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In 1974, the Committee on Evaluation of Employment and Training
Programs was established in the National Research Council to assess the
poh;lcal economic, and social effects of the Comprehensive Employment
*and Training Act (CETA). Since CETA’s enactment, the committge’has h\'
monitored the introduction of CETA in local governments, the’kinds of

' programs established, changes in delivery systems, and the expansmn of

public service employment programs. In this study, the committee

examines the early effects of the 1978 CETA amendments on public

service em ployment

Under the original act, management responsibilities for a score of

federal employment and training programs for the disadvantaged were

transferred to ovex 400 state and local jurisdictions that were designated as

7 “prime sponsors > The enactment of a countercycllcal public service
employment program in 1974 began to shift the emphasis in CETA, in
terms of funds, from structural to cyclical unemployment prograngs.
CETAfappropnatlons have leaped from $3.7 billion in 1975 to $10 billion N
in 1979 as CETA has become a major tool attemptmg to deal with both

x " economic problems and the development of human resources.

Among the issues addressed by the committee in previous reports (see
list on page iii) are the effectiveness of local governments in operating
decentralized programs within a broad framework of federal policy, the
effectiveness of public service employment programs in coping with.
cyclical joblessness, and the extent to which CETA has mitigated the.
unemployment problems of the most disadvantaged in our society.
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The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act Amendments of
1978 (PL 95-524)—which reauthorized CETA for four years—made a
number of significant changes designed to redirect the public service
employment programs toward the disadvantaged, emphasize the transition
of CETA participants into unsuBsidized jobs, lower wage levels, and
provide training and other employ ablhty development services for persons
in public service employment jobs. The act also™ required increased
monitoring and compliance activities. This report dees not attempt to
evaluate the merits of congresgional objectives, but assesses the degree to
which public service employ ment and administration objectives have been
achieved.

The assessment of the effects of the CETA amendments 1s based Iargely
on data obtained from a survey of 28 sample prime sponsors conducted by
field research assqeiates who have been monitoring developments in those
areas for several years. The sample was drawn from a universe of prime
sponsors, stratified by type of sponsor (six cities, nine counties, nine
consortia, and four states), by size, and by unemployment rate. The study
also drew on sfatistical data_and reports from the Employment and
Training Administration and from other sources (see Appendix B for a
description of the sample and methodology).

To provide early feedback to policy makerg and program managers, the
survéy was lgunched in June 1979, two _months after the effective date of
the new legislation—too soon to capture the fyll impact of the program

{§ of “trends. Chapter |
(Overvxew) and Chapter 7 (Fmdmgs and Recommendations) are the
report of the Committee on Evaluation of Employment and Training
Programs. The remajning chapters are the staff report that provided the '
supporting data and apnalysis. :

This project, funded by a grant from the Empfoymentsand Training
Admxmstratxon of the Department of Labor, is part of the program of the
Assembly of Behavioral and Social Sciences of the National Research
Council. William Mxre'ngoﬁ‘ who originated the. project, is the study
director,» and is assisted by Lester Rindler, Harry” Greenspan, Scott

. Seablom, and Lois Black. The authors are indebted to the resident field

fesearch associates, to CETA administrators and other officials in the

dy areas, and to individuals in the Department of Labor who provided
stat:stlcal data and other helpful materials. The stady owes much to the
encouragement of Seymour Brandwein, Director, Office of Program
Evaluation, U.S. Department of Ifabor, who. contributed to the formula-
tion<of the study objectives and pro avided technical advice. We particularly
wish to acknowledge the invaliable contributions of Albert J. Ange-
branndt in, the design of the study and in the review of draft materials.
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Support services were pro\llded by Marian D. Mlller, Diane Goldman, and
Susan Kendall. ‘

I .am grateful to the mémbers of the Committee on Evaluatlon of
Employment and Trammg Programs, who provided guidance for- the
project, rev1§wed successive drafts of the report, and participated in the
process of formulating recommendanons The committee’s recommenda-
tions are found in Chapter Z and are summarized in Chapter 1.
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BACKGROUND

The 1978 amendments to the Comprehensive Employment and Training

. Act (CETA) are the latest in a series“of legislative revisions enacted in
response to changing economic, social, and political conditions. These
modiﬁcations‘ reflect a cengressional commitment to improve the
effectiveness of the CETA programs while ensuring congruence between
national objectives and logal practices.

The underlying rationale for an employment and training pohcy is the'

recognition of the need for govemmental imtervention in the labor market
processes on behalf of the poor and the disadvantaged. During the 1960s,
this national policy to intervgne was expressed in a profusion of federally
controlled programs authofjze ‘the Manpower Development and
Training Act and the Economic Opportunity Act.
Enacted in 1973, CETA combined many of these categorical programs
- into a single block grant and transferred responsibility for their adminis-
tration from the federal to the state and local governments. These local
units of government were to provide employment, training, and remedial
services primarily for the structurally unemployed—those who, because of
|
| 3

- N N i

, ' This chapter presents the summary report of the Commuttee on Evalsanon of Employment
and Training Programs, . , , e
v | -
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2 THE NEW CETA

inadequate education, lack of skills, or other structural impediments, are
at a disadvantage in the labor market. The public service employment
(PSE) program (Title II), which provided federal fupds for state and local
governments to create temporary jobs for the unemployed in areas of
substantial unemployment, was only a minor component of the original
legislation. . 8

However, during the recession of 1974, CETA was pressed into service
as part of a strategy for combatmg rising unemployment, and the emphaSls
of the act began to shift to countercyclical PSE programs. In December
1974, Congress pass&d)he “Eniergency Jobs and Usemployment Assistance
Act, adding a new countercycllcal PSE program (Title VI) to CETA and
authorizing $2 5 billion to create 250,000 additional positions for one year.
Faced with persistently high levels of unemgoyment Congress extended
Title VI in 1976, and in 1977-1978 expandéed ‘PSE as part of a national
program to stimulate the"économy (Figure 1). In 1977-1978, nearly $8
billion was appropriated to fund 725,000 jobs under Titles II and VI. By
1978, CETA no longer was primarily a program for the structurally
unemployeds public service jobs programs accougted, for over 60 percent of
all CETA expenditures (Figure 2).

The expansion of PSE programs, however, brought in its wake several
intractable problems: persons on the lower rungs of the socioeconomic
ladder did not participate in adequate nambers, CETA funds were used for
activities that otherwise would have been supported by local resources
(stibstitution); and allegations of PSE progrdm abuses aroused skepticism
about the program. To some extent these problems reflect the inherent
difficulties of achieving congruence in a decentralized program between
the objéctives of the federal government and the priorities of local, officials
who administer the programs. However, these difficulties have -been
aggravated by ambiguous legislation, competing statutory objectives, and
pressures for speedy program implementation. The amendments of 1976
attempted to deal with some of these chromc problems but did not
produce the desired results. __

The amendments of 1978 that reauthorized the CETA legislation are
the most recent efforts to address the shortcomings of the PSE programs
. and appear to be the most effective. This study provides a preliminary
assessment of the effects of the reauthorization act on PSE programs. It
not only examines these programs, to determine whether the goals of the
CETA amendments are being attained but also assesses the effects of the
“reauthorization act on planning and management systems, administrative
processes, and institutional relationships.

A word of caution is needed. The field survey, which is the source of
much of the information gathered for the study, was conducted during

Y
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June and July 1979, eight months after the enactment of the amendmentsA
but only two months after important provisions went into effect. The
timing of the survey, although . useful for detecting problems and
identifying trends, prevented identification of the long-term effects of the

reauthorization amendments.
. N . o

CONGRESSIONAL INTENT ,

The reauthorization act of 1978 reafﬁrmed the original goal of CETA
“ . . . to provide job training and employment opportunities for econom-
cally dlsadvantaged unemployed, and underemployed persons” (PL 95-
24, :Sect. 2), Additionally, the PSE provisions were designed to attain
veral specnﬁc objectives: (1) to increase the share of PSE jobs for persons

. whose needs for labor market assistance were greatest, (2) to eliminate the
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use of PSE asa substitute for position's’that otherwise would be supported ** |
by local funds, (3) to improve the chances of participants succeeding in the
labor Jnarket, by supplementing PSE jebs with training and other .
supportive services, and (4) to eliminate program abuses. These objectives
are not greatly different from earlier aims, but the meéans used to achieve
these elusive ends are radically different. The new legislation relies less on
rhetoric and generally worded provisions that nibble at the edges of the -
problem, and morg on stringent requirements and self-enforcing devices
that will drive the program in the direction Congress intended.

The 1978 PSE provisions of CETA restrict eligibility, wage ft‘:’vels, and
duration of employment for PSE jobs. They also mandate two public
service employment programs: one to coufter c¥clical unemployment; the

. .-
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" other to serve the structurally unemployed. Training and embloi«ability
development services are prescribed for persons in the structural PSE
programs and emphasized for those in countercyclical PSE. ., = . .

‘The ack also attempted to ’improve the administration of CETA s

programs. The planning and grant application system was, red’esigned,. e,
tighter procedures for verifying the eligibility of participants and fixing
“liability for’ improper enrollment were established, and independent
monitoring units were required in_each’rocgl prime sponsor area. {0 ensure
compliance with the act (see chart, p. 6). .

-
»

«

EARLY EFFECTS OF ’JT‘HE REAUTHORIZATION AC'I" v

Early indications are that the overriding objective of CETA—to set%
‘niote Tully tiGse Whose reeds are greatest—is being %achieved. Additional- c e,
ly, wages are lower; the tenure of PSE participants is being shortened; «
more emghasis is being placed on the transition of enrollees into regular
jobs; and prime sponsors are administering programs with a greater 4 -
concern for accountability. There is also some basis for believing that the®
incentives for substituting federal fundgTor local revenues are weaker. * °
However, other goals of the act such as simplifying the planning process. -
and establishing two distinct BSE programs serving different clienteles had
not been realizgd at the time of our survey. Moreovex, sponsors had not yet
* faced wp to the full implications of providing training and employability
development services for PSE enrvliees, and monitoring unils were not
fully-operational in most jurisdictions. .. ‘ .

In many, areas, one set of goals was, achieved at the ‘éxpense of other
objectives. Thus, although the wage and eligibility restrictjons helpeg,ro~
increase the.share of PSE jobs going to the disadvantaged, they limited the
kinds of jobs, and services that could be undertaken and often precluded
activities favored by local officials. The act has also affected . the
administration of PSE programs by significantly adding to the administra-

' tive burdens of a system that was already strafhing to keep up with its
load. ’ -

) ~/
* Serving ‘the Disadvantaged ' \

[ 4

3

/

Early reports indicate that public service employment programs are
serving more economigally disadvantaged perspns; women, youth, blacks,
Land persons without a high school diploma than they did in the past. The
‘hiring of veterans, Howevet, is down, and welfare recipients are not being
- selected in numbers anywhere near their proportion in the eligible
population, '




\ 6 - . THE NEW CETA

SUMMARY OF THE COMPREHENSIVE .
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT (CETA)

The Comprehensive Employment and Tratning Act Amendments of 1978
(PL 95-524) reauthorized the Comprehensive Employment and Traning Act
of 1973 (PL 93-203) for fiscal 1979-1982. As amepded, CETA has eight titles.”

Title I contains adnunistrative provisions. Cities and counties of 100,000 or
. [N more and consortia are designated “prime spofisprs™, state governments are
- - prme sponsors for balance-of-state areas. Prime sponsors muss€ubmit an ac- -
’ ceptable plan to the secretary of labor, pteparedin consuffation wath logal
’ %awsory counculs. Participation is hmited to 30 months, 18 months for public
service employment programs. Allowances and wage hmuts are specified. Prime 1 o
K sponsors must establish monitoring units. The secretary of labor 1s required
to set, performance standards andste establish an Otl‘ﬁcé of Management Assis-
tance Other provisions deal with the protection of employed workers, nondis-
- cruhination 1n selection of chients, and prohibition of political activities.
< Title II authorizes prime sponsors to provide training, work expérience,
and supportive services to increase the employability of the economically dis-
e advantaged, unemployed, and underempldyed. Pari C authornzes assistance to
- ' employers for upgrading low-skilled employees. Part D authorzes temporary b
public service jobs for welfare recipients and for the low-income, long-term °l
unemployed; A portion of allotted funds must be reserved for traiming, Aver-
age wages are set at $7.200 for 1979, with adjustments among areas. CETA
wages may not be supplemented above the fixed maximum
Title 111 authonzes nationally administered programs for Indians, mugrant
and seasonal farm workers, older workers, and other groups in need of such
services. Part B requires the secretary of labor to develop a comprehensive pro-
- gram of research and evaluation, experimental and demonstration prgjccts, and
labor market information, inctuding job banks and occupational information.
®  Title I'V authorzes the Job Corps and-summer youth programs, 1t extends
. for two years the Youth Employment Demonsgration Projects Act programs,
- enacted in 1977. o <
. 4 Tifle ¥ establishes the National Commission for Employment Policy,
— charged wyth identifying goals, evaluating manpower development programs;
arid making recommendations to the president and the Congress.
. Title VI authonzes temporary public sqrvice jobs for the long-term, low-
income unemployed and welfare recipients when the national unemployment
rate exceeds 4 pércent. A pogtion of the funds must be used for training and
- employability counséling. Average wages are fixed at $7,200 (for 1979) with,
area adjustments. Hiring agencies may supplement wages for participants by
\ up to 10 percent of the maximum CETA wage.
. ’ Title VII authonzes a two-year demonstration program to test methods ‘
fpr increasing the participation of private businesses in CETA programs, for
. . the economucally disadvantaged. Prime sponsors are to establish advisory
. Prvate Industry Councils with representation from business, labor, educa-
' tion, and the community. .
Title VI authonzes the employment of y outh in conservation and other
public projects. -

-
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-Since the eligibility criteria for Titles ¥ID and VI are now similar, the
differences between the clienteles of the countercyclical and counterstruc-
tural programs are becoming blurred. s

v

.

. Wages. Jobs, and Services ’ .

.

No change inl the reauthorization act caused as much consternation among
Idcal sponsors as did thé reduction in the average wage permItted for PSE
jobs. CETA requires that PSE workers be paid prevailing wages, but
. because the new average PSE wage levels are often below. the prevailing
wages for public service positions, sponsors are having difficulties in
establishing PSE jobs. To adjust to the restrictions,-most prime sponsors
will shift from high-skill positions to laborer, clerical, and service jobs.
Some have, been restructuring positions. As a result, most of the
admlmstrator§ in the study’ sample believe that the usefulness of PSE
servnces has been adversely affected. . .

This report does not attempt to measure the extent to which the
reauthorization act has reduced the practice of using CETA funds for
activities that would otherwise be supported by local revenues. It would
require an army of auditors to tgack the federal dollars' through' 473 prime
sponsor, budgets. However, there are grounds for believing that the
provisiofs of the new legislation have nudged the program closer to this
goal: participants
skilled posmons is.
limited.

reduced, and the tenure of PSE enrollee} js

- *

J

Transition to Unsubsidized Employment

The reauthorization act of 197} reyives the emphasis on the temporary
nature of PSE programs and the hegkssity for PSE enrollees to move on to
regular jobs. Although limits on duration of participation have generated
pressure to find unsubsidized jobs for enrollees who must be terminated, it
is too early to assess the full impact of the reauthorization act on
transition. —~

An analysis of the methods that sponsors se to promote transition
suggests that better results mdy be obtained. when transition planning,
centralized placement units, coordination with the employment service,
and job development are part of the placement process. The most
frequently cited weaknesses in the sponsors’ placement systems were
inadequate planning and a lack of tfained staff. :

° Iy

e/1éy qualified, the proportion of professional and -

“
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Program Monitoring

Congre53 tried, in several ways, to safeguard the integrity of PSE and -
overcome the negatiye’image resulting from allegations of fraud and abuse.
Early indications<re that some efforts were successful, others have yet to
be tested. By assigning hability for improper enro,llment to prime sponsors,
7 setting sanctions for nonuomphance and requiring intensified monitoring,
the amendments have made program managers more concerned about
preventing program abuses.” Much stricter methods are bemg used to
screen apphcants for ellglblllty, and prime spoffsor efforts™often exceed
those required by the legislation. There is, however, some uncertainty as to
how the liability provisions will be implemented. ~
Sponsors have been slow in establishing independent monitoring units
and unsure about -their roles. Moreover, there is some question about the
« independence of the units that have been established—virtually all of them
are appointed by and are responsible to the local CETA administrators.
At the federal level, monitoring has been stepped up and preventive
programs have been initiated, but these activities have been hampered by
staff and fundigg limitations.

£l

Planning and Administration -«

The* redirection of the CETA programs has exactca a price. Most of the
1978 amendments, aimed at‘strengthening the program and ensurmg
“compliance with national policies, have generated a host of complex
administrative tasks. .
Although Congress attempted to sxmpllfy the grant application process
eplacing separate annual plans with a master plan and annual
supplements, sponsors are ﬁnding the new planning documents no less
difficult than the old and, in'any event, no more useful for local operations
and evaluation In other respects, the admmlstratlon of PSE programs is
becoming more complex. Sponsors 1dent1fy the wage, eligibility, and ™
“training provisions as especially difficult to implement.

Sponsors have tried to minimize the strains created by the new
requirements by adapting them to existing systems and practices.
Nevertheless, a substantial number of prime gponsor. organizations have
‘been badly shaken by the added complexmes and funding uncertainties.

v»‘

. ' . N v ]
Conclusions B N

Ed

" The two major forces driving ‘the PSE program in the direction that --
Congress has charted are ‘the wage and eligibility provisions of the
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eauthorization act./Thé wage provisions are forcing prime sponsors to
iniinate or restructure high-wage PSE positions. The jobs that result
these changés require lower skills angd are thj:@fore less attractive to
with alternative employment opportunities but more accessible to
_ Pérsons with limited qualifications. The wage provisions also tend to 4
discourage substitution by reducing the number of professional and skilled
positions that arethe most susceptible to this practice. The stiffer eligibility
criteria not only increase the share of disadvantaged persois partigipating
in PSE progtams; but also tend to reduct the proclivity of $ponsors to use
PSE workers instead of their regular workforce to provide essentigl public :
services. _ ) !
- “Balaneipg compethg objectives‘is an inherent problem of legislation
that palms multiple goals, and CETA i liberally sprinkled with such
goals. “The pursuit of one objective may require Yhe abandonment o
another. Thus, the enrollment of the most disadvantaged may limit the »
kinds of’services ‘that sponsors can provide and ‘may adverselysaffect the
‘quality of these services. Similarly, the limited «qualifications of PSE
workgrs may reduce the likelihood of their being placed in unsupsidized
- jobs. . ’ r
Perhaps the goal that hag remained most elusive is that of,combining
training and other employability dev;lop}ﬂnent services with PSE jobs. To a
large extent, PSE is still operating as an ingqme maintehancevprogram for
the unemployed and a welcdine supplement to local government services.
‘There are, ¢ sure) inevitable diffiqulties in meshing programs that are )
subject tqsdiﬁ‘erent rules and ifistit}xtional frameworks. However, the basic .
question is whether, without training and other employability services, the -
kinds of experience afforded by PSE programs—Tlargely in public, works'
an ‘arks—g_contribute to the participant’s ability to’compete in the labor
_market. o )

> .

A

. ‘

SUMMARY. OF RECOMMENDATIONS , vy

The Committee 66 Evaluation of Employment and Trainihg Programs
(CETP) proposes that sweeping legislative changes in the PSE program be -
deferred unless such changes are necessitated by rapid increases in
unemgloyment. The employment,;nnd training system, battered by

successive waves of program changes, aeeds, above all else, a’ period of
consolidatiorf and stability. For this reason, the major recommendations
summarized below are primarily technical proposals that may help to - {
facilitate the implementation of the new CETA. A full discussion of these
and other recommeq‘c.i’ations is presented in Chapter 7. . &
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L. Eligibility Criterta. The new eligibility criteria appear to be accom-
plishing the congressional objective of focusing #SE prograris on the
disadvantaged and should be retained. However, in the event of a
significant rise in unemployment, the Title VI ctiteria should be reassessed
to determine whether they are sufficiently broad for an expanded
counterrecessionary program.

2. Target Groups. The act designates so many groups for’ special °

consideration that these designations -cannot be used effectively for
targetmg The committee recommends that Congress reserve specral
_ consideration for fewer groups, so as to provide a better basis for
establishing priorities. More effective methods should be devised for
eefuiting and enrolling target groups, especially public welfare recipients.

3. Wages. Although the wage provisions of the reauthorization act
compli€ate the task of operating PSE programs, they appear to be effective
in accomplishingfthe basic objectives of CETA and should be retained
until their full effés§s can be weighed. Some minor modifications, however,
are recommended. {1) the method used to adjust the national average wage
for local areas shodld be modified to give greater wéight to government
wages; (2) in areas where permissible PSE wages are generally below
prevailing rates for government positions, additional wage supplementa-
tion should be permitted; and (3) the PSE maxrmum wages should be
modified annually to adjust for wage escalation.

4. Transition of Enrollees. Efforts to-enhance the employabrhty of
enrollees or to find unsubsidized work for those terminating should be
supported more vigorously by the Department of Labor. The Department
of Labor should provide spdnsors with models of employability develop-
ment pla swince in developing staff capabilities in job placement
procedures, and better labor market information that is more useful for
placement activities. *

5. The Planning System. The Department of Labor should increase
assjstance to prime sponsors, program agents, and other subjurisdictions to
improve the quality of plans Training sessions and materials should
provide information on the principles and methodology of planning.
Furthermore, the Department of Labor, in consultation with prime
sponsors, should establish a task fdrce to review the present guidelines for
the purpose of culling out requirements for nonessential data. .

6. Program Monitoring. The Department of Labor should review?*ihe
monitoring activities of all-levels of administration to clarify the role of
each and to integrate monitoring activities. At the regional level, technical
assistance should be provided by individuals who have no responsibilities

for monitoring activities. Furthermore, the DOL should clarify its policy

on liability for ineligible applicants. ' . ~
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7. Program Administration. Cangress should use_ the authority available
under the act for advance fiinding to permit more orderly planning and
management and to provide more lead time for implementing legislative
changes. Although the PSE programs have not yet exceeded statutory
administrative cost limits, the DOL should review the additional tasks
mandated by the reauthonzatlon act to determine their impact on costs
. and staffing.

8. Employment Serwce/CETA Relations. The need for closer relation-
ships between the employment service and prime sponsors has been
generally recoghized. To derive the greatest benefit from the special
. competencies of both systems, incentives should be provided to encourage
close coordination in job development and ‘intake activities. The committee
also recommends that Congress establlsh a commission to study the roles
and relatlonshlps of .the employment service and CETA manpower
systems and to consider changes in the Wagner-Peyser and CETA
legislation that would harmonize the two systems. ¢ 0

ISSUES REQUIRING FURTHER STUDY '

This study has focused on the effects of the 1978 amendments on the

CETA public service employment programs and on the degree to which

the goals of the amendments have been realized. It is apparent ho

that several broader issues warrant further examination: the harmo

tion of federal and local goals, the limits of decentralized management,

PSE wage policy, the relative roles of the private and public seﬁtors in

CETA programs, the relationship between CETA and the welfare system,

problems of resource allocations, and the institutional roles and relation-
ships of agencies mvolved with CETA.

]

Limits of Decentralized Management

The CETA system, originally designed to simplify the employmerit, and
training system, has gyolved into a jumble of special programs. Even the
public service gmploymient programs aré comprised of several subparts
with different dbjectives and ground rules. When reauthorization changes
were introduced,” they had a shattering effect ofi local sponsors. This has
been reflected i in low morale, excessive staff turfiover, and the break-up of
consomum arrangeinents Further examination is necessary to ascertain®
whether the present management systéms can idequately administer the
CETA Iegislation. ,

The daenerstones of CETA, decentralization and decategorization of
employment and training programs, began to erode immediately after the

. . e
. ]
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enactment of the legislation. New program initiatives to serve special
.groups and deal with special problems created a new generation of
categorical programs. These, plus a growing number of federal spe~.
cifications, have substantially increased the federal presence, which is a
continuing source of tension among the various [tvels of goyernment
responsible for program administration. The' reauthorization act rein-
forced the trend towards more categorical programs and greater central
control. After six years of trial and error, the limits of decentralization and
decategorization in a human resources program and the roles of the
participating institutions should be reexamined.

The issue of congruence between national and local objectives has been
discussed in earlier reports of the CETP (National Research Council 1978,
1980) Since it lies at the heart of many CETA conceptual and operatmg
problems, it bears repeating.

The underlying assumption of a decentralized program is that nanonal
and local goals are closely matched. In fact, however, they diverge
significantly. CETA embodies a blend of federal, state, and local
aspirations with each participant trying to shape the program to meet its

own needs. Local deviation from federal goals, however, invites federal,

restrictions that, in turn, narrow local fiexibility. The reauthorization

amendments reflect the congressional perception that local programs have ﬁﬂ) :

not adequately responded to nasenal purposes. Local sponsors, on the
other hand, view such restrictions a$ onerous and an encroachment on
their freedom to make local program decnsnons In their view the CETA
amendments “have brought the program back to Washington.” Central to

* this issue is the need to establish a balance between federal and local needs.

Wages for PSE Jobs

Although PSE wage restrictions increase the participation of the least”
“advantaged, encourage transition, and deter substitution, these restx:ic_tioﬁ

age frequently not compatible with the prevaih’ng wage requirement

CETA and may have unintended effects. Several questions should be
addressed: Does the wage policy threaten the established job classification
and wage standards in the public sector? Does it reduce the incentives for

unemployment insurance and welfare beneficiaries .to accept PSE jobs?
Does it substitute “make-work” activities for useful public services? Most .

importantly, do the jobs that are established under the'new wage policy
contribute to the job potential of PSE participants?

7
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Private and Public Sector Roles

Prior to the reauthorization act, federally supported on-the-job training in
private industry was one of several program options available to,prime
sponsors, but was used infrequently. The new ptivate industry councils
(PICs) é{ld the targeted jobs tax credit program were designed to stimulate
greater participation of °the private sector im training and expanding
employmeht™ opportunities for the disadvantaged. At issue are the
‘Tespective roles of the private and public sectors in the CETA programs. It
is not yet clear whether the private sector role can be enlarged enough to
significantly lessen reliance on the public sector, especiallpin the event of
an economic slowdown. . - .

N
B

CETA and the Welfare Spstem

The administration’s proposed welfare reform bill contains a jobs
* component that would be implemented through the CETA-PSE programs.
The, bill, which would establish a new PSE title (IIE)<would greatly
increase the number of PSE positions available to welfare recipients.
CETA experience indicates that employers are sometimes not eager to hire
welfare recipients and that the recipients themselves are frequéntfy
reluctant to enter PSE programs. At issue are the feasibility of adding
400,000 welfare eligibles to the public service employment program, the
ability of the CETA systém to absorb the change, the effeet of increased
use of welfare recipients on the level of public services that can, be
provided, and the capability of the CETA system to provide the training
and other supportive services needed by these PSE participants. - '

]

v

Resource : Allocations

The reauthorization act has revised the Yormulas for allocating resources
for the comprehensive manpower programs in Title’I1A, B, and Cand the
public service employment progrants in Title IID: it has also introduced
new formulas for youth programs and privatg sector initiatives. The effects
of the new formulas on the distribution of resources should be explored in
terms of equity considerations, and differences in resource needs stemming
from geographic variations in labor market conditions, wage levels, and
»  service costs. . g
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Objectives of Public Se;'vice Employment

Attention needs to be given at the national level to defining what it is that

CETA PSE is intended to accomplish and to adopting a program design
consistent with that objective. Many of the problems that have occurred
under CETA can be traged to congressional vacillation and a failure to

define a clear and consistent set of objectives for CETA. Questions that

need to be addressed include: Can public service employment be a
program®fMer all seasons? Can it simultaneously be effective as a
countercyclical device, as a vehicle for training the structurally unem-
ployed, as a tool for income maintenance, and as a means of assisting
financially hard-pressed state and local governments?

)
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Public Service Employment as a Countercpclical Measure '

Timing is an important element éf fiscal policy. For"PSE 1o be an effective
part of a countercyclical strategy, the jobs must be filled quickly at the
onset of a recession and phased out when the stimulus is no longer needed.
However, the experiences with PSE programs show little evidence of this
kind of fine tuning (Figure 3). Although the 1978 amendments authorized
a “trigger’” to adjust the scale of Title VI programs. to the rate of
unemployment, this mechanism has not been used. ]

The wage and eligibility- restrictions of the reauthorization act may
retard a rapid job creation buildup during a recession, while delays in
phasing down the program'in a recovery period may contribute to .
inflationary pressures. N . )

If Titfle VI is to serve as an effective weapon in the arsenal of fiscal
policy, consideration should be given to developing a PSE design that will
facilitate rapid. expansion and timely reduction and is administratively
feasible. ’

" More specifically, the concept and design of the “trigger” should be
reexamined in the light of the corﬁpl'exitigs ofsinflation accompanied by
high unemployment. )

AN
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The 1978 amendments to the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act (CETA) are the most radical revision of the legislation since its
enactment in 1973. Bhe amendments, designed to buttress weaknesses in
the legislation and to ensure local compliance ,with national policies,
dncluded new and detailed prescnptlons that have made administration of
the program more difficult and have reduced national and local ﬂexlblllty\

Thlf%kl E(p'lofes‘\\h‘e effects of the 1978 legislation on the planning
and admmlstratlvc*sys\ge for operating public service jobs programs at
the local level and eﬁ%ms changes in institutional relationships,
particularly those mvolvmg federal and local officials.

‘When CETA was renewed in 1978, Congress made a number of
significant changes. Programs were added to involve private employers
more directly and to permit upgrading of emiployed workers. Experimental
youth programs, enacted in 1977, were 'Ssgsrporated into CETA. The
planning system was revised to reduce paperwork and broaden participa-
tion on planning councils. Steps were faken to discourage the substitution
of CETA for local public service employees. Congress assigned llablllty for
ineligible participants and strengthened monitoring to control program
abuse. All of these administrative and program changes affected ’the
management of CETA programs at the local fevel.

Perhaps most important is the redesign of public service employment
programs (PSE), which has made the act unwieldy to manage. Among
specific changes in PSE were the establishment of separate programs for
the structurally and cyclically unemployed, tightening eligibility criteria,

16
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restrizzting wage levels, limiting the tenure of CETA participants, and
combining employability’ development services with public service, jobs.

EFFECT OF REAUTHORIZATION ON THE PLANNING
SYSTEM

During the first five years of CETA, the planning and grant-application
process had become increasingly complex as new programs were added.
The 1978 reauthorization act attempted to simplify the process through
reductions in paper flow and through better integration of the planning
system. The act also attempted to expand the grass-roots “participation in
manpower planning. This section reviews the implementation of these
changes in the months immediately following the CETA reauthorization
and assesses their effect on the planning system.
N

PLANNING PrIOR TO R'EAg”I‘HORlZATION , "

Local manpower planning systems have long-been considered essential for
the implementation of employmenj and training legislation. _CETA
planning was expected to provide (1) an analytical framework for
idéntifying bath the populations in need of service and the programs that .
could, in light of local labor market conditions, best meet the needs of this © ° :.
population; (2) closer consultation among relevant groups in the commu-
nity; and (3) a systematic way for federal and local ‘officials to check
performance against gp?l.rr-and assess the effectiveness of programs and
service deliverers, 2
However, the CETA*planning_ system never totally fulfilled its promise.
As new programs were added for puBlic service employment, youth, and
other special purposes, planning became fragmented and plans became
little more than a series of separate grant applications that were repeatedly
modified to reflect program or budget changes. Although plans Brought o
together management information, they generally did not meet the more
strategic, long-range goals of relating programs to the employment and
fraining needs of the commuqity or the management needs of local
administrators, . . : . )
CETA plans for Title II and Title Vi primarily consisted of lists of jobs
to be filled, wages to be paid, and numbers of participants to be hired.
-¥They also contained stock “assurances”.that local officials would observe
regulations pertaining to wages, selection of participants, conditions of
employment, protection of standards and rights of regular workers, and
" maintenance of effort.
For CETA programs generally and for public service employment mogt

°
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particularly, program decisions and formal ptans were often unrelated. In
fiscal 1977, for example, the Department of Labor (DOL), as a measure to
stimuldte the economy, required prime sponsors to set new and higher
enrollment goals for public service employment programs long after the
onginal plans for the year had been approved. Although the trappings of a
planning system were retaingd, the revised plan merely reflected decisions
already made. / R

Thus, plans before the reauthorization were used morg as a justification
for budgets than as a basis for designing rational Jocal employment and
traming programs. Plans had become a collection of granf applications
and, as such, were treated perfunctarily-at the local fevel. ’

PLANNING UNDER THE REAUTHORIZATION ACT ’
One of the objectives that Congress hoped to achieve through the
reauthonzation act.was a simplification of the planning process. Congress
f%‘ught to reduce paperwork, broaden participation in advisory councils,
promote the independence of these councils, and encourage comprehensive
area-wide planning (USS. Congress, 1978b3p. 14;°1978a, p. 5).

.The most sweeping change was the replacement of separate annual plans
for each title by a one-time master plan (a fong-term agreement between
the sponsor and the Department of Labdr) and an annual plan covering all

" programs operated by the sponsor. The change was intended to simplify
plapmng documents by no longer requiring resubmission of information
that did not change from year to year. This section seeks to ascertain
whether plans have in facfbeen simplified and’g':)re importantly, whether

they are more useful for program development. : .

A comparison of past and present requirements showed that, despite the
intent to reduce paperwork, new plans, if prepared according to DOL
instructions, must contain significantly more detail. For example, a
description of the industrial and occupational composition of the labor
market and of economic trends was required for the pre-reauthorization
Prime Sponsor Agreements, whereas the new master plans must include
detailéd current demand data by major occupations and industries, and |
projections of demand over the°next five years. Currefig'master plans must
also contain more detailed information on the eligible popytation, delivery
agencies, coordination, administration, and management. ’ /

Similarly, requirements for the afnual plans under the reauthdrization
act do not redace the volume of M@gn.@éannual plan is integrated
in appearance only; it actually has several subfirts, each of which deals,
with a separate title or program. For example, there are eight separate
titles or subtitles for whichgfie demographic characteristics of the eligible

o
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populatlons must be provided; less detail was requu&d(the annual

supplements ‘before reauthorization. The new annual plans_must ajlso,
include a detailed description of each publlc service employmg agency,
including informatfon on the level of employment not supported under
CETA, layoffs that have occurred or are ant1c1pated and hiring and
promotional f‘regt zes. This information is necessary for moritoring mainte-
nance of effort, but it impbses a heavy data-gathering burden on local
officials Moreover, PSE budget information must be estimated separately
for project and nonprojectygmployment on a quarterly basis, formerly only
combined figures were required.

In summary, both the master and annual plans must contain much more
detailed information than was contained in pre-reauthorization plans.
These new information requirements, based in part on legislation, are
intended to strengthen surveillance over the CETA system and to broaden
the scope and depth of local planning. The result, however, is a more
complex planning document. .

Reactions to the new planning requirements vary. Sixteen of the twenty-
eight planners or sponsors in the NRC survey thought that, under the new
requirements, preparation of plans has becomg more difficult and time-

requirements have made little difference in this respect. Four believed that,

consuming than it had been in the past, while eight believed that the new Q

in time, information wquld be accumulated and onsolidated, and th
planning under the revised system would then bec easier than it had

- been under the former system. -

Those who found 1980 plans more difficult noted in particular the lack
of source data for statistical profiles of the eligible population and labor
market information. This information is not available in sufficient
geographic detail on a current basis. Another tlme-consummg requirement
is the occupational summaries of projected publlc service employment
slots. In the compllatlon for the balance of North Carolina,.for example,
more than 10,000 positions were listed. Sponsors questioned the need for
such detail, particularly since they are not bound by occupations listed.
The exercise, in- thelr view, does not necessarily contribute to program
demsfons

Far more seriots, however, is the recurrent problem that results from
Aelays in appropriations and the need to adjust plans to revised allocations

‘=2

~

a

L]

when appropriations are announced. Sponsors began the, fiscal 1980

planning°cycle_in -May 1979, based on the administration’s&iscal 1980
budget. When the 1980 appropriations were enacted in October, funding
levels were changed sharply, necessitating revisions in plans. Because the

detail that is required of plans is unrealistic.! .

. ™~
’

‘level of funding is not knownt when plans are being-drawn, the amount of .
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Other sponsor complaints were the time pressures of the planning ‘,ycle
and the programmatic changes ‘that make projections difficult. ' For
example, the restructuring of PSE positions due to wage limitations affects
the program, but local officials were not in a positiom to fully evaluate
these changes dufting the planning period.

Despite -the intent to simplify the planning dpcuments, 'plans still
contain hundreds of pages. Presumably benefits will accrue in the future
because, except for sections on labor market information, the masterplan
will not need to be revised. However, grant modifications are likely to
continue unless the appropriation and allocation system can be made moré
stable.

<

Reporting 2

. v -

The presimed saving in the paperwork.or planning is more than offset by
the new reporting requirements. The reauthorization.act calls for a new
annual evaluation report that is more extensive than the regular quarterly
reports. Although this detailed information may be useful for program
evaluatioh, the bénefits are not readily apparent to the majority of prime
sponsors interviewed. Eight of the sponsors saw somé potential advantage,
mainly because the new requirements necessitate a shift to automated data
processing that can provide better access to program data but 16 felt there
was no immediate improvement in their evaluation capability. The
rerpaining four sponsors were not able to respond since the new annual
reports were not required at the time of the interview. Two respondents
who used their own infermation systems for program evaluation and
decision maf ing believed that the increased statistical information would
bé used only by the Department of Labor. .

As a result of the new reporting load, the quality of regular quarterly
program statistics may suffer. At present there is no consistency in the-way
sponsors report many items such as the number of terminations and
placements, and even the number enrolled. Moreover, enrollees who were
transferred among titles were frequently counted among new enrollees and
terfinees. Hence, transfers overstate the number of enrollees and the
number of terminees, makmg it difficult to arrive at _placement rates and
cost estimates. ) ﬁ(,

&\x
Usefulness of Plans

The enormous amount of time invested in compiling statistical and
financial data might be justified if the resulting plans serve the needs of
local administrators or aid federal officials in supervising local programs.

2
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Eleven of the twenty-eight sponsors in the study sample thought that the
new_ plans are potentially more useful to them for' PSE operations than
were earlier plans, but fifteen believed that the usefulness of plans
remained unchanged, and two felt that it was too early in the planning
cycle to make a judgment.

Most sponsors interviewed indicated that the new planning documents,
despite problems in the data, provide better targeting information than
those of tHe past. There was less agreement that the new plans will be more
useful for other operating purposes such as allocating resources ‘among
.agencies and subjurisdictions, selecting employers and PSE positions, and
planning for the transition of enPoHees {nsubsidized employment. Nor
was there agreement on the usefulness of the new plans for evaluating PSE
programs. Two-thirds of thé regional office representatives interviewed
reported that planning documents were useful for program review and
administrative contral. The additional detail on systems and processes
required in the*new planning documents was believed to be more useful
than in the past. However, several of these respondents felt that they could
only use afraction of the information available.

whole, plans are mainly useful as an organized way of
documenting and justifying local operations. Although plans are better
n in the past, it is questionable whether they are mgre
relevant for rations and evaluation because there is little relationship
between program. plans and supporting economic and demographic data.
Major decisions relating to public service employment programs are based
on available fiinds, enrollment time schedules, the needs of government
agencies, angl political judgments on resource allocations. Planning
documents frequently play little or no part in these decisions. However,
the process of putting together the planning documents requires interac-
tion among administrative and elected officials, program operators, and
members of the planning council that contributes to the jobjective of
broadening participation in decision making.

Y EFFECT OF REAUTHORIZATION ON DECISIOPN MAKING
. . o
Councils $5-

The reauthorization act attempted td"; x‘evi;giz'e local. manpower advisory
councils by broadening their composition. Before reauthorization, mem-
bership was balanced among clien& groups, program service deliverers,
business and labor, elected officials, public agencies, and other groups
(National Research Council 1978, p. 58).2 The amendments of 1978
"= specified the addition of more client groups—unorganized labor, agricul-
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tural workers, veterans, and the handicapped—as well as institutions
whose activities are closely ' related to CETA——-pubhc welfare and
vocatnona’l education agencies. ‘ ‘
In otr study, 16 of the 28 sponsors reported ghat representatives of these
groups had been or would soon be appointed to the local councils.
Responding to the act’s emphasis on the private sector and special target
“~ +  8roups, several sponsors also added employers and worhen's representa-"
txves to the councils. P ’
There was no immediate sigh, however, tha{ the addition of new
members ignificantly altered the councils’ role. In 14 areas, either no
change or Agdecline in council mﬂuencias reported. In 9 areas, council
influence was\reportedgto be greater since reauthonzatlon, but ifi most
cases this ghange resulted not from the amendments but rather from more
active participation of council members or the activation of subcommit-
tees; several of these respondents attributed greater council influence to the
addition of business representatives or the appomntment of an independent
) chairman/—changes that are linked to reauthorization. In the rem*i’ng 5
\  areasespondents beheved that judgment would be prematufe.
In recognition of the fact that five-sixths of all jobs are in the private
sector, the CETA reauthorization act sought to increase the role of private
*  business and industry in CETA by requiring that Private Industry
- . Councils (PICs) be established in each area to auginent on-the-job training
N and initiate new approaches for combining training with work experience
in the private sector. To avoid duplication of other CETA programs, PICs
were to develop their activities in consultation with prime sponsors.
Sixteen of the twenty-eight sponsors in the study sample had established
PICs and arranged for consuitation with PIC councils.? Several of these
reported that the delineatign of rolgs between the regular advnsory councils
dnd PICs was still unsettled. An Ohio State University study based on a
review of 25 prime sponsors also concludes that progress is being made.in
establishing the organizational framework for private sector initiative
programs, but in 9 of 21 cases in which a PIC has been functioning,
tensions exist betwgen PIC and CETA staff over the degree of autonomy
afforded to the PIG (Ohio State Uhiversity Research Foundation, 1979b,

pp- 15-16}. , e
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PSE Decision Making v

The NRC survey confirms that the decision-making process in public
service employment programs remains essentially unchanged. The CETA
administrator, armed with knowledge of the complex rules and proce-
dures, plays a central role. Basic decisions on allocation of slots among

. .
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jurisdictions and employing agencies are made by the CETA administra-
tor, often in consultation with elected officials or with planning councils. .
Decisions on selection of target groups are even more likely to be handled
by the CETA staff.

Decision making in consortia and “balance of states” is more complex
because of multiple jurisdicfions and administrative layers. Key operation-
al decisions & made largely at the subjurisdiction level.* In the Orange
County Consortium, for example, selections of employing agencies,
positions, and projects are made by program agents, whereas the prime
sponsor is most influential in selection of target groups. In Maine, Title .

- IID programs are approved at the county level, while Title VI projects are
referred to the balance-of-state prime sponsor with recommendations from
* Tocal councils. In the balance of Texas, an area wjth over 130 counties, all
PSE pli(‘)gram decisions, except for selection of tﬁrget groups, are made by
councils of governments and community action agencies that operate the

subarea progrfms.‘ . s ) o "

Although the major decision-making processes for CETA programs -

N

“have not yet been affected significantly by the reauthorization, three
factors directly related to the act m®y affect decision making f the future:
(1) the requirement that the chaitman of th council be a public member
and that thé sponsor provide supporting st for councils; (2) the

d (3) the feedback™ of
information from program monitoring. But fnore important to PSE
decision making are externalfactors such as nfajor shifts in program-funds
and the specificity of the act itself, which narrows the range of prime
sponsor decisions. While local decisions are always based on nationally
determined appropriations, major changes in funding levels made after
allotments are announced, in effect; tend to limit local 'ais::retion.

.

<

‘EFFEC'I: OF REAUTHORIZATION ON ADMINISTRATION

'ORGANIZATIONAL STRUMMURES AND SYSTEMSy .

$ }‘ The transition from the old to the new CETA sent shock waves through .
the system; Some, prime sponsors were better able to absorb them than
others. Measures aimed at strengthening programs, making them more
consistent with national policies, improving performance, and preventing
abuse add considerably to the adminis't}ative load. On the whole, however,.
the reauthorization act has had maore effect on processes than on the basic
organizational structure$ afid systems for handling CETA programs. Thie
institutional framework that had been established for carrying out"CETA
respansibilities remained largely intact.
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CETA organizations vagy in complexity depending on their scale of -
operations and whether they serve a single %ﬂsdiction or multiple
jurisdictions. Eighteep of the twenty-eight CETA offices in the study
report directly to elected oﬁicnals——mayors, ty commissioners or
executives, or governors. In the remaining 10 areas, including most cities,
the CETA administration is lodged in a human resources department or
other umbrella agency. None of the sponsers in the survey, _reported
changes in the organizational location of CETA staffs following reauthori-
zation although several expected that changes would result from the
dissolution or formation of consortia.

Most of the prime sponsors surveyed either contract out all activities,
retaining only central office functions for the CETA administrator’s staff,
or have a mixed pattern with some furictions contracted out and others
performed directly by the CETA administrator’s staff, These arrangements
were not affected by the reauthorization. ’

Nor did the new legislation affect the assignment of PSE functions. In
two-thirds of the surveyed areas, these activities are under the supervision
of the CETA administrator or the chief of operations; in the remaining
areas the activities of the public service employment programs are hahdled
with other comparable actvities by. functional units. In consortia, balance
of states, or large countits, some PSE activities are, carried out at more
local levels. Only one area—the Pinellas-St. Petersburg consortium—
reported a major internal reorganization clearly associated with the
reauthorization. The CETA administrative office was restructured along
functional lines to handle few activities such as eligibility verification,
monitoring, and keeping track of the lengths of time that individuals have
participated in the program.

Although the basic patterns tend to persist, changes occur frequently for
reasons not related to legislation. At the time of the survey, 11 of 28 prime ,
sponsors were in the midst of major reorganizations. In Texas, an
incoming governor reduced and censolidated the balance-of-state staff as
part of a state-wide personnel cut. The staff of Lorain County, Ohio, was
also cut drastically to lower administrative costs and improve manage-,
ment. Clevgland, the major consortium in the sample, was on the verge of
dissolution because of interjurisdictional and management problems, and
two other consortia in the sample (Austin and Raleigh) were experiencing
internal tensions.® Calhoun County, Michigan, was negotiating a consorti-
um agreement with Barry County and was in the process of taking over
the activities of a community action agency. Long Beach was_ bemg
reorganized and expanded to integrate a welfare demonstration program _
with CETA. Several other prime sponsors were expecting changes due to
turnover of key personnel.

L
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In summary, although the widespread strains and tensions in the CETA

system were aggravated by new reauthorization procedures, they did not

result in organizational upheavals Most sponsors adjusted to the changes

by beefing up monitoring and record- -keeping units and reassigning staff.

This is discussed more fully later in this chapter. The major changes that

did gccur are not attributable to the reauthonzatlon

PROBLEMS IN ADMINISTERING PSE DURING THE TRANSITION -
PERIOD

The rigid time table in the reauthorization act, along with changes in
funding, new directives, and shifts in program emphasis kept the CETA‘ .
public service employment program in turmoil throughout most of 1979. °
Restriction$ on eligibility, duration of projects, and tenure of participants

‘went into effect on the day the act was passed in October 1978. Maximum

wage provisions and measures to control fraud and abuse became effective
90 days later. The act was to be fully effective on April 1, 1979, only five
‘months after enactment, and in the. middle of a program year. Sponsors

“were faced with the task of establishing mechanisms for determining and

verifying eligibility under new rules, tracking the tenure of enrollees, and
redesigning PSE activities and jobs to conform with the new wage
requirements. Furthermore, while doing all of this, they were to activate
monitoring umts, arrange for youth projects, and set up private industry
councils. N .

The aumber one problem during the transition period was converting

. the new regulations and requirements into operatmg procedures (Table 1).

Wage and eligibility regulations were revised twice, and literally hundreds
of field directives, touching on all aspects of the PSE programs, were
issued. Despite these communications, sponsors complained that policy
direction was absent, jnterpretations of regulations were confusing, and, in_
some cases, questions went unanswered. One CETA administrator
suspended all PSE hirirg pending clarification of instructions. Others were v
confused by “grandfather” clauses (which permitted continued supple-~
mentation of wages for Title IID participants énrolled ‘before October
1978) and other wage provnslons These problems were compounded
because sponsors had to communicate rule changes and gkovide guidance
and supervision to program agents and PSE employers in thelr jurisdic-
tions. . __/J .
The transition period was characterized by continuous revision of grants
to adjust to changes in fundmg levels and program shifts. Flrst in early
October 1978, spénsors were required to close out and renew: existing
grants so that the program could continue to operate in fiscal 1979. A
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TABLE 1  Problems in Implementing the CETA Reauthorization Provisions
During the Transition Period, October 1978 to March 1979, Sample Prime
Sponsor Areas o

°

Percent of Areas

Identify Consider
X Activity, Problem
Activity . as Problem  Most Senous”®
)

Converting new regulations and 1nstructions into

operating procedures * 82
Modifying grants . 68
Installing procedures for determining and verifying

eligibility 64,
Installing systems to record and track tenure of

individuals 61
Adjusting to changes in funding 57
Adjusting to wage provisions, arranging for training,

and other activities * 50

Source' Based on reports from 28 areas.

4Some respondents noted more than one problem as most serious

.

second round of modifications to adjust for allocations and provisional
requirements occurred in December 1978. The DOL then set April 1,

1979, as the deadline for submitting revised fiscal 1979 plans in the format

) required by the reauthorization act. The fourth cycle, beginning in May
1979, was the preparation of fiscal 1980 plans. The administrative activity
involved in revising grants and®plans is, in itself, mind-boggling, yet it
represents only the tip of the.iceberg; corresponding changes were
necessary in thousands of subgrants and contracts. .

Close to two-thirds of the areas reported that installing systems for
determining and verifying eligibility hampered operations during the
transition period for two reasons. First, the systems are elaborate and
time-consuming (see Chapter 6). Second, the eligibility criteria for
programs under Titles IID and VI are only marginally different, and a
different set of rules was'in effect for part of the transition period.

Most of the sponsors in the study had problems in installing systems to
track the length of time enrollees participated in the program. The law
provides for a 30-month maximum for all CETA enrollees, but restricts
classroom training to 24 months, and tenure in public service jobs to 18
months. Enrollments prior to October 1978 may be counted toward the _

40 '
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PSE limit but not toward the 30-month rule. The maze of rules rtlating to
sequential activities, part-time enrollments, interrupted tenure, periods
when the enrollee does not receive allowances or wages etc ., is nearly as
complex as that for eligibility.

Other problems during the transition period involved finding positions
that met the lower wage requirements and arranging for training PSE

workers.«These became more acute-after April.l, when the act became .

fully operational (as discussed elsewhere in this chapter).

3

Adjustment of Funding Levels '
Among the most serious problems facing prime sponsors was the
continuous adjustment to changes in funding levels and delays in
apropriations. Fiscal 1979 began without an appropriation for CETA
funds. To sustain the programs, the Department of Labor, arged state and
local governments to continue operating with unspent funds carried over
from the previous year, or, if necessary, with borrow’;ed funds. Wher the
new appropriation was enacted two weeks after thé beginning of the year,
it required a substantial realignment of PSE programs.

The $5.9 billion PSE appropriation assumed average enrollments (Title
I and Title VI combined) of 625,000—a drop of 130,000 from the peak
enrollment ‘level of 755,000 in March 1978. The cut was exclusively in
Title VI countercyclical PSE programs. Participants in Title IID, th.

. structural program, were to be twice the number in the 1978 Tll II

program. —_—

It was soon apparent however, that the number enrolled was dropping
faster than had been expected (Figure 4 and Table 2). When the
appropriation was ‘passed, DOL urged an orderly reduction of _program
levels, despite the fact that the number on board was already below target
levels.” The biggest drop had actually occurred in the final quarter of the
previous fiscal year (July-September 1978) against a backdrop of heated
congressional debate on the future of public service employment programs.
Clearly, uncertainties concerning funding and the contlnuatlon of the
program had a paralyzing effect. T

For individual sponsors, the important figures are their own allocatlons
These were sharply different from funds in 1978 for thrée reasons: (a)
appropriations for Title II[Mjncteased (as compared with appropriations
for Title 1I), whilé Title VI #unds dec;eased (b) the Title 11D allocation

formula was changedd;, and (c) area: unemployment levels changed.

Twenty-three of the twenty-eight areas in the sample received less money
than in the prior year, and five areas received more. All recelved more for
Title IID, and all but one received less for Title VI.

.
~ .
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'In this atmosphere, sponsgrs found it hard to plan and carry out orderly
programs. Enrollments declined in 18 of 28 areas, and several’ sponsors
suspended recruifment until some of these problems were resolved. By
March 1979, 20 of the prime sponsors in the survey were lagglng
sngmﬁcantly behind planned levels of enrollments or expenditures.

“"Alarmed by the sharp’declines, the DOL launched a drive in March
1979 to boost enrollments to 625,000 by the end of June. Nonetheless, 15
of 28 areas in the study were still below new enrollment goals as of June
1979. With the possnblhty of reduced appropriations, cautious prime
sponsors were reluctant to do any hiring because they feared subsequent
layoff problems. Moreover, it was becoming difficult to recruit and process
applicants and to establish positions that met wage guidelines (see Chapter
4). Eight of the survey sponsors were threatened with withdrawal of funds
because of lagging expenditures.® By the end of June, enrollments reached
592,000, about 5 percent below the target level The alternating pressures
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TABLE 2 Participants in Title II (IID) and Title VI, Fiscal 1978:1980

(thousands) PR
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Yearand Month | »

Total
« Titles I and VI

Title It (1ID) Tatle VI

FY 1978

" October (1977)
November
Decembes .
Jan {1978)
Febﬁgy
March
April
May
June
July
August .
Septemper
Average

FY 1979
. October

November
December
January (1979)
February
March N
April
‘May
June
July

- August
September
Average

FY 1980
Qctober
“Nevember’ 4
December |

571 )
603

627

674
751

754 «
755

736

729

698

659

608

, 680 +\

554
544
534
514
526
546
553
*'561
. 592
604
604
554

557

[N

420 °
412
b 395 ¢ .

100
106
110
118
128
128
126
125
126
122
118
112
118
e

109
109
118
155
i77
210
242
250
266

272,

278
257
204

208
202
193

47
497
517
556
623
624
629
611
603
576
541
496
562

445
435
416

360

349

336

311

311

326

331,

326

297 .
354

<

211

<210

201

Soufce: Bmployment and Trai
7 .lisheg! data).

¢ NOTE: Details may not add to totals due to rounding.
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to increase and decrease enrollments continued as further program cuts
were made in fiscal 1980.'°
#

The “Cliff’ Problem

The difficulty in maintaining enrollments in fiscal 1979 was underscored in

the closing months of the year. Many sponsors, while being pressed by

DOL to increase their PSE levels, faced the prospect of laying off large
numbers .of PSE enrollees who had reached the limits of their tenure.
Congressional action to limit the duration of enrollment in PSE programs

to 18 months emphasized the transitional nature of PSE as a bridge
between unemployment and a regular unsubsidized job. It was expected

that these limitations would (1) induce participants to seek unsubsidized
employment, (2) encourage employers to absorb PSE workers or assist

them in obtaining other permanent jobs, (3) discourage employers from
substituting CETA participants for regular employees, and (4) make the

PSE program available to the maximum number of unenfp]oyed persons

(U.S. Congress 1978b; p. 9). Previously, the length of time that enrollees

could remain in PSE jobs was unspecified and cases were reported of .
persons who had been hired under the Emergency Employment Act of
1971 who were still on the CETA *yrbll. A report by Westat, Inc. (1979,
Appendix C, p. C-1) showed thad after 18 months, one-third of PSE
participants continued to be employed in CETA jobs.'!

The reactions of the sponsors in ,the NRC study to the tenure rule were
varied. Few objected to .the policy, but some complained about the
additional workload that would result from maintaining records of
enrollment dates. More important was "the problem of dealing with
enrollees whose tenure was about to expire. At the time of the survey, . e
v nearly all sponsors expected to face a “clif®” problem on October 1, 1979.

The act provided' that those enrollees who had been in the program for 6

months as of October 1, 1978, could continue to hold PSE positions for 12

more months. In half of the 22 survey areas for which data were available,

50 percent or more of PSE enrollees fell into this category. Although many

of these long-term enrollees would have left the program during the year,

most sponsors faced the prospect of having to terminate significant

numbers as of October 1, 1979, unless these enrollees could be absorbed by

the PSE employer or placed in other unsubsidized jobs before that time. In
. some instances, particularly where unemployment rates Q/ere low or where

sponsors already had fixed terms for PSE enrollees, the transition problem

was minimized. » N . ] e

"The act permits the Secretary of Labor to waive restrictions on tenure in
cases_0f unusual hardship. An area can qualify for a waiver if its
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unemployment rate is 7 percent or YWore and if the sponsor can
demonstrate that he has had unusual difficudy in placing PSE participants
in unsubsidized employment. Waivers are grnted only for a stipulated
period of less than 12 months to afford additional time ta place enrollees
(Federal Register, 1979b, pp. 46760-46762).!2 At the time of the survey, 9
of 28 sponsors expected to apply for waivers for all or some of their
participants. Others had not applied because their unemployment rates
were too low, because they were informally advised by DOL staff that they
would not qualify, or because they were discouraged by the cumbersome
DOL waiver procedures.

The Employment and Training Administration estimated that between
200,000 and 250,000 participants reached the 18-month tenure limit as of
October 1. Waiver requests were screened in regional offices, and requests
for approximétely 53,000 -participants were forwarded to the national
office; nearly all were approved. The number of waivers granted, at least i in_
the first year, was not so high as to vitiate the congressional intent.

One of the intended effects of the tenure requirement—the stimulation
of ‘placement efforts—was being realized. Most of the sponsors in the
sample were intensifying efforts to assist enrollees who would be droppe
from the program. PSE employers were urged to absorb some of the
participants, and job-search counseling or training was offered for
enrollees about to be discharged. In New York City, where .14,000 of
" 26,000 enrollees were faced with termination, the city planned to seek
waivers for 9,000, absorb 3,000 into regular jobs, and lay off the remaining
2,000.Ina small aréa, Pasco County, Flonda, PSE employers were urged
_ to absorb esrollees, and participants were required to report to the
employment service at least once a month for assistance in job placement.
Several sponsors staggered the phaseout of enrollees to avoid a sudden,
mass layoff. Cleveland, for example, ternfinated 300 in March and 700
more by September. The Capital Consortium (Austin) attempted, to meet
the problem by dropping projects as they expired. The fact that enrollment
levels were expected to be lower in fiscal 1980 was an added mcentlve to
thin out the ranks.

LONG-TERM PROBLEMS IN ADMINISTERING PSE PROGRAMS

Before reauthorization, public service programs in Titles II and VI had
been simpler to administer than the comprehensnve programs in other—
LETA titles, because the comprehensive programs involved a wider ran ge
of manpower and supportive services. But this is beginning to change. The -
reauthorization act, particularly Title IID, provides for supplementary
remedial services incldding plans for developing the employablllty of

»
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1

TABLE3 Long-Term Problems in Administering CETA Public Service
Employment Programs, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

o Percent of Areas

Identify Consider
Activity Problem

Activity : as Problem  Most Senous®
Arrangipg for PSE positions within wage Limits 57 29
Tracking length of stay of enrollees 46 11
Tramning and employabdity developriiept 36 1]
Procedures for determining and verifying eligibility 29 0 N
Establishing monitoring and complaint processes 217 4 .
Recruiting applicants under new eligibility criteria 14 11
Adjusting to uncertainties in funding 14 7
Other management problems—staffing, admuustrauve

cost limits, record keeping, etc. 32 14 4\
Source: Based on reports from 28 areas " e ’

9Some respondents noted more thaﬁn one problem as most serious.

~/ -
enrollees and training for those who need it. Furthermore, wage,
eligibility, and tenure restrictions—all of which are related to national
goals—increase the complexlty of PSE programs. Prime sponsors report
that the “new” CETA presents a formidable array of operational and,
administrative challenges (Table 3) extending beyond the transition phase

By far the most serious dll’ﬁculty is arranging for PSE positions that
meet wage restrictions and also conform to local prevailing wage
structures for entry positions. The problem will be particularly acute in
areas where wages in the public sector are high (see Chapter 4).

Establishing and maintaining systems to record the length of time that
individuals are enrolled in the program was considered a challenge by
about half of the sponsors, even those with computer systems. New York
City estimated that it would take a year to perfect a unified tracking
system for the tens of thousands of enrollees in PSE and other CETA
programs.

Arrangements for employability development and. the training of PSE
workers also will be troublesome, particularly for small communities
where facilities are not available and for employers not equipped .to
provide training. Many sponsors do not fully understand how to % combine
training programs with PSE. Because 10 percent of the spondor’s 1979
PSE allotment mu muist.be reserved for training, sponsors felt pressed to find
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approaches, but, little had been accomplished in developing training
strategies during the first year. - ?
Although determining and verifying eligibility were not considered the
most serious problems, nearly one-third of,the sponsors expected that
these time-consuming activities would continue to pose difficulties. The
.amount of documentation required of PSE applicants to support their .
eligibility is so great thaf some applicants, although eligible, are discour- ’
aged from applying. Several aréas with low . ungmployment reported ' o
difficulty in recruiting workers with appropriate skills from_a reduced pool
of eligiﬁes. The reauthorization generated other management chores, such
as reinforcing monitoring capabilities, maintaining additiopal records, and
supervising more closely the eligibility ﬁn@gggxfﬁ’r’i{i wages paid by - *, --
subcontractors, all of whigh add_signifizantly to the administrative
workload. -

ety

Staff Size  ° @ ' L

The greater complexity of the new CETA resulted in moderate increases in éﬁ?
overhead staff despite declining_funds (Table 4). Two-thirds o ' the; N
reporting sponsors in the study group indicated that administrative staffs
(excluding personnel performing direct operations such as intake~of—
enrollees or job development and placement) had incréased between 1978
and 1979. Additions were largely in the administration of public service
employment programs where allowable administrative costs were cut frofn
15 to 10 percent. Between the two 'years, the: average inerease in .
administrative staff size for the local sponsers who pr&ided data was 9 .
percent. Further small increasesWere projected for«fiscal 1980, byt these . .
projections were made beforé tyts ‘in ‘GHotments wéré announced: -The (\
administrative staff for ba’:lanceoqﬁ,st'éfé;showed simjlar gains. @ :

. About two-thirds of thé spohsorsire)ﬁd;ted that a portion of their staff
was engaged in providing direct servides;” other spongors either contracted -
out all service activifjes.or ‘did é16tgbfdvv‘ggé' data?-Of the focal prime*®
sponsors reporting, adglitions in operating Personiiel averabed® percent,.

Ty

. . s ! oz . % 79 toa
._Tht'a major gains were In staff assigned-fo JOb@’evelopr_nqeb_ 2 d plac T‘?Qf' ph &
activities, reflecting the emphasis on"plagement aetiylties in"the réafithori- . R
. « [ A TR AP A
zation act. . P A AR 2 o
cpe

v vl L
In general, the heavier administrative load has not significantly, al¥erged % IR
. thesize of staff or the CETA organization of govermental ;uni"tsb Ei‘ow?éd2 A ]
prime sponsor level. There were some exceptions: In the balance of Texas, - PR
for example, where central office staff has been reduced, the burden Bffthe I .
new wreauthorization requirements has been passed on to courlils \of
government. Counties in Maine are developing capabilities for monitorings, N
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" data were supplied, the average number of employing units declined 7
*percent between-‘1978(%nd J879, reflecting the drop in expenditures and
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TABLE 4 Average Size of Staff, Sample Local Prime Sponsor Areas,

Fiscal 1978-1979 e

~  Fiscal Fiscal. ©  Percent Change

1978 1979 1978-79

. Administrative Staff
TOTAL 42.1 46.0 +93
Planning . v 5.6 5.8 ‘t+ 36
Monitoring/Evaluation 7.6 84 . +10.5
Administrative Support . 14.5 17.9 +234 .
Other . 145 ° 13.9 - 4.1
Operating Staff .

TOTAL’ 336 34.9 +3.9 -
Source Based on reports from 20 areas (administrative staff) and 17 areas (operating ‘
staff). Excludes balance of states. .

. .
-

NOTE: Details may not add to totals due to‘r.ounding.

Ll A J

.

preparing employability ‘development plans, and ‘trqnsition of enrollees.
The city of Lansing, a program agent under the Lansing Tri-County
Regional Manpower ‘Consortium, set up its own system for processing
applicants and. verifying eligibility. The rural contractor in the Capital
Consortium of Texas has arranged for momtonng and eligibility
verification.

” *‘Qﬁ

Use of Subcontractors . -

Other, measures of administrative aictivity are the number and the kinds of
organizations that provide PSE jobs. In the local study.areas for which

enrollments. Of 13 sponsors reporting declines in the number of
employers, 6 attributed them to smaller budgets. Only 2 sponsors
attributed these declines to wage or other programmatic restrictions in the
1978 amendments. |

Althouglgsome shifts were noted in the proportion of PS‘{:‘. contractors
that were governmernt, agencies as compared with private nonprofit
employers in individual areas, overall there was almost nb change (Table
5). The greater use of nonprofit agencies in some areas was most frequently
attributed to the wage restrictions, which nonprofit organizations are more
able to accommodate. Areas reporting greater use of government agencies

Lt
s
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TABLES Average Number and Type of CETA Public Service Employment

Program Employing Units, Sample Local Prime Sponsor Areas, Fiscal
1978-1979

, Fiscal 1978 Fiscal 1979

Type of Employer Number Percent Number Percent
TOTAL - 104 100 97 100
Government 57 §S. 52 54
Nonprofit 47 45 44 46

Source: Based on reports from 22 areas. Excludes balance of states,

NOTE: Details may n d to totals due to rounding.

s

observed that nonprofit organizations are less able to provide training
mandated by the legislation and that supervision of such agencies is more
difficult. -

Administrative Costs )

Despite a decrease in the number of employing agencies, the ratio of
administrative costs to total expenditures is increasing. Congress cut the
proportion of funds available for administration-of public service employ-
ment programs from 15 percent of allotted fundg in 1978 to 10 percent in
- 1979, and required that an additional 10 percent of funds was to be
reserved for training.!3 The lowering of administrative costs to 10 percent
in fiscal 1979, combined with an overall decrease in allotments, hampered
administration or operations in nearly half of the cases, according to
CETA administrators and program agents interviewed. Sponsors who
shared costs with projéct operators were particularly squeezed. The most

common ¢omplaint was that the lower limit tended to reduce staff at a .

time when administrative tasks were increasing. For example, as a result of
the wage restrictions, Philadelphia has had to use many more nonprofit
organizations as PSE employers; this shift is expected to entail more
supervision and admjpistrative support.. -
Survey data show that, despite the cut in the allowable percentage,
administ'ratii/e cost ratios were higher in the first six months of 1979 than
in 1978. For the United States'as a whole, administrative costs were 8.4
percent of expenditures uhder Title 1T and 8.9 percent of expenditures
under Title VI duriiig the first six months of fiscal 1979. Although these
figures are significantly higher than the respective figures of 6.5 and 7.3
" percent for 1978, they are well below the 10 percent limit. Beginning in
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April, sponsors were permitted to commingle administrative funds for all
titles—a change that increases flexibility but that makes cost analysis more
difficult.

COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS. AND AGENCIES

INTEGRATING PSE wiTH CETA TRAINING ACTIVITIES -

With its increased emphasis on serving the structurally unemploged, PSE
was brought closer to other CETA programs that focused more directly on
improving the, employability 6f persons with labor market handicaps. In
fiscal 1978, expenditures for training and supportive services for PSE
participants were negligible for two reasons: (1) training-funds came out of
the admyaistrative cost account and (2) in the haste to increase PSE
enrollments during the 1977-1978 buildup, there was little -time for
designing supplemental training programs. *

To underscore the intent that public service employment programs for
the structurally unemployed enhanc& employability, the new legislation
grouped Title IID with the other employability development programs
under Title II of the act. Congress also required that 10 percent of allotted
funds be reserved for training, and called for employability development
plans for each Title IID participant.!4

Half of the sponsors interviewed reported closer links between Title IID
and Title IIB (employability development programs) at least in the
planning stage. Nearly all of the sponsors who reported closer coordina-
dion plan either to move Title IIB trainges into Title 11D jobs for further
work experience or to arrange some classroom training for Title IID
participants. The plans of other sponsors include more counseling or
remedial education for Title IID participants, and in a handful of cases
child care or transportation services. Although it is too early to arrive at a
definite finding, the shift toward a more disadvantaged population and the
attempt ‘to provide some employability services point to a more client-
oriented approach in the public service jobs programs.

COORDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES o

Coordination of CETA with activities of other community agencies in

, joint activities using CETA -labor was widespread among the survey areas.

Nearly all sponsors have programs in which CETA enrollees participate in
weatherization or housing rehabilitation projects for low-income and
elderly persons. CETA provides labor while the Commmunity Services
AdminiStration or other agencies supply funw the materials. Projects

4 «
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of this kind are difficult to arrange because they involve meshing activities
of agencies with different regulations and time schedules. Most of these
joint activities were initiated before the reaithorization act, arid due to the
limits on the duration of CETA projects, some are being phased out. The
reduction in PSE funds and limitation on wages may further curtail these
projects despite the emphasis - on coordirrdtion in the act and in DOL

: 15
regulations. .

. -

CETA/EMPLOYMENT SERVICE RELATIONS i -

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 established a
national employment and training system and placed it under the
jurisdiction of state and local governments. Control over the local
programs was placed in the Rands of local elected officials, Under this
decentralized design there were no designated deliverers of employment
and training services. Selection of organizations to fmplement CETA
programs was left to the i)rime sponsors, taking intd” consideration
demonstrated effect eness.

The effect of this policy was to undercut the primary role that the
employment service (ES) enjoyed as the presumptive deliverer of services
such as selection of enrollees .and job placement under the Manpower
Development and Training Act and other pre-CETA manpower pro-’
grams. -By 19:/'6, in ES offices, the number of positions supported by
manpower training funds (other than the Work Incentive (WIN) program)
had declined by more than one-third from fiscal 1974, but these losses were
“-offset by an increased number .of ES positions to aid in administering
public service employment programs. .- .

The passage of the Emergency Jobs Programs’ Extension Act of 1976
and the expansion of] PSE under the economic stimulus program furtler
enhanced the employment service role. To facilitate the speedy- expansion
of PSE, the Employment and Training Administration ‘Urged prime
sponsors to use employment service offices for establishing pools of.
potentially eligible applicants and for certifying the eligibility of appli-
cants. As igducements to both parties, prime sponsors x‘ptolgsed the
employment service were excused from liability for ineligible’enrollees, and
employment service offices were given budget credits for referrals to
CETA PSE positions. The incentives workedzNearly all sponsors entered
into or continued existing agreements with employment service offices, and
PSE placements became a sizeable proportion of all employment service
placements. Morepver the experience of working--fogether helped to -
improve relationships between the two major manpowgr systems (National .
Research Council, 1980, pp. 67-72, 83-86).
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,  TABLE6 Changesn Employment Eervic Role in CETA Public Service
. Employment Activities, §ample Pri Spoﬁsor Areas, Fiscal 1978-1980
w . f’ o ' - ’,_ X °.
T Percent of Sponsots s
Utilizing Employme‘nt Service

)

.t Activity R FY 1978 - FY 1979 FY 1980
Labor market information 89 89 81
Advance listing of PSE openings for i .
notification of veterans ‘ 78 78 ° 67 -
. Recruitment activities ’ 85 81 74 .
~ - Maintenance of applicant pool . 81 67" 59
) Applicant screening, interviewing, and ! : .
r. eligibilsty determination 89 T 78 63
Eligibility Veriffeation i 70 59 44
¥y Referral to CETA admustration * 56 56 56- .
oy Referral to hiring agencies 52 44 31 .
_ Job development 59 56 59 .
Placement of terminees » ! .18 78 74
" Source. Based on reports from 27 areas. : ) ° “

S
+

The reauthorization act did not &‘éct‘ly address the issue QES-CETA

. relationsﬁips.'%‘Hwever, revised DOL- regulations for the first time
mandated a formal agreement between each prime sponsor and the state
employment security agency. In other respects the act tends to weaken the
ties between the two systems. Most importantly, the,assignment of liability
to the prime sponsor for ineligible enrollments has removed a key incentive
for cooperation. To protect themselves, sponsors are incredsingly perform-

. ing the verification function rather than delegating it to the ES or other
agencies (Table 6). After the PSE expansion goals were reached, use of ES
for maintainingcgl pool of applicants decreased. As a consequence, the role

° . of the employment service rhay be receding from the high point reached
_during the enrollment buildup prior to the reauthorization. Most sponsors
continue to rely on ES offices for labor market information, for recruitirig
of applicants for public service employment positions, and for placement
of those leaving the program. s S
Twenty-three of the twenty-eight prime sponsors in the NRC study
indicated that the ES role in CETA had changed; about half of the ghanges
were attributed to the reauthorization, act. In Philadelphia, a private
orgamization took over the Title IID intake functions forrlerly performe.d
by the employment service. The Lansing consortium did ndt renew an ES

« contr\act for recruitment, screening, or eligibility verification mainly 3

Jad 72 . -
- R
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because of the liability provisions.”"A numb.
the employment service for applicant pools. \ 5
On the other hand, several sponsors reported enlarginig the role of the
e nMat service as a result of reauthorizagion provisions. In Middlesex
Caunty, for example, the employment servi:AV{sa enlisted to help 'with\.
desk audits for eligibility determination, job-search assistance for enrollees,
and expanded job development and placemeint. Stapislaus County, faced
with the largénumber of enrollees who were beifig ferminated at the same
time, turned to the employment service for fhore job development
assistance; and in the Pinellas-St. Petersburg {:on ortium, the employment
service was assigned responsibility for Title V] e ployability development
plans. Overall, hawever, the employment ser\}j e is playing a smaller role
in public service employment activities than it'did in the past. The decline
is reflected in a sharp drop in the number of referrals to CETA programs
by the employment service betwfn fiscal’ 1978 and fiscal 1979 (Table 7).
CETA currently accounts for 20 percent ogamployment service place-
ments compared with 25 percent in the previous year, due to fewer new
enrollments.in CETA as well as to reduced use of ES services.

Several sponsors reported changes in at‘l}e emplé’:;e?@ervicé role that

were not related to the CETA reauthorization: Lotair County, which has
withdrawn its contract with the employment sefvice fo intake and
certification; and the balance of Maine, where a number of counties are .
switching from the’employment service to community-based organizations
for a variety of activities. ] ' :

In two-thirds of the survey areas, relationships with' the employment
service were reported to be satisfactory. Some improvements were noted as
relationships have stabilized over the years. In the remaining survey areas,
there were lingering problems ‘in CETA-ES relationships, but the
complaints were not new. Historical rivalries, turf problems, competition
for placements,.lack of commitment, and “too rhuch bureaucracy” were
among the problems cited by CETA personnel. These problems have been
exacerbated as more ‘pressure has been placed on prime spensors for
program results.

-

EfreCcT OF CETA REAQTHOR!ZATlON ON FEDERAL-LocAL L
RELATIONS .

The delineation of federal and local roles in‘the CETA program has been
unclear and controversial. The original concept of a decategorized and
decentralized block grant system implied considerable local latitude within
a broad framework of: federal _policy and accountability. But the
amendments to CETA since 1973 have narrowed the span of local control.

o
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TABLE 7 Individuals-l;'laced by thB Employment Sen‘/ice and Placements in

. b . .JS'!‘
ES Placements if CETA °

Total . . Public .
Individuals On-the-Job  Service Work
Fiscal Year  Placed by ES  Total Training Employment  Experience

Number of Individuals
19769 3,367 ‘388 38 v 201
1977 , 4,138 172 ° 54 334
1978 4,623 1,108 63 : 579
1979% . 4537 . © 849 48 393
. Percent of Total .
1976 ‘100 11 1 6
1977 100 - 18 | 8
1998 100 25 1 13
1979 100 20 1 9

m—
Source Employment and Traning Admimstration, U.S. Départmcn},pf Labor (unpub-
lished datd),

. ’

9July 1975-June-1976.
”Prclimin:uy.

NOTE: Details.may not add to totals due to rounding. o
. . o,

Local choice has been reduced by the enactment of new categorical
programs to address special problems and by the considerable number of

- présctiptions to bring Iocal programs into closer alignment with natlonal

policies. .
The addition of pubhc service employment programs, new youth
programs, and, more recently, private sector initiatives has limited the
range of CETA activities.!” Although sponsors exercise sortie flexibility in
resource dllocations within the aIIotments for each separate title and
subtitle, they generally feel that local initiative has been restricted. The
freedom of local officials has been even more limited by federal
specnﬁcatlons for choosing clients, setting wage levels, and determmmg

duration’ of employment.

The effect of the CETA reauthonzatlon on relationships between federal
and local,officials was perceived differently by CETA sponsors and DOL
regional ofﬁce personnel. CETA admlmstrators tended to believe that the
reatthorization act resulted in more federal mterventlon in local affairs,

o v
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.more detailed supervision, and more compliance activity. In contrast, most
regional office persennel did not think that the amendments had a
significant effect on DOL relationships with prime sponsors, but several’
acknowledged a stronger role'since the act was passed. *

Federal activities, particularly review of plans and monitoring, were
increased as a result of the reauthorization. A number of sponsors thought
that the federal government provided more technical assistance, but the
assistance tended to be in procedural matters and regulations rather than
in substantive program areas, such as establishing models for combining
training with PSE. s P .

Two-thirds of the .sponsors in the ‘study group reported serious
differences with regional office personnel since reauthorization. Most
frequently; these concerned fedetal pressare for stepped-up enrollments
and expenditures. Other diffetences related to transiglon plans, establish--
ment of independent monitoring units, conversion of PSE jobs under the
new wage stricture, adjustment in intake systems \to accommodate the
new eligibility determination procedures, and frequency of| reporting.

A significant proportion of prime sponsors (10 of 28) complained. of
confusing.interpretations of rules, delays in answering queries, and lack of
responsiveness. These complaints reflected the general instability in
" program direction during the transition period. Several respondents noted
that regional officials had similar complaints since most decisions had to be
made in Washington. In the view of these respondents, the problem
resulted less from the actions of regional personnel than from the actions
of Congress and the Department of Labor. The specificity of the act,
‘crafted to keep the program on its prescribed track, diminishes the
flexibility of the Department of Labor as well as that of local 'sponsors.:

7

SUMMARY

The administration of CETA has been made mo're difficult by several
features of the reauthorization act, particularly the redesign of public
service employment programs and the introductigfl of new programs.
Moreover, ‘changes in the planning system and increased monitoring and

compliance activity, and particularly the shifts and uncertainties in
funding, have placed additional stress on the system. °

¢ The new planning requirements, intended to reduce paperwork, have
increased the amount of detail that plans must include. Most of the CETA
administrators and planners interviewed felt that the new planning
documents were as difficult and time-consuming as past plans. Although
plans may be better structured than in the past and more useful for

¢
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» !dentfying target groups, it 15 questionable whether they age more useful
for other operations and evaluation.- .

e The mandated broadening of membership on planning councils has
not affected their influence. The local decision-making process has
remamed the same, with PSE decisions usually made by CETA staff in
consultation with elected officials or with planning councils.

o Far-reaching changes in public service employment program"policy
and regulations, combined with shifts in funding, contributed to adminis-
trative instability in many areas during 1979. Although organizational
structures were usually not affected, operations were 1n an almost constant
state of flux. Confusion about rules for eligibility and wages, repeated
modification of grants, changes in enrollment goals, and rigid termination
deadlines for enrollees were among the problems faced by sponsors ’

o The activities that are expected to cause the most serious long-term
problems are anjcipated in administering the wage provisions, tracking
the length of stay of participants, and providing training and employability
development. About one-third of the sponsors anticipate difficulty in
implementng the eigibility determination and verification procedures.

o The cumulative effect of changes in the act has been to increase
record-keeping and reporting, as well as planning and monitoring
activities. The size of administrative and operational staffs is increasing.
Administrative cost ratios for PSE are rising as the programs become more
complex. ]

o Despite pressure from the Employment and Training Administration,
the role of the employment service in CETA public service employment
programs has dimimished. When liability for ineligible participants was
assigned to prime sponsors, a major incentive for using the employment
service was eliminated.

« Relationships between local sponsors and the federal establishment
are also changing, federal intervention has increased and more emphasis
has been placed on compliance actnvmes according to CETA adminisira-
tors. The new stipulations go far in “the direction of recategorizing and
recentralizing CETA. Funds are channeled into particular programs and a
maze of specific rules restricts administrative discretion.

NOJES

1 The FY 1980 appropriation for Titles IID and VI, enacted on October 12,
1979, amounted to $3,112 million, only 71 percent of the administration’s budget
request The fiscal 1980 planning estimates for Titles 11D and VI, 1ssued on May
15. totaled $3.701 mullion, allocations announced on October 2, mcluding
reallocated carry-in funds and discretionary funds, came to $3,436 million

b
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Variations between the May and October figures weré¢ much wider for individual
sponsors, ¢ ‘

2. -Data refer to councils other than balance of states.

3. By the end of fiscal 1979, 400 of 470 prime sponsors had sét up PICs and an
additional 20 were being formed: '

4 Cities and counties with a population of 50,000 or more are ,program agents”
under the act. They op&ate public service employment “programs in their
jurisdictions with supervision from prime sponsors. In balance of states, some
measure of program planming or administration is often delegated to other
subjurisdictions—cbuncils of government, counties, or other government or
nongovernment agencies. N

5 The Raleigh consortium,broke up on October 1, 1979. The city, atself, became  °
a prime sponsor and the three cbunties joined the “'balance of state.”

6. The -act has a total of eight sets of eligibility requirements for various
subparts In addition to criteria for Tjtles.IID and VI, special rules apply to Title
IIB, Title IIC upgrading, Title IIC retraining, and to three youth program
components. These involve determinations of family income, prior unemployment *
or emplayment, age, residence, educational status, etc. See pp. VI-23 to VI-26 in

the UJ.S. Department of Labor (1979a) Forms-Preparation Handbgok.

7. ETA Field Memorandum No. 39-79, October 34, 1978. Because of quarterly
reporting, DOL was not aware at that time that enroliments had declined. In

* Planning and. Administration
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response to the needj fopmore timely information, the Office of Management and
Budget latex authoriz\gsemimonthly enrollment reports.

8. Under the reauthorization %ict, equal weight is given to four factors in the
Title IID formula: the total number of unemplQyed in each area; the number of -
unemployed in excess of a 4.5 percent unemployinent rate; the number of
unemployed in areas of substantial unemployment; and the number of adults in
low-income families. Previously, Title II funds were distributed on the basis of only
one factor—the relative number of unemployed in areas of substantial unemploy-
ment. The basis for identifying areas of substantial unemployment was also -
changed n fiscal 1980 from an unemployment rate of 6.5 percent for 3 consecutive
months to an average of 6.5 percent for the most recent 12 months. The Title VI
formula was not changed.

9. Because Title IID or Title VI funds were being underutilized, the Employ-
ment and Training Administration withdrew Titie-IID and Title VI funds from 49
sponsors for reallocation to other sponsors who had been determined to be able to
use more funds-effectively. In addition, 25 of the sponsors returned excess 1979
funds. In making the fiscal 1980 allocations, alb unspent funds in excess of 10
percent of each prime sponsor's fiscal 1979 Title IID and Title VI dllotments were

~.  pooled and reallocated.

- .10, In December |9'f9, PSE enroliments totaled 395,000, signiﬁéantly below the

- .

450,000 leve! projected for fiscal 1980.

13 The report notes, however, that data are obtained from prime sponsor
records, which may not reflect precisely the .date on which enrollees stopped
receiving services.
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12 The waiver request must include a detailed transition plan for four quarters
or less. Under very excéptional circumstancks, a subsequent waiver may be
granted.

13. In fiscal 1980 and thereafter, the 10 percent admimstrative cost limt 15
retained for Tatle 11D, but is increased to 15 percent for Title VL.

14 See statements hy Senators Gaylord Nelson and Jacob Javits, Congressional
Record (1978b), pp. 13953, 13955, and 13968. See also U.S. Congress (1978b), pp.
29-30. . M

15. An interagency agreement between the Department of Energy and the

Department of Labor, approved September 1979, calls for joint efforts to increase
the level of CETA support for weatherization projects:

16 Section 5{a) requires the Secretary of Labor to recommend improvements in
the Wagner-Peyser Act to ensure coordination with CETA, but the DOL has not
yet filed its report. .- .

17. It 1s noted, however,. that the amount of funds appropniated for comprehen-
sive manpower programs under Title I (Title 11 A, B, and C), which is relatively
less restricted, has increased from $4,580 million in FY 1975 to $2,054 million in
FY 1980 (see Appendix A, Table A- 1).
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The reauthorization act has had_a sudden and sharp impact on the
characteristics profile of new public-Service employment (PSE) enrollees.
Those groups that have traditionally been thought to face disadvantages in
the labor market—womén, youth, blacks, and persons from low-income
+ families-~obtained & much-larger proportion of PSE jobs in fiscal 1979
than they had in fiscal 1978. Persons better é‘ble to compete in the labor
market—individuals with post-high school education and unemployment
insurance claimants, who by definition have fhiad some work experience—
«participated less frequently in fiscal 1979. :
However, other groups that were of particular concern to Congress—
recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Vietnam-
era veterans, and disabled veterans—did not benefit fror the reauthoriza-
tion act. The proportion of these groups enrolled in the ‘RSE programs
‘showed little change from the previous year. - . .
The act has succeeded ‘in converting Title II into a PSE programfor the
structurally unemployed. However, in.terms of client characteristics, the
objective of establishing separate Title IID and VI programs that serve
distinctly different cliengeles has‘not been achieved. The characteristics of
new enrollees suggest that there is little difference between the needs ‘of
persqns currently enrolled,in these two programs.

!
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- }
\ DETERMINING. WHOM TO SERVE- .

Early eﬂ'orts to direct PSE jobs to specific segments of the unemployed
populatiorr took two forms. eligibthty requirements and targeting direc-
tives. The ehigibility requirements set the minimum critetia for participa-
tion 1n the PSE programs, while the targeting directives idenyified the
groups 1n the ehigible population that Congress expected the PSE Rrograms
to serve. This arrangemept was intended to ensure that national objectnes
would be realized while allowing some flexibility at the local level so that
commumty needs could.be met. In practice, however, national targetmg
objectives tended to be subordinated to the local desire to select the best
qualified applicants for PSE positions.
The principal shortcoming of these early provisions was that they did
not sufficiently restrict access to the PSE programs. During fiscal 1975,
approximately 387,000 persons participated in PSE programs. These
participants were selected,from an eligible population of over 18 miljon.
Thus, there were approximately 48 persons eligible for each PSE opening.
Under these conditions, targeting was left to local officials who, mot
surprisingly, acted much like private sector employers and usually sought
to select the best-qualified applicants available. * .
Dissatisfaction with the results of this selection pattern was manifested
in the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act of 1976 (EJPEA).
Congress and the admimstration were concerned not only that the most
disadvantaged were not adequately represented in PSE jobs but that the
hirng of skilled, job-reddy applicants for PSE positions increased the
probability that PSE employees would be used to perform tasks that
ordinarily would be funded by local revenues.
The tightened EJPEA eligibility requirements ‘reduced the size of the
population eligible for the majority of Title VI positions from 19 million to
4 million and significantly increased the proportion of severely disadvan-
taged persons in the ehgible population.! This limited the discretion
exercised By local officials in selecting partncxpants for this part of the PSE
program.
« In terms of the whole PSE program, however, EJPEA did not have as.
large an impact on the characteristics of participants as Congress had
anticipated. Although the new eligibility requirements reduced the size of
the population eligible for many Title VI positions, there were still 15
persons eligible for each of these PSE jobs. In addition, many of the effects
of the tighter Title VI provisions were offset by the hiring for Title 11
positions and. those Title VI positions that were subject to looser entry
requirements. Finally, although EJPEA established guidelines that iden-
tified the groups Congress expected to be served, they, like their

- . v
.
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predecessors, were ineffective because they encompassed too many groups,
were not binding, and were not perceived by local officials as being

relevant to their programs. .
@

REAUTHORIZATION ACT PROVISIONS . .

The eligibility requirements, wage restrictions, and targeting guidelines of
he reauthorization act of 1978 represented another attempt to direct PSE
jobs to the dlsadvantaged)lhfle’EJPEA had moved the PSE programs in
this direction, the consensus at the federal level was that it had not gone
far enough. :

There were other reasons for focusu}g ‘PSE on the disadvantaged.
Congress and the administration, concerned with rising inflation, did not
want to constrict the supply of skllled job-ready workers by enrollmg,
them in PSE jobs. It was also believed that an increased emphasis in PSE
on enhancing the skijlls of the, structurally unemployed would yield future
dividends in the form of a more productive fabor force. Finally, focusing
PSE on the disadvantaged was viewed by some as a test of the feasibility of
usirig CET A as a vehicle for welfare reform.

The reauthorization act was also expected to establish separate PSE
programs serving the structurally and cyclically unemployed. The distinc-
tion between Titles II and VI had become increasingly muddled in the
years preceding the reauthorization act. The original difference bgtween
these two titles was described by Senator Gaylord Nelson in the report of
“the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare: Title II"** . was
designed to deal with the kind of chronic, high unemployment that persnsts
in some areas in good and bad times; . . . Title V], however, was
countercyclical in purpose and intended to combat the severe unemploy-
ment that became pervasive throughout the Nation as a result of the
recession” (U.S. Congress 1976b, p. 16).“ When EJPEA tightened the
eligibility requirements for the majority of Title VI positions wnthout
tightening the requirements for Title II, it created the anomalous situation '
in which the eligibility requirements for the cyclically unemployed were

* much stricter than the requirement for the structurally unem%loyed One
of the purposes of the reauthorization act was to reestablish a two-part
PSE program that would provide services to increase the employability of
the structurally unemployed in Title IID.

The reauthorizatior act contains four basic categories of provisions that
affect the selection of PSE participants: eligibility requirements, eligibility
determination and verification procedures, tafgetmg guidélines, and wage
restrictions (see chart, p. 48-49):--
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CETA-Changes in Eligibility and Targeting for Public Servite Employment, 1973-1978 -
Date Act - Title Eligibility Targeting, '
_Dec. 28, Comprehensive 11 1. Unemployed 30 days ormore or . 1. Consideration for most severely disadvan-
1973 Employmentand  Areas of undereniployed. ) ‘taged in tefms of length of unemployment
Training Act of Substantial ' « and prospects of obtaining a job; Vietnam
1973 *© Unemployment B ° - veterans; and former manpower trainees.
* PL 93-203 T Equitable treatment for significant segments
' - . of tite unemployed population.
Dec. 31," ‘Emergency jobs .V 2. Unemployed 30 days or more or 2. The same as in 1, above. Also preferred con-
1974 . and Unemployment Countercyclical underemployed. For areas of exces- sideration for: the unemployed who have
v Assistance Act of public service sively high unemployment (7 percent exhausted UI benefits; unemployed not eli-
1974 employment or more), unemployed 15 instead . gible for U (except new entrants); persons
PL 93-567 . ¢ of 30 days. s . unemployed 15 or more weeks; recently
‘ . separatedQe_ze/rans (within last 4 years). «
* Oct. 1, Emergency Jobs -\-/1 = 3. For half of vacanees in regular posi- 3. For half of vaéancies in regular positions
1976 Programs Countercyclical tions above Jung 1976 level: the above June 1976 levels: the same as in
Exfension Act'of . public service - same as’in 2, above. 2, above. )
* 1976 employment : -
1+ "PL94-444 ' )
4. For the remaining half of regularya-. 4. For the rer%;zng half of regular vacancies
) . cancies and for new project poyf-ﬂ and for new pxoject positions: the same as
- tions: (a) member of low-income in 2, above. In addition, equitable alloggtion
& family,"and (b) either received of jobs among: members of low-income™** "=
) unemployment insurance for 15 or ' families who received unemployment insur-
- Q y mote weeks, was not eligible for Ul ance for 15'or more weeks, were not'eligib}e

[y
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- ‘ but was unemployed for 15 or more for UI but were unemployed 15 or more

weeks, exhausted Ul entitlement, or weeks, exhausted Ul entitlement, or were
was an ARDC recipient. (Low-income AFDC recipients. (Low-income defined as
- Aefined #5 family income of less than family income of less than 70 pefcent of
70 pergent of the BLS lower level the BLS lower level family budget.)
’ famijf budget.)
Oct. 27,  Coniprehensive 11D cmployed 15 weeks, unemploycd 5 Intended for most severely disadvantaged in
1978°  'Employmentand  Public service . at time of determination, and mem- terms of length of unemployment and pro-
. Training Act . employment ' _  ber of low-income family; or mem- « spects of obtaining a job. Consideration to R
Amendments of for the - - ber of family receiving AFDC or be given to: Vietnam-era veterans; public
1978 economically SSI. (Low-income dé¢fined as-fanuly assistance recipients; groups facing labor
PL 95-524 disadvantaged income of less than 70 percent of market disadvansages, identified as: offen-
the BLS lower living standard or ders, persons of limited English language
¢ the OMB poverty level.) - proficiency, handicapped, women, single —
* . . parents, displaced homemakers, youth,
. “ . ’ ) olde rkers, persons lacking educational*
& . , _credentials, and others named by the Secre-
° ) - : . - tary of Labor. Equitable treatment for sig-
- - nificant segments of the unemployed
_ population.
~ VI * . 6. Unemployed 10 of last 12 weeks, 6. The same as in §, above
. Countercyclical and unemployed at time of deter< . -
public ice mination; and an AFDC or SSlre- -~ - - *
o emplo%nt cipient or a member of a low-income ’
. - fanily. (Low-income is defined as a . ,
. family income of less than 100 per-
) R cent of the BLS lower living . -

standard.) . . -

(o)
. . ] ‘ . . <
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-

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

The eligibility 'rezwirements of the reauthorization act, as implemented by
the Department of Labor (DOL), identify two populations ehgible for
PSE, one for Title IID and one for Title V1. However, as discussed later in

- the chapter, these pdpulations are in fact quite similar. To be eligible for

Title 11D, a person mustfneet the following criteria:
- LA

o be economically disadvantaged® and unemployed at the time of
application and for 15 of the 20 weeks immediately prior to application or

* be a member of a family that is receiving public assistance;

o reside within the prime sponsor’s juri]sdicti? subject td certain
exceptions; and

» not have voluntarily terminated his or her last full-time employment,

without good cause, within the six momhs immediately prlor to applica-

tion. .
? »
These Tutle 11D eligibility requirements are much tighter than those

_ previously in effect for Title I and are basically the same as those that

were applicable to Title VI projects in fiscal 1978.

_The reauthorization act Title VI entry requirements are only a little g

looser than those for Title 11D with respect to duration of unemployment
and family income The provisions affecting residency, voluntary termina.
tion of employment and unemployiment status prior to application for
enrollment are the Same (Federal Regtster\, 1979a, p. 20001).. With respect
.to duration of unemployment and family income( ani individual must meet
_ the following cr: c}tena for eligibility under Title VI: .

+ be unemployed for at least 10 of the 12" weeks immediately prior to

' application; and

 be'a member of a famll*wnh an income not exceeding 100 percent of
the-Bureau of Labor Statistics’ lewer living standard based on annualiza-
tion of that family's income for the three months prior to application for

+ PSE employment’or -+, .-

o be a,member of a family that has beer recelvmg,publlc assistance for
10 of the 12 weeks immediately prior to application.

P

The new éligibility requirements for Title VI are considerably more '

stringent than the fiscal 1978 requirements for Title 11 and the nonproject
. portion of Title VI. However, both the required length of unemployment
and the required level of family income are less restrictive than the criteria
for Title VI project positions in the preauthorization period. The net effect




Participants N .

-

of these changes on parficipant characteristics is exammed in the latter
part of this chapter.

DETERMINIIJG ELIGIBILITY N

i

Begmuse a sig'niﬁcant proportion of ineligible participants (between 10 and
25 percent) were hired during the PSE enroliment buildup of fiscal 1977-
1978 (National Research Council, 1980, p. 110), Congress, in the
reauthorization act, took steps to ensure that only eligible persons would
be enrolled l{h PSE programs. Prime sponsors are now requijred to follow
highly specific procedures in determining and verifying eligibility. In
addition, ngress specified that prime sponsors were to be held
financially liable for ineligible participants in the event that the procedures
were not followed. The subjects of eligibility verification and liability arg
dealt wnh at greater Iength in Chapter 6.

the participant selection process. The reauthorization act also requlred
that pnm sponsors allocate jobs equltably among specnﬁed segments of

o PSE under this act is intended for eligible persons who are
severely isadvantaged in terms of their length of unemployment and their
prospects for finding employment
* Special consideration ir filling ﬁubllc service jobs shall be given to
eligible disabled and Vietnam-era veterans, eligible persons who are public
assistance recipients, and persons who are eligible for public assistance but
“not regeiving such assistance.
ecial emphasis in filling public service jobs s\hall be given to persons
ce parycular disadvantages in specnﬁc and general labor markets or
occupations, including offenders, pérsons of limited English language
proficiency, handicapped individuals, women, single parents, displaced
honjemakers, youth, older workers, individuals who lack educational
credentials, public assist&nce recipients, and other persons who the secretary
determines require special assistance.
Employment and training opportunities for participants shall be made
available by prime sponsors on an equitable basis in accordance with the
purposes of this act among significant segments (age, sex, race, and’
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national orlguz) of "the ehglble population gmng consideration to the
relative numbers of‘ eligible peesons 1n each segment (U.S. Congress,
1978d, Seet. 122(b)(1)(A)). . -
The inclusion of so many target groups obscures rather than clarifies the
intentions of Congress, 1f everyone 1n the eligible population.i1s a member
" of-a target group, there can be no effective targeting. - .

WAGE REST RlCllONS

S —
The most innosative and controversial of the reauthorizatian act provi- °
sions are the wage restrictions. These"placed constraints on the average.

wage that can be paid for PSE jobs and on the upplementation of PSE

wages with non-CETA funds. The specnﬁc wage provisions are detailed in

Chapter 4.
The authors of the reauthorlzatlon act anticipated that the wage
restrictions®would affect the characteristics profile of the PSE clientele in

several ways. First, the lower wage might make PSE jobs less attractive to

skilled, job-ready applicants, leaving PSE positions for those with the
fewest employment akernatives. Second, because of the wage restrictions
and the requirement that PSE participants be paid at the rate prevailing
for comparable wotk, spzonsm;s'mlght find it necessary to restructure PSE

programs and exclude some high-wage occupations: As a result, PSE °

positions would require less skill and would therefgre be more accessible te
those most in need of assistance. Finally, the different Wage supplementa-
tion provisions in Tnles 11D and VI n?lght help to distinguish the clienteles

. served by these’ programs. The elimination of wage supplementatlon in
Title 1ID might result in the selection of a greater “pl:oportlon of
structurally unemployed individuals.

o Al & ,‘

am—
. K

CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW ENROLLEES

‘CHANGES FROM FiscalL 1978 To FiscaL 1979 <

. The reauthorization act appears to h/a)»e produced a swift and substantial
shift in the characteristics profile of new enrollees. Oyerall, the changes are
leading in the direction Congress intended, The increases in PSE
participation regnstered\by blacks, women, and economlgﬂly disadvan-
taged individuals are quite pronounced. School age youth and persons with
fess than 12 years of education have made more limited gains. Other
groups have not fared as Well, however: Vietnam-era and disabled' veterans

‘and AFDC recipients—target groups given special emphbasis in the

[
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reauthorization act—have yet to benefit. While changes in the profile of
new enrollees were evident in both PSE programs, they were much more
prenounced in Title 1ID, partlcularly in the proportions of black and
economically disadvantaged enrollees.

In general, the changes in participant characteristics were larger in the
second half of fiscal 1979, the “period in which the reauthorization act
requnremegts became fully effective. The timing of these changes will be
considered further in the third section of this chapter, which explores the
factors responsible for the changes in the characteristics of PSE partici-
pant$

1)

Sex . .

The proportion of women participating n PSE rose sharply in fiscal 1979.
According to the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey® (CLMS)
data (Table 8), 48 percent of participants enrolled 1n the second half of
fiscal 1979 were women, a gain of 10 percentage points over the previous
year Women had been gaining as a proportlon of PSE enrollegs since fiscal
1975 (see Appendix A, Table A-2). However, during the transition period,
October 1978 to March 1979, the proportion of women jumped from 38 to
.45 percent. The magnitude of the increases and their timing were similar jn
" Titles 11D and Vi "

Minority Status

Black participation in the PSE programs rose substantially in fiscal 1979.
The proportion of black new enrollees increased from 29 percent in fiscal
1978 to 37 percent in the second half of fiscal 1979. All of this increase

" occurred in the second half of the fiscal year. While the increase in black

participation was evident i in both PSE programs, the change in Title IID
was sharper than in Title VI. The magmtude of the increase in Title [ID is
partially nccountqd for by the fact that Title II had less restrictive
eligibility requirements in fiscal 1978 and therefore served a lower

" proportion of blacks (24 percent) than Title VI (30 percent).

The level of participation of other minority groups did not change in
fiscal 1979. Hispanics continued to hold about 7 percent of all new PSE
Jjobs while the proportion of new positions filled by all-other minorities,
primarily native Americans, rose from 2 to 3 percent, a statistically
insignificant change.* Titles IID and VI.exhibit the same basic pattern,
although the proportion of Hispanics may have declined slightly in Tltle
V1during the secondmalf of fiscal 1979.

%
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TABLE 8 Selected Charactenstics of Newly Enrolled Participants, Tutle I1 (11D) and Tatle VI, Fiscal 19'}8-1‘)79'

.

’

1

'

Fatles 1D and VI Fule 11D Titke VI .
11scal 1979 . Fiscal 1979 Fiscal 1979 v
Selected Easeal O¢t 1978- Apnil 1979- Fiscal * Oct. 1978- Apnl 1979- 1 iscal Oct. 1978~ Apnl 1979-
Charactersstics 1978 March 1979 Sepr. 1979 1978 March 1979 Sept. 1979 1978 March 1979 Sept. 1979
TOTAL ENROLLED 5617.217 172.202 111,661 92,978 47.666 104,530 474239 124.536 118,858
Pereeny Distribution
Toxdl 160 100 100 160 100 L. 100 100 100 100
Sex Male 62 55 52 54 53 49 43 55 54
Temale 38 35 .48 42 47 1] 37 45 46
Minonity Status
White (not Hhspanic) 6l , 60 54 68 60 54 60 60 54
Black (not Hispanic) 29 29 37 24 28 37 30 29 ¢ 37
Hispame 7 8 6 6 10 6 8 7 - 5
“Other 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 4 . 3
Age . ) , . )
19 and under 10 10 4 10 9 14 B 10 15
20020 13 It 14 13 13 14 13 10 13
22:24 64 68° 62 63 66 61 65 69 63
45-54 8 7 6 9 7 6 8 e 7 S
S5 and over S 4 4 6 s 4 c4 - 3 4.*
Economically Disadvantaged 84 92 . 95 66 92 * 97 89 92 .93
Receving ungmployment .
insurance at entry 13 10 9 14 9 1 9.

Source Westat. Ine . Continuvus Lungitudinal Manpower Sugvey. prchiminary daca tunpublishad). provide
e

Department of Labor

NOTE Detwils may not sdd to 100 percent due to rounding.
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' Age

Youth 19 years of age and under increased their share of new PSE
bosntlons in the second half of fiscal 1979 to 14 percent, an increase of 4
percentage points above the fiscal 1978 level. All of this increase, which
reverses a downward trend in the participation of youth since 1975,
occurred 1n the second half of the fiscal year and was dlsmbuted evenly 1n
Titles 11D and VL.

The increased participation of school age youth was offset by small
declines n the proportion of new enrollees in the older age categores.
Again. the pattern was the same in Titles [ID and VI.

Economically Disadvantaged ¥

The proportion of newly enrolled PSE part cnpants who were economically
disadvantaged at entry rose from 84 petcent.n fiscal 1978 to 95 percent in
the second half of fiscal 1979. This shift became evident during the
transition period and continued through the r¢mainder of the fiscal year.
The increase was concentrated in Title 1ID, where the proportion of
economncally disadvantaged new enroliees Iez;tped 31 percentage points as
compared to a increase of 4 points in Title VI. The magnitude of the
charige in Title 1ID reflects the fact that Title 11 did not have a farmly
income eligibility requirement prior to.the_reauthorization act: In fiscal
1978, only 66 percent of the new enrolleeﬁ\gi‘tle 11 were economically
disadvantaged compared to 89 percent in Title VI.-Title IID now enrolls a
slightly higher proportion of economically disadvantaged individuals than
Title VI as a result of the tightened Title IID eligibility requirements.

Unemployment Insurance Claimants =

JIn fiscal 1976, when *the unemployment insurance (UI) system was

overwhelmed by vast numbers of ‘long-term unemployed, Congress
expressed interest in moving U1 claimants into PSE jobs. This interest was
written into the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act of 1976 and is
evident in the high proportion of Ul claimants in PSE jobs in fiscal 1977
(16 percent). As the number of insured unemployed declined from a
weekly ayerage of 4.9 million in 1975 to 2.6 million in' 1978, congressional
concern/lso declined. Unemployment insurance claimants, are not a target
group in the 1978 CETA reauthorization act, As a result of the 1978 act
and the further decline in* the number of insured unemgloyed the
proportion of new PSE enrollees receiving unemployment insurance at
entry declined from 13 percent in fiscal 1978 to 10 percent in the first half

°
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TABLE 9 Selected Charactenstics of Partlupants Title 11 (1ID) and Title VI, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas Fiscal 1978
and January-June 1979

Tatles HD and VI Title IID ' Title VI

Indviduals . Individuals Individuals
Selecied Served New Enrollces - Served New Enrollees Served . New Enrollees
Characteristics . Fiscal 1978  Jan-June 1979°  Fiscal 1978  Jan.-June 1979°  Fiscal 1978  Jan.-June 1979°

TOTAL ENROLLED - 36,849 < 7,407 (6,480 4,029 30,369 3,378

Percentage Distribution -
Total 100 100” 100 100 100 100
Education: 0<#1%sars 20 23 14 24 . 21 2
12 years - 42 42 42 42 42 41
13 or more years 38 35 . . 44 33 37. 38

‘Welfare Recipients: .
AFDC 16 . 17- 10 18 7. 16
Public Assistance, other 7 11 8 10 7 13
Veterans: Total 23 18 21 - 18 24 18
Vietnam era 8 7 5 7 9 : -8
Disabled f | 1 ‘1 1 1.
Handicapped 4 6 . 4 7 4 . 5

Source Data from prime sponsor records Sample size equals 13 except for education and veteran characteristics where n = 12,
-~

"I*'i‘vc prime sponsors reported for only January-March 1979 and three reported for only April-June 1979.

NOTE: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

.
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of fiscal 1979 In the third and fourth quarters of the year, there was a
further decline to 9 percent. The drop appears to have been slightly larger
in Title IID than in Title VI; however, the difference 1s small, only 2
percentage points. .

While the preliminary data from' the CLMS provide.the most reliable
information available on the characteristics of newly enrolled PSE
participants, this information is available for relatively few characteristics.
To gain further insight into the characteristics of participants hired pnder
the reauthorization act, the NAS field observers collected characteristics
data on new enrollees in the 28 sample areas. This proved to be a difficult
, task, and rql’iable data were obtained in only 13 areas.” Nevertheless, the
view obtained in these areas is consistent with the information available
through the CLMS and the cumulative records on individuals served
maintained by the Employment and Traiming Administration. The sample
data for selected characteristics not available from the CLMS are shown in
Table 9.

PSE participants hired between January and June 1979 in the 13 sample-
areas were different in several respects from individuals served in the PSE
programs in fiscal 1978. A larger proportion of the new enrollees had less
than a high school education, the proportion receiving income transfer
payments was up slightly, and the proportion of handicapped individuals
was higher. These changes were considerably larger in Title IID than 1n
Title VI Over the.same peridd, the proportion of veterans among new PSE
enrollees declined. This decline, which did net affect Vietnam-era or
disabled veterans, was'larger in Title VI. These findings are consistent with
the changes reported in the characteristics of individuals served nationally
in fiscal 1979 (Appendix A, Table A-23" '

Twenty-threespercent of new PSE enrollees hired between January and
June 1979 in the sample areas had less than a high school education, an
increase of 3 percentage points over the previeys year. Mpst of this
increase occurred in Title IID, where the proporfion of persons with less
than a high school education rose from 14 to 24 percent. Title VI exhibited
an increase of only 1 percentage point. This reflects the fact that prior to
the reauthorization act, Title VI served a much larger proportion of
persons with less than a high school education (21 percent) than did Title
I1 (14 percent) In addition, the reauthorization act eligiblity, requirements
represented a much larger departure from the previous critetia in Title 11
than in Title VI,

The increase in the proportion of enrollees with less than a high school
education was entirely offset by a decline in those with 13 or more years of
" education. Again, this change was corifined primarily to Title 11D.
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Income Transfer Recipients -
L
Despite the special consideration A&gnen to AFDC recipients 1n the

_ reauthonization act, the overall propomloh of new PSE enrollees receiving

AFDC increased by only 1 percentdge point in the 1978 period. This is
particularly surprising because womepi—58 percent of whom are AFDC
recipients in the ehgible population—made sizeable gains under the
reauthorization act The comparison of all PSE enrollees masks a
substantial change 1n Title 11D, where the proportion of AFDC recipients
rose from 10 to 18 percent. This increase was partially offset by a |
percentage point dechne 1n Title VI

The proportion of public assistance recipients also increased 1n 1979,
from 7 to 11 percent. However, in this case the increase was larger in Titlé
VI (6 percentage points) than in Tatle IID (2 percentage points).

S
“
Ty

Handicapped —

Handicapped individuals appear to be better represented in the PSE
programs 1n 1979 The proportion of handicapped new enrollees rose from .
4 to 6 percént. The increase was somewhat larger in Title 1ID (3
percentage points) than 1n Title VI (1 percentage point). However, given
the small number of enrollees for which data are available, these
differences v)uld be due to sampling vanability rather than underlying
changes in the characteristics of the population sampled.

-

Veterans

Total veteran partictpation in the PSE programs declined 1n 1979. While
23 percent of thgindividuals served in fiscal 1978 were veterans, only 17
percent of the new persons enrolled in PSE from January to June 1979
were veterans. However, the specific groups singled out for special
consideratipn in the reauthorization act did not fare as badly. The
proportion of Vietnam-era veterans-dropped | percentage point, a change
small enough to fall within the range of sampling variability, and the
proportion of disabled veteran® remained the same. Veterans appear to
have fared better in Title IID than n Title VI. The percentage point
decline 1n total veterans is smaller in Title IID, and the proportion of
\Vietnam-era veterans increased slightly (2 percentage pouits). However,
this 15 deceptive. Prior to the reauthorization act, Title VI served a larger

~ -

75




FParticipants . 59

TABLE 10 Number of Newly Enrolled Participants, by Selected
Characteristics, Title 11 (11D) and Title V1, Fiscal 1978-1979

Number of New Enrollees

Tutle T (D) and Title VI Percent Change -~

Selected Charactgnstics l-nsca}/l978 Fiscal 1979 in Number Enrolled
TOTAL NEW ENROLLEES 567,5{2 395,590 -30.3
~Sex.  Male . 353,26 209,261 -4 8
Female 213,953 - 186,328 -12.9
Minority Status. .« :
White (not Hispanic) 345874 - 224,222 =352
Black (not Hispanic) 166,375 133,080 -20.0 .
Hispanic . 42,453 26,132 -38.4
Other 12,516 12,156 -t -29
© Age o
19 and under 59,222 48,736 =177
20-21 72,796 49,480 -32.0
22-44 364,730 256,511 297 . .
45-54 44,327 2‘?1,335 -45.1 -
55 and over © 26,141 o 16,528 -36.8
Economically lﬁadvanlagcd 478,816 . 370,846 -22.6
Recgiving unemploy meny -
insl{rancc at entry 76,552 36,314 -52.6

Source: Westat, Inc., Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, preliminary data
. (unpublished), provided by the Employment and Training Administratipn, U.S. .
Department of Labor. ) " - )

NOTE: The nuntber of new enrollees for selected charactenstics may notwadd to the
estimated total due to weighting. ) *

" proportiori of veterans. In 1979, both titles enrolled about the same
proportion of veterans.

Eﬁ’ecl' of Program Redir:eoction .

Although many of the groups traditionally identified as facing disadvan-
tages in the labor market secured a larger share of*the avajlable PSE jobs
in fiscal&1979, none of the groups succeeded in gaining enoygh to offset the
sffect of the 30 percent reduction in the size of the PSE programs in fiscal
1979 (Table 10). This situation is likely to intensify in the.years ahead.

Some groups, however, clearly did bétter than others. PSE positions
held by women declined by 13 percent compared to a 41 percent drop for
men. The number of positions filled by blacks declined 20 percent. as
compared to 3 percent for whites and 38 percent for Hispanics. The other

1IC . A .
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munority category, primarily native Americans. fared best of all, experienc-
ing only a 3 percent decline 1n the number of PSE positions Enrollment of
school age youth turned ‘ut to be better than average. the youth having
lost only 18 percent of the positions they had held the previous year, while
persons age 45 to 54 lost 45 percent of their positions. Unemployment
msurance claimants experienced the largest drop of all. a 53 percent
dechne in PSE positions filled by Ul claimants.

Two conclusions can be drawn from these data. First, during a period of
reduced program size, 1t 1s difficult for an) group to benefit from tighter
targeting requirements in an absolute sense. Secondly, and more positively,
" tighter targeting did succeed 1n distributing the burden of program
reductions on those believed to be most able to assume the burden. The
reauthorization act provisions did cushion many disadvdntaged groups
from the full effects of the cut in the size of the PSE programs. This
highhights the importance of targeting requirements in a period of
declining program size.

»
-

DirFERENCES BETWEEN TITLES IID AND VI

One of the maJOT'ObjeCtl\es of the reauthorization act was {o establish
separate PSE programs sérving distinct clienteles. Title IID was to be
counterstructural, serving persons in need of employability development,
while Title VI was to be countercyclical. Congress built several differences
mto the two titles that reflect their different objectives. Title 11D Ifas:

o more restrictive ehgibility requirements in terms of the required
length of unemployment before entry, maximum family income, and the
period of time over which income is to be annualized; R

o a prohibition on wage supplementation unlike Title VI, where
supplementation is permitted;

» employability development plans for each participant intended to
ensure that the program 1dentifies and meets the needs of the structurally
unemployed for traming. In addition to these program differences, only
Title VI has a cyclical funding trigger that gears funding authorizations to
the rate of unemployment. These differences reflect the premise that the
chienteles served by the two programs will have differing needs.

An examnation®of the characteristics of participants hired for Title IID
and VI positions in fiscal 1979, however, indicates that the distinction
between the two programs is more theoretical than real. Indeed, the
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TABLE 11 Selected Characteristies of Newly Enrolled Participants, Tatle 11
(1ID) and Title VI, Fiscal 1978 agd April-September 1979

) . Fiscal 1978 Apnil-September 1979
Selected Charactensties Tule 11 Title VI Title 1D Title Vi
TOTAL ENROLLED 92,978 474,239 104,530 118.858
Percent Distribution <

Total 100 100 100 / 100
Sexn Male 58 63 49 f 54
lemale 42 37 - 51 46
Minority Stat®s
White (pot Hispanic) 8 60 54 54
. Black (not Hispanic) 24 30 37/ 37
Hupanie . : 6 8 6 ° < 5
Other o 3 2 3 3
Age .

19 and under . 10 11 14 N

20-21 13 13 14 ""13

224t 63 63 61 63

45-54 ] 9 8 6 v /g

55 and over 6 4 4 4

Lconomically Disadvantaged 66 89 97 93
Receiving unémployment .
» insurance at entry 14 %13 8 9

Source Westat, Inc., Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, prelinnary data
(unpublished). provided by the Lmployment and Traiming Admunistration. U-S.
Department of Lybor.

NOTE Details may not‘add to 100 percent due to rour;ding.

reauthorization act has actually reduced the difference between the

clienteles served by the two programs. This is apparent from the CLMS..

data (Table 11), which show that: .

o although Title IID serves a higher proportion ??women than Title
VI, the fagnitude of this difference is the same as it was prior 1o the
reauthorization act; .
* the social mixture of new enrollees in Titles IID and VI is idemTICal;
o the age distributions of enrollees in Titles IID and VI were quite
similar in fiscal 1978 and remain so under the reauthorization act;
~ e the difference in the proportion of economically disadvantaged

participants servgd- by the two programs has shrunk from 23 percentage

points to 4;

Q 'M,
. EMC ) . Vo
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TABLE 12 Selected Charactenstics of Participants, Tutle 11 (11D) and
Title VI, Sample Printe Spousor Areas, Fiscal 1978 and January-June 1979 .

R Indiiduals Served - New Lnrollees
Fiscal 1978 Janvary-Jurre-1979°-
Sélected Charactenistics Tatle 11+ Title VI Trtle 11D Title V1
TOTAL ENROLLED 6.480 30.369 4.029 * 3,378
Percentage Disttibutton
Total . . 100, 100 100 100
Education. 0-11 years 14 21 24 22
' 12 years 42 42 42 4]
13 or more years 44 37 33 38 .
Welfare Rectpients
AFDC 10 17 18 16
Public Assistance. other : 8 7 10 13
Veterans: Total 21 * 24 18 118
Vietnam era S . 9 7 + 8
Disabled - 1 1 1 1
Handicapped : 4 4 7 5

Source Data from prime sponsor records Sample size equals 13 except for education
and veteran charactenstics wheren = 12,

?Five pnme sponsors reported for ondy January-March 1979 and three rcportcd‘fo} only
April-June 1979, N

*NOTE: Detdils may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. .

o Titles [ID and VI continue to serve roughly the same proportion of
UI claimants, 8 and 9 percent respectively, in fiscal 1979.

The sample data collected by th‘e/NRC field observers from prime sponsor

¢ records show a similar pattern (Table 12). The differences between PSE
programs in the proportions of persons who have less than a high school
education, are receiving AFDC, or are veterans have declined from fiscal
1978 to the second and third quarters of fiscal 1979.

a In short, PSE participants are a more homogeneous group in fiscal 1979
than they were in 1978. While this implies that there is little justification
for the distinctions that the reauthorization act draws between Titles [ID
and VI, it is not an altogether negative finding. The similar clientele that
both PSE programs now serve is the disadvantaged clientele that Congress
has sought to reach through PSE for so long.

»
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FACTORS AFFECTING PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS .

The sponsors studied identified the new eligibility requirements and the
wage provisions of the reauthorization act as the factors most responsible
for the changes in participant characteristics. This section discusses the
independent effect of each of these factors on the characteristics of
participants.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

The “changes in the eligibility requirements: mandated by the 1978
amendments sharply reduced the number of persons eligible for PSE
positions. In fiscal 1978, almost 19 million persons met. the eligibility
requirements for Title II and the nonproject portion of Title VI
(Population 1, Table 13). Under the least restrictive eligibility provisions
established by the reauthorization act, those for-Title VI, approximately 6
million persons are eligible (Population 2, Table 13). Thus, Congress,has
excluded 13 million formerly eligible individuals from participating in the
PSE programs. This narrows the choice exercised by local officials in
selecting participants and is likely to make it more difficult for prime
sponsors to fill positions requiring specialized skills.

At the other ¢nd of the spectrum, under the most restrictive provisions
of the reauthorization ~act, Title IID, 4 million persons are eligible
(Population 3, Fable 13). This is the same number of persons that were
eligible under the Title VI project criteria -in fiscal 1978, the most
restrictive requirements then in effect.

Sex .

The new eligibility requirements have clearly.increased the proportion of
women in the eligible population. In Title 1ID the shift is quite
pronounced, but in Title VI the project and nonproject portions tend to
offsij:h other. The increased proportion of women in the eligible
population is consistent with the changes observed in the characteristics of
new enrollees, although the increase in the proportion of female enrollees
1s larger than would be expected by looking only at the changes in the
characteristics of the eligible population. This may be due to the fact that
~enrollment in projects—which were predominantly laboring positions
filled by men"—has declined as a proportion of total enrollments in fiscal
1979, opening up a larger share of PSE jobs to women. In addition, there
has been pressure, both at the federal dand local level, to increaSe the
proportion of PSE positions filled by womér."

.
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TABLE I3 Characteri'stics of Populatioris Eligible for CETA Public Service Employment Programs Before and After the
Reauthorization Act (percentage distribution)

, Before Reauthorization " After Reauthorizat@oﬁ
. 3 R
Population 1 . ¢ Population 2 s Population 3 N
Unemployed ’
. Characteristits . Total 30 days Underemployed , Total AFDC  Other  Total  AFDC  Other
TOTAL ELIGIBLE (thousands) .18,802 13,835 4,966 \ 5,777 2,327 3,449 4,126 2,327 1,799
Sex: Male 55 59 46 49 21 ‘64 44 27 65
Female 45 41 54 51 73 36 56 73 35
Age: 21 and under 26 27 25 21 16 24 19 16 23
22-44 52 53 ‘\ 48 61 71 54 64 71 55
45 and over 22, 20 27 18 13 22 17 13 22 -,

~ Race/Ethnic Group: ) ot ) !
’ 7@ d Hispanic 80 82 w74 C. 66 59 71 64 59 70
E MC e’ 20 18 2‘6 34 41 29 36 41 30

‘ : PAruntext provided by eric . %




Educatson: 0-11 years . 37 36 37 « 52 +59 47 55 59 . 50 ’
T 12" years 42 = 41 46 35 33 36 - 33 33 33 . ° .
) 13+ years . 21 23 A7 13 8 17 12 8 17
Economic status: . = . ) e .
*  AFDC reapient 6 ’5 " © 8 . 40+ 100 0 % 56 , 100 0 .
Egonomucally disadvantaged 43 23 100 T8 100 64 100 109 100 ST
Unemployment Insurance . " N ° o LT
- Claimant 22 30 2 18 0 29 13 @, 30
o Source Unpublished data from the Match 1978 Current Popul.mon Survey furnished by the Bureau of Labot Stausties. and Table 30, “Charac- 8
“  tenstics of WIN Registrants” furnished by WIN office pf [ mploy ment and Tratming Adnumstrauon., U.S. Department of Labor. See Appendin B

for discussion of mcthodolog& 3 L] 'S
- ® s ' P
Definitions: Population | Popul'.nuon t.h;ubk for Tutle Il and for Tltlc Vi su;tjyr{h‘t, before thc reauthonization act—population includes

persons uncmploycd 5 weeks or niore 1n l977 apd-persons employed 48 weeKs or more with faml]y income,be-
low tlic QMB poverty, fevel.
Population 2 — Population eligiblg under Title VI of the reauthorization act+ popul.mon m'.lud'.s pcrsons unemployed 10 weeks
. or more with fan*y income no greater than 100 pereent of the BLS low-inconie standard 1n 1977 and persons

! ? n,g.lstcrcd with ' WIN in fiscal 1977, 4 ’
° Population 3 - Populatlon eligible under Title 11D of the reauthonzation act— popul.mon includes persons uneinployed 15 weeks  °
or more with famuly income no greater than 70 percent of the BLS low-ingome standard in 1977 and persons »°
n.glsln.n.d with WIN 1n fiscal 1977.

- - rd
NOTF Flhigible poffulatidns overlap, persons eligible in gpe population may also be part of one or both of the other two populations.
- -
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Age . ‘ Er "

ol - -
Q

The reauthorization act efg}blllt) requirements have reduced the propor- ’ )
tion of youth (persons 21 and.under) and older workers (persons 45 and .
older) in the eligible population, despite the intent of Congress that
errrollment of these groups in PSE positions be emphasized. The reason for

this reduction becomes apparent when the characteristic's of non-AFDC
eligibles are examined separately. Despite the longer duration of unem-
ployment and lower famuly income required for eligibility in fiscal 1979, . , .
. the proportions of youth and older workers in the non-AFDC eligible

o . population are about the same as they were previously. However, the
AFDC population hassa much lower proportion of youth and older
workers. Therefore, because AFDC’ recipients are an mcreasmgly large /
Jprdportion of the eligible populatlon, the proportlon ‘of youth and older
workers i the eligible populationis declifiing. This décline is not
cogsnstent with the observed increase in the proportion of youth enrolled
in the PSE programs Other factors] such as the targeting diréctives in the
act or'the average wage requirement, may be responsible forthe changesin

- the age distribution of participants. * .- B .

b, ° <
. . Oaw . ‘

‘.

. Race .. v, ’ .

The reauthorization act has sharply increased the proportion of nonwhites
in the population eligible for Titles 4ID and VI. Ths feflects not only the
larger proportion of AFDC recipiénts—41 percent of .whom are non-
white—but also the effect of the stricter requirements on income and
duratlon of unemployment. The change’is consistent with the objectives of
Congress and the changes observed in pammpapt charactenstrcs

-

“ e o . > e
s K Educatzon ¢ “ " &‘ ) . . 1
The level of educz#lonal attainment dropped sharplg among persons in the

eligible population under the reauthorization act. This is perhaps the best
indication that the néw eligibility requirements -have succeeded 'in :
identifying*the structurally unemployed. The shift in .the educational N
attainment,of ellgiblés is congruent with the congressional drrectlve to

sérve individuals who fack educational credentials. However, a comparison (

. of the magnitudé of the changes in the edutational attainment of

" participantg,with that of persons in the eligible population suggests that

” "' , this has npt been accompllshed (see Table 14). Nevertheless, the increase
_ \ _ " in théproportion of persons with less than a high sthool education 1s much
: Iarger thanin prevroue years. " . ‘ ‘ | Qt-
. —\. ) . ) s, b ; .. )
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“TABLE 14 Percentage Point Change in Eh'gible Population.and New
Enrollees for Title 11D and Title VI, by Educational Attainment, Fiscal
1978-1979 . .

Percentage Point Change, Fiscal 19781979

R —

Title TID Title VI

Eligibles?

- Xears of N . New New *
Educauon Eligibles  Enrollees Nonproject  Project Enrollees

.
v

0-11 yea'rs. 10
12 years®  * , 0
- 13 years and over . . < .-

Y
3

Source: Tables 9 and 13,

-

“"Nonpro;eqt" participanmts are half of the replacements for regular public service em-
ployment positions 1n 1978 "'Project” participants are those enrolled in temporary

*fpro;ects plus half of replacements for regular Title VI public service employment
position. < ) ‘;

Income

The most striking change in the compositi'on of the eligible population is
the sharp increase in the proportion of AFDC recipients. AFDC rzcipients
’ comprise 40 percent of the population eligible for Title VI and 56 percent
of the’population eligible for Title IID. Prior to the reauthorization act,
only 6 percent of the population eligible for- Title II and Title VI
nonproject positions were. AFDC recipientsgt_ is_not clear- from the
legislative history of the reauthorization act that Congress expected an
increase of such magnitude. However, since Congress singled out AFDC
recipients as one of two groups to receivé special consideration for PSE
. positions, it is likely that the proportion of AFDC recipients served was
expected to increase substantially. This has not yet occurred. Table 9
.indicated only a 1 percentage point increase in the propertion of AFDC
recipients émong new enrollees. T

Many factors may tend to constrain the enroliment of AFDC recipients

in the PSE programs: ‘

* An AFDC recipient may be reluctant to accept a PSE job given the
low wages available, the high marginal tax rate assessed on earnings, and

¢
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the 8hort-term nature of the work. This reluctance may be compounded by
alack of kn:)wlcdge or understanding of the many regulations that govern
the benefits paid to an AFDC recipient who is employed.

o Lack of coordination and cooperation hétween'the Work Incentive
program (WIN) and CETA may inhibit the referral of AFDC recipients to
PSE positions. Because WIN does not receive placement credit for a
registrant who 1s referred to CETA and who is subsequently placed by the
CETA system. there 1s a disincentive for WIN to refer anyone to CETA
whose prospects for employment appear fairly good. Consequently, WIN
referrals are likely to be those AFDC recipients who are least employable
and from the standpoint of the prime sponsor least suitable for a PSE job

o Reluctance on the part of pnme sponsgrs and PSE employers to serve
the AFDC population may also inhibit increased enrollment of AFDC '
recipients, Past studies have documented the importance of a prime
sponsor’s commitment to serving=AFDC recipients if high enrollment
levels are to be achieved (U.S. Department of Labor, 1977). Two factors,
however, militate agamst this commitment. First, ‘referral to a PSE job
depends on the Job qualifications of the applicant, Previous studies have
shown that AFDC recipients, even when identified as eligible applicants,
are not likely to be referred to PSE posmons because they lack the job
shills reeded. Secondly, some sponsors have indicated their preference to
serve individuals who are not receiving transfer benefits, the rationale
being that persons recemng cash assistance are not as needy as those
without work or income.

Despite the targeting priority given to AFDC recipients, the reauthori-
zation act does little to address the factors that have constrained AFDC
payticipation 1n the past. It is not surprising therefore that the level of

rtlcxpat oryby AFDC recipients shows little change.

ortion of economically dlsadvantaged as shown in Table 13,
Iso incf ased sharply as a result of the pew eligibility requirements
Although the magnitude of the change was smaller, the proportion of
¢conomcally disadvantaged persons enrolled in PSE also increased .

A j /
Ul Claimants ) '

The stricter requirements on income and duration of unemployment
reduced the proportion of Ul claimants in the eligible population,
particularly in the population eligible for Title IID. This is consistent with
the uounterstruutural emphasis 1n the 11D program and was reflected in
the drop in the proportion of 11D participants receiving UL

-
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Participants

Summary of Eligibility - .

The changes in the characteristics of the eligible population aft compatible
with the objectives of the reauthorization act. The new criteria for income
and duration of unemployment increase the likelihood that, with the

- exceptions of youth and older workers, PSE will serve those persons who
face disadvantages in obfaining unsubsidized employment. The changes in

the characteristics of persons in the eligible population, for the most part,
parallel the changes in participant characteristics examied earlier.
However, there are significant differences in the magnitude of the changes.
Recipients of AFDC and persons wilth less than a high school education
did not increase their shares of PSE jobs in proportion to their greater
representation in the “eligible popufation. On the other hand, youth, a
i ined-in the eligible population, had a
# fiscal 1978 than in the previous year.,

WAGE RESTRICTIONS

The average wage requirement is the most controversial of the reauthori-
zation act provisions. The study indicated that lower wages was one of the
major factors responsible for the greater proportion of disadvantaged
participants in PSE jobs. However, they also suggested that the lower wage
made it more difficult to enroll AFDC recipients and veterans who have
alternatives that are more attractive than PSE positions.

There are two reagons to believe that the wage restrictions will
significantly increase the proportion of disadvantaged individuals partici-
pating in PSE. First, lower wages will probably reduce the attractiveness of
PSE jobs to persons with alternative sources of income or good prospects
for obtaining unsubsidized employment. Thus, persons with marketable
job- skills will be less likely to accept low-wage PSE positions. Similarly, »
income transfer r'ecipients will have less of an incentive to accept PSE.
positions. The second reason is that the lower average wage will make it
difficult for prime sponsors to fund many professional and” highly skilled
positions, especially if the prevailing wage for those positions exceeds the
permissible average for the area. As the level of skill required to perform
PSE jobs declines, PSE positions will probably become more accessible to
the structurally unemployad. ’

In view of the contro'versy over the average wage requirement, it is
important to know the extent to which the changes in participant _
characteristics that occurred.in fiscal 1979 can be attributed to the average
wage requirement, Unfoxjtunately, the av.ailableh‘evidence does not present

_aclear picture.
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Several techniques were used to test empincally the effects of the
average wage requirement on participant charactenstics. The characteris-
tics of participants hired under the ehglblllt) requirements before and after
the reauthorizafion act were compared. The correlation between the ratio
of the average wage required in fiscal 1979 to the average wage paid in
fiscal 1978 was examined 1n relation to changes 1n participant characteris-
tics. Furthermore, the timing of the changes in characteristics. was
scrutinized. Nope of the techniques produced conclusive results.

The evidence collected by the field research assoctates is also ambiguous.
To determine whether lower PSE wages discouraged some individuals
from participating in the PSE programs, CETA admimstrators were asked
about applicants who turned down PSE jobs. Although this study, as well
as previous ones, suggests that wage rates affect-the willingness of eligible

persons.to accept PSE jobs, it is not clear whether the new reauthorization’

act wage provisions have increased the incidence of rejection of PSE jobs.
There are séveral possible explanations. (1) the CEIA administratpor may
not be aware that applicants are_turning down jObS (2) applicants may
avoid being LhOSCl‘l for a PSE position without formally rejecting the job,
or (3).persons likely to be discouraged By lower wages may never apply’ for
PSE positions.

Prime sponsors identified a number of groups that were more likely than
others to turn down PSE jobs.’In the 6rder of frequency with which they
were mentioned, these groups were unemployment insurance claimants,

skilled. job-ready individuals, public assistance recipients, persons with -

post—high school education, and veterans. . )

The reasons for applicant rejection of PSE jobs have not changed since
“the reauthonization act. Both the 1979 field survey and a 1977 survey
indicated that four reasons were given when positions were turned down.
The reasons are histed in descending order, according to the frequency with
which they were cited: i .

. PSE wages too low compared with alternate mef?e sources,

2 lack of interest in skill or occupational area;

3. problems relating to trankponauon or child care; and

4. short-term nature of PSE. - !

The order was the same n{ both surveys. Thus, although the data confirm

the importance of wage levels in-the decision to accept or reject a PSE
position, it lS not clear whether the lower wages mandated. in the .
" amendments have increased the incidence of rejections. Of the sponsors
surveyed. 20 percgnt reported an increase, while 40 percent indicated that
- the 1ncidence had remained the same. Thirty-two percent dld not know
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whether the incidence of rejections ha(d,_increased or declined. The latter
figure suggests that it may be too early to accurately identify the effécts of
the wage requirements. ‘ .

The detailed analysis of PSE occupations in Chapter 4 indicates that, as
“a result of the wage-restrictions (principally the average wage require-’
ment), prime sponsors are increasing the emphasis on occupations
requiring fewer skills. Professional, technical, and administrative positions
are being de-emphasized, while clerical and Ilaboring positions are
receiving more attention This change is likely to increase the proportion
of disadvantaged participants in the PSE programs. Past studies have
found that the job qualifications of the applicant were the single most
" important factor in job referral and hiring decisions (Natlonal Research
Council, 1980, p. 102; National Research Council, 1978, p. 171). Although
PSE employers still seek the most qualified of the available applicants, new
PSE jobs require fewer qualifications. Thus, disadvantaged participants are
more likely to be referred and hired. This is affirmed by the fact that 68
percent of the CETA administrators in the field study reported that the
" newly established jobs were more suitable for disadvantaged participants
- than jobscreated previously. .
- <

.

)
v

TARGETING GUIDELINES AND SELECTION PRACTICES

Except for tightening the procedures for d‘eterminin,g eligibility, the
reauthorization has not affected the way in which prime sponsors select
PSE participants. Thé same orgamzatlons generally are responsible for
recruitment, program assignment, referral, and hiring; they generally do
not give preference to the target groups idehtified in the act. The pnncnpal
conSideration in refe&al and hiring continues to be the > job quahﬁcatlons of
the ‘applicants. This approach tends to exclyde those most in need of
employment and training services. By restricting the pool of eligible
applicants te those most in need, the reauthorization act severely limits the

ability of sponsors to sedect highly quahﬁed pafticipants.
c. .

Rscnumnsm s ) ' .

Targeted recruntment is clearly a weak link in the participant “selection
process. Most prime sponsors rely on a self-selection process—whoever
walks in the door is selected if he meets gligibility requirements. As one
field research associate pointed out, the neediest populations are the ones
least llkely to respond to this type of recruitment.

5.
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Media advertising and employment service file deafches are sometimes
used, particularly for a hard-to-fill job. Sixty-eight percent of the sponsors
in the field study reported that they attemipted to direct their recruitment
to specific groups. These efforts, however, appear to be limited, Only
veterans and welfare recipients were the targets of special outreach efforts
by a significant proportion (36 percent) of the sponsors surveyed.

Two-thirds of the CETA administrators interviewed reported difficulty
in recruiting specific target groups In more than half of these cgses the
problem was in recruitment oﬂgadequate numbers of eligible veterans.

&

ELIGIBLITY DETERMINATION *
[J

The reauthorization act has succeeded in foc'ﬁsing attention on the need to
determine eligibility correctly. Nearly half.(44 percent) of thetsponsors
surveyed make additional checks and cross-checks to ensure that persons
hired meet the ehgibility requirements. Thls has both benefits and costs. Of
those sponsors who reported changes in eligibility determination proce-
dures, 45 percent indicated that the improvements would increase the
proportion of disadvantaged participants, particularly low-income, long-
term unemployed persons. However, these sponsors also observed that the
new procedures require more time and make lt more difficult to find
eligible applicants (see Chapter 6). . .

. I

.

PROGRAM ASSIGNMENT

To determine whether different procedures are used.for assigning
applicants to the structural and countercyclical PSE programs, NRC
research associates asked CETA administrators to,identify the factors that
influenced the program assignment decisions. &hree factors were domi-

_ nant Most important was the availability of openings'in’ the program. The

applicant’s need for employment and training services ranked second, and
the job quallﬁcatlons of the applicant ranked third.

Two conclusions can be inferred. First, the prime sponsor’s principal
consideration in assngmng applicants to PSE programs is the need to keep
t!}é job slots filled. This takes precedence over any theoretical differences
between Titles IID and VI. In making program assngnments, ‘attempts are
made to consider applicant needs. To the extent that fewer skills are
required for jobs in Title IID, the conaideratlon of the job c%hliﬁcauons of
the applicant also tends to promote the assignment of more lsadvantaged
applicants to Title IID.

.

- . ¢
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REFERRAL AND HIRING

.

Seventy-six percent of the CETA administrators in the study group
reported .that the reauthorization act did not affect referral and hiring

*practices. A in previgus surveys, the job qualifications of the applicant

were considered to bf the most’ important factor influéncing referral and

hinng decisions. Only 3 out of 25 sponsors considered the targeting

directives of the reauthQrization act to be most influential in their referral

decisions, and only 2 o sponsors made their hiring decisions on the

basis of the applicant’s need for employment assistance.

. Past surveys have identified preselection as a factor affecting the hiring
decision. In the curény survey, an even larger proportion of respondents,
.30 percent, indicated that selection of applicants known to the hiring
agency is an ipfliential factor in hiring decisions.

In short, the .survey findings suggest that recruitment, program
assignment, referral, and hiring practices under the reauthorization act
have net affected the composition of the population enrolled in PSE
programs. However, the new eligibility determination procedures have.

.

SUMMARY ‘ ,

. - &
The tighter eligibility requirements and lower wages mandated by the
reauthorization act have djrectedthe PSE programs toward the structural-

_ ly unemployed. This 1s evident in the increaséd participation of women, "

-

youth, blacks, and persgns from low-income families, as well as in the
smaller proportion of unemployment insurance claimants and persons
with post-high school education now being hired. .
.Three groups that Congress expressed special concern for—public
assigtance recipients, Vietnhm-era veterans, and disabled veterans—did not
benefit significantly from the reauthorization act. Prime sponsors reported
difficilty in finding eligible veterans who were willing to participate. The
reasons for the lack of change in the proportion of AFDC recipients

participating in PSE are more complex. Inadequate outreach efforts to -

recruit AFDC recipients, lower-wage PSE jobs, lack of CETA/WIN
cooperation, and a referral system that heavily weights the job qua-
lification of the applicant all appear to have played a role in constraining

. the proportion of AFDC recipients enrolled in PSE jobs.

Under the reauthorization act, Titles IID and VI serve the same
clientele—the structurally unemployed. The differences in the eligibility
requirements between the two programs are not sufficient to identify
eligible populations with significantly different employment and training
needs. The principal factor in assignment to Title IID or Title VI is the
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availability of openings, although sponsors also report evaluating the needs
of the applicant. It is still too early to tell, however, whether Title IID and
V1will provide‘substantively different services.

The reauthorization act has had little effect on the process used to select
PSE participants. Sponsors continue to rely principally on “walk-ins” for
recruitment. When special outreach efforts are made, they are generally
directed at veterans or AFDC recipients. However, these efforts are
limited, and sponsors report dissatisfaction with the results they produce.

Sponsors have tightened their control over the eligibility determination
process. It is anticipated that the greater scrutiny given to participant
eligibility will succeed in lowering the incidence of ineligibility, thus
directing PSE toward the structurally unemployed. However, the new
eligibility determination procedures have increased the time required to
process applications. In the event of an expansion of Title VI for
countercyclical purposes, these could prove to be a sngmﬁcant source of
“delay in-hiring. -

The job qualifications of the applicant remain the single most important
factor in the referral and hiring Jecision. The selection process tends to
choose the best qualified applicant available. ThlS suggests the importance
of the éligibility requirements and wage restrictions in meeting congressio- -
nal targeting objectives. .

>

NOTES -

1. EJPEA divided the Title VI program into two parts, sustainment and
nonsustainment Sustainmént refers to the PSE positions required to maintain the

level of enrollment in effect on June 30, 1976. All positions beyond that level were ™

labeled nonsustainment. Under EJPEA, 50 percent of the participants hired to fill |
vacancies in sustainment positions and all nonsustainment participants were
required to meet the tightened eligibility requirements—15 weeks unemployment
and family income below 70 jpercent of the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) lower
liviig standard. In addition, all nonsustainment participants were required to be

enrolled in projects. A project consisted of a group of PSE employees performing a _

discrete task that was separate.from regular local government functions and that
coyld be completed in a fixed period of time. The EJPEA eligibility cntena are
summarized below: .

« Ehgiblity Cntena ' ¢ Program . -
4)) Unemployedﬁb days ¢ Tatle I1-and 50 percent of vacancies.in Title
Lt VI sustainment- .,
(2) Unemployed 15 weeks and famuly S0 percent of vacancies m Title VI
«1ncome below 70 percent of BLS sustanment and all of Title VI ¢
lower living standard ‘income level nonsustainment .

-

.
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2 Economically disadvantaged includes persons with famly incomes below the
Office of Management and Budget level of poverty or 70 percent of the BLS lower
living standard, as well as persons who are handicapped or institutionalized.

3 The CLMS 1s a quarterly national sample of new enrollees in all CETA
programs A full description of the CLMS methodology 1s contained 1n Westat,
Inc, (1977). :
4 Westat estimates that weighted cells of under 7,500 have a standard error '
.o excess of 10 percenf. )

5 The chief constraints were (1) some prime spdnsors had not hired sufficient
numbers of new enrollees to-obtain a reliable view of&mlupant selection under the =
reauthornization act requirements, and (2) some prime sponsors were not able to
distinguish between intertitle transfers and new enrollees in their repomng systems.
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Wages, Jobs,
and Services . :

>
. -

Public Servnce Employment (PSE) pr"ograms were enacted to create
temporary’ _]ObS for the vantaged unemployed The jobs were fo
provide useful public ser¥ices, and'the work experience was intended to did
participants in obtaining unsubsidized employment' espite repealed
modifications ip the law, Congress and the admmlstratlon btlieved that the

these problenis by restrictipg enrollment to low-income applicants and the
long-term unemployed, and by limiting PSE wages so that PSE jobs would
not attract workers who could compete in the regular;job market.

These eligibility and wage provisions succgeded in focusmg PSE on the

" seriously disadvantaged and probably.reduced substitution. However, they

narrowed the range of PSE jobs and limited the services that can be .
provided. This chapter &xamines the early effects of the new wage and
eligibility requirements on the kinds of jobs and services that prime
sponsors provide with PSE funds.

WAGE PROVISIONS IN THE REAUTHORIZATION ACT

The most controversial of the 1978 amendments to CETA were the
limitations orj the wages to be paid participants. Prior to the re thoriza-
tion act, the nat10nw1de average wage for PSE workers was set;‘t $7,800

per year. The maximum wage that could be paid with CETA funds was
76 . N
0~
Y
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$10,000, but there was no llmlt on the use of local funds to supplement the
"CETA wage. - o

" These provisions came under sharp attack during the debate on the
reauthonzatlon of CETA. Supporters of lower wages argued that new
wage llml?atlons would have several advantages

a0 . s

e The program would be focused more sharply on persons least able to
compete in the regular job market; °

. Competltlon between PSE programs and prnate industry for eapable
workers would decrease; )

o Substitution, the use of PSE for regular governfpent jobs, would
diminish;

« Fewer, PSE jobs would pay more than the average wages for,

upsubsrdlzed jobs;and . g
¢ The funds appropriated would provrde more }gbs because the cost per
participant would be reduced, e

° -
A4 o

Opponents of lower PSE wages, however, antrcrpated a number of
adverse effects: v - ¢

« Because wages for PSE jobs must equal local prga/allmg entry rates for
similar work, prime sponsors in high-wage areas wbuld fifid it difficult to
create PSE jobs at the lower PSE wage. .

o The creation of low-paying jobs would result in **make-work™ rather
than the kind of experience that would lead to,unsubdidized employment.

« High-wage areas in financial difficulties would be:unable to use PSE to
provide the kinds of services that commfumtles. need but are unable to
support with local funds. S I

e Persons receiving public assistance or- unemployment msurance
would be less likely to apply for PSE jobs because the nét i increase in their
income would be small or nonexistent.! Hence the targeting ot;jective and
savings in income transfer payments would not be achieved.

The compromlse bill that was finally enacted made the fo‘llowmg wage
changes: .o

. ~ - . ’
°
o [y

 ‘'The national average wage permitted for PSE was reducedfgrom
$7,800-t0 $7,200-per year for participants entering the program dfter o
Mgrch 1979 despite the fact that wages for most government and nonprofit
organization jobs were rising. For specific areas, the average could be more
or less than $7,200 depending on the relation between the national average

" and the area wage for unsubsidized jobs.? The national PSE average wage
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must be adjusted annually by the percenma change in the average wage
for unsubsidized jobs.

-
h

L
o For areas with average or les than average wages, the maximam

wage remained at $10,000 per year. However, where wages were above the
national average, the permitted maximum ranged up to $12,000.
« Supplementation of CETA wages by PSE employers was significantly

" limited No supplementation was permitted for new participants in Title

IID programs (These programs included 43 percent of budgeted PSE
positions in 1979 ) Supplements for wages under Title V generally could
not exceed 10 percent of the maximum CETA wage for thé area, hoW

in the few areas where average wages for regular jobs were more than 2
percent gbove the national average, CETA wages could be supplemented
by 20 percent. Thus wages after supplementation could be as high as
$11,000 in areas where wages do not exceed the average, between $11,000
and $13,200 in most higher-wage areas, and as high as $14,400 per year in,
a few areas with the highest wages.

-

EFFECTS OF AVERAGE-WAGE PROVISIONS

The average-wage provisions of the reauthorization act are having a dual
effect. They are restricting the program more narrowly tg persons who
have been least successful in the job market. But they are changing the
nature of PSE _]ObS and services. Although the lower-wage requirements
have resulted in program alterations in most areas, adapting to these
provisions was muchmore difficult for some areas than for others.

Average wages were lowered in four-fifths of the study areas. The
reductions average 10 percent and were as much as 20 percent in a few
areas. In aréas that reduced wages, an” average of half of the PSE jobs
approved prior to sthe reauthorlzatlon act could not’be used for new
enrollees because the permissible PSE wages-were below the prevailing
entry wage for similar unsubsidized jobs. In a few areas about 90 percent
of the jobs Had to be replaced with lower-wage jobs when on-board
enrcllees left. At least 2 of the 28 areas exceeded their authonzed average
wage because of difficulties in develo;img low- §vage Jobs

UNEVEN IMPACT OF AREA WAGE ADJUSTMENT

L}

\

» The 1978 amendments requrre ‘that the secretary of labor pgepare an area
' wage adjustment index eaph.year For’each area, the national average wage'
forpublic service employment must be adjusted by the ratio of the average
wage for unsuBsrdlzed jobs i in the area to the average wage for such Jobs in
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TABLE IS Within Area Compansens of Government and Private Industry s
= & Wages, Selected Occupations, 26 Large Cities, 1977-1978 , )

Government Wages as a Percent
8 > -

, . _ . of Pnivate Industiy Wages
Occupanonal Group Range

5 - Average

Clerical . 78-142 ! 103 v -~

Ty pists, Class B . 86-170 111
Skilled Maintenance Group A 64-154 100
Helpers, maintepance trades  » 56-129 97
Jamitors, pgrters, and cleaners 85-158° -« 115

Source Bureau of Labor Statstics, U'S Department of Labor, March 1980,'Wage Y
Differences Among Large City Governments and Comparisons with Industry and .
Federal Pay. 1977-78, Table 2 . N .
. . . ‘: ] ‘ Q

L4 . * ’ a 4 ‘°
the nation. The adjustment was expected to serve three obyectives. In low-* . ;
wage areas, reduced PSE. wages would help prevgnt undue competition
with private industry for qualified workers. In high-wage afez}s, a higher .

" l?SE wage would facilitate use of PSE to provide essential public services in )
localities with inadequate tax revenues. Himally, the adjustment, was " - L £
expected to equalige the difficulties between high- and low-wage ateas in
implgmenting the new wage requireménts. toe

The wage adjustient procedure has not been efficient in serving these
objectives. The adjustment for €ach area depends primarily on wages in
privaté*industry, which-employs 82 percent of all workers, but prior to the
‘reauthorizatidn about three-fourths of the PSE participants were einployed .
in ggvernment‘agenéies,. Geograﬁhic.variationé in private indust'ry" wages s
do not correlate Well witﬁ geographic variations in government wages for
+ low-level jo%® The variation between governmenlt and private’ industry > ’
wages for selected jobs in 26 of the largest cities is illustrated in Table 15.
In New Orleans, the average government wage for cleYicaliworkers was 78 * ? i

- percent of the private indugtry wage for sach workers, but in Detroit it was b

142 pertent. The range is even larger for other occupational groups. . . . o,
> . gt T . ?
+ . Government wage'levels may not cotrespdnd with average wages in the .
. private secgor for a number of reasons. The private sector may include a° °#
mix‘ofindusﬁies witht wages'substantially higher or lowgt than average, or
‘. 5  gOvérnment Wage rates May bg appreciably higher or lowaf than wages for T
. similar jebs in-private industfy. These possibilities are illystgedup Gary =~ T - -
.,and Philadglphia. , The highest.dvetage PSE_wage pirmitted for the 28, «
. areas in the stiidy #as WSﬁm,quy, Indiand. The Garywage wag/high '!o MU
e lagg®ly be%ﬁsé U.S. Steel ap‘&. other high-wage primary™netals plant€ were ~ * :;
L, % f ‘ . ; o - i *

4 N .

»

P

Y
LY
]
~
L4 -
s
B

CERIC (v T B
v CEEET Py : 5
. B 1 .




. 80 THE NEW CETA

located in the area. However, the lowest wage manual and clerical
workers in: the Gary city governmept was $6,032, or 50 percent less than
the PSE.average allowed in Gary. The maximum CETA wage that could
beé paid with federal funds was $12,000, but if hiring agencies chose tR, -
supplemént the CETA wage, the maximum was $14,400. Under these
conditions, a wide variety of PSE jobs similar to city government jobs
could be developed. Y :
The adjusted PSE average wage in Philadelphia, on the other hand, was
' $7.855 * Although this was above the national average of $7,200, 1t was 24
percent less than the lowest wage paid by the cty for manual labor jobs
(810,400) and well below the“lowest wage for clerical jobs ($9,000). In
*  Philadelphia, wages 'for jobs in the local government were considerably
higher than wages for similar jobs in industry. On the average, municipal
wages were 31 percent higher for clerical workers and'14 percent higher
. for janitors, porters, and cleaners (U.S. Department of Labor, 1980). -
Under these circumstances, it was.not_possible-to-assign PSE werkers-to—— |
. city agencies unless new positions could be developed for which there were
no comparable posifions in {he regular job classification’ structure.
However, initial proposals in Philadelphia to restructure jobs and to create
trainee positions offering lower pay were opposed by the Jocal union
because they were considered a threat to existing wage standards. :

+

—
.

; .
Difficulnies in Northern and Western Cities .

. Area wage adjustments have not successfully equgl?zed the impact of the
new wage requirements (Figure 5). The adjusted PSE average wage was a .
* greater probler for large cities in the North and West than for thosezjn‘the -
South. In the six largest western cities, the PSE average wage was 19
percent below the average entry Jevel wage for such typical lower-skill jobs
as typists, class B, refuse collectors, Janitors, and laborers. The average
entry wage for these jobs in most large northern cities also exceeded the
PSE average wage. In the largest southern cities, on the other hand, the
PSE average was 3 percent above the entry level wage for these jobs (Table
' 16). It was. difficult for most large northern and western cities to establish
PSE jobs similar,to jobs existing in city agenties while meeting the
requirement to pay prevailing wages. However, in most southerr cities,
sponsors were able to place PSE enrollees in entry level clerical and
) manual jobs at wages below the PSE average and therefore could also
Ll place othér PSE workers in skilled jobs that paid above the average (see
Appendix A, ]‘able A-3). ’ . .

A
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South

North
Central

5
Northeast

PERCENT

_ SOURCE Based on Data fr&n Employment and Training Administration dnd §ure5u of
Labor Statistics -

FIGURE 5 CETA Public Service Employment Average Wage as a
Percent of Entry Wages for Lower-Level City Government Jobs .

i

Wage Competition with Indtutryi

The present procedu}e is not-efficient in preventing wage competition with
private industry for workers with saleable job slfill's. The effect of the 1978
wage restrictions is to limit wages in Title VI prograﬁﬁeo a maximum of .
$11,000 in half the areas and between $11,000 and $13,200 for most of the
other areas. For Title IID iqbs, the maximum is $10,000 in low-wage areas
and between $10,000 and 5(1\2,000 in areas with above average wages. PSE
positions are not,competitive' with unsubsidized jobs paying more than
these amounts, and few PSE jobs pay the maximum permissible wages
because of the average wage requirement., Nonetheless, the presence of
high-wage industries in an area will result in a relatively high PSE wage,
which may be competitive with the wages for many low-wage jobs in the
area. Howeter, if in these areas a portion of the most highly paid jobs were
excluded from the wage adjustment, the procedure would prolia'\bly be
more effective in preventing gompetition with private industry.
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TABLE 16 Companson ‘of CETA Public Servue Employment Average Wage
and Lowest Wages for Seleued Government Jobs in Large Cities, by Region,

1979 . .
Permitted  -Average of Lowest. PSE Average asa °
. Average Wages for Selected Percent of Low Wage
Region and City -“ PSE Wage  Government Jobs? Government Jobs
Northeast
Boston $7.805 S 8.008% 97
New York 8.690 10.803 80
Philadelphia 7.855 10.374 76
Pittsburgh 8.129 10.816 75
Average . 82 / :
North Central N - . .
%, Chicago 8.417 11.570 * 73
Indianapohis 7.920. | 8.853 ' 89
Detroit . 9.662 11.986 . 8t
Kansas City. Mo. 7.553 - 7.202 105
St. Louss 8.050 7.930 102
Cleveland ' 8.352 9.295 90
Columbus 7.351 10.660 69
Mitwaukee 7.734 10.738 . 712
Average ' . « 85
South -
Washington, D.C. 9.540 9.516 100
Jacksonwville 6,667 6513 102
* Atlanta 7.898 7.542 10$ .
New Orleans  » 7.121 - 7,020¢ 101
Memphis 6833 6.562 104 \
° Dallas 7.596 7332 104
Houston —-—- - 8,338 7.748 108 .
San Antonio 6.635 6.622 100 ‘
Average ¢+ * l@l
West . .
PRoenis ' 6.941 * 8528 81 .
Los Angeles " 7.913 9.256 . \ 85 -
San Dicgo - 6,962 9.100 v 77
San Francisco” 8.935 10.2610 - 87 -
Denver L7.812° 9.724 80
Seattle . 8251 10.660° 77
Average PRI 81

Source Permutted average PSE wage from Pmployﬁlcnt and Training Administration,
U.S Department of Labor. Data on lowest wages for selected jobs computed from
Municipal Government Wage Survcys for 1978 and 1979 prepared by the U. S Burcdu
of Labos Statistics.

.

@The average of the lowest wage paid for Typist Bz Refuse Collector, janitors, Porters,

and Cleaners; and"Laborers. See Table A-3 for data on cdch occupation,
bExcludes refuse collectors.
“CExcludes refuse collectors and Janitors, porters, and cleaners,

+ .
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TABLE 17 Comparison of CETA Public Service Employment and the
Long-Term Unemployed, by Otcupatlonal Group, 1977 (percentage :

83

.

« . distribu tlon)
b Public Long-Term
Occupational Group ! Service Employment? Uncmployedb
ALL OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS 1100 100
Total Whate-Coltar , 43 33
Professional, technical, gnddﬂ;maéena?’ 20 13
° Clerical and sales 23 , 20
_Total Blue-Collar, ". 38 43 -
- Craft workersz 10 12
. Operatives . 5 ’
Non-farm laborers " 23 2
Service workers 18 1
J —_ —
No previous work experience - 10

Sources: For the unemployed Bureau of Labor Statisucs, U.S. Departmem of Labor,
“Employ ment and Earmings,” Januaty 1978, pp. 146 and 150. For public servicg em-
ployment: Westat, Inc., Continuous Longitudinat Manpower Survey (unpublished data).

“Tltles II and VI only ¢
Unemp&yed 15 weeks or more.

L4

NOTE: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

PSE WAGES AND JoB CHANGES . ’ o

Prior {o the 1978 amendments, the occupational mix of PSE jObS reflected
both the national emphasis on employing the most dlsadvantaged (one- .
fourth of the PSE jobs were for laborers) and the local emphasns on
providing services that require profedgional, technical, and managerial
skills (one-fifth of the jobs were in these®ategories). Larger proportions of
PSE than of all long-term unemployed were at the extremes of the skill
range—either laborers or in the professnonal technical, #nd managerial ’
group (Table 17). . ,
The wage restrictions of the 1978 amendments are expected to shift the ’
PSE occupational mix to a greater concentration of low-skitl jobs. Every
sponsor in the study whose average wage for public yrﬁ%:n employment

- 3
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TABLE 18 Prime Sponsor Perceptions of Effects of Lower Average Wages
on CETA Public Service Employment, by Occupation, Sample Prime Sponsor
Areas (percent of areas)

\ . Less No Increased
Occupational Group Emphasis’ Fffect Emphasis -

Professional, technical, and administrative 100 0
Paraprofessionals 86 X4
Clencal workers 10 70
Graft workers . 85 0
Operatives 47 832
Laborers . 20 75
Service workers 10 80

Source: Based ongeports from 21 areas.

NOTE. Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding —

- . ¥

} s

was reduced indicated that fewer professipnal, technical, and administra-
tive jobs would be approved. More than 80 percent of these sponsors also

ned reduct{ons in relatively high-skill jobs for paraprofessionals and
craft workers. Conversely, sponsors planned to increase the proportion of
lower-skill, lower-wage laborer, serv1ce, and clerical*positions (Table 18).
Data to test sponsors’ expectatlons of the effects of lower wages on PSE
occupations were sparse. At the time of the survey, only six areas that
provided data on the occupations of participants had enrolled appreciable
numbers of PSE workers under the new average wage requirements. These
data showed sharp reductions in jobs for _professionals and sharp increases
in jobs for laborers. However, contrary to sponsors’ expectations, the data
indicate a somewhat greater incidence of paraprofessional jobs and little
change-in the propomon of jobs that' were in the clerical, craft, and servxce
worker groups. ’ ’ -
Plans for achieving the lower average ‘wage involve not only elimination
of hlgh~wage jobs, but also restructuring_of current _positions. Job
restructuring (the development of new positions tha lnclude only some of
the tasks involved in the original positions) was plannéd in all but'one of
the areas that reported lower average wages and affected rimarjly clerical
and paraprofessional jobs. High-skill professnonal technical, and craft jobs
were more likely to be eliminated than redesigned (Table 19).
Imsome areas, even laboring and service jobs wére modified because the
prevailing wage for these occupations was above the average CETA wage,
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“TABLE 19, Local Officials’ Opinions of Occupational Groups to-be . oo
Dropped and Restructured to Reach Lower CETA Average Wages, Sample .
Prime Sponsor Areas (percent of areas),
Ay € " . . ‘
< Jobs Restructured |
. Jobs Government  Nonprofit
OccupationalGroup Discontinued Ag‘cnmes Organizations
Professional, technical,and |, . . -7
administrative ‘87 — ‘38 = 36
Paraprofessionals - ‘70 .67 ’ 82 -
Clencal workers 30 "7 : 77
Craft workers 65 29 14 . N
Operatives 13 38 ' 23" ‘
Laborers . 30 48 23 ' i
»  Service woskers ° IR ¢ A 33 TS (
Source/; Bhskd on_reports from 24 ateas.” S
(_A | .
F’k .
and a Teﬁ observers reported that employers wenf through the motions of
changing job titles with little change in job content.
The problem of reaching a lower PSE wage by restrueturing relatively
low-skill jobs is summarized in a letter to the CETA director in Niagara
County, New York from an ot’ﬁcnal of one of the employee unions
(National Association of Countles, 1979, Attachment M): .. .
Most of the attempts at job restructurmg can not produce jobs that satisfy the '
definition in section 6754’ of the CETA regulations, which requires that a
restructured job be clearly different from the original job in skills. knowledge, .
experience and ability. . ) -
. Your proposed “Manual Servnces Trainee” _]Ob description is an attempt to
restruature a Laborer job which already requ:res no special skills, knowledge
expétience and abulfties . in practnce, participants workmg in this title would | )
be doing substantially the same work as laborers earning the higher prevailing ,

wages. . s s, -

B Job restructuring generally was accomplished through creation of *

subentry level positions such as trainee,"aide, assistant, gnd helper. These
trainee positions were established nat only for paraprofessional and
clerical positions, but also for janitorial and laborer jobs. Because wages n
nonproﬁt agencies were'lower than in government agencies, a smaller :
proportion of jobs in nonprofit organizétiors had to be restructured.

ERIC . . oo
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TABLE 20, Sourcgs of Suppert for Supervisors of CETA Public Service . _
Employngent Proleuts Sample Prime Sponsor Areas (percent of areas) .

v

.

-~

Sources Used by

[N Most -
lmpprtant Government Nonprofit .
Support Source Source Agencies O12anizations .. v.eewcmeecore
Funds from employing agency .76 96 93 . '
CETA Program Funds? v 16 46 68 '
CETA administratvt funds ol 8° 32 39
Source Based on reports from 27 areas. - ‘ -
. ) .
4CETA parucipants used as supervisors. . '
) * . ¢ : | . o -
Y -
‘Use of Participants in Supervisory Positions , !

S

Because “of limited job skills of PSE employees and the requlrement that
they receive special employablhty services, PSE participants require more
supervision "than other employees. The cost of such supervision is a _
problem for many agencies. When few PSE workers are empioyed to
expand customary activities, the increased supervisory effort is absorbed
by the a?ency s regular staff. How®ver, when the PSE activity is a separate
project or involves mdny enrollees, agencxes have usually had to Increase
their supervisory staff.

In three-fourths of the study areas, funding for supervisors of PSE—-'
workers has come primarily from employing agencies (Table 20). Agencies
that cannot provide funds to support supervision of PSE participants can
use PSE administrative funds. Howgver, such _funds are limited. In fiscal
1979, only 10 percent of a sponsor's PSE allocation could be used for
admunistration, and many prime sponsors reserved a share of these funds -
for théir own administrative costs.’ -,

Employers can avoid spendmg.thelr own funds for supervision by {smg
PSE enrollees for that purpose. In two out of three areas, nonprofit
organizations used PSE participants’ as_supervisors, and.in half of the 2
areas, government agencies followed that practice. However, the new wage -
and eligibility restrictions make it difficult to approve supervisory positions
at the wages perthitted and to find eligible persons with the required skills.
The wage linritations in the 1978 CETA amendments will force nonprofit
organizations to reduce or eliminate. the use of PSE enrollees as

sypervisors in half the study areas. Dependence on this source of support
¢+ by government agencies will be cut back in 36 percent of the areas. —

3 e —_
-
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TABLE 21  Prime Sponsor Perceptions of Effects of Lower Average Wages
. . o , - , v .
on CETA Public Service Employment, by Function, Sample P'nme Sponsor - -
Ateas (percent of-areas) .o
— - : -«
Less No Increased

Function Emphasis Effect Emphasis  ° (
Law enforcement « 79 21 0
Fire protection ¢ 58 42 0
Education 47 32 ‘21 ¢
Housing R 42 53 5
Public works 42 26 32 N
Health and hospitals . 30 50 20
Environment ¢ 30 50 20
Creative arts - 28 44 28
Social services 26 26 47
Transportation 21 63 16

ecreation and parks ° 204 20 60

h W

Sougce. Based on reports from 19 areas. N .
NOTE: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. &

! D A - *
. .

Nonprofit-organizations plan to use more of their own funds or will seek
other sources fo defray supervisory costs. .Some sponsors anticipated a
reduction in supervision and expected poorer performance and legs useful

* job experience for the enrollees.

>

\ EFFECTS OF LOWER AVERAGE WAGES ON PSE SERVICES

\ The lower average wage is expected to have a major impact on the types of ’
services provided by PSE workers. Public safety services particularly will .
! be affected. About 80 percent of the areas with lowered wages will reduce °
\ the use of PSE for law enforcement, and more than half of the areas will
\cut back PSE fire protection services. Housing activities, primarily
fve'atherization of low-income homes, were expected to be reduced in about
49 percent of the areas.® The proportion of PSE funds going to educational
services is expected to be smaller in about half of the survey areas but
latger in 21 percent of the @reas. Recreation and parks and social services
win benefit from incredsed shares of PSE funds (Table 21). S
A comparison ‘of the mix of.PSE services with all services ;;rovided by
state and local governments indicates sharp differences before 1978.

Nearly 50 percent ¢f state and local government employees worked in
‘ i . *

» »

v
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: / ,
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TABLEZY Comparison of CETA Public Service Employment and All State
and Local Government Employment, by Function, 1977 (percentage
. distribution) - ] '

. Total State Total .
SUSPE SSVRIRUDRI 03 i1 Vi3 1 7}« W R . e BAG 1,00 ~eccememeacs PS Fr e e ceemer e
0 - -
ALL FUNCTIONS ! 100 100
Education - 49 15
Health and hospitals g . i1 7
Public works and transportation ¢ 12 25
Police and corrections - 7 8 )
/ . Social services * . 3 12
- Parks and recreation 2 13
Fure protection - ) 2 i
Adminjstration and miscellaneous 13 20
—— — ¥
- Q, Sources Total state and local employment U.S. Bureau of the Census, Public Employ- ¢
ment in 1977, p. 9, PSE data based on uhpublished Employment and Traming Admin-

.

3 istratton data for Tatles Il and VI sustainment and on sample of project data summartes
for 28 arcas for Tutle VI projects .

%Includes highways, local utilities, natural resources, sanitation and transportation, -+

NOTE: Details may not add to lOG‘pg.ocnt due to rounding.

\
L1

educational activities; only 15 percent of PSE workers were engaged in
such services (Table 22). PSE participants were concentrated more,heavily
than other public sector employees in .public works activities and
development and maintenance of parks ahd recreation areas—activities
involving high proportions of blue-collar workers. The exception to this
pattern was the large share of PSE workers engaged in social service
activities, reflecting the sponsorship of PSE activities by nonprofit social
service organizations. The reduced emphasis on education and public
safety activities and the increased share of PSE for social srvices and
parks and recreation activities will shift the pattern of PSE services further
from the general pattern of state and local government activities.

Some areas reported that the wage changes would affect occupations
within an Fﬂi"ity’ but not the distribution of PSE employment among

. “activities. In_such instances, the employing agency would replace the \
higher-level bsE jobs with lower-paying clerical, laborer, and service
worker jobs. . , . .
! ¢ *
W .

L T
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1\-

INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES TO LOWER WaGEs

Unions ' . »

Local labor unions were consulteE.i about the new wage proyisions in about
40 percent of the study areas. Union officials were concefned primanly

resolution of the wage issues and hiring delays were avoided. In one of
every six areas where PSE wages were lowered, hiring was temporanly
frozen or delayed because of union objections to the proposed PSE wages.
In two areas, the union was working with the pfime sponsor to develop
trainee positions that would justify a lower wage. One area reported that
the union agreed to lower entry level wages to save PSE jobs. *
Sponsors probably find it more difficult to establish lower-wage jobs in
occupations with strong labor unions and formal job hierarchies. This may
be ane reason the proportion of PSE jobs in law enforcement and fire
f\eteetienﬁgéneies—is—expecte%dccmsc.———‘—’d“ n —

°

»

-

In over half of the reporting areas, employing agencies had merit staffing
systems that established PSE job descriptions, wage rates, and qualification
requirements. However, only ?ne area included PSE workers in a local
Civil Service system with all the rights of regular employees.

About three-fourths of the areas reported that no serious issues arose
between the prime sponsor and local personnel offices as a result of the

L. e
lower-wage requirements. In a few areas, however, enrollme t’ delays

occurred because some employing agencies resisted jobs restr turing, and
PSE positions had to be transferred to othér\gqvernmen agencies or to

nonprofit organizations.

’

- . ~

- v

SUPPLEMENTATION OF THE CETA“WAGE -
. . A . L4

Prior to the 1978 amerldments, there were no restrictions on sppglem;nta-

tion of CETA wages. Reports of PSE jobs paying substantially more,than

the average wage for unsubsidized jobs and concern that CETA funds

were being used to finance ongoing operations of focal governments led to .

the restrictions ,on wage supplementation. The 1978 CETA reauthoriza .

tion limited supplementation for Title VI enrollees to no more than 10

percent of the maximum CETA wage except in a few high-wage areas

where 20 percent was allowed.-No supplementation was permitted for new

enrollees in Title IID. Persons enrolled prior to October 1, 1978, could

L4 -

Qo0
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. - )
TABLE 23 Extent of Wage Supplementation of CETA Public Serwice
Brployment Positions, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas - - .

.
Percent of Jobs , / , Percent of Areas
Supplemented . with Supplementation
TOTAL 100 N
0-5s . \ 52
6-15 . ' 24 - "
16 or more 24

<
Source Based on reports ftom 25 areas.

> . . . ’ . b ‘ )
continue to receive their original wage supplementation as long as they .
remained in the same PSE position. . -
In a majority of the study areas, only 5 percent or less of the PSE

L

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

positions were supported by supplementary funds prior to the reauthoriza-
tion act (Table 23). However, in a few areas, particularly those in which
wages forMower-level government jobs started near or above $10,000,
supplementation was extensive~’In one large city, over 80 percent of the
PSE jobs were affected. ‘ ‘

Information on the size of the supplements was available from only six
of the study areas where wage supplements were frequently used prior to
the reauthorization act. These areas provided data on about 600
supplemented jobs. In these areas, about two-thirds of the supplements
were 9nder $2,000, but 8 percent Wefe $5,000 or more. More than half of
the supplements exceeded the amount permitted by the reauthorization act
(see Table 24). - ) :

Prior to the CETA reauthorization, wage supplementation in the six
areas was used predominantly to provide funds for PSE jobs that paid
more than $10,000. For about 70 percent of the jobs with supplemented
wages, the supplement was paid in addition to a CETA-funded salary of
$10,000, which was the rmaximum at the time. More than haif of the
$10,000 CETA jobs received supplementary employgr funding (Table 25).

The effect of the supplementation limits on PSE jobs and services was
similar to the impact of lower average wages but weaker. Only 2 of the 28 *
areas in the study reported that the supplementatign limits hz:iz{rﬂzz:\ter
influence on jobs and services than the other wage changes § 1978
amendments. Nearly all study areas were affected by the, restraints on
supplementation, but in most instances, only a small sharé of PSE jobs
could- not be refilled when vacancies occurred. In 4 out of 5 areas, some
professional or technical positions were scheduled to be dropped because
¢ . S

-

-
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TABLE/ J4 Supplemented CETA Public Service Employment Positions,
by Amount of Supplementatlon Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

N ) Percent of
Q9 Amount of Supplementation e Supplemented Jobs?
TOTAL . 100
$1-999 . , 37
$1,000-1,999 ™ v N 3 -
$2,000-4,999 23
$5,000 or more 8
* Percent of jobs supplemented in excess of amount
permitted under the reauthorizadion act 53

%Average percent ‘for 6 areas. ®ased on occupational summaries prepared n the spring
or summer of 1979; refers to persons enrolled prior to October 1978 who were still
, employed after March 1979 N o

.y ¢ ‘ ' -
TABLE 25 Supplemented CETA Public Service Employment Positions, Hy
Wage Clasg, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas . .
Percent of all Jobs Percent of all Enrollees in the
CETA Wage With Supplementation® ¢  Wage Class with Supplerpentanol\"

‘ A ’ . «
}derSQ,OOO L7 2 .

$9,000-9,999 21 . 11 . *
$10,000 or more® €72 56 . .

%Avesage for 6 prime sponsors Based on occupaﬁonal summaries prepared in the spring
~ and shimmer of 1979, refers to persons enrolled prior to October 1978 who were still em-
ploycd after March 1979.
ba fewgjobs with a CLTA wage greater than $10,000 were reported for persons enrolled
prior to Octgber 1978. Thes¢ can occur due to cost of lving or time 1n grade raises after
the reauthorization. ‘

‘

.
.

4, the prevailing wages for similar jobs were higher than the permitted P

wage including supplementatlon In more than half of the argas,
paraprofessional and craft positions would not be continued—Mhe

impact would be felt in government agencies. Few PSE jobs with nonprofit
organjzations provided wage supplementation, and more than half of the
study areas reported that the number.of discontinued positions with
nonprofit agencies would be negligible. N

ERIC
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Law enforcement~was again the hardest hit activity. More than half of

~ the areas reported that the share of PSE jobs located 1 law enforcement

I3

agencies would be reduced as a result of Ihe limits on wage supplementa-
tion Fire protection Jobs were affected in ‘a third of the areas. Prior 16 the
réauthorization act, supplemented PSE salaries f6r policemen and
firefighters ranged from $11,500 to $17,500.

In recent years, there has been intense interest in better law enforce-
ment, and police chiefs have reported that a 27 percent increase in staff |
would be needed 10 satisfy comhmunity expectations (National Planning
Assotiation, 1977, p. 79). PSE jobs in law enforcement contributed to
higher-levels of semces, but the high wages paid to PSE pohce officers 1n
some areas suggest that CETA funds\»\;ere sometimes used to pay salanés
far police department jobs that would have been funded by local revenues
had CETA funds not been available. -

-
~ . AL
Ce .

.
Fl > . L

INCREASED MAXIMUM WAGE : K

' ’

" To allow sofne ﬂexnbxhty in using PSE positions for essential activities 1n

' .

‘; high-wage areas, the 1978 amendments permitted the maximum wage that

ERIC
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could.be paid from CETA funds to rarige up to $12,000 for areas, with
above-average wages and retamed the $10,000 max:mum wage for all
other areas.

The higher maximum wage had httl FWéé’t @n PSE _]ObS and, sdrvices -
because in nost areas th\; average wage requxrement determined the types
“of jobs and services that could be pyovided. To stay within the average
wage limits, sponsors had to offset jobs paying abme-average wages with .
jobs paying below the a}verage The increased thaximum was the most
important wage change m"()nl_\( oge, of the areas in the study. In some
areas, the hxgher CETX x:mum\was .used to provide scheduled pay
increases or cost-of-living 1'@%5 Yor: PSE participants. In the majority of
areas with increased maxirff WQges only"PSE pamcxpants employed by

_. government agencies benefited. e e

The act provides for annual adjustments in the average wage but ng
the maximum wage. Although the average wage exercises the’ dominant
influence on the kinds of jobs Jhat can be established; a fixed maximum®
wage in a period of wage increases w1ll reduce the range of jobs that can be
approvedJor PSE. . . e

- . . -
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4
CHANGES IN PARTICIPANT SKILLS AND EFFECTS ON _
JOBS AND SERVICES

Applicants"TOr PSE jobs in the summer of 1979 were considered less .
. qualified than those of a year earlier in three out of four reporting areas.
The decrease in the level of qualifications was attributed to the more
restrictive eligibility criteria and to the unwillingness of better qualified
eligibles to take PSE jobs at the wages offered. The reactions of employers
to the poorer qualifications of PSE participants are reflected in the -
following comments. “The wage restrictions ensure targeting to the hard-
core unemployed,” and “PSE is now restricted largely to the unemploya-
bles.” Some hiring agencies are asking, *‘Is it worth it?”

In about two-thirds of the areas, the decrease in skills was expected tq
affect the types of jobs that could be included in PSE programs. Spansors .
planned to replace professional, technlcal and craft jobs with entry level
clefical, cktodial, and labering jobs and expected that it would be more
difficult to find apphcants for PSE jobs who were able to supervise other
PSE enrollees. Education, health, and home weatherization were uted as
services that would be” partlgllarly affected. )

°, N,
NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION, SPONSORSHIP OF PUBLIC
SERVICE EMPLOYMENT -~ ’

- A

Congress has consistently favored extensive use of nonproﬁt organlzatlons
in the CETA program. The Conference Report on the 1976 amendments
stated, “The.conferees expect prime sponsors to prowde a substantial
portion of project funds to nonprofit a encles .. 7 (US. Congress,
1976¢, p. 17). The conferees believed that use of nonproﬁt organliatlons
for public sérvice- employment would reduce substitution “and wduld
. broaden the types of jobs and services provided by PSE programs. These
expectations were met. The use of nonproﬁt organizationsfincreased
substant ally dumng the 1977-1988 PSE expansnon Two recent studies
in e that substitution is less of a problem in, nonprofit organizations * _
than in government agencies (National Research Council, 1980, p. 130;
National Commission for Employment Policy, 1979, pp. 27 and 39).
Although the 1978 amendments did not specifically require an expanded”
role for nonprofit organizations, the more restrictive wage provisions were
expected to necessitate greater use of “these organizations. Nonprofit
organizations could develop low-wage jobs more -asily than government
agencies that were’ more likely to have formal personnel systems and
agréements'wnh labor organizations. ‘ ' |
In three-fourths of the reporting areas, nonprofit organizations em-
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ployed a larger propori% of PSE participants than thegthad prior to the
reauthopzatlon act. In"May 1979, 34 percent of all PSE~jobs were in
nonprofi{ organizations as coptrasted with 24 percent in September 1977,
About two-thirds of>the study areas.expected the trend to 'continue,
particularly after September 1979, when the PSE employees hired prior to
the reauthorization act would be dropped from. the program. pu

Increased wse of nenprofit organizations was attributed to low PSE
wages in 64 percent of the areas and to more restrictive eligibihty criteria
in 45 percent of the areas. In a majority of areas the difficulty of developing
lower-wage PSE jobs ih government agencies resulted.in the allocation of
more jobs to nonprofit orgamzatlons In a few areas, where wages n
nonprofit organizations were as high as those in government, there was
little or no shift to nonprofit orgamzatlons Some respondents reponed
that nonprofit organizations wére more willing than government agencies
to employ the less skilled workers that were available after the tighter
ehgibility requirements became effective.

“Proposmon& 13" was a factor in the greater use of nonprofit
organizatjons in Califgrnia. Two.of the four California areas in the study
reported that supervisors could not be made available for PSE because of )
the limits on employment in local governments. In San Joaquin County, a
successful youth employment project could be expanded only by shifting
responsibility to a monprofit organization. s

-

PSE JOBS AND SERVICES,IN NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

The Nationsi( Research Council study of the expansion of PSE after the
Economic Stimulus Act of 1977 found that Title VI project positions in
government agencnes differed sharply from Title VI positions in nonprofit
" organizations (National Research Council, 1980, pp. 146-150). Govern-
ment agencnes were heavily engaged in public works and the development
and maintenance of park and recreation facilities. Nonproﬁt organizations
directed their PSE programs primarily to sociat services and- hbusing
gctiyities (largely *‘weatherization™). They also devoted more of their
projects to creative arts and to health and hospitals than did government
agencies (Table 26).

The occupations used<in government agency and nonprofit organization
projects reflected the differences in their PSE activities. Government
agency projects employed a high proportion of blue-collar workers,
primarily laborers in public works and' parks activities. Nonprofit
organizations, heavily involved in social service, creative arts, health, and
teaehmg aeuvmes, have required relatn ely high proportions of profssion-

-
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TABLE 26 Title VI Project Employment, by Function, by. Government
Agency and Nonprofit Organization, 1977 (percentage distribution) .

‘ Government Nonprofit = ~
Function . N Agency - Organizations
ALL AREAS . : 100 100 .
Public works ' 33 °3
Parks and recreatiop 21 ¢ ) 9
Education 19 .13
Social services 8§ . 40
Law enforcement 5 2 -
Housing 4 15
Health and hospitals 3 v 8
Creative arts  * . a 7 * .
Other 5 3

- . !’

SOURC[ E\panded to U S. total based on a sample of project data summaries for 28
study areas. -

N

9Less than 0.5 percent: . ) -

NOTE: Details may not add to totals due to roun(ilng:
‘ v R . \

al and paraprofessional workers. Only 5 percent “of the total PSE |

participants employed by nonprofit organizations were laborers (Table 27).
Despite their higher-skill occupational structure, nonprofit organiza- .

tions have greater flexibility than government agencies_in adjustingto

lower PSE wages. Greater use of nonprofit organizations 1s likely to result

in more emphasis on social services for the poor and the elderly and

‘expansion of home weatherization programs. .
Public officials in~a few areas believed that transition to uhsubsidized .

jobs was less likely to result from PSE jobs in nonprofit orgamzatlons than

from PSE jobs in government because nonprofit organizations had fewer

.

. permanent staff openings and did not provide the kinds of job experience

that wefe transferablé-to private industry. The available information did
not peamit a direct comparison of the placentent rate of Aonproﬁt
orgar%ons with that of government agencies. However, the data that
are available do not support the view that PSE workers in-nonprofit
agencies are less likely to obtain unsubsi gz\ed employment The placement
rate is influenced by many factors, including the unemployment rate, the
skill of job placement personnel, and the characteristics of enrollees. Half
of the participants in the PSE projects sponsored by nonprofit organiza-

- v -
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TABLE 27 Title VI Prdject Employment by Ogcupational Group, by Gov-
ernment Agency and Nonprofit Orgamization, 1977 (percentage distribution)

g
.

. Government Nonfnoﬁi
Occhp"}tional Group : Agenty Orgamzations c

A

ALL OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS * . 100
Total White-Collar \ a8 ) . 35
Professional, technical, and managenal - 10
Paraprofessionals . 12
Clerical workers . . 13

Total Blue-Collar _58
Craft workers . ’ 17
Operatives - S 3
Laborers 39

Service workers S 8

. - PR,

SOURCE Expanded to US total based on a sample of project data summaries for 28
study areas. s

NOTE. Detatls may nog add to totals due to rounding.

© -
»

tions ~were professional, technical, admlmstratlve, and paraprofessmnalv.

“workers. These workers are more likely than low-skill workers to obtain

regular employment. When the percentage of PSE jobs sponsored by
nogprofi organizations and the additional variables were introduced into a
multlple regression model, the effect of greater dependence on nonprofit
organizations did not significantly aﬂ‘ect the placement rate.

~

THE UsEFULﬁEss OF* PSE SERVICES ) .

-

Advocates of public service employmeni have insisted that the program
provide useful public services as-well as temporary employment. Local
governments, especially those in fiscal distress, seek to use PSE to provide
services that cannot be financed from local tax reverthes. Congressional
concern that PSE provide useful services was emphasized in the debate
that preceded the 1976 amendments of CETA. More recently, the House
Appropriations Committee report on the DOL-HEW budget requested the
secretary of labor “to explore means of increasing the assignment of CETA
public service job-holders to projects that produce lasting benefits to the
society at large by increasing our nation’s capital assets. This could include
“

e
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work-on roads, bridges, parks and trails, among others.” (U.S. Congress,
@

) 1979b).

Becanse there is no market price for many of the servnces provided by
PSE, it is difficult to establish an objective measure of their value. In a
previpus NRC study, perceptions of usefulness were obtained from Jocal

" officials who were familiar with “specific Title VI projects in" their
community. Ninety-five percent of the respondents identified the projects
as very useful - (National Research Council, 1980, pp. 138- 139). ,
The usefulness of the PSE serwces was expected to be adversely affected
by the 1978 CETA amendfé almost all of the study areas. In one-
“ seventh of the study areas, o€ or more local governments within a prime
sponsqr area was considepng dropping out of the program because of
'reduced benefits and igffreased operat difficulties. However, local
officials in a majority #f the areas:emphasised that most PSE activities
continued to provide important benefits to theltOmmunities. Usefulness -
had diminishgd, but had'not been-eliminated. Some officials expressed
* concern that tie new PSE jobs did not provide the kind of experience that
~would help participant$ obtain unsubsidized employment. In a few areas,
additional staff experience or a smaller size program resulted in improve-
ments in the effectiveness of the activities despite the wage and eligibility
restrictions in the 1978 amendments.

The wage restrictions were far more important than the skills of the
participants in limiting the usefulness of PSE activities. About 70 percent
of the sponsors in the study group believed that PSE usefulness was limited
primarily because the allowable CETA wage precluded the kinds of jobs

“ necessary to provide high-priority setvices. Twenty-one percent said the
madequate skills of the partgcnpants were the most-important factor (Table
28). .
\

®

LOWER AVERAGE WAGES AND USEFULNESS OF ACT!V!T!ES

All but one of the areas wit | d PSE wages in 1979 anticipated a

decline :in the utility of PSE services. Many positions in high-priority

. activ;ties such as police and fire protection, home winterization, and

~ education are scheduled to be replaced by entry level and subentry level

positions that are.considered less useful to the community. Furthermore,

the number of low-skill jobs that can be used effectively in an agency is
limited. = .

In about half the areas with lower wage rates, the usefulness of PSE

activities was also adversely affected because eligible persens with job skills

.+ were rejecting the low-wage jobs. The PSE wage attracted only persons

. with poor job skills. However, in some areas the shift o less essential, low-

2

.
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TABLE 28 Local Officials’ Perceptions of Factors Limiting the Usefulpess
of CETA Public Service Employment Activities, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas
(percent of areas) . —

'

Most Second Most
Factors [mportant Important

N

ALL REPORTS 100

Wage limits AN 21
Partictpants’ job skills 46
Termination requirements for Title VI progects 11
Limits on administrative expenditures v ; : 14
None are important L 7

X
Source Based on reports from 28 areas.

NOTE. Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

skill jobs occurred despite the availability of eligible persons who were
qualified for positions in high-priority activities. .

Several respondents indicated that the lower average wage had been in
effect for too short a time td determine the long-term impact on usefulness.
The major impact would be felt only after September 1979, when
participants enrolled prior to the reauthonzatlon act complete their tenure
and are replaced by participants subject to the lower wage provisions.

€ -
.

. ) )
7JoB PERFORMANCE .OF PSE BARTICIPANTS

Perceptions of the job performance of PSE workers were less favorable in

1979 than in 1977. Two-thirds of the local officials contacted, including

CETA administrators and officials of employing agencies, reported that

. the job performance of PSE enrollees was about the same as that of regular

employees doing similar work. However, the remaining third considered

" PSE workers “below average.” Only 16 percent of the respondents in the

1977 survey rated PSE workers as.below average, and an almost equal
number ranked them as™above average” (Table 29).

SUBSTITUTION \

The fear that “substitution”—the use of PSE funds for jobs that otherwise
would be supported by local resources—would undermine the creation of
new jobs was reflected in the CETA legislation and in the predecessor
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TABLE 29 Rating of Job Perforniance of CETA Public Service Employment
Workers, 1977 and 1979 (parcent of respondents)

A2

Rating 1977 Survey® 1979 Survey?
Below average ' 16 N 32
About average - .71 ‘ R 68
Above averagg - <13 0

2117 respondents front 27 areas. °
b78 respondgnts from 26 areas.
9 .

\ . . —_—

e .
. program, the gmergency Employment Act of 1971. '1;hese statutes have
included “maintenante of effort™ provisions—requirements that employ-
ing agencies shall not reduce their regular work force by hiring PSE
workers, The 1976 amendment to CETA attacked the substitution
problem by requiring that expansion of Title VI PSE jobs be limited to
special short-duration projects that would emphasize new or separately
identifiable tasks rather than the expansion of ongoing activities. Addition-
ally, a “substantial portion” of project funds was to be directed to
nonprofit organizations and eligibility for project jobs was tightened.

The 1978 amendments took a different tack. Rather than trying to define
permissible activities, they tightened wage and eligibility criteria to
produce changes in the kinds of people participating in PSE programs and 4
the kinds of services provided by the programs; in turn these changes were
expected to redufe the incentives*for substitution. These restrictions have
had the following results:

»

4

o There'is less use of PSE in the primary government functions of
public safety and education"where the likelihood of substitution is greatest.

o The shift to lower-skill jobs moves PSE further from the pattern of
regular governmental activities... - .

o The enrollment of the more severely disadvantaged persons reduces
the likelihood that PSE workers will be used in lieu of regular government
workers. ' : »

» Low wages are inducing a shift of PSE from government agencies to
nonprofit organizations that are less likely to use PSE participants for their
regular positions.” .

This study made no attempt to mgasure changes in the iricidence of
substituu’?n. Homever, it is inferred that /\the lower wages amd tighter
’ N
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eligibility requirement /bave produced | program modlﬁuatlons that proba-
bly have reduced the extent of substitution. 2. "
SUMMARY . ' . — .

Both the advocates and the opponents of lower PSE wages correctly
anticipated its effects. Lower wages are servmg the purposes for which
they were designed: they, along with the new eligibility criteria, are .
focusmg the program on persons who have the most difficulty in obtammg
unsubs1dued jobs, PSE less often competes with private industry, for
quallﬁed workers; and the opportunmes for substltutlon have been

red
/(%'settmg ‘these benefits, however, the public services provided by PSE

are less useful than those provided prior to the 1978 amendments. L

Preferred activitie’ are being replaced with lower-priority services. In areas
where wages for many low-level government jobs are above the PSE
average, it has become difficult or impossible to use new PSE enrollees for
needed services that cannot be supported within regular budgets. Some
officials believe that the new PSE jobs do not provide the type- of
experience that will help participants obtain regular jobs.

Despite the difficulties in creating PSE positions within the constraints
of the wage restrictions, PSE enrollment increased from 546,00Q at the end
of March to an estimated 570,000 at the end of June but this growth was 9
percent short of the 625,000 goal.8

, The lower average wages required by the CETA reauthorlzatlon are -
havmg a major impact on the types of jobs and services provided by PSE
and onthe usefulness of PSE activities. , .

"« Twenty-three of twenty-eight repdrtmg areas were required to reduce™. _
the‘average wage for new PSE participants. NN

o In areas where average wages must be lowered, use of PSE for high-
skill professional, technical, paraprofessmnal and craft jobs will be-
reduced. -

o Almost .all areas that were, required to reduce their average wages
planned to restructure PSE jobs. Restructuring will generally involve
intermediate-skill paraprofessmnal and clerical occupations, but even low-
skill service worker *and laborer jobs will be redesigned in some areas
because the prevailing entry wage for these positions exceeds the'l PSE wage
that, can be approved. Professional and craft jobs are more likely to be
dls::ontmued than restructured. ‘e ¥

4 N
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o The PSE activities that will most frequently be cut back are those
involving the primary governmental services of law .enforcement, fire
protection, and education. An increased portion of PSE will support the
developmeﬁt and,maintenance of parks and recreation facilities and will L0
require a high proportion of workers mqunskllled laboring jobs. More PSE
_positions will be devoted to proudlng social services, largel) thro‘ugh
nonproﬁt organizations. #

o The share of the PSE program eon(acted to nonprofit orgahization
has increased from 24 percent in 1977 to 34 percent in 1979 primanily.
because nonprofit organﬁatlons can meet the lower PSE-wage more ceasily
than government agencies. .,

¢ Local officials in three-fourths of the study areas bejjeve that iovper
average wages are having an adverse effect on.the usefulness of PSE
services, higher-prionity activities will be droppeé and lower -priority !
activities will be substituted. .

The effect of the PSE average wage varies among geographic areas. thef )
PSE average wage for the largest western cities was 19 percent below the'
entry wages for low-level jobs in govefnment, for the ldrgest southern
cities, the PSE averagé was 3 percent higher thai the entry wages for low-
level government jobs. i

. .'The lower PSE wages and the tighter ellglbllmy requirements have
affected the qualifications of PSE participants and the types of skills
needed for PSE employment and may have reduced substitution.

¢ New PSE partncnpants possessed fewer job quallﬁcatlons than those
enrolled prior to 1979 in thtee-Youfths of the study areas. Lower wagesand”
more restrictive eligibility were responsible in an equal number of areas.

o Fewer skills are required to perform PSE jobs because the lower wage
prevents the funding of many hlgher-level jobs.

o Two-thirds of the CETA administrators and officials of agencnes that *
employ PSE workers assess the job performapce of PSE workers as about
the same as other employées doing similar work. The remaining third
reported that PSE wagkers were below average. Perception of worker
performiance was less favorable in 1979 than in 1977. | i

o+ Lower PSE wages probably reduce substitutioh for several reasons.
jobs in high-priority public services are reduced, fewer new enrollees have
the qualifications required for regular government jobs, and an increased
* proportion of PSE j(%.s are sponsored by gonproﬁt organizations, which
age less likely than government agencies to use PSE partncxpants to replace

- regular workers.
& -
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NOTES

Al
.

1 A survey of eight pnme sponsor areas in 1977 found that the financials

_ tncentivesfor PSE jobs ranged from.$1 00 to $1.46 for welfare recipients and from

—~""aloss of $046 t0 a gaim of $1.36 per hour for former unemployment nsurance
beneficiaries. See U'S. General Accounting Office (1978), p.4. ’

2 Among the contiguous 48 states, average PSE wages ranged from $6,635 (10
percent above the federal minimum wage) for parts or.all of about one-third of the
prime sponsor areas, to more than $10,000 for two areas in Michigan,

3 For fiscal 1979 the adjustment factor was based on private industry wages
only However, because government employees compnse only 18 percent of total
wage and salary workers 1n the United States, the inclusion of their wages 1n 1980
arid later years will not have a sigmﬁgant impact, except 1n a few areas where there
are large concentrations of government workers.

4 In 1978, average hourly earnings in manufacturing were $6.53 in Philadelphia
and $9 43 1n the Gary-Hammonti-East Chicago area. (U.S. Department of Labor,
1979b). ..

5 PSE funds for admimstration could be pooled with administrative funds for
other CETA programs in 1979 so that more or less than 10 percent may have been
available for PSE, a _ .

6 Employment and Training Administration Field Memorandum 463-79 of
September 26, 1979, provides instructions for increased cooperation of CETA
programs with’ those of the Department of Energy and the Commumty Services
Administration to expand weathenzation efforts. ’ .

7 The Brookings Institution study of PSE found that displacement of regular
workers was 22 percent in’ government agencies but only 4 percent in nonprofit
organizations See National Commigsion forEmployment Policy (1979), pp. 27 and

39, ‘ o~
8 Reported enrMnt increased sharply between May and June 1979, from
561,000 to 592,000, but the data dre believed to include an estimated 22,000

e

summer program enrollees. V -
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THE REAUTHORIZATION ACT

The transition of ’pammpants frgm fedex’allx,submdlzed jobs to unsubsi-
dized employment has, with some exceptions, been a cardinal feature of
public service employmént programs. Indeed, placements have become the
measure by which the short-term effectiveness of employment and training
programs is judged. The Emergency Employment AetGf*1971 contained
rigorous transition requirements that were carried over to Title II of the
ongmal CETA legislation. However, with the addition of Title VI, enacted
during” the 1974-1975 recession, the emphasis®on placements became
secondary to the speedy implementation of the new countercyclical job
creation program. The Efnergency Jobs Programs Extension Act of 1976
further weakened the transition objectives of €ETA by explicitly barring
the, secretary of labor from settiijg any specific transition goals for prime
Sponsors. N

"The reauthorization act of 1978 revjves the emphasis on transmon
Althbugh it does not prescribe quotas or goals, it cgg\tams several
provisions that are directed toward mcreasmg the proportion of Public

) Servnde Employment (PSE) participants who move into unsubsidized jobs

when {bey leave the program. The act (Sect. 232(a)) requires that Title IID
PSE jobs ** " .. be combined with training and supportive servi-
ces .. .and . .. be designed to enable participants to' move into
unsubsndlzed employment ” Under the act, the percentage of Title IID~
funds that must be devoted to training ranges from 10 percent in fiscal *

103
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1979 to 22 percent 1n 1982. Simular restrictions are imposed on Title VI
spending; af least 10 percent of 1979 funds and 5 percent of all future
funds mus?‘;e used for training and services to deyelop the employability
of participants. To erfSure that congressional intent: would be carried out,
the act limits the tenure of PSE participants to 18 months, authorizes the
secretary of labor to establish performance standards, and requires prime
. sponsors to set performance and placement goals. L
L. This chapter explores the probable impact of the reauthorization act
changes on transition, describes the plans, strategles, and management
practices developed by sponsors tq accomplish their transition objectives,
and analyzes the current trends in job entry rates. '
' Unfortunately, empirical data that permut a comparison of transition
’ rates before and after the reauthorization act provisions are not yet
avallable The terminatiGp data obtained through September 1979 do not
include information on syfficient numbers of people who were subject to
the new reauthorization requirements to provide.an"accurate picture of its _
full effects. ‘ )

ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF. THE REAUTHORIZATION ACT

As a resuit of the new provisions in the 1978 amendments, the proportign
of PSE enrollees who obfain unsubsidized jobs is expected to increase.The
- requirement that prime sponsors set placement goals may , encourage .
sponsors to step up transition efforts, and the prescribed employability
development plans and training shoitld help PSE workers obtain unsubsi-
dized employment. The most important provision, however, will probably
-month limit on participatioff in PSE programs. 7
According to the prime sponsors in our study, the amount of effort
* participants will make to find unsubsidized -employment is influenced
~ primarily by their perceptions of the security of PSE jobs. Participants
o Who recognize the temporary nakyreof PSE jobs are more likely to begin a
job search Despite the 18-month limit, however, several prime sponsor$
“reported that it is difficult to convince participants that PSE jobs are short-
term. . ¢
‘Limited PSE tenure was also the most important factor motivat g
employers 't move PSE workefs into regular jobs. Transition 1s on-
strained, however, by the number of vacancies in the employer organiza-
 tion and the concern of employers. that PSE positions that have ‘been
vacated will not be refilled. Some employers hesitate to move PSE wotkers
imo unsubsidized positions because the new wage restrictions make 1t
difficult to refill positions. One reSearch associate described the constraints
in this way:
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TABLE 30 Lbcal Officials’ Pergeptions of the Effects of CETA Proyisions °
. onTransition of Public Service Employment Pasticipantsfto Unsubsidized
« Jobs,.Sample-Prime Sponsor Areas (percent of areas) .

N
3 Increase Decrease No-Effect on Don’t

Provision Transitton  Transition Fransition Know

0

-
o

Limuts on duration of participation 78 ' . 11
Eligibility requirements 0 : 32
W Wage limitations . 36 25
. Use of PSE for essential services - 54 28
Enrollment objectives 7 ’ 61

>

+  Source; Based on reports from 28 areas. —
. ot A
the moratorium placed by the prime sponsor on the PSE-progranr makes
employing agencies reluctant 1o transition workers or.have' them find their own
jobs because there will not be andiher PSE worker available to fill that Job. sAnd
chances are that the job left unfilled)ays more than the [now lower] average wage
permits, so that the position will never be PSE staffed again.

The effect of lowered average wages on gefilling vacant PSE,positions
may diminish as PSE jobs are restructured to meet the new requirements.
However}lf the restructured positions do not provide tralmng and job
experienc that is relevant to the labor market, transition opportunities
will be’ adversely affected.-

There is, however, a fundamental trade-off between the commitment to
serve a greater proportion of disadvantaged persons in PSE and the pursuit
of transition; frequently, the most' disadvantaged persons are the least
employable. .

Sponsors agree that liQitations on the duration of particip‘a‘tior'l in PSE
will serve to increase transition to unsubsidized employment and that the
tighter eligibi!ity requiremcnts likely to decrease transition (Table 30).
There is” no consensiis, however, about the effects of the wage provisions.
Some sponsors believe that the wage limitations will increase participation
by those most difficult to place and thus reduce transition posslbllltles,
.others expect the lower PSE wages to serve as an incentive for participants
to seek more attractive unsubsidized jqbs. Both factors.are likely to be
operating. oo ¢, o

At least three other factors are believed to affect transition rates. (l) the
use of CETA workers to provide essential serviceg; (Z)hlgher enrollment
_ objectives, and (3) the use of projects under Title VI. Under the original
" CETA legislation, the Pfospect of using PSE workers to support essential

.
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local services was an incentive to sponsors for participati‘ng in the
program. Although reliance on PSE workers to provide such essential
services may induce substitution, especially in areas facing fiscal stringen-
cies, the relevancy of the positions and the skills obtained 1n these Jobs may
increase the possibilities for transition. .

Periodically, PSE programs have been sharply ipcreased in respqnse to
rising unemployment. It has been suggested that the pressures on prige
sponsors to reach higher enrollment levels have ‘made some of them
reluctant to terminate participants and jeopardize their enrollment and
expenditure targets. While most of ¢he sponsors in our study do not believe

at enrollment objectives adversely affect transition, more than one
fourdoes.’

Under Title V1, at least 50 percent of the funds must be used for projects
planned to last for not more than 18 moriths. The duration of projects was
extended, from 12 to 18 months under the reauthorization act to conform

“to the limits on participant tenure. Since projects are intended to be
temporary undertakings and not part of the normal activities of employers,
opportunities fpr participants to move infe unsubsidized Jobs with their

* PSE employers may be limited. .

PLACEMENT EXPERIENCE

Job entry ‘rdtes have become the customary measure of the short-run
effects of employment and training programs. They have the advantage of
being relatively objective and easy to compute, but they are marred by
serious conceptual problems and data limitations. B

All individest®WHS leave PSE programs.during the year are classified as
“terminations” and put into one 6f four categories: . ‘

e Entered Employment. Persons placed in unsubsidized jobs by prime
sponsors, persons who found such employment on their own, Or persons
who entered the armed forces,! - .

.« Other Positive Termination. Persons who enrolled in school or 2 non-
.CETA employment or training program. ' .

o Transfer to Other \Fitle. Persons who were transferred to programs
operated under other CETA fitles. ' &

e Nonpositive Termination. Persons who did not obtain other employ-
ment, were not tfansferred to another A program, and did not enroll
in school, the armed forces, or other raining.

Persons classified as entering employment aré subcategorized based ‘on
the extent of placement services they received. ?irect placements represent

\
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*persons who received only m1n1m§1 serwces, such as counseling, and were
placed without having entered PSE employment. Indirect placements are
persons who obtained unsubsidized employment as a result of prime
sponsor or subgrantee efforts. Self-placements (other indirect placements)
represent persons who find employment on their own or through means
other/than those provided by the sponsor grits agent. .Even though self-
placements are not attributable to prime sponsor placement activities, it
should be noted that they may be the culmination of good counseling and N
training and an appropriate PSE assignment. o )
The job entry rate, as used in this report, represents the ratio of the
number of participants who entered employment to the total number of
program terminations excluding persons transferred to other titles. Gross
job entry rates may not fully reflect placement performance since
distinctions are not made between differences in the kinds of persons
placed, the nature and duration of tﬁ?jﬁbs, or the state of the l?bor
market. :

~

A '
DATA LIMITATIONS s

In addition to the conceptual problems, there are difficulties with the job
entry data that stem from the manner in which changes in the employmer

us of terminees are handled. Some sponsors put terminated empl:;}g&ﬂ'
(‘{‘;‘ ‘hold” status until they find an unsubsidized job. A recent GAO report
noted that “ . . . such inaccuracies can significantly distort the reliability
of the reports” (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1979, p. 4Q). It cited a
; report of the Dallas pnme sponsor, indicating that terminations were
understated by 140, and.job entryrates were, therefore, artificially high.
. Sponsors may change the reported employment status of terminees
within 90 days of termination if the individual’s situation changes. Some
sponsors routinely follow up and record job entries that are made during
this period, while others do not. National Continuous Longitudinal
Manpower Survey (CLMS) data indicate that employment status changes

duﬁng that periodcould be substantial (Westat, Inc., 1979, p. 5-2):

About half of those who were unemployed at terminatiop and aboug three-fifths of
those who were not in the labor force had changed theirstatus by the three month
post-termipation time point. . . . 30 percent of the termiinees who were employed
at termination were either unemployed or out of the lab& force three months later.
4 ’

Thus, sgggsor's with identical job entry experiences could report job
entry rates that are over 50 percentage points apart if they have different
follow-up policies.
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TABLE 31 Job Entry Rates, Title IID and Title VI, by Type-of Prime Sponsor, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas,
Fiscdl 19781979 < .

3 - - .

Title [ID Title VI Total Titles IID and V1

. January- January- January- January- January- January-
. - Fiscal  June June Fiscal  June June Fiscal  June June
Type of Prime Sponsor - 1978% 19787 1979 1978 1978 1979 1978 1978 1979

Nat‘ional Job Entry Ralesb 45 ‘47 33 33 36 35 35 39
Study Sponsor Job Entry Rates® 43 , 45 34 34 36 35 35 .39
City 40 . 31 34 26 32 35 27
County 49 35 35 44 37 36 46
* Consortium 36 . 33 35 35 34, 34 39

Balance of State 44 35 .29 3 3 34 40

Source: Employment and Training Administration, U.S. bepanment of Labor (unpublished, data).

2Job entry rates fogTitle 1. . .
Job entries asa percent of terminations, excluding those transferring to other CETA ftitles.
CBased on reports from 26 areas; 6 cities, 9 counties, 7 consortia, and 4 balance of states.

ERI
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-

A special report by the House Committee on Government Operations
summarized the problem (U.S. Congress, 1979a, p. 16)

One critical weakness in all the reports is tHat they are not augmented by routine
random checking of reported ﬁgu‘tes DOL has very little ability to gé behind thell
statistics, Specially directed investigations, for instance, have disclosed erfors 1n the
number of clients, the number of placements, and otHer key data. &

. X S

N
- . i

JoB ENTRY RATES

Job entry rates for the first six months of 1979 were slig’ttly higher than
for the same period in 1978. When rates are examined by prime sponsor
catggories, cities are the only group that did not show an increase (Table *
31). A previous NRC study showed lower job entry rates in 1976 and 1977
(National Research Council, 1978, p. 232). However, changes in the
reportingsrequirements for intertitle transfers make year-to-year compari-
sons difficult. Prior to 1978, persons transferring from one title to another
were counted as terminations. The effect of this was to understate the job
entry ratio. ¢ - -
In fiscal 1978, indirect placements accounted for 52 percent of PSE
placernents, while' self-placements were 47 percent of the total. In fisgal
*1979, indirect placements increased to 59 percent, and self-placements fell
t0:40 percent of all PSE placements. Less than | percent of persons who
obtain employment are direct placements.

The increase in the percentage of persons entenng employment as a
result of prime sponsor job development activities may be due to increased
empbhasis on transition prompted by the 18-month limit on participation.
This effect may have been particularly lmportant as large numbers of PSE
workers reached the limit of their extended enroliment penods in the last
month &f fiscal 1979,

Succgss in placing partncnpants who leave PSE programs may be ‘

influenced by a number of factors that are largely outside the control of the
prime sponsor. Client characteristicsand local economlc condltlons are
two primary examples of such factors.

o

Client Characteristics - -

Department of Labor data for the third.and fourth quarters of fiscal 1979
indicate that persons who are white, age 22-44, and have more than a high
school education are the most likely to obtain unsubsndxzed employment
immediately after they leave the PSE program (Figure 6 and Table 32).
CLMS data on terminees who have been out of the program at least three
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Less than
High School
* More than
High School L.
White

High School [, *

SEX EDUCATION RACE

.

SOURCE Based on Data from Employment and Traming Administration
L]

FIGURE 6 7Job Entry Rates by Characteristics of CETA Public Service
Employment Terminees] Third"and Fourth Quarter, 1979

months support these findings. The CLMS data also suggest that males are
more likely to find jobs thdn females, and that persons who are
economically disadvantaged have lower job entry rates than those who are
not (Westat, Inc., 1979, Table 17). ) ]

Based on our study sample, there appears to be a relationship between
job-entry and the participation of economically dis‘advantaged persons in
PSE programs: the higher the relative percent of economically disadvan- -

taged participants “inder a title, the lower the relative job entry rate.

PRI A Fultext provided by eRic:
- s,

I

However, a relationship between other client characteristics and job entry
could not be established.? '

Itis too early to make a conclusive statement about the impact of the
tighter eligibility requirements of the reauthorization act on job entry
rates. In the absence of countervailing initiatives to improve placements,
however, it appears that job entry may be slightly constrained by the
mandate to serve more economically disadvantaged persons.

~
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TABLE 32 Job Entry Rates, Title 1D and Tifle VI, by Selected

Characteristics of Terminees, April-Sepfember 1979 . |
LY p\ 1
. Participant Charactéristics 1 N . Job €ntry Rate? {
;;4 TOTAL , - 36
Sex: Male ‘ 3s )
Female , 37°
Age: 21 and under 31
' 22-44 38
45-55 37 ¢
55 and over 29 “
) Education: \ &
Less-than High School 28 N
High School graduate or equivalent 37 ’
Beyond High School 42 .
Economic Status:  « . -
AFDC recipient ’ 31
Economically disadvantaged | 34
Race/Ethnic Group: . - .
White (not Hispanic) - * 40 . . ;
Black (not Hispanic) . 30
Hispariic . ' . L3t . .
Other / . ‘ 29 )
Soutce* Data for persons term;ﬁatmg in q(}&s ending June 30, 1979 and September
30, 1979, based on Employm¢nt and Training Administratjon, U.S. Department of .
Labor reports (unpublished).; /
‘@Job entries as a percent of {erminations. *
G / ) N e W

Local Employment Conditions

, Contrary to expectations, there was no significant correlation between
unemployment rates and job entry rates. Areas in our sample with high
unemployment rates did not have significantly lower job entry rates than
areas with low unemployment rates.? -

Moreover, year-to-year changes in job ecntry rates are not always

o associated with similar changes in unemployment rates (Table 33).
Between 1978 and 1979, unemployment rates for~the sponsors in our
sample declined by an average of 0.1 percentage point, while job entry
rates increased by 4 percentage points. This relationship is not consistent
among the sponsors, however . In cities, both the average job entry rate and

the average rate of unemployment declined; i counties, unemployment

" declined, while job entry, rates increased; in consortia, both the unemploy-
ment rate and the average job entry rate increased; and in balance-of-state

o— “
§ - \ I3 Iy -
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TABLE 33 Changes in CETA Public Service Employment Job Entry Rates
and Changes in Unemployment Rates by Type of Prime Sponsor, Sample
Prime Sponsor Areas, 1978-1979 .
. . . Y
Percentage Point Change

Percentage Point

Type of

n job Entry Rate
(January-June 1978 to
January-June 1979)

Change in Average
Uncmployment Rate
(Calendar 1978 to

Average Rate
January-June

E

Y

ir

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Prime Sponsor * Total PSE January-June 1979) 1979

ALL STUDY AREAS + 4 ‘ -0.1 . 6.1

Cily -8 -0.3 6.6 .
County — 410 -0.8 54 '
Consortium + 5 +1.2 5.7
Balance of State + 6 0.0 6.3

Source* Based on Employment and Training Administration and Bureau of Labor Sta- _
tistics data. U.S. Department of Labor (unpublished) for 28 areas. -

-
A .

areas, the unemployment rate was unchanged, while the job entry rate
increased. . - :

L

LOCAL TRANSITION SYSTEMS

Local manggement policies could be the most significant factors affecting
transition. Researchers have found only minor relationships between client
characteristics, unemployment rates, and transition outcomes, but have
suggested that variations in management policies could be important. A
recent Ohio &ate University study of CETA management decisions and
goal achievement indicated that differences in management can sig-
nificantly affect placement results. The study concluded (Ohio State
University, 1978, p. xiii): — -

The broadest finding is that management decisions at the local level have
significant potential for improving program performance. By the same token, poor *
management has the potentialfor contributing to mediocre performance.

Although an attempt was made to relate current transition outcomes to
variations in the management policies of the prime sponsors in our survey,
@vailable data from Employment and Training Administration’s (ETA)
Management Information System on job entry rates were judged to be
inadequate for this purpose. Although the data né:y be sufficiently
accurate to be used as performance indicators for a large samplé, errors in
the data became important when the data were used as performance

- ..
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" indicators for the sponsors in our study. We have not, therefore, included
an empirical analysis of the variations in job entfy rates as they relate’to
differences in management atong the sponsors in our study.

-3

PLANNING FOR TRANSITION

Under the reauthorization act and accompanying regulatlons, plans must
contain three elements that are prerequisites for a successful transition
program: ~

. An analysis of the local labor market, that ldentlﬁes the local
industries and-occupations with growth potentlal
¢ A strategy for training and placmg participants in such jobs;-and
o Realistic placement goals based upan the supply of Jobs and the needs

and capabilities of the program participants. - .

More often than not, however, placement stratégles are not based upon
an analysis of the labor market condltlons and transntlop goals are  not set.
forth as part of the transition strategy : .

‘.

Labor Market Analysis

Two-thirds of the sponsors in our sample reported that preparation of the
labor market analysis was one of the most difficult tasks in the planning
process. Only 25 percent ﬁded an analysis of prospective job openings
in specific accupations intheir plans for transition. Although such analyses
are, periodically available from the enfployment service, the geographic
areas used in these analyses may not conform to the geographic
configuration of the prime sponsor jurisdiction. Furthermore, the analyses
of the employment service are generally not up-to-date, and details needed
for transition planning are missing.

A labor market analysis that identified growth industries and occupa-
tions would be useful in planning for both PSE positions and training. The
Department of Labor assumes that the information needed for such an
analysis is readily available. The 1979, Defanmenr of Labor’s Forms
Preparation Handbook suggests that employment service reports be used to
‘describe the industrial and occupational composition of the local labor
‘market and instructs the sponsor to “indicaty (1)'tHe current demand for
labor as well as the estimated demand, if known, for the next five years,
and (2) the availability of pre-employment and post- employment training
for local residents funded from sources other than CETA. . ” But

there is inadequate guldance on how to project labor market neegls based *

£ .
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on the potential growth of the product market, .labor turnover rates,
. [4 .

population trends, or the numerous other factors that may affect the

demand and supply of workers in a particulat industry or occupation.

“

Transition -Strategies

The requirement to include a transition strategy in the annual,plan was
met by about 60 percent of the prime sponsors. The strategies are based on
three approaches: (1) job development by CETA staff or delegated
agencies; (2) job search by 'the PSE participant;®and (3) skill training.

When all of the sample sponsor's were questioned about their transition
strategy, about 40 percent said they rely primarily on job developers to -
open. opportunities for PSE participants in unsubsidized .employment. -
Another 40 percent emphasize job search activities by the participants, and
the remainder stress skill training.

# A lack of emphasis on skill training was also noted in a recent study by

the University of Texas. The report concluded (University of Texas at
Austir, 1978, p. 23): - o s

-

. skill training was the least emphasized means of enhancing employa@y in public

service employment. In the eight Texas sites, PSE partictpants generally received
lutle skill development training transferable to the private sector. There were no
assurances asked for or required by CETA program staff that training and skill
dewelopment received would be adequate to prepare partictpants for unsubsidized

jobs

>
[ ° %

- <

Sponsqrs who include an analysis of the local labor market with respect

%spective jobs in specific occupations in their plan tend to use this
info

ation to develop unsubsidized job opportunities for participants;
those who do not tend to leave the problem of findiig employment to the
participant (Table 34). None of the sponsors who ‘studied the job market
emphasized participant job seareh &5 a transition strategy.

Singe Title IID is aimed primarily at the structurally unemployed, erft
would expect more emphasis gn skill training for Tjtle 1D paf’ticipants ’
than for Title VI enrollees. In our study, only two sf?onsgrg emphasized
skill training for Title IID enrollees but not for Title VI participants. Thi
is consistent with evidence indicating that the characteristics of the

: participants under the two titlesGre betoming more alike (see Chapter 3).

Prime sponsors and field associates ov%’rwﬁe‘?mingly believe job develop,
ment to be the most effective course of action. In areas that'emphifs’lze job™
development, 80 percent %the field associates and 60 percent of the
sponsors repgrted that theStrategy is effective. In contrast, none of the

o ?

-
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TABLE 34 Public Service Employment Transition Strategies, by Use of &
Labor Market Analyéis.of Job Openings'in Specific Occupations, Sample .
Prime Sponsor Areas (percent of sponsors) , *e .
Tigfe 1D r Title VI ’ -
Major ) t* No No : s
Transition Labor eret Labor Market " Labor Market Labor Market —
Strategy Total Analysis Analysis Total Analysis Analysis
. L o
TOTAL 100 100 100 / 100 100 100 .
vt .
Job .
e Development 40 71 28 ° 4 86 28 ,
Job Search by ~ . ) : -
Participant 40 0 56 44 0 62 :
Skill Training 20 29 17 , 12 14 11 ,
Source: Based on reports from 25 areas.
4 3
NOTE: Detals may not add to totals due to rounding. T ‘)
* sponsors and only 10 per°cent of the field representa%&vgs in areas that rely
. on participant job search believe that their approach is effective. S .
- Setting ‘Goals -

3

Despite the legislative requirement to establish quantitative transition ’
»  goals, only 40 percent of the sponsors in the sample had cited numerical
transition goals as part of their transition strategy. .
Very few spomsors set differgnt goals for Titles IID and VI. Where the ’
goals differed, however, Title IID targets were higher. This suggests that .
goals may be based more on past experience than on expected differences. -
in the’populations. In 1978, prigr to the reauthorization act, Title II PSE*
progiams included-a greater share ofshighly qualified participants, and-
placement rates were higher for Title II PSE participants. As these
participants leave the program and arbgeplaced by persons subject to the
new eligibility provisions, sponsors may réyise their goals to reflect the new
participant populations- . » .
Prime sponsors who considered their transition strategy effective were - P
. more inclined to set goals sthan those whog viewed the strategy as,
ineffective. One-half of the former group set targets for themselves; only
one-quarter of the latter group did so. o

A ;v., ‘
. \"‘
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The goals get for transition varied widely. Title IID goals ranged from
1t percent of terminations to 85 percent, and averaged about 45 percent.
In Title VI, the average goal was about 41 percent, but the range was from
29 to 85 percent. In general, higher placement goals were set by prime
sponsors who had done a labor market analysns and emplrasized job
development as a transition strategy. <

ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT

+

The emﬁhasis placed on transition and the ways in which sponsors manage
the pl,acement activity vary considerably.

Location of the Placem t Function * .
K" oo
. Approximdtely 40 percent of the sponsors in our sample handled the

placement function primarily within their own organization. About 25
percent delegate the function to the employment service, 11 percent rely
on program agents, and another 25 percent assign it to program operators,
employers, or outside contractors. The 40 percent who havé retained the
placement function generally use a central placement unit that serves all
CETA participants. When placements are made by program agents,
program operators, or outside contractors, PSE workers are likely to be
handled separagely from other CETA clients. °

- Because of the decentralized nature of the bajance-of-state operatidns,
none of these sponsors in. our sample undertake the placement functions
themselves (Table 35). They rely primarily upon the employment service.
Cities and counties, on the other hand, are most likely to keep “the
placement function in-house. Consortia made extensive use of program
operators and PSE employers, but also relied heavily upon their own
organjization.

Emgloyability Development Plans (EDP),

Title IID has been designed as a program for persons with severe
employment handicaps. To ensure that the special needs of these
participants are accommodated, the act requires that prime sponsors
prepare individual plans that identify the employability needs of each
participant and indicate the services to be provided and the plan to secure
unsubsidized employment upon completion of the program (see Appendix
C) Ninety percent of the prime sponsors say they also plan tq prepare
EDPs for Title VI participants, ’ ¢ .
Sponsors differ widely in their view of EDPs and the manner in which

(-
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TABLE 35 Location of Primary Responsibility for Public Service Employ-

ment Placement Funcuon, by Type of Prime Sponsor, Sample Prime Sponsor
#Areas (percentage distribution) '

o °

Balance

Location ot‘_ “ Total Cities Countues Consortia  of States
Placement Function (N = 28) (N=6) (N=9) (N=9) (N=4)
TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100
CETA Admimistration 39 50 s6 33 . 0
Program Agent 11 Q.: 0 22 PR
Employment Service 25 17 33 | I 50
Program Operators. Er'n-

ployers, Subcontractors 25 33 1l 33 25

NOTE: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. ,

they implement them. Most sporsors prepare EDPs before the participant
is enrolled and assigned to a program. In 37 percent of the sample areas;
however, the EDPs are written after enroliment. In these instances, the
plans simply record decisjons that have already been made.

In about half of the prime sponsor areas, the EDP process includes a
counseling/interview to‘assess aptitude and interest. Quarterly follow-up
interviews with participants have been planned to ensure that the goals of
the §DP are-being met by the PSE job and supportive services and to

+ -make ‘any necessary changes in the participants’ EDP. Contact with
employers' to check- on employee progress is generally included as part of
the process. Thus far, not many of these follow-up interviews have been
conducted. Qme instances, sponsors plan to limit the follow-ups to a
telephone check ¢e a year. In spite of the requirement of the law,
sponsors in 15 perceny of the areas do not plan to do any follow-ups at all.

About ha)f of the sjonsors in our sample consider the EDP program

¢ worthwhile. Forty percent regard them as a.paper exercise, and 10 percent
ale not yet certain of thej ue. The usefulness of an EDP depends upon
the attitudes, motivation, and abilities of the sponsor, the employer, and
the participant. One respondent noted: >

\ . - ." . - . .
It's not the EDP document—it's the‘actwf interviewing and asking questions of the
enrollee, and then following up. This tells the participant that the PSE job 1s not an
end in itself but is intended to lead to somethmg el¢d for which the participant has
indicated a preference, ‘ :

. Three-quarters of the sponsors who regard EDPs as worthwhile prepare

N " §
. e
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“

them prior to enroliment, and most have already begun tracking the
participants. In contrast, a majority of the sponsors who think EDPs are
not worth the effort write them after enrollment, and only one has
conducted any follow-up. . v

The reaction of a prime sponsor to EDPs as a transition device is closely
associated with the sponsor’s use of other transition tools. Prime sponsors
who tend to do more thorough planning for transition-and emphasizg job
development also tend to view employabuility development plans as a useful
tool to promote transition.

The importance of adequate numbers *competent staff members and
the need for staff training were stressed by
One associate commented: - .

o

EDPs are an indispensable part of manpower training and development but they
place a heavy burden en the skills and judgment of the CETA staff. Unul they are
trained in some way 1t 18.a pro forma procedure that induces cynicism,in
those w? afe ashed to do X but are not sure that they are doing anything that is
meaninglul, '

.
A ’

An average caseload of 60 clients per counselor would require about
5,000 employability development specialists to serve the PSE population,
or an average of about 10 counseloss per sponsor. While some currently
employed counselors are certainly capable of providing the necessary
services, there is a need for more trained staff it this area.

——

Other Policies to Promote Transition

’

Althodgh ‘not specifically required by the reauthorization act, some

sponsors have adopted two additional policies_to improve transition’

oppartunities. One of these policies requires PSE wWorkers to register with
and actively seek employment through the Employment Service for the
duration of their stay in PSE. The other establishes placement goals for
individual employers and makes their continued participation in PSE
contingent upon an acceptable placement record. - . .

Requiring participants to actively pursue unsubsidized.jobs throygh the
Employment Service not only serves to remind the workers that PSE is not
permanent employment, but also increases their job market exposure at
little, if any, additional cost to the prime sponsor. Two-thirds of the
sponsors require PSE participants to register with the ES and remain
active job seekers.

Sponsors are required to consider ‘“‘demonstrated effectiveness” when
selecting PSE employers. Our survey found, however, that less than 30

13;J.‘J !

any of our research assocjates.
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percent had established placement goals for PSE employers and only 18
percent had ever ¢liminated a PSE employer from the program because of
poor placement performance. The fact that only one sponsor rehed as a
primary transition strategy, on the transfer of PSE participants’ into
regular jobs with their PSE employers suggests that very little pressure is
_tﬁng put on PSkgemployers to find permanent positions in their own
“orBanizations for PSE workers.

Merit Systems and Unions

The transition of PSE participants into regular* publlc sector jobs was not
significantly affected by merit hiring systems or employee organizations,

About 75~Bercent of the sponsors in our sample repbrted that the largest
PSE employer in their jurisdiction operated under a ment hiring system,
These areas had an average job entry rate of 36 percent, almost 10
percentage points lower than those without such systems. .

Two-thirds of the prime sponsors reported that some PSE employees in
their jurisdiction are covered by a cgllective bargaining agreement. In
these areas, an average of about 25 percent of the PSE workers are subject
to a union agreement. Less than 20 percent of the agreements however,
specifically address the issue of moving PSE workers into regular
unsubsidized jobs.

None of the.agreements that do cover transition permit employers to
limit vacant positions above entry level to PSE workers. There are no
limits, however, on the types of jobs for which former PSE workers can be
hired.

Six prime sponsors reported umon~related problems involvipg transition
issues. For the most part, however, they were persh}ua‘lﬁ'levances or other *
minor problems. Sixty percent of the field research associates reported that
unions were neutral in their attitude toward PSE transition. None believed
that the unions resist the transfer of PSE workers to unsubsidized jobs, and
30 percent reported that the unions encouraged $uch transition.

A . s . .
SUMMARY ' ) . . i,

[N ‘

The reauthorization act attetnpted to revitalize the transition objectives of
the PSE program. A slight increase in placement rates has occurred since
the act took effect. The 18-month limit on the duration of PSE
employment has generated pressure on participants to seek unsubsidized
job opportupities and on employers to-provide permanent positions for
enrollees whoge terms have come to end. It is, however, too early to assess

! * g |
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the impact on transition of other reautharization provisions such as the
stricter eligibility requirements. :

Some prime sponsors have developed intensive job placement systems to
assist PSE participants in finding unsubsidized employment, and consider
employability development plans and job development services integral
parts of their programs. However, widespread weaknesses in the transition
processes have been noted. ~ .o

o Transition planning is inadequate in most jurisdictions. Sponsors
generally do.not have the labor market information necessargto direct
PSE participants to job opportunities in industries and occuprgi:ms with
growth potential. .

» Many sponsors do not have enough adequately trained staff to
prepare meaningful employabilify development plans, nor do they have
agceess to technical assistance angk training resources in this area. Hence, in
mdny jurisdictions, EDPs have become merely a formality.

+ Placemént data are inadequate to assess the effectiveness of programs
and are not f’ported in a consistent manner by prime sponsors.

-~ »

NOTES s . .

1**Prior to 1979, a.person who entered the armed forces was recorded under
*“other positive termination.”

2. Similar results were reported in Ohio State Uniersity (1978, p- 92).

3 See also National Reseafch Council (1978, p. 229); Ohio State Umversity
(1978, p. 82); and University of Texas at Austin (1978, p. 54).
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The integrity of CETA public service employment programs was seriously
quéStioned during the debate on the reauthorization bill in 1978. The
criticism came from several directions. The media highlighted “horror”
stories of fraud and abuse. Congressional mail described abuses in local
programs. The Governmént Accounting Office reported that CETA
suffered from inadequate staff.and ineffective monitoring procedures. Even
an audit by the Department of Labor (DOL) indicate?ffhat l in every 10
enrollees in Title VIdid not meet the eligibility criteria. )

Severa) factors contributed to this state of ‘affairs, but the most
importasit were the emphasis on a rapid increase in enrollmeht in response
to the economic stimulus program of 1977, the inadequacy of monitoring
by both prime sponsors and the Department of Labor, and the failure on

imposition of sanctions in the event of improper enrollment of- PSE
participants.

of the pressure on prime sponsors to increase PSE enrollment

fr 00,000 in May 1977 to 725,000 by March 1978 was notéd by

1978a, p. H8164): ' .

-

- fraud, some abuse! and some terrible cases of mismanagemenf. Indeed, it is
something of a miinor niiracle that there were not more problems than we have

already witnessed. =

121

[

135

the part of Congress to explicitly address the assignment of liability or thé

ongressman Ronald A. Sarasin in August 1978 (Congress:‘b(al Record,

+ ° . . * . " =
No $ystem of management could have survived this rapid increase without some
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The attempts to characterize the entire CETA program on the basis of
selected incidents were resented by program managers. However, it Was
apparent that program monitoring was weak, agcountablity was lacking,

, and theeligibility of participants was not adequately verified.

This chapter identifies the actions taken by Congress and DOL to
eliminate program ‘abuse, describes their 1mp|ementat10n and assesses
their Yeffects.

* CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS

To ensure better management and continued acceptance of the Public
Service Employment (PSE) program by the public, Congress used the
occasion of the CETA reauthorization to prevent further abuses:

o It required all prime sponsors to establish an ‘in'dependent unit “'to
monitor compliance with the requirements of CETA*";

o It requnred prime sponsors to install a* proven method"‘ for verifying
participant eligibility, -

o It defined the liability of the prime sponsor for the enrollment of *

“ ineligible participants;
+ It clarified the investigative responsibilities of various levels of
. administration; and

o Itcalled for the establishment of an Office of Ma'hagement Assistance
in the Department of Labor to aid prime sponsors in both solving program
problems and complying with the requirements of the ne>|egislauon.

T ]

. lNI?EPENDENT MONITORING UNITS

The requirement that prime sponsors establish an independent monitoring .
unit (IMU) was expected to strengthen the stewardship of the CETA
program. Although the requirement was triggered by instances of fraud
and abuse, the mandate was a broad one and included program review as
well The IMU was to “monitor compliance with the requirements of this
Act, the regulations issued' thereunder, and the comprehensive employ-
ment and training plan” (Title I, Sect. 121(q)). The implementing
v regulations issued by the Department of Labor emphasized the compre-
hensiveness of the review responsibilities assigned to the IMU. They called
for periodic monitoring and review of all program activities through on-
site visits and examination of program data.
As of September 1, 1979 five months after the IMUs should have been
n operation, 25 percent of the sponsors in our survey had not yet
establishied such units. The IMUs that had been established at the time of

. -y !
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.. e
our interviews (June-July 1979) had had little time to function under the ,
new requirements. As a result, much of the information on IMUs reflects

* plans and expectations, rather than operating experiefice.

Under the DOL regulations, prime sponsors were authotized to require
program agents and other subrecipients to establish independent monitor-
ing units whkenever ‘‘administratively feasible.” However, none of the
consortium or\palance-of-state prime sponsors in the study had required
any program ageqts to set up IMUs, and only one sponsor had required a
subrecipient to eltablish an IMU. Most sponsors reported that their
program' agents and :subrecipients do some monitoring, but in most
instances the monitoring has not changed since the reauthorization.

. \\m -

2
INDEPENDENCE AND AUTHORITY .

t .
The effectiveness of the IMUs depends in part on the degree of their
independence and the range of their activities. These issues, however, have
- been a continusus source of confusion. P

The implications of the term “independent” have drawh considerable
attention. The April 3, 1979, regulations stipulated that the IMU be a
“part of internal program management” and that it be independént of and
not accountable to any unit being monitored, and suggested that it report
to the CETA director or the chief elected official in, the district.
Nonetheless, some regional offices, concerned with the degree of indepen-
dence possible under this system, gave only tentative approv:&to
“monitoring units that reported to the CETA director, pending further
interpretation of the directive. An October 10, 1979, ETA field memoran-
dum'repéated the suggestion that the IMU report to the CETA director or

. . chief elected official. Although this would appear to settle the question of
the organizational location of the IMU, some confusion sfill exists. The
field memo has been interpreted by some to mean that the units should be
separate entities.‘outside:the prime'sponsor.” )

An attempt by the Department of Labor to define the permissible
dctivities of the IMU also resulted in confusion. A preliminary field memo
prepared in June 1979 would have precluded the use of IMt}s to perform
the participant-eligibility reviews that are required by the law and that
must be conducted within 30 days of enrollment. The memo further stated
that IMUs could not be “in chaége of, or a part of the Equal-Employment
Opportunity (EEO) unit.” This draft -was widely circulated through
informal channels, and'many sponsors, assuming that its provisions would
be imposed, organized their units to conform to it. The final version,
released four months later, reversed these policies, and currently, IMUs
are used for these purposes.
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In our survey, approximately 90 percent of the IMU heads were
appointed by the CETA administratars and reported to them. The CETA
director generally defined the scope of the IMU’s activities and the
disposition of its findings. *In most cases, the director granted the IMU a
large degree of freedom One field representative noted that the support of
the CETA director had assured independent action by the IMU. “The key
thing," he said, “is that the administrator-is interested in giving the IMU a
large measure of independence.” . ’

In some instances, however, the CETA director has seriously. limited the
authont) of the IMU Two sponsors, for example, did not permit the IMU
to choose the subject matter to be reviewed. The attitude of one sponsor
was described in these terms: .

4
The sponsor seems to considér the estdbhshmcnt of the unit merely a formality, he
does not see® to be concerned ‘with the issue of 1ts powers. It 1s also worth noting
that the head of the umit has still not been appointed, so that control 1s remaining
with the admimistrator as long as possible -

All of the IMUs had the authority to review qany pertinent records and
to interview appropriate individuals. At the time of our study, about two-
thirds of the units had exercised this authority. Similarly, all of the units
were permitted to visit work sites without advance notice, although léss
‘than half had done so. However, four out of five IMUs were not permitted
to issue reports to outside persons without specific approval of the CETA
administrator or chief elected official. In five areas, the IMUs may issue
reports without obtaining approval, but none had done so. .

On balance, the creation of IMUs has served to highlight the monitoring -
issue and has given the actiavity greater status and visibility.

>

STAFFING

Sponsors reported that, the number of personnel engaged in monitoring
and evaluation was slightly larger than the number of personnel assigned
to IMUSs; these figures suggest that some program review activities were
performed by persons outs'de of the IMUs (see Chapter 2). The newly
designated IMUs accounted for an average of five full-time monitoring and
evalaation positions in 1979.
. Although the respurces devjted to the activity have increased only
modestly, monitoring is now likgly to be more centralized and systema- |
tized than previously. Prior to 1979, a number of areas had either no
separately identified monitoring staf, or a small separate staff that worked
in conjunction with some part-time monitoring and program review

1Y
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employees who were assigned to program lmplementatlon and operation
units.

According to the field study, most IMUs consisted of an administrator,
one or two investigators, program specialists, and a clerk. Seventeen of the
twenty-four prime'sponsors that repox:ted staffing patterns had no internal
auditors. Financial auditing is often the responsibility of personnel outside
the CETA staff. Unjts that employed auditors had an average of three.

Field associates for the study reported wide variations in the quality of
the personnel assigned to IMUs. Most said that the IMUs were staffed
with competent individuals. A few indicated that the staffs lacked
accounting and investigative skills, and one wrote that the IMU was a
dumping ground for staff deadwood.

IMU responsibilities require specialists in a large number of program
areas. Recruiting such personnel is difficult. bne field associate presented
the problem in these terms:

Much depends on the > IMU. [The staff members must be} financial wxzards, with
the ability to study “internal systems and suggest corrective steps and ,study

program operations i the field and make suggestions—a tall order. . . . So much
depends on a knowledgeable. and competent staff, But they are sadly in short
supply. . -

&

MONITORING ACTIVITIES

The emphasns on monitoring in the 1978 leglslatlon -was expected to result
in more intensive and cpmprehensive efforts in about 90 percent of the
study areas. About 60 percent of the prime sponsors indicated that their
monitoring activities were fairly evenly: divided between improving
program quality and preventing fraud and abuse. Almost a third

concentrated primarily on program quality, and about 10 percent focused

mainly on fraud and abuse. :

In gver 80 percent of the areas there will be increased monitoring tQ
check $hat CETA actually fulfills its mission to assist enrollees in obtam‘ing
unsulsidized jobs. Over three-fourths-of the study areas also expect to
increase the monitoging of participant eligibility and enrollee wages—
subjects given special attention in the 1978 legislation.

Maintenance of effort, which refers to the CETA requirement that
public’ service employment pot result”in a reduction #n the number of
"regular positions that would be filled nopmally, wds a major concern of
Congress in the 1976 CETA amendments. It was monitored in almost all
areas befere the 1978 reauthorization and has received relatively little
additional attention since that tlme (Table 36). -

LS
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TABLE6 Activities Monitored Before and After the CETA Reauthoniza-
tion, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas (percent of areas) :

- Increased
Monitored Monitored Monitoring Activity
Prior to the After the After the
Type of Activity Reauthorization Reauthonization Reauthorization?
PROGRAM QUALITY *
Assistance in transfer of .
enrollees to unsubs- :
dized jobs < 83 100 83
~ Enrollee traming 74 : 83 70
Enrolling the most
disadvantaged , 61 . 74 57
Supervision of enrollees 87 - 91 43
LEGAL REQUIREMENTS *
Ehgibdity of participants 74 96 78
Wages and wage . *
supplenientation 70 83 78
Fraud 74 83 74 '
Handling of CETA funds 87 : 96 61
Pay records 87 - 100 52
Maintenance of effort 96 96 43
Attendance of enroliees 96 - 1/00 35

Source: Based on reports from 28 areas, s

)

2Represents the percent of prime sponsors who reported either new monitoring activity
or increased monitoring activity after reauthorization.

.

Sponsors reported that verification of the eligibility of applicants for
CETA programs is a major activity of the monitoring units. In one area,
the field associate observed,

~

Client eligibility verification and the collection of information to document client
eligibility seems to be getting the most attention. One result will probably be a
smaller proportion of ineligible clients. However, the trade-off .may be that
program quality and overall program management will receiv‘ too little attention.

Eligibility verificatdon, which will be discussed in greate} détail iater in
this chapter, is difficult because it depends to a great extent on_ the
information provided by the applicants. Prime sponsors are faced with the

]
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. almost impessible task of judging whether applicants misstate information
about family income or previous employmeits

Monitoring maintenance of effort also poses~problems for Sponsors
because determinations must be made about the activities that agencies
would have supported with their regular budgets in the absence of CETA.
In the words of one sponsor, “it is easy ‘to conceal violations behind
bureaucratic rhetoric and political maneuvers.” Moreover, there is no
uniform deﬁnitionﬁ)f substitution, nor are there ghidelines to identify the
various forms it may take. .
__ Sponsors generally expressed a need for more guidance from the
national office as to what constitutes fraudulent activity. One sponsor
pointed out that, “There is a fine line between merely being out of
compliance and actual intentional fraudulent activity, especially with new
agencies which are unfamiliar with CETA.” Another sponsor reported,

~ . - .

[We have difficulty] knowing where to draw the line—whether to turn over a case
td the Inspector General or {o local authorities. There seems to be no solid basis for
making such distinctions. ‘ ’

LA

It iad been presumed that the increased use of nonprofit organizations”

* would increase the monitoring burden on prime sponsors. The evidence,
however, is equivocal. The survey data indicate that sponsors are evenly
divided on the question of whether it is more difficult to monitor nonprofit

*  organizations or government agencies. Some sponsors maintain that
nonprofit organizations are more difficult to monitor because their record-
keeping ability is inferior; others, however; feel that nonprofit organiza-
tions are more cooperative and easier to monitor because their projm§are

_smaller. o /

MONITORING RESULTS

As Ereviously noted, IMUs had done only a small amoung of monitoring
at the time of our interviews. Thus, tnost of the responses concerning the
effects of the new monitoring efforts were based more on expectatiorls than
on experience. About a third of the sponsors in the study sample thought
that more time was needed before they could predict the results of their i
monitoring. Of sponsors willing to make predictions, the number who
be‘lieved that_monitoring weuld reduce fraud and abuse exceeded the
number that did not. For the other monitoring categories, the number of -
sponsors expecting improvement was smallef than the number of sponsors
_who éxpected no changg (Table 37). ‘
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TABLE 37 Local Officials’ Perceptions of Anticipated Effects of New
Monitoring Efforts, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas (percent of areas)

. Expect Expect
Monitorng Categories Improvement No™Change

"Deter fraud and abuse 41 30

Employer performance 30 41
Service to disadvantaged 22 48
Performance of participants 15 48
Transition 11 59
Usefulness of services o 11 56

Source: Based on reports from 27 areas. .

NOTE: Details may not.add to 100 percent due to rounding.

- °

Half of the sponsors repofted that formal allegations of fraud or abuse
had been made in their jurisdictions in the last two years. These sponsors,
however, did not differ in their expectations for improvement Trom
sponsors who had not been confronted with allegations. Nor was there any
difference between the two groups-of sponsors with respact to the type of
monitoring that they perform, i.e., on-site monitoring o'r"dgsk audits.

Several CETA administrators, who bear the responsibility’ for adminis-
trating IMUs and who must face the consequences of adverse findings,
questioned the value of the increased emphasis on_monitoring. They are
concerned that the negative impact of the IMUs will outweigh any benefits
that may accrue. The observations of some field associates reflect this
feeling. . - N

[The prime spo}lsor] feels that monitoring had been conducted adequately in the
past and the IMU just adds an additional layer in his administration. He also feels
that the existence of the IMU will generate more meaningless complaints from
subgrantees and clients than in the past. . . . ; s .

The more intgnsive monitoring has probably been harmful in a minor way,
because resources are diverted from more beneficial activities——additional enroll-
ment and use of staff for counseling and development of training. . . .

CETA at the local level is already overcontrolled and runs the great rigk of
strangulation if this doesn’t ease up. Staff turnover is reaching alarming
proportions, and the “chilling effect” of more and more controls can only be a
further stifing of IogaLinitiatives-

.
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ELIGIBILITY VERIFICATION AND LIABILITY FOR
INELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS , .

The financial and cn%al liability penalties for enrolling ineligible persons
in CETA programs have had a profound effect on the procedures used to
verify the eligibility of participants. Although the verification requirements
in the law and regulations are specific and extensive, many prime sponsors
have gone even further to reduce their vulnerability.

The %gggulatlons prescribe four steps for determm;ng and verifying
eligibility (Sect. 676.75-3). The process begins with the completion of an
‘application form designed to provide the information® riecessary to .
determine eligibility. The applicant i ;eq% ;G%ertgfy that tfe- 3,
information provided is truQ.Th% specific ¢fgments.of the application form
are listed-in the regulations, and a sample’is ificluded in the 1979.Forms
Preparation Handbook for FY 1980 issued by the USS. Department of
Labor (1979a). The second step is the determination of eligibility based on
the information on the application. This determination may be made by
the sponsor, a subgrantee, or a delegated agency. The applicant may be :,;
enrolled immediately upon. this ﬁ%dmg Within 30 days after enrollment;,
the reauthorization act requires a desk review of the application. Finally,
on a quarterly basis, sponsors must take a random sample of new enrollees °
and verify the accuracy of the information provided on the apphcatlon
forms. Among the items that miist be verified are residence, family incoine,
family size, public assistance status,. labor force status, prior CETA
participation, and school enrollment. Verification may consist of documen-
tary evidence (driver’s license, tax forms, insurance $apers) or, when
documents are not avallabk, corfirmation by a third-pérty.

* The regulations do not t%qugre doéﬁmentatlon of ‘the items %n the
application form at the?lme it wnsﬁ‘!’m‘ﬂted ‘and initial eligibilitycan be
determined solely..o i ‘basls of ﬂae mformatlon. provided on the
appligation. .In prachee, however, appl' capts are genefal[y requlred to.
docdment income, u employmerg 1t}>suf'@ncp (UI) Status, 53cnal secunty'
number, welfare statu$) and resuience befoce a deferminatlan of elngnbxluy
is made. Over 80 percent of the sp sors repgrt that thsy v&nfy thls and
other infornfation prior to the 30-da dak audit, « ," = o

Dogumentation of application form Ytems is riot requitegd: fbmh 3(5 day
revieW either, unless an inconsistency is discovered Qurifig thé },

tly”

Again,_however, the majonty of prime sponsors mﬁ teleph
with previous employers and assemble other collatera l ev1dence o N

all items used for eligibility determination. Thus, many spofsors com ete-
ly verify the eligibility of all enrollees. Although the desk audit need no e
performed prior to enrollment almost half of the prime sponsors will ngt

. )
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. 7 enroll participants until the audit has beén completed. To protect
themselves, sponsors are *making sure, doubly sure.”

s When the required quarterly sample of new enrollees is. verified, _very
* few sponsors need do anythifig more than review the documentation
already in the participants’ files. One prime sponsor viewed the sample
verification as “overkill” and decided not to do it at all. The field associate
for the area noted,

During the desk audit the) ndentxfy errors and correct them by gathermg more
information and resolving differences. If majar errors are found . . procedures
call for venfication This may mean some or all of the mformatnon on the
application They estimate that, using this approach, they are in fact verifying 18
percent of all apphcants and are not drawing a quarterly sgmple. *

.
.

LIABILITY FOR INELlGlBLE PARTlClPANTS 0

*

N

Prior to the reauthorization act CETA did not specify that sponsors were
liable for the costs of employing mehgible,pamcxpants Tq facilitate the
rapld buildup of Title VI and to enhance the role of employment service
offices, prime sponsors were encouraged to enter into agreements that
\ assigned responsxb”fnty for eligibility, certification to "state employment
security agencies. Abous 60 percent of the sponsors in our sample had such
agieements in fiscal 1978. Where such arrangements were made, neither
the employment service nor the prime sponsor was liable for the costs
resulting from ineligible enrollments. Employment and Training Adminis-
tration (ETA) Field Memorandum 421- 78 of August 1978 spelled out.the

_+ ~departmental policy:

s

If income and residence are also verified under agreements with the SESA /welfare
agency;-current regulatlons are interpreted that neither the prime sponsor nor the
SESA/welfare agency Wlll be held liable for payments to ineligible participants.

* To remedy this'*‘no faul;"/ineligibility policy, Congress made prime

sponsors liable for the costs of ineligible enrollments, but permitted.

. determination of eligibility to be delegated with the approval of the

secretary and with reasonable safeguards and provisions for “reimburse-

ment of costs because of erroneous decisions made with insufficient care”

by the delegaged agency. The regulations added, “where funds cannot be

. recovered, the prime sponsor is responsible for such liabilities.”” This

language, however, left two questions unapswered: (1) What constitutes

sufficient care? (2) Under what circumstances will the delegated agency
have the funds to repay money misspent on ineligibles?

An Employment and Training Administration policy clanﬁcauon of

.

Q 4 .
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4 February 1979 attempted to resolve the uncertainty by ruling that, “The
' grant officer may allow costs if the system was good, effectively
“*implemented, and the total costs will not be too.great.” Byt this
formulation, too, raised as many questions as it answered. The operative
elements of the criteria—"good,” “effectively implemented,” and “too
great”—were left undefined. At this point in time, it is impossible to know *
how the policies will be interpreted and applied. .
In addition to establishing financial liability, the reauthorizagion act
makes it a criminal offens to knowingly hire ineligible persons for CETA
+ positions. Because this provision posess a direct- personal threat to
individuals responsible for hiring, it may f}{ve a greater effect on the
program than the financidl liability provisions. .

The determinatjén and gerification systems now employed go far
beyond procedur require&jl the reauthorization act or the Department /.
of Labor. These systems reflect the concern of sponsors about the liability
provisiofis of the act.'Our survey revealed a surprising” amount of
confusion about these prosions. ' ’

Although most respondénts believe that the ultimate responsibility lies
with the prime sponsor, some believe that the employment service or
program agents will be liable, and a few do not know who is liable (Table
38). Several sponsors recognized that regional and local officials were not
operating under the same liability assumptions and thought the.problem
occurred because the Department of Labor had hot provided adequate

* guidelines. .

~ - Initially, these uncertainties led prime sponsors to develop verification
systems that exceeded the requirements. A continuation of this vagueness
may have the reverse effect. At this point, no one is sure under what
circumstances liability will be imposed or who will be held liable. To
many, it appears that the department does not plan to enforce the liability
provisions at all. Already, some sponsors have cut back on their original
verification efforts. According to one field associate,

- The employment Service and prime sponsor have had problems interpreting the
regulations and getting systems in place. First, the prime sponsor required that
everything be done on gvery applicant. Now, after things have relaxed, the
employment service desk review is used as a signal to verify.

Another field associate observed that, “The’ new financial liability
provision does not seem to concern the prime too much; perhaps because
N _ heassumes that this provision is unlikely to actually be enforced.”
Many respondents feel that the longer the department waits- to begin *
monitoring and enforcing these provisions, the more likely it is that this_

- %
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TABLE 38" Perceptions of Liability (percent of respondents)

“$» Agency Which is Liable .

—
= QOther

" Prime Emplo;'mcnt (Program Agents, Don’t
Respondent Sponsor Service Contracter) Know

Prime spqnsor? - - 11
Employ ment service? 17
Regional office€ 4 4

9Based on 28 respondents.
bBased on 23 respondents.
“Based on 28espondents.

NOTE: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding

«
-~

. attitude will spread. One respondent concluded that, “A few cases will
have to be processed before one will really know who produces the cash.”
If none are processed, sponsors may conclude that the delays, burdensome
processes, arfd costs involved with verification are not worth the trouble.

DELEGATION OF THE VERIFICATION FUNCTION -

Px"ime. sponsors were reluctant to delegate responsibility for eligibility
verification because of the liability they might face. As Table 39 indicates,
they were less likely to delegate responsibility for the desk review than for
the initial determination of eligibility; they were least likely to delegate .
responsibility—for” the quarterly sample verifications. The closer the
eligibility check was to a final review, the more likely the prime sponsor
was to perform the check in-house. Almost invariably, sponsors attributed
this practice to their reluctance to accept liability for someone else’s _
mistakes. As one associate put it, “They trust themselves.”

~

PROCEDURAL CHANGES

Although many sponsors report that they have always followed proce-
" dures similar to those requlred by the reauthorization act, the eligibility
verification processes generally have become more rigorous. Over 70
percent of the sponsors reported that they had previously performed desk
checks, and 85 percent reported that the organization that performed the
reviews had “not changed. Some verification similar to the required

s

" ~
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TABLE 39 Aséignment of Eligibility Determination'and Verification

Functions, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas (percent of Sponsors) \
° X + Initial . Sample
. Organization Determination Desk Audit Verification *
. . 3
CETA administration 27 R 65 92 A
Employment service 69 19 4 ™ -
Other agency (Program . .
agent or subcontractor) , 4 . 15 < 4 ’

NOTE: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
1 . - . ’ .

. - [N . N ! ‘
s ’ .. * ~
, Quarterly sample had been done in about 40 percent of the -Sponsor areas,

although not as frequently or as systematically as is now required. Even .
among the sponsors who reported that they always had an intensive -
. verification system, however, there is agreement that current'procedures
b are more rigorous. Al one sponsor noted, “The process of verifying
eligiblity is essentially the same, although consistency is. checked more -
frequently and documentation is asked for more often.”
There are some areas, though, that required no documentation of o
eligibility before the reauthorization act. Documentation requirements
have increased in these and other areas singe the act was passed. As
examples of the more thorough procedures that have been required, one
sponsor cited contagts with previous employers and written documenta- .
tion by the welfare and Ul offices of transfer payments. Another sponsor
noted that they had never before requested wage stubs or tax records to

v

prove income. . -

\

VERIFICATION PROBLEMS X . ' .

-

Nearly every item that requires documentation can present a‘problem. The
most difficult items to verify, according to sponsors in the study, are family
status, date of %ast employment,. and nepotism. It is usually difficult, to
prove that an applicant deliberately lied. One field research assodiate

explained, -

RS N

»

_ People,don’t always hav€ the necessary documentation—they don’t pay taxes, or
drive, etc. Problems,6f nepotism are almost impossible to prevept, except through
some quirk, especjally if the deception is deliberate. . - o "

- - 3

Information-can be obtained by visiting homes and phoning neighbors,

\ /

N .
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but sponsors are reluctant to engage in this kind of prying. There is
J .growing concern for the.privacy of chents, and a feeling that surveillance
might become, excessive. Said one respondebt, with resignatior, *Some
things jusp can't be verified, short of sendigg a policeman nto the home
unannounged.” . ’
Some of these problems have been antncrpated by the Department of
. Labor "Bhe Forms Preparation Handbook allows SponNsors te use “collater-
/al con!tcacts "—verbal confirmation of items by a third' party—where
written documentation is not available. ‘

- .

/ ,

The new \enﬁcatnon requirements and the sanctions contained in the.
reauthorization act have srgmﬁcantly affected program operations.

~  IMpacT ON PROGRAM OPERATIONS

Mrrre than half of the sponsors reported that more fime was needed to
enr

participants after the act than before. Delays of thiree days to three

weeks were cited, and clients sometimes must make two visits in order to

2 provide the missing documentation. In one area, the apphcation must be

approved by four separate individuals before eﬁ)‘llment, A typical field
-associate report stated, fp

«

A
. The prime sponsor. ti)mkmg it could save time during the quarterly sample, has
elected to do elaborite venfication before enroliment. Jhis has created a
.bottleneck. Lag times up to several weeks occur.

s
v a

Prime sponsors generally take a dim view of these delays because they
do not believe that the new procedures significantly reduce‘the number of
ineligibles Nor do they believe that many ineligiblgs slipped through their
previous verification systems. They have instituted complex and time-

. cofsuming requ;;?ments only because they fear the personal and ﬁpancnal

« liability attached to the admission of ineligible participants. “More

paperwork is undertaken,” noted one field associate, “not to improve the
program, but to protect the consortium.” .

Documentatién requirements also intimidate some potential partici; ™

pants In the'view of some sponsors, requests for such detailed information.
reflect an assumption that the applicant is dishonest. Applicants, many of

e whom are eligible, sometimes refuse to provide the required documepts or

simply do not have them, and therefore drop out of the system. Concern

was expressed by several primé sponsors that the people wh@rop out may,

~ be those most in need. .
N ' ’
- .
vl > '
. i .
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Some sponsors believe that the new wage and job tenurge limits are
themselves screening devices that make detailed documentation less -
necessary. In their view, applicants are not likely to misrepresent their
situatiops _to obtain low-paying, short-duration jobs. One respondent
characterized the process as “asking applicants to provide life histories’ for
$3°90 an hour.” The underlying feeling seems to be that if the applicant is
'willing to work under those conditions, he probably needs the job. _ <

Three sponsors thought 'that enrollment levels were currently con-
strained by the new verification process, and several more speculated that
future PSE buildup could be hindered. These constraints could have
serious implications if an expansion of the PSE program was needed to
meet countercyclical objectives or to accommodate the jobs portion of the
proposed welfare reform legislation. -

Two sponsors.reported that program agents in their jurisdictions had

" withdrawn fromi the program s@ciﬁca,l’ly because of the new eligibility
verification provisions. In one of these areas, the program agent felt that
the liability to which it was subject was not worth the benefits that might
be deri\(ed*fré)m the program. In the other case, the program agents felt
that the paperwork involved in the verification system had added so much
administrative- overhead that they could®ho longer function effectively.

Although everyone agrees that accountability is desirable and that fraud
and abuseé should not be tolerated, there is concern that too m h’'is now
expected. Said one fespondent, *“The idea of a ‘zero-defect’ program in the
social service field may not be too realistic.”

Yo N

FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND ACTIVITIES

In addition to tightening monitoring procedures at the local level, the
reauthorization act also prescribed actions to be taken by the Department
of Labor. The secretary of labor is authorized (Sect. 133) to conduct any
investigation necessary to determine whether provisions of the gact or the
regulations have been violated, and is further directed to provide for. the_
continuing evaluation of all activities conducted pursuant to the act.

Fedgral activity to strengthen and improve the CETA program began
well before the reauthorizatiori act was passed, but has progressed-slowly.
The most notable undertakings have been the creation of the Office of the
Inspector General, the initiation of two new comprehensive fraud and
abuse prevention programs, ‘a departmental review of the auditing system,
an assessment of CETA technical assistance and training, and the creation
of the Office of Management Assistance.

’
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OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG)

® Created under the Inspector Generals Act of 1978 as part of a

. Bovernment-wide reform, the Offide of the Inspector General combined the
former Office of Special Investigations and the departmental auditing staff. -
The OIG is located in the Office of the Seqretary. s

Fraud and Abuse Prevention Surveys (FAPS)

Early in fiscal year 1979, the OIG conducted the ﬁr;t wo comprehensive -
reviews of CETA programs using a newly créated Fraud and Abuse
Preveéntion Survey. A FAPS review entails a month-long survey coffducted
-on-site by a team that includes an auditor, an investigator, and a program
analyst. Sponsors are required to.respond to the teport within 60 days of
its issuange, and the OIG must follow up its review. No follow-up has yet
been completed. The department had planned to'conduct 6 reviews during
FY 1979 and at least 20 more during 1980. After. the first two reviews,’
howevet, it was decided that a m.ajor revision of the survey guide was
¥ necessary. After a three-month test of* the survey instruments in
’Milwaukee,‘a condensed version of the survey guide is’ being developed.
The 20 reviews are currently expected to be carried out during 1980. It
should be noted, however, that the FAPS program covers all departmental
activities, not just CETA, and that other demands could affect the amount
of investigatory activity that will be directed at CETA programs.

Budgetary gnd staffing constraints may also limit itsviability as a tool for -

-, program control. ’
¢ The first two reviews were conducted during November and December
of 1978 in the Mabile, Alabama, Consortium and the Cherokee Nation.
They consisted of interviews with- CETA staff members, local officjals, and
past and preﬂt CETA. participants. In addition, contracts, payroll
systems, participant files, and other accounting documents were reviewed.
£\ The report on the Mobile Consortium (U.S.. Department of Labor,
1979f) concentrated on management comtrol systems for contracts,
payroll, procirement, eligibility verification, and program planning.
Conspicuously absent were. any attempts to assess the effectiveness of the
programs or the quality of the services provided. The Mobile CETA
sdizectef characterized the report as generally helpful, although he noted-
that the investigators “were not-all that knowledgeable .about CETA”
(Employment and Training Reporter, 1979, p. 195). ,

The focus -of the Cherokee Nation report was on financial control
systems, but it went much further than the Mobile Consortium review in
"assessing the services and effectiveness of the various CETA pro_g'rams.

P
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*The report concluded that, “The lack of a well developed plan for
determining the namber and types of positions, specifying clearly
attainable goals which would assure the transition from PSE employment
into regular unsubsidized employment and the failure to implement
monitoring procedures contributed to the general failur¢ of the PSE
program to meet regulatory requirements” (U.S. Department of Labor,
1979, pp. 32-33). ' A

Departmental Audits

Delays in auditing afd the resolution of questioned costs have been
chronic problems. In an attempt to coordinate the activities of the various
auditing units scattered throughout the department, the OIG was given
responsibility for this function. As yet, the new arrgngement has not yet
resulted in a significant iriprovement in either areaf although the backlog
of cases involving questioned.costs has been reduced, Moreover, in spite of
the rhetoric about increased emphasis in the detection of fraud and abuse
in the CETA program, the number of prime sponsors that were audited
was actually less in 1979 thari in 1978 (Table 40).

Nonetheless-there are ‘two promising developments The first is the,
regulatory requirement for unified audits of CETA prime sponsors.
Pteviously, prime sponsors audited their subrecipients and the DOL
audited the prime sponsors; this practice resulted in duplication of effort.
Furthermore, problems arose because the audits did not cover the same
time periods. The unified audit system is intended to eliminate these
problems by employing a single auditor to audit the entire prime sponsot
operation; the cost of the audit will be shared by the sponsor and the
department. However, like the FA rogram, the unified audit program
appears to have been thwarted by funding problems. The OIG had
planned to conduct 27 unified audits dyring FY 1979, but only one was
conducted. That audit, in the “balancd, of Massachusetts,” was funded
entirely by the prime sponsor and was copducted only because the sponsor
volunteered to participate.

In part, unified audits e not been conducted because there is no
standard formula, for dwndmg the costs between the sponsor and the OIG.
The regulations provide only that the allocation be decided on an
individual basis by “mutual agreement between the OIG and the
recipient” (Federal Register, 1979a, p. 20031). )

The second development in the area of departmental auditing was the
creation of an intradepartmental review committee to assess auditing
policies and recommend lmprovements Although the committee report
has not yet been released, the review revealed problems in the timely °
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TABLE40 Department of Labor Office of Inspector General Audit
~“Acuvitres, Fiscal 1978.1979

Numbers of

Total Number  Audits |- Aetual Number of
of Units ta. Required Auduts/Reviews,
Programs 10 be Audnc‘d’ be Audited Annually FY1978 EY 1979 ,
CETA Titles I, 1, and VI
Prune Sponsor audits 460 230 169 125
CETA.Tnle 1 . . :
Native Amencan audits . 174, ’ 174 157 165

CETA Tulke 11T '
Migrant Farm Labor

audits 80 :80 8- 3
CETA Title [V ‘ :
" Job Corps audits ° 120 120 31 T 1l
. CETA Subsponsor t . R
Report reviews 40,000 20.000 9,633 13.750

SOURCF Senu-Annual Report of the Inspector General, U.S. Department of Labor,
June 1979.p 6. and Semu-Annual Report of the Inspector General, April 1, 1979-
September 1979, p 20. ’

s

- L] 5

need for unified audits performed on a current basis.

8

development and distribution of audit guides to sponsors, as well as the

Incident Reporting System

The Office of Investigation and Compliance (OIC) within the Employment
and Training Administration managed an investigatory program that tvas
later transferred to OIG. Under .this program, the regional office was:
required to send a Questionable Activity Report (QAR) to the OIC
whenever it became aware of a problem or potential problem within the
region. The national office of the ETA would then review the report and
assign responsibility for investigation to an appropriate agency—OQIC
itself, ti@ regional office, the prime sponsor, local law enforcement officials, -
or in extreme cases, the FBI. The program was ndt panicula?{])' effective
‘for two réasons. First, there was little follow-up; cases were logged-in and
referrals made but the OIC seldom monitéred the outcomes. Second, there
was no provision-for aflonymity within the system. .

In the fall of 1979, the Office of the Inspeqtor ‘General instituted the °

. ¢’ RN
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“Incident Reporting System™ to replace the Questiondble Activity
Reports. Under this system, which covers all DOL programs, a report is
sent directly to the OIG, which then decides what.agency, if any, should
mvestigate This system guaraptees an‘onymity to the individual filing the

_ report.
: *

OFFICE OF INVESTIGATION AND COMPLIANCE -

Once the Office of the Inspector General was established and given
responsibility for the Questionable Activities Reports, the ‘actiyities of the
Office of Investigation and Compliance (OIC) changed from reactive"
investigations to preventive monitoring reviews.

The OIC monitoring reviews bear-some réesemblance to the fraud and
abuse prevention surveys conducted by the inspector general’s staff. Like
FAPS, they‘concentrate primarily on systelns evaluations, but they focus
less on financial questions. The surveys are conducted by a team of four to
six mdnvnduals, one of whom generally has-“an accounting background”
and one of whom is an EEO specialist. The reports are based on two
elements: interviews with” participants, prime sponsor staff’ members,
contractors, and |ogalefficials; and reviews of participant files, contracts,
and other‘a&ailabI:‘%rts and audits. AlthGugh thg seléction of sponsors
to be reviewed is tlie respoffsibility of the OIC, the regional offices
recommend the sponsors.

All of the 24 reviews planned for fiscal 1979 werecompleted although
follow- ups have not yet been performed Fifty reviews are’ planned for
1980.

The most striking feature of the reports is thgir brevity. The booklet.of
interview questions is'more than 90 pages and focuses oh progfammatic
information. However, the reports do not reflect ‘this information, but
concentrate on shortcomings if financial accountability. . s

The OIC reviews and recommendations are directed to the’regional
office, not the prime sponsors. For example, one report, finding that the
prime sponsor was monitoring subgiantees after contracts had been
terminated, recommended that the regional office follow up to see that, in
the future, monitoring would be accomplished while the program was in
operation. Another report noted that the sponsor did not have a formal,
grievance procedure and recommended-that the regional office provide
technical assistance to the sponsor so that the procedure would be
instituted as soon as possible.- g

The kind of monitoring done by OIC can be distinctive. But at this
_ point, the rqles of the OIC reviews and the FAPS are not clearly
’ distinguished, and dupl_icatio_n\erﬂ’ort may result.

=
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OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ‘ASSISTANCE

The Office of Management Assistance (OMA), mandated by the reauthorl;

" zation act fo provide management assistance to any prime sponsor seeking

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

or needing such serviges, has been established within the Employment and
Training Administration. : . -
The office was ses up in October 1979 after an extensive review of CETA

technical assistance and training systems by a departmental task force. The

report of the task force characterized the department’s technical assistance *

and training efforts as#unorganized, uncoqrdinated, [and] crisis-oriented”
(US. Department of Labor, 1979g, p. 5). The recommendations, number-
ing in the hundreds, covered such matters as long-range planning, prime
sponsor participation in téchnical assistance policy, establishment of
CETA field centers, and information distribution. o 1

According to the task force reporf, the primary functions of OMA are to
identify and coordinate the delivery of technical assistance and informa-
tion. The report recommended, that the OMA serve as a liaison between
program officials in the national office, regiqnal offices, the newly.created
OMA field centers, and other ETA units. ¢

[

REGIONAL OFFICE ACTIVITIES - . .

$ .
The federal representatives in each regional office are responsible for

monitoring sponsor compliance with the law, the regulations, and the’

prime sponsors’ plans. Formal assessments of prime sponsors’ perfor-

mance are conducted annually. In fiscal 1978, 50 of the 450 prime sponsors,

were assessed as having. “serious problems”; the year before, 29 sponsors
received this assessinent. A Serious’ problem rating indicates that major
corrective action and/or technical assistance is required, and full funding
is delayed -until performance has improved. Of the 50 sponsors with
serious problems, 41 reteived that rating for their PSE programs. The
1979 assessments found serious problems in 28 argas; PSE programs were
the cause of the problems in 20 of these areas. :
Federal representatives are expected to monitor prime sponsor programs
on a‘continuing basis as well as on an anpual basis. Very little change in
regional moniforing has been Aoted since the reauthorization; a few
sponsors thought it had actually diminished. Most of the sponsors in the
survgy characterized regional monitoring as primarily desk-dudit activity.
On?hird described it as an even combination of on-site and desk review.
16 addition to their monitoring responsibilities, regional officials also
prévide technical assistance to prim¢ sponsors and are the first line of
contact between sponsors and the national offices. However, sponsors may
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be reluctant to seek aid from federal representatives who subsequently will
assess their programs. The report of the Technical Assistance and Tramning
Committee highlighted thls problem (U.S. Department of Labor, 1979¢g,
pp. 21-22): )

In the last few yeafs, a sigmificant attitudinal change has been takmg place between
prime sponsors and the Regional Office This has created almost an adversary
relationship  There 1s an increasing tendency for prime sponsoyl;s 10 view regional
staff as compliance enforcers rather than helpers. Prime sponsors‘are holdmg back
on requesting technical assistance from the regions. They believe the staff 1s unable
to provide it or are afraid the request will ‘be looked upon as a deficiency in
performance The adversary relationship is thought to have been worsened by the 1
new CETA legislation with its emphasis on prevention of fraud? mismanagement,

and abuse. .

. SUMMARY ' )

~

The impact of the independent monitoring units will probably be small.

Prime sponsors, - uncertain about DOL “requirements concerning the

organization -and permissible activities "of IMUs, have been slow to”

establish such units. Most of the units have been created from preexlstmg
» .  monitoring or evaluation units and do not represent a major change in
organization or activities. Sponsors are generally reluctant to assess the
IMUs at this point, but few expect that IMUs will result in better program
operations or less fraud and abuse. Consequently, many sponsors view the
IMU as an admlmstratlve burden that may create more problems than it
solves.

Many sponsors have decided to use their IMUs to perform the eligibility
verifications mandated by the reauthorization act. Although the
verification requirements are clearly’ defined,and quite extensive, most
sponsors are goirig far beyond them in order to avoid the possibility of
being held liable for ineligible participants. These procedures will reduce
the number of ineligibles entering the program but will also requlre a
sighificant investment of time and money. Some concern has been
expressed that the procedures used to verify eligibility subject apphcants to
mvasnons of privacy and result in delays in enrollment.

Momtormg activity at_the federal level has become increasingly. self-
initiated rather than reactive. Both the Office of Investigation and
Compliance and the Office of thé Inspector General have begun preventive
review programs. However, only three reviews have been conducted by the
inspector general, and neither office has done any follow-up, hence, the
effects of the new programs cannot be assessed at this time. . ¢
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Findings and
Recommendations

“The recommendations of the -Committee on Evaluation of Employment

and Training Programs are based on the committee’s assessment of the
effects of the 1978 CETA amendments o public service employment
(PSE) programs. In developing its assessment,,the committee focused its
attention on the extent to which the new amendments are serving the
objectives of the act. These:objectives include increasing the proportion of
jobs allotted to the most dlsadvantaged preventing displacement of p
employees by CETA workers, and providing temporary PSE jobs that
to unsubsidized employment. .

The committee has been sparing in its recommendations 1
legislative changes, because it is aware that repeated changes An policy,
program direction, and fundmg levels have kept the CEI system in
turmoil since its mceptlon in 1973. The 1978 provnsmns wez€ particularly
traumatic.

. The committee believes that CETA desperately needs "a period of

stablhty during which recent changes can be absorbed and results can be

assessed. For this reason; the committee urges that major: leglslatlve__
changes in public service employment titles be deferred until CETA comes

up for reauthorization in 1982, unless modifications are needed to counter

> A o
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This chapter pr&scnts the recommendations of the Commmce on Evaluation of Employment
and Training Programs . v
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rising unemployment. However, the, committee Proposes some Mminor.:

techriical changes that would facilitate implementation of the 1978

amendments. The secommendations are presented in two major sectionss
. program substance and program administration.

.

SUBS'fANTIVE CHANGES IN PROGRAMS

The CETA reauthorization act made a number of substantive changes in(m
tﬂe design of public service employment programs: it established a separdte
title (Title IID) to provide PSE jobs for the low-income, long-term
unemployed; it lowered the authorized wages that could be paid to
participants; and it required that training andother services be provided to
‘enrollees to prepare them for unsubsidized” jobs. This section deals with
recommendations relating to eligibility criteria, selection,of participants,
wage provisions, and emplbyability development activities.

T,

e 2
.

ELIGIBILITY PROVISIONS AND PARTICIPANT SELECTION FOR PSE
JoBs - '

One of the most persistent issues in CETA has been how to set ‘eligibility
criteria for public service jobs programs. Under the original act, the
criteria were yery broad; any person unemployed for 30 days was eligible.
This loose screening requirement enabled PSE employers to select the
most qualified pArticipants from among the eligible applicants and
adversely affected the enrollment of the most disadvantaged among the
unemployed. Congress has repeatedly attempted to correct this situation,
and the 1978 reauthorization act is the most recent effort in thigﬁg_;rec‘:tibn.
The following questions were addressed by the committee: (1) Are the
revised eligibility criteria directing PSE jobs to the most disadvantaged?
(2) What is the most effective way of assuring that the most needy
applicants will be sélected for jobs? P :

Findings . . %
* Data from 4 sample of-prime sponsor areas and other sourcesindicate ;.
" that new enrollees are younger, poorer, less well educated, and more likely .
. to be women and members of-a minority group than those enrolled prior fo,
““the reauthorization act. . e : ;o
o-Despite the requirement that special consideration be giveq/’/ to
disabled and Vietnam-era veterans and to public assistance recipients, the
percentage of disabled and Vietnam-era veterans is about the same as
before the reautharization: The proportion of AFDC recipients ’gmq other
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e.puplic welfare beneficiaries has risen but is still low compared with the
share of AFDC participants in the eligible population.

o Because there are only minor differences in the eligibility criteria of

Titles IID and V1, distinctions in PSE enrollges between the two titles are

becoming less pronounced. ’

© e o To ensure that those most in need are selected frogf among the

eligible population, the act has identified a number of groyhps to be given

special consideration. Except for Vietnam-era vetersfls and welfare

recipients, local sponsors are not mounting outreach efforts to recruit and

select the specified target groups.

-,

Recommendations .

- s

The committee endorses the objective of reserving PSE positions for tHose
persons with the fewest alternativeé employment opportunities. The
, following recommendations _are proposed to einforce and enhance the
act’s effectivenéss in meeting this goal. - - » A |
&;ﬂ Eligibility ReffMyements. The reauthorization ag:'s eligibility require-
ments have effectively focused the PSE programs on the disadvantaged.
Therefore,” the committee recommends ‘that | the eligibility criteria be -
retained. However, should the scale of the Title VI program be increased
significantly for counterc¥clical purposes, the spmmittee_beligves that the
appropriateness of the Title VI criteria shod_fd be reexarmined by the
administration and by Congress. 1t is uncertain at this time whether a
< . significant number of the cyclically unemployed would qualify for Title VI
jobs under the current eligibility requirements and whether under current
time-consuming eligibility determination procedures, Title VI jobs could ..
be filled rapidly enough to countercyclical pressures.
Groups Given Special Consideration. The multiplicity of target groups
identified in the CETA legislation inuddles the objectives of the act and
) undercuts the effectiveness of the targeting provisions of the act. The
. committee recommends that Congress reduce the number of target groups or
spec:j/y" priorities among these groups. It is recognized, however, that many
groups will attempt to influence this decision of Congress. Limiting the
numba\.of ‘federally designated target groups, would not prevent ilgcal\
officials'from idéntifying other groups in needfof special assistance within,
"+ their own jurisdictions. ' ‘ BT
’ Selection Procedures. The procedure@used to choose PSE* participants
often do not result in the selection of those most in need of assistance.
.+ Reliance on “walk-in” applicants and the practice of referring the besi-
qualified applicants to openings tend to exclude persons who ltave the
greatest difficulty in obtaining unsubsidized employment. This is particu-
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: larly true for AFDC recipients. The committee recommends that
Department of Labor direct prime sponsors 16 improve methods j?’
recruiting severely disadvantaged applicants. Closer control over intaKe

processes and more objective methods of selection are among the methods

proposed. To ensure that these applicants, are referred to PSE jobs, the

. committee recommends that prime sponsors establish objective rating

systems for making referrals. Under such systems, sponsors would assign

numerical weights to characteristics such as educational attainment,
family income, or welfare status and use these weights to rank applicants

for referral to PSE openipgs. .

To ascertain, whether PSE einployment offers participants an attractive
alternative to welfare, the committee recommends that the Department of
Labor®iew the relative benefit levels provided by income transfer programs
and CETA PSE positions. ,Such a study should consider geographic
variations in welfare beneﬁtﬂg;els, variations due to family size, and the
value of in-kind benefits such ds food stamps and Medicaid in relation to
PSE wages and fringe benefits, The committee also recommends that the
Department of Labor- take additional steps to foster coordination and
cooperation between the CETA and welfare systems. The Department of .
Labor should review current policies on budget credits for placements to
determine whether they act as a disincentive to interagency cooperation
among the employment sen}'{ge, WIN, and CETA systems,

\

WAGES, JOBS, AND SERVICES, )

act was the restriction i wages that could be paid to participants. The act
lowered the,nation: average PSE wage and provi_d‘ed for indiyidual area
adjustments above and below the average, based on the relationship
between national average wages and the area’s average wage for
unsubsidized jobs. It also limited the extent to which local governments
could supplement wages with their own funds. The intended effect of these
provisions is to prevent CETA from attracting workers from private,
industry; discourage substitution of CETA workers for regular public
employees; increase the number of unemployed persons that ¢an be
enrolled with available funds; and encourage the development of.jobs that
are appropriate for low-skilled disadvantaged workers.

Among the central questions addressed by the committeg were: Can
prime sponsors, in areas where prevailing wages are generally higher than
allowable CETA average wages, establish suitabl?FéE jobs that meet both
the new low-wage standards and the prevailing wage requirements? Will
the low' authorized wage result, in “makg~work” jobs rather_than in

-One of the rfrest si:ﬁ?'nt changes made by the CETA reauthorization

I3
-
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-

employment that is useful to the community and beneficial to the
participant? ‘

Findings

The new CETA wage prgwisions are having a major impact on PSE wages
and are affecting the types of jobs and services provided by RSE and the
‘level of skills available among participants. Twenty-three of the 28 areas
studied were required to reduce the average wage paid to new participants
in 1979. .
o The disparity between prevailing wages and permissible PSE wages is
greater in some areas than in others because the calculation of average
PSE wages for an area is largely based on private settor wages, but
. géographiic variations in private sector wages do not necessarily corre-
spond with variations4n government wages. - '
o In most cases, sponsors adjusted to lower PSE wages by cutting back
on professional, technical, paraprofessional, and craft positions and by
" establishing new positions at lower skill levels; sény sponsors also planned
to restructure positions. In a few cities, PSE programs were sharply
curtailed because of the wage gap.
« In areas required to cut back wages, PSE activities are deemed to be
. less.useful than they were in the past. .
-« Lower wages, along with restricted eligibility criteria, also appear to
beraffecting the skill level of participants. In three out of four areas new
enrollees had fewe J job quallﬁcatlons than past partiCipants.

It may be inferred that subsqtutlon will decrease as a result of the lower-
wage provisions because the provisions have reduced the use of PSE for <
basic public service functions where substitution is likely to occur, lowered
qualification of new enrollees, and ipcreased the proportion of posmons in
nonprofit agencies: .
. W * -, ot - P . . . -

Recommendations . g . : - .

»>
—

Ideally, a CETA wage policy would maximize the participation of
disadvantaged persons in PSE programs, while providing services that are
«  useful to the community and beneficial for the participant. However, if a .
choice must be made between these goals, the entry of the disadvantaged
irito PSE jobs is closer to the central purpose of CETA. ’ ‘
Wage Policy. Because of their effectiveness in meeting the reauthorization
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(Objectives, the act’s policies governing prevailing wage, average wage,
maximum wage. and wage supplementation should be retained. However,
some minor modifications in the wage provisions are suggested.”

Area Adjustment of the National Average Wage The national PSE
average wage is adjusted for each area on the basis of the relationship
between average wages for all public and private jobs in the area and the.
national average wage. The area adjustment factor is based largely on
wages in private industry, which employs 82 percent of ‘all workers.
However, three-fourths of all PSE workers were employed in government
agencies, and differences in private industry wages among areas are poor
indicators of area differences in government wages. In areas where the PSE
average wage is less than the ‘wage prevailing for most entry le\gel jobs in
government, it is difficult to create PSE positions. Therefore the Depart- .
ment of Labor should change the method for computing area wage
" adjustments. Consideration should be glyen to increasing the relative weight

. of government wages in thlS calcullanon wg

Supplementation Limits. Prior to the 1978 amendments, some sponsors,
“through supplements, established PSE positions that paid well above the
average for ‘unsubsidized jobs. These high-wage ‘positions were also

. thought to be susceptible to substitution. To deter this practice, the
reauthorization act forbids supplementation of Title 11D wages and limits
supplementation of Title VI wages to 10percent of the maximum CETA
wage in most areas and 20 percent in a few high-wage areas. Because the
dimits on-supplementation appear to be accomplishing their purposes, theyp
should be retained for most areas. However, in casgs wheré PSE wgges——,
including supplements, are below the entry wages for almost all of the jobs in
local government, Congress should authonze a 10 percent increase in .
supplements.

Maximurm\Wage. There is no-provision for -adjusting the PSE maximum
* wage to reflect the effects of inflation. It remains fixed at $10,000 for about
half of the CETA areas.and may be as much as $12,000 for the remaining
areas with above average wages. To adjust for wage escalation, Congress
should prowde thgt the PSE maximum wage be modlﬁed annually by the
procetlure used for adjustmg the PSE average wage.

Further Review of Wage Effects. The impact of the new wage provisions

*should be reexaminéd by the Department of Labor and Congress in the fall
of 1980 to provide an assessment of their long-term effects. By that time
sponsors will have had more experience in dealing with the wage
restrictions, and it will be possible to distinguish between problems that
are mtnnslc to the act and those that can be solved without legislative
action.

- - ~»' -

-




Yo 12
Py .

P . 148 L ' THE NEW CETA |

.

TRANSITION AND EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT

The placement of enrollees in unsubsidized employment (transition) has
been a constant, albeit sometimes neglected, goal of PSE programs. The
reauthorization act reasserts this goal and prescibes employability develop-
ment services to facilitate transition from PSE jobs to unsubsidized ¢
employment _PSE, particularly in Title IID, is to be nfore closely
integrated with otheg_tsefning activities to enhance skills, provide useful .
work experience’, and increase the prospects for)regular employment.
The major issue examitred-by the committee was Zhe extent to which®,

congressional emphasis on transition.is, reflected in the émployability

. development and placement activities of prime sponsors. o e

v oman?
.

- Findings - ’ .
- =~ i

Job entry rates in a sample of study areas were slightly higher in fiscal

"1979 than in fiscal 1978. The 18-month limit on duration of enrollment is a.
g  factor in this ange.\Moset prime sponsors in the survey believed that the
eligibility requirements under the reauthorization act would have the effect
of incredsing enrqllments of those most difficult to place and would
ultimately reduce the transttion possibilities. Job‘éntry rates for those .
terminating *from the program may be affected by local employment
prospects, as well as by the characterigfics of participants, but the study
emphasizes that management practi%;s may also be a key factor..Despite
slight increases .in the job entry rate, widespread weaknesses in transition
processes have been noted: . ooy

: s
o .o y

»o

-

. ° " a :
. °Sponsors differ in the imgortanc'e\—they attach to /;mployability
development plans (EDPs), the manner in which they prepare pians, and -
the extent to which they follow up on plans. Forty percent of the sponsors
“studied were not taking EDPs seriously, and nearly %ne-third did not have
g trained staff to carry out the function/properly. - .
.+ More than one-third of the sponsors identified training and employa-
+bility development as a problem in implementing new requirements."Many
had not yet worked -ofit strategies for integrating tfaininw with public
service employment activities. - , I e
o Transition planning is inadequate im many jurisdictions, in~ patt
because sponsors ]aick jab market information that is specific enough for

* .. planning placement activities. ) -
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“Recormendations '

Employability Development Plans. To make employability development
plans meaningful the Department of Labor should provide prime sponsors
with EDP models and other technical assistance to aid them in developing
staff capabilities in the area of transition. ‘ .

Job Development Information Needs. The Depariment of Labor should
prepare and disseminate e¢xamples of techniques and procedures Jfor
identifping, soliciting, and developing job opportunities for CETA termunees.
These should be based on the experience with the job bank and with other
automated information systems in the employment service, the unemploy-
ment insurance system, and the CETA system.

Further Research. Two major " gbstacles hindered the committee’s
attempt to assess the effects of the reauthorization act and the variations in”
local management policies on job entry rates. First, the effects of the act
. were not reflected by most of the terminations at the time of the survey,
.because the individuals affected had entered the program before the new
“provisions of the reauthorization act Jvere implemented. Second, there
were wide variations in the reporting procedures used by prime sponsors,
and ‘these variations precluded an_accurate assessment of placement
results. The committee believes that at least one year of experience with
termination under the reauthorization act is essential for an accurate®
assessment of its impact. The committee, therefore, recommends that the
Department of Labor arrange for supplementary surveys to be conducted
when sufficient time has elasped to identify and measure the effects of the
1978 amendments on trgnsition and the relationship between placement

results and local management policies and practices.

~
>

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION *

The CETA reauthorization act sought to tighten program accountability
throughout, the system and attempted to simplify administration by
reducing the amount of paperwork involved in the grant application
-process. The findings and recommendations in this section of the chapter
focus on the implementation of legislative and other programmatic

w their effects oni the management 6f CETA programs.

MONITORING AND ELlGl_BlI.lTY VERIFICATION -

. - . .
The reauthorization act and accompanying regulations mandated specific
actions to reduce the incidence of fraud and abuse and to tighten controls
and accountability. Independent monitoring units (IMUs) were*to be

» .
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established at the pnme sponsor and_subcontractor levels to monitor all
program activitiés and management practices. At the federal level,
resp‘onsxbxht) for comphance was centered*in a newly created Office of the
Inspector General. The act also required prime sponsors to establish an
acceptable system for eligibility determination and verification and defined
the hability of prime spgnsors.

The central question 1s whether\the Department of Labor and pnme
sponsors are implementing effe¢tively the monitoring and ehgibility
verification provisions of the act ahd whether the oversight activity
adversely affects other program activities. s

Findings

.

Most sponsors 1n the study sample did some monitoring before the
reauthonization act. However, the creation of IMUs has given prominence
and more structure to this activity. At the time of the survey, some
sponsors had not yet set up IMUs and few had arranged for monitoring
units at the subcontractog level The establishment of IMUs was hampered
by uncertainties relating to the scope of IMU activities and the degree of
IMU independence. In areas that had established IMUs, the size and
quality qfstaﬂ' posed problems.

o Nearly all IMUs report to CETA administrators who define their
investigative and management review functions and determine procedures
for corrective action. Under these circumstances, the degree of indepen-
dence is likely to vary considerably.

s The range of subjects covered by IMUs reflects a fack of direction.
Over three-fourths of the sponsors in the study sample expect to increase
attention to questions of eligibility and wages, but maintenance of effort
investigations are not being pressed.

¢ In some instances, IMU staff were reported to lack specialized skills
needed.for effective monitering.

4
One of the consequences of assigning liability for ineligible participants
to prime sponsors is that sponsor§$ have becomic reluciant to delegate
responsibility for eligibility yerification to the employment service or other
organizations. Procedures for determining and documenting eligibility are
detailed and time consuming. Sponsors report that the processing of new
enrotlges is slowed as a result. In the event of a cyclical rise in
unemployment, these procedures might prevent sufficient increases in

enrollmgnt. » ¢

" At thé national level, resbonsib_ility for program moniforing of CETA is;

- -
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assigned to a newly created Office of the Inspector General, various
auditing units, and an Office of Investigation and Compliance. Problems of
‘toordination, policy differences, and inadequate funding have hampered
the activities of those offices. For the most part, federal monitoring is
performed by regional representatives of the Employment and Training
Administration. Many of these regional representatives handle technical
nassnstance as well as compliance, and this dual responsibility.hampers their
effectiveness in both roles.

Recommendations ; -

Monitoring. The quality of the staff of independent monitoring units
varies considerably. Many IMUs lack personnel with accounting and
investigatory skills. The Department of Labor should provide training and
technical assistance to IMUs and to regional monitoring personnel. N

Sponsors are uncertain about what constitutes fraud and abuse and
which cases should be referred to federal investigatory personnel. The
Department of Labor should develop a monitoring guide for sponsors and
publish examples of effective sponsor monitoring systems. The department
should also distribute information about problems which have been
discovered and the issues involved in their resolution.

Federal representatives are currently in the untenable position of
monitoring programs for which they have provided technical assistance.
Prime sponsors, for their part, are reluctant to ask for help from regional
staff who will subseqiently monitor their programs. The committee
recommends that technical assistance and monitoring Junctions be sepa-
rated at the regional level.

Coordination of Monitoring Activities. Monitoring occurs at all adminis-
trative levels. At the national level, both the inspector general and the
.Office of Investigation and Compliance in the Employment and Training
Administration have begun sarveys to preveht fraud and abuse; regional,
offices prepare evaluations through annual performance assessments; and
prime sponsors have established monitoring units that perform day-to-day
reviews. Very often, however, the relationship among these organizations
is unclear, leading to duphcatlon of effort. The Department of Labor should
review the monitoring activites of all levels of administration in the CETA
system to clarify the role of each and 1o integrate monitoring efforts.

The DOL unified audit system (a plan for auditing subcontractors and
prime sponsors simultaneously) has not been implemented, in part because
no rules have been developed for distributing audit expenses between
sponsers and the Office of the Inspector General. Regulations for allocating”
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“the cost of unified audits should*e developed by the Department of Labor,
and steps should be taken to zmpIer)ent unified-auditing.

Eligibility Verification and Liability. Because of a stricter mterpretatmn
of habilty, and uncertainty as to how liability provisions will be enforced,

prime sponsors have developed elaborate systems for eligibility .

. venfication. These procedures are slowing down enrollment and causing
< some applicants to drop out of the system. The Department of Labor
should clarify its liability policy and begin to enforce the hability provisions
of the act. Liability policies should be consistent across regions. Among the
items that should be explicitly stated are the dollar amount at which
misspent monies are cSnSidered “too great,” what constitutes an “effective
system™ of elgibility venfication, and the circumstances under which
w‘pnme sponsors must notify national or regional officials if ineligible
participants are discovered.

Present procedures for eligibility verification are excessively complex in
some areas, and may not be justified by the incidence of ineligibles entering
the PSE program. To relate the costs of eligibility determinations more
realistically to the incidence of ineligibility, the Department of Labor
should develop a flexible procedure, permitting less frequent sample
verifications in areas where 1mproper enrollments are uncommon.

THE PLANNING SYSTEM

The objectives of the CETA planning system are (1) to formulate goals on
the basis of local needs, (2) to involve the community, in.the planning
process; and (3) to provide a systematic basis for federal evaluation of
budgets and operations. As CETA evolved, the third objective oversha-
dowed the first _two; plans became an awesome collection of grant
applicagions for specific titles. The CETA reauthorization act sought to

issue is whether these planning objectives are being met.

Findings ~

s The study finds that the planning documents must contain more
detail under the reauthorization act. than in the past. Most sponsors
consider the present plans more time.consuming, no easier, and no more
useful than previoug plans.

o In many cases, demographic and labor market data are among the
jtems not available in a form that is useable for planning.

« Annual plans are, still a series of grant applications rather than an _

simplify planning documents and reduce paperwork. The act also required .
that planning councils become more representative of the community. The ~
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integrated and comprehensnve area plan. The basic problem stems from the
ambiguity of the leglslatlon On the one hand CETA provides local
authorities with flexibility to allocate funds on the basis of local needs, and
on the other hand, it requires local sponsors to comply with nationally
determined ObjCCthCS and priorities.

e Most of the sponsor§ in the study sample were expandmg the
membership of advisory councils, bit the influence of planning councils
does not appear to have grown; the decision-making process has remained
largely centralized in the CETA administrator’s office,

* At the time of the study, prime sponsors were beginning to activate
anate Industry Councils (PICs) to intrease private sector participation in
CETA. The study finds that the relationship between PICs and advisory
councils is still evolving. Thére appears to be some potential for
" duplication and fragméntation of operations as well as planmng

-

[

Recommendations %

Improving the Qualzty of Plans. To serve as a bluepnnt for action, plans
should describe the local labor market setting and identify the population
in need of service and the institutions that can provide those services.
Evaluation of the effectiveness,of various approaches that have been tried ]

~ in prior years should be an integral part of the planning documents.
Information on dther federal, state, and local programs in the communi-
ty—economic development community development, housing, energy
comservation, and health—should also be incorporated in local plans. It is
essential that plans contain information that is useful for management at-
various levels of government. The committee recommends that the
Department of Labor provide greater assistance to sponsors for zmp;ovmg

. the .quality of plans so that they may serve as a better” 5aszs «for
comprehensive planning. This ¢éan be done throt{gh,tr/aumng sessnons and
materials on the principles and methodology of planning. In pnme spousor‘. o
jurisdictipns that are too large for central planning, technical assistance. .
should also”be provided to program agents and other subjurisdictions.

Labor Market Information. One of the pervasive problems in planning is . <
the lack of appropriate information on the labor force, employment
outlook by industry and occupatioy, and unemployment in.the population
as a whole and among pamcular groups such as women, mmontles, and
youth. The major source of ‘this information is the state employment
security agency. Because labor market information is prepared for many
different users, the data provided to CETA sponsors are often outdated\

§

incompatible with the geographlc unit covered by the prime sponsor,-or
not sufficiently detailed for the specific needs of CETA users. The

) l
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committee recommends that -the Department of Labor devote* more
attention. staff. and resources to labor marhet information systems
appropnate for CETA planming. Information systems should be improved
in several ways research should be undertaken on the kinds of information
needed for \analytical and operating purposes, data sources should be
examined and data-gathering systems coordinated, and techmques for
esimating unemployment, occupational demand, and the supply of
trained workers should be improved. The system needs quality controls
and methods for disseminating information to users on a timely basis It 1s
especially important to mvolve CETA prime sponsors, employment
security agencies, and education agencies 1n joint efforts to produce labor
market information that 1s more relevant for Iécal use.

Reduction tn Paperwork. Although the reauthorization act attempted to ~

" reduce paperwork, the study found that the master and annual plan

requirements are no less onerous than past requirements. The cammuttee
recommends that the Department of Labor, in consultation with prime
_Sponsors. establish a task force to review the guidelines and eliminate
requirements for nonessential details. Statistical profiles of the eligible
population for each separate program, occupational summaries of public
service jobs, and planning budgets are among the items jdentified by
respondents as excessxvely detailed.

Stabilizing  Appropriations and . Allocations. Congressional delays in
appropriations and uncertainties in funding levels have frustrated planning
and administration. The committee recommends that the administration
and Congres®ise the authority available under the act for advance Sfunding
of CETA except for Title V1. This would permit more orderly planning and
management of programs and allow more time for refining and relaying

" instructions, and for providing technical assistance and training for CETA

-

“staff The exception has been made for countercyclical PSE programs

under Title VI because the level of Title VI appropriations 1s tied to
changts in unemployment rates.

. - .‘ )
ADMINISTRATION AND INSTITUTIONAL RELATIONS -

The CETA reauthonzauon act has added to the accumulation of
prescnpuons and proscnpuons that have made public service employment
programs increasingly difficult to manage. It is questionable whether prime
sponsors have sufficient resources and staff to carry out their responsibili-
ties under the 1978 amendments or to handle an increase in enrollees that
would accompany an expansxon of PSE or a welfare reform program.

~ The reauthorization act failed to resolve the long-standing problem of
the federal-local relations in the administration of CETA. The original act
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was deliberately ambivalent in delineating rol?as. In an effort to compro-
mise differing views, it shifted the administration of rﬁhnpower programs
to state and local officials but mandated a substantial oversight role for the
federal establishment. This set the stage for continuing tensions. In some
respects these have been exacerbated by the reauthorization amendments
that inherently give greater weight to the federal role, at least in the
introductory ;;hases. The issue isé;‘)w best to reconcile the respective roles
and interests of federal and local officials. . .
Also unresolved by ‘the reauthorization act are relationtships between
" CETA prinfe sponsors and state employment security agencies. In effect,
CETA established a network of offices, some of whose functions overlap
those of the employment service system. Congress did not, in the
reauthorization act, attempt to clarify the relationship. The committee is
« concerned with how best to utilize the special-competence of both systents .
to promote the objectives of manpower programs. :

.

~
.

Findings

2

. ment programs was seriously affected by delays in funding, shifts in the
-leve] of allocations, and changes in enrollment goals...Moreover, the
introduction of new regulations and changes in policies kept operations in-
constant turmoil. ’ ,

e Looking beyond the first year, sponsors in the study sample believed
that complying with wage provisians, tracking the length of stay of
enrollees, providing employability development and training, and deter- o -
minifg and verifying eligibility would pose long-term operating problems.

» Programmatic changes in PSE, along with requirements for monitor-
ing, planning, and reporting have increased record keeping and other
administrative activities. The staff and resource implications of these
changes are considerable. Although their full costs were not realized at the
time of the survey, admiﬁistrgtive cost ratios did increase.. Furthermore,
staff turnover and morale reflected the strains and.burdens associated with
the growth and instability of the system. °

o The reauthorization act, by increasing speci}ications for eligibility,
wag&s’?f"énuré, and other program requirements, has tended to reduce lgcal
flexibility. o

o Greater interaction between local sponsors and federal officials
. produced frictions that centered around interpretation of rules, pressures
for meeting enrollment poals, and implementation of new provisions.

» The closg working relationships between the employment servicé and
prime sponsors, fostered by the 1976 améndignts to CETA and the

o During #he transition year, fdn%inistration of public service employ-
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expansion of public service jobs programs in 1977-1978, have begun to
erode. Although the use of employment service offices for placement of
enrollees has increased il some areas, there is I®s dependence on the
employment service for eligibility determination and verification.

Recommendatioffs

Staffing. The commuttee recommends that the Department of Labor study
the staffing and cost unplications of implementing amendments to CETA.
Unless sufficient resources are made available, some of the act’s provisions,

" such as monitoring or preparing employability development plans, may

become pro forma exercises. The committee also recommends that the DOL
Office of Management Assistance provide technical assistance to local
sponsors to improve merit systems, personnel standards, staff development
practices, and organizational structures and to takewps Lo improve
employee morale and reduce turnqver.

Federal-Local Relations. The tensions arising from the grasp of the
“feds” and the reach of the “locals” may be intevitable in a decentralized
block grant program. However, it may be possible to reduce some of these
tensions. Most of the friction during the transition year stemmed from the
delays and lack of-uniformity in the interpretation of ;he regufations. To
minimize this problem, thé committee recommends that Congress allow
more time for the implementation of new legislation. The Department of
Labor, in turn, should allow more time for dissemination and review o
proposed rules. A longer lead time would permit more time for planhmg
and training of local staff, and would reduce mlsunderstandmgs

Employment Service~CETA Relations. The committee recommends that
the Department of Labor arrange for a study of incentives that affect
coordination in intake and job placement services to determine whether
changes in placement credits or other measures would induce closer
coordination. )

A more basic problem, however, i_s;thgfcoexistence of two national
networks with related functions. The reauthorization dct required that the
secretary of labor recommend improvements in the Wagner-Peyser Act to
ensure coordination with CETA, but the Department of Labor has not yet
filed its report. The committee recommends that, Congress establish an
independent commission to examine the roles and functions of both CETA
and the employmerz,,servtce and to propose methods for harmonizing the two

‘manpower systems. -

Coordination with Other Agenc:es Empbhasis on basic education and skill
training for youth in the administrafion’s- 1981 budget proposals would
necessitate coordinatﬂl‘l\"\gtwet{q CETA and vocational education agen-

A
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N
cies The administration’s welfare refornt propbszils woul end on close

coordination between CETA and welfare agencies. The comMittee sees a
need for the Department of Labor to study the coordinationi of CETA
agencies with the edug'atton and welfare systems. and with Private Industrp

Councils (PICs).
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TABLE A-1 CETA Appropriations, by Title, Fiscal 1974fl 981 (millions of dollars)

- . T ~ - < g T = <

—Eiscal 1976

. . . Budget
) - Fiscalr Fiscal  July 1975- July- | Fiscal Fiscal  Fiscal ¥ Fiscal Fiscal
Title? 1974% 1975 June 1976 Sept. 1976 1977 - 1978 1979 1980 1981

TOTAL - . 2,265.6 3,742.8 5,741.8 5976 - 8,052.8 8,124.9 - 10,289.7: 8,124.6 10,3b5.4

'ComprehensiveManpowerPrograms 1,190.0 18194 1,848.4 453.8 3,480.7 2,267.9 23607  2,915.0 ’2,917.9
o .-

I(11A,B,C) ., 1.0J00 15800 1,580.0 3954 1,880.0 1;880.0 1,914.1 2,054.0  2,117.0
"{80.0 2394  2684.. 584 1,600.7° 3879 3716 536.00 6509 -
- - - -, - 75.0 3250, 1500

Youth Programs | 4556 6484  668.4 43.8 1 s 869.1 L,173.0 .2,023.6 2,100.6 2,789.4

1500 - 1750 _140.0 43.8 2741 . 4170 1,238.4"- 1,492.0_  1,950.4%
E leouth ’ 3056, 4734 5284 - .« 5950 756.0 7852 608.6  §39.0

- .
= ||m Provided by ERIC
PN \ .
v . M




<

Public Service Employment Programs  620.0 1,275.0 3,225.0 100.0 3,703.0 4,684.0 5,905.3 3,112:0 4,598.0

11 D) 370.0  400.0 1,600.0" 100.0 ¢ 5240 1,016.0% 2,500.9 1,485.0' 2,554.0
A2 250.0 * 875.0 1,625.0 - 3,179.0  3,668.0% 3,404.4 1,627.0  2,044.0,

SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor.
L]

9Beginning in fiscal 1979, titles redesignated as shown in parentheses. ® . *

”Appropnduons for Department of Labor manpower programs orresponding wnh Tnlcs 1 and 11 of CETA, and fur the Emergency meloy-

ment Act corresponding with Title V1.

Includes $233 3 million for Young Adult Conservatiun Curps, alsu funds fur veterans prugrams (HIRL), skall traimng improvement (STIP), and
. other youth programs. .

dprivate sector initiatives, beglnning in fiscal 1979. . . ‘ ' <

Beginning in fiscal 1979, includes funds fur youth employability development projects and for the Young Adult Conservation Corps.

7$1,200-million authorized under Title Il for both Titles 11 and VL. '

8F orward funded fram 1977 appropriation under the Economic Stimulus Appropriations Act.

Includes $1,125 million for new youth legslation, proposed for later transmittal. : -

.
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TABLE A-2 Selected Charactenstics of Title 11 ¢1ID) and Tatle VI Participants, Fiscal 1975-1979 (percentage distribution)

4 ~ Fiscal 1979
- . Fiscal Fiscal Iiscal Fiscal : Apnl-
Selected Characteristics 1975 19767 1977 1978 _Oct-Dec.  Oct-March "Apnil-June®  September®
NUMBER SERVED 298,556 747,158 928,239 1,218,722 660,257 892,943 801,07 ~ 955,200
Sex: Male ) 68 65 63 61 57 56 55 ° 55
Female - 32 I I 1 39 ¢ 43 44 45 45
Age: 21 and under 23- 22 20° 21, 20 19 21 22
22-44 64 ., 64 65 65 65 65 64 63
45-54 ! 9 9 9 — 8 10 9. ., 9 "9
55 and over 5, 5 6 5 6 6 6, 6
* " . . + ;& ! *
Race/Ethnic group:€ . . .
White 69 66 69 T 67 = (699 (66)4 674 ls7yd
White (nonhispanic) NA NA - NA NA 58 . 57 55 55 °
Black 2 . 24 25 28 (284 (29)¢ (28)4 30)¢
Black (nonhispanic) * NA NA " NA NA~ .28 ° 29 28 30
Hispanic T (e (1ne (NA)E (10)¢ n . 9 2 13
Other .o 9 10 6 . 5 4 5 5 3,
. , - ) hd N ‘- ] . .
Education: 0-11 years 26 26 25 26 25 26 28, 28~
12 years 44 43 42 41 44. 43 44 43
't3 years and over 30 32 32 330 30 © 30 28 29
Economic Status: g * > Y -
AFDC recipient 6 6 9 1 n 1t 12 12
E xl‘Cicgksismce, other 8 8 8¢ 8 6 7, 7 g
: ~ “




- . .

Economically disadvantaged/ 44 " s 60 78 . .17 "' * 80 "8 85
°Family incomc‘selow )

poverty leve 44 45 60 NA 58 ‘63 63 ° 65"

‘Handicapped: 3, 3 . 4 4 4 T4 4 5
~ . . = .
Veterans: Total & NA NA 24 23 19 19 17 . 17, ’
' _Specialf NA 9 L7 5 4 4 3 3
© 'Disabled . « NA 0 ' 1 1. 1 I 1 '
Uneémployment Insurance , , . . .- - .
Claimant: 13 - 14 16 . 14 s 14 13 12° ) 11

- + " =
SOURCE. Quuterly_Summary of Participant Charactenistics, Employ ment and Traming Administration, U.S. Department,of Labor.

»
«

"July 1, 1975 to June 30, 1976. ) . R
Charautenstns shown are for ndividuals served in the thud and fourth quarters af fiscal 1979. However, prime sponsors thit dld not Tewrite
therr Title I and VI grants on March 31, l979 may have reported cumulative totals for the first three quarters of fiscal 1979. No adjustment

has been made to exclude tumulative reports. ’ .

”

“Participants fur whum racual characteristics were not available were excluded from the.number served m ,;al»ulatmg the racxal characteristic
percentages. _ .

9Dye to hanges in reporting categories, rage,ethm» group data reported for 1979 are not comparable wlth earlier years. Assummg that his-
panics were Jassified as white tn prévious years, the numbers in parentheses would be camparable with those shown for fiscal 1975- 1978
Ineluded in figures for other race/ethnic groups. \ .

fDeﬁmtlon was expanded in fiscal 1978 to indude persons wnth family income between the poverty level set by the Office of Managgment and
Budget a d70 percent of thc lower lmng income standard set by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. In fiscal 1979, the definition was expanded to
include mmbers of certain Institutionalized populations.

KPropornSn ofpartlapants with family income below the poverty level set by the Ofﬁce of Managcmcnt and Budget d
”Veterans who served in [ndochma or Korea between 1964 and 1975. . ' . .

~ 1

NOTE: Dctails may not add to 100 percent due to rounding: ,
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TABLE A-3 Public Service Employment Authorized Average Wage and prest
Wage for Municipal Government Employees in Selected Occupations

» Lowest City Wage for

s PSE
Date of  Average . Janitors,
BLS Wage Typists  Refuse . v Porteys, and
Regton and City Survey  FY 1979  ClassB  Collectors Laborers  Cleaners - .
Northeast . . - ™
Boston 10/78  $7,805 $7,280 s - 9 5858 8,216
New York 5119 8,690 7,020 14,976 13,312 7,904
Philadelphia 9/78 7.855 9.880 + 10,816 10,818 9,984
Pittsburgh 2/7> 8,129 9,360 15,600 11,232 7,072
¥ ' b ’ : - -
North Central N .
Chicago ;g}wf.v 8,417 6,760 16,224 12,064 13,232
indianapolis 19~ 1,920 7,020 9,226 9,152 464
Detront e 1179 9662 '9.880 13,728 13,728 10,608
Kansas City, Mo.  9/79 7.553 6,240 8,320 6,968 7,280
St. Louts 8/78 8,050 7.280 8,944 8,528 6,968
Cleveland 8/79 8352 7,020 11,232 10,400 8,528
Columbus 4/719 4 1,351 9.360 12,896 9.568 10,816
Milwaukee , 79 7,754 8,840 12,064 11,856 10,192
South . ‘ ‘e
Washington, D.C.  10/78 . 9,540 7,280 11856 -- 9,152 9,776
Jacksonville 12/78 6,667 6,500 6,656 6,448 6448
Atlanta * 5119 7,898 8,329 7,488 . 1,696 6,656
NewOfleans - 9/79 7.2 6,760 - ¢ 1,280 -~ ¢
Memphis : 11/78 6.833 . 5,720 8,017 " 6.452 6,061
* Dallas ) 4/79 7,596 ©7,280 - 7,904 ' 1,280 6,864
Houston 9/78 8,338 6.240 10,816 7.696° 6,240
San Antonio 2/79 6.635 5,980 8,235 6.448 5824 * '
West
* Phoenix /78 6,941 7,280 9360 , 8,736 8,736
Los Angeles 10/78 7913 8320 1081 9,984 7,904
San Diego 11/78 6,962 7,280 11,648  .8,944 - 8,528
San Francisco 3719, 8935 8320 - 4@ 12,480 9,984
Denver 3719 1812 6,240 12,480 11,440 8,736 .
Seattle 1/79 8,251 9,100 s+ @ 12,480 10,400

SOURCE P¥F average wage data from Employment and Training Administration, city wage data
from Municipal Govemment Wage Surveys for 1978 and 1979, Bureau of Labor Statstics, U.S.

Depar&mcm of Labor.

"Nofmumcxpal positions i these cities.
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DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE AND STUDY METHODOLOGY"

. s i ) ’
Although data for the committee’s report were drawn from a number of
sources, the primary source was the field observations in a stratified

random sample of 28 prime sporsors drawn from a universe of 383.! To .

select the sample, the universe was first stratified by 4 types of sponsors
(city, county, consortiumzand balance of state), by 2 classes of population
level (above and below one million), and by 2 classes based on the rate of
unemployment (above and below 6.5 percent). The 16 strata were
combined into b cells, anj the prime sponsors were selected withim each

- cell by a random procedur
As in prior surveys, information from the committee’s report was .

obtained by resident field research associates (FRAS), most of whom are
faculty members at universities who have been engaged in manpower,
research. FRAs used structured, standardized guides to interview local
CETA administrators, elected officials, chairmen of advisory committees,
employment _service officials,, community-based organization officials,
union representatives, and others familiar with the aré’s manpower

-problems and the admipistration of CETA programs. The total interview

time in ‘each area was about one week. Moreover; most FRAs had been
monitoring the CETA program in their areas for several years and had
developed considerable knowledge of the program. The committee relies
oft summary observations and judgments of field research associates as
well as on the sirvey data.

e 7 .

[ S~ . Py -

’ - *n,




>

»

" .AFDC RECIPIENTS

172 % T T— , A’}:eena'lx B

Interview data are supplemented by statistics from prime sponsor \
records as well as from reports of the Employment and Training
Administration of the U.S. Department of Labor and from other sources.

The FRAS’ interviews were conducted in June and July 1979, only a few
months after the provisions of the CETA reauthornzation act became fully
effective Due to the magnitude of the changes dictated by the act, the
Employment and Training Administration, which sponsored the project,
was anxious to obtain an early reading of the effect of 1ts implementation.
Officials of the Office of Management and Budget were equaﬂ) anxious to
gather preliminary information on the impact of the reauthornzation act
before beginning the budgetary process. The commuttee felt that a round{‘f .
interviews at -an early date would capture 1nformation about the
institutional and procedural changes taking plate in the CETA system
duning the transition period. A preliminary report, 1ssued in September
1979, summarized some of the hlghhghts of the study from selecte?hurvey
“data. - -

The early timing of the survey imposed Ilmltatgons on the study. In
some cases, the respondents were not able to provide reliable data. For
that reason, the number of respondents varies among the tables, and the
findings drawn from tables with few respondents are qualified in the
report Caution must be exercised in generalizing from them. Despite these
limitations, the committee believes that the report provides useful
indications of changes in program direction and emerging problems.

"ESTIMATING THE SIZE AND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ?

POPULATION ELIGIBLE FOR CETA PUBLIC SERVICE -
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS (PSE)

The estimates of the size and characteristics of the populations eligible for
PSE under different eligibility requirements were derived from the Census
Bureau’s March 1978 Current Population Survey (CPS).2 However,
because the data collected in the CPS do not correspond precisely with the
information needed to determine eligibihity for PSE, some adjustments and °
assumptions were needed to arrive at the estimates in Table 13 These
methodological considerations are outhined below. B p/

.
-

Both the 197? and 1978 CETA amendments made AFDC recipients
eligible for some PSE positions irrespective of their labor force status. In
some.cases, AFDC recipients were a substantial proportion of the eligible -
population. However, not all AFDC recipients are actually available for

.
©
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work. Thus, only AFDC recipients who were registered as availdble for
work under the Work Incentive Program (WIN) were ineluded in the
eligible population estimates. To accomplish this, the CPS data were used
to identify the non-AFDC eligible population. Cumulative data on the
characteristics of WIN registrants for fiscal 1977 were then combined with
the data on the non-AFDC group to obtain the profile of LSle total eligible
population. This procédure also tends to correct for the ‘undercount of
AFDC recipients in the CPS.®> The characteristics of AFDC and non-
AFDC eligibles are shown separately in Table, 13. -

]

DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT

" The eligfbility requirements for PSE require a person to be-unemployed for

.tend to overstate the size of the eligible population.

a certain number of weeks within a, longer period of time, 15 out of 20
weeks for example. Due to the limitations imposed by the data collected in
the CPS, the estimates shown in Table 13 are for the required period of
unemployment (15 weeks for example) within a 52-week period. This will

>

o v

FAMILY INCOME . .

The PSE eligiblit)"\requirements also specify the beri'od of time over which
family income will be annualized for purposes of determining eligibi!ity——
usually three or six months. The estimates in Table 14 are based on a

family’s annual income. Thus, a person in a family that had no income for .

three months but had significant earnings for the other nine months of the
year would be excluded fronf the estimated eligible population even though
at one point during the year that person would have met the family income

requirement. This limitation on the estimates tends to understate the true .’

size of the eligible population. -

The income levels used to determine whether a person met the eligibility
criteria (70 percent of the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower living standard,
for example) were national averages that had not been adjusted for
regional or farm/nonfarm differentials. Thus, a person in the CPS sample
living in a geographic area \wth a low cost of living is more likely to be
included in the estimated eligible population than a person in a high-cost
area. It i Js not known how this affects the estimated size of the population.”

In short, the estimates shown in Table 13 are approximations based on
the data that aré™available. While not precise depictions °of the true
population eligible for CETA services, they do allow a comparison of the
effects that different eligibility criteria have on'the eligible population.

”
- . \
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NOTES .

1 Prime sponsors are city or county governments for jurisdictions of 100,000 or
more population or consortia of several jurisdictions. State governments are
sponsors for remammg units in the balance of state. The number of prime sponsors
has been increased Since the sample was drawn by subdmsnon of some large
sponsors

2. Unpubhshed tables prepared by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. .
3 Umdentified AFDC recnpnents could be included inpthe non-AFDC CPS
? T,
groyp . However, the problem of duplicate counts is hikely to be mimmal because

most of the umdentified’ recipients would be out of the labor force and thus
excluded from the CPS ypemployed population.
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EMPLOYABILITY PLAN

PLAN #
Mr.
NAME Miss - SOCIAL

Ms. SECURITYNO. ____ °
Last MI

ADDRESS

PHONE, "

1. BackgrOUnd‘Information

a Edu"cition' List highest grade completed:
High School or GED Grad#rate: Yes __ No ___ .
College Graduate:  Yes __  No___, If yes, degree: :

. Training: Programs Participated In: =~ ' .
ot @. BVRO _ VOTECH O JOB CORPS O Other O
Name school or college and list courses or training which prepared client for work.

\
.

. WORK HISTORY: Enter Most Recent Job First .

>
.

Name of Employer . : Job Title & Duties (Describe Job)
Address Bea&ox}.fo:.Lé;ving: ’

Started Ended Wage §

Nanﬁ:f Employer Job Title & Duties (Desﬂﬁe JoB)
Address . Reason for Leaving:

Started _Ended . Wage $ ‘o

Name of Employer Job Title & Duties (Describe Job)
) - J

Address . Reason for Leaving:

Started Wage$ .
: {3 ~ o
. TEST SCORES! DAT SUMMARY:

Typing: WPM
Errors:

. COUNSELOR'S ASSESSMENT .

a. Client\'s abulity to express himsel?/berself, _

FEREY

. Y

b. Cliem‘s‘attitﬁde during Assessmen process __.—

- - ~

L] N »
P T LS
&
. ?»q' .0176 : e :‘
. » 0 €

¢+ T 4

- -
- e e




£ § s
, L]
" - ’ ‘ - . N Ul
¢. Client’s educational needs ‘ . — .o
t ¥
. s »
« o d. Chent’s skill training nceds and interests _ -
e. Chent’s work adjustment neetds _- 2 -
2 s s . s
1- N
f. Client’s counseling needs ‘
g Chent’s appearance - *
. ' R . > \
h. Chent’s interest and goals — 2t
i. Client’s strengths-and weaknesses ag related to Job int;;est )
- 7 ry ,‘ 2 L] -
\. L Is ciien'; Job Ready: Yes __~ No 5 : .
k. Summary of client’s employability -
A » o, . .
* ’ "‘
# Y b 2 5 |
_4. CLIENT JOBJTRAINING PREFERENCE: )
: . ; B
«* ' 1. TypeofJob - DOT Code {Primary)
o2 Type of Job, - BOT Code _________ (Secondary)
° . -
5. YOUR OPlNIO'N OF CLIENT S AP'I‘I’I‘UDE FOR: = ., N
1. Primary Chonce > . .; i d ** Yesp_ No e
Client able tp do;ob AN - * Yes — No __ .
» Client able to do job, but no labor market demand s~ Yes-—_ No __
’ Client able to do job with necessary trainmng % Yes _e' No .
Unrealistic job ¢hoice . . . Yes No 4
. 2. Secondary Choice . i Yes — No _ -
R S Clientable todojob _» ‘s Yes. . No ___
. . Chentable to do job, but no labor market demand _'_;,,‘Yes % No_=« »
, +  Clientable to dojob With necessary training Yes __ No, .
Unreahsu@;ob chonce - _ _— Yes __ Nq._ ,° o 2
2 P “ ' * .‘ - . w . - )
o 5 ABSESSOR QE}IERMINED PLACEMENT'OBJECI‘IVE . A .
- . S 2 S
ce -t Typeofl‘ob — °. DOTCode e ":°
' Lalgor MarknvDe aqd 5, Very G h,_ Good ___ Faire X NG .
.+, TJob Quahﬁcauo n&cwssm&v"%pl%memobjecuve Y, . .
3 o P ¢ T %
(%) —ﬁ' 34’.‘ s + * = w— ' .
o . ] N WT R4 :* -~ -t > -
) .0 . o .1 77 ) ' .
‘8 L] Al PN .
RN A C @ .
Ty e . .1‘ -,
Q . - e ‘ v s
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7 TRAINING SER-V!CES/' Hours/

Week

Starting
Date

'End Date No. of Weeks to
Planned Actuall Complete Objective
v .

a) Educational'ObJechves

4

Ed
3

b) Skill Traming Objecuves

¢) Vocational Education ij.

d) Upgrading Objectuives

Y

“e) OJT Job Title/Site

f) Work Expertence Objective

g) Counseling Objectives

h) Others

8. SUPPORTIVE SERVIGE NEEDS.
Child Cdre

Medical ’

Legal i
)

Housing,

o

v 4

. Transportation \ ‘-

OTHER COMMENTS: )

Paxgjgipant’s Signature

Date

Couhsélor’s Signature
.

Date




"\ Appendix . D: \ o
Selected Legislative )
Changes Under .
CETA Reauthorization
PLANNING AND. ADMINISTRATION ¥ o
PLANS c o . -

Title L, Sect. 103, requires prime sponsors to submit a master plan that
represents a long-term agreement between the sponsor and DOL, and an
annual plan that describes indetail all programs that will be admlnlgtqred
by the prime sponsor in the coming year. Previously, séfarate plannl;g -

documents were required for each title.
. s .
PLANNING CounciL -

= . .
Title ,ﬁSect. 109, requires that the local planning council members -
represent a broader array of groups than previously designated, including
significant segments of the eligible population, workers not represented by -
organized labor, veterans, handicapped individuals, vgcational education
agencies, public assistance agencies, and agricultural employers and
Yurkers. It also requires that comments and recommendations of the

- .
R y '

C .

Except where otherwise indicated. legislative references are to the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act Amendments of 1978, PL 95-524, October-27, 1978; and references to
regulations are to the bcpanmcnt of Labor. Employment and Traming Adminstration,
Comprehensive Employment and Tramning Act Regulations, Apri 3, 19\79
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private industry council (newly established under Tutle VII) be specifically
considered The chairperson of the local planming ceuncil must be chosen
from the general public The council must meet at least five times per year

-~ L)
.

/ v .

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES

Title VI, Sect 603. requires that no more than 10 percent of the funds
allocated 1n fiscal 1979 under this. uitle *(countercyclical public service

. employment) be used for admunistrative purposes. and no more than 135

percent in any fLSLaI year thereafter. The previous hmit wa$ 15 percent
Title IID. Sect g@2: requirés that no more than 10 percent of the funds
allocated under thxsbmle (puth service employ ment for the economically
disadvantaged) be used for admmlslratne purposes. The previous limt
was 15 percent. .
Title L. Sect 123(f), allows administratine funds to be commungled - *
among titles. Previously. sepgrate accounts were kept for each title.

-
o

I}EPORTIN'G

" Title I. Sect 127(d), requires a new and detailed annual report that

includes data on program performance, various cross-tabutations of
participant charactenistics. average cost Per participant, and informatiort
about the postprggram experiences of participants. ) ¢

-

>

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE .

Title -1, Sect. 135, requu(es the secretary to estabhish an Office of
Management Assistance to proyide help to all prime sponsors who request
or are 1dentified as needmg such servlces

(

.

TARGETING PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM
PARTICIPANTS T

b -~

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR PLBL[C SERVICE EMPLOYMENT

Title IID., Sect. 236, requires that a Title IID participant be: (1)
unemployed, for at least 15 weeks and economically disadvantaged, or (2) a
member of a famly recening Aid td Families with Dependent Children

)
[ Y

v

b
Y
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(AFDC) or Supplemental Security Income (SSI). The term “economucally
disadvantaged” gefers to a person who is a member eithef of a welfare
family or of a family whose annual income 1s not 1n axcess of (1) the Office
of Management and Budget poverty level or (2) 70 percent of the lower
living standard levek (The lower living standard level 1s determined on the ‘
basis of family budgets published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.)
Certain other persons, such as state-supported foster chydren agd
handicapped persons, are also included as economically disadvantaged.
Title VI, Sect. 607, requires that a Title VI participant be: (1)
unemployed for at least 10 of the last 12 weeks and unemployed at' the
tme of determination; and (2) an individual (a) whose f{n?i?y income does
not exceed 100 percent of the lower living 8tandard income level or (b)
whose family receives AFDC or SSI. |
}Before the reauthorization act there were two rules that apphed to Title .
vi eligibility: (1) A person hired for new positions+{and half of the Title VI
positions that became vacant through attrition) had to be (a) unemployed __
for at least 15 weeks and a-member of 4 family whose income was below 70 .
percent of the lower living standard income level or (b) a member of a
family receiving AFDC; (2) a person hired for tHe remaining Title V1
positions that were vacant due to attrition was required only to have been .
unemployed for 30 days (15 days in areas with unemployment rates of 7
percent or more). . . ’ :

.

x

’
- . » .

SPECIAL GROUPS . ) -

Title 1, Sect. 122, provides that PSE is intended for the mosj, severely
disadvantaged in terms of length of unemployment and prospects for
finding employment; that specjal consideration be given to persons
receiving or eligible for public assistance and to disabled or Vietnam-era
veterans; and that, special emphasis be given to persons with particular .
labor ymarket disaHvantages, including offesiders,” petsons with hmted .
English proficiency, handicapped individuals,. women, single parents,
displaced homemakers, youth, older workets, and individuals who lack
education credentials. T‘iu's considerably expands the groups receving .
particular consideration orf¢mphasis in PSE programs, and de-emphasizes
unemployment insurance be 9ﬁciar;ies and exhaustees who weréa pr‘evxousf N
among the target groups. : . X

. Title VI, Sect. 603(b), provides that special consideration &e given to
unemployed persons who have previous teaching experience and who are «
certified by the prime spqnsor’s state for filling teaching. positions 1n
elementary and secondary schools. No requiremefit of this type was
included in the previous CETA legislation. >

.
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PSE SERVICES AND JOBS

-

PSE FOR THE STRUCTURALLY UNEMPLOYED

with dt least 6.5 percent unemployment. The reauthonzation act estab-
lished a PSE program (Title 1ID) for the structurally unemployed,
regardless of the area unemployment rate

Countercychcal PSE remains tinder Title VI The program 1s activated
only when the national-rate of unemployments above 4 percent, and is
designed to expand and contract corresponding to changes if the
unemployment rate.

1

WAGES

N s

Title I, Sect. "$22(1), establishes a maximum annual PSE wage of $10,000

&

\

* Before the reauthonzation act, Title I authonzed a PSE $rograni in areas._,

except in high-wage areas, where a maximum of up to ST2,000 may be

established based on an area wage index» published by the secretary.

Title 1,, Sect. 12"(1) establishes a hational annual average PSE wage
equnalent to $7,200. This lowers the national average annual PSE wdge by
$600. Local average rates must be adjusted according to an area wage
“index published by the secretary. The andex is based on the relationship of ~
wages in each area te a national average.

LY . P

WAGE SUPPLEMENTATION . .,

Title IID, Sgct. 237, forbids supplementatlon of CETA PSE wages from
local ‘funds for Title IID participants, except for persons receiving such
supplementation on September 30, 1978. Wage supplementation was
permitted under the previous legislation.

Iitle VI, Seck 609, allows wage supplementation up to 10 percent of the
maximum allowable wage in the-area for Tltle VI PSE participants.

Supplementatlon may be as mu&:h as 20 percent in areas, with an annual
average wage in®employment coveréd by unemployment insurance between

, 125 percent and 150 percent of the national average wage in such

employment. Wage supplementation was not previously limited under
Title VI
LI
ProJECTS

Title VI, Sect. 605(a), provides that 50°percent of Title VI funds be used
for shorttduration projects. Under the Emergency Jobs Programs Exten-

:::’\
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sion Actiof 1976 (EJPEA) all new positions were to be in préjécté Proects

are defined as tasks that can be accomplished 1n a"definite time period,

result in a specific product. and> would not be done with e.ﬁ{stmg funds
. .

*

~

DURATION OF PROJECTS ) e

Title VL. Sect 605. limuts the durationvof projects to 18 months.‘taq_t allows

5

them to be renewed for another 18 months. provided that they are
successful in meeting the purposes of ‘the act Previously. a project was
limited to a 12-month diration. * - :

3
*
.

USE OF NONPROEIT AG@NC!ES < -

'Y ~
DOL regulations require that at least one-third of Title VI project funds b

allotted to nonprofit organizations Prior to the reauthorization the

conference réport’accompanying the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension

teh amendedCETA) urged prime sponsgrs to provide
project positions to nonprofit organizations. but the regulations did not

-

spefciﬁ: a gq?],;,é} .
.

. , . o
Title I, Sect. 122, limts participation in PSE to 78 weeks in a five-year
period (Under the act, not more than 26 weeks of enroliment prior to
October 1978 can be counted for this purpose.) Waivers of the 78-week,
limit may be granted in cases of unusual hardship. Tenure was hot limited

befofe reauthorizatign ) ,

" TRANSITION TO UNSUBSIDIZED EMPLOYMENT

EMPLOYABILATY DEVELOPMENT PLANS *

“Title I, Sect. 205, requires prime sponsors to establish a personalized

employability plan for each Title IID, participant, and to review and assess

that plan periodically. ‘These plans were not previously required.

. o .

TRAINING AND~ SUPPORT SERVICES

- Title IID, Sect 232(b)(2), requires that at least 10 percent.of fscal 1979

Title IID PSE funds, 15 percent of 1980 funds, 20 percent of 1981 funds,

-and 22 percent of 1982 funds be used exclusively for traming. ,
Title VI, Sect. 603(a), and Sect. 605(c) requite that at least 10 peroent of

i) e . .19(‘\
- - . N ld
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) Title VI PSE funds for ﬁSLal 1979 and 5 percent of such funds in all
i ~  subsequent y.ears be used for training 3nd employablhty counseling and

N services for those partitipants who based on'an’assessment of employ abili-
ty. require these services . . )

0

’

MO\‘ITORING AND Eu?/f.elﬁ'ﬁy VERIFICATIO?I

Moxnomxo

Tatle L. SCL[ l’l(q) .and SCL[ 676 61 of the regtﬁatlons require that prime
sponsors establish independent monitoring units and require that subreci-
- prents estaptish mZiependent momitoring units when feasible. Sect. 123(g)
C{the aft and Sect. 676 of the regulations set forth the&pecifie problems
.that were of greatest concern te Congress. These probletns includ
Juﬁkbacks. commungling of funds, charging of fees, nepotism, child laborf,’
‘pohitical patronage, political activities, lobbying activities, sectarian activi-

>

-t

.

ties. umonization and antiunionization activities. maintenance of effort,
theft or embezzlement improper mdutement and obstruction of investiga-
tions. N

A

ELIGIBILITY VERIFICATION - o

Pursuanl to Seét. 1123(1) of the act, Sect. 676'75-3 of the. regulations .

provides specific mstructions for eligibility »erﬁcatlon, which 1nelude (1)

obtaining a Lomplerted application, signed by the applicant, (2)7a desk

review of each application for consistency and reasonableness within 30,

. days of the date of enrollment,jand (3) venification and documentation of a
quarterly ,sample (not to ex eed 10 ‘percent) of the enrollees for the

» preceding thri_ﬁglth_s./?renous regulations did not stipulate specific

verification procedufes.

LIABILITY PROVlSlONS

Sect 123(1) and Sect. 106(d} of the act provide that the prlmé sponsor be |
. held financially liable for inehgible parpcipants who wexe enrolled
dehberately or with insufficient care. Sect. 676.75-3 of the DOL regula-
tions holds prime sponsors financially liable, bt provides that reponstbth-
ty for ehgibility determination may be delegated with provisions for
trangferning liability to the delegatee In cases where funds cannot be
recovered from that party the prime sponsor remafhs hable. Previous
’ rlegulatlons held np one hable if ehgibility determmatlon\\fvaer{ormed by
the émployment service. Sect. 106(1) of the act provides that any person

N N
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who alleges that an action of a prime sponsc‘)r\violates any p‘rowslons of the *
act or the regulations may pursue any. remedies authorized under federal,
state, 'or local law Sect. 676 74 of the regulations specifies that 18 U.S.C. &
665 provides criminal penalties for knowingly hiripng inehgible individuals
under the aet. © .

,
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