran participants.

' At some locations, applicants who cculd not be served im-

mediately were. added to waiting lists that contain information

such as their name, address, telephone number, job interest,

and whether the applicant was a veteran. The applicant's -

- eligibility was not determined until he/she was interviewed.
This ranged from about a month to 6 to 8 months at the loca-

tions visited. : _ . _ i :

: In other locations, applicants either filled out a sub~
grantee's reqular application form that did or did not request
data needed to identify veterans entitled to receive special
"treatment or filled out a CETA registration form that dig
-Fequest data needed to identify persons due special treatment.
. Thus, the availability of data on whether applicants were _
‘priority veterans depended on the method used at each location.
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The Indianapolis sponsor had little support for the
participant data reported to Labor through its management
information system. The sponsor had developed an automated
management information system; but because of computer and
other problems, the output was not reliable. As a result,
the reported data that this sponsor gave to Labor on its par-
ticipante, including veterans, is guesticnable.

Some sponsors' management information systems de not
provide participant data for each subgrantee. As a result;
sponsors cannot effectively monitor the extent to which sub-
grantees select veteran participants. For example, the
Kansas City sponsor did not have participant data for two
of its largest title II and VI subgrantees. The data for
subgrantees is combined with thav for other subgrantees, but
only the totals are included in the management information
system. ' : .

CONCLUSIONS

Labor reports on CETA veteran participants are misleading
and unreliable because of

--multiple counting of participants transferred between
CETA titles for budgetary purposes,

--counting veterans in as many classifications as they
represent without also providing an unduplicated
count of those veterans due special treatment, and

=-deficiencies in prime sponsors* management information
~systems, - . -

Both Labor and prime sponsors need accurate and reliable
management information systems to effectively monitor and
evaluate CETA employment services to all classifications of
veterans. : . v

RECOMMENDATIONS ‘

Aézgtéingiy;_wé recommend that the Secretary of Labor
‘direct that: S R S -

. -~In reporting participant data, veterans be identified’
+ as new enrollmente or as inter-title transfers, as
-, applicable. Lo :

-=Veteran participation reports ihéluae an unﬂuﬁlicétéd
count of veterans entitled to receive special treatment.
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-=Regional Tabor officials give emphasis to assuring
that sponsors and their subgrantees have adequate
support for data reported to Labor, including
participant data Eo: each subgrantee,

n-Labar s requirements for the prime sponsors® reaards
be revised to require that data be maintained on all
applicants so that such data can be used to assess
how well veterans entitled to special treatment are
being served by CETA. Applicant data could also be
used by sponsors in developing program plans and in
assessing how well CETA is serving other target groups.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

Labor generally agreed with the above recommendations,
stating that they would be considered in planning a redesign
of the management information system for fiscal year 1980.
However, all actions on the recommendations will not be im=-
plemented until sometime in the future. Since CETA has bken
in operation since 1974, we believe Labor should take
steps to implement Ehese recommendations as soon as possible,
because the management’ ‘information system is a key tool in

effectively managing the CETA program.

Concarning our fourth recommendation ab@ve, Labar pointead
out that its regulations already require some information to
be -collected on each applicant, each eligible applicant, ana
each participant. " Beginning in fiscal year 1978 Labor re-
quired that data to be recorded for each applicant include

.name, and social security number; citizenship status; address;

application.date; and data on family size, income, labor

‘force status, etc. This provides the information normally

necessary to make a proper determination of eligibility.
Once an applicant is determined eligible, detailed informa-
tion on participant characteristics is recorded. How.cver,

. ag ‘discussed on page 29, a significant period of time can

lapse between the application being submitted and the deter-
mination of eligibility. 1In an activity having such a time
lapse, the new Labor requirements do not offer an aid to the
prime sponsor in determining the percentage that veterans
entitled to special t:eatment represent of all pe:snns seeking
CETA ass;sﬁan:e. = . o :

Lahar alsa saiﬂ that since la:ge numbets Qf Elig;ble and
ineligible persons apply for CETA, time and cost factors must
be taken into account when determining the data to be col-
lected.  Time and coet factors should be fully considered, but
these factors should not increase significantly since the nec-

k)i




essary data could be obtained by requesting the applicant to
fill out a few additional blocks on the application form and
by tabulating the data obtained for use at the local level.
In additicn to providing information on how many veterans
want services, this data could then be used bty the prime
sponsor in planning all CETA programs and for assessing
_whether the programs are servirg the target groups most in

- neead. .
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- WITH EMPLOYMENT SERVICE OFFICES

o, Pleted. (See p.:37.
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CHAPTER 4

. MORE_COOPERATION NEEDED BETWEEN CETA OPERATORS

AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICE OFFICES

. Some CETA prime Sponsors and subgrantees had not listed
public service job openings with local Employment Service of-
fices as required. In some cases where openings were listed,
the employment offices considered the listings invalid or in-
adequate and declined to refer applicants. Prime SpOnsors or
subgrantees did not take timely action to determine why the
Employment Service was not referring-applicants, nor to correct
misunderstandings and bProblems. As a result, a major source
of veteran applicants was not properly used in filling CETA
vacancies. Nationwide, about 17 percent of the Employment
" Service's fiseal Years 1975 and 1977 applicants were veterans.

The various definitions of veterans in the different
Labor emplaymenﬁ angd training programs has caused canfusian

Both the number of and differences in CETA and Employment
Service veteran classifications needlessly complicate the
administration of veteran aspects of the CETA ang Employment
Service programs, Particularly where coordination is needed
between the programs. :

LISTING OF PUBLIC SERVICE JOB VACANCIES

CETA regulations require that all titles II and vI public
service job vacuncies be listed with loecal Employment Service
offices at least 48 hours before they are filled. fThe regula--
tion in effect at the time of our field work provided that

’ during the first 48 hours, the Employment Service was to

refer only Priority veterans, unless such veterans were not
available. 1/ - . - . '

Of the 14 sponsors and subgrantees we visited that
should have been listing their public service job vacancies
with- the Employment Service, one was not listing any vacancies,
.and most had not listed some vacancies. One Kansas City sub-

. grantee, a school district, had not listed its CETA openings
with the Employment Service since February 1976. The district

did not advertise any CETA vacancies, but instead filled them
with persons having applications in the district's regular
applicant file. BT : o -

-éffhis'reguiremEnE was changed after our field work was com-

33

rd




The Indianapolis prime sponsor sometimes notified the
local Employment Service office of public service job ,vacan-
cies. The San Bernardino SQOHEQE 5 titles II and VI subgrantees
we contacted were listing vacancies with the Employment Serv-
ice, but some said they did not always do sc. They said they
were dissatisfied with the quality and timelinsss of referrals,.
and that sometimes the Employment Service sent no referrals.

ta E bl;c serv1:e ij llstlngﬂ

The Bmployment Service offices we visited genEEally won—
B sidered the public service job listings they received as velid,
. . and made referrals on such orders. When they made referral:y,
the offices did not refer only priority veterans during the
first 48 hours as required. However, in some cases, offices
considered the llstlﬁgs to be in bad faith and did not make
referrals.

Empiayment Serv;eg officials in the San Eéfnafalnﬂ spon—
sor's area said they did not always send referrals in response
to some CETA job announcements because

--CETA officials had not specifically requested that
job announcements be considered job orders, :

!Ethey did not consider it practical to send referrals to
civil service openings where applicants were hired from
rank-order fégisters rather than ﬂ;:ectly from
referrals, and '

ﬁ—past Eefezrals have produced few veteran plaee ments.

We did Eiﬁd hnweve:, that a short time before our v15;t, one
o subgrantee had told the Employment Service office that its
cT job announcements should be considered valid job orders, and
the Employment Service office had started to make referrals
to th;s subgsantee. g -

, Indlanapal;s Emplayment Servlﬁe folclals sald they did
"-. not refer applicants to jobs listed by one prime sponsor be-
" cause the listings did not contain the information necessary
for the Employment Service to fill out a job order whiech is
T the basis for any referi»l. Information needed, but not pro-
- : vided, 'included the location of the vacancy, the rate of pay.
e working hours, etc. A prime sponsor official told us that he
thought the employment office could use the list to determine
if any of its veteran applicants had the qualifications needed
for the CETA position. . He expected to furnish the necessary
information if the local office had a qual;f;ed veteran appli-
:ant_ s - .
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Emplagggpt”Ségg;:g,:efg:;aligf priority veterans

Although some Employment Service offices had referred
priority veterans to CETA vacancies, they had also referred
other veterans and nonveterans in the 48-hour period during
which only priority veterans were to be referred. The follow-
ing table shows the. referrals by the Employment Service for a
number of CETA job openings submitted by four of the sponsors
reviewed. We were unable to obtain similar data for the other
two sponsors. : ’

Service Referrals

First 48 hours

of ) Nom~ - Priority Other Nen=
Sponsorc openings Veterans Yeterans yveterans (note a) veterans veterans
Evansville k1 43 48 a8 19 1
Kangas City 48 L) 76 1 1 ’
San Bernardina 27 26 45 4 3
Los Angelem . 233 164 215 28 50 1

R

a/Becsuve Employment Service records do not show all CETA veterans
categories, we couldd not alvays identify all priority veterans.

£forts to improve Zmployment Seivice "
n

E 3
‘and prime sponsor cooperation

. Cooperation between prime sponsors and Employment Service
offices has improved in implementing the fiscal year 1977
title VI program. Labor stressed" the importance of State
Employment Service agency involvement in referring applicants
to CETA vacancies and certifying their eligibility, -and rec-
ommended that prime sponsors enter into agreements with the
local employment office specifying what each would do in im- -
Plementing the expanded title VI proaram.. All six sponsors
had executed such agreements, with various provisions.

The Kansas City Emgiéymenﬁ’SEfﬁitéwéffieé established a
Separate pool of potential title VI applicants. Although

subgrantees could recruit from other than the Employment Serv-

ice, all applicants had to be certified as eligible for CETA
~ by the Employment Service office. 'The Employment Service staff
- worked in the Springfield sponsor's office, to determine title
VI ‘applicants eligibility and refer tiem to job openings.

‘The San Bernardino sponsor assigned some of its staff to
the local Employment Service office, where a centralized
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applicant pool was established. The Los Angeles sponsor's
agreement provided that all vacancies be filled from local
Employment Service office referrals, except for about 5 per=
cent, to be filled from civil service lists and other sources.
The local employment offices in Los Angeles referred a suffi-
cient number of veterans to enable the sponsor to meet Labor's
Placement goal of 35 percent veterans. '

The Indianapolis prime sponsor (whose cooperation broblem
was discussed on p. 34) entered into an agreement in ’
April 1977, whereby the State Employment Service would estab-
lish a centralized pszol of title VI applicants, and make all
referrals to.title VI ovenings. 1In commenting on a draft
of this report, the Indianapolis prime sponsor said the
agreement with the State Employment Service had been modified
and the Employment Service would make all referrals to all
titles II and VI job openings. The Evansville sponsor's
agreement with the Employment Service provided that the latter
would create a pool of title VI applicants and Le the Primary
referral source.

NEED FOR UNIFORM DEFINITIONS OF VETERANS

_ The various Labor employment and training programs re-
quire preferential treatment for differently defined veterans
which has produced confusion over which veterans are to
receive oreferential treatment in each program. CRETA, Employ-
ment Service, and VES officials agreed there was a need for
fewer and uniform veteran classifications. Changing emphasis
within the CETA program concerning the categories of veterans
to be given special consideration also contributes to confu-
sion. Apbendix II lists the definitions for the various
CETA and Employment Service veteran classifications.

At the time of our field work the Employment Service and
CETA each had five basic veteran classifications only one of
which was defined the same way. The Employment Service uses
combinations of its basic classifications to establish the
nine classifications used in local employment offices.

‘Some of the confusion in relating one program's defini-
.tions to others was illystrated at the Springfield prinme
sponsor, which contracted for Employment Service staff to
operate the sponsor's intake facility. The contract staff .
used Employment Service classifications in taking applications,
and then a computer program was used to convert them to CETA
classifications. Our review showed that the program produced
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erroneous 2enversions, such as classifying a veteran as "spee—

ial® who did not meet the CETA criterion for that classifica-

tion. Further confusion over veteran definitions was evident

when the CETA referral and selection personnel we interviewed
could not define the veterans who were Supposed to receive
special consideration. ,

A Missouri VES feptesentative commented in an Augqust 1977

H i 3

‘memorandum to prime sponsors and Employment Service offices
on the differences in veteran categories used !n the two
pPrograms. He noted that a misunderstanding of the categories
by sponsor or Employment Service staff could result in frus-
tration and a denial of benefits to veterans. :

~ Program changes and_interpretations can also add to con-
fusion. The original 1973 CETA legislation piovided that one

category of veterans be given special consideration and Labor's

implementing regulations added two additional categories (see
P. 7.) 1In May 1977 Labor's regulations for titles II ands
VI emphasized serving all veterans by setting a national goal

of 35-percent veteran participation in newly created jobs under

those titles. Adding to the confusion, Labor region V in its

interpretation of the 35-percent goal, instructed its sponsors

to set veteran goals in titles II and VI at 35. percent more

than the actual rate of participation in May 1977. Under this

interpretation, if the veteran participation rate as of May
.was 10 percent, the new anal would be only 12.%5 porcent. The
‘other two Labor regions we visited stressed the 35-percent
goal to their prime sponsors, without any further interpreta-=
tion. :

- . Public Law.Mo. 95-93, enacted August 5, 1977, added an-
other CETA veteran category, by requiring the Secretary of
Labor to increase the participation rate of Vietnam-era
Vveterans under 35 years of age in CETA programs. Labor's
regulations implementing the new legislation required prime
‘sponsors e P L ' A "

==to give special consideration to special veterans,

é!tg'iﬂéreaséjéértiéipaﬁian‘af disabled veterans and

.. Vietnam~era veterans under 35 years, and

‘=—to éieréise:maxiﬁum efforts to design jcbs and job

’xtfaining opportunities for recently separated veterans.

At the same time;'Eaﬁ@f‘6ireetéd‘emp;ayment service gfficés;

- to refer to CETA openings only two categories of veterans
during the first 48 hours after receiving a CETA job order--
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disabled veterans and Vietnam~era veterans under 35 years. -
This directive had the effect of eliminating the require-
ment of special treatment to the special veteran over 35
years of age.

The 1978 CETA legislation also dropped the special con=
sideration requireseat for veterans over 35 years who had ’
served in the Indochina theatre. In addition, the new
legislation did not provide for any special treatment far
recently separateﬂ veterans.

VES tepresentat;ves said there were too many. veterans
classifications, making it difficult to remember which classi-
fication L2rtained to which program. Local Employment Service
"office veterans representatives made similar comments.

Highly technical or narrow classifications can also pre-
sent planning problems. At the time of our field work, CETA
regulations required that special consideration be given to
Vietnam~era veterans who actually served in Korea, Indochina,
or the adjacent waters, but none of the sponsors or Labor
regional offices we visited had been able to obtain data on
the number of such veterans or such unemployed veterans resig-
ing in the spansars jurisdictions. Similar problems were en-
countered concerning veterans having SPEEIELE percentages of
disability.

coNCLUS1ONY

Some CETA joo vacancies have not been listed with the.
Employment Service as required, and the Employment Service has
declined to refer applicants to some vacancies. -Additional
veterans could be referred if all vacancies were listed and -
treated as valid.- Sponsors need to more effectively supervise
subgrantees to ensure they list all vacancies, and Labor needs
to bette - assure that local Employment Service offices are
respcnsive to public service job listings, and that they refer
only veterans that are due Spéclal treatment during the first
48 hours, evﬂfﬂt as p:av;ded for in the regulations.

The number of and d;ffe:en;es in veteran classifications
needlessly complicace the administration of veteran aspects
of the CETA and Employment Service prrgrams. Both programs
" emphasize serving the needs of unemployed veterans, thus,

haviryg d;ffe:ent veteran deflnltians in the two programs Seem
unwarganted- ' _
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RECOMMENDATIONS

. We recommend that the Secretary of Labor

—-direct regional Employment and Training Administration
and VES officials to give increased emphasis to assur-
ing that sponsors and their subgrantees list all public
service job vacancies with the Employment Service, and =
- that Employment Service offices be responsive to all
such listings and give the required referral preference

to veterans designated to receive special treatment;

~~develop uniform definitions and classifications of vet-

erans for all Labor employment and training programs;
and

—~where such new classifications are not consistent
with those set forth in legislation, submit proposed
legislation to the Congress providing for the needed
changes.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EYALUATION

Labor agreed with the above recommendations and said
: that checking on whether all public service job vacancies are
B listed with the Employment Service, and whether the priority
) veterans are given the required referral preference was alrcady
i a part of the regular ongoing monitoring activities by hoth
VES and regional office staff as well as periodic onsite re-
views. Labor will ensure that these aspects continue to be
. emphasized in the conduct of its monitoring and review activi-
ties. - : . t B

. . .Labor also said that it has been attempting to simplify
veteran deéfinitions and that it will continue attempts to
resolve the problem through both administrative action and
Departmental input to the legiglative process.

i .
b- -
L ] -
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CHAPTER 5

EMPLOYMENT SERVICE SHOULD PROVIDE

BETTER SERVICES TO VETERANS

Although many veterans have benefited from using the
EmplOyment Service, improvements are needed in providing pref=~
erentia) services to veterans. Local Employment Service
of fi€ia)ls stated that as a matter of practicality, their
£irst priority was to serve all applicants waiting in the -
offife, and then zs time permits to provide services to
veteFang who have filed applications.

A) though preferential treatment was given to veteran ap-~
plicants in some cases, Labor's performance standards for
Servihg veterans were not always met, qualified veterans were
not Feferred to jobs or training before nonveterans, and many
vetefansg received no reportable employnent services whitsoever.
Staff employed specifically to serve disabled vaterans were
used to perform other duties, and a plan for local Employment
Service offices to become involved in identifying and making
tefeflals to the Veterans Administration (VA) on-the-job train=
ing Ptogram vacancies has not been effectively implemented.

Veterans receiving unemployment compensation for ex-serv-

~igemeh generally receivea more employment services from local

Emplo¥ment Service offices than did regular unemployment in-
SuranCe reciplents. Even so, only 27 percent of those in our

Sampl® who received unemployment compensation for ex-servicemen
had PRep referred by the Employment Service to jobs or training.

Repartment of Labor representatives have monitored local
Emplo¥ment Service offices' performance and reported that vet-
@ran 3pplicants fared a little better than nonveterans. 1In .

Some Cages, Labor's monitoring efforts contributed to improeved

 Servifeg to veterans: .two of the six employment offices we -

fevieWeg fully met performance standards for fiscal year 1977,
wher€ds pone were met the year before. The need for increased
monitOrjng and better performance is evidenced by the fact
that, nationally, standards were not met for fiscal year 1977,
ang 44.3 percent of the veteran applicants did not receive a
reportable service that year. =

Lgbg: regglgﬁisﬁs:state that the Employment Service isi

. to give yeterans priority services by

*%:gférﬁing gualified veterans before nonveterans to
job openings, . ' '
gsg:ﬂviding'ﬁe;e:ana priority in counseling and testing,
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--reviewing veterans' applications eyery 33 days to-
determine whether there was a need for further
employment services, and

~=-not inactivating veterans' applications without First
determining that such action is warranted by evidence
such as placement in.a job, or notice that the
arplicant has moved out oi the local emplayment

. office’s jurisdiction.

INCREASED EFFORTS NEEDED TO MEET
VETERANS' SERVICE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

The Vietnam-Era Veterans® Readjustment Assistance Act of
1974 required the Secretary of Labor to establish per=
formance standards for serving veterans. The standards
in effect for fiscal years 1976 and 19277 required the Employ-
ment Service to (1) place veteran applicants in jobs and train-
ing at a rate 10 percent greater (1,10) than the rate for all
applizants and (2) place handicapped veterans 1/ at a rate 20
percent greater (1.20) than the rate for all applicants. For
example, if an office placed 30 percent of its total appli-
cants in jobs, it would have to place 33 arad 36 percent of its
veteran and handicapped veteran app)icants, respectively,
Labor. developed new standards tor fiscal year 1978, which are
described on page 57. :

The following table shows (1) the fiscal year 1976 and

1977 placement standards and (2) the actual performince indi-
cators nationwide and for the three States and six lucal

* Emplovment Service offices we visited. Numerical indicators
less than the Labor standards show that standards were not met
and indicators below 1.00 show that veterans did not fare as
we.l as applicants as a whole.’ '
1/Handicapped veterans, a classification that includes disabled

veterans, was used for this performance standard, .-
41
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Comparison of Veterans Placement Standards

- With Actual Performance

Vecerans

'Handicapped

veterans

FY 1976

FY 1977 FY 1976 FY 1977

Labor placement standard 1.10
Actual performance
nationwide : .98
Indiana , .82
Indianapolis 1/ .97
Evansville ) 1.02
Missouri »97
Kansas City .88
Springfield 1.03
California .95
Los Angeles .89
San Bernardino 1.20

1/The Indianapolis office is a consolidation of

1.10

1.04

.97
1.06
1.20
1.19
1.06
1.23
1.02

igg
1.20

1.20

.98
.87
isg
1.272
.91
-82
<94
!7&
.92

1.20

2.06

1.02
LY
1.85
1.16
.91
1.33
.87
.97
.95

two offices~-

one office for commercial and professional positions and
another for industrial and service positions.

R Tho above data chows that although 7 r
has imbroved its rate ol veteran placements, the fiscal ye
1377 national rate was still below Labor placement standar

the Enmployment Zor

vice
ea

r
5-

Handicapped veterans fared better than other veterans, but
again not up to placement standards.

The Employment Service has only indirect control over

placements because emplovers decide who they will hire.

How-

ever, the Employment Service can enhance veteran placements
by referring qualified veteran applicants to the extent they
are available.  During fiscal years 1976 and 1977, veteran
applicants fared slightly better than nonveterans in obtaining
job referrals nationwide and in the three Statces we reviewed.

'TO GPENINGS BEFORE NONVETERANS

UALIPIED VETERAN AFPLICANTS NOT REFERRED

Because local Employment Service offices gave first
priority to serving walk-in clients, they did not generally
search application files to identify qualified veteran ap-
£st. Such file searches

plicants and refer them to jobs Ei

veterans, rather than in the follo
by Labor regulations
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‘were generally made on an as-time-permits basis only. A
- result, nonveterans were referred aheaé of or instead of

As a

wing sequence required




~-speial digabled veterans,

~~Vdetham-er a2 veterans,

~oEhet éiga&led weterans,

~=>k! <¢.®Meg veterans and eligible persons, 1/ and
= treatoransg,

Loca! ZEmploywend Service office officials acknowledged
they did not £0llov the prescribed referral priorities, and
out reviev o a nynber of job orders at each office showed
there wert Apolications of qualified veterans on file who were
not refexted 2o jobs thiat either were filled by nonveterans

or that were closed unfilled.

Twerety recently cRosed job orders at each of the six
Employmenct Secvice offiices were reviewed to determine whether
qual ifieq vetersns were referred and, Lf referred, whether
they vere réferrred before nonveterans. Some job orders covered
mofe thian ofle job opening. Generally, orders were selected in
bctupational areds for vhich veteran applicants were available,
and vhera a nomvetéeran had been hired or where there was an
wslilled wpenliy, adililonal Gualified veteiauns wio had ap-
Plications jn the Actiwe file at the time the job orders were -
teceived, showld have been referred. Local office staff agreed
in eath case that the veteran should have been referred. The
folloving table shows the results by local office.

. ; Potentially

Nunmber _ Number referred qualified

’ » of job T Non~- additional
Lotal office’ ¢Rzaings Veteran veteran — veterans

Indxanapoli s R I 34 . 87 60
Ewvangsvilpe 58 41 131 70
Kansas Cgty 7 46 69 73

. Springfield S 2 16 33" 36
Los Angeles 29 6 39 28
San Begnatd ino 37 . _55 82 42

Tozal - 2 198 441 309
J/Eligible permoris are mothers and spouses of certain’
deceased, dimabled, ox missing-in-action veterans.
43
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The Employment Service offices had referred norveterans
before available veterans on 52 0f the job openings, and had
not referred any veterans to 81 openings. We found additional
veteran applicants which had not been referred for all but 7
of the 214 total openings reviewed.

Linited file search .

One regicnal Veterans Employment Service (VES) represent-
ative stated that the lack of an intensive, regular, ongoing
file search, and call=in program for veterans is a major, if
not the major, raason for lack of veteran preference. The
search of veterans' application files was inadequate at all
of the local offices reviewed. ILocal officials gave the
following reasons

--attempts to contact veterans identified through file
searches were not productive~-few are referred and
even fewer hired,

~=-insufficient staff,

~-employers want job orders filled as soon as possible,
and file searches and the resulting efforts to contact
the applicant take time, and

~-insufficient time to make file searches after serving
walk-in clients.

Performing file searches for qualified veteran applicants
increases the number of veterans referred to jobs, but it is
not the most efficient way of making referrals. We repor ted
to the Congress in February 1977, 1/ €rom an overall rather
than a veteran service perspactive, that file searching is
relatively unproductive in filling job orders compared to re-
ferring walkins. Ffor example, while we were visiting the San
Bernardino office, 97 attempts wvere nade during a l-week
period to contact 60 different veterans.who had been selected
through a file search for possible referral. As a result of
the 97 attempts, only 12 veterans were referred to employers
and only 1 was hired. Tie Kansas City office was successful
in only 15 percent of the attempts it nade to contact ap-
plicants for jobs during 1976. ) ,

Local Employment Service office officials said that walk
‘-ins are the most productive referral source because the

1/"The Employment Service—-Problens andrﬂgpa:tunitiesszt
Improvement~ (HRD-76-169, Feb. 22, 1977). -
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applicants are interested in being referred, often screen
themselves against job requirements, are probably qualified,
and are immediately referrable to an employer.

Because of the apparent advantage a walk-in client has,
we made a limited test in the six loeal Employment Service
offices to determine whether veteran applicants vere propor=
tionately represented among the walk ins. This test would
also give a good indication as to whether veterans were
actively seeking jobs, The tests at four offices covered a
5~day work week; in Los aAngeles, the test was of l-day's
activity, and in Kansas City the test was over 10 vork days.
At all offices, ‘the pPercentage of walk-in activity represented
by veterans was about the sane as the percentage of veteran
applicants in the offices' Files, Veteran applicants could
enhance their chances of obtaining job referrals by frequently
visiting the employment offices, rather than vaitihg for' the
offices to contact them,

SERVICES PROVIDED TO RECIPIENTS OF
UNEWPLOYMENT COMPENSATION EOR _EX-SERVICEMEN (UCX)

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on Veterans®
Affairs requested that we examine the extent to which the
Emplovment Service provided services Lo recipienis of UCK
benefits. We agreed to provide comparative data on employment
services and other factors concerning UCX recipients and reg-
ular unemployment insurance program recipients. Our review
shoved that although a slightly lewer percentage of UCY
recipients registered with Employment Service offices than
did regqular recipients, UCX recipients generally received
more employment services. UCK recipients also collected
Slightly higher weekly benefits, were younger, somevhat
better educated, and Predominantly males.

UCX is financed by the Federal Government, unlike reg-
ular unemployment insurance benefits, which are funded through
employer taxes. Labor's report of nationwide data on UCK
benefits for fiscal years 1975 through 1977 are shown in the
following table.. . . _ R,
___Fiscal Year
) ~ Transition .
1975 1976 _guarter 1977
Benefits (in millions) '$§ 360.5 $ 415.7 $ 96.0 § 365,.4
Average annual ,

benefits ) . 1,320 1,385 . 1,246 1,434
Average veekly benefits 70 77 80 83
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On a natianélée basis, UCX recipients in fiscal year 1976
collected average weekly benefits of §77, compared to $72 for
. fegular unemployment insurance recipients. .

. We obtained comparative UCX and reqular unemployment
insurance benefits data in the six cities reviewed. A random
sample was selected of UCX and reqular payments made during
one week by the unemployment insurance office serving the

- Employment Service office that we reviewed in each city.

Where the number of UCX payments was less than 200 during

the week, we selected all such payments. Indiana was the

only one of the three States reviewed where the maximunm
benefit varied with the number of a recipient's degendents.

Accordingly, we considered the number of dependents in

determlnlng whether each Indiana recipient sampled was

receiving the maximum benefii.

Our éxamtnatlan of payment records of samples of 728 UCX
and 1,679 regqular unemployment insurance recipients showed that
a substantlally higher- percentage of UCX recipients in 4 of
the 6§ cities were collecting the maximun benefit than reqular
recipients. The following table shows a comparison of UCX
and regular unemploymcnt benefits in the six locations.

Percent
receiving
Maximum. naximum Average
weekly _ benefit _ weekly benefit
Office location benefit UCX Reqular UCX Rejular
Indianapolis ~a/$115 51 36 $§71.34 $569.65
PAs Evansville - a/ 115 63 40 72.47 68.79
Kansas City 85 B6. 55 -B4.55 72.64
Springfield . © 85 a7 57 84,62 73.86
Los Angeles 104 2 9.  -71.23 66.56
. San Bernardino - 104 b/18 b2z 81.28 71.91

a/The Indiana maximum canges from $69 for a slngle person
to 5115 for a Persan with more than three dependents.

b/The difference is not Statistically s:gnificant at the
Ss-pe:eent canfxdence level.

The average uee:;y benef;ts teceived by OUCX recipients
were higher in all six ‘cities than the benefits received by
regular recipients. In 5 of the cities, UCX payments were
made on the average, for 3 to 5 weeks longer than régular pay-
ments. In the sixth city, the averade payment period was the
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same. According to nationwide data UCX recipients rerained
on unemployment in fiscal year 1977, four weeks longer than
regular recipients.

Recipients' characteristics in the sample

Our analysis of characteristics of recipients in the &
sample for the six cities showed differences in UCX and reg=
ular recipients' age, education, race, and sex. The average
age of UCX recipients was 30 years, or 10 years younger
than regular recipients. Eighty-one percent of the UCX
recipients had zompleted high school, compared to 64 percent
of the reqular recipients. The white, nonwhite differences
varied significantly by city, with the percentage of nonwhites
ranging from 4 percent in Springfield to 91 percent in Los
Angeles for UCX, and 1 percent to 86 percent in the same cit-
ies for regular recipients. Ninety-five percent of UCX recip-
lents were male compared to 62 percent of regqular recipients.

o e 0 T, i s 1

Recipients registered with_ and »
served by the Employment Service : . o -

A substantial percent of both UCX and regular recipients
sampled had registered with local Employment Service offices,
but according to Emplovment Service records, only 46 percent
of UCX recipients and 29 percent of regular recipients had
received ary reportable services. %/ Out of a sample of 728
UCX recipients, 70 percent had registered with the Employment
Service, compared to 77 percent of the 1,679 regular recip-
ients. - . ) » v

m—— W w ok

The following table shows the percent of registered
recipients in the samples who received certain types of
employment services. Those person3 who received more than
one type of service are counted in each category of service
received. ‘

N e

1/A reportable service is an activity reported through the
- Employment Service data system such as counseling, testing,
enrollment, referral, etc. A reportable service does not
. reflect unreported employment services, such as provision
: of labor market information, registration for unemployment .
compensation benefits, file search, or call-ins for job

referval.
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Peccent of registered recipients receiving
Job ' B ) - Qther

referrals 2] inc services

X  Regular eqular UZX Regular

city _ uc

Indianapolis as/le
Evansville a/al a/4
Kansas City 14
Springfield 27 17
Los Angeles 22 21
- . San Bernardino a/30 a/20 a/l1

1!
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a/The difference between UCX and regular percentages is
statistically significant at the 95-percent confidence -
level.

b/The difference between UCX and regular percentages is
statistically significant at the 90-percent confidence
level. .

Statistical tests of the differences between UCX and
reqular groups showed that some differences were statistically
significant, as indicated. Other differences might have been
by chance; that is, some differences might be due to our
comparing samples rather than the complete populations.

Based on results for the entire sample, 27 percent of
registered UCX recipients received job refarrals compared
to 18 percent for regula: recipients. Both percentages were
below the 36-percent nationwide referral rate the Employment
Service reportedlv experienced during fiscal year 1976.

‘We did not determine why more UCX recipients did not
receive employment services, but the limited extent of local
office file searches discussed earlier in this chapter would
be one factor. Another factor might be th2 lax enforcement
of the legislative requirement that recipients be able,

. available, and willing to work. We reported that problem
- to the Congress in a February 1977 report.(see footnote

p- 44) and again in 1978. 1/

i/"Unenployment Insurance--Need to Reduce Unequal Treatment
- of Claimants and Improve Benefit Payment Controls and Tax
Callections* (HRD-78-1, Apr. 5, 1978). .
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DISABLED VETERANS OUTREACH PROGRAM
USED FOR OTHER THAN INTENDED PURPOSES

At some of the local Employment Service offices we
reviewed, staff hired under Labor's Disabled Veterans Outreach
Program were performing regular Employment Service duties.
Although the staff members were providing some services to
disabled veterans, they were also performing routine file
search, job referral, and other services to nondisabled
, veterans, and in some caseS§ to nonveterans. The services
- they provided to nondisabled veterans were beneficial.
However, the program was esStablished to provide increased
: employment services for disabled veterans, rather than to
] provide local offices with additional st
their regular responsibilities
other applicants.

TR TP TEIATTT T OR

- taff for carrying out
for serving veterans and

Program development and guidelines

The Disabled Veterans Outreach Program was one of ‘the
Presidential initiatives announced by the Secretary of Labor
in January 1977, to promote employment opportunities for
disabled veterans. 1In a February 1977 news release concern-=
ing the Secretary's announcement of the Disabled Veterans
Culieach Frograim, Lhe task of the proycaw's sialf was
described as one of .

“* * * seeking out eligible disabled veterans and
assisting local public employment’ gervice ‘staffs’
in providing services to which disabled veterans
are entitled. In addition, the Disabled Veterans
Outreach Program staff will assist in the devel-
opment of private sector jobs for the disabled
veterans.” : . :

The program was to employ about 2,000 disabled Vietnam-era
veterans in local Employment Service offices to provide ,
. intensive outreach, job development, and placement services
to disabled veterans. The goal of the program was to place
40,000 disabled veterans in jobs or training by the end of
fiscal year 1978. The program vwas planned to end September
! - 30, 1978. However, Labor extended the program through fiscal
' year 1982, . . S :

- ' In setting forth the responsibilities of the program
i staff, Labor's requlations required that the staff be
‘ given duties related to the placement of all veterans
not just disabled veterans, However, Labor emphasized
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that the staff should perform infensive outreach for disabled
veterans, screen local employment office applicant files

to identify disabled veterans who could be referred to jobs

or training, and contact employers to encourage them to

hire and train disabled veterans. Labor also stressed that
the disabled veteran program staff was to provide services
beyond local employment offices*' reqular services. Specl£;=
¢ally, Labor headquarters in a Field Memorandum dated March 30,
1977, advised its regional administrators that:

“The personnel hired through DVOP: (Disabled Veterans
Outreach Program) will augment local office staff
and operations. The activities and accemplishments
of this staff are to be in addition to the SESA®
{State Employment Service Agency) on-=going :esnans;s
bilities for services to veterans according to the
Code of Federal Requlations.”

Disabled veterans program staff
perform regular staff duties

Disabled veterans program staff at the five local
Employment Service offices where we reviewed their activity
weére also pe:farm;ng duties which were already the tespon=
sibility of fegu;dt uilive staff. Ws were unablz to review
the program in San Bernardino hzcause it was not underway
when we completed our fieldwork there in May 1977. Most of
the other offices had some staff on board for this program
although nat all authorized positions vwere filled. In Indian-
apolis and Evansville, 12 of the 15 total authorized posi-
tions were filled; in Kansas City and Springfield, 2 of
3 authorized pﬂsiﬁians were ﬁillea_

The Indiana State Employment Service arevldea "its local
of fices with guidelines that allowed the offices to use the
disabled veterans program staff for providing regular services
to nondisabled veterans. As a result, the:Indianapolis
and Evansville disabled veterans program staff was performing
outreach, file search, job referral, and application review
for all veteran applicants. Although the staff served dis- -
abled veterans, most of the services were to other veterans.
As of the end of Augqust 1977, the program staff had made
about 900 referrals or call-~ins, about 68 percent of which
involved nondisabled veterans. About 64 percent of the
resulting place.ents also involved nondisabled veterans.

" The Indianapolis disabled veterans program staff also per-
formed the office's regular duties of cantact;ng veterans
‘to-determine whether they still Eequ1:ed service before
their applications were removed from the active application
file. About 47 percent of the contacts involved nondisabled
veterans.
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The Los Angeles disabled veterans program staff expressed
dissatisfaction to us with being used extensively to perform
regqular employment service duties rather than providing the
intended services to disabled veterans. A VES representative
met with 14 disabled veterans program staff members in August
1977, and found that none believed they were being used-:
properly. The staff members commented that they were assigned
too long--3 to 4 months--to learning office procedures,
and were sometimes assigned regular staff duties, including
a week spent taking applications for jobs at a new hotel.

The staff said that confusion and disagreement existed aver
which veterans should be served. One staff member said he
believed the staff should serve all disabled veterans, and
another said the State had instructed the staff to concentrate
on disabled Vietnam-era veterans. One Labor official in-
structed the disabled veterans program staff to concentrate
on all Via2tnam—era veterans, and another said they should.,
provide services to all veterans.

The Springfield local Employment Service office was
using its disabled veterans program .staff member for provid=-
ing regular emplcyment services to veterans. All disabled
and recently separated veteran applicants were referrad
to him. He performed job development for all veterans,

did file searches to locate veteran applizants for the CETE
program, and planned to perform local office duties concerning
a follow-up program on VA's on-the-job training program.

He had performed some disabled veteran outreach, but the
"State Employment Service directed.that all such outreach be

discontinued until all veteran applicants on file had been

provided with some positive service.

The Kansas City local office program staff member
had been devoting about 80 percent of his time to disabled
veterans and.the other 20 percent to other veterans, according
to the staff member's supervisor.

LITTLE PROGRESS MADE TO BETTER
USE VA's ON-THE-JOB TRAINING PROGRAM

Under the VA on-the~job training program, the Federal
Government pays a stipend to eligible veterans enrolled
in an approved on-the-job training program conducted by
a private employer. Efforts by the Employment Service and
VA have resulted in little improvement in the administration
and use of the program. This lack of progress is the result
of the low priority given this program by Federal, State,

and local representatives.




In 19753, we reported to the Chairman, Senate Committee
on Veterans' Affairs 1/ that neither VA nor VES had estab-
lished procedures to systematically recontact previously
approved employers to identify available training positions,
We recommended that the following action be taken.

--The Administrator of Veterans® Affairs require that
each of the VA regional offices periodically notify
the appropriate VES representative of all emplavers

in the area who currently have approved on-the-job

training programs for veterans.

--The Secretary of Labor require VES to contact
and periolically recontact approved employers %o
‘determine their need for trainees. '

In response to our recommendations, the two agencies
reached an agreement in 1975 on the method to implement cor=-
rective action. -The basic features of the agreemen:s are
described below.

VA Implementation

1. Va will establish local procedwras to affact
periodic VA followup with on—-the-job emplovers

to determine their need -for trainees, to confirm

the type of programs approved, and to ascertain

the actual status of these programs as being active

or inactive. :

2. Ar. update to a VA listing of employers with approved
programs will be prepared by VA guarterly. One copy
will be provided to the State Veterans Employment
representative of the State(s} in that region.

Veterans Employme.t Service Implementation

1. Employment Service Personnel will screen the Va
listing of employers, noting the local Employment
Service office in whose geoqraphical area the
employer is located. n

2. Individual local office lists of employers will be
developed and disseminated to local office veterans
employment representatives.

1/Report on Veterans' Administration On-the-Job Training
Program (B-178741, July 9, 1975). -
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3. The local offices will contact and periodically
recontact approved employers in their jurisdictions
to follow up. the VA determination of employment
needs for on-the-job trainees and initiate action ,
to place veterans in the pro,rams. ' -

4. The State Veterans Employment representative will
manltFE the local office operation to assure full
effectiveness of the coordinated program.

5. The regional Vetéfand Employment represeatatlve
will have the VES averall monitoring responsibility
for the implementation of this program within his
regieon.

Subsequent to this 1975 agreement, VA and VES determined
that the VA listings of employers with approved on—the-=job
programs for veterans were not being maintained on a current
basis. Accordingly, in JuLy 1976, VA and Labor agreed that
State Employment Service agencies would be requested to
collect data from approvad employers and provide a listing
to VA of those employers that should be deleted from the
listing. Some of the new tasks to be performe2 by the local
Ehployment Service officas wers

?—Eﬂmpafing thé new VA 1isﬁings with the pfeviaus VA
Ehat all emplayers listed are curfentlyrastlve
according to local Employment Service office records
or through telephone verification, :

==pnotifying the State Employment Service agency central
office each month of thoze emplayers to be deleted
E:cm the list, and

-==turning the information over to the State Veterans -~
Emplayment representative to be forwarded to the -
.apgreptlate va feg;anal afflce to update the VA
lists

" Although more than 1 year had lapsed since the initial

Labor-VA agreement, as of March 1977, VES representatives

in California and Missouri had not forwarded the VA lists

to local offices. Reasons offered for this lack of action X
- were that (1) the lists received from VA were not listed
%ein a zip code or local office sequence and (2) the lists

were not up to date. Since the 1976 Labor-VA agreement

acknowledged the latter reason and set up procedures




for the Emoloyment Service to update the listing, we do
not know why the VES representatives considered this

a valid reason for holding up the distribution of the list.
The VA listing for Indiana was not given to the Indiana VES
fepresentative.

In the three States we reviewed, most of the VES (
repres=ntatives that expressed an opinion on the on-the-job
train.. g program indicat~d that (1) it was a low-priority
program for them and (2) updating the lists required substan-
tial staff time. .

By September 1977, the State VES representative in
Missouri had obtained a list in 2ip code sequence and had
made distribution to local offices. However, the State
VES representative had not requested--and had not received=-~
any local office feedback to assist with the updating
of the VA list. The State VES representative had not
requested feedback from local offices because a VA regional
official had told him that feedback was not necessary.

California

The State VES representative in California had done
little to implement the program until January 1977, when
the VES director instructed him to implement the agreements
fully without delay. 1In May 1977, the State VES representa-
tive sent the local Employment Service offices a listing
of approved on-the~job training employers although the list
was not the VA-prepared listing. The State VES representa-
tive said he did not send the VA listing, because it was
outdated, coritained inaccurate data, and was in a sequence
that local offices could not easily use.

The listing that was sent was published by the State
agency that approves the employers for VA's on-the=job
training programs in California. The State agency should

. also (1) periodically determine whether cnployers may ratain

their approved status and (2) provide VA data on when it
gives and withdraws approval of employers*' programs. The
State agency periodically publishes a listing of approved
employers that is provided .to the State Employment Service.

A similar listing by a State agency was also available in
Missouri and Indiana. However, this listing also had defi-
ciencies. Local office staff in Los Angeles who had worked
with the State listing had reported to the State VES repre~
sentative that (1) the listing did not provide either employ-
er's address or zip code and (2) when a multilocation
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employer was involved, no information was given on where
the hiring was done~-at a central location or at each
location. :

_ Working with the listing sent in May 1977, the two
offices we reviewved in Califorria had achieved the follawing
resules,

Los Angeles Fmployment Service office

The office had received a list of 88§ enployers and
found :

} =-12 employers had moved from the area, had gone out of
: business, were not within local office jurisdiectioen,
etc.;
==5 employers currently had trainees; and

-=71 indicated either no interest in the program or only
wanted information.

San_Bernardino Employment Service office

The office received a list of 146 employers and as of
late May 1977, had found that 21 employers had moved or .
gone out of business. The office had not started to contact
the remaining employers on the list. ,

Both California local offices were reporting the results
of their use of the list to the State VES representative, but
at the tim2 of our fieldwork, he was not forwarding the )
information to VA, Consequently, the VA listing was not keing
updated to delete unplovers who had gone out of business, or
to recognize changes in the location of busine:ses, ‘etc.

b Indiana -

The State VES representative in Indiana had not received
any listing from VA, but had forwarded to local Employment
Service offices the monthly listings on the approved on-the=
job training employers as prepared by an Indiana State agency.

. In our discussions with a local veterans emplayment
representative in Indianapolis, he told us that he had
very little time to work with the lists he receivad. The
data at both the Evansville and Indianapolis local offices

|
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was incomplete so we were unakle to determine the results that
had been attained with the emnlovers contacted. '

The State VES representative said h.s only Eeedback on
results would be the monthly activity report of the local
veterans employment representatives. One local veterans
enployment representative said that he did not forward to
the State VES representative, the results of any contacts
nade. Thus, the State VES representative is not receiving
information from all local veterans employment representatives
on the status of the employers listed by the State- agency.
This data should be obtained and forwarded to the State
- . agency preparing the list to aid in maintaining the list

on a current basis.

In our discussion with a VA regional official for
Indiana, we were told that VA does not submit its listing
of approved on-the-job training employers because it would
just duplicate the listing prepared by the State agency now
supplying such a list. In commenting on a draft of this
report the VA Administrator said that the VA regional office
now sends the VA list directly to the State VES representa-
tive.

LABUR'E EFFORTS TO IMPROVE
SEPVICES 10 VETERANS

Labor's effurts to improve State Employment Service
agencies’ services to veterans have been carried out primarily
through monitoring statewide and local office performance.
Labor revised the fiscal year 1978 performance standards for
services to veterans. Whereas the previous standards covered
only placement of veterans in ichs. :he revised standards
cover more types of services and ‘provide noew nmeasurements
for both the basic level of services and the degree of pref-
erenze provided to veterans. \ -

Aonitoring of State and local office performance

VES is responsible for wunitoring State Employment
) Service agencies' services to veterans, and to a large degree
does so by reviewing monthly data on the services provided
both statewide and by ezch local office. VES representatives
- also make onsite evaluations.

As noted on page 42, none of the six local Employment
Service offices we reviewed met the veteran placement stand-
ards for veterans and disabled veterans in fiscal year 1976,
Although all of the offices improved their performance in
fiscal year 1977, several of them did not me.: the veterans
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or disabled ve terfans placement standards. The improvement
nay have Peen «ueée in part to VES* monitoring of the perform-
ance and digeussing it -with local office officials. However
the State VES tegresentatives told us they had not Eiled anv
formal complaimts of nomcompliance. One State assistant.
VES representative noted in a January 1977 evaluation

feport that the KLos Angeles office should develop a plan of
dction to {mpreve seyvices to veterans. The regienal VES
feptesentative planned 40 recommend that this be done state-
vide in Caljfomnia, but never got beyond preparing a draft.
He told ug that statewide performance improved and he decided
Mot 0 puriye fhe wattex. The need to increase veteran
Platenents was discussSed in a Janunairy 1976 VES evaluation of
the Kansas Citw Yocal office, and also in a June 1977 VES
.evaluat jots of ghe Indiamapolis local office.

Bevised petformance stardards more comprehensive

EEfective Octohegr 1, 1977, Labor revised its performance
standards fog serving veterans to make veteran/nonve teran
‘comparisont sore realist!c and to include additional perform-
ance factorts. To make comparisons more fealistic, services
Eo veterans are compared to services to nonveteran nales
over 19, rather than £o all nonveterans as previously done,

Zhe Pleviots standxrds measured only placements. The

miw stendadg faslude cther elements 0f performance- -Counselo
irg, encollment in traiming, job development, percent of
applicanta given some service, and placements in mandatory
listed jobs, The old. stindards required that a higher level
of placenant setvices be provided to veterans than nonveter-
als, but'dig nost specify a minimum level. For example, an
office placimg -only 3 percent uf all applicants and 3.3
percent of apLl vetegams would have been in corpliance with
the standaxd vhereby zn office Ppliacing 20 percent of all
afplicants apd 19 percent of all veterans would not have -
- béen in compliamce. - The new standards involve two new meas-
ures of pegformance. Pirst, a minimum level of var ious type
services to veterans pust be met and second, the percentage
- of veterang receivipg the var ious services must be higher,
by specific percentages, than the percentage of nonveterans
receiving ghe same services. Labor escimated that had the
new standards been in ef fect during fiscal year 1976, only
23 States would have pet them. . ‘

The Octobex 1977 Xegulations were subsequently revised
in March 1918 to respomd to the unfavorable comments received

f¥ow State igencies on the earlier requiations. The March
1978 regulstions still use the basic approach established
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by the October 1977 requlations and were to be used to measure

performance in fiscal year 1978.

-

Many veterans seeking employment - through. the Employment
Service are referred to jobs or training, but veterans do not
always receive the preferential treatment in the referral .
process mandated in Labor regulations. The practical meed
for local offices to serve all applicants who are vaiting .
in the offices conflicts with requirements that gualified
veteran applicants be referred to jobs or trainipng before
other applicants. )

Considering the advantages a valk-in applicant has,
local offices should encourage veterans to visit tha office
frequently, and make sure they are aware of how much visiting
can increase the likelihood of being referred to i job.

Veterans receiving UCX appear to fare better than persons
receiving reqular unemployment benefits in that they receive
higher weekly benefits and more empioyment services including
referrals, than regular recipients. Even se¢, the percentage
of UCX recipients in our sample in the six cities that had
been referred to jobs by local employment offices ranged
from 21 to 41 percent of those registered.

Tne effectiveness of the Disabled Veterans Outreach
Progtam has been limited by State Employmert Service agencies
and their local offices using the program staff to serve
wther than disabled veterans. Labor directives do not
restrict~the disabled veterans program staff “from serving
other than disabled veterans. However, the program as erigi-
nally announced, was intended to provide additional services
to disabled veterans, and was not to be a source of additional
staff to carry out regqular Emplcyment Service responsibilities.
Some local »ffices have used the staff for the latter purpose. -
The Employment Service needs to take prompt action to assure
that the program staff serves only disabled veterans.

The Employment Service has rnot made much progress in
implementing the 1975 arZ 1976 agreements pertaining to
VA's on-the-job traininy program. - The purpose of the adree-~
ments was to make the program viable. But the agreement
provisions are essentially not being carried out and might
not be manageable. The Department of Labor and VA represen-
tatives should examine the agreement provisions and make -
the necessary revisions to establish procedures-.that are
efficient and effective. . , _ :
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Although Labor representatives, particularly those
‘of VES, monitor State Employment Service offices* services
to ‘eterans, such monitoring needs to be improved to assure
that the intended preferential services are provided to
. veterans. The need for better and more effective mon
is evidenced by the questionable use of disabled veterans
program staff, placement standards not being met, and the
limited amount of file searches.

itoring

RECOMMEMDAT IONS

We recommend that the Secretary of Labor

=—give increased emphasis to provide preferential
services to veterans by having local Employment
Service offices make a concerted effort to alert

veterans of the advantages of visiting local offices
frequently;

L 4
=—-assure that, as long as the Disabled Veterans Qut~-
reach Program is in existence, local offices use
Disabled Veterans Outreach Pregram staff to serve

mainly disabled veterans; and

-—rencgctiate an agreement with VA for its on-the-
Job training program to establish a system which
can be efficiently and effact '

Rotively imnlomentad

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR_EVALUATION

Labor disagreed with our recommendation to alept veter
‘to the advantages of visiting the local office fraquently b
cause of

—~the cost to the veteran in coming to the office,

—=the increaseé,éatklaaé on the local office to handle
nore walk-in traffic, and
~~the difficulty in giving vetarans their required pref-
erence and referral priocities under sueh conditions.

Labor stated that a more efficient manner of dealing with
the problem would be through improved file search--manual or
cocmputeri zed. - ' '

In itéFiespansep Labor has!disregarded several problems
p2rtaining to file searches. Two of the problems are dis-
cussed un page 44 of this report, namely
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~—the position of local officials that they do not have
sufficient staff to do adequate file searches because
available staff is handling walk-in traffic and

--the low percentage of referrals resulting from the file
searches done because of the inability of the local of-
fice to contact the applicants. _

In our February 1977 report (see faootnote o. 44), we dis-
cussed the Employment Service's Job Information Service which
is a technigue whereby an applicant reviews job openings
and requests refertal ti: the 3ob opening he selects withcut
an extensive interview :1d registration process. Offices
using a job informacinn Service system usually make available
to interested appllcaonis a display of available job listings
on bulletin boards or Tv~like viewers. The applicants screen
the job listings and determine if their gual ifications and
interests match the job order. Employment Service interview-
ers reviasw the applicants’ selections, and if the applicants
meet the necessary qgualifications, they are referred to
enployers. By using this method, the istreyviewers usually
save time in matching applicants to ‘jobs.

.

A mail survey and follow-up telephone survey performed in
August 1975 by a contractur for Labor showed that about 1,000
of the approximately 2,400 Employment Service offices had
some type of a job information service. In our February 1577
report; we recommended that cthe Secretary of Labor iaeatify
offices which could improve their performance bty implementing
a job information service and encourage them ko establish
such systems. ' '

the increase in walk-in traffic resulting From encour aging
veterans to visit the office frequently would not have the
detrimental impact suggested by Labor,

If local offices had a job information service available,

Labor, in commenting on our recommendation concerning
the Disabled Veterans Qutreach Progranm, acknowledged that
sMere had been problems in the use of disabled @rodgram staff,
bat said that some of the staff in the offices we revieved
may have been performing regular employment zZasvice duties
as a part of their training. Labor said thak our recommenda—

.tion had been fully implemented by monitoring procedures

which are now in place. Labor pointed out that the pEngram
is designed to assist all veterans with emphasis on disabled
veterans. Since the establishment of monitoring procedures
does not assure that such procedures will- be effectively
implemented and our review showed that monitoring was weak
in many areas, effective action to enforce monitoring
procedures is rneeded. : : : '
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Both the Department of Labor and VA acknowledged -
problems in implementing VA's on-the-job training program
and both indicated the existing agreement will be reexamined.
(See app. IV for the comments by VA.) VA said that Labor
had recently made a survey of the use of VA's listing of
employers having approved on-the-job training programs for
veterans. ©0Of the 48 States responding, 46 had received the
listing provided by VA, but only 25 States used the listing.
Of these 25, 18 vere providing VA with updated information., &
Labor said that before renegotiating the agreement, it wanted
to reexamine both the program itself and the implementation

procedures because of the problems involved.

" Labor commented that we had not reflected some signifi-
cant changes which were the result of special emphasis on
veterans. For example, the placements of all veterans in-
creased 21 percent between the first half of fiscal year
1377 and the first half of fiscal year 1978, while the place-
ments of disabled veterans increased by 44 percent during
the same period. However, we noted that the Employment Serv=
ice had a 22-percent increase'in all reported placements
for the period cited. Although the 44-percent increase repre-
séents a significant increzase percentagewise, the number
of disabled veterans placed in the First half of fiscal
year 1978 was about 25,600; an increase of 7,400 over the
number of disabled veterans Dlaced in the Ffirst half of
fiscal year 1477. _ .

Labor was also unable to verify the figures we show
on page 42 relating to veteran performance standards. In
discussing the problem with Labor, we found that Labor (1)
used the l2-momth period for fiscal year 1976, whilé we in-
cluded the transition quarter and (2) used a different data
base than we used. We developed the performance- indicators
for the nationwide programs and for the three States £.r fis-
cal yezr 1976, including the transition quarter, and. fiscal
7ear 1977. - Using Labor*s data base, a small variance was
founc with the f%:ores we show on page 42. However, none of
the figures changed enough to change the compliance of any
State or Lhe nationwide results. The data base we used was
used for other tables presented in this report, and for con-
gistency of information, we have not changed to Labor's
daca base. L ‘ o




CHAPTER § | .

MANDATORY JOB LISTING PRCGRAM

HEEDS TO BE MORE EFFECTIVELY ADMINISTERED

The mandatory job listing program has been only paxtially
effective in providing employment opportunities to veterans.
Its effectiveness has been limited because of problems in
identifying contractors and subcontractors that are subject
to job listing requirements, and the lack of aggressive
Employment Service efforts to identify and report to enforce-
ment officials in Labor those contractors not listing their
job openings with the Employment Service.

The Department of Labor implemented a system in 1973 to
identify covered prime contractors, but the system does not
always provide the needed data nor provide it in a timely
manner. Neither Labor nor the States reviewed had developed
a2 system for identifying covered subcontractors.

Employers subject to mandatory jcb listing are required
to list job openings and report their hiring activity to loeal
Employment Service offices, but they have not always done
So. The local offices we visited had not implemented effec-—
tive procedures to determine whether employers were complying
with reporting and listing requirements. Also, even when
aware of noncompliance, local employment offices have s ferred
only a few cases to their State headquarters for corrective
action or referral to Labor. Labor has done little to assure
that local offices have effective systems for monitoring
contractors' listing and reporting activities. 'VES has been
aware of deficiencies in th- mandatory job listing program,
but has done little to recommend improved methods for local
offices to use in identifying covered contractors and
subcontractors. . :

MANDATORY JOB LISTING REQUIREMENTS

-~ The mandatcry job listing program began under Executive
Order 11598, June 16, 1971, to assist the lazge number
of veterans leaving the service to find jobg. The listing
requirements were later incorporated into the Vietnam~Era
Veterans® Readjustment Assistance Act of 1972 (38 u.s.c.
101,2012). The program regulations (41 CFR 60-250.4) reguire
Federal contractors and subcontractors to list suitable
job openings with the Empluyment Service, which is to refer
veterans to the job openings first. All Federal contracts

.and subcontracts over $10,000 must jinclude a clause entitled
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"Affirmative Action .for Disabled Veterans and Veterans

of the Vietnam Era,® which requires contractors to

--list with the local State Employment Service office
all suitable job openings occurring during the
contract performance period and

=-submit periodic reports on the number of openings
and hires. '

The listing and reporting reguirements apply to every
hiring location of the contractors and their parent or
subsidiary cowpanies. Suitable job openings are defined
as those openings paying less than $25,000 per year, except
those to be filled from within the organization, or pursuant
to.employer-union Liring arrangements. The requirements also
provide other exemptions such as (1) where the needs of
the Government cannot reasonably be supplied, (2) where
listing would be contrary to national security, or (3)
where the requirement of listing would not be for the best
interest of the Government.

The mandatory listing program is intended to benefit
disabled and Vietnam-era veterans. Enmployment Service
nationwide data for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 presented in
the following table shows that Vietnam—era veterans generally
fared better under wandalory-1listed job ocders Lthas on

other job orders. Comparative data was not available. for

disabled veterans, who represented less than 1 percent of
the individuals referred to and placed in mandatory listed
openings. : ‘
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Individuals referred:
Vietnam-era veterans
All veterans

Individuals placed:
Vietnam—-era veterans
All veterans

Total placements (note aj):
Vietnam—ecra veterans
All veterzns

Referrals and placements

of veterans as a percent

-~of total referral and
_Pplacement activity

~ Mandatory —_Other
job © ings job openings

£Y 197 FY 1076  FY 197
17.9 17.6 11.4 ?1.0
25.8 25.0 17 17.0
6.7 16.4 12.2 11.0
22.0 22.2 16.4 16.6
16.3 16.5 11.3 11.9

{not available)}

a/lotal placements include all placement transactions. An individual
is counted as many times as the persos is placed in a job during
the year. Under "individuals ceferred” and “individuals placed, -
a person is counted dnly once during a year.

The sianificanve of mandatory job listing mpenings to
Employment Service operations is shown in the following

table,
Activity
Openings:
Mandatory
Total

Mandatory as a ,
percent of total
openings. 7

Openings filled:

Mandatory
Total

Handatafy.as a
" percent of total
cpenings filled

PY 1976 . FY 1977
1,024,029 1,131,064
9,968,392 8,396,030
10 : 13
574,019 . 658,064
6,876,784 5,901,564
8 . 11 .
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IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN ‘IDENTIFYING
COVERED CONTRACTORS AND SUBCONTRACTORS

-Labor's system for informing local Employment Service
offices of employers subject to mandatory listing requirements
often provides incomplete, erroneocus, or untimely data on
prime contractors and does not identify any subcontractors.

~Although the mandatory listing contract clause requires

employers to notify each State employment service agency
of all hiring locations in the State, officials in the three
States ve visited told us that they receive few or no such
notifications. The local employment offices visited relied
primarily on Labor to identify mandatory listing contractors.
One local office identified additional contractors by asking
employers during routine contacts if they vere Federal con-
tractors or subecontractors. Such a process provides little
assurance that all covered employers and locations will be
identified. :

L 3

Identifying prime contractors

Labor ‘s current system for identifying covered prime
contractor locations needs further improveirent to provide
more timely, complete, -and accurate contract and contractor
location data. '

‘Before June 1973, covered prime contracter locations
were identified by contract award notifications provided to
Labor by Federal procurement offices. In our November 1974
report to the Senate Committee on Veterans®' Affairs, we noted
that the procurement offices did not always provide the
notifications or provide them timely. Also, the notificatijons

. did not identify all the hiring locations of the contractor

and its subsidiaries, and did not always include contract
award and completion dates. -

Because of .those problems, Labor awarded a contract to
Dun & Bradstreet, Inc., effective June 1, 1973, to provide
monthly.- listings of all employers with Federal contracts. -
Dun & Bradstreet obtains the contract award data from
Notice of Award of Contract Porms prepared by Federal pro-
curement activities and from the Commerce Business Daily.
Dun & Bradscreet uses its list of over 3 million employment
locations, reported to be the most complete available, to

‘identify all locations of the contractor and its subsidia-

ries-and related companies.. Monthly activity is reported

by Dun & Bradstreet to each State through cards listing

contractor and contract data. The States in turn, forward

. the cards to the appropriate local Employment Service

- ‘ 65
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offices. Dun & Bradstreet also provid+s a semi~annual listing
of all locations to Labor's regicnal i ’ices. 1In 1974, Labor
estimated that the Dun & Bradstreet arrangement increased
coverage data from 30 percent to 80 percent.

In five of the six Employment Service offices we visited,
representatives complained to us about the Dun & Bradstreet
cards being received several months aftar the contract award
and lacking the contract sward and complsiion dates needed
to establish the period of coverage.

We examined a nimber of cards at each location to deter-
mine the time lapse between contract award dates and when
the local Employment Service offices received the cards,
Local office receipt dates were not available for 43 of the
203 cards we reviewed, and in those cases, we compared award
dates with the Dun & Bradstreet processing dates shown on
the cards. _

The table below shows the elapsed time between the
contract award date and either the date the local office
received the card or the date the card was prccessed by
Dun & Bradstreet. :

Mumbey Average
ber of

Local office receipt 160 103

Dun & Bradstreet . .
processing date %3 86 :
‘A Dun & Bradstreet official said it takes up to 60 days

from the date it receives contract award information to L.
process the information and issue the cards to the States.

‘He said that time lapses of more than 60 days between award

dates and sending cards to the States are due to Dun &
Bradstreet not receiving ‘contract award information in a
timely manner... He also said that the two main sources of
information are the Commerce Business Daily and notices of
vontract award forms received from Government agencies. He
said the timely notification problem primarily concerned

the contract award notices. (Standard Form 99.) o

We examined 271 Dun & Bradstreet cards to determine the
incidence of missing contract award and completion dates.
The cards examined included some of those reviewed for time-
liness. We found that contract award dates were missing
from 25 percent of the cards, and completion dates were
missing from 65.percent. : . -
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. A Dun & Bradstreet official said that all award and
completion dates included in the information provided to
Dun & Bradstreet are included on the cards. In addition, he
said’ the Commerce Business Daily, which is the information
source for 42 percent of the records processed, shows no
completion date and seldom shows an award date.

Laber's Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs
is responsible for the system of identifying covered contrac-—
tors. No evidence was found that anyone in that office
monitored the adequacy of the input data given Dun & Brad-
street, or that firm's contractor listings.

Identifying subcontractors

Labor has no system for identifying subecontractors nor
has it given State Employment Service agencies any guidance
on how to identify subcontractor locations subject to manda-
tory listing requirements. Local offices essentia’ly rely
on voluntary compliance by subcontractors. One of the three
States reviewed, Missouri, had instructed its local offices
that only those employers listed by Labor were to be con-
sidered officially subject to the mandatory listing require-
ments and reported for noncompliance. When subcontractor
coverage was determined locally, the local office was not
to inciude ihe relaied teporting, hicing, and listing ac-
tivity in mandatary listing reports to the State.

In June 1976, Labor revised.its mandatory listing reg-
ulations to include all tier subcontractors because research
into the legislative history of the 1972 act showsd an intent
that all tier subcontractors be covered. The 1971 executive
order, and previous requlatlans covered only first tier sub-
contractors.. In revis:ing the regulations, Labor was obviously
concerned with having "all intended subcontractoers list open~
ings with and report hiring activity to the Employment Serv-
ice. However, Labor took no action to develop or prescribe
a methﬂd EQ* 162n€;f¥1ng :averea subcontractors.

MANDATORY LISTING ORDERS

CODED_ INEDRREﬂTLY

Ihe lacal Emplayment Service offices reviewed had
erronecusly coded some mandatory listing job orders. As a

- result of the coding errors, referrzl personnel were unavare

that the orders were the mandatory type, and that special
emphasis was to be given to referring disabled and Vietnam-era
veterans. The incorrect coding also resulted in excluding
_those orders and rzlated referral and placement data trom
*mendatory listing activity reports.
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We reviewed job orders (up to 25 orders per employer)
submitted by 10 employers subject to mandatory listing .
to each local Employment bervice office during che prezeding
12 months. Our review showed that 26 percent of the 1,059
orders should have been coded as mandatory. The percent of
orders incorrectly coded ranged from 8 percent in Evansville
to 59 percent in Indianapolis. The results by local offices
are showr in the following table.

. Incorrectly
Local Employment Number of __coded orders
Service office orders reviewed Number Paercent

Indianapolis 189 111 59
Evansville 153 12 8
Kansas City 220 53 24
Springfield 139 36 26
Loz Angeles 250 . 37 5
San Bernardino - _los _23 21

272 26

Totals 1 ’SQ

INCREASED EFFORTS NEEDED TO OBTAIN AND
USE_CONTRACTORS' REDORTS AND JOB LISTINGS

The State Employment Service agoncizz had not implementad

effective procedures to assure that contractors subject to
mandatory listing subm 2d required quarterly reports of
hiring activity, and 1Ll their covered job openings.
Other problems regar : terly reports included (1)
States not forwarding repurts to local offices and (2) re-
Forts not showing hiring activity by location. Local
employment office actions to determine whether contractors
listed all covered job openings were either inadequate

or nonexistent.  Even where local offices had identified
Lnstances of noncompliance, they rarely forwarded such
cases through the State Employment Service agency to Labor
for enforcement actien. Labor has been aware of the lax
enforcement of the mandatory listing program, but has not
been aggressive in assuring that local offices identify and

report cases of noncompliance.

Effective June 25, 1976, responsibility for enforcement

of the mandatory listing program was transferred from Labor's

Employment and Training Administration to Labor's Employment
Standards Administration, Office of Federal Contract Com~
pliance Programs. The purpose of the transfer was to elim-
inate possible conflicts of the same organization that
relies on employers for job orders and placements, also
having to take enforcement actions against such employers.,
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The Employment Standards Administration takes enforcement
action based on noncompliance cases referred from State Em—
ployment Service agencies. A Labor Employment and Training
Administration memorandum to its regional administrators
dated June 14, 1977, noted however that many States were
not reporting noncompliance. The memorandum emphasized that
local office efforts were crucial to compliance, and directed
that State Employment Service directors issue instructions
to local offices on how to carry out their responsibilities.
Coples of the instructions were to be sent to the Employment
and Training Administration headquarters. No followup memo-
randum had been issued as of Fekruary 16, 1978, even though
headquarters had received copies of instructions from only
14 States.

Contractors do not always submit guarterly reports

Contractors are to report querterly on (1) the number of
new hires, (2) number of disabled veterans hived, and (3)
nunber of Vietnam-era veterans hired. If a contractor
fails to file quarterly reports, or fails to list applicable
job openings, the local Employment Service office should
cite the contractor for noncompliance.

We reviewed quarterly report files for 236 selectad
contractors at 5 local Employrent Servize cffices. We
selected 50 contractors at.4 local offices and at the
Springfield office we selected all 36 files of contractors
available at the time of our fieldwork. 'The San Bernardino
office did not have reports on file. We tried o .select
contractors that should have submitted reports for all four
‘quarters of 1976. However, because of problems in identifying
enough of .these cases, we selected some cont-actors that had
been subject to the reporting r:quirements for only one to
three guarters. .

Our review showed that the offices had raceived only
50 percent of the reports due from those contractors for
the periods reviewed. Additional data on the contractors'
reports we reviewed at each Employment Service office are
shown 'belaow.

- Percent of
Number of Percent of contractors
Local Employment contractors reports submitting all
Service office reviewed received reports due

Indianapolis 50 20 12
Evansville 50 18 : 14
Kansas City 50 B9 64
Springfield 16 28 28
Los Angeles 50 74 62

&1
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Gnly 42 percent of the =ontractors that should hale
submittad 4 remorts had done so. California and Sissouri had
gtatewide data s the 2ercent of contractors submitting .the
required yuarterly reports. The California Marndatory Job
Listing Coordinator told us that the State and all its local
offices received only 27 percent of the reports due far the
quarter ended Marck 31, 1977, Similar data for Missouri
showed that the State had received 68 purcent of the reports
due.

Renorts submitted directly to State off;ces

Employment Standards Adninistration requlations permit
contractors with mulitiple hiring locations in a State to send
their reports to the State Employment Service office rather
than to cach appropriate local office. Caiifornia and
Missouri had not established a system to assure that emplovers
were submitting their reports to either the 3tate or the local
offiecc. 1In addition, when the reports submitted t@ thie Statey
contained data broken down by local office jurisdiction, the
State agencies wére not consistently providing the local

~offices with the data to allow them to deterntine whe ther the

local hiring units were listing their job epenings.  In
Indiana, the State office had a procedure to notify local
ot¥icus of the contractors who had submitted a conzolidated
gquarterly report toe the State,

In the Kansas City Employment Service office's jucisaic-
tion, 54 contractors reported directly to the State, The
State had been sending the local office reparts from only two
or three contractors quarterly, thus the local office could
not compare jobs listed with hires reported. The State office
had no procedures for informing the local offices on all the
contractors that were reporting to them, although such infor-
mation is necessary if the local office is to adeguately
monitor the cumpliance of coatractors in its jurisdiction,

The California Mandatory Job Listing Cuordinator sent
contractor report data to the local sffices semiannual ly,
but the data covered only the most recent quarier’s activity.
The Coordinator told us that because about 30 percett of the
contractors report to the State, he did rat have enough staff
to provide local offices with all the report data. He
questioned whether the local offices would use it in any case.

Local office review of whether contractors
submit reguired job listings

Of the six Employment Service offices visited, only
the two Missouri offices were determining whether comtracters
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were listing required job openings. The Kansas City office
had been making such reviews for some time, although it did
not necessatily review each contraccor or anaiyze all their
job orders. The Springfield Employment Service office began
its review program in July 1977. At that time, the State
began rtequiring local offices to submit a guarterly report,
showing for each employer subject to mandatory listing the
number of hires reported and job orders listed. Because job
orders may cover several openings, comparison of orders and
hires is somewhat meaningless in determining whether con-
tractors listed all openings. .

According to the State mandatory listing coordinator for
Missouri, only 5 to 10 cases of potential noncompliance had
been reported to the State since the inception of the progranm.
These cases were all resolved at either the State or Labor
regional office level. T

Heither of the California Employment S -ice offices
had any routine or systematic procedures for determining
whether contractors were listing required job openings, and
neither had reported any contractors for not listing jobs.
The California Mandatory Job Listing Coordinator stated that
local ~ffices reported only 24 noncompliance cases during
fiscair year 1976. The State was Planning to develop a
reporting system to identify negligent contractoars.

The Indiana Employment Service offices likewise were
not determining whether contractors listed required job
orenings. A 1971 State directive to locyl offices stressed
that local offices were not to seek contractors’ compliance
with mandatory listing requirements, but instead were to
report noncompliance to the State. Local officials told
us they did not want to bacome involved with determining or
reporting noncompliance, because such activities could be
detrimental to relations with employers the offices relied
on for job orders. The officials also noted a staff short-
age and the lack of emphasis un the program by Labor.

Our comparison of hires reported and jobs listed by a
number of contractors at each local Empluyment Service office
showed that some contractors did not list all their openings
with the Employment Service. The actzivity for 114 contrac-
tors, for the quarter ended December i, 1976, showed 42
cases of significant differences between the number of
teported hires and the number of openings listed. These
compar isons nrovide indications of noncompliance, but may
not be conclusive. Hires reported in ane quarter could have
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been for openings listed in a previous quarter, but the
reports show only the number of hires, not the specific ;..s
that were filled. Nevertheless, such comparisons provide
local offices a basis for further analysis and discussions
with contractors, and then possible referral to the Labor
regional office when noncompliance is found.

The following table shows for each office the numbqr of

s
contractors we reviewed that reported hiring ac;;v;ty, and
the total number of hires reported and job openings listed
during the quarter.
%
Contractors ’ Openingy
Local reviewed - listead
Employment that reported as a
Service hiring Reported Openings percentage
office —activity hires ~ listed _of hires
Indianapolis 18 104 34 32.7
Evansville 11 225 25 11.1
Kansas City 19 222 3z - 14.4
Springfield * 19 493 90 18.3
Los Angeles 25 1,034 297 28.7
San Bernardino 22 7 _ 251 29 11.6
| Toral 114 2,329 507 21.8
At the Kansas City offi 5 of the 19 selected contrac-
tors renorting hiring activi d=: ‘ng the guarter ended Decem-
ber 31, 1976, had apparently not listed all their openings, as
shown below. - ] . =
Contractor - Hires reported Jobs listed
A 7 -
B 10 . -
c 12 -
D 47 N 2
) E gé 13
* B
Gur review of the Employment Service records for the
. five employers referred to in the preceding table showed
c " they had also failed to list all their job openings during
the first three quarters of 1976. Employment Service personnel
had discussed the listing requirements with the employers
during 1976. However, the local office did not report any
of the five contractors to the State office for noncompliance
until May 1977, when one was reported. The State forwarded
the case to Labor the same month.
‘m'i', “i * =
N 12
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VES AWARENESS OF MANDATORY .

LISTING PROBLEMS NOT DOCUMENTED

Regional and State VES representatives responzible for
monitoring the mandatory listing program in the three States
told us that they were aware of the type of problems discussed
in this chapter, but they had not documented their efforts to
inform responsible State and regional officials of the improve-
ments needed. Without documentation available, we cculd not
determine how comrrehensive the VES recommendations had been
on the mandatory .sting program.

VES representatives for Labor region VII and Missouri
told us they had made no formal recommendations fLor correcting
mandatory job listing problems. The regional VES representa-
tive told us that everyone talked about the problems but did
nothing to correct them.

.VES representatives for-Labor region 1X and Californih
alsc stated that the had not made any formal recommendations
to operating officials for correcting mandatory listing prob-
lems. One representative said that effective enforcement was
not :aken seriously.

The VES representative for Indiana saidg that he was
aware the Indianapolis local office was not monitoring corn-
tractors® compliance with listing and reporting reguiremencs,
bt he had not reported the matter to State or Labor opera-
ting officials. His November 1976 review of the mandatory
listing program in the Evansville office did not include any
findings or Cﬂnﬁ;ﬂalﬁns concerning contractor listing and
reporting activity.

CONCLUSIONS

The mandatory listing program has been pagrly adn;nls—
rered by the Employment Service, thus resulting in many jobs
not being listed that chould have been, and the Sexrvice not
being able to refer veterans for possible placement. Local
affices improperly cad;ng orders from mandatcry listing
employers resulted in referral staff being unaware that dis-
abled and Vietnium-era veterans were to receive referral prior-
ity on those orders. This also results in mandatory listing
activity reports not including some pertinent data.

The system used by Labg: to inform local Emplayment
"arvice offices as to the employers subject to mandatory
_isting requirements needs to be improved to more consistently
reflect the contract coverage pericods and provide the data
on a more timely basis. Local employment offices cannot
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