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- PREFACE

1
“ ”

This report was designed to provide a comprehensive
analysis of policies, prdgrams and servicds of sheltered .
_workshops serving handicapped individuals.. A profile of
the types of ‘handicapped persons served, an analysis of
' wage earnings and fringe benefits, a review of the.
financial structiure and the makeup of the staff, and othér
- pertinent information were -develo from a survey of the
-  sheltered workshop universe in 1973 by the
Labor's Employment Standards Administration.

‘ The purpose of the study was to provide spacific.
information which will permit an evaluation of the
-effectiveness of sheltered workshops by various i
intluding standing committges of the U.S, Senate and House
of Representatives,and the_ Advisory Committee on Sheltered
Workshops of the Départment of Labor. -

=

t

AS « . .
Funding for the study was provided by the Employment
and Training Administration which had an interest in .
evaluating the feasibility of utilizing shelt ‘ed workshops
in-training "disadvantaged", nonhandicapped persons. '

" - The ptﬁdy,wgs,conducted’under the direction of .
Jack I. Karlin, Director, Division-of Evaluation and .
Research. The report‘was prepared by Claude W. Whitehead.
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L
The physica®ly an

nd mentally handicapped population of our
nation represents. a disadvantaged, minority group which
traditionally has been dependept on public assistange for . -

L]

. my* report on the second part of the study of sheltered

' survival .and- support. In recent years however, the courts .
have affirfied the rights of the handicapped to education, ' e

treatmert and other sétvices. Acceqﬁance of this prin-
ciple by society is ‘responsible for ) oticeable’ progress
toward making handicapped individuals full-ftedged, inde-.'

‘Pendent members of their community.
. . s

A national deinstitutio¥alization movement under:which.
hundreds of thousands of mentally disabled patients of
public institutions are being returned to-live in their
community is’;a partial result of the new concern for-
handicapped persons. These activities have resultefd in
expanded demands for community services.for the #gntally-
disabled population. Our study shows a substantial growth
in mentally handicapped persons served in sheltered work-
shops and this #hcrease is expected to ‘contfnue as .the -
program reaches more of the sevesely disabled patients.

-

Sections 503 and 504 of the Réhabjlitation Act of 1993

represent landmark legislation designed to assure equal
opportunity to the handicapped in the area of employment
and servicés. The implementation of this legislation is
expected to provide new job opportunities for trained and
gualified handicapped persons in the competitive 1%bor

market, 7

L)

! . ‘ b
Qgis report represents tlie first part of a compehensive
study of the role of =sheltered workshops' in providing
training and employment for severely handicapped ‘persons
who cannot readily be absorbed in the competitive ldbor
market, The second part of the study, which is to'be
completed in the near future; pertains directly to the
“handicapped persons served in the workshops in' terms of
their needs, characteristics, and sources of support, as

well as their attitudes toward the benefits provided by - N

the workshops.’, A series of recommendations pertaining to
legislative initiatives and othar actiof will accompany ’

.workihops.

-
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TZé warkshops have clearly. demonstrated a capac1ty for
tisfactorily performing an important job in meeting’

‘the needs of severely handicapped- perSons. They oper-
,ate in the dual capac1ty of p eparlng the less severely
handicapped worker for. employment in the competltlve
labor market, ‘and provrdlng 16ng- term sheltered employ-
ment and supportlve ‘%rv1ces “for the more severely-handi=
capped person who ig“not llkely to function independently

in the communlty.
(

-~

The flndlngs of the study suggest that the sheltered .
workshop is a far more desirable alternativé than public
aesistance for our -handicapped population -- both from

, an ecoftomic and humanitarian consideration. Although

| the wages earned By a severely disabled person may not
meet his or her total financial needs, anything which
will substantially reduce his or her dependende on
public assistance merlts careful. c¢onsideration.,

\

.

. The report shows that funds to support training and other

:+ development services in sheltered wqushops are limited.

. The investment in buildings, equlpment and industrial
development also has been minimal in compgrison to the

~”§ ///need and has, therefore, reztrlcted employment and train=

ing opportunities  for the s
in workshops.

~ 1

’ »

;if;;u/: S G I
Seéretary of Labor-

/

-

verely handicapped population .
(
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. This study gathered data/frOA more than three-foutths . ,
of all knoWn sheltered workshopsc K total of 2,530 workshop
programs (regular program workshops, work actiwities centers, ° .
and tra1n1ng and/or evaluation programs) operatirig in 1,786 i < ¢
establishments* reported data on operations, ‘policies, proce-

dures and services. The/survey represents the most compre=- ..

~\hen§<ve ‘analysis of sheltered workshops ever undertaken. .

A detailed descrlotlon and evaldatlon of the f1nd1ngs
of the sheltered Workshop Survey are presented in Chapters .
V-XI1 supDorted by tabulated data presented in the appendix.,
The major f1nd1ngs were related to one or more of,the objec-

tives of the: study:

. ] .
- ' . A, ‘pllent earnings increased very llttle in . J
. the five year period since the last DOL
.. »  wage studv. Wages of requldr clients
N /zr increased by nine percent, work activities. -

center client wages by six-percent, and
training and ev@luation client wages by . -,
- eleven percent in the period 1968-73. ;
way of comparison average hourly earnlésg
of production or nonsupervisorv workérs on oo
p?;vate nonagrlcultural payrolls increased .
38 percent in the same perlod\ 1/ . .

- Although the- average hourly earnings of
tlients in-each of the three workshop ,)
programs 1ncreaaed the combined average <
) hourly earnings of '‘all workshop clients i ‘ ,
T v actually decreased by fqur percent in the S
: 1968-73 period. This was jnfluenced by the .
| : much greater ifcrease in t size of the -
| Iovest wage group, work activities center
' -~ clients, compared to_the other two programss:
LI Work activities center clients represented
.8 -36%percent of the workshop population in .
- ; : 1968 and increased to 49 percent in 1973. ’
- . This droup =-=- generally considered to be .
‘ , severely handicapped, 1nconsequent1al pro-. ’
h . \ﬁ ducers =-- coptinued -to show the dreatest ‘
13 growth in the years following the study.
. i
- . ?

7 s \
.

1/’U 5. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor .Statistics,
Handbook of Labor Stat1st1cs 1976, Bulletin 1905 p. 186.
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MentaIly handlcapped persons, many of whom =

*came to the workshop from public institutions,

. constituted the bulk of the work activities

B.

, ?he c11ent earnlngs and prdduct1v1ty critdria

o

center population and the largest disability .
group in,'the other two programs. . .

The a erage hearly~wage 4n a—wark aet%v1t1es*-
center (37 cents) was only. 23 percent of the
FLSA statutory minimum rate. ($1.60 a&the
time of the stully) and.93 percent of these

- clients earned less .than half of the statu-

tory minimum. Clients in the regular program
workshops earned an average of $l. 25-p:r hour,
78 percent of the FLSA rate; 18 percent earned

*less than haif or the statutory minrqpmx .

-

“The separation of work.activifies center clients

_(inconsegquential producers) .from regular pro-
‘gram workshop clients (better producers) as,
provided under the 19 Amendments to the Fair
Labo? Standards Act did not produce significant
changes in serv1ces, productivity or programs

rovidedq. 'This opinion wasgexpressed by mgst-
of th workshops operating dual programs (regu-

‘lar pregram workshops and work activitwes

centers) or sSingle program work activities
centers. f N

contalned in regulations peréhlnlng to quali- -
fications fotr work activities centefrs seemed:

to serve ds ‘assurance that the ggogram ‘would

be limited to the inconseéquential producers

but more than half of the workshops commenting
on the criteria felt that the earnings and
productlvity ce111ngs were too low. Earnlngs
of work activities center clients .did not in- .
crease significantly as they stayed longer in
the centers whereas wages for regular program

,workshop clients. increased as their yéars of

empI"yment»ansggged While this finding was
viéwed as & po le indicator of‘the impdtt

of the ceilings, it was also‘a reflection of
the low product1v1ty of clients enter1ng work

~activities'centers. . %

\

IS
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' The workshops were subst tially underutilized.
About one-half the wOrkzhops répgrted unused

capacity; with adeqtate/staff an work: supply
nearly one-third more clients than the 267,920

" served during tHe reportinYy vear could have

*. " been served. B E )

: . i :
Most of the workshops provided some degree of
‘training, educational, and/or therapeutic .
service to their clients but annual expendi- .. _.
ture reports reflected a relatively small
amount f8r professiondl and technital staff -
"salaries.- This suggested a high proportion ‘
.of part-time or combined role staff positions; ' *
- it also indicated ‘that professional servigces

- .in the average workshop may havé been very ',

limited. . :

¥

‘Correlation between types of staffing and
‘client success could not be established’ without
',.fgftherxresearch; however, workshops which'weré"

larger in client siz€ thangthe-average paid - =
bétter wages, had a bigger profess&onaléstaff,,

" and showed a higher competitive job placement

* ratio.-"Training fees and subsidy income also.
.positively -influenced staffing and serv;cesz
\ : D » . ‘ v
Training programs were generally resé&icted

.to low-skill jobs cohcentrated in servicey
.occupations. oo "o

. d .
. Very few workshops were serving clients referred
by Federal manpower programs.: Most of such
Clients were served in regular program workshops,.
Bhe rate of successful completion of training
and ‘competitive %ob placement for clients
referred by Manpower Development' and Training
Programs was higher than for ron-Federal pro-
Yram clients, . LR . . /

4

The capacity-of regulér program workshops and
‘training and/pr evaluation programs to train,
and serve disadvantaged, nonhandicapped per-
sons could not be determined for the general
workshop group but informal repores suggest
that a number of workshops may be serving that
population to a limited degree at the present
time. Because of the nonproduction orientation
1‘4

e
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‘. ..~ . and the generally.low: oductivity 1evel“zf the
. LR clientk,. wcrk activities centers“did nbt’seem -
. - to hold. the,p ise and potential for servrng
¢ " * “hophandid ed persons. . . ' 4
Y Voo I > . ' ®

v -

'\F,}“Clieﬁﬁsfﬁége moved ‘from,the sheltered workshap: .
-5 \ -

, ~. ..« In¥o'compaekitive emplcymant in community jobs.
’ R hat a rate Qf 12 percent.of the,total served

-ut one<third oq‘the average dally

Tho~32,242 clients. placed repre- - - .

. rlaced had been’ in, the workshop less than "a.
‘- - » Year® and the. startlng hourly wage was .$1.60 . *
C .~ or higher- for the 'majopity. - - {

Less than 15.percent of the cllgnts placed. 1n
. cogpetltlve employment had to return to the

5 - workshop for further tr?;nlng or' other serv1ces.

L 4

G. -The type of work prov1ded in workshops = .

- 1influenced trajning and wageé earnings hiut, the. .
oo <., client disability alsb seemed to be a factor., ° .
. o .. BIiInd aflf otherx phys cally handieapped. persons -
- o were emplo¥gd fostl
. ’ vation wor®R and

Y earned substantxally <

‘were employed al
. work. ‘

st exclu51vely in subcontract

R
o ._ :'Thé most commor job in the workshops: was bench .
) assembly work, possxbly because 'in requlred ..
the least, investment in’" equipmepts ahd engineer-
ing. It is also likely that it was the most =

suitable wdrk (which was "available td the work- R

. . shop) for fthe mentally retarded worker, who .
‘ had verz//}mlted skllls and potentlal

., Lack of work was a major problem in the regular . /

program ‘wor shop, work activities centers and
training an r evalyation programg were also

concerned with securing suitable.and adequate S

RO * work but to a‘sllghtly lesser degree. .
v 4 [
H.. The size of the operatlng budget in many- work-

v \ shops, es ecliIly ‘those serving mentally . e
A ‘ . retarded clielts, seemed inadequate to support’ . -

2 they, necessary programs, - §upport, funds consIst-,
ing of fees and subsidy 1ncome were ,not e J‘ :

. - ..
- v : ‘{ * ' ' | ) P

in,manyfacgfuring and rend— -
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c.ot uniformly. provided_ to workshops; more than one- . - o
* . “third of the workshops reported no feé intome - . .
. . “:and-aigut one-fourth shewed no subsidy income.
T \-' ; Also-fee income was generally réstricted to .
. "" x.. - rehabilitation sexvices and could not be used- . '
©, ., o [to support long term employees.

1

. .. THe :annual .operating budget for‘ the average T .

- *#¥ . . | regular program workshop serving‘'mostly mentally. - ° .-

. - R . retarded clients was only $98,000; and $74,000 :

' -+ was the average opérating income in work ' , .
le . .li I . ) . ' .] ¢ l‘ly .

;® retarded clients. ' T

AY

, ;o ' 'Fees and subsidy inco
- - . of the operating budget !
’ ‘ shops , 68 percent in wafk a 1 centeyrs -
and 71, percent in training and/for evdluation /T
o . programS. The. level of severity of the client's.
. disability and]of the level of service being 0, -
provided, influenced supportalevels. . ’

27 ypercent .
ogramrwork- .

~ T, oL Phe income” from the work program did not seédm . *
. . .« ' to.,be adequate-to support.the fhdustrial pro- . . -,
T gram of the workshop, .especially in wark ' "
¥ .. “‘activities centers and in training and/or & - .- '
. "evaluation programs ‘where the ‘amount of wage *‘~ ’
& {(‘-payments tq clients represented two-thirds of ,-
the work program jgftome. An amount equal. tp R
, -one-half of the wéét program ihcome was paid ~
Y sa* out-in client wages in regular ‘program’ oL
workshops. -, ¢ ) - . R
. . vt co SN
L co I. The size of the client. ‘group jn the workshdp =
e ., seemed to imfluenceé sexrvices, Eagq,earqings N
""" of glients and other beneMts. ., Average R
e ° . daily attendande iIn nearly@one-third of the .
- , 'workshops was fewer than 20 clients. ‘Three-
' ' fourths of the workshop programs had fewer -
. . than 40.clients in average daily attendance., '
- . . The small size made it economically .impractical

. . . .’ to provide comprehensive services and limited

. S 4 the size of ‘the subcontract jobs -whic¢H*the -
b A workshop could undertake C L e a0 ~ ~
. T . \ T s P oL . : ¢ :‘.’.‘”f- ’ )
NEAR TS -~ " 4 : W < . .
- w . \ ' ‘ ¢
[} — e ¢ " ¢ ’ -
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Most -of the'clients in the workshops did not
rgceive the fringe benefits usuallyv provided
tb employees in the competitive Mabor market.
.Clients employed in-.regular program workshops
seemed to Have more of an' "employee" status
than cliefits in- the other two programs; and,
they received some of the usual fringe bene=

«fits in about half. of the regular program .
workshops. Thé lack of henefits for work
ébthltles center clients suggested that they
‘swere perceived more as a "client" (receiving

” serv1ce) than an "employee" (proddcing goods

.

“r .

or-services). —The—clients in-training-and - - .

evaluatlon programs were likewise ;seemn in a
role of re iving services as a "trainee" or
"evaluee“ ather than "employee"

Very fewjhofkshops appeared to have the’
capability to manufacture commodities to sell
.to the Federal government under the Wagner-
O'Day Program, but more than one-half of the -
worRshops provided training in services which
might be prOV1ded to the Federal government *
, on a rvice contract. . Workshops for the blind
‘ domina edsthe manufacturlng of commodities,
many alygady selllng to the Federal government
under e Wagner-O Day Program, About ten per-
“cent of the woSk'shop cllents were involved in ¢
manufacturlng. : oo

Although less than four percent of the workshop
--¢lients were involved in .rendering serv1ces

such as janltorlal custodial and bulldlng

and grounds maintenance at the time of the .
studj, a more recent report on:workshop involve-
ment in the wagner~0 Day Program l/ shows that
workshops senv1ng other than blind clients have
had increasing success in developing contracts.
to provide these types of sdrvices to the
Federal government. The limited size of fundlng
of the average workshop makes the 1nvolvement ‘
in servive contracts more practical ‘than manu-
facturlng -because the develop t of services
requlres a substant;ally smal f'lnvestment.

®

I77Comm1ttee for Purchase from the Blind and other Severely
Handicapped, ‘Procurement List 1976, General Servxces Admlnls-
tratton, Denver, Coloraao, January 1976. a

‘-

*
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4
) . Also the skill requirement for service work i
- 1s much lower in comparison to mangj;tgturing\__' o} F .
in mostiwork of the type which is feasible ': I
, for workshop clients. _ . , . \
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- .7 I. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF WORKSHOPS. , . d
- - . LT 4

- . ° Sheltered workshops were*developed in response to a
need to ‘provide employment, training and other: rehabllltgtlon C oy
. sprvices to severely.handicapped. persons. The workshop . ', -

-

‘ operates ‘as a work oriented rehabilitation ‘facility with a

controlled working enV1ronment and individual vocational
goals which permit the phys1cally or mentally handicapped
personr to wQrk _at his or her -own capacity and be paid

v accordingly. o . .
X St

7 -

N Goodwill Industries of America (founded by the Methodist

qhelteredﬁworkshopsthad ambealnnlna i’fthe Hnated States
more than 100 years ago. The first knowh workshop, estab- ;

lished to- per1de employment for blind persons, was organized
1n 1838 at Perklgs Institute for the Blind in Massachusetts.

- ' - The early woskshops were estabf@shed and operatéd oo
prlmarly with Jrivate funds provided through churches and; .
other rellglous or-quas1-rellglous orggnizations, °*such as ’
St. Vincent DéPaul Society, Volunteers of Amerlca, and

¢hurch). Most of the early workshops emphasized sheltered
employment” for physically handicapped and aged persqns, and C s
alcoholics. = ¢ ‘ . v ' .
. . . ). -
The Vocational Rehabllltatlon Act was approved in 1921
to’ provide rehabilitation services to phys1ca11y.hand1capped -
persons, but there was no real working relationship w1th " v
sheltered workshops for the next th1rty years. ' :
- The Federal government's lnltlal actions w1th respect
-+ to 'sheltered workshops occured-during the first administra-
tion of Pres1dent Frankllntgoosevelt "+ Under the Nafional
.Industrial Récovery Act, {NIRA) ~industry codes of fair
competition were &stablished to stabilize prices. Sheltered
workshops asked the. Federal government to establish a code . -
- for workshops because of -difficulties. they were having' in P -
selling their products without a "blue eagle" symbol which
denoted a fair competltor. A code of fair competition was
established fgor “workshops and an advisory committee of\ '
leaders in thé sheltered workshop. field was appointed to' " |
assist the administratdr of the National Recovery Adﬁinls- B
tration. , However, the NIRA*was declared  unconstituhd 1
by. the Supreme Court shortli afterwards. . ,\ Y
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$ Y When the Falr Labor Standards Act\(FLSA) was enacted

in October 1938, establlshlng minimum waqe, overtime premium
~ pay-and child labor protectlon for millions of workers, a

partkal exemption from the minimum wage was made for
. handicapped individuals who were not\capable of normal pro-
ductivity. The, statute did not sét a‘tifimum (floor) rate
for handicapped workers with 1mpa1red profuctivity and
sheltered workshops, as such, were not redlerred to in the -
law. . -

¥

;‘\ .. A temporary certificate of exemption for handicapped.
workers, employed in sheltered workshops was issued 'in
November 1938 providing that handicappedeorkers must be

’ pald an amount in the same proportion of the mimimum wage
which the hand1capped individual's earning capacity -beaks
to the earning capacity of a nonhandicapped worker. :.In.
March 1939, an Advisory Committee on Sheltered Workshops,

] composed of-representatives of workshops, workshop organiza-

r;_// . tions, labor and industry was established by the Administra~

tor of the Wage and Hour Division. The first regulatlons
governlng fhe employment of kandicapped persons 1n sheltered

workshops yere issued ih February 1940. _ - .

~
»

The enactment of the,Wagner-O Day Act 1n "1938 gave
blind persons. priority in the sale of workshop products to -
the Federal government. This move marked the beginning
of a s1gnﬁ§1qant growth of workshops for blind ard visually

_ +handicapped persons. National. Industries for the Blind was
. established as an allocating and technical assistance
) organlzatlon to aid workshops for the blind. .
The mld-fortles saw the Vocational Rehab111tatlon Act
revised to permlt services to mentally retarded persons by
b . State rehabilitation agenc1es but’ this ‘move had little
v impact on. workshop services. Another decade passed befote.
~  the efforts of. parents of mentally fetarded persons inflien-
ced movement toward serving mentally- retarded persons.- In
the early.sixties’ the development of day care and activity ,
programs for mentally retarded persons began wit local
Associations for Retarded Citizens actually establiShing
and operating such programs. Many of these activity centers
. eventually dev“oped into sheltered workshops ovér the. next.
.several years. RN - - ’




-~

v

LN

-

. ! ’ ‘e

LY « 7

‘ The first: real stimulus for the shelteved workshop -
. movement came in 1954 through amendments to the Vocational
- .Rehabilitation Act which ‘provided egpanded funding for State
rehabilitdtion programs and made Federal grants available
to private organizations (including workshops) for ‘innova-
tive projects and research and demonstration projects. .
These two changes permitted payments of fees to ‘workshops
for the provision of evaluatioh and trairing services to
handicapped clients and made funds available-to develop new -
techniques .of serving handicapped persons. 1In 1955 the '
Department of Labor issued certificates to a total of 262 °
. workshops ‘that.employed 15,237 tlients.. ‘ -

*

" In 1963 anothe€Y growth program was stimulated By the
.enactment of the Mental Retardation Facilities and Community
Mental Health Centers Constfruction Act., ‘This Act provided for
Federal agsistance "in establishing sheltered workshops for -

.
’a
» -

.
LI

“"A mgjor impravement in workshops® was the hiring of pro!!s-

- mentally retarded persons .thobugh grants for new construc-

tion and expansion of existing buildings, for employing =/

. staff, and purchasing equipment. This new program was

largely due to the combined efforts of parents of mentally -

retarded persons and professional organizations concerned

with mental health. and mental retardation. .

‘The 1965 ‘Amendments to the Vocational Rehabilita;ion ¥

Act authorized a comprehensive program of Federal financial,
assistance for rehdbilitation facilities, including sheltered
workshops; .it established a technicdl assistance program °
designed to improve workshops; and it mandated statewide

@ Planning of sheltered workshops an'othqr rehabilitation
‘facilities'by the State rehabilitation agencies. The new

~- Amendments to, the Act also increased Federal funding of
State programs, including case servic® funds for purchase
of rehabilitation services from sheltered workshops. Thus,
the Amedaments-init'ated“what was Yo become a decade of
unprecedented imp;ﬁéemept and growth in sheltered workshops.)

g ' T e Co

~ ' - ' The program of growth and g#xpansion was coardinated by -
a new group of rehabilihaticp technicians, referrad to as
“rehabilitation faciljities specialists", -charged; by the

.. revised Rehabilitation Act with the responsibility for
carrying out an orflerly progtam of ‘expansion- and improvement
of sheltered:vworkshops and other rehabilitation facilities,
sioffal staff‘to provide rehabilitation services designd§ to
,evaluat c!{;nts and prepare them for gajinful ‘employment in
- the com;anity;- The emphasis in shelter workshop . programs
shifted from long-term employment to tr gitional gervices
arid placement of clients in empldyment ih the. community.

t,
- . ’ v

v
»

-
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L - This move was hc00mpanied-by the development of
\' ext®nded  employment work activities centers-and.rﬁgular.
’ program ‘workshops -for mentally retarded persons through
barent- association-operated ‘prograns. . . ' ) .
R :'V‘* . - N L - - .—-“.":‘*ﬁ -
. . By'the end of fiscal year 1966-the nvmber of Department
.y . of LabBor, certificated warkshops had grown! to 885 émployihg
. - an-estimated 47,412 hilioapped persons. ' The 1966 Amend- .
, ments to the \Fair- Lah@Qf Standartis Act established a wage |, B
v floor for handicapped.persons of 50, percent of the sggtu@dry
' . 4ﬁi:jpum wage rate and a requi;émeg@ for payment fJof wages.
.commensurdte to those paid hgnhan8icapped workers.in indus—

. try for essentially’ the same Quangity and quality of - work. )
* The 1966 Amendments also, authorized' tWe establishment of . )\

: : N ing
- - exception$ tg thé 50 percent wage ‘floor: Multi-handicapped
e . ‘and Qthex sgverely handjcapped’ individuals;.handicapped

- workers engaged irr.work which is #ncidental -to evaluation .
i .. ‘or n@ining-progrqy#;ﬁand‘gmpicymkqtiqu clients of work

‘'* - attivities centers whpsé—ph?sfhai'br’méntal,impairmqnt is i
e 50 seVéxe as . o-make’ their productive capacity ineonsequen—-
<+, lial, The FLSX .revisions, served' to provide a wage floor

. -+ ' _to’'serve the severely haﬁdiéapped“bégso‘;for whom work may ~
« .» 7 be-mostiy gbe;&peutic. X\ e AU .
R . ] . R - D P s -

- .\ _.for. the more pkodﬁgpiye.w¢rkef whﬁig=pe§migting'the workshop

J -

.

- Ce 0

-t + This new. wﬁﬁ‘gf'worksﬁdpsxcregﬁe@:aqﬁoqbéin.bz~ )
, Qrofessiqnals;ahQvg;éanizé%ibns,¥includin§\Fe@era and‘ State .
- . governmént agenties,  foY .the Huality of sérvites being pro-
“vided in workshops. Greafef.'attertion.wa focused on .
. accreditationof facilities: phdvservices. thifough various s
' , ﬂationﬁl&apgreditlng-organizagiqgg;W§UGh‘ggfthe Commission -/
* ."  on Accreditation. of Rehabilitatian,Facilities. (CARF), th¢
"' National .Accreditation -Coun¢it for F cilities Sérving the .
.+, ' Blind and OthergVisually Randicappe@M4NAG), Goodwill Thdus- ..
8 """ trigqs of, Ameriga - (GIA), and the Accreditation’'Council for"
“.. ¥ . Facilities for the' entally: Retdrded {ACFMR) . . The. Council’
of State Administratérs tor;Moqgt;phal_Rehabi;itation (CSAVR) '™
. Passed a resolutién ih'1970.‘enddrsing the need '€or accredi~
' ' V. tation, which had a significhnt,impact_on,thg‘ééqreditatioq

»

LR J

- of ‘workshqps' §nd othex .tehdbili'tation facilities.
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The trend in the past decade has. :been toward development
and improvement of services to the more severely handicapped
cllent. This growth was-aided by amendments tofthe ‘Social
Securlty Act in 1967,
" purchase 'of care and/or provision of social serv1ces for
handicapped persons who were recipients or potent1al recip-
ients of public asSsistance. WOrkshops, 1nclpd1ng work
act1#1t1es centers, in many states received funds to support
long-term serv1ces,to handlcappea.cllents "to improve their
.level of economic independente and/or their employability".:
This' program was also stimulated by énactment af the
Developmental Disabilities' Services and Facilities Construc-
tion.Act in 1968 which prov1ded for. statew1de planning of
services and facilities for" persons W1th develppmental .
disabilities, as well as Federal financial a551stance in, the

.

-

1972 and. 1974 which provided for the , >

evelopment of services and fac111t1es.. A -

The demand for services for severely handlcapped persons

4,

é idly_durlngethlseperlod_p rms of ser-'
vices to mentally retarded ‘and ntally ill persons who were
being returned to their communifies from State institutions

as a result of national priorities for' "deinstitutionaliza-
tion" and recént Supreme Court decisions regardlng the
rights of handlcapped persons to educatlonal serv1be§ and
treatment.’’
The 1971 Jaﬁits Amendments to’ the Wagrier-0'Day Act
extended the special treatment preyiously accorded to blind .
workshops in their salesof ecommoditiés to the’ Federal‘
government to workshops, serv1ng other severely h@qﬁlcapped
persons and‘added contractual services to the 3pec1al .
program. National Industries .for the SeVerely Haﬂdlcapped
a counterpart to National Industries for the Blind, was -
established in 1974 with Federal assistance from the Reha-’
bilitation Services Administration of the U.S. Department
of Health, Education and Welfare. The new corporatiom was
designed to econduct research, englneerlng and prodyct -
development work on commodities and- services purcgased by
* the Federal government and te ptov1de téchnical assistance
to workshops - seek1ng,par;1c1pat10n in the Wagner~0 Day
-~"Program. ) .,

¢
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.
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‘o . The most ‘recent stimulus for expdnsiéh of -handicapped .
" client employment and services in workshops came,with the . ' . .
' . -passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 which provided :
v, for additional services to severely handicappe&;pe;sons, ©
and has resulted in an increased flow of client§ of the
L State rehabilitqtion agencies jnto workshops for a variety
<lof services.’ S : A N Iy . .
. . ' ... i o 5 B . v .
7 ~%he workshop movement ha%‘grown from 85 certificated, - .
’ workshops in 1948 to nearly 3,000 certifﬁcated workshops in |
1976 serving an estimated 145 ;442 ahdicapped persons daily -
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II: FEDERAL REGULATIONS

. -

) A. Coyeragg \ < o . * ) )
o Three Federal minimum Wage»laws administered by the DOL
iy affect the employment of handlcapped persons in sheltered

“workshops: . )

~The Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) applies to
employees engaged in- interstate commerce or in the produc—
\ tion of goods for interstate tommerce and to enterprises
T engaged in commerce and in the production of gopds for ’ L
v commerce a¢ thoseé terms are definmed im the=1 ——Hen—Jane—24rﬂ~_—-£L:
: 1976, the Supreme Coutt held in National lLeague of Cities Vv
Useiz 426 §.S. 833 (1976), that the minimum wage and overc
time compensation prov1s1ons of the FLSA are not constitu- :
- tionally applicable to the 1ntegra1*operatIons'cﬁ%1ﬂnr;§tates~—~—-—~—4
and their political subdivisions in areas of traditional
governmental functions. To the extent that this decision
may effect sheltered workshops operated by States and their
political subdivision, employees of such institutions are no
longer ‘subject to the Act's minimum wage and overtime require-
ments. The Supreme Court's-decision does not apply to the -
. Act's equal pay or child labor provisions. Nor does the
' ‘Supreme Court's decision apply to the Age Discrimination in
‘ nt Act (ADEA), which uses the enforcement provisions
o the Fair Labor Standards Act.

The law applles both to handlcapped workers and staff
members who directly or indirectly engage in actJ.VJ.tJ.es %
covered by the law; it includes minimum wage, overtime,
equal pay and child labor standards.” FLSA is the major law '
regulating wage payments to handicapped persons in sheltered’ :
workshops.  The authorlty to permit the payment of wages -
below ‘the statutory minimum wage rate is provided in Section
13(a) (7). :

|
4‘

&

The Walsh~Healey Public Contracts Act (PCA) applies to
workers employed on Federal government ¢contracts in excess’

if of $10,000 for the manufacture or furnishing Qf materials,
T supplles, articles or -equipment. Under RQA, the prevailing "
- minimum wage is determined by th cretary of Labor on-an

1nddstry basis. The authority t rmit e payment of
wages below the stFtutory minimum rate’ is provided in
Section 6. -

- .’
-
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%,’ ‘The Service Contract Act in general applies to Federal

X .governmqnt service contracts regardleés of the amount ‘of .
the contract. The law applies to all employees (other than
persons employed in-a bona fide executive, administrative,

v . . Or professional capacity) engaged- in working on, or. in con-

' & nection with the contract, either in performing services
called for or in performing other necessary duties. The
FLSA minimum rate applies to.contracts of $2,500 o¢ less,

; * and the Secretary of Labor is required té make a determina-
tion of prevailing wages as well as fringe benefit require-~
ments when 5 or more employees are involved for contracts
in excess of $2,500. The minimum rates to be paid are those

. determined td' be prevailing rates. in the locality for specific
jt¢ occupational glassifications of employees, or.in the case of
¢ employeegl_orﬁin the case of successor contracte, the rates
4~ for ip the predecessor contractor's collective o
bargaining agreement, if any. The .authority to permit the
payment of wagés below the statutory minimum rate in

Sectipn 4(b). . -

* .

. At the time of the survey (1973).a relatively small
number of worksHops (111) were involved in federal govern-
- ment contracts but this number has in ased-significantly
: ..since the survey, primarly due to the expansion of the
' Wagneruo'pay“ct program forhworkshops.
. h 1 .

. Workshop employment is also affectéd, by other Federal
laws, including the Occupatiopal Safety and Health Act (OSHA)
~in regard to thé¢ safety and health of workergy the Civil
. Rights Act in gegard to non-discrimination in eMployment
. on account of rdce, color, religfbn, sex or national oridﬁn;‘
and the Age Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA).

e

B, Certificatié‘LQf Workshops and Workers :
. Section 14(c) of the FLSA provides for the “authorization
by certificate of 'subminimum wages for persons whose earning
or prqductive capacity is impaired by age or physical or .
. mental disability.or injury in order to prevent curtailment
of opportunities for employment. - Regulations, ‘29 CFR Part
525, issued pursuant to section 14(¢) (Federal Register
May 19, 1974), and made applicable to PCA and SCA Y Regula-_
tions 50 CFR Part 50-201.1102 and 29 CFR 4.6(a) ¢ .
v respectively, provide for the issuance of five types of -
certificates for handicapped workers employed in sheltered . .
i workshops, including work activities centers: .
‘ -'l.. Regular Program certificates are issued on a, -
group basis and may apply to an -entire shop
' or to'individual departments. The minimum

v
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,than 50 percent of the applicable statutory’ L

T .
[ B} ~ ~ e,
S

. N \
wage set’in the dertlflcate may not be less

minimum wage. The certificate may provide for

one rate apnllcable to the' entire shop or o
different minimums for different departments.
It may also provide a learning ‘rate, a mini-
mum wage lower than the apriicable department
or workshop rate but not less than 50 percent
of the appllcable FLSA minimum wage., The
certificate rate applies to all covered’
workers in the program other than those " .
gualifying for a learner or individual minimum -
rate. ' ; > -

inj i es are

Issued for covered clients im programs which
meet cyiteria in 'section 525.7(b) of the R
reg tions. The regulations do not require -

+tha be. set _in the¥certlflcate___________

— DU GRS U —

L]
-

" but if evaluees or trainees are to be paid

- tional rehabilitation agency stipulating that

'sik. months but the péried may be extended if

" Training certlflcates are issued om a group

_behavior in work situation.

vl
PR

for clients in evaluation or training.programs

less than 50 percent of the applicable minimum
wage, the program must receive prior author-
ization (er certification) by the State voca-

the program(s) neets the standards of that . -;T
agency or ‘substantially equivalent standards. '

Evaluation certificates are issued on a group .
basis for clients in those programs which'use ' i,
actual work to determine a client's,potential.: ) :
Evaluation programs are limited generdlly to

properly justlfled

basis for clients im those programs using

work for training a client in a specific

skill or for work adjustment/general work
training to develop acceptable patterns of
Training programs
are limited generally teo twelve months but
longer periods may be authorized w1th proper

Justlflcatlon .

18" -
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- on a grqup basis to th
ments of workshops ser

* physical or mental imp
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a. Workers empioyed in
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regular program
dicapping conditi
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n

apacity is so lim’tedA g

that they are unab
wage established.fd
/ an individual rate

- ' of the statutory mi

r the workshop.
set below 50 per
nimum wage rate,

- certification or ap
- rehabilitation age
- case may the rate
T the statutory mini

i

b. Workers employed i
N centers whose earni
N to 50 percent or mo
minimum wage rate|o
.tive three-month

proval ‘of the|St
ey is required.

€ to earn theimin mum

below 25 pe cé'tlpf

um wage rate.

work activithe
ngs redularly| amo
re of ‘the staltuto
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ry

-

ver a recent [consecu-

riod, if no gther

-

suitable employment opportunitigs are .

s available to them.

A limitéd nymber

of

[ . ‘such certificates may be issued]unéler
regulations, CFR Part 524 gover ing. the
" employment of handicapped workefs in

-

competitive industr

Y.

C. Commensurate Wages and Overtime

Wages paid to handicapped workers in all certificated

programs must be coemmensurate with wa
. capped®workers in industry in the vic
approved standards for essentially th
and quantity of work, but wagdes

" certificate rate if one gppliéé.

-

=
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Pay Requirements

L]

ges paid to nonhandi-

inity maintaining
e same type, qual

ity'

may ‘not. be less than/ the
{ .
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Workers may be paid- at plege

not less than one and one—h&lf t1

1 which the worker is paid.
‘ at premium gatés for all hours wor
workers are required to be paid at]
time worked-over .8 hour3 a day’ or,

respect to woprk performed

quer SC
- reguired by the FLSA- or-the ontry

.
¢ . 4

ates qQr hourly ratest

All overtipe hours worked in a workweek must be oald for‘at

s the regular rate'at
‘Under 'F| SA, workers must be paid ,
Under PCA, .
freniun rates for all .
40 hours a workweek, which- '

ed over 40

.

.
Yy

ever results in the greater number]” 6f overtine hours.
A, overtime, pay may be .
ct Work Hours and Saféty .

‘With ) -

which may alsd” requi

hours a day or whlcﬁ—

40 hours a workweek,

|. Regulations,
" productivity,
client wage n
records on pr;

Standards Ac _
time, worked ¢ver-
ever resultsjin t greater number of overtime hours. Under
SCA, fringe Kenefits may be set fqr contracts in excess of
$2,500. . 7 ”, Too- _ -
f" D. Recordkeeping .-~ = =~ i"‘f";f -
r— ! .,

[

time studies, piece rate determlnatlons,
evieys, industry prevailing ‘rate findings, and

re overtime-pay. ;or all | )

Workshegs are required’ to keép records as'sget out: in B
29, CFR Parts 516 and 525.13. R s of elient

rc1ng of - work are 1ncluded in the requirements.
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ITI: PREVIOUS‘ETUDIES IR

- ‘ o

In response to a directive in Section 605 of the 1966
Amenqments 'to the FLSA; (Public Law 89+601) = two-phase J

, study pertaining to ‘wage payments to handicapped client/

employeés ‘in sheltered workshops was initiated in 1967 by

. the DOL's flage®and Hour Division. The first phase of that

a final report was sybmitted’ in 1969. Wage and employment:
data presehted in tfidse reportsiwere obtained from shel- )
tered worksheps holdin cegificates that authorize@d them. '

study was ‘reported to:;he Congress in September 1967 and.

,toLemploy‘handicqpped~. rkers at special minimum wage rates.

- ', The September. 1967 repﬂ!t presented wage and employment
data for two periods, one before and one after. February 1,
1967, the .effective date.of .the 1966 amendments to-FLSA.

The 1969 report also provided tabulations of wage and

employment data for two periods, October 1962 and March 1958

The 1969 study compared wages paid in the two periods.by
matched workshops and clients in order to measure the impact
of the gecond minimum wage level established by the 1966
Amendments on client'earnings in sheltered workshops. .
- . » . N

~.The feg;ibility of raising existing wage standards in
‘workshops was considered by'the studies and it was concluded
that "even for most reqular workshop clients the_achievement
of a statutory minimum wage does ‘not seem realistic without
some assistance". The reports also noted, howeyer, that
thefe was a clearly demonstrated need for more vigorous. .
admphistratioh of the Federal wage program for sheltered
workshop clients. . . - s ' . -

~¢
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[y

A
‘a
'™

e

L 4




Rehabllltatibn of the Severely Handicapped" conducteg

. a cooperative venture 1mpract1ca1

"employed by them:was prOV1ded to Greenleigh staff by DOL -

>
>,
*» s

.

4

The rgports suggested a1ternat1ve approaches to be
considered by thé’Congress in order to achieve the goal of,
(statutory) minimum wages for clledt/employees in sheltered

workshops, 1nc1ud1ng.\ ‘ . Co -

L
¥

wage supplements fo eligikle clients;
financial support, for therapy for WOrkshop

clients;. . . ) !
- additional financial support for workshops for,
tra1n1ng, including materials, equipment and v
h superV1s1on, P

. -:‘opening of new markets for products of workshops-
- ddditioenal  financial support* to. enable workshops
. to modernize facilities and methods cons1steﬁt 1 °
. - with needs--of the clients; . . -
- a techrniical assistanmce program for the workshops “n
- including management a;slstance,'
, = new out-placement services for workshop clients; e
> and

. -

. - a revision in Federal public assistance laws oOr .

regu1atlons to provide that income from work ' -
performed in sheltered workshops not be counted
against the amount given in public assistance,

at least up 'to a specified pointy .

Two addlt;onal studies pandated by the Congress inethe ’
Rehabilitation' Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-112) have rele- °
vance to severely handicapped clients’ .in sheltered
'workshops. These studies were cOmpleted in 1974-75:

1. "Fhe Role of gheltered WOrkshopsxln the e ,' B

Greenlelgh Associates was somewha ‘parallel in scope to the
Department of Labor Sheltered Wor hop Study. It was
originally envisaged ds a joint p{OJect with the Department ‘
Study but delays in enagtment - of the Rehabilitation Act made

The Department of Labor -
proceeded independently in mid-1973 but a complete list of
certificated workshops and the approximate number of clients

staff. DOL representatives also served as liaison’ group .
members for the Green1e1gh Study.

. The methodology of the Greenleigh’ Study dlffered £rom
;the DOL Study ‘in. that. Greenlelgh used a sample of 400 work-

shops rath than, the total universe of more than .2,000

workshops luded by the DOL Study. e Greenlexgh Study-, -

also 1nc1ﬁded a survey through personal interview ofa2,140 -

randomly selected dllent/employees or former employees of . . .

workshops.

. n,,:(« ) B 'J\‘ s
» o 22 ,;223 . "F




)

-‘fnly those .persons whose handicapping .condition was so

- files), c¢lient surveys, a review of . existing literature and

- . d }
.= ~F ’ ! .
L S .-

L

The motivation for the‘Greenleigh Study was based on S -
testimony during the Congressional hearings pertaining to
Rehabilitation -Act Amendments which suggested that;®

- - workshops -provide s par ‘working conditions and
wages; ° . ) .
are not placed in competitive
employment by/ workshops; and, .
- long-term or extended employment in workshops
‘'lagks dignity -as human services outcome. »

The findings of the Greenleigh' Study generally serve-as
reinforcement for ,the conclusions of the DOL. Workshop Study
and are referenced as appropriate in the main body of the .
report. Of special interest was~the multi-faceted role of

‘the sheltered workshag which ‘emerged frofi the study:

+ As a provider of rehabilitation services and/or ]
" problem.reduction to individual handicapped - e
. . clients; T ‘ . '
. . As a deyeloper of job opportunities and place-"
- ment for handicapped clients in™the competitive
employment market; ~
. As an empqueflfor severely limited clients .and
others for whom job opportunities do not existi
=~ .in-the ¢ommunit¥; and’ ' : .
. As a socialization, information and recreation
center for handicapped people who have wery
{ Jlimited access to the rest of the mﬁggity in
which they reside. ) /’/€§“ 7
t ' o AN . -
.t 2. The "Comprehensive Needs Study of gndividuals with
the Most Severe Handicaps" by the Urban Institute was
designed to identify the most severely.handicapped popula-~

tion and to evaluate the feasibility of serving this group .=
ithout having vocational objectives. ‘Phis group included

evere that they could not reasonably be expec¢ted to be
rehabilitated - for employment, but for whom a' program of
rehabilitation services could improve tReir ability to live
independently and‘functigy normally within their family and
¢omimunity. . ’ . )

-

\

The'stddnyas:conducted through data file anaiysis
(including a review of state rehab%iitation agency client

constituency impact assessments.

"




- ive Needs Study has relevance to the workshop study, .

The study flndiﬂgs.are difficult to(summarize because

" of the many variables including client volume' (target co .

popplation size financing and administration. /7 The Compre- "

because it deals with the problems of sevcrely disabled
persons, a large percentage of whom could benefit from
serv1c6t‘generally provided in sheltereu wprkshops. 1nclud1ng -
personal adjustment training, famlly and personal coun-'

seling, and social.work. A Major barziers identified in the

study -- housing, transportatlon, mobdlity) physical access - -
to buildings, social attitudes, economic.disincentives ‘and - . 1
fundipg resources’ -- were also 1aent1f1ed\By‘the Greenleigh

i Study and o her research sponsored by the Department of

A g

’fac1lit1és, espec1ally workshops and - work act1v1t1es centers.

Health, Ed tion and Welfare as barriers to clients .
seeking serv1cesvand/or employment 1n rehabilitation S

L 3

The Study concludes ‘that the severely disabled have .
little hope for employment ‘in the competitive labor market - . ~-
because of-the complexity of their needs. It recommends M '
that. the workshop movement be expanded to accommodate an
estimated®ne million severely disabled persons who could
benefit from extended, 1ong-term‘sheltered employment.

o
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- pérsohs‘servgd by them reprg;ents a comprehensive and
a

~e

-

IV. THE DOL SHELTERED WORKSHOP STUDY

'
o v

¥

. "
A,

.
[ ! . "
¢

Background . : e ' " .

.

This study of. sheltered woikshopé and handicapped ’

systematic collection and aralysis of data in response to

. requests and interestd of several groups. Standing .

committees of both the U.S. Senate and the House of- Reprel
sentatives have requested information concerning the
.operations and policies of sheltered workshops in order ‘to
have a better basis for considering legislation affectihg . -

‘ ’

workshops. The DOL?s Advisory Committee on Sheltered Work~ - -

-Shops requested data necessary for an evaluation of $he ° .

"work activities center" concept established by the 1966 .
Amendments to ‘the FLSA. . ’

~ 4

r

§ s

 In addition, the DOL's Employment and Training - 5

Administration is interested in the feasibility of utilizing
workshops as a resourse fot providing training and job
opportunities for hard-to-place, socially "disddvantaged”
honhandicapped individuals. : ol

The DOL iié;esponsible for issuing certificates ‘to
qualified sheltered workshops and;for monitoring the com- .
pliance of such workshops with the reduirements_of,Sgction_‘
14(c) of the FLSA and ‘the regulations thereunder. In -
addition it has Been assigned responsibility for implemen=-
tation of Section 503 of the Rehabilitatibn Act of ‘1973

(Public Law 93-112) regarding employment of hahdicapped

persons. by Federal government contractors. Sheltered work- '

shops are expected to play a significant role in developing
qualified handicapped persons -for the Section 503 program.

B. - Objectives of ‘the Study - ° ‘///1

L .t

This study.was developed as a multi-purpose’ operation
intended to assist the many interested organizations and
agencies in evaluating the existing programs and planning
‘for the improvement of services to handicapped:persons in

.

the future, e

.

v
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. ' fhefﬁrimargﬁébi?ct%xég of thglstudyvyere as follows:
. A _f 1. To' determine the“feasibility of raising ) {;
P existing waqe_stand&tds for she}tered work-

et * * shop clients; , - .» _ .
o _ .r.2. To'evaluate the effects of separation of the .
. . . work activities xcenter clients (inconsequen- :
-5 - tia1~zioducers) from.regdlgr program clients % .{
P (bettér producers) as provided by the 1966
. + Amendments to the FLSa; ;
" . « 3. 'To determine the prevalence, extent and type
oo T o of fringe benefits prqovided to handicapped
. - _ workérs, and théir participation in collec- . -
RV tive Bargaiming; : ‘ .
. ‘ .4. 'To ascertain the workshops' capacity for
. Lo e . ..gerving additional clients; | .
R ﬁ;*,._.m_qﬂ's,p_Tquvaluatg‘thg,wo;ksggpgj,poﬁengi&l for
' ., Serving disadvantaged; nonhandicapped , =
persons; .~ - . .
. 6. o determine the extent of educational
. . *. .and/or therapeutic programs and services N
. o : . required to enhance the movement of handi- ~
’ capped clients }ntd.competitive employment; .
and -. . - © -
/1, 7. ‘To ‘evaluate the impatt of Federal gmployment
- ) ‘and, training programsson sthtered workshops. ’

ST secopdary objectives of the study included:
. , 7 ‘ ’ -

. ) " 1.. To identify the types of commodities- and
- . ‘«gbrvides available for procurement by-the
VY .~ ' Federal goverhment uader the terms of the
Qo T .' .Wagher-0'Day Act- (Public Law 93-28); and ° e .
.., 2. To identify additfonal legislation-and/or .

’ , legiglative changes necessary to enhance
. o employment opportunities for handicaRPed . .

. ' ‘ : persons.’ -~

3 oo - Y M
’ B , . ’

t .
. .
* . . J
4 . -
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V. CHARACTERISTICS OF WORKSHOPS AND CLIEN'E'S

4 »

. oo
Tables 1 and 2 ‘present the numerical and percent - .

distributions of workshops and clients by type -of ordaniza-

tion, type of operation, and type of program. . <

~

“A. Workshops - . * e ’i £,
\ . v ’ -

‘" Qf the 1,786 workshop establishments reporting, three-
fourths were operated as-private corpgrations or components
and the remaining fourth were publicly operated. Ninety-one
percent of the ®stablishments were certificated by the DOL
.under the FLSA while the maining nine percent of the work- -’
shops were operating without- certification by the DOL  (See

, ‘Technic¢al Note C5). Tt e, T
~_ For purposes of this study data are reported for
workshop establighments and for workshop programs. One or
more programs may operate within a single workshop estab-
lishment. . Three. types of workshop programs are identified:.

(RS ’

. - rééular program workshops® . i ‘.

- work activities, centers ‘ ’ K
- training and/or evaluation programs = °

of the 2,530 workshop programs reporting, nearly one-half
were work activities centers and one-third were regular
program workshops., Sixty-eight percent of the workshap
programs operated as single program establishments, i.é.,

no other workshop program operated with them. A majority
of the single program establishments were work activities
centers. ‘ ) ‘

3

B. Clients -
The average daily attendance (ADA) during the reporting
year was 98,076 for workshops participating in the study. °
“The' distribution of clients by program geherally £followed
. the workshop distribution with 85 percent in’'reégular program
workshopg and work activities centegs, and 15 percent in
training and/or evaluation programs. The clients were
evenly divided between single program and multiple program
establishments.’ = | \ :




.

2 iy

Table 1. Wumerical and perceit ‘distribution of sheltered workshops and clients by certifidation .
Status and organization by}p of workshop program, United States, 1973 /
Tzatis ’ U 2

A T - Certificated : Roncertificated :: Private - 7
Type of workshop program : s Tota H H (] 1
. n = r _: Percent: : : 3 :

' = ) . . .».‘

-
-

Number of reporting workihop estab- -
. lishments 1/ .

®  Total number of workshop programs
A1 regular program workshops
A1l work activities centers
A1l training and/or evaluition .
programs .

Régular program workshop only ¢
Work activities center only
Trafning and/or evaluation pro-"
- grams only -
Regulay program workshop and .
work activities center
Regular program workshop and trafn- .
ing and/or evaTastion programs
Work activities center and train-
ing and/or evaluation progrems 46
Regular progras workshop, work I -
sctivities center and training
and/or evaluation programs - 100 143

8 288

' £.2.8 2 8%
;oqngmgwamwo

o

&

Nuwber of clients, total 2/ . 10D 91,194
A1l regular progrsm workshops 100 3,18
All work activities centers 100 ° 43,445
A1l training and/or evaluation .
prograss - 100 . 13,568 -
Regular program workshop only - ‘100 12,262
Work activities center only 100 31,875
Training and/or evaluation pro- -
. * grams only - * 1,797
. - & Regular program workshop and
- work actfvitfes center 7.688 6,426
Ro?ular program workshop snd train- :
ng and/or evaluation programs 17,619 16,843
Work activities center and trainl . .
) 1n¥ and/or evaluatiem programs 3,450 2,879
Regular program workshop, work | ' -
activities center and training .
and/or evaléation prom"? 16,403 . R 15,741
o, ! . '

78,089
32,534
33,110
12,445

17,807
22,973

1,420 »

. -,

4
13,16
2

g~
88
N

&

»380 .

'

=

2,967
1,759

1,481
1,384 18
1,033

701

N 8 ©% o o

£ 8 28 8 238 ¢

662

- A

. Ticated total.
Average dafly client attendance.

Source: Appendix tables 1-6.
. R

»
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Table 2i Numerical and percent distribution of sheltered workshops and clients by type of workshop program,
by certification status and organization, United States, 1973 .

.
.

I f kshop pr : ER Certificated : Noncertificated :: Private
ype of works ogram : < it : work‘shg'g HH workshops
: s H : rcent  :: Mumber Pgrcent

.

Total rumber of workshop programs 2,530 2,030 100*
All regular program workshops 851 725 36
411 work activities centers /1,167 . 873 a9
"+ Al training and/or evaluation - . e .-
programs 512 . .~ 432 2

Total workshop establishments 1/ 1,786 . 1,365 w00
Regular program workshop only 339 - 267 20
Work activities center only . 809 , 559 M
Training and/or evaluation pro-

grams only 12 : . 42
Regular program workshop and work :

activities center - 126 107
Regular program a raining .o .

and/or evaliation programs 203 ) 183
Work activities center and train- . i

ing and/or evaluation programs. . 9 -3 ) . I
‘Reguiar program workshdp, work -~ ~ 7

activities center, and train-

f‘.? ing and/or evalustion Proggems | . 168

Wr of clients, tota) 2/ 98,076 91,194 78,089 19,987
A1l regular program wrl'shopi 36,978 33 T 34,181 32,534 4,048
A1) work ‘activities ers 46,273 47 13,445 33,110 13,163
A1l training and/or evaluation . s .. . i

programs 14,825 15 13,568 * 12,445 2,380

Regular program workshop only ,;:.774 15 12,262 1,807 2,967

Work activities center only 34,732 38 31,975 . 22,973 1,759

Training and/or evalvation pro- . :
. Z,901 3 1,797 1,420 481

7,810 8 - 7,688 ‘ . - 6,426 . 1,384
workshop and train-

. -
in§ and/or' evaluation programs 17,876 ' 17,619 e : 16,843
Work activities center and train- o - . . 4 .

ing and/or evaluation programs 3,5% 3,450 - 2,879
Regular program worksiop, work .

activities center, and train- . .

iv:g andfor evaluation programs . 16,473 o 16,4m3 . i 15,781

!

.}/ Undup)fcated count..
~ Average dafly client attendance.

Source: Appendix tables 1-6.
. [}
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.'Eightyfﬁefbent of the clilnts were served in privately
operated workshops and 20 percent in publicly operated work-
shops. A major portionsqf the clients in publicly operated
workshops were in work activities centets and two-=thirds of
these. centers served primarily mentally -retarded persons.

Only seven percent:of the ciignts wéré‘served in
noncertificated programs except that 17 percent of the

- clients in single program regular program workshops and 38

percent of the clients in single program training and/or
evaluation program establishments werye in noncertificated
workshops. - ’ ' A

C. ‘' Workshop Claésification by Primary Disability Group

Workshops were grouped according to the primary

)

disability or disabilities represented in the client popula- ;;

tion served. Data were collected separately for disabilities
with substantial numbers of clients -- those that served a
substantial numher of clients with one type of. disability
were classified by that disability, and those that served
more than one major disability type but not a majority of

any gfie type were classified as "general” workshops. Those

large enough in numbers in that type of workshop were,
gftuped in a "migcellaneous"” category (e.g., cerebral palsy,
cardiac, orthopedic). .These'classifications (groupings)
were identified throughout the report as "primary. disability
groups® to describe the type 'of disability of most (but not .
necessarily all) of its clients. L .

Of the total workshop programs reportfﬁgﬁ*one-half
were classified as mentally retarded programs and one-thirxd
were classified as #neral programs. (Appendix tables 1 and 2).
Each of the other groups -- blind, mental illness, alcoholicy,

" and miscellaneous -- represented six percent or Igss for ’
" each category. T ) L

Of the regular program wofkshdbs about one-half were
classified "as general workshops, one-fourth as mentally
retarded and 12 percent as blind workshops.

Nearly three-fourths of the wgrk?&ctigggies centers
were classified as progfams for the mentally retarded and
nearly .one~-fifth were classified as g€neral workshops. .

General programs constituted half of the.training .
and/or evaluation Q;ogréms while sYightly more than one-'

~

".£hird were mentally retarded group programs.

.
) ) P /o.’ .

. . ’¢30" t L !
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‘workshops that served a major disability group that was not’ !
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Two-thirds of the clients in wegular program workshops .
were in general w8rkshops; three-fourths of the clients in
work activities centers were }n mentally retarded centeys;

more than half of the clients’in training and/oe. evaluation
/ programs' were in general programs and nearly one-third were
in mentally res@rded programs,

&

2:; National Organization Member Workshops
L]

Data were af§o7summarized separately for workshogs'
which weré members of ,selected national organizations: nd-
will Industries of America (GIA),'NationaltIndustries for;.
the Blind “(NIB), and Volunteers of Americd (VOA). GIA member
workshops were classified a% general workshpps; NIB membejy °
workshops were classified as blind workshops: and’ VoA
member workshops were classifiged as alcoholic- workshops .°
(Appendix tables 7-10). o e L

Qi ~
d *

The membership of the national prganizazions was m
in ‘regular -program workshops. GIA workshops represented 20
percent of total regular program workshops and served 41 ) .
percent, of the clients; NIB workshops represented 9 perceant
of regular program workshops and clients; and VOA workshops
represented 4 percent of regular program workshops ‘and .2
percent of the clients. . C.

]

E.  Primary Disability of Clients

¢ The payroll data collected for the survey week including
May 15, 19®3 provided information on the” primary disability
,of each client receiving wages (Appendix table 13). ,Client
disability data were not collected ‘for tHe anntal reporting
period. _ . S )

Fifty-seven ‘percent of the clients served irn all

workshops had mental .retardatfon as their primary,disability.
This group had the largest percentage in each of .the :
programs --' thirty .percent of the clients in regular prodram
workshops, more than three-fourths' in work activities
centers and half of the total number in training and/or
evaluation programs. A '

»
s

Nearly all workshops served more than one disabilify,
especially the mentally retarded clients,. in additiofi to
. their primary group. About’ two-thirds of the workshops
served ¢lients with mental .illness/emotional handicaps but
less than half of the workshops served viSually. handicapped
clients. ,




o
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~
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The concentratlon of dlsablllty types 11.workshops .
seemed to-reflect the ‘gengral level of physical and/or mental
function of the type of" cllent Bllﬂd/Vlsually handicapped

" clients were found mostly 4in regular program workshops where-~
as most of the mentally retsrded clients were served in work®
activities centers. Mental ‘illness clients were distributed -
almost equally among the three programs but three-fourths '
of the orthopedically handicapped clients were found 1n
;egular program workshops. )

r

.

~
*

(=}

F. Sex of Cllents RO Y
The May 1973 payroll data also 'in¥ibated the sex of .
clients: fémales comprised from 43 to 46 percent of clients \

‘_;n the programs and males from 54 to 57 percent (Appendix
table 14) . ) g

-

-

G. Average -Daily Claent Attendance (ADA) 4
Workshops reported an .average dally c11ent attendance ‘E
“for the year of 98,076 clients-in a%i~pre§rams—(attendance
&urlng the survey week of May-1973.was 88, 791 or 91 percent
of the annual average daily. attendance) . -
o, L e 14 -2
.The average d 1ly attendance per workshop establlshment
“reporting. was 55 cglents. The average daily cllent;atten- &

‘dance per workshep*®program was as follows: .

.
’ .

»

| /

i Regular program workshops ~ ' 43¢ ’
o [ Work activities centers 40 .
- Training and/or evaluation ) ~
- programs ' 29 ~ :

. - More than one- tthd ofythe regular program. workshops
,and work. activities, centers had fewer than. 20 clients (ADA»
and three~fourths had fewer ﬁhan 50 claents. . )

uation programs ten ed ?‘ be .

The tra1n1ng ahd/or eva
ut this- was not very signifi- -

"™ven smaller in client. s;ze
eFe programs were opgrated as

L]

cant.because 85 percent of
parts of multiple program’ llshments.

v L

1}
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- FolloWing'is a comparison of th
clients by work shop'.employment size
.*" the comparable ‘distribution found

. ]
i

-

- shops by. the DOL:

~

d
.

+

’

&

~, _All workshops

-

)

e distribution of.
in the 1973

udy wiﬁ@
in the 1967 Stud of Woxk- =

»

. [

o~

Percent of clients in workshop with’

' . Number Percent Few Fewer Fewer 200 ©© ..
Cof - of tfhn 20 than 50 .than 200 or more ..
‘4 .clients total clients clients ‘clients clients -
A S - , } T %
: Clients. in’ R ' R
/au_pr - L . -7 . .* >
/ gram ‘- . - . G - &
v -« l“ v . /.' ‘. -3 { ’
1967 . 35,460 100 "7 3 81 1 T
“ e 1973 . 98476 100 © 14, 59 . _ 88 12 o
] . ' ' .

¢lients .in. i

' regular-, ' Tt

» program
work-

. -

3

»  shops: o . . v . o
P . . . .

£ b
. 100 . 5

Y

1967 14,474
. ' .

98 <2

‘
> »

A ro. X ‘ .
1973 . . 36,978 100 . "A6 40
L . T e 1 s e e e !
The percentage of clients in the feﬁerrthanlzo-clients M A
workshops doubled fgf the total workshop operation’and -
tripled for regular program, workshops:. ' The 1967 report did .
not present data on'work activities center siZe separately
» berause it was: relatively new concept but the rapid *- * 5
8. qﬁpwtb paptern presented latéffsuggéié' a substantia%
ihc . .
. —~&

rqgee/fﬁ small work.activities centérs. - ..
T 4’ P ' B2 N . .

" “H. Yé&fs,6f~6bé}ation06f,wOfkshdps‘_' . . R
& v, i . - ",

o

[3
-

_ ‘The age of th
‘with the Yevel
; but new workshops
functions.

FLSA. _’

" The distribution of wor
Operatien (Appendix table 15) sh

' 'program workshops.
establishman

..
A

A

P
A

5 years old,: compa

' Phe % ess-

?i;f#er:gngctmon?-of
2 -

e workshop-digggot dire®ly correlate .,
client employment or servicgs provided, _ :
were shown to be.less effectivewin some : .

kshops by years:-of ., _

pws that 11 percent were . N
fifth were less than ‘3 years
less than 5 years old.

be newer; more than half were

L)

Work

‘¢ith one-fifth of tHe :regular

han-5 year xge indic

"33
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.the 1966 Amerfments to the - .
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< the number of certificate

. . - -

I, Growth of Workshops

The Wage and Hour Diggsion compiles periodic data on
ﬁgtworkshops and clients served by
--thems Data have been summarized and compared for. three
periods considered to be 'significaht in the .workshop study -
Matrch 1968 June 1973, and June. 1976 -- because’ they relate
to data analys1s perlods. ] ;J‘

& -
>

ThHe growth of workshop programs in these periods was
mostly in work activities‘centers-

§-/ff - - e Growth " Growth

" .Certificated Nuniber T.1968-73 Number 1968-76
wgk kshop March June ~Num- " Per- June . Num- Per-=

' P ogries 1968 1973 ber ' cent 1976 .. ber cent
. 2 a ' : . . ! - ’

Regular pro- , - . . _ -
gsam work- - SRR : :
shops " "~N660 §,056 6. . 60 1,327 [ 667 101 .
‘ '\Work aCtiV- o= - ‘*éo . '.q" ) . "lj. -
_ts ,.ities .cen- Co NI 7 e . ’ s .
o ‘ters .. . 468 1,911,8 .. . 203_ 2,252 1,784 ‘ 381,
Tralnlng and/, ) . L : - ’ g “
.or evalu-- .- L oo ) . B
ation pro=-- ..~ ¢+ A ¥ - e T,
\,..- N @ A - S le . ) B
ﬂrams y 657 ¢ --T Ea vl 839 - 182¢ - _35 .
Tosal all L | N
prodrams 1, 128 },l}i 2,005 178 4,418 3;299\;3-292_ .
. ’ s . » N " . . Yo .
- AN : » - % “ o
. o ~'\“q‘.")' c e 00 v
. A ] “ " 3 A_-/ . . )
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The growth in the ‘number of clients served in the
certificated workshop programs in the 1968-73 and the 1968-
76 periods was also concentrated in work activities centers
+and it was greater than the growth of the other two programs

combined. The number bf.clients tripled in the fivewwear

;" . period between the two studied and has more than doubled

. in. the three-year period. following the 1973 d®dy. over -
», ,, the eight-year period 1968-76 seventy percent -of total
'\ workshop client growth,was in worK aotivities centers:
. . , ' LI *
: . P Growth - . Growth
' Type of Number 1968-73 -. Number 1968-76
workshop March June Num-. Per- ~June Num-  Per-
_program 1968 * 1373 ber cent ° 1976 ber cent
Reqular . * :; ' _
program )

worksHops 17,428 29,758 12,3%0.71 33,837 16,409 94
Work activ- . ‘

.- ‘ities cen-

ters 14,125 42,403 . 28,278 200 88,735 74,610 528
Training ’
'. - and/or . ‘ ~ o X
evaluatjion 3 ¥ )
- .programs 7,98 15,187 7,218 90 22,8% 14,89 187
Total B . ' -
P » clients 39,524 87,348 47,824 121 145,442 105,918 268

. - . . - ' - g
Source: U.S.' Department of Labor, Division.-of Wage Hour
». Stagistics. -
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The chpnglng composition of the c11ent populatlon 1s
reflected the percentage of clients served 'in each of the:
three perlods. .

1

o L T T Percent of clients

. Type of. profram ° ‘1968 T 19713 - 4 . 1976
Regular program .
workshop 44 T 34 c .23
Work activities - - : P ]
center 36 - - 49 61
Traiwing and/or =~ . : , . .
evaluation .- T . : ‘
program = . 20 - 17 - 16
Total all ‘programs _fOO - 100 ¢ ¥ 100

-

" Two explantlons for the growth in work 'activities
center clients are suggested: (1) The national "deigstitu-
- tlonallzatlon" movement wh1ch wWas" returnlng mentally’

Yetarded persons and” persons recover1ng from mental illness
to ‘the commuriity from state institutions; and (2% the' ., -
expansion of. fundlng for sogcial services and extended catre
for severely handlcapped persons under Federal, State and
looal government support 365§ ams.,

o Another -possible factor 1n the shift of cllents may
have been the.greater flex1b111ty acporded a work activ-
ities c&nter under FLSA, regulatlons as.compared to the

requ1remrntquf a reguléﬁ p::;éﬁm/workshop operation. In

N

v
-

order to serve the serevely 1 ted.élient the workshops
 may have elected to secure work activities center
'certificate, involving: ‘a, groypvcertificate, rather than
attempting to, serve those client$*who cannot'meet regular
program workshop standards\through‘tﬁa\pse of ind1v1dual -
rate certlflcates. .The need for a closer examination of

-the work actlv;tles ‘center operatlon is suggeﬁ ed to
deﬂprmlne whether -the shift has 1n fact sulted in expanded
services to cl;snts with gréater severity of d1sab111ty N

A comparslon of the‘19€7 and i%?B studies shows that
the greatest- grawth has been in programs serving primarily
.the mentally retarded’ persqps and the greatest percentage
"increase was for ‘mental illness groups.. These are the v -
"dominant groups.in work activities centerg and are generally
.con51derea the most segrderly limited cllents.
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. J. ' Geographic Distribution of Workshops and Clients -~
The geographic distrtbution of workshops generally.
follows_the distribution of the total population in. the .
United §tates, with the highest number of workshops being
in the North Central area and the lowest number ‘being in
the West (Appendix table 11). The distribution of clients ,

r

—

follows the same general pattern. The North Central region
contains 33 percent of all workshop establishments and .

- sérves 33 percent of all clients; the West contains 17 .
percent of all workshop establishments and serves the same -
percentage of clients. .

* * . The distribution of workshops by State also follows
population density rates (Appendix tables 15).. .New York
has the highest number, followed’py California, Pennsylvania, -
Illinois and ‘Ohio =~ in that order. Fourteen states had
fewer than 10 ggrkshbps. ’ .

s K. Wdfkghop Current Client Capacity and Potential

_ One;'of the objective$ of the study was to analyze the.
current capacity of workshops and determine the potential
» - for serving more handicapped persons and/or other nonhandi-
# . capped persans. L : T . ,
) 9

.Workshops ‘were asked to provide estimates of:

}i - Total number of clients served during. the _
. i year (It should be noted that these data * °
.~ may havé included clients who received
* rehabilitation services but were not employed
in work programs); .
= Average daily client attendance durihg the
" year, by type of .workshop program; L
- Hijghest number ‘served during any one week;: v
-~ Maximum number of handicapped persons that
™ could be served daily -- taking into account
the size of the facility and assuming ade-
guate staff and work ‘available; ) .
v - Comparison of ‘maximum capacity to workshop
capacity in February 1967; and .
' = Additional number of handicapped persons that .
could be served daily with present staff
o (assuming the availability of sufficient
’ work) . C .




/ .

«Table. 3, pro ides ‘a summary of data presented in:

\; . Appendlx tables 21-23. ' The annual number of clients served

S in aill programs ‘was 2.7 t1?es the average number served
daily. .The highest rate turnover was in tpaining and/dr

~evaluation prdgrams (4.3) in which clients are provided |

- gervices and moved out :to other programs and/or emb;oyment.
The lowest turnover was in work activities centers in which
clients are considered o be incogsequential produce¥s and

- dn need of extended services. .

Workshops were substantially underutilized. Nearly
half of the workshops. reported additional unused capacity.
Phe estimates indicate a capacity to serve almost twice  the
number of tlients actually served during the year- 1f .
adequate staff ‘and work were available. - -
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. f'.\ . : Table 3, Sheltered workshop qurrent capacity,anﬁ potential for

’

) , - serving additional clients, 1973 & .
v ! . .‘ - ) 3 “Training b ‘o
. - N Regular ' Work | and/or ‘
. - — - o All--——— program— —activities—— evaluation —
workshops workshops . centers’ programs
Total clients served ] - . -” .
during year 267,920 118,167 85,391 - ¥

E Highest number of

clients served during

L g

.45,3%6

64,362

19,408

any one week ) 120,997 56,263
Average<§%ily attendance. 98,076 v 36,978 46,273 14,825
Maximum ndler that can R
' be served daily }/ . 188,240 72,682%, 85,398 30,160 ;
. . Percent of average . ‘ /
w daily attendance 192 197 185. _f/333\~// -
Workshops that can serve - . ¢
additional clients in .
gPrésent facility: 2/ , 1,115 580 617 298
.. Average' daily - ’
attendance . 59,962 28,019 . 22,609 9,334
..,Additional clients . '
! that can be served 28,014 13,900 8,997 5,117 -
- Percent of average : . -
daily attendance. 47 50 40 85 ¢

]

,

1/ Assuming adequate staff and work available.

—
-

Source’: Appendix tables 21-23r‘\

2/ With present staff assuming -available and aufficiené‘workl
® d ' ’ ' . )

1]
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L. ‘Client Applicants for Service, Rejections anq‘Lay-offs

A handicapped person bécomes involved in workshop
services, including employment, through a variety of entry
methods: ? referral by a sponsoring (fee paying) agency, by
another agency providing services, by,other -comfunity .
agencies or individuals, or by self referral. .Entry may ~
also be gained by transfer from amother agency, school or
institution. Handicapped persons may make-application for
services -such#s training or evaluation and be transferred |
tqQ an employment program. upon completion of evaluation
andfor training. A client also may be placed in employment
in a regular program workshop or a work activities center
directly from application status. :

. The acceptance of a handicapped person into a workshop
program is affected by a variety of circumstances and
conditions. Workshops werée asked to provide data on the ’
number of persons making application for services,.the’
number rejected and «he primary reason ‘for rejection.

. -—

1. Client appl}batioﬂé and non-acceptance

- ’
\ .~ .
: Regular program workshops reported a total of 99,527
applications for services; nearly one-third were npt
accepted. The miost ‘frequent reason for rejection was "lack
of work" (Appendix table 28). ; T
One-fifth of the 59,645 applicants for services in work
,activities cénters were nos Accepted, mostly because of lack
of space, but frequently begause fhe client's ‘disability was
too severe. . . ' - L
Jl . ‘ - . ~ e
Over 90 percent of the 59,885 applicants for training
~and/or evaluation program seyvices were accepted. Of the
* nine percent who were rejected most had disabilgties that
were considered too seve%;. The lack of trainjing fee was
not a significant cause six- percent of clients not accep=
ted were rejected for 'this reason,.and only nine percent.

t

be¢ause of lack of adeguate funding. B
. ; , .
4




-support did not appear to be a significant factor. -

. ' ‘ \""e )
LN .

In the acceptance of clients in all programs financial . B

2. ®lient lay-offs for laékvoﬁ work

‘ The problem of léy-offs was also explored in the survey
to determine the extent, frequency and degree of lay-offs

. of clients. The response by the workshops indicated that

| this was not a major problem (Appendix.table 29).. . . . .

~
?

Less than one*third of the regular program workshops
reported client lay-offs. Only four percent. of the clients
served were laid off and the length of lay-off was less
thgn four weeks for nearly two-thirds of the clients involved.

The problem was even less significant in the other two

programs. Only 12 percent of the work actiVities &enters

reported lay-offs invelving 5 percent of their clients.

Less than” ten percent of~the training and/or evaluation
programs had clients laid-off during the year, and an
insignificant one percent of their clients were involved.
In both programs most of the lay-offs were &f less than
four weeks duration. -

Y
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-~ "A. Operating Income

= VI. FINANCIAL OPERATIONS - OF WORKSHOPS

/. . .
Tﬁe.prlmary obaectlve of the. workshop- is to provide

. rehpbilitation services including employment to handicapped ,

persons, and the financial operatlon has a major 1mpact on
__the & effectiveness of the workshop in meeting its primary
objective.

The workshop survey collected data which permit an
analysis of the - financial operation. The data show that two
types of funding exist in a majority of workshop operations:
"Capital funding" which pertains to income and expenditures
for buildings and major equipment, and "operating funding"

‘which pertains to income and expenditures related to the -

-

operation of the workshop organization.
This section will review and .analyze finangial data- by
source and type, as reported by the workshops for calendar
or fiscal year 1972 or 1973. Informal comments from shel-
tered workshop directors amd Advisdry Committee members
suggest that these' data may represent a more rella‘Ee
profile of the current workshop operation than similar

"data for calendar/fiscal year 1974 or “1975 because the

impact of the economic recession (during 1974 and 1975),
caused wide fluctuations in workshop operations, especially
in the work program.

Any interprEtatlon of financial data should take intd
con31deratlon the time differencgs and changes in the
economy land -the Federal funding program which may have, .
occurredyin the intervening period. / ‘

—

\
erkshop operating income derives from three major
source categories: . . v

' =-Income from work program - receipts ‘for the
C:::;‘ ~ production of goods and services by employees.’

- Incéme from evaluation and training .fees -
receipts for rehabilitation serwdces provlded
to handlcapped clients. .

- Subsidy income - gifts, grants, membershlp.dues,

. ' ermdowments and allocations by community funding

‘ agencies to assist in underwriting an operating
deficit ihcurred by the._workshop, or to support,

o special operations within the workshop.

e
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In this study the fitst two types (income from

work and fees) were combined-into "earned operating income" .

which represented income generated (or produced) by the

workshop cliepts and the staff. ,

-

-\

1, Incomeﬁby major‘souréés - all programs
- e ’ "
Regular program workshops depended on the work .
program for nearly three-fourths of their operating income
while the work activities centers received less than a third
of their operating income from that sourge (Table 4).

Subsidy income was the largest source of s pport.
for work activities centers but the  ave age 'subsidy per work-
shop was higher for regular program workshops than for work
activities centers. : ~ . . '

Training and evaluation programs received nearly
one-half of their ircome from.fees and the balance was
divided‘®almost evenly betyeen the other two sodurces.

- The average work- program income for work activities'
centers was only ten percent of the regular program workshop
even though the average daily attendance size difference was
very slight -- 43 clients in regular program workshops and
40 clients in work activities centers. .

, Fees for training apnd evaluation were not restricted
to training and evaluation programs. Two-thirds of the,

"training and evaluation fees went to regular program work-

shops and work activities centers, suggesting that a . .-
significant number of clients were receiving evaluatipn or
training without being in a geparately identified training
or evaluation program.’ : '
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* Table 4. Anﬁual operatlng 1ncome of sheltered workshops
< b? major source, 1972 . .
; Amount® | . Average income
v -, ](ig;phousands)- Percent . (in thousands)
All worE‘%QEs/all programs ) :
- Income from work program - $232,101 59 $131
' Income from trainind and o '
evajuation fees d 72,411 19 64
Subsify income ) 86,269 .- 22° 67
Total operating income 390,781 160 219
£ ) ’ s
| _Regular program workshops ’ . - '*
| " Income from-work program . 192,489~ 73 232
| Income from. training and T
| evaluation fees 28,290 - 11 567
| *Subsidy income 41,182 . _16 66 -
| "' Total operating 1ncome *'261,961 , .. 100 . 308
Work activities centers _ T - ~
Income from work program 26,466 _ 32. 23
Income from trainipg and ) .
ev tion fees 22,754 27 40
_ Sub income ' 33,799 _41 44
&  'Total operating income 83,019 100, 72
Training and/or evaluatlon >
- programs . . )
- Income from_ work program ~13,147N 29 40
Income from tralnlng/aqd : o~ : .
. evaluation fees N 21, 367“” 47 71
‘Subsidy income 11!289 _24 48 -
Total operating incgme - 45,803 00 - 90
All operating income e "y .
Regular program workshops 261,960, - 67 " 308
Work activities centers 83,018 . 3&_ 72
Training and evaludtlon . T
. programs . 45,803 *12 . 90.
Total - all operatlnq 390,781 - T00 - ‘219
income, - T ;
Source: AppenﬁIx tables 45-49. . - . "
/
—~ . ~
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2. IIncome by primary disébility'group

. ' There was wide variation bet&een,workshops ,
‘ classified by primary disability groups served" in major .
sources and in total'operating income: .oa -
14

(a) Regular program wcrfgﬁops

- o Table 5 provides a comparison of average
7 income per regulatr program workshop, and;ingoﬁe pPer client
served by major source. Thg blind group showed the highést
income per client from the work program and Rubsidy, and
the . lowest fee income per clieqt. The mental illness and

mentally retarded groups showed the lowest work Program
income per client -- only.11 to 14 percent of that of the
* blind group. . . ‘ ' - )

’ The general group, the blind group, an& the " s
alcoholic group were most dependent .on w k program ihcome
but the'mentally retarded group was’ more ‘dependent on sub- -

< sidy income. e . - . R
v * The erftal illness gtoup had.by far the lowest ' -
average income per client” served with }iy;le diffgrenge ot

~ in average per major source.
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e o/ -_Table 5@ lar Program Workshops- "Annudl’ operatmg income by
o - = - ajor source‘ gnd primary dlsablllty group,’ 1972 : .- . )
- “ . " ) . ‘\ “ q.‘ - o '
v 4 - a ™ . R . ! . - . » N
e . ] ) .« T ,_.P:Tmary "disability- group - -
e <. Income, source _ - : . ® :"Mentally -’ : Mental : ’
. < ) P ' - -° ¢ General : retarded : Blind : illmess : Alcoholic
. A .S e g ; . v - L . . : :
‘ . .Average client§ per program: 1/ 60. - 23 - 7 41 , 28 ~ S 26 v .
‘: - 1 .L-‘ ~ . N . ".:./’) . . < I. t ‘ “v
o Average 1nt'ome per Program: . : ’ . . . A
B income- $292,000 S 42,000 '$534,000 $42,000 $157.,000 .
- evaluation ' . ‘ TR '
‘ ~ , - 74,000 31,000 44,000 + 49,000 227,000
© g . Subsidy /ingpme . o 0,000 °~ 49,000 -~147,000 - 3@ 000 . 21,800 . ,
i ,/eﬁ “Potal income 2/ U 384,000 98,000. 663,000 . 76,000 162,000% r g
7 . . .r "Q . A . . ’. ] -~ ) ‘ut‘ . , 1)
! Sy ™ ) ** * : . ‘ . . : ‘ s
v ey - Avera-gse ificome Rer cllent . oy ‘ \ . A
N - served- o S . ' ;
- - ) - . . ) ' : ) »? ! ) . ) N
T _Work program Y . 4 867 . 1,83€ § 13,024 ¥,500 ~ 6,038 /
- - . Fee income S 1,233 1,34 ‘1,073, 1,428 '3/
‘4_$ Subsidy ingome. - - © 1,000 . 2,130 3,585 1,286 808 .
C Co & - -
T Total 1ncome 2/ vy . 6,'400 . 4,261 IG;;I 70 & i,?I 6, 735
. . o, . - : ) T LY 8 . '- L » —‘/
:,— " - i N : B : » . ' .' " o (" N - - . Y ? A / .
e " . R B ~
. ' 1/ ‘Average daily client attendance. Pe ) ‘/’ . L .
. { 3/ Avérages.do not add to total because of dif'férencés in numbgr * L /- ~—— !
2 .of programs Yeporting income ,by source. - . o, i . Cope ‘
, iy 3] Only one workshop regorted fee income: , - SR /&l
NI . . . ’: . v ‘I ' e Ye . / ‘56 ' ) '.
85 S@rce. ndix tables 45-49. 1. St . : > et | 4
5. pénd L .m/@ SO
Q’h“ . ) TN - * o, s b ‘“ . . ! “:\A .“‘ .
0: G - , - . . - b Pt . Coe ;g v | R
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.. . .. (bB) Work activitdes centers-,
. o, A comparison of average'income per work- activities

center and per client served showed a pattern similar to
the regular program workshop but the work activities center
total operating- income per client served was only 36 to 42
percent of the regular program, workshop average (Table" 6) .
The greatest difference was in the wark program in which
° . the three major groups -- #gneral, meltally retardeq and
‘mental illness -- showed &ge income per client of only
one-;i‘th go"oﬂéjphird‘o e regular program workshop
-inco : L S .

, . . ; ¢
v o The m‘ally retarded group centers, representing
'75 percent of.all centers, had average subsidy income which
s . was less than half the corresponding average for regular
program workshops, and fee income was two-thirds that of
regular  program workshops. ¢ . :




Table - 6.

Work Act1v1t1es Centers:

major source and prlmary disability group,served,

.

-

Annual operating income by

+

1972

.. Income source

-

-+

-

rhi

“Primary disabiiiryfgrougfl/

&eneral

Mentally-:
retardeg :

- Mental

Blind : illness

’

Ld

—

3

v

\'\Agerage élients pex progr’amb 2/ .29
Average income .per p¥pgram: . .
. Work program income . - <$25,000
Trainping ‘and eyaluation :
fees.:
Subsidy income
Total income 3/ _

.38;000
. 37,000

Average income per client
served: . 2/
" Work program 1ncome
Fee income
Subsidy income .

-

72,000 ..

42

$23,000°

39,000

43,000

74,000

L

548
929
1,024

25 45

Ny
- -

$ 29,000 $21,000

24,000 67,000
230,000 35,000

14 . 14

Total ‘ineoke. 3/ .- " .
v . \ .

- -

1,762

v-

N o

L J

5 -~

-

-

(

Alcohollc an!lmlsceﬁianeous groups were too small to be 51gn1f1cantly comoared
Average daily client attendance. -

Averages do .not add to total due to dlfferences in number of programs
reporting income by source.
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-'Soorce; Appendix tabfﬁs 45-49,
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. only 8 percent of the clients served.. The mental illness

type of operating income. N
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. .(c) Training agd/or evaluagioﬁ’prOgrams i .
W - \ L

‘The financial opegation.of the training and/or
evaluation programs is distinctly different from regular
program workshops or work activities centers in, that the
focus on services rather than production is much greater.
Work program igcome is ingidental to the operation, and
employment wages are subotdinate to training and evaluation
services. ' T ' i L

. Fees consistehtly averaged hift per client in

‘general group programs which represent more than half of
the clients served (Table.7). The mental illness group had.
the highest fee ahd subsidy income per client but .represented ‘.
grq@p appeared to get its best .support in- training and/or * .
evdluation progtams; it ranked lowest in average income per
¢lient®served for ithe other two.proq;ams." . s

.Y Not ‘all of the training and/or evaluation programs
recg!?ed fees: only ‘58 percent of the general group, two-
thiMs of the mentally *retarded group, less tham one=half K
of the blind group and 54 percent of’the mental illness ,
group. Even fewer programs received subsidy incomes: one-=
third of the mental illness group and 'the blind group,
one-half of the mentally retarded group and four-fifths of
the general group. The data did@ not show how many programs -
received both types of support but it appears that some of
the blind and mental illness programs did not r%ceive either .
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valdation Programs'
prlmary dlsablllty group served, 1972

Annual operating income by

*"

'

13

48 .

P

_ N : Bl Prlmary dlsabllltyggroup 1/
Ineome, source’ : :. Mental : : .Mental
. ' vt : General : retardation : Blind : illness -
. - . ) . 2 4 ’
Average Blients per‘progrem: 2/ * 32 .26 -

sAverade income per:program: o . : Coe - $
“I" Work .program income ‘$ 52,000 $27,000 $18{000 $ 50,000 . :
Training and evaluatign S L /o
. fees © . . 87,000 40,000 31,000° 206,000
. Subsidy 1ncqme * . ' 49,000 38,000 27,000 79,000 I
©  “Total income 3/ - T103,000 67,000 31,000 %I3';oo_o )
« Average income per client 2/
) : : - : o :
N Work program.income v 1,625 1,038 1,385 - 1,042
.Fee income . . 2,719 1,538 ° T 2,385 4,29
.Subsidy-income _ . 1,531° *. ..1,461 _ 2,076 3,72
L . Total income 3/ © ) 4,120 "T2,576 © 2,385, 4,438 ,
I . v ,
< ! PR ' . - s c - i .
-. - , ',‘ ' . . \ ¢
Y ’

1/ KIcoholic and misceIlaneous,groups were too small t

%/ ‘Average dailVy client .attendance.

3/ Averages do not add to total due to dlfferences in
P reportlng income by source.

'Sourpe:

Appendlg‘;ables 45 - 49,

.
%

.
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g&%e\sizzjfrcantly compared.
number oY programs: ~
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3. Income by type of organization
" (a) Publicly and privateli.operated prograns

» Aﬁi?agg~1ncome for privately operated
workshop " programs was more than twice as large as that of
the publlcly ‘operated programs but there was very little
difference in the average number: of clients served (Appen=-
dix tables 47 ‘and 48). The lower average income could
p0851b1y be due to the funding system; for example, Some
of the public programs may have operated their own build-
ings in stdte institutions and ‘did not report building
occupancy expensesg, .or the staff may have been,prov1ded
from a‘centrgl sourde without income and expenses’ being
shown‘by the workshop. . e

(b) Single and multiple program establlshments

More than two-thirds of the establishmegnts in
the survey were single program operatloﬂs The multlple
program establishments had a .gonsistently higher_average
income from all major sourcés (Appendix - -tables 45 and 46).
The average income per client:was $3,349 for .single pro-
gram establishments and $4,704 for multlple program -
establlshments. .The major difference was .in fee income.
The multiple program est ishments showed twice the
amount of fee income per lient. This difference may have
been due to reatér amount of profe551onal services , .
being provi agiﬁithe multlple progran establishments.

v

o

Y
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B. Income from Work Progréh[by Type of Work
- . . N ./

CE L e : . .
Four types of workjyere eported by workshops:-
gontract - contracts with industry -or other
-perfoxm & production service such as assembly -
of- components, and processing or repair of units provided

actor or manufacturer. ‘! . 4 - ‘
. T . . .

. nufacture of new goods - prime manufacturing of
-a- commodi ty. ' , S s -

. #*

. .. v . ', ‘
Services rendered - services provided to governméht
.agencies and to private, commercial or industrial firms.

, Other -,iﬁcluding reﬁ!obeSsing of household goods,.
salvage and sa%gs. . - .ot

Subcontract\work s’ the most common type of work .
" found in workshops (Appendix-tables 75 and 76) . .More than
two-thirds of the work hop' clients were employed in suBcon-

v . -

<

' tract-work) Most of subcontract work involved Simple '

bench assembly operatilons such as packaging of ‘components
and collating. Virtualky all ofi the work-activities centers.
and two-thirds to three-fourths of the' training -and/or
‘evaluation programs reported®income from simple bench work.
A simildr -range of regular workshops reported income from

. bench assembly work with the .highest perceptagé in mental
illness and mentally’ metarded group workshops.

The,Blind group workshops were.dominant in the X 4
- manufacturing operations' and the most popular products were

machine-sewn items,, followed closely by mops, ﬁ;ooms and
brushes. . : o -

- +
- .

1. Jypes of wofk by wérkshop grogram
. (a) Régular proéiam workshpps S}

. *" Nearly half of the work program income in
regular program workshops came from the "other" Category
salvage, reprocessing and sales. An additional one-fourth
was derived from manufacturihg (Appendix tables 47-49). -~
Subcontract work represented less -than one-fourthy of the
total regular program workshop income from the work program.’

- Regular program workshops which were members
of National Industries for the Blind had a substantial 'in- -
wWlvement in manufacturing and members of Goodwill Industties
‘ R L \

-

-~ -

. . .
- . f

(34. %fq;
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of Amegéca yersoheaVily involved in "other" (salvage and
reprocegsing) work. In blind.group programs-operating as -
regular program workshops, manufacturing inéome dveraged
$434,000 per workshop and represented 82 percent of the work'

_program income. "Other" wotk income averaged $207,000 per

workshop in general group workshops, accounting for nearly
three-fourths of their work program income.

Subcontract work was more importaﬁf for khe mental
illness and mentally retarded group workshops but the average

, income per workshop was only a fraction of the average income

A

.

.income. ‘ S

from ‘manufacturing and "other" workl JXhe méntally retarded
group workshops averaged $27,000 fbt‘g&é:o tract work, ‘this
accounted for nearly two-thirds of ¥e Werk program income;
mental illness group workshops, averaged $34,000 for subcon-
tract work representing 82 percent oféthe r work program

. g - .
Income from services rendered was insignificant in
all groups. - - - ’

(b) * Work activities centers

. More tﬁan four-fifths of the work income' was
produced by subcontract work and the /average per center

. ranged from $17,000 to $19,000, with/very little difference

amoﬁg.priq;ry disability groups.

* (c) Training and/ér evalyation programs

. EEN - .- y

Subcontract work wag also the major source of
work income for' training and eva¥uation programs, represent-
ing three-fifths of -the totalAlork income.. When primary
disability groups were- compared there appeared to be some
correlation between the size of client attendance and the
ayerage subcontract irieome per/ workshop -- the larger the.
greater. the percentage subcontract work represented of the
woOrk program income. . . ) . _

oy N a 4
- A

2. Governfment and nongovernment work - , . »

- The flow of Federal government work into blind
.workshops was stimulated by the Wagner-O'Day Act of 1938
which made spegial provigions for the purchase by the Federal
. government of commoditi¢s produced by blind persons. The Act
was amended 'in 1971 to Anclude the purchase of services and
coverage of the Act wag extended to include the products of
other severely handicdpped persons in addition to blind -




.
I B
- &

_ itation Act of 1973, which authorized. and directed special d

- '@
o Workshops tradrtlonally have: been closely associated

' : _ 3 €
- P

in wogrkshops employlng nOn-bllnd severely handicapped- B -
persons was minimdl at the time of .the _study because the °

new provisions had not been fully 1mplemented Oof 58 -.
workshops reporting ner-0' Day‘york only 13 workshops

serving other than bliMd persons ‘were involved. The-total

agner-o Day work income for these workshops amounted to : ‘
‘Snly $104,000 -- less than one-half of one -percent of the - "
total. But 45 blind group workshops reparted a total of .-
$20,030,000 in Wagner-0'Day work income, < An informal 1976°
report on-Federal government sales under the Wagner-0'Day.
Program estimated sales potential at 50 million dollars .
for workshops for the blind and 10 to 12 ‘million dollars
‘for workshops serving other severely' handicapped- persons ;
in 1977. 1/ _ . PR v

*

State government work flow to workshops mogtly - T
developed from enactment of State Versions of the agher-
O'Day Act in several states -- accordlng to.inform reports
from various State rehabilitation agencies. Workshops also’
secured 'State work through direct bidding on contracts Qut :
the extent was not determined in this study. A total of - ’ .
_ 107 workshops reported a total of $3,575,000 in Stat#®™
(governmen *work represent1ng 2 percent of total work 1ncome.

Nongovernment work accounted for 87 percent 0f the
work program income in régular program workshops and 98
percent in work activities centers and- -training and/or
evgluatlon programs_ (Appendlx‘tables 50 and 51).

* , .

- -~ . -

Ce Income from Tra1n1ng and Evaluatlon Fees . .

Neaé&y two- thlrds"of the workshops reported’ income;
from fees. Of the workshops which received' fees-~43 perce .
were multiple program establlshmints, and 57 percent . 1
operated as sjngle program gestablishments. The fee .ihcome
was divided 63 percent to multiple- program establ;shments
d 37 percent to s1ngle program establishments. - -

with the State vocational .rehahilitation agénciés as -
evidenced by special Provision in the 1965 and 1968, Amend- -
ments to the Vocational Rehabllltatlon Act and the Rehabll-

programs in sheltered workshops. =~ In 1972 State rehabil- -° ) s

itation agencies referred ‘199,000 c11ents to. réehabilitation - -
fac111t1es including workshops and they' expended $110 million A
in fees to support rehabllltatlon services to those clients. B <

I7 ommlttee for Purchase from the Blind and Other Severely -
Handlcapped "Report of the Executive D1rector", "September ’ *
1976, \ . : . A 4

- g "N
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The questionnaire- did not distinquish bétweern the State
rehabilitation agency and other public rehabjlitation
agencies.in reporting the fee income, but reports from
other Federal-and State agencies suggest that-a large
portion of the’ fées*may have come from Stat¢ rehabilitation
. ‘agencies, especially in the regular: program workshops and
“.training and/or evaluation prodrams. T

. A $econdary source of fee payment. began emerging in

the early part of the seventies as the purchase of care ,

provisions of the Socidl Security program were opened-up~ -

.‘for mentally retarded persons and other 'seve¥elyhandicapped
persons. Extended gervices were purchased from sheltered
workshops, especially those operating as work activities

. centers. -t -

-

' Public, rehabf11tatign agencies provided 83 percent of
‘the fee income for regular program workshops and 90 peroent -
for training and/or evaluation programs. Two-thirds of )

~work activities center fee income was derived from ‘thid
source. . . T )

R

. N 4 - - N ]
D.: Subsidy Income )

* Three-fourths of thé\horkshops?reported subsidy incomé.
in a pattern similar to fee income. .

. -,
~- -

-

Seventy percent of theé subsidy in regular program
workshops, two-thirds in work activities centers and more
that three-fourths of subsidy in training "and/or evaluation
programs was derived from public”sources. The average i
annual- subsidy in reqular program workshops ranged from -
$36,000 for the mental illness group workshops to $147,000
for blind group workshops. The amount Qf’ the’ subsidy seemed
,to have a degree Of correlation with-the leével of work ptro-.
gram income. For example, the blind group had the highest

. volume of work program income and :the highest average sub-*
sidy; the mental illness and mental retardation workshops
had the lowest work program income and the lowest subsidy
(Appendix tables 43-49). o . ' :

. »
The pattern of subsidy in work activities centers .
varied moge with the blind group ‘ctnters securing the larger
hare from private sources, and other groubs depending bn

public- sources for the majer share of subsidy.

o The mental illness group,t;ainiﬁa and/or evaluation

. programs repggpted average subsidy per program of $179,000
of which 93 'Percent came from public sources, but only one-
“third of the programs reported subsidy income. - Public

- .
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disability group training and/or eva#luation programs except
for the blind group which reported almost egual amounts from-
,public and private sources.

E. . Operating Expenditures ;
- 0 / . . .
Workshops reportedfannualibpefating expenditures by
major category for the reporting year (Appendix tables 52-
58). Expenditures are influenced by tl.c amount of opérating
income available In ay undertermined number of workshops,

income and expen itures were, separated into two*categories- i

/ ‘ 4"\'!:

3

. Industrial operations - related to the {ork
- Program, ‘and )

. Rehabilitation services - related to the pro-
- X £ Sionai«serViges provided to clients,
) ~in luding evaluation and training. Y

Income from the work program is generally used to pay. .
expenses related to the industrial (or work) operation, and’
income from fees is used to pay the/expenses related to the.
provision of rehabilitation sérvices. Subsidy income is
allocated to underwriting the deficit gncdurred in either- -
operation but the majority of workshoﬁé appear to use subsidy
revenue to support the rehabilitation services program.

Financ1al data collected in the survey did not séparate
expenditures 4nto ‘the -two divisions. because of th difficulty
anticipated due to-workshops not maintaining separate ‘account-
ing for the‘two divisions. The workshops are required by

_.the Fair Labot Standards Act to maintain separate recordf
for work activities centers operated with otﬂbr worksho

programs, but there is no requirement for separating work -

.program and rehabilitation serv1ces costs.w
e
.Workshops are generally - relatively small operatipns,
esp@CialIy work activities centers..which had average opera- -
ting .expenditures of $67.,000, and training and/or evaluation
. programs in which the typical pfbgram had operating
expenditures of $79ﬁ000. . R

l. Major expenditures by type

-
-

Table 8 summarizes- g;penditures by major source and
average per ’rkshop. The five to 8ix percent plant and

equipment- expenditures reported. do not'appear to include~ »

capital investment. However, some workshops which do not-

have special "capital" funds as a resoufse may rely entirely =

on earned or subsidy income for all plant and equipment
expenditures. - -

56
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" .. Table 8. nual operating. expesditurés by ,t‘y@ of program . -
L d type of. expénd‘ure, 1972 “/ T
S | s Lt ~ & . ,
: . N » v .4~ Average
S Program and| ~ - - : - Aggregate .. : Percgnt : .  per . -
' o type bf expendTture ’ : amougt- .o o workshop -

L]

r

.
< . . .. -
.
o e, 3 rﬁ{ : .
.o [ | >
.. . 2 o .
. 4
] i 3
& A R
T4
et e e .
. 4
»

, ' .i ('in“thousanis); total" : (in_thougands} ¢ B
l\Ts B : SR ' T N

. - "A11_workshops/a1l ‘progra
“PlantT - .
. Equipment
" Wages and -salaries .
..fringe benefits e
- Cost of product terials
Other work program’®pense. .
Supportive activities expefise -
- Total expenditures '

- .
oo N w

gl.d

L e
ks -

Regular program v&orlﬁhops -
. Plant - ..
'.‘Equipmeqt"_ T )
., Wages: and ‘salares . o
-, Fringe benefits =~ L
- Cost of production materials
Other work program"expenqeﬁ_ .
= Supportive activities expénse

Total expenditures Lw

I
LN \N 9% B

Q) — v
Ol O,m

‘ggrk' activities centers -~~ @
ant \ R

Equipment - * :

- Wages“and salarfes *. .

Fringe -benefits . <, )
# - Cost qf production materials
Othgr Work program expense L
", Suppoytive“activities expense” &
’ 1 expenditures’ " . e

~ - Trainthg ¥nd/or evaluatien progrags
’ PIarg , T - 8 . 3
meat” . o . ,6447. -
&eiﬁ"‘d safiries - * . . - & 26,4524/ w66
Fringe bénefits - Lo \\ ‘ i '-5,394'. : 6
Cost of production materials T ) {‘ 186 .+ 5.
Other work program expense \Q — ‘ 4,488 . 11.
. 5u8po‘rt‘iue activities expense e 766 -
Ilu' Joty] expenditures . . | ' ' ‘4'&'21—0, To"
» . . . r . .\0/ . o . . y

<
- 1Y
& iy . e, <0

-» ‘e -

. - Sourde: Appendix tabTes 52-58. DR

2

Notet” Amoints ma); not add to fot_a] because ‘of younding. Awverages may not. .
<0 add? qoytogal because of differences: in.number of wo‘rkshgps reporting items.
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- 7. .7 Wage ary expense was the most 1mportant item, .-
’ representl' thdh one-half of the regular program work--."
PR ' shop' expendltures and two-thirds of expenses in work - - e
. -, activities centers and in training and/or evaluatlon ; : -
programs. R PO . . -
c N . . , w
) 1nge benefié expendltures were re}atlvely low compared
3 . Yo uStry standards. A'separate chapter discusses the - .

. 11m1ted benefits provided to handr & ellents by workShops.
Expendxtures for productlon mate 1als were suhstantlally
higher in regular program workshops than -in the other pro- ~
grams *ﬁrobably due to the greater 1nvolvement 1’ manufactur-
1ng in regular program workshops., -

-

v
.
R}

UL LA

. Supportive act1v1t1es expense’ included expendltUres for .

- \\,/ﬁhc1l ry programs (e, g., recteation, meals, transportatiébn

b "+ and therapy) and for rehabilitation department operation.

~~ The éxtremely low percentage d averagé suggests that some _
rehabiljitation expenses wereugq% separately reported; for

E » - example, the wage and salary expense included profes8ional
s:k‘ staff salaries which mlght ;otherwise be reportldmunder o ;
S supportive -activities expense.- ; - ’ .. T

A Y Wage and salary expenditures

This 1t.m provides an 1ndicator of the }eqiiaof

S profes51onal staffing nd administratiye superv151o ro-

e -+ vided:.by the wosl§shop. | A separate chapter is devoted.to.
arfhlysis! of . wage payments to handicapped clients (which

. represented ’ more than half of ‘salary and wage expense in
.regular ‘program workshops but less than one-third in wopk

. activities centets and a;alnlng and/or evaluatlon preg’ams)
‘H [y *y
~e’ » ‘ . ' * . ” ” -
" ] 4

N
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The fallawing is a comparison of avera annual wage,
7 - and salary expenditures per workshop and per ient served
- (average dail¥ attendapcei:' : . ~ .
- , - Average ‘expenditures  ° o
.~ Regular Work Tralning and/ ,
, . Program. « activities or evaluation
- workshops- centers programs . /Aé
;oo Per * Per Per YL e
Typé of work-* Per- work-  Per work- Per—
"personnel ., shop «client ‘shop client shep -~ client
+ Handicapped . L o .
clients sss&oo $2,047 $13,000 $325  $22,000 $758 .':- <
Professional * > - T ' pe
* 3taff *23,000 535 16,000 400 -32,000 1,103
Administrative ., - : S e : .
and technical N L - L
staff 35,000 . 814 12,000 ' 300 179000' 586
Clerical and o ’ . . .
maintenance 19,000 {42\ ‘4,000 100 8,000 276 - e "

, @

-

-

Wages paid EQ'hand;éaﬁpea
of total operating expenditures'
but only 19 percent in work activit

v

qiiénts represented 29, percent-
regular program workshqps
ies centers and training -

*. ing average expenditure in regular program workshops

-~ -

7“emphasig on proeduction as, compareM with services.

and/or evaluation programs (Appendix tables 53, 54 and 56).
The average expenditures per client for client wages in work
activities centers was less than onedixth of the correspond-
patta-)
dramatic djfferende. T
*  Average xpeneitures for professional salaries were. +
substahtia;bgghigher in prqin!ng and evaluation programs.
The €éxpenditure per client served (ADA) ‘was nearly three
times that of work activities centers .and twice the amount
of regular- program workshops; ﬁﬁis differentidl .is consis=
tent with the greater professional-emphasis of training and .
evaluation programs. < ) A

1 . -
N [ PN L4
N

‘@ I , o ,
The higher averages for administrative and technical

‘ar programs may have been ¢caused by greater .
The )
average amount shown fqr the work activities center adminis-
trative and technical-staff suggests limitation to one

{_'
staff in re

relatively low-salarieq administrator. Howeuer, .Some work

activities'center administrators may have operated more than

one centef. <L

g
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The’ Eyplcal work actrv1t1es center paid out two dollars |
'in.wages to admlnléﬂtatlve and professlonal staff for each |
dodlar pa1d in wages to-a handlcapped cllent, whereas the
Iregular program workshop paid only 66 cents in profe8sional.’
and adﬁu“i‘stratlve salary foi each client wage ddllar. : e
In'wages and salaries expenditures by primary’ disability
group *warkshops, the mental illness group spent $3, 59 for .
professional axnd admlnlstratlve staff for each, dollar of
client wages and “the mentally ‘retarded, group pa1d out $3.22..
The blind group pa#d lowest average professlonaL salaries -- |
less than half:the professidnal salaries in general&and .o P ARE
mental’ 1liness group workshops, and salaries of admlnlstra- L <
tive gnd professional staff represented on&y two-thirds - Co
the amount of wages to handicapped cllents«. ijg

- . |
L4 . . . . i

F. °Net Operating Gain or Loss \' e o , e

N . . "'a . i
wOrkshops geperally operate as nonproflt corpOratlons -

76 percent of the workshop’ estébllshments participating in - :

the sSurvey.were privately operated nonproflt corporatisns,

The-ndnprofit. status pertalns to ause and distribution Jf .

operating surplus or margin anddoes ‘' not..prohibit -a workshop

from'haVLng an operating gain‘-in which operat1n¢~xncome is. .

. greater thangoperating expense, ‘Opefating funds may be . - .-

accumulate nd carried forward to andther operating, year ’

Qr they ma e invested in special programs, or*in 1mpro¢e- : ’

ment or-expansion Qf fhcllltles lequlpment, staff and ', )

. Y
program.\ , . \ . . - -
(') , -

= . . ”_‘

y e

A Y

reductlon in operation if’ thé workshop is able. to recovér
thé losses from reserve funds or a subsidy ‘In¢rease.’ The !
subsidy, funding ,of some workshops is provided on a deficit - L,
financing basis. in which the amount of subsidy is determinéd - ;X//-

~ by the amount of operatlng loss. In that type of gperation '

.a workshop exper1enc1ng an operathg galn would have the ° o RN

* amgqunt of, operatlng subsidy adjusted in the “following. . r
'operatlng (flscalx perlod 4 ‘ . o

Al N ‘ ) s -5

fdpq'ntlng losses sustained by a workshop may cause a g

»t

* For purposes of th1s study, earned operatbng "income
included’ income from the work program and the. rehabil-

. itataon/professlonal services program (evaluation and train- Co
ing fees), The operating gain or Ioss\was ﬁetermlned by -
dedudtlng operatlng expendltures from earned operatlng
1ncome.‘
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Three-fonrthg of the regdf;r program workshopsi .
+ , reported operating losses for the annual period for which:".
they préwided financial data, and an additional two percent
"- reported having no gain or loss (Appéendix tables 69-71). = -
4 - N [ R . M . ' .

1 “

¢

About‘four:fifths of the work activities centers
sustained operating Tosses, but one-fifth had more earned
income than operating expenses. . .o .

. One-fourth of the training and/dn,evgluétibn~programs .
- ‘had more income .than expénses and.one-third reported that-
Hperating gxpenses matched earned operating income.
Cos mMany workshops develop anhuil\operétingﬁbudgets based
on total’operating income), ‘including-subsidy. In, such
-operatians subsidy is considfered support fncome rathet thans
-y dq;iqit‘financing”' - .
G.

L.
~ ¢

Capital “Investment in’ Plant and Equipment’ B
. Phe purchase’of, byildin s and equipment was repSrted
separately from operating,expenditures. in recognition of the®
. differences in. funding methods. Buildings and major equip-
c‘ a period“bf,year§;- In a profit-making business the ’ ;
. . depreciation of planii, buildings and jor equipment is
da

# ', shown” as "an expensd. is included :in the costs of Qpera-~ , .
. gign, bqp nonprofit,cqrpd%atiqns,iincluding workshops) :
s frequently ignore depreciation qf builldings.and equipment

because they arg not concerned' with taxes on profits and

because of their method of purchasing or acquiring buildings

. and gquiprent. . . I i e

' s%%dérsffﬁréﬁfQZ‘pt;" te donagaonsh;gifts'énd other - -
similar resources and me 10ds have been used td buy or. cpn--
struct buildings and.purfghase’ major equipment... However,' the
number - of workshops acqyiring buildings and equipment
through thése methods o capital, funding wds not .identified
in the survey. A;so,.sohe-work:afps'iease o rent build-w—"

. ings, byt the numbérxiz riot knowl® ' -, S '

[

[ 3

\ L. - S ) . )
1~ Workshops$ partici at%qg in"the survey-;epgzted capital
investment in plant and equipment totalling $3073662,506 of. -
+ whicH $240,136,265 was plant invegtment.and $67,526,241 was
N equipment’purcpasés (Appena%&,tabLé 29%., ' : S
. e - ! Ce . ‘.
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ment represent a long-term.investment.to he pnérg;ed-over o
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. The average investment by type of workshop program ]
substantially greater for regular program wcrxshops than for

. work activities centers and training and/or evaluatlon

'programs (Appendlx tables 30 and 31). .
. L ,‘ Aver;ge investment 3
.Y o Regular .~ ,Work Training and/or
Type of invest- .program activities evaluation
ment _workshops = «__centers - programs
‘P];ant. $177,033 - , $54,652 $50,200
* , ’ b ' ’ LI , r,
Equipment ” 50,915 14, 125 15,067
- ’ - 4 . -

When avefrage investments were complled by pr1mary .
d1sab111ty group served the pattern sho elsewhere in the
financial data was reflected.: -the reguYg; progtram workshops
classified as blind or, general had average plant investments
of $237,771 and $249, 333 respectively, and mentally retarded, -
and mental illness. group workshops had -average plant inwgst-
ments of only $54, 734 and $36,701 -- & vast difference. ¢ ~

The average. equlpment 1nvestmqpt was ‘'similar in range. Thé

"differences seemed to reflect some relatlonshlp to the type

of work program- The workshops serV1ng mentally handlcapped

'clients were mostly involved in subcohtract ‘work usually

."and reprocessing operations

ment than the manufacturing °
the other twq types of work-

requlrlng less ‘space and equj

- shops (general and blind groflips). ’ 0 :

¢ .
D1fferences in average- Ynvestinerit by work ‘activities: -~
centers were Mess significant except for blind group centers
but the number of blind centers was much lower than the
mentally handicapped groups. he' greater average ;nv;zﬁ

- ment in plant and efjuipment for the blind group may h

’shops involved }n manufacturing r

been related to the affiliation “*EE :regularsprogram work-.
er than subcontract
work. L .

s ’
. . .
+

The range of. average capital inyestment by primary' - .
disability graup+din t{alnlng and/or evaluation programs.
was fajrly limited theMfour primary disability groups
(general, mentally retarded blind and mental 111ness)
which - served most of’ the cIaents in. the pxograms. .

']
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-> : . ' .
On the’basis;p the average nymber of clients served
‘daily by type of workshop program, the average capital .
. investment' in plant by reqgular ‘progrgm workshops represented
' "$4,117 per clignt;-in work activities cenpers it was $1,366p
per client; and $1,73% in training and/or evaluation
program§; : ) -

- Theé average eq%' ment. investment represented $1,184

per client served daify in regular program workshops, $353
per client in work activities centerg, and $520 for training
and/er evaluation program clients. A

&
’

. Workshops also reported capital investments made during
thq reportingvyear (197¢" or 1973). ital investment for

. plant "and eguipment is influenced : e.availability of ™
.Federal funds, giffs and other donationg and other capital
resources. The timing. of thesinvestment may vary widely, .
with capital expenditures generally programmed over a three
to five year period. : ! .

- oA total of 1,195 workshop prqograms (47 percent

,reported capital expenditures for plant and 1;748 wdrkshops
(69 percent) indicated capital e4quipment expenditures

” (Appendix table 29) These amounted to $61,¥ 4,074 con-
sisting of $43,575, 5 for plant (an average of $36,465

per workshop) 2and $18,138,449 for equipment (an average of -
$10,377 per workshop teporting such expendifures). °

\ ’ -

J B
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_* VII. WAGE PAYMENTS TO HANDICAPPED CLIENTS

)
-

Average annual earnings of handfcapped clients in
sheltered workshops were reported for. the 1972 or 1973
calendar a¢ fiscal year period used by the workshop, and
hourly earnings for the payroll period includ¢ng -
May 15, 1973 . N

-

A. Annual Wage Payments ; e

- -
-~

In Chapter VI of this report annual wage payments to
handlcapped cllent/employees were compared to total opera-
expenditures and total wage and saldry expenditures.
ThlS section investigates differences in wage, payments to
cllents by type of program and primarpy dlsablllty'group.

1. Dlstrlbutlon of workshops by average clleﬁt
earnings
¢ Average annual earnings of clients were calculated
for each .workshop participating in the survey by d1v161ng
annuwal wage paymests to clients by the average daily client
attendance estimates reported by each workshop’

[
-

In_the distribution of workshops by average annual
client earnings (Appendix table 65) nearly one-half of the
certificated regular program workshops fell in the range of

" $3,000 or more buf ten.percent were-in the. less. than $1,000 -
group. The workshops reporting average client wages of. leSS
than $1,000 tended to be smaller in size whereas those
reportlng average earnings in the upper range wereviarggr.

* fThe distributidh of certificated work- activities
centers by average annyal -client earnlngs shéows. that more

uﬁtha% fifty percent of the center had average client eapings
of $1,000 or more. This distrib on of centers in the above
$1, 000 range is not cqnsistent with the level of earnlngs
refled‘%d in tHe hourly wage data presentéd later in this
section which: show average hourly earnings by type of

‘‘s‘tlient. Projections of the hourly wage data to annual wage

amounts suggest ag average by workshop program of less than

- one-half of the level shown 'in the amnual data reported. -
Since the hourly wage data are consideréed more ‘reliable, it
‘appears that reporti errors may have been causg&d by under+
stating the average daily“¢lient.attendance estlmates, and/or
annual client wage ewpenditures may have incl ed wages for
non-clzentOemployees ~=--thus creablngsan overs ;ement of
average‘cllent wages.

-
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evaluation programs reported average annual client wages of
less than $200. Clients in eva tion programs may partic-
ipate in a variety of activities, including counseling and
testing, which ate not, production work and consequently
wages are not edrned.. Clients in a Eraining program also
may be invloved in sMecial activities of. a_supportive =~
service type which are-not likely to produce wages. Under™ -
the Federal-State rehgbilitation program clients of the
State agency who are in training and/or evaluatiom prdégrams
can be provided training allowarices or stipends by the

State agency. These;funds may be disbursed threugh the
workshop and, under these conditions, clients in-training
and/or evaluation programs would likely receivdpwages, or
allawances-paid as wages, for accounting- purposes amd the
amounts would beggrelatively small. _ s

. - Y .
More than one-third‘of-ths certificated training and/or

. -
More than one-half pfathegégrgificated training and/or
evalyation programs had average annual client earnings
below $1,000:-bue one-fifth had’ average earnings of $3,000
or more. , v .
o & - ) . .. )
Noncertificated Wqushops.ten!gd to have significantly
\lower average client earniny§s in all three types of ’

Rrograms. . N -

N ‘u

) : - : .

Workshops whieh'weré,affiliatéd‘with»selected national
organizations were concentrated in the regular program work-
shop group. Nearly three-fourths of the certificated
regular program workshops that were members of .GoQdwill
Industries of America (GIA) had average annual client earnings
of $3,000 or more; more than 90 percent of the workshops
affiliated with National Industries for the Blind (NIB) had
average annual client earnings of more than $3,000; and 36
percent of the Volunteers of America (VOA) member’ workshops
had average él}ent wages in'thag iange_geppendix table 66).‘

- More _than half of bhe certificated training and/gr;:_
evaluation programy operated by GIA and NIB member workshops
"bad average,client earnings of under $200. ’

- A
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2. . Ratio of annual client earnings to net income from
work program ‘ '

“”

I3 . -

Net income was determined by subtracting expenditures ’
fﬁ} productign matemjals and supplies from-gross income )
from the work program. The ratio of client earnings to net
income, also‘known as the "payout ratio", is one of_the o

: indicators of adequacy of client wage payments considered -
by DOL field staff in evaluating the workshop program. B
* .
Reqgular program workshops averaged a payout gatio of’
50 percent and work activities centers and training and/or
evaluation programs averaged paying approximately two-thirds
of net *income in'wages to clikents (Appgpdix tables 47 and 56).

B 3. Ratio of annual client wages to total wage and
v . . salary expenditures ‘ :
. ®

Wages #aid to clients in regular program workshops.
represefited 53 percent of total wage and salary’ expense,

. 28 percent' in ‘work activities centers and 39 percent in
., - training and/or evaluation programs (Appendix table 59).

4.. Average annual productivity of clients .

Client'prqdué€Y$ity was determined by diviging annual
g gross work program income less cost of purchased materials
by the average daily client attendance for each type .of c .
program (Appendix tables 47 and 56): . '

Average annu&i- ’ .

~

. . - . productivity
. . All programs . ' $1,846
Regulq% program workshops - 3,992 . i} ‘
« * /". - el
5 Work activities centers . _ - 487 \¥>\\ .
. : l ' ) "‘ \ \\ " ‘i ’
Training and/or evaluation programs - 738 , T .

" The average annual productivity of clieﬁtfsln work fjt_y
activities centers was only 12 percemt of  thatf clients in
redJular program workshops, and clfents in training and/or
evaluation programs averaged production of about one¢fifth
of that ®f regular program workshop clients. The produc~- -
tivity difference$ of the. three programs was consistent with -

' the generally percéived.level of f9nction'o£301ients in the ~: g ‘2>

. _ b e . . ‘ .
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respective -programs, i.e., work activities center clients
had relatively inconsequential production whereas clients
-in regular program workshops had production averaging above
50 percent of the. productivity «of a nonhandicapped worker.

Hourly Wage, Payments . . . v

B.

Workshops were asked to provide payroll data for all

. clients for”the workweek which included May 15, ®1973. [ Tlients
were identified by type of disability, age, sex, race,/ occu-
pation and number of years employed in the workshop. /Whereas
"the annual wage and ‘'salary data provided shop averages, the
payroll data  for the survey week proyided’a distribution of
clients by individual hourlf, earnings. Thus, they provide
the basis for an assegsment\of the relationship between the 1.
actual earnings of é&lients classified by selected character— -
istics and the Federal minimum wage.standards applicable to
covered nonhandicapped: workers; these ‘data also make .possible
the ¢omputation of the estimated cost of raising-the wages. )
of handicapped clidgks earnings less than the FLSA minimum to
that leVel or any ofher minimum wage level. *

Although the workshops in thé survey estimated their
,average .daily client attendance at 98,076, the weekly payroll -
'data for the May 1973 survéy week totaled 88,791 clients -

(91 percent of the average daily attendance). .

v

q . e .
l. - Average straight+<time hourly earnings ~

Workshop clients were classified within #he three

types of certificated workshop programs: Regula;/program
workshops, work.activities centers, and training and/or v
evalqe{jon programs. - ) : -
] 7 .
‘- - \ ’ ' -
3 . . . .,’
: Id
= L - ~N ~
L J Y . .
° 4 . . .
-
.. ! _
N « hd . ™~
’ ‘ y .
67
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By type of client and type of program average ar— .
. . straight-time hourly earnings ranged from 34 cents per hour’
for work activities center program clients to $1.38 an hour
~ for regular clients. in regular program workshops (Appendlx

table 168) o . . :A ‘.. ‘-,. . o
' . ) Number . Percent Average -~ - = - ’
‘ . R af of total - str ~time
‘. Type of clients clients .clients ho “earning- . ' /{
L - ) . . L, N~ Ll
. Regqular program . - -0 - Lo . "j -
workshops ° v L i Looe
regular clients 3 24,597 27,7 ©'$1.38
learner clients o 331, | 0.4 . - 1.04
individual rate |, ' .- . -
ctlients 5,677 . 6.4 t © .67
Work activities o T .- : .
* centets | ; ’ ‘
program clients- - 43,185 48.6 . .34 ,
.o special ,rate - o C T *
. : clients , .. 1,206 - 1.4 . . 1.29 T
. Training and/or - - LT ‘ " L
" evaluation programs 13,785 15.5 - .63 7
© . All workshop clients + 88,791 ° 100.0 ; ‘5..71
v At’ the time of the survey the appllcable m1n1mum wage ‘ )
rate under FLSA was $1.60 per hour t the average hourly . >

earnings of all clients. in-workshops® ($.71) was less thah

half of the Federal-minimum. The average for-regular .
clients amounted to 86 percent of the statldtory minimum, * ~— '
for work activities center program~c11 nts-21 percent, and

- for training and/or evaluation program cllents 39 percent.

" About one-flﬂth of the dllents in regular program :
- workshops were paid less than the 50 percent fleootr through .
. individual rate certificates. Two-thirds of the clients o
" . v were paid less than the statutory minimum and One-thlrd the LT . :
minimum or -higher. . . V. .- o
.« »In work activities cghters Eﬁo—thlrds of the ien . S S
were paid less than 25 percent of- the statutory’ rateﬁjnd
only five percent were paid at least 58 percent the -
statutory m1n1mum - ) . -
' One-third o#. the cljents in training and/or evaluatloﬂ o
) } programs was paid less than 25 percent of the FLSA statutory
- rate, 75 percent received less than hdlf of the mikimum rate
ﬁnd five percent. averaged fie statutory mlnlmum rate and . .
1gher Ce . _ v . :
. ‘ - . L‘i

-

4
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" Six percent of. thé clients for ‘whom heurly earnings - -

. Were reported worked in noncertificated workshops which were

-‘either not subject to the FLSA, were paying their clients
the . statutory wage or more, or. were ‘in violation -0f the .

+ Federal' law.~ Clients in noncertificated régular program . § :
workshops .were .paid wages ‘which averaded seven percent-«lower’ -*- "
-than in ¢ertificated workshops;®noncertificated work®' ’'»°

_ ‘activities cénters paid wages which averaged lé6apercent -
lower but average wages paid to.cliemts in noncertificated
trdining and/or evaluation programs were 13 percehnt higher. -

2.  Bistribution of hourly wages by primary disability
group served . T
L - "There was ‘considerable variation in client ‘s
. - straight-time h®urly earnings by primary disability. group,.
~ by type of workshop program within each group, and betweén.
"¢ certificated and tioncertificated workshops (Table 9). Aver-
age wages were higher in certificated workshops in three of
+ the four disability ‘groups for which comparable data were
 available. .. - . T+ . " * : <

’ ‘-

A e . . " > N - e
: Clients .in the certificated blind group were-paid the
. highest wages.in two of the three programs while clients in
" mentally retarded group workshops were paid the lowest wages
M all three prografs in certificatpd and noncertificated
workshops, with regular program workshop cliepts averaging
about half the level paid the blind group cldents:. . -

! ‘ " Al . ) -

. Wé@e earnings folowed a pa;te}n similar to that fouhd
with regard to"financial operations. - Blind grouﬁ'clients,
were highest functioning, general groyp 'cliefts second,
followed by mentally retarded’ and ,menthl illness group -

_ = clients performing at substantia;;y lower .levels., -,
. . a LI, > .

v~
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Table 9. Average stralght time nourly earnings of cllents ~
. . by prlmary dJ,sabz.hty group served, May 1973 g -
) - Avergqe client .-earnmgs' 1/
a . Primagy leablllty ' . . . .Non="- ,
) ) -group and o . .Certificated . certificated -
- type of program .- - workshops ’ workshops
General workshop group . o A s
. Regular program.workshops .$1.28 $1.40
Work tivities centers - .40 .45 s
s ‘Training and/or evaluatlon ° ' ;
programs : ~ . .66 T ..80 :
| po oY
Mentally retarded group o T - . A
“Regular program workshops . .81 ' . - .56 -
Work activities centers . ".35 23 -
-Tralnlng and/or evaluatlon " : ., . .
programs ‘ , 2 - .51 —
" Blind! groug L . -~ = < ‘
Regular. program &ksbops 1.69 T 1-.65 s,
WorK acfivities c®nters .54 - 342
raini and/or evaldation’ - .
,/k;')rograms, : c. T .70 - N
Mental illness dkoup & ° ‘ . T
Regular program workshops 1.06 -+ .79
*Work activities centers .45 . .43
- # Traiping and/or evaluation - : : B
. - . . - \ .
‘; programs. . -~ .- .75 1.03’. r
’ Alcoholic group- ® S , ) )
Regular program workshops 1.31 » ‘L. 24 _
‘. - Worksactivitjes centers 3/ ‘ 37 . ;
: Training and;or evaluation. , - _ "7~ ™ .. 3 ST
proegrams - e, 3/ 13y ’
' 1/ Regular prograﬁ workshop rates mclude regular \.cllents e
- learners, and individual rate clients. Work activities € r ©
centér rates’ include program and special rate, cllents. .
2/ Informfition deleted to prokect confidentiality of. data .
) .for fewer than three establlshments. - . *
3/ wo waqes reported | | o .. P
o CoA Lo
Sourde.:‘ Appendix table 166.. T ) Y .
0 . . . - . . . , " . R i - . :
- LI \‘.A ) ' " o s .— . .‘ 2 . ‘/
\ N 70 " 5- . . ., -
s . . 0 t.’ ‘ .
Q*‘- < )
) - E N 8‘2 Lo . ’
L -




3. Comparison of’ ragglstréight-tiﬁe hourly ehrniﬁgé -
of clients in /1968 and 1973 Y . I
- o' ] a 4

. A previous - study (1967-68) tollected wage ,
ypayment,daéa on clierts’ i ce;tifiéated’workshops for a L
.March 1968 payroll peXi 1. Wage earnings for the two periods
are cgmpareéd by type of workshop-program,. typg of .client and

- prima disability group, served (Table 10).. .Changes in aver-—..
"age daily .client attendance are .also, s own to reflect the
growth*ef progfams,andjﬁhq;possibke impagﬁ of the growth. . .
- o ’ S &Y 3R
The largest:incyxease in clients pccurred in work C .
- activities centers — the number of clients alfost "tribled.
. #Work activities, center cliehts are considerxed to be.the. most
S §eve;eﬂy limited of all types and conSequerntly they tended . - -
to-earn lower wages than clignts #n other programs.” Phe. , °
expans £ Joyer functi®ning clients had.the effect o
T ‘hol,c}iqi;.,dpwn'i:be ovdrall average hourly wage even .though
average wages incregsed in each category except,iddividual
. rate clients, °Clients ihhthese‘centerg ;épresentéd.BG per-
cent .of all qiients in"1968. as compared to 49 .percent 'in
1973, +y, - o " ., Yo Lo, ; -
T 3 > N e S Lo
- ™. Although 'the statutogy-minimumzwaQZf}ate was not, - Y
) a'iingreased in the 19%8-73 petiod, average wages, in, redular"
<. . program wor shops'iﬁpreased by nine percent, and in work .
' . activities &efters by six percent. Average earnings in* .. *
training and/or-evdluation pfograms improved by 11 pekcent.:
o ": . S "“‘. . . N .« ot v ‘“ .; .. .
. Comparisdén:imust be confined tp qegiificafbd-workéhops.
... ‘only because the .DOL did not. collect data «from noncertifi-' *
cated gdrkshpps - in 19683 .also average.wages paid to clients-
.on individual ¥xceptjon certificates (in* regular program
‘Srkqpops),are'repq; ed separately because. they were sepa-
ted in'.the 1968 study.' This had a slight impagt on -

- ? average wages or- regular program.workshops shown elsewhere -

in this, section. .o LA

[ - - ’
0

. A’ comparisol of 1968 and 1973 Z;;a by primafgg' L
disability group séfved shows that th# blind grpip had the .
. greatest overall increase in averagef hougdy earnings; thef

. . mentally jyretarded group pngrams~opérq;ing as ‘regqular, -pr

L ram Workshops ‘and' as training and/or eva uatiopn #rogram
‘glso'showed sighifiéant~gains.v . . e
o ~ . » N .. ‘ v . . N

-

P
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. i . .




“

.served.

w4

[
1

: ' ». 7

Average hourly’ wages varied substantlally £or re lar
clients in prograns ‘classified. by primary digability oup
The .range from blind group earnings of $1.72.an
hour to mentally retarded group earnllps of '$1.k1 repre-
sents a differential of 61 cents or 55 percen®., rThe wage
arlance for work.activities center clients and tralnees

and evaluees was less significant. . . ’ }

]
. for the Blind (NIB) had average earnings which were highey
than the amount for the1r group (general and blind respec- o
t1ve!§)f The amount: an cent in¢reases for regular 3
clients in GIA and NIB hops werg greater than the total X
regular,cllent group 'for ‘the 1968-1973 perlod‘ T
® - v .
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Regular clients in workshops which were members of .

:Goodwill Industries of Amerjga:(GIA) or NationalwIndustries
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. Table 10. Average straight-
+ by typeﬂof_ client

. - "
‘o [y
~

~

- R . & - A :
time hour%y earnings of cljents yin certificated sheltered workshops

and prigary disability group sef\rid, by workshop program, 1968 and 1973

- %

Type of ¢lient and primary .

_ disability group served by
: worksﬁtms

*

Y

er

“Avera e dail

cl:ient “attendance :
2 € :

.
-
ange ' .

1968

_ 3
1973

Amount ‘ : Percent

All_cli®lits by ty# 6f clients

- ALl clientsfall programs
" Reguldr clients ’ .
Work. activities center clients
.. Trainees and/or evalueés

Individual exceptfon clients _

.

A1l clients by primary .

aiiaﬂﬁtv group .served

~- General ' ‘ ‘

“ Mentally retarded _°
Alcoholic _ ¢

" Blind ;

* Mental illness
MiscelTlaneous.

Total -

Regulariclients' N

T

éeneral
Mentall
Alceholic
B1ind :
Mentsl 111nes

Miscellaneou
‘€ Total

retarded

-

39,524 °
']4;]25
7,971

. 83,018
22 78T

0,922
20777

2,826 = 5,538

£ et

od

16,482
13,722
1,285

= 3,521

13714

9,817

832
1,052
2,769

. 'res -
s sw‘_ N

T

2,800 “-

-~ - - -
a4 - -

B W "‘f.n -
ﬁ, "3

56 -
.57 63 . 06
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60- ‘ oo
.69 .67, (.02)°  (3)

- 43,494
27,797
4.806

L2712 - 96

.'.

33,096

.38,6M
. 885
3,504

6,006 .

856

831

2,849 .

812
75

Z;78

15,963,
- 2,251

E
16,614 101
24,949

’

.96 01

© 182 .43 . 3
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0 ’ . ' (Contin ed) 'Y ) ' T - ’
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: _Type~of cHent and .primary : “Average dai ient. a0 *# . Average hourly client earnings - ] co
' d1sabﬂ'ity group- served by : W—rﬁﬂ-—:_ﬁm_mgﬁ ;. Amount i Changg L,
- workshops ~ . : Bt ¢t unt # Percent : 1968 : :' 19/3 : Amounp Peroent .
. v t v, ,' o ¢ & V -~ -t . ; . S
o Work activities center tlients S . A ' P
. C . 5 ’ - . - . o~
General Sl T T, 21,942 6,841 4,899 262+, $.42 . $.40 s(.ogg - (55 : .
T Mentany retarded L 9,997 30,429 | 20,432 .. 204 .33 .35 , 02 * 6 e g
- - Biind .- : .- 88 9 241, 274 - 417 .54, .13 32 .
: Menta? ﬂlness : 6;4 : t 3,064 497 3 ‘45 . .07 .. .18
T Miscellaneous o 1,879 .- 655 (824) *36) - ,; ‘.40 ) - -
- TOtaB. - cs L WTE WeE. 7, . T3 T2 - TR ‘- -
» %, ¢ o i ’ . e -‘ . ‘ ' - : . . " y "]
, - Trainees and evaluees o T ) ) . l ' ) 0 . o
. Ao i s . . . . N . i . -7 ’ .
© 3 Genera® Y R0 7,357 3288 o7 58 662 .08 Mo w7 \4
. Mentally retarded L 1,872 3,923 - 2,051 110 a4+ 82 . .08 18
: Blind - ; » 273 185 ""!31(88) (32) 91 7 .76 (.21) (23) = =
Mental {bIness -~ . . * 83 1,198 :;05 . .66 , .7_3 09, 14 T L.
Miscellaneous™ o 626 - 114 °_ (512) 581) .3 ~{.06) * _13 . N -
. . Total - Y 5 VAN | 4 B: 57 , - e w00 . "”g R | .
' ' Ind1v1dual except1on clients ‘ e . 5 - . G ‘ ?
" ceneral - 255 2,935 1,680 134 72 S T T .7 M %) B o |
v Mentally retarded 1,021 . 2,068 1,047, 103 . .55 .81 .06 1§ w - -
% - BHnd. 301 141 o(250) | (64) 94 o 9l @ mL . N
" - Mental 1}Iness - 3., . 328 289 41 67 .66 01 - v " w
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' Tota] o < 7782 . m §3 E§ - T (702) m : A




-Type of Client and primary , :
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Table TG\, Average strafght time bourly eamings of clients 1n certiﬁcated she1tered workshops -
by type of cHenvt,and ‘primary . ?fsab: 'Izylgr-oup served, by workshop program,1968 and 1973
Concluded

. b «®

] L P

]

1

"‘

- “Average hourli cHént eam‘lngs

——

‘o

ey disabﬂﬁ:y group served by c«t__- _ Amount ot Cifange
T _workshops - ¢ 1968 & -1973. : Amount : Percent
L > : i s ! « * A ’ * L
Selected natjor_mal drganjzatjons ‘ T - ‘ .o
.“. n ’ 9, . ) . ‘( - Y
%g iE! Igﬁitrjeg of . ) it .
- R = : R 3 - , * ‘ . '*f‘—'- .
Regdlar®clients 5,919 Jo,897 4,978 84 $1.31 $1.47 $.16 . - 12
Work activities center - - o 58! . g — -
clients 351 939 - 168 .38 .35 (.03) (8)
. , Trainees -and/or’ gvahxees 1,301 © 2,710. 1.409 108 .52 65 .13 25
\ Individual exception clients 591 .867 276 47 .85 - .78 - -[.07) .
o =All clients o \))\ 8,162 IS,IH , - .78 ST .22 =~ .7
] ,. National Industries -~ L N v . a © e
N oL : ' > . > ' .o £ .
Regular clients 2,217 - 24896 67 ©  31. 1.54 1.74 - 20 B3 -
-~ —  -—MWork activities-center ctients -~ .8 -~ 82 M 925 . .88 =56 {.‘.SZF‘_‘“‘ ‘?ﬂg : B
Trainees and/or evaluees . 182 172 (10) - () 1.0¢ .91 13 13)
. ‘Individual exception clients . 321 m - (210 %1 \'_.9 .04 + _.05 -, _§5
A1 clients _ "TI8 T‘ET T T8 2 ° M
. / - - PR ) .
< L . e 06 . ) L -
~ Herﬁ.s 'ln eTtered WorRshops~ .
B LON ]

]

-
.

i )




. @ fferentia]l of 28 cents or 30 percerit. The la

v

N s
T Clients in workshop. programs were classifigd by their
primary or major handicapping condition. This designation
- is separate and distinct from the classification .of work- .

. shops by the major disability of most ‘of the clients served.

A

. Four disébility_tyﬁqs -r_vishéllx impaired, mentally ’
retarded, mentally. ill, and orthopedic -- 'constit(::i? 83.-
percent of» the’ wo\kshop client pspulation +@8able .

,

Clients in each of the othar disability g:c:«oups,representéd'u"¢

. less thpn 4 ﬁerﬁent. The aged group which.accounged for

' - -2 percent §f the client population, was ‘found mostly in - *
regular prograi workshops and had earnihigs above the-. '
average for',that program; the algoholic group -represented
‘2 percent, yirtually all-of whom were regular program
work'shop ¢lients with above.average earxnings'. The cerebral

. palsy client was found mostly in work activities centers

* and earned }ess than the average center client;

—— : ( ‘

Two percépt of, the élignﬁs had a cardiac disability and ~
earned, above average wages 1n regular,program workshops. )
Clients wi%h ‘eurological disorders accounted fer another
2 pergent and, their earnings were about average in regular.
program workshops and more than average in work activities
centers and training and/or -evaluation programs. The -
smallest djsability group, thosg with respiratory disorders,

. earned above average wages in rEgular program workshops.

[
+

..Client earnings were tabulated separately for ¢ }
‘certificated and noncertificated workshops. The impact of .
- dertification seemed greprest for méntally retarded clients.’
' " In work activities centers avygerage mentally retarded client|

earnings in noncertificatzg cehters (24 cents) were 31:-per-'
.cent lower than eafnings certificated centers. A similar

difference existed in regular program workshopsaaa vdge

age by .the [FLSA would have permitted the lower wages.

- * ' . 3 . o ‘
|~ .The most significant.variation among'digansitty types
was the substantially higher eéArnings by physically handi-
capped clients compared ta earnings of mentally :Handicapped
clients and neurologicaily impaired clients. The physically
"handicapped ate consistently found- to Be more productive in

. | this studﬁ. c .

)

I
[
f
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of 'cover- -

. 4. Hourly wages By major disability of clients -
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' Table 1ll. .Average straight-time hourly earnlngs of cllents - .

" . . . " by‘ma]or'dlsabilltx and type of workshop progfam, d
_’ . LERg ’ 'Y ~ 3 » N May 19/7/3 v . . : . o‘ . '

. . . -

- : - T > ———
. - = *

. . * .. . Certificated * o Noncertlflcated ‘ }
L Major 'disability apd - .’ worKshqps . ) " _workshops i
) type of program .. o Average - . N - Average -
) » . Cligggg hourly‘\ - Glients howrly
= - s Number Percent earnings ., Number.?e cent earnings
. ' . o v N T
‘. all clients - 83,018, 100 $.71 © 5,773 100 . $.71
S -/ L © o - . . . B
Mentally' retar ; ) . : . ) : ’
Regular progigﬁir\“\ . v . b Lo : .
". workshops Ly .- 08,246 9.9 .94 s~ 910 15.8 ~ .66
- Work act1V1t1es | ’ . < : o R e o
( centers . . . 32,343 ° 39,0 - . .35 - . Y1,716 29.71 S 22/>
~ Training d/dr . o ) o ) ) ) - . ¥ . - a5
~ evaluat®on programs 6,449 ~ 3.8 ' .52, ¢+ 553 9.6 . . \351
. )entany i11 T : T _ T .
. Regular program ' °* PR R ‘ e 1
N . » workshops ¢ 4,743 , 5.7, - 1.1 . T- 0 2527 4.4 ‘1,10
. Work-activities L . : ‘ S ST, »
. ‘centers ' 5,312 6.4 , .46 " 299 5.2 - . .48
. ., Training and/or . ' ) L \ . 3 é <L
o .evaluation, programs 3,237 s 3, 9 ft A b S . 274 4.7 . "< 1.06

0 cdoe s ¢

" Visually impaired *

Regular program
workshops"

wOrk'actiwities




. ) \ - ) "" . . .T . . . ) (’
¢ . ¢ ™~ 4 T, .
- 'S ) i TanIe 11. rAverage stralght~t;|-me thour}y earrungs of cllents ‘
. L. by\ magor dlsablllty and type- of workshop ﬁogram,
: Cat C -, Ma 1973 (contlged) ‘
'J ¥ . . - ;
P . e . - .
‘ i. 7 , f - - .
4. . . e Certificated Noncertificated !
- Major disability and - wo'rkshops”. . workshops -}
, »type of proggam - Averag . ’ Average
- v C,llents - hourly ) Clients hourly
< .__Number:Percent . earnings . Number :Percent earnings
- - ——
Alcoholic - e ’ . s v
.* 7 Regular program - : . .
- workshops 1,203 1.4 $1.39 . 31 0.5 $2.00
Work activities - | . o .
, ‘centers . - 119 .1-- .56 11 .2 .38 .
Training and/or . o = ' . :
evaluatloq Jprograms’ o199 .2 .84 ) %9 .2 .68
\, «éerebral paisy L_ S T .
/@ Regular program . - N . - ’
workghops =~ "¢ - 1,042. 1.3 1.10 37 .6 T.15
.. .Work activities : ’ . ] '
centers 1,491 1.8 |, .35 ’55 2.7 .32
’\ Training anq/or , oo ) ) ]
evaluatlon programs - 364, .4 . 56 , 15 . .3 . +61
) - . . .
Or;thopedlc dlsabl‘tltles Y,
'Regular program : Y, ' . ' -
L workshops. e .. 2,747 3.3 ‘m 1,48 238 4.1 1.55 -
) Work activities = . ' e
S centers . 436 .5 .50 93~ 1.6 .58
Training and/or ) : " )
: - evaluation pragrams 608 .7 .77 47 .8 .90
. . ' : [
e T d %
. i tE M R s ! - ’
x i L 4
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»

By major dl‘ablllty and type of workshop program,
', 'May 1973 (eontlnued) \ .

)
s . .

' Major—disability ana
type of program .-

Certificated
_Jgorkshops

. s
’ Noncertlflcated .
\ workshops

- Average

- €lients hourly

Numberx:Percent earning

..AVerage
Cllents hourly -
s Number :Percent . earnings

Cardlac
Regular progra®™
. workshops
Work activities
centers
Training and/or
evaluation programs

.

“ Neurological disorders-

Regular program
workshaqps "

Work activities
centers ,
Training and/or
evaluation. programs

Respirdtory disorders
* Regular proyram
_workshops
Work actlvlgles .
centers
Training and/or /
evaluation programs

o

»

" $1.46

.52
.69

N

¥ T8 -

L]

-8




. . .Table 11.

»

Average stralght ‘time hod%ly earnings’ of clients
by major disability and type of workshop program,
May 1973 (concluded) ’

vi

. ~ & i
o - . Certifdcated Noncertificated _
Major disability and - . workshops workshops
~type of program Average i} Average
. . Clients hourly Clients hourly
. Number :Percent , earnirgs Number :Percent. earnings
o . ” - R j . . A
: Age . : ) % .
o Regular program - . .
o workshops - ) 1,269 1.5 "$1.33% . | 63 1.7 $1.87
, Work activities ;o r !
centers . ’ . 579 .7 .45 / 37° .6 .46
.- Training and/or . | , - B
, evaluation programs 53 .1 .73 j 2 * @.lﬁ
© . . ' . .
©  oOther - A * i T - J .
Regular program -~ . : - . .
¢ . workshops 3,237 3.9 ,-1.57 299 * 5.2 1.59 s
Work activities c. , .
centers i 382 _..5 . .54 v 71 1.2 .47 i
Training and/or , . o
. evaluation programs 873 1.1 .86 50 .81
‘. : -
‘ R e \ 5
*Percent less than 0.1. . . - )
Source: . Appendix table 162. L LT .
e .'" | ‘ ? . ‘ ' - ‘ i . -~
. bl - L} { k -
/
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5. "Houmly earnings by sex and race ) \

The workshop population was almost evenly divided -
-betwéen males and females but male clients earned more than
female clients in‘most progkams (Table 12). .Average hourly
.earnings of nonwhité clients were consistently higher than .
those of their white counterparts in,all threée types of

workskop programs. =~ ‘ o oy *
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) Table 12. Abéra@e étraight-dime,hour}y‘earnings
o of clients by sex and race, by type of -
4 ' . -Eeptificateq workshop -program, May 1973.
W ' » ‘ " . :y:, g"-.
. ‘ e . T ) ‘ : ‘ .
- . :- - Male : - Female - I
Type of workshop program : Number: Average: N er: .Average
‘and race of c¢lient | « of : hourly : f : hourly
’ - , . :clients:earnings;clients:earnings
[] Al X > T T

Regular program workshops ..

- ty,
All clients 15,777 '.$1.28 12,509 $1.22-
White ‘11,703 1.23 9,367 ° 1.18
Negro . 2,599 1.45 2,066 1.36
Spanish-surnamed ) 786 1.41 ~ 453 - 1.31
Other ’ 381 1.20 361 1.09,
Work activitPes centerxs - -
_All clients 22,839 .37 19,089 .37
" White 19,286, .36 . 1p,206 .37
Negro ' . - 2,466 .39 1,980 .38
Spanishi-surnamed 557 .40 ° 411 .39
"Other ) 155 - .39 145 - .45
- Train'ing and/or’evaluation ]
programs (/— '
All clients , 7,362 ° .64 5,442 " .5l
White : . 5,526 .62 4,034 .59
. Negro - ) v 1,313 .70 1,072 .69
Spanish-surnamed Y304 .70 , 171 .63
* Other = 70116 .71 92 .63
. . T T
. \
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6. Hour}ly eaxrnings by client age

~ , .
+ . _ Yri certificated regular program workshops client
: earnings increased progressively with age beginning at age
16 at $1.00 per hour to $1.41 4dn.the 35 to 64 age range. and .
declined slightly after age 64 (Table 13); In'work activ- . —
‘ities centers older wgrkers also earned slightly more than._ &
younger ones. The training and/or qyaluation'pﬁograms '
, ' showed no significant .pelationship between—houglyfearnings' \
| and age. . L R : .-
Clients in work activities centers and training and/or -
" evaluation programs tended:to be younger than the regular
program workshop clients.. Fewer than one-fourth of the
regular program workshop clients were less than 25 years
old, whereas about half of the clients in the other tyo .
programs were under 25. . , " '
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: Taty/e i3. Averdge straight-time h_durly earnings of clients in certifi attéd'wofkshops .
,‘"'; _ by age, by typf of ;workshop program, May 1973 ) .
y ) . ‘ L « \1 \ ) ) \ ) . T ' '
4 g .
: : Reqgula¥ program : -Work! activities : Trainjing and/or
} T workshops : ' _centers: - : - evlauation programs
‘ Age, range :Number Jercent :Average :Nupber :Percent:Ayerage :Number :Percent:Average
' : of .7 'o% :- houtly : of : of : hourly : of . : of : hourly
iclients: totiT :earnings:clients: total :earnings;: ients: total :eaxnings
Jus— S B — Y - CJ .
Under 16 years - 561 2 ¥ s1.18 . 1,161 3 $+ .36 256 2 $.57
" 16-17 years_ 378 . 1 £’ 1.00 2,042 5 1 .36 1,452 11 .60
18-19 years 973 - 4 Y 1.00 3,815 9 "..35 2,071 16 ~ .58
3 20-24 years 4,652 17 \.x +1.08 12,012 29 .35 35,261 25 .59
. 25-34 years 6,‘267 22 "“1 1.19 11,898 , 28 .37 2,591 -2Q .63
35-39 years ‘ 2,110 -« 7 $.1.31 ° 2,633 6 .39 739 6 70
, 40-44 years - 2,209 8 %1.33 2,162 5 . .39 699 5 .69 -
- 45-54 years -+ 4,927 17 1.37- 3,221 8 *o.4l 1,137 - 9" .69 ..
55-64 years , 4,113 .15 l}ﬂ41 -~ 1,789 4 .41 .508 ‘4 .75
» . 65 years and: .. T . -
over 2,09% 7 1.31  -1,195 3 .42 90 1 .69
All clients 28,286 100 1.25 . 41,928 100 <37 12,804 400 .63
] { SN
_ & B . \ ¢
Source: Appendix ‘table 163. v - ’ . v
’ ,. L/
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e T Client earnings by lemgth of emplo&gpnt

In com et1t1ve 1ndustry, workers normally earn higher
‘ wages as théy learn‘the job qnd gain experi®Bnce. Sheltered
workshops differ signifitantly from industry 1n~émployment =
po}icies' becau®e the“client who progressgs, learns the job
« ahd becomes more productive, is the oné most likely to be
. placed in employment ougﬁlde the workshop.’” The lower pro-
.ducet is more likely to remain in the workshop for long
periods of. training or preparatlon for community employment.
Alsoy- the ‘handicappin €nditions of mang clients are such
. as to severely limit eir employaRility to the extent of i
' " requiring extended or indefinite sheltered employment; for
gome handicapped workerg] this may be their Iast: and inal N
- .gdinful employment pos1 1on.‘ ) .

. »
oy

A later sectlon ©° th1s report presents data on.placement
»of clients in competltlve employment which indicate that most
clledts were placed had been in the workshop less thgn a year.
Clients employed in regular program workshops less tflan one
year had hlgher average ‘earnings than those effployed ‘orte to
five yearsd’ (Appendix .table 175). .This seems to suggest that
., those clients who were producing and earn1ng higher wages
were placed outs1de ‘the workshop in their first year whereas
. ‘the lower produc1ng cllents rem¥ined In the workshop, Work-
shop clients earned pr?gres51vely more.each Yyear beg1nn1ng at
five years, J é .

. Training and/or e&%luation programs place special
“emphakis on short-term, transitipnal services. The average
"client’ in, thése programs had been there less fhan a year and
almost all clients ?ess than two years. Average hourly earn-

_ . 'ings were lower for c11ents who kad been in the program £fdr .
P more than one year thah for those who were tﬁere for one ar
v 7 or less. .« ‘-

*

.. 8../Hourly earniﬁ& by sex and type of worf'
The hourly earnlngs df female cllents were lower than
male client e n1ngs in many types of work, but the dlffer-
ence was not significant. | In regular program workshops
females appeared to earn higher in jobs requ1r1ng dexterity
(é.qg:, s1mple bench work) whereas male clients ‘earned more
.+ on jobs requiring greater bhysical effort (e. - salvége,
janitorial and malntenahce) Lgagé? 14)-

) i . l%
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Table 14,

3

. . .
. <

Average étrqight-tiﬁ? hourly” earnings-of élieaté in
certificated: regular profirdm wo:ksh?ps by sex and-
* type of work, !May 1%73 L '

. ] by
-’ » ) N )
. L L B Male Female
Type of work. . Number :Average : Numper:Average -
, , : of : hourly :. o ': hourly

-
v

o

‘:clients:earnings:clieﬁts:earn&ﬁgﬁ’

- ;
Y

v

. - : S . y
AT]1 clients -, 15,777 © $1.28 12,509  §1.22
Subcontract work - T B . .
Simple bench work v 4,713 1.05 4,683 . 1.07°
Mailing services ‘83 .95 ;%gg_', 1.02
Salvage - ' 152 . 1.61 7 +1.46
. Repair 122+ .96 12 1.10
Sewing % - 55  1.36 263 1.36
Printing _ . 76  1.33' 67  1.17
Soldering \ \ 38 1.41 .44 1.37
' Machine opetatien 694 1.38 ° 165  1.36,
Other 459 "ql.26 , 251 118
R . , f . A
. Salvage and ranovation work L - ] r
brivers. , L1601 2.03 .18 1:51
Drivers' helpery, dock workers 13366' 1.32 20 ,1.30
Sorting ’ . _ . - 521 1.17 14294 1.24 . *°
Baling ° S 234 - 1.20 T 19 1.22
Cleaning, lalindering, ptessing 245 | 1.25 694% 1.13
‘Sewing, pricing - 76 1.32 4645 1.27
Furniture repair, ngfinishing 675 1.35 . 53 1.41
Other repair, refinishing , 864 1.32 106 1.38 .
Other \ 598  1.30 471 -+ 1.27 -
Manufacture of ‘new goods . i \2 ' -
Mops, brooms, brushes| 564 X:78 47 T 106 1.68
Machine sewn items Vo 192 .1861 © 324 . 1.55
Mattresses, bedsprings| ' 88 .1.59 22 1.62
Other machine productign 429 " 1.24 107 1.48
Handicraft items T . 419 1.14 154 - ->94
Other ’ 375 , 1.27 ° 188 1.07
. ‘ ’, . ’ ‘.
Miscellaneous ¢ccupations - . . R .
Clerical [ 1 174 1.61 554 . 1.66
Janitorial, maintenance, 1,002 1.31 143 1.10
Food service | \ 93 1.1 188 1.21
Sales , . 578 I.47 1,481, ' 1.38
Forestry{ nursery farmln? \ 118 1.04 .- 26 .78
Other . . N X 313 .1.4g =209 1.43
Sourde: Appendix tables 179-185. _ - . o ‘ .
PN . * ¢
n.’ — ‘—.
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* Male drivers earned the highesi hoUrly?Wages-in.regdlar : 4
Cfprograh'workshops followed by,clients jinvolved'in the manu= , )
' facture of new goodssspch.as mops, brooms, brushes, machine /
sewn'items;rﬁ&ttrgség;fgnd‘bedsprings. only 12 perceflt of
; the male clients, wefe oyed ¢n manufacturing compared he

with '40 percent -in~<sub¢dntract-and 32.percent in salvage

and removatjon workK. ‘Fémale client employment”distribution- . - 't

was similar-with a sligh%ly higher propertiom of suhcontract =~ . '
-+ work and mis¥gliangousitcupations; ‘less in-manufacturing e .
- -~ - and-salvage—and ‘rnGw -work: The mgst common job was . ." .

; oying 30 percent o € ma clients \
and 37 percent of the female clients; but clients in that' "
type of worksearned 10Wermwaqe§ than Fn most other jpbs. - ~,:
N SRR SN ,
.Bench work was even more gommon in work activities R
' “¢enters, providing employment‘For 73 perkent of the male. .
t~qlients and 78 paercent of the female clients (Table 15).

.

A

. Subcontract work was dominant with 84 percent of the male . -
workers and 86 percent of the female workers involved: .. S
- . . . =
. Most of the oth@r jobs paid better wages than did . e
subcéntract work., S y et
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.Tablé 15.: Average stralghthélme hourly earnings of ‘#ients in’ j‘
. .certific#ed work. activitiaes centers by.sex anqg
* type Hf’ work ) May 1973 - .
. ’ o e 9
- : - ‘ \
T . p : . Male . Female
- . y : Number:Average : Number:Average.
. 'Type of. work : . of% s hourly : of : hourly
. :clients:earnings:clients:earnings
. All cliexfts 22,839 , $ .37 19,080 $ .37 .
L Subcontract work -
Simple benchwork o $ .38 )
Mailing services ' r .38 N
' Salvage ) . . 428,
Repair . ST 49
~ Sewing o h - -‘:41
" Printing . ) .37,
. Soldering » .66
- __ Machine ggerations o 643 43_,_____ 286 ‘.53
. Other ' y 513 '~ .43 - 326 ' .34,
‘ (SN : s \\ , o
’Salvage and renovatlon work oo " ‘
. Drlvers . T, -6 1.15 - -
privers' helgers, dock workers® . ‘108 50" 5° 4§
: - SOrtlng . 193 .28 184 .3 ,
Baling ‘ ' é 29 .39 16 . . .33 N
Cleaning,, launderlng., pre551ng 17 <37 - 55 .32 .
' Sewing, pwlng : . - 2 e 28 730 .30 -
Furniture repair, reflnlshlng 281 .32 ‘98 .27 ’
' Other, repair, reflnlshlng . 32 "+ .28 10 - .17 L
Other : 207, ‘.‘l 120 * .28 .
‘ .‘ [ 2 ’ ’ " cv. - ) N e ! »
Manufdcture of new goods - ¢ ad . )
Mops,. brdoms, brushes 4 - 38 ’ .27, 16 .19
" Machineé sewn items . : 22 C .38 80 .44
Mattresses, bedsprings .2 T .28 .80 .24 v
.Other machine production’ © 316 .44° . 47 .32
Handicraft 1tems 887 .29 968 .29
,Other- . . . ‘ . 381 .37 . 231 . .36
. a o . . : . o x> o
' Miscellaneous opt:Jatlons , T - - .
*.Clerical 37° .54 2 7loa .60
Jan1tor1al ‘maintenance .586 .46 174~ .42
Food serv1ce ' - .. 87 .44 280 .39
Salek 6 .54+ . 94 .40 :
- Forest;y, nursery, farmlng v 1534 .42 . -38 .40
aOther e . S 27? .37 . 208 .40
Source: Appendix tables 179-185. ’
s ) . . , o £
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' Two-thirds of the male and female clients employed in
training and/or evaluation programs weré engaged $n subcon-
* tract work, mostly beh¢hwork (Table .16). Of the remaining .
group 10 to 13 percent we;éyemployed in salvage and renova-
.tion, 5 to 6 percent in mandfactgring'and 17 to 20 percent -

¥ . in miscellaneous occupations. , .

- .. . A%omparison of similar jobs in the three programs
@ disclosed a substantial difference in client earnings.
" * Simple bench .wdpk clients in work activitiés centers. aver-
aged about one-third of the earnings of those doing similar

.work in regular”program workshops; but the may- e -
been of a lower. skill level,, “If t ase used for dete
mining wage rates for sif%i‘%;' s in the three programs

t',

“.was the prevailing .indu 'rate then the earnings differ-

- ential is consistent wi he general .level of function of

. the  clients  in. the progrhﬁ%,'i.q., clients in regular pro
.., gram workshops were prodﬁding at a levél of 50 to 75 percent
of nonhandicapped workers and clients:in work activities
.centers ‘had a relatively low productivity level of 20 to 25

- percent: of.the nonhakdicapped worker. T i
of clientsdin traininy and/or evaluation programs fell

. * between jthe other .two programs. °* .

3 e Tew e —

; AN
‘9. Hourly earnings, b client ‘size of workshop

. . One-third of-the clients if ‘certificated regular prdgram c
L .‘F\workshops‘and work activities centers were ‘employed in work- )
.shops with''fewer than 40 clients in average daily attendance.

In regular program workshops client earnings were about the
same for the ®abulated size groups under 40, ($1.14 to $1.15),
but earnings.increased progressively as the workshop client,

size increased -- from an average hourly wage.of $1.14 in .

the smaller groups to $1.67 in the largest gize group (400
clients' or more) (Appendix table 164). . T

4

‘ Client size did not appear to significantly affect .
. average earnings in either work activities cénters or train-
ing. and/or evaluation programs. : ’

L4 .
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Table 16.

Average stralght-tlme hourly earnlngs of clients i
certlflcated training and/br evaluation programs %F

. sex and type of work, May 1973 =
] e T . Male v Female

bee of work . : Number :Average : Number:Average

. : of : hourly : of : hourly
:clients:earnings:clfients:earnings

All clients T T T T 7,362 —$-U64 5,442 $ .61

Subcontract work - . : ‘

"Simple bench work, 3,637 .63 3,075 .61

Mailing services 111 ‘. .60 96 .56
Salvayge - 136 .53 6% - -.52 .

. Repair 125 v51 13 . .42
Sewing TTI11T T T .66 114 56 T
Printing 77 . .58: ¢ 22 .62
Soldering 20 1.07 19 .95
Machine ngratlons : 344 .79 - 77 .81
Other . 267 .64 - 117 ~ .6l

- - . . sl
Salvagealnd renovation work, . . t .
Drivers 22 .86 3 - £ 42 <

g brivers' helpers, dock wotkeﬁ? 171 - .68 6 .51 '
,sorting \ . _ 98. .49 - 151 .52 *
"Baling ., . ~ 24 .56 8 .68
Cleaning, laundering, pressing 41. - -Sg . 125 .78
Sewing, pr1c1ng 22 '3 e 68 .57
Furniture repajr, reflnlshlng 178. / .51 23 .48 -

, Other repair, refinishing 165. . .67 15 . .59

. Other © 207 .54 129 .48
Manufacture of new goods ; e ‘ .
Mops, brooms, brushes 13 1.29 © 8 1.08 i
Machine sewn items . 13- .65 43 , 63,
Mattresses, bedsprings - -7 .80 , ¥ .47
‘Other machine productlon 144 7% 43 .65
Handicrafit items 157, .49 97 .40 -
Other , 126 .61 55 .63
Miscellaneops occupations L ) i
Clerical 127 .79 261 ° .80
.Janitorial, maintenance ~ 521 .70 133 .48
Food service & SN 150 ¢ .65 295 .61
Sales e . ' 44 .67 . 110 _ .68
Forestry, nur gpry,s farming ’ 54 .69 1 ., 80

. Other . . . 350 .57 269 .57
Source: Appendix tabiles I79-I8§.f‘ o ‘ ’

. a . . " "4 »
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. ) . The size o6f the work program income appeared to be
- positively correlated with the‘level of client earnings in’
regular program worksheps; but average earnings of clients
irj the other two programs showed" very little variation at
‘i different ‘work program income levels (Appendix table 165).
11, Client weekly ﬁogrs of work
e . .o .
v Client earninggxpn a weekly and annual basis are, of
course, affected by the numbef of hours wor ed as’ well as
: the bourly réterofvpéy‘\\é;grage weekly hgurs of work varied
S widely by typf)of client amd workshop program- (Appendix

- 104 Hourly éarnjngs by size of income from wqgk piqgram

o tables 186-19 .
. .\' ) - Certificatediprograms ° '
vl : %7 "~ s~ Regular Wor Training'and/or
) A - » Program ' activities '  evaluation -
Primary . 'workshops - centens ' programs

disability = ~Number Average Number Average Number Average

served =~ clients - Hours clients hours clients  hours
¥ —

All clients 28,286 ¢ 31.3 41,928 21.1° °12,804—24.8
- N - T

: : L : : oo : , '
The pattern of hours in certificated regular program
workshops was simifar to ¥fhe le¥el of hourly earnings of

General 18,871 32.5 6,841 -23.0 7,384 25,2
Mentally : - o '
retarded 47319 '26.0 30,429 21.3 3,923 . 24.6
. Alcoholic. . ,885  33.8. Bl A RIS
Mental ’ N ‘ - : -
» illness "1,134 22,4 3,674 16.6 1,198 . 22.3
- Blind - 2,990 34.7 " 329, 25.4 185, 30.0
Miscellaneous , 87 . 21.7N\ 655 15,9 , . 114 22,

clients in the disability groups -- blind and general groups f
highest and mentally handicapped lowest (miscellaneous group
was lowegt but the size made it insignifigant). . Clients in
work activities centers consistently averaged fewer 'houms .
than thetir counterparts in regular -program workshops apd
training and/or ‘evaluatién programs. - ' ' ‘' :

.
- - 15 NS
* » ~ . . T
[ ‘
. .

A ———group~ — ——<$f——weekiy* —of— Weekly ——Oof T weekly T
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% The causg of the-short workweek was not explored in
: thig study but reports and comments from direqtors of work
* activities centers and other authorities ,suggest several™
possilkle redsons: Severe€ly handicapped clients may not . .
.have the physical or mental tolerance for longer work' £,
periods; the clients may have been involvad in other
(therapeutic) activities during the day or\week; there may

not. have been sufficient work to permit #&wlonger workweek; ~

. and the depenfiency ¢f clients on others for transportation. \
may. have  required extensive busing of clients on variable . S
or shortened schedules. Regardless of the reason, nearly a .
third of the clients in work activities centers weré in pro- 4

. grams which averaged less than ‘15 hours a.week.:
N / . . ’ . v
The short workweek in training programs may have been
caused by client involvement in classroom or other group
instruction in addition to work. Clients in evaluation
programs may have been engaged in testing programs, as well.
' as work, as a part, of their evaluation '
Y. - : ey B rE I
. ' L% oy R
", 12. Mgthod ' of wage‘pa}ment‘ - - . =
: v »

s F

‘ -

) Two methods were .generally used in payimg wages to-
" elients. FLSA regulations establish minimum (floor) wage ° L.
rates ofily in reqular program workshops but require payment- o
. in all programs of wages "commensurate with productivity",
i.e., payment of wages equal to that of a ﬁbnhandlcapped ‘
worker doing the same quality and quantity of work. Work-. ot
shops may pay on an hourly rate basis or.on a piece-rate
" basisg but wage .rates must be based on the productivity of
nonhandicappéd workers in industry in the vieinity:

Nearly two-thirds of the clients im certificated regular
'‘program workshops doing covered work were paid-on an hourly
rate basis; one-third on a piece~rate basdis (Appendixhﬁaﬁle
186). o S . , \\

- N - - L v \ L)

The .reverse was true in certificated work aciiviﬁies, -
centers. Two-thirds of the clients were paid on ,31e@e-ratq;.l
basis and one-third on an hourly rate. In training ‘and/or -
evdldation proggams the two metlods were used about equally. . 7,

. 0

» : ’
13. Skill level of CIiQQts - . p « o g

Workshop respondents were asked to distribiute total hours . |
worked during the survey week b the degree of skill required *

on the work performed by their clients.
. \ . - ‘ Nl VI . T

[}
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Two-thirds of the hours &orked‘in certifjc

were tonsidered to be uns 7-27 percent whs

. semi-skilled; and 6 percent as skille (A
197). K , T o

s
S

kY Virtually all the work performed by work a
center clients was rated unskilled;-only two pe

' considered to be semi-skilled. - ;

Work in training and/or evaluation program$ was rated
» . -+ only slightly.higher with one-tenth semi-skilled and 87 per-~
cent unskilled. -. . : a .

4

B

C. Client Wage.and Prodﬁctivity Evalﬁationf S !
T - S, . )
. . Part 525 of FLSA regulations requires tge maintenance
and periodic Yeview.of client performan&e (pfoductivity) and -
also prescdribes methods for dytermining rate$‘of pay for '
A clients.,.— - . i - /

1. Cliénts receiving wage adjuéfmeﬁtsf

—-;Fer—%he'ﬁrepiortinq—ye&rworkshopr‘rep’or

ed on the number

S of clients receiving productivity reviews a
L ‘number whose wages’ were adjusted ag a resul
- Productivity reviews were restricted to hou
because those on pipce.rates are automatica
ing "to productivity -~ higher production me
(Appendi% table 63). ' !

,well as the

: of" those reviews.

ﬁy rated clients

ly paid accord-’ v
ps, higher wages

4

L e ershops with : '
iyity reviews

justments.

edses of five

. percen#or. more .to, at \least _half of/Fheir cliients. Aabout
( ong-ePghth graWted énly slight (less than fiie |percent)
. ingreases tq most f.their clients. . J

. " Eighty-gix percent of regular program
"+, > _hourly rated clients completed annual produ
.~¥ - and virtually'‘)all of them made client sage
.. Nearly one-half of the*workshops granted in

. Nearly.evgry wérk‘aétivitiéé eenter complleted
+ productiwity reviews for their hourly rated clients and most

A

! gy Of thém granted- wage increases'as a result.. Nearly onée-third
N "ggve signtfiéagt increases{ (5, percent or more) and one-fourth
Y ngagéleighQTincneases to‘Half or more.of theilr| clients.

R - o e A RSY : 1L
- Al . o . °
¢ & ¥ : ; \ : .o
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- Cllgnts in tralning and/or evaluation programs are
Jsually reviewed and evaluated perlodlcally as’ a part of
.. ‘bheir 1ndlv1dual programs. The program is usually des{gned
to provide wage 1ncreases as the.client progresses. Virt~-
- ually all of, these’ programs made adjustments in client wages
$» ‘' in the reporting period and half éf them madeb;lgnlflcant
\ 1nc1’eases-—1n ”the wages ofi percent Oor more thelr cllents. p
. , §2, Methods of determ ing client product1v1ty R :
» N
' ’ Workshops ised a variety of methods for evaluat&ng L
! client productivity. In regular‘workshops more than one~
third used, actual’cqpnts 'of productivity of each cirent Tt .
+ .and another third used ratlng formS(or prd@ress reports v .- . )\
(Appendix table 64)0. - . -, ’

.~;\. - . -

g T The-mosq common methodsv;nowork actlvitles centers.were.

the' s as those ‘in regplar programxﬁorkshops ‘but a sllghtly
oueriggrtentagerof_ceaters_used_fhose methpds, o .

» L. ~Rat1ng forms Qr pnosresssreports ranked hhghest rn'
training- and/or evaluathp prognams wrﬁh more, than ‘third °

”, .
__f;“«weus;ng_the .. TActual1eouﬁts~of—p%eéuetav&%ymfankeé— =
e SETPESSEERYY
« [ B ! . . ] . .

sl}ghtly lowe .‘ ooy TR . * - \‘ |
. .

. Actual count; of prpauotlylty ls‘the more Jeqtlve of o
" thé"two methods ahd1§5vthe most effective.dn. suhpontra;t . g
- and. manufacturlng -work-in whitch uplts are produced with some

unlformlty ‘Client productavmty is measurgg agalnst produc-
tlom norms estab}zshed forfﬁonhandlcapped worhers.

-—\\2 N o e

o Ratlng fbrmsmgeneraIly utlllbe«a varletyﬂpf performance /
- factors,.in evaluatrng the client ana~are uged-most inepro- [
©, ductlon.whlch does net, haVe a uni: orm’p uct. -This system .

- was ‘also more,commdﬁ‘rn workshOps w1th-p fe351ohal staff L, .
who adminlster and/or apterpret the reports. - S

TN l .

1

" f‘ About half of the regular programsworkshops that were
- .members of Natignal Industrles‘for the -Biind ' uged attual

. -
w .’b, . [}

-° . -counts: of productivity’ .while mémbers Of. Goodw1ll Industrles oo
, ~ of Amerlca mostly‘used " ratlng forms.. ro jL .o
{ N 3 Workshop mlnimﬁh productlon pollcy‘ o ,
|
|

. . Most. workshopsqhad.no mrplmum product1v1ty requlrements
L whlch cllents were reguired to meet..in order to stay in thé

. workshop (Appendix table 67). -The work activities center
geherally serves as employfr of -last resort" for: severely,/K

Al
[y
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; hqndiéaﬁped clients and virtually ali;these centérs ﬁgd no. .- . i

r pdnimum requirements. “ Less than one-third of ¢ ular -pro- S
gram workshops had minimuam production re-uiremefnts and about , ~ <.
one-fifth of the training and/or evaluation programs had . = e

. " such standards. . v, )
o ~ ' - » ‘ . ' "'}::

' or those workshops having production rgquirements,
, most-‘were liited to six months of trial‘production. -

»

4. Methods of determining compec.itive hourly labor
rates . , : .
. -Workdhops are required.pnder the FLSA to pay wages
,- "commensurate" with the productivity of the cldent —-— yages
- ' equivalent to those paid nonhandicapped workers in the
vicinity in industry maintaining. approved labor 'standards
(for esseng}ally the same type, quality and quantity of work.
Industry rates are used when available but in.the absence .
-Yof industry rates, time studiesfﬁz other testsgmay be used ‘

é

to establish piece rates. 1In sgfie instances a job-usually - = -
performed by one worker in regular industry may be divided o
_ into two or more jobs because of the limitations of the

L — - handicapped workers, -In—other—instancesspecial-jigs and N
fixtures may be required so_that the ‘item can be produced ’
by a blind ‘or other physically limited persom. When such
job revisions are made industry rates are not generally "

- applicable. -
~ N U - L )
State Employment Sexrvice offices were  the most common PR
‘squrce of wage rates for regular program workshops (Appendix . .
table 68). ~Workshops for the blind relied mostly ,on rates
from other workshops, and the mental illness group work-'
ke shops relied on the, contract supplier for & majority of -
. their wage rate determinatiodns. / o '

y
M
i .y » 5 lo

Work activities centers used contract supplier rates
more than any ‘other source'~- probably because of thdir
heavy involvement in subgontract work. Also the type of |
b work performed in centers was mostly unskilled work and
less likely to have wage ratés established by 'the industry A
“Or State Employment Service. Another factor in the use of -
supplier rates may have beeh the lack of ‘technical staff.in
the centefs to perform the necessary wage studies. .
The same pattern was found in traiﬁing and/or if”gﬁ
évaluation programs with the mental illneéss and mentally
retarded groups relying on-contractor .rates; general pro-
grams relying on®State Employment Service and blind group

~

v

. programs on other workshops.

A . ] . ‘




‘placemeht in the communlty, or working as an ext

ot vIiz. CLIENT FRINGE BENEFITS .
. The: prov1smon "of fringe beneflts to handicapped persons |,
employed in sheltered workshops was a.special concern.of

;Congress1onal committees reviewing workshop programs: .The

major issue was whether handlcdpped dmployees 1nisheltered

“workghops were rece1v1ng the fringe. benefits normally pro-

v1ded to employees in other employment situations. -
Thls is not a simple -issue to resolve because many -

handlcapped persons in sheltered workshops havé dual status --

client. and employee -- but others may be either one or the

other.: " In general terms, a client .is someone who is "receiv-

ing a service or benefit" whereas an employee is someone who <

is "produc1ng _goods or serv1ces for an employer
b4 . —~
The handlcapped person in a sheltered workshop program
may be receiying rehabilitation services not involving pro-
ductive Wwérk or ,in some .instances “the person may be involved-
in a program of ‘on-the- ]Ob evaluation, or on-the-job tralnlng
in which he/s s rece1v1ng rehabllltatlon sérvices whi
producing gogds or serviges ‘for the workshop.-.In a thir
situation th handlcapped person may be an emprbyee not
rece1v1ng any sxgg}flcant rehabilitation services but work-
ing in the workshop as 5’temporary employee awai g job
eiged or .
long term employee because employment outs1de the, workshop
is either not feasible or not avallable. ‘In ‘the first
instance the handicapped person is a elient; in the second
he/she is a client employee, and -in the third an, employee.

In the 1970 Amendments to the Employment Sedﬁrlty Act,
Congress recognized the spec1a1 client/employee status of
handicapped persons in sheltered workshops by‘excludlng
them from unemployment coverage in the section of the’ :Amend-
ments which extended coverage to nonprofit organlzatlons. N
Some states tave adopted versions of the exclusionary .~ ’
language .in the Federal Act which in most cases appear to’
exclude clients rece1v1ng services but require coveragg For
handicapped persons in- regular employment, i.e., em oyees

. for whom no services are'belng provided. - PR

In this report and‘ip thg DOL administration of FLSA Py
regulatlons pertaining to sheltered worksﬁops the terms
"client" and "employee" are used 1nterchangeably. ‘The study:
was designed' to provide data on handicapped persons employed

‘in the workshop . exclusmvely.

.
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A, Cash "Expenditures for Fringe Benefits.

' wOrkshoﬁq6§?Eﬁﬂftﬁfé?‘fﬁ?“f?tﬁﬁ“ﬁﬁénefits in the

. . reporting year are discussed 4kahaptEr VI.. The survey )
questionnaire did not request ad detailed’ breakddwn of fringe
benefit expenditures sufficient to permit determination of

- type of benefits involved, but expenditures for fringe bene~
fits for four groups. of employees were .reported. A summary
by type of workshgp program and by ratio to total expendi-
tures and total salaries and wages (Table 17) shows that’
fringe benefit expenditures for handicapped clients were
generally lower than for other employees in workshops.

. A DOL- report on employee compensation showed that fringe
.+ . benefit expenditures amounted to twelve cents of each wage
" dollar paidsto nonmanufagturing, nonfarm employees in 1972 1/
(the workshop reporting gear): The BLS compensation report
included as fringe benefits expense (or wage supplement
costs) expenditures for yetirement programs, health programs,
. .unemployment benefits, vacation and-holiday fund paymepts and
' payments to saying plans. .

The workshop survey disclosed -that workshops had a
. fairly limited fringe benefit program, especially work
' activities centers and training and/or evaluation programs
in whichH the handicapped person tends to be more client than
employee. ) " . : o
. . 5o ) &
icapped persofs in regular program wérkshops
. received substantiallyimore fringe benefits than those in
. the other programs.® Jg‘ Lo '
- . : W

:: é - ! . ’ ) L2 ' i .

= -

-~

’

"1/ U.S. Department qlffabpr Bureau of Labor Statistics),
it Employee Compensati¢n in the Private Non-farm Economy, 1972.
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, Table 17. Annyal expenditures for fringe benefits for
\ . * sheltered workshop employees by type of

B ¢ ' workshop program . _.
’  Average Percent Percent of
Type of . . Total - + ° per of total wage, and
workshop program expenditures  workshop expend- salary ex-

{in thousands) regdrting “itures penditures'
* - )

Ragular program o ‘ T B e
workshops . ]
ﬁgdicapped clients~ $ 5,497 $ ‘6,906 2 8 ,
. fessional staff 2,041 2,564 1 11 "
' Administrative and ' : ’
' technical staff 2,805 3,523 1 9
Clerical and main- ’ . : )
tenance staff 1,388 1,744 0.5 9 ‘
Total fringe bene- - T )
fit expenditures 11,1 . 14,737 5 .‘€9 ¢
’ - . . . o
. Work activities ' . if . . ol
- centers . ’ ‘ ‘ .
Handicapped clients 854 . . 857 1 6 /
Professional staff l 887 1,895 2 10 -
Administrative and . AT ’
technical staff A l 233 . 1,538 .2 9
. -Clerical and main- . e .
X tenance staff - o401 "o 403_ ' 0.5 . 8. :
Total fringe bene- . :
6 8

fiq expenditures . 4,374 4,392 -

Training and/or '
~evaluation ;
programs o .

Handicapped clients 466 1,489 ) 6
Professional staff ‘1,113 3,556 ' 3 . 10
Administrative and . . . .
technical staff 534 1,706 1l 10
Clerical and main- - \ ‘0)7 .
tenance staff 282 A 901 77 ) 11
Total fringe bene- : ' i . - -
¢ fit expenditures 2,394 T 7,648 7 "6 9

-

. .
[ ] " -
'

Sourge: “Apoendix tables‘452-54,

= e
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A distribution of fringe benefits.per‘client served
. daily in'the reporting year also shows a. significant differ-
3&\. ence in the average level of expenditures:

-

Average annual

}*‘ ) , - Average ~ expenditures for
o7 daily .client fringe benefits
. attendande “"Amount _  Amount
Type of workshop i per | - - per - per
) program . workshop workshop client
(4 o L LE3 —r .
Reqular program . , . ’
workshops =~ * ‘ 43 . $6,906 $161
Work activities scenters 40 857 - - 21
-Training and/or evalua- ' RO
tion programs . 29 1,489 .51

-

. ’

B. Provisions for Paié'Holidays, Vacations and Sick Leave"
3 7’ .

The .percentage of workshops pr6viding the three benefits
was highest for holidays, possibly because the Fntire work-

shop closed, and lowest for sick' leave.

The broéision of these benefits may have been reflected
in angual expenditures reported but because there are many
workshops with relatively small operating budgets the .
accounting system may not- have recorded these benefits as a
separate ca§h expenditure.

« 1. 'Paid holidays .

- . . *:
More than'half of the certificated regular p;pgraﬁ{
workshops, representing nearly three-fourths of the clients,
had provisions for paid holidays (Appendix tables 104-108).

The larger percentage of clients indicates that the larger
shops were providing the benefit -more often than the®smaller
ones. Most of the workshops providing such benefits aver-
aged six to ni

- L d

programs, serwing-'slightly lests than one-fifth of the clients,
alsé paid clients for an“average of six té nine holidays

B

per year. \ ‘ .

B » «

' " only one~;ﬁxth of the certificated work-activities °
centers’ accounting for an egual proportion of the clients,

~ pravided for paid holidays =- mostly for six to nine days
annually. : . : S

;‘

~
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Thé noncertificated wdrkshops pf all types had a
participation in this beneflit ‘which was 10 to 15 percent
lower than their certificated counterpasxts. b .

Workshop épe:ating indome size had a,positive,
correlation with' the provision. of paid holidays in regula
program workshops (Appendix table 107). Thus, while only*
30 percent of the certificated workshops with operating ‘
incomes of less than $50,000 provided paid holidays to'~

+ clients, such benefits were accorded to the clients of
97 percent of those with operating incomes of $750,000 or
more. ' ’ - .o S T
.- Opérating income level did not ‘appeay to have any
relationship to ®he provision of paid holidays in the other

‘;wa,wo;kshop programs.,

. Of all the primary disability group workshops, the
blind group had the highest participation with three-fourths
of the programs and ‘86 percent of the clients in that group
receiving paid holidays. The general group ranked second

. with 42 percent of the programs providing such benefits to .

© more than half the ,clients served by that_ group. The mental
illness and mentally retarded groups had thé lowest partici-
pation with less than one-fifth of the programs and clients
receiving that benefit. - ’

Two-thirds of the Goodwill Industries of America

.Workshops and more than three-fourths of the workshops

, affiliated with National Industries for the Blind provided
paid holida?s\for their clients. L -

2. Paid vacation's . - '-’V’)

" The proportion of workshops providing paid yvacations was
slightlyflower than those providing paid holidays (Appendix .
tables 109-113). Fifty percent of. all certificated regular
program workshops serving about one-third of the clients” .
provided paid vacations. Such benefits were even less common
in other certificated workshop programs. Only 14 percent of
work activities.centers and ten percent of the training
and/or evaluation programs provided this benefit to their
clients. " '

~a
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; Of the programs prov1d1ng this bénef-t most prov;ded X
five days of vacation per. year and the amount did not change
"with additional years of employment. It should bg noted. “ / .
however, that the workshop differs. from private 1ndustry i
in tHat thé average ‘client/employee ‘generally has a relative-
ly- short stay in the workshop. Data fbr the survey week
(May 1973) disclosed that the average ;llent temure in cert1- .
ficated regular program. wofkshops and .7k activities qe ersn
‘was two to three years, and in tralnlng and/or evaluatios
programs less than one year. 4 - . ) ;

Only 17 percent of the noncertificated workshops
prov1ded paid vacatlags for the1r cllents
i .
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+ - "3.. Paid sick leave . _ ; ap

y Nearly one-third of the certificated regular ,program
worksheps, serving 45 percent of ge clients, provided paid
sick leave benefits; -but very few of the certificated work -
activities centers and training and/or evaluation programs
(less than four pe¥cent) provided that benefit (Appendix
‘tables -114-118), “ Of .those programs most limited their sick’
leave to-one to five days, regardless of the number of years

of serv1ce.. Q. o,
C.” Other Fringe Bs;$£{ts Do ) . ‘ ..
4 . Y
) Other fringe benef]i wglch1were prov1ded to cl;ents .
durlng the survey week MMclude the following: ° -,
. . | Workshops ‘ Cliehté (ADA)
TN _ < Percent Bercent
. T - of . ’ _ of
Benefit - Number _total Number total
."1~Totai*workshOPS“and~—“*':*““—— Lo ’:;j
’ clients* 2,355 100 91,194 100* !
' Life insirance - ' " 1208 - 9  15,461. 17
Accident insurance T 249 - 11 10,893 <12
Worker's compensatlon - . 1,650 7¢" 66,227 73
Health insyrahce ~ L 187 , 8 - 12,237 13
Retirement>pension plah 39 2 . 2,683 . 3
" Social Security . 1,439 - - 61 59,844, ' 66
Unemployment compensatlon 167 - 7 7,297 o -
. Other o R X 2 2,379 3°
- * oo ) - - '
Workshops .providing none. . °~ -
.Pof the above dbenefits, v 432 18 15,414 17
y e - o ‘ . . . . .

#Individual items wrll not add,to total because of duplication.

- '

.Almost four-fifths of the workshops provided one'or more
~of ‘the fringe benefits enumerated?above, the most eommon was
worker's compensation which was pxovxged by seventy percent
of the workshops to almost three- fouttﬁs of all clients in
.the surVey (Appendix tables 119-123), . :
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Eighty~three percent: of the certificated regular
*program workshops providéd worker's compensation insurance
as. compared wIth twosthirds of work activities centers and
. training and/or evaluatiod programs pxbviding that benefit.

Social Security coverage is not mandatory for employeeﬂ

)

in nonprofit organizations but wogkshops can waive their
. exemption and provide coverage for clients employed in the
program. . Clients working under Social Security coverage for ’
16 quarters at a specified minimum earnings level can become -
eligible for disability and retirement-benefits. ’ This is-
especially important for the client with no previous empkoy-_
ment under Social Security co¥erage (Federal Insurance
~ Contribution Aet). More than three-fourths of the certifi-
.- " cated regular program workshops provided this benefit. e
' More than half of the work activities centers and traifing
» and/or evaluation programs partigipated in the Social .
Security program. - Two-thirds of the _clients in all programs .
were covered, . S : # o ) "

- /

_— }x Accident insurance for, non-job related injuri’ifzs_«1:'_ar}l_<‘e§;,;_aww
- g=Phird -with participation”by“11*perUéﬁf:pfjeéEﬁ“Sf"Eﬁé three
workshop programs. . S :

.~

About one-fifth of the regular program wirkshops ,
provided ‘life ipsufance and ‘a like number provided health
dinsurance, but anwinsignificant number (one to three -

* . .Ppercent) of work activities centers and training and/or
: evaluation programs reported. that benefit.,
; . * Retjrement and pension programs were -not common in )

. workshops, probably becaus!?clients are generally considered "
to be short-terp employees. - None of the work activities, ’ :
centers or "training and/or evaluation programs and only
five percent of the regular program.wétkghogg reported the ..
provision of thi$ benefit -for their q}ients. ' L

-, As previously ;ndicaigg; clients in she red workshops -,
are generally excluded from unemployment insura e, except 1 -
where they become regular employees (not receiving rehabil- -
.- itation services). As consequence, only 15 percert of the ~
. regular programs workshops had unemployment insurance cover- .
) age, and only 3-'percent of work activities centers and '

training’ and/or evaluatiop programs. A . =

.
B
’ N Y e . . . N [ ”
Al . *
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E. Collective Bargainine

Although the right of workers to bargain collectlvely
with their employers has been recognized for many years
handicappéd workers in.sheltered workshops:have generally
faeled to accomplish any degre of g¢ollective bargaining.

, In order to be effective in ollect;ve bargaining an |, .
e empleyee must have alternagtives, i.e., other employment
possibilities. The ha 1capped employee is in a weak
bargaining positian because the workshbp is’ often the only
_source of empgloyment, at least at that period of time. Also
‘'the lack of organization among workshop clients is and®her '
possible barrier to collective bargalnlng. : -

. -

Organized labor has always been active in working with
national organizations and through Congress to gain better
benefits and improved working conditions for handicapped
workers. Informal diScussions with sheltered worxrkshop~~
directors indicate a minimum amount of effort to develop
collective bargaiping in local shelteyed workshops. Several *
workshops in the North Central Region have collective bar- .
— - - —gaining agreements with their staff-and/or-maintenance-apd- -
) transportation workers, but their c11entﬁemployees are :
" . generally. not included 1n the agreements.
Only 13 workshops reported collective bargaining:
agreements covering a majority ‘of their clients. Most
.t these were regular program workshops. A total of 758 c11ents
, (or 0.8 percent) were covered by the .collective bargalnlng
Agreements (Appendix tables 12A 128). 1In a flon three -
w .- workshops had collective bargaining:agre nés covering some
" of their clients =~ probably the long term cllent/empIOyees
. in tthe regular/program workshops. !
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IX. CLIENT TRAINiNG AND PLACEI(.ES‘ LA N
AR | ) -

;[nformati,gn'gathered in the workshop survey and- from -
ot sources suggests that there are primarily two major ~«
types of training, provided in workshops:
‘and work adjustment o6r personal adjustment
adjustment and personal adjustment .training .is discussed
in chapter'X, Staffing and Professional Services. This
‘chapter is concerned with skill or vgchtioné} training.

skill training,
training. Work

Few sheltered workshops are considered to be tradé
schools, or vocational education facilities although some
workshops acti':&l'll‘y operate as a supplementary or comple-
mentary prog to a school. A majority of the workshops
operate programs which are primarily Qn-the-job training
with.limited if any classroom instruction involved,

The DOL in administering Section 14 (c)’ of the FLSA is
concerned only with: those training programs which involve
production’ of goods and/or services by the trainee (client)
“for the wor “({ivev; when there is anm employment relation="
.ship betwee™ the client and the workshop). If there is no
production in the.training program then it is not subject
to the FLSA, but such training may nevertheless, have .been
reported in this survey, because no clear distinction was

made on the guestionnaire. - H

Virtually all regular prog;gm workshops and training
and evaluation prodrams indicat tha;jtﬁey provided some
form of training for clients; onlymeﬁfzﬁifths ‘'of the work

#activities centers ireported training proVision (Appendix
table 93). 8 . - ) -

.

G -

W




- workshop programs during the reporting year -- about- one-'__: .

-

e - N

" A. Impact of Workshop Production on Training

-* The work program generally represented the basj : v ¥
operation of most workshops except for some trainlngsand
evaluation programs which were not production oriented.

Tha work prograii prov1ded three-fourths of the-.operating
“incdthe in reqular prografm workshops, and about one-third -
or' less in work activities centers and training and/or w8

. evaluatlon programs. Nearly two-thirds. of the certificated . .

regular program workshops jndicated"that tra1n1ng was
dependent on the type of goods produced in the workshop. -
In contrast, one-fourth indicated that skill tra1n1ng was

nqt dependent on goods produced. More than one-half of the
certificated work activities .centers and somewhat less than'
one-half of ‘the cert;flcated traiming and/or evaluation .o
programs reported dependence on goods produced for training ,
program de51gn. . . :

‘o

~B. Training Prov1dgd and Capacity for Tra1n1ng i PN

4

A total of 94,635 client&¥reteived training in all

third bf the total number served.* But training -programs A
‘Were only being utilized’at little more than two-thlrds ‘
_of their capacity (Appendix tables 92-96). ¥ . ~

.

+ . Trainees were almost equally divided among the th‘re*
programs which fas consistent with the distribution’ of fee
income report®d in Chapter VI. /Only 37 "percent of the

.clients who received trainMg were in‘separately . 1dent1f1ed' .

training programs; the other two-thirds werg. in regular
program workshops'or in work activities'centers. Clients’
receiving -training represented one-fourth of. the clients
*served during the year in certificated regular program
workshops, more than one-third of the work activities center,
clients and over one-half of the tra1n1ng and evaluation,
program cllents. . .

The unused capacity to tra1n add1t10nak~39 221 - -

clients was abgut evenly divided ong the three certlfl*’ e

cated workshop, programs. Nencertificated workshops
reported capacity ‘for trainihg an additiognal .3,364 clients;
nearly one-half in regular program workshops,,Z&fpercent in
training and/or evaluation programs and one-fourth in'work
activities centers. - . : '

-~
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nggs of Tralnxng PrGV1ded

. .

The survey questlonnalre lilted 13 types of training {
-, ‘which had been‘prev1ous1y 1dent1f1ed by workshops (Appendlx : _
' 1tablesf93 and 94). . . ro-

- D
.
*»

. - Janltprlal custodial services was the most common ’ type
~ of training provided®in all workshaps, prs1bly because of
' "the Iow skill requlreqent of most.Jobs in that category and
their su1tab111ty for mentally retarded cljents with limited
lear potential. Other service occupatlon training (e.g-.,
building mdinteriance, food handler) was found frequently in
(wbrk activities centers ~- Where mentally retarded clients
are’sérved in large numbers; food service ranked ,second-and
building ma1ntenan¢e fifth in- popularlty. \
, Machlne operator training, ranked secogd in regular
program workshgps and :third ih work activikies centers
followed by geqefal clerical training. _ )
The type of'tralnlng provided in most workshops appeared
-to be geared’'to the lower functioning cllent'who had’ been
| '« =~ _evaluated by the workshops or by State rehabilitation agen--
ciés and diagnosed as, not being capable of benefitting from
‘the type of formal, structured sklll tra1n1ng usually
provided .in trade and vocatlonaL schools. . -
' . - A Y i
. fﬂ% 1973 study of sheltered workshops pfepared by
~ ' Greenlelgh Assoc1ates .for the U.S. Department of Health,
= Education’ and'WeIfare l/ reported that in a sample of work- .
shops studred a majorlty of the clients 'were not involved .
" if sklll training programs: but were engaged in. developlng,
work hthts and JOb perfdrmance (generaL) sk111s.“ . e
. In summary, it may therefore be more reallstlc to )
‘ class1fy most- workshop training as work preparation rather o
_ than skill training. . . - L\

' ‘ ) ' J
» ~ .
- B . - L

- 1/ Greenlelgh Assoclates, In¢c., The Role of the Sheltered
. Workshops in the Reﬁabllltatlon of the Severely Handlcapped,

New York, New York, May 1975. . ] , -~

. - R !
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D. ° Tralnlng of_Cllents Referred by Federal Manpower /-
Programs* ’ C o e

Sheltered workshops had a very 11m1ted involvement in
,Federal manpower programs such ag"Work Incentive Programs
" (WIN) Project Transition, and Manpower Development ‘and
Training’,(MDJA) (Appendix tables. 102.and 103)." -At the time
of the survey_(1973) a total of 2,605-clients from Federal
programs, wére ing served in 222 workshops. , ‘Régular pro-
gram workshops were. serving 1,611 clients (62 percent) in
117 workshops; 872 clients (one-thlrd) were being served .
in 69 training and/or evaluation progrgms,.and work activ-
1t1es centers were serv1ng 122 c11ents (5 percent) jin 36
centers. . . ) v -

e

There seemed to be two pOSSlble reasons for the llmlted
role of workshops in Federal’ manpower )grams: (1) clients
of sheltered workshops were ‘mostly mentally or physically
.handicapped while the c11ent$ served in Federal, programs
‘tended to be socidlly handlcapped‘(dlsadvantaged). The
soc1a11y handicapped are- generally *tonsidered less limited
in work production éa ability and more limited by behavior .
problems than phy51cé§$y and mentally.handzcapped.persone,, o
and this sometimes causes dlfflculty in developing sultable\\\
programs for the two groupse in a workshop with limited staff
.and building space; (2) regulations of Federal manpower N
-programs requlre payment of wages not less than the FLSA
.statutory minimum but clients in workshops are. usually paid
wages averaging anywhere frem 20 to 80 percent of the,
statutory rate. This difference in wage payment creates L
preblems in integrating Federal. program cllents with other
clients in thé workshop. . . .

Workshops also, réported on the outcome of cliénts .
referred by Manpower Development and Tralnlng,Admlnlstratlon )

.Programs (MDTA) and served in the reporting Year'-- 1972 or

1973 (Table 17). The extent of service in the reporting
year by workshop program was. similar®to .that shown for all .
Federal programs'at the time of the study. Work activities’
centers served only a small percentage (6 percent) of the
total number, but.tHe rate of sucbess was about as hlgh as

in the other two programs. .
.o 8 Lo

-~ M ¢ ’

" * Now calledh"Employment and Training Programs"’ o,




PO
%
N

Nearly half of the MDTA clients successfully completed
tralnlng and more than one-fourth.were placed in competitive
employment. ‘Certificated reqgular program wHrkshops and
training and/or evaluatloq'programs served 84 percent of -
all MDTA clients and they viere more successful than non- .
certificated programs in Client completioh of” tralnlng,,but
they were less successful in, pla01ng cllents in competltlve
employment. ; . , S . .,

*ndustries of-
DTA clients ° .

Workshops affiliated with Goodwill
America accounted- for three-fourths of %he
served in certificated regnlar program woykshops and nearly
half of all MDTA referrals. National Industries of the
Blind members had only one percent of:the MDTA referrals
‘(Appendix table 103). - 4

E. Disabled Véterans Served

Most of the handlcapped persons served’ in workshops
come from the civilian sector. Disabled veterans are
usually. served by programs operated by e Veterans Adminis-
tration (VA) and wage payments to veteran/clients in VA

; programs are: regulated through the U.S. Civil Seryice

.
-

Disabled vetérans may have been sefved 4in.non-VA
workshops in instances in which no VA’ fac111ty was convenient
to the client or in train¥hyg prograﬂE 1n workshops which met
VA standards or requlrements. )

e v ®
A total-of 1,040 disabled vetergﬂs were served 'in all .
workshops in the report1ng year. .This number represented.

Commission. .

-

0.3 percent of all cllents served (Appendlx table 103)

Regular program workshops served’ the highest numbery
669  including 217 V1etnam veterans and 452 other veterans.

Three hundred and thirty-three disabled veterans werel
served ,in training and/or evaluatlon programs, 181 V1etnam

veterans and ;152 others. s
N

\J
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Table. 18.

b

by Marfbower Development
outcome and type of

Ristribution of clients reférred
and Training Programs in 1972 by
workshop program .

\ L A
’

’

’ " R 4

. : : : Successfully : . Dropped .out : Placed in
. K : 0 completed. :before completion: .competitive
' : T : - training s+ of training : employment
' Type of program r- Nuimber, : :Number : Percent :Number : Percent :Number : Percent
' .o, v Of : ‘Total : of : of total: of :+of total: of' : of total
.:workshopszrYeferrals: clients:referrals: cllents referrals:clients:referrals
- All programs 244 3,855 .-1,815° 47.1 954 24.8 1,086 28.1
Certificated programs - .
Regular program . ’ T Lo~ P
workshops 117 1,754 782 44.6 504 28.7 468 26.1
»: Work activities o T ’ .
. centers 35 163 87 53.4 40 24.5 36 22.1
© Trajning-and/or = A : - T
" evaluation ‘. . » .
prbgrams 70 1,495 787 , 52.6 331 22.1 377 25.2
,aNoncertlflcated o . -
programs - = N
Regular program °* .
workshops 10 361 116 | 32.1 62 17.2 .183 50.7
‘\ Work act1v1t1es0 ) ‘ v :
centers 5, . 10 3 . 30.0 6 60.0 1 7 10.0
) Training and/or - ‘ ’ P
' evaluation o ‘
programs 7 72\ 40.. 55.6 .11 . 15.3 21 29.2
v ' : - N - 4 — - 2 *
Source:

Appendix* tables 102 and 103..

-
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F. CIient Placement in Competitive Employment , ,J

’

The ult1mate goal of the sheltered workshop is to place

the handicapped person’ in gainful employment in which he/she ,
will be able to function at the optimum levelt of productivity
| consistent .with hisyher skills and capabiljty. :The ideal
R level of accomplishment is the placement ofy the client 'in M
# competitive employment ®utside the workshop at an hourly ’
B wage of not less than the statutory minim rate. It should P

be recognized however, ‘that for some Severely handicapped
persons the goal of competitive employment ma§ not.be realis-
tic ‘because of their severe physical and/or mental limita- ’ -
tions or other compllcatlng factoraJ

N

-

. The State rehabilitation agency usually represents the
major source of referral of clients ‘to sheltered workshops.
One bf the primary measures of the effectiveness of 'a State
program is the extent gf placement of clients in galnful
employment; the level of earnings of cllents placed is also
a most important evaluative factor.

Placement’ of cllents in jobs may occur as a d1rect -
. résult of the workshop staff efforts, the initiative of the
‘ client, and/or the efforts of the State rehabilitation .
agency (or other agencies) referring and’ sponsoring the
.o cllent. : . - . .

- The total number of clients served. during thé reportlng
year was 267,920, and of this group 32,242 clients (12 per-
© cent) were- placed in competitive employment -- outside the
workshop. The total- -number placed amounted to abbut one-
.third of average daily client attendance. Two-thirds of
all workshops reported the placement of clients in competi-
tive employment (Appendix tables 97-99)

l. Placement by type of works??p progrdm

3 More than three-fourths of the regular program workshops °
reported client placements in community-employmen A total
of 13,737 clients or 12 percent of total servVed dutring the
year were “placed. Tra1n1ng and evaluation progra placed
12,439 clients (19 percent of the clients served in the
report1ng year) and three- fourths of ‘the- programs °

part1c1pated. | < . ) , : .
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A-little over half of the ‘work activities -cénters made
competitive job placements involving 6,066 clients* (7 per-
cent of the total served). N ) '

the better performance ‘in placement which was shown by
training and/or evaluation programs suggests a.greater
degree- of success in evaluating and training clients. . .
Another factor. could be the impact of the State rehabilita-
tion agency sponsorship:of clients. “The rehabilitation
agency can pay the wor§§hop for evaluation and training .
services provided to clients,of the State agenéy-byfcannot
pay for sheltered employment. A client. completing txaining
and moving into competitive employment is perceived & the
State agency as a "successful" rehabilitatien (closure) of
the client; placement in sheltered employment in a regular
workshop or work activities cénter is .viewed as "less
successful." A

Thé percentage of clients placed by work activities
centers was lowest, but the level is significant because
clients in work aétivities centers have generally been
classif;gd as "inconsequential producers", that is, not
suitable for gainful employment. The seven percent place-
ment rate-suggests three possible reasons: (1) the center
was, highly successful with rehabilitation (training) ser-
vices;' (2) the client was mis-diagnosed in initial ‘
evaluation/screening; .or . (3) the workshop was serving higher
functioning cliemnts as an interim program when regular
program workshops were not available or accessible to the
clieﬁF. - N - . -

by

. ) c
2. Placement by primary diggbility grdup program

In certificated regular program workshops the mentally
retarded group and the general group (the two largest groups)
reported the highest percentages of placements 15 and 13
percent, respectively, and alcoholic, bligd and mental '

. illness groups had only a5 to 7 percent p%;cement record.

The range in the certificated work activifies centers

was much narrower, fgom seven to nine percent for the major
groups.

.
¢

! The placement of clients from trajning and/or-.evaluation
programs ranged from 21 percent for the. general group and
blind group to 14 percent for the méntal”illness group.-

L]

2o
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3. “ National ofganization member workshops

. . -

"The placement Yof clients by certificated reqular program °
workshops which were members of national organizations shows
" an interesting variance: Natidnal Industries foy the Blihd
{NIB) workshops (averaging highest client wages) placed only
four percent of.ghe clients they served annually while Good-
will Industires of America (GIA) workshops faveraging secord
hrghest client wages) placed’ 11 percenu of clients served.

Placement frdﬁ training and/or evaluatlon programs was
" 22 percent for both GIA and NIB members, two percentage
points above the average for certlflcated programs.

-

) 4, Client tenure o A )
The average client placed }n competitive employment %
from certificated regular program workshops had been in the
workshop between three and six months; three-fourths of the
clignts had been in the workshop less than a Year. Half,o
the clleqts -were placed in jobs for whi¢h they were traine
and only 14 percent of the placed clients had to return to

the- worhshop for more tra1n1ng. "i

Work activities center clients placed .in competitive
Jjobs had stayed 6,to 12 months in the work act1v1t1es center
on the average; most of the placed clients had less than
two years in the centeg slightly less than half were placed
in jobs for which they trained and the recidivism rate was
16 percent.

Nearly two-thirds of the clients placed/ from training
or evaluation programs had been in the program six mohths
or less. ,More than one-half of the clienfs were placed
in' jobs for which they were trained.and only 10 percent
failed in theiyr initial JOb p1acement. - ~

-

5. Beginning wage rate N

_One of the criteria used for measuring successful
placement of-clients is the starting hourly wage. (The
statutory minimum hourly wage rate was $1.60 at the t1me of-
the survey). . ) e

‘ L
Nin€ty percent of cert1f1cated regular program wérkshops

placed most of their clients at $1.60 per hour or more; more .
than one-fifth reported starting wages of at least $2.00 an

hour (Appendix table 100). “ .
> . ) .q‘/’ , N ) ‘
» : / 134 e ‘-
. 113 . . . i
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The record for certificated work activities centers -’
was almost as impressive. Most of the clients placed had
a starting wage of at least $1.60"an hour in 85 percent of
the centers reporting placements. ' :

. Praining-and evaluatidﬁ‘ﬁrograms had .the best
performance with 92 percent reporting starting wages of
$1.60 or more. About one-fourth reported a starting wage
for most clients of at least $2.00 per -hHour.

” ‘6. Follow-up services provided -
- A\

. Most workshops made follgw-up contacts .with clients .
and their employers after placement in competitive employ-
ment (Appendix table 101). This service was designed to
assure that placement was sucgessful and suitable for the
o¥tent as well as thee-employer. Of the workshqps reporting
contacts after job placement-40 to 60 percent rtported that
they maintained contact for six months eor longer.

G. Interprogram Movement of Clients - ‘ T

. — « —— * . .
Workshops design their programs so. that clients can
.-progress from one type of operation to another more ‘complex
operation.or job. The client'learns to perfqrm a task and
-moves up to a new, more challenging task, in the workshop.
Also, in the multiple-program workshop establighment - .
clients should be able to move from one program to another
(e.g., from a work activities center to a regular ?rogram
workshop). and in a single-program ‘establishment clients
should be able to move to another establishment upon achiev-
ing a statisfactory lével of performance in.the establishment

L3

However, the ‘reports -from workshops indlcate'wery little
movement from one workshep program to another .(Appendix ’
‘tables 90 and 91).. The training and évaluation programs:
had the highest level "of such movement: .Twelve pertent of
the clients served moved from.trainmg or evaluatiqat i
other programs. Two-thirds moved to-yegular proYr wedk - .
shgps and one-third to work actiivitieg genters. .

- (
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T Cllents 1n,the other two programs had an even greater ‘.
tendency to remain in the entry program. Only-five percent ’ -
. ~of work activities centers .clients transferred nearly . ' .
' . -7 two-thirds of them t ar program workshops !hd a thitd >

to training and/or evaluation progyams,. In regular program .

. workshops a mere three percent of the clients were moved, te .
4 :+ .+ other programs. More than one~half went to training and7or
. evaluab&pn programs and 43 percent were sent to work.actlv-

ities centers . < -

" . -About” one-half “the workshop program§ reported no client
transfers. This many have begn ;due to lac¢k of profe551onal %
staff or to the lack of alterfiative programs. It is alse

— pos% that a substantial number of cllen‘;s had been-in *the ’

. wor program tog short a perlod of time to permit the
- neces Y. development oﬁ/skllls tosjustlfyktransfer or.
change. _ - * -
.. ’ / .y : , '
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) <:§r03£am for cert;flcated workshops was~ as foklows: . .’ ,
A . . “Average numbj; df paid staff;gersonne@
' e, ... Regular Work ©  Tradning and/oi’,
. o . progtam | aot1V1t1es . evaluation”
e Eype of sﬁaff ] wotkshops3 centers - pragramsg
4 % 3 . R #7 .
- *potal paid staff »13.5 % ¢ Sl 0T gus .-
' v a ', ,‘ » L . 1‘ N . 5 N Y :/ R ,‘
,  Professional amnd - * v, S I o
: .4 administ?ative, staff 4,3~ 3.0 - - . 4.8 .
, Production, - supervi-' y Y Y
, . +.'. sors - . 38 4 . 2.9 .20
' . Clerical staff - " 2,3 = '’ .9 3 1.4
: . ‘Maintenance staff R I Jr.3 o,
gther staff '. 1 2.5w .6 ~ 1.2 ’;
1 ‘ - :

\';«r“ '

-

ES

> . . 7
. X.  STAFFING AND ‘PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
. The level and.type_ of s affing and professional
services in workshops reprej§ent a primary indicator of the

This part of the workshop operatlon is governed by the ’
avallahillty of funding, the 'needs of the clients belng
served and: the typées of pregram operatii' VT .

. nonwage beneflés being provided to the handlcapped cllents.f

", .staf§/ | R c

The wo hop survey oollected data on paid and N
volunte€r staff m five“classificétio s: ) - '

3 u,Professlonal and admlnlstratlve staff
»‘? . Production supervisors- .

. y Clerical staff .“ .
Maintenance ‘staff, - -
+ . Other staff . L,

-~ . B A

The f;rst twd_typds of
‘because of their diract invol
‘' ¢lienth ahd/or administeying t
types compr1ie the supportlstaf

. -

The average composltxon of pa1d staff vaworkshop /-

‘are_the most important.
fﬂprovrdlng servicki to
pfogram. « The other thre'

qpﬁhe paid staff wgs supplemented by\volunteer workers -
e who' served without pay for a uﬂnimum of four hours or
rendered a sypstantial amount of servides during the survey

week .The vo unteer -was most importan /Invwork activitieq k#

4
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N . centers, representihg 16 percent of total staffing. By way
of comparison wolunteers accounted for 12 rcent of all
* staff ih regular program workshops and 8 peX¥cent in training
- . and/or evaluation programs =-- supplementing administrative
and professional staff.in a majority of the programs

. (Appendix tables 7.7-80). !
J'. . " ., e . . » L . .
oo, - Training and/or evaluation programs were lowest of the

'\ three prqQgrams in prpofessional and administrative staff
ratios (clients per "staff person), refleeting the greater

in all types of staff,.x
77777 TN _The ratio of total staff to Clients was about 1:3 in
¥ T Tregular program workshops with tje mentally retarded group
having a slightly higher clientfrate and the blind group
lower than the norm (Appendix, téble'8l). ~

1

; The mentally retarded amd men Ll ifinéés groups showed
-~ ' the lowest staff-client ratio (fewer clients per staff
: persan), the reverse of regular pngram workshops.

The mental.‘llnesé group als¢ had the most favorable
ratio (1:4) in the training aEd/o# evaluation programs.

'& . ) - J! i -
B. Professidflal staff . .
¢ - .
PR - Thé questionnajire listed sixteen -types of professional-
v : staff positions. Relatively few of the workshgps failed to
. + report professional staff and a majority of t$# workshops
L . ' reported full-time.or part-time/staff in about half the

profesgional staff positions listed. Certificated workshops
. showed a pattern of staffing in/ which a higher percentage
~ had part-fime professional staff personnel than full-time
, in a majgrity of the occupations (Table 19). .

The most, common staff position was evaluator. Three-

. fifths of the regular program workshops, half of the work
RN _activities centdrs and four-fifths of the training and/or -
.evaluation programs reported ¥s tgrpe of staff (some work-
shops had both part-time nd* full-time personnel). ‘

7 «

)

¢

, Vocational cdunseling was nextf‘folloaed by job .
placemeént speciglist; these positions were found more
‘frequently ik training. and/or evaluation programs. Work
- activities. centers were consistently lowest in all types of
X professional staffing. .

e
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s
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emphasis on services. - Work activities centers were highest
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The extremely low percentage of workshops having
industrial 3nginegfs réflects, to some extent, the lack of -
technical expertise in the work programs which probably was
a factor- in the problem of procuring work for the workshop. .

Relatiﬁg’thg expenditures for professional staff to the
reported numbers- of staff personnel discloses what appears
to be an inconsistency. The annual professional staff
expenditures appear to reflect a much lower professional
staff than is indicated in-the compilation of*’specified

rsonnel. The explanation, for such a-sjituation might be .
that ome professional staff services are provided gratis
by other agencies or through special grants, and the
expenditures are.not reflected in the financial reports of,
~ ‘the workshops. . ' . ; .
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Table 19. Percent of certlflcated“sheltered w-!*!hops reportlng full- \'
timé and part-time professional staff in specified occupations ‘

by type of workshop program 1973

* ) ©
O A Al
- : ! ) : ~ ' __Percent of workshops = - .
:  Reqular : . Work : <Training and/or
: ‘:  program X activities : evaluation
Staff personnel . - .3 workshops : - centey : programs
:Full -~ Part : Fall Part =:° Full Part
ttime - time : . time time : time time
. L 3
Psychologlst, psychlatrlst 13.4 58.9 15.4 . 11.5 * 15.8 .70.0 ‘o
Doctor *3.8 44.0 ‘5.9 40.6 4.8 46.3 .
Nurse 14.9 34.1 - 17.3 43.6 19.2 36.0
Speech patholdgist/audlologlst 5.7 22.1 9.2 41.9 8.2 29.2
Physical therapist 5.1 13.2 5.9 22.1 6.9 16.4
Occupational thérapist 9.2, 14.9 10.4 ~22.0 9.1 .16.4 )
Teacher » trainer, instructor 46.0 55.0 60.4 66.3  %.50.5 63.7 |
Remedial education specialist 9.2 25.5 10.9 26.1 14.2 32.5 . S
Social worker 29.9 54.8 34.9 65.9 "32.0 58.2
Vocational counselor 53.7. 70.2 52.9, 58.5° 7 - 63.6 8l.1
Evaluator 59.0 65.4  * 4§.6 51.4 73-.4 79.1 - f
Placement specialist 34.9 56.0 24.6 41.8 44.4 68.0 .
Contract procurement n . . T
. spegialist . 39.6 54.5 33.% 51.8 . 4525 64.0 -
Sales"manager " . 30.0 33.4 9.7 ° 13.3 28.6 32.2 .
Industrial engineer’. -t 16.6 . 10.1 - 4.3 11.4 - 10.3 19.1 R
Cost accountant/comptroller . 38.6 55.7 18.3 39.6 . 39.3 57.4 :
Other .. 14;6 15.1 ~10.3 13.4 - 14.4 16.6 .
. ' R . , . . !"
Source: Appepdix table 82: - : . / .
. 2 * -
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C._- Professional Services '

o

Workshops also reported on a variety of professional
services which were provided clients either in-house or on-
a contract basis (contract services may have been provided
in-house or out of the workshop on a contract-for-service
basis rather .than staff provided).

.-The pattern of professional services provided logically
follows the professional ‘staffing pattern. -Services were
provided .ingaouse for* virtually all programs except for
medical and chdlogical/psychiatric evaluation and diag-
nosis, those services whjich are generally provided prior "to i
.the client's entry ihto a workshop program (AppendM™® table
87). The size of the client ‘group and their needs for these
services may have been so limited as to make in-house
services impractical and excessively expensive. ’

. The services provided most often in certificated
prdgrams were counseling, evaluation and training. Two
types of counseling, family and personal adjustment
counseling and vocational counseling, were provided in about

", threé-fifths of the programs; evaluation was standard in
four-fifths of the training-‘and/or evaluation programs and,
three-fifths of the other two:programs; and personal adjust-
ment training was slightly more common than skills training
with more than two-thirds of the programs providing such
services. ’ ' : )

4 L

. A comparison of profegsional staff with professional
services ‘suggests that some professional services may have .
been provided by non-professiomal or para-professional
personnel.. Job placement serviceX represents an example of

fps8uch a possibility. This service was reported by more than_
two-thirds of the workshops but less than one-third.of the
workshops listed personnel in this staff position. Also,
some 'professional services may have been provided by staff
functioning in more than one role, e.g., as counselor,
evaluator and job placement’ speécialist. Such a combination
would be very gpractical in the awerage workshop which serves
‘about 40 clients daily and has a limited bud .for profes-
sional services#® The .trend toward training clients with .
greater limitations (growth of work activities centers)
emphasizes the negd for expanded professional services,
especially those services which are Trequently required for
the majom population to be served, the mentally retarded
client. Reports from other studies of the mentally retarded

< population ind#te a critical need for personal and social
counseling and training. , . '

LJ
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‘XI. OTHER ISSUES  _ e

The Sheltered Workshop Survey had ag its major functiodn .
the collection of &ata qQn the operation of the workshop but |
a secondary purpose was ‘to, solicit the opinion of wotkshop
directors regarding three special concerns:

9 ¢ [N
A . The effects of the 1966 Amendments to the FILSA
in the establishment of the work activities
# center as a program separate from the regular
program”workshop; . : .

.. The advisability of a wage subsidy or supplement,
for geverely handicapped persons employed in
workshops who were unable,to earn the statutory-

» miniqum wage bécause of their physical or mental
limitation; and - .

. » The elimination of- the term "sheltered" in .
reference to workshops fer disabled/handicapped
workers. ° - -

~

. ! . . \
A. Impact of 1966 FLSA Amendments of Work Activities . ¢
+ Centers (] ] , , ’ . j . f‘ -

1 Y . .

The response was restricted to certificated workshops,
those operating iundér the FLSA program, because. they were
the -ones most affected by the establishment 3f the new
concept. Respondents were divided into two groyps: Work-
shop establishments operating work activities centers only
and those operating dual preograms (regular program workshops
and|work activilties centers . . . ’

» R . -
- Both groups had almost identical responses to all
" questions. About three-fourths felt'that the work activities !
center concept was both necessary and 'beseficial in relation
to the needs of handicaqud clients (Appendix ‘table 140).-

The regqulations of the Secretary of Labor establish,
criteria based on client earnings and productivity for
deterimining whether facilities qualify as a work activities
center., . Regulations in effect at the time Bf the study
(1973) stipulated that average annual clien productivity _
could hot exceed $850, or if the wage payments to clients
- were -primarily based on piece-rates, aver ge annual client
earnings could not exceed $600. The criteria were designed

to assure that higher functioning clients were properly )
- ," ) ) 4 » ) ° \
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placed, in the more approprlate regular program workshop.
. = The work activities center was intended to serve the, severe-
- . *1ly handicapped, "inconsequential” producer, whereas the

regular program workshop was intended for the "better" .

.+ - producer. whase . product1v1ty'-“s~more than 5Q percent of the - T
average nonhandlcapped worker.
7 -

- . The two groups of workshops commented on the earnings
and productivity tests for work activities centers. Of the
workshops operating dual programs (rebular program workshop
and work activities center) 56 percent.agreed with the
productivity test as a gualification for a work activity ~
center but 66 percent of the respondents felt the produc-
tivity test was too low while only 16 percent indicated the
test was too high. Of the facilities operating a work
activities center. only, 55 percent endorsed the productivity
test and the samlF percentage felt.the productivity test was
too low whereas 18 percent suggested that the test was too
high (Appendlx table 141).

Forty-seven percent of the workshops operatlng dual
programs agreed with the earnings test usuage but 74 percent
indicated that the test was too lowswhile only eight percent
felt that the test was too high. In single program work
dctivities centers '53 percent agreed'W1th the earnings test ’
concept but 62 'percent held:the opinion that the earnings

_test was too low; 12 percent said the test was too high
* (Appendix table 142). .

These responses regarding earnings and productivify
critéria suggest a need for re-evaluation of the levels
established by the FLSA regulations. This is further rein-
forced by data on wage- earnings of work ‘activities center

. clients presented in Chapter VII which shows £hat client
earnings do not increase signlflcantly as the client stays’
longer in the work activities center. A Iengltudlnal study

N\ of client earnings would prowigé additional information .
upon which to evaluate the impact o% the product1v1ty and .
earnings ceilings. v ' ‘

‘ J : ~T e
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Policy changes were not requiréd in most workshops of
, both types’ (dual and single program) because of the sepa;-
ration of the work activities center required by FL$A -
regulations (Appendix table 143), The changes had a mixed
effect on the admissions of both "inconsequential®™ pro~ °
ducers and "better" producers -~ some workshops reported
‘increases while an equal number indicated decréases or no
significant change. -

\",

s ‘Workshops operating dual program8 currently .and prior
to the effective date of thé 1966 Amendments were asked for
~an assessment of the effect of the charige on a variety of
functions related to the client and the workshop. Because
v .few of the workshops operated dual programs prior to 1967
the response of this section of the questionnaire was" .
- limiteds _ ’ ) :
‘Most of the workshops emplo;gpg both types of producers
in an integrated program prior to 1967 reported that the
change had no significant effect on: (1) the productivity
'of work activities center clients or regular program clients; ,
2) the number of therapeutic services prowided clients; S
(3) the ratio of 'staff to clients; (4) the number of programs
emphasizing non-work activities; (5) the earnings of clients;
-/ (6) the procurement of contracts suitable to the skills and
disabilities of the clients; (7) the work assignments which ’
meet individual rehabilitation needs; (8) and layout of work
/ or work planning for clients ‘(Appendix tables 144-157).

-

Of those workshops that reported some degree of effect
/ or change, 35 percent indicated increases in the proguc-,
'// tivity of regular program workshop clients and 15 percent

experienced increases in the productivity of work activities
center clients. ‘ - .

The .staff-client ratib slightly decreased in more than i
one-fifth of the regular program workshops but it increased

slightly in about one-third of the work activities centers
involved.

. Increases in earnings of clients in the reqular program
workshops ‘were indicated for 43 percent of respondents. ’
Earnings increases in the work activities center were
reported by less than one-fourth of the group.

. ' ! ~
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In response to the questaon regarding the effect on the
ablllty of work activities center clients to make overall
progress taward normality in ways other than productivity,

46 percent saw no significant improvement; but more than one-
third of the workshops reported/that the abili®y had receded.

Epsignificant change in the employment opportunities
for th inconsequential producer resulted from the sepa-
ration of the two programs, according to 82 percent of

the workshops commentlng on that activity’ (Appendlx tables
150-153). .

The effect of the term "work activities center" on
program image, community support and grant ‘funds was also
evaluated (Appendix tables 154-157). More than one-third ~
of the group indicated improvement in program image but
nedrly two-thirds saw no significant change. Most of the
respondents (82 percent) reported no significant chamge in
communlty support and a slightly lower number (73 percent)
saw no thange in grant funds.

Workshops which at the time of the surveys were .
operatlng both a regular program workshop and a work activ-

_ities center, and which employed both the inconsequengtal

and better producers in nonintegrated programs prior .
February 1967, were also asked to comment on the effect of
the separation of the regular program workshops from wor
activities centers as required by the 1966 FLSA Amendments\
The activities selected for comment were identical to those
which were used for integrated programs. In this group a -~
much smaller ortion (one-third to three-fourths)
indicated that they saw no signifi'cant change in the actlv-
ities 'listed, as compared to the intégrated program group
responses (ggpendlx tables 158-161). Most of the workshops,
which did indicate change reported increases or 1mprovements
19 that activity.

B. Wagesy Subsidy or Supplement

A program’ of wage subsidies or supplements for
handlcapped pergons has been considered by Congress on many
occasi in she past and a wage subsidy bill was introduced
in -t 95th~Congress. The objective of such legislation is
to pkovide a minimum income equal to the ‘Federa} minimum
wage for handicapped persons employed in sheltered workahops.

E .
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- Wbrkshop directors were asked whether they favored the
establishment of a Federal wage subsidy for clieats earning
less than the statutory minimum hourly rate. More than

- three-fourths of those operating sheltered workshops -favored

a wage subsidy to clients; nearly two-thirds felt that the
subsidy should be based on a percentage of the client's

- earnings (Appendix tables 129-131).

Member workshops of the National Industries for the
Blind (NIB) and Goodwill Industries of America (GIA) were
even stronger .in support of a wage subsidy. even ‘though the
earnings of their clients were substantialdy higher than the
average for all regular program workshops. More than four-
fifths of NIB and GIA member workshops supported the Soncept

of a wage subsidy. .

Workshops wére also asked about the .anticipated effect
of a wage subsidy on client productivity and the. workshop's

ability to place clients in competitive employment. 1In Eermé

of the effect of wage' subsidy of client productivity work-
shops were evenly divided, a slight increase or decrease
was projected. by about 30 percent (Appendix tables 132-134).
Some felt that_ the increased ‘earnings would boost client .
morale and result in hjgher productivity, while others felt
that there would be less incentive for the nonsubsidized
client to produce it other clients received the same pay -
received the same pay without increasing their individual .
productivity. : '

4

'

. More than one-third ‘of the fegular program workshops
and nearly half of thé work activities centers anticipated

no significant change in client placement in compatitive ., .

employment as a result of a wage subsidy but less than one-
third of the training and evaluation programs held that
opinion. The rest were equally-divided between those that
expected impairment and those that expected an enhancement
of-their ability %b Place clients in competitive employpent
(Appendix tables 135-137). - g
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In summary, there was not. a real consensus among
-workshops as to the full impact of a wage subsidy. It was

clearly-a desirable benefit for the client but might hamper

progress toward competltlvg enployment.] It was suggested-
-that the low wages paid in the workshop had the effect of
motivating. the client toward obtaining a better job.
outside -- the gxception m1ght be the client for-whom the
workshop provided termina'l. or extended employment

.

hould be noted that many regular program workshops

were a1ready prov1d1ng a form of wage subsldy to clients

through "make-up" pay. Clients employed in sheltered _work?t |

'shops are paid on' either: an hourly rate ior dn a piece rate

basiss The FLSA ceWtification program establlshes a minimum

hourly rate which must bé paid to all regular-clients. 1If
the cliénts working under a regular program workshop

the certificate;» even though their piec
the workweek may be léss. The difference between client
vearnings on a piece rate basis for. the week and the actual
. wages paid to the client constitutes. “make-up" pay. There-
is no wage guarantee requlrement for clients in the work

at least an .amount equal to the hourly %ate st1pulated in

activities center or 1n training and/or evaiuatlon programs.

About two- fifths of the regular pfbcram workshops
prov make-up pay for their clients. Of the. clients
recefEng make-up pay most received less than 10 cents per
* hour during the survey week (Appendlx table 138).

e

Most of the workshops (78 percent) paid the make-up
wages from their own funds. THE} did not receive special
grants or other subsidy for thlsopurpose (Appendix table
139). . .. .

e’

The‘need for a wage supplement or subs1dY was-clearly

that virtually all of the ckients in certificated work

‘2
certificate are paid on a piecé rate basis they mist be paid

rate earnings during

. indicated by the study in order for the.client to achieve a
goal of self support. *Wage data from the survey week showed

activities centlers were earning less than the FLSA minimum.’

rate and 93 percent earned less than half of -the statutory

rate; the average heurly wage comprlsed only 23 percent of°

the statutory mlnlmum.‘ 1 .

’ - <

In certificated regular program workshops 74 percent
of the c¢lients had average hourly earnings below the FLSA
minimum, and 18 percent earned less than 50 perxcent of the
© minimum. - - - B
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. . Clients-in training and evaluation-programs averaged
. wages which feIl between the other two programs but this
group is not generally included in wage subsidy consider-
ations because they are considered .to be in tramsitional- -
* or progressive status in which their propduct¥fe capacity
is expected to improve through Waining oryother rehabil-
itative services; in contrast, the work ‘activities center
."client and the regular program workshop client may'§ave .o a
reached his or her maximum prod%Ftivity level. ' ’ I

C. Change of Name Consideration ) . a -
The term "sheltered" in "shelterel onkshop" suggests
- special treatment, i.e., protection, and some cliemts and-
professionals object to the term as "negative, or demeaning:"
The workshop ques;ionnaire.solicited/suggestionsﬂfor an
alternate term t6 "sheltered" workshop. . A S

0f the 1?586 workshops responding, hpwe&er; less than :
half favored changing the name. A significant number of . )
respondents favored replacing the work ."sheltered" but"
retaining the word "workshops". Substitute names suggested,
in order of frequency, were: (1) rehabilitation workshop;
(2) employment. workshop; (3) industrial workshop; (4) train-
ing, workshop and (&) vocational workshop.,» 7 - .

Suggestions were also mage for a total name change CoL
. which included the term "rehahi%itgtionf,'"work", "voca- )
tionail"™ or "employment": ’ '

” -~ N
-

. ' There did not appear- to be enough .support, for any", )
Epecific altermate term to justify a change at this.time. . -,

- ' - L
A .




