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information, innovative programs, information jbout budget
allocations,and régulations, analyses of CETA Yegislation and -
policies, provisiop of a forum for discusstox, and staff training. *
(5) There is no direct evidence that CETA funds were used for .
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GAO reviewed prjme ‘sponsor use of Compre-

. hensive Employmen and Training Act funds . .
for-activities related to membership organiza- o
tions. This report contamns Information en '

--the Department’ of Labor’s authority

A to permit primé sponsors to purchase
memberships or services from member
ship organizations,

--prime  sponsor expendltures of &1.8 . -
* million in fiscal year 1979 CETA funds ‘ \
for acfivities related to membership, or- -
.ganizations,
¢ . .
-.the vaniety of services membership or- ,
ganizatnons provide to, prime SPONSOFS,

--the 'benef:ts accruing to CETA partici-
pants from the Various ser\nces and \

'--apphcable lobbying prthbmons and ac-
tions membership organizations - have .
taken to comply with such prohibitions.

Prime sponsors beheve expenditures related to . v e

membership organizations are justified be-

cause the services they provide are worth the - 4
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N . The Honorable William L. Clay e -t . , ,
. House of Representatives A .
Dear Mr. Clay: | C . . '
rd . v

In you;\April 23, 1980, letter, you asked us to review prime
. sponsars’' use of Comprehensive Bgyployment and Training Act (CETA) -
funds for activities related to-membership organizations. Spe-
cifically, you requested that we addres$ questions concerning: -
(1) the Department of Labor's authority to allow prime sponsors
to use CETA funds for activities related to membership organiza-

, tions, (2) the amount of CETA funds used for such activities, (3)
the services that membership organizations provide to CETA prime
sponsors, ((4) the nature of CETA participant benefits resulting
from such activities, and (5) the“use of CETA funds to indirectly s
support lobbying. We also agreed to determine whether prime . '
sponsors of eimilar size made comparable expenditures related’

. to services and activities of membership organizations. For ‘the.
purpose of our review, we defined membership organizations as
organizations (excluding universities and research institutes),
té which prime sponsors, other units of government, or individuals

“may pay membership dues or service fees. C

rd ° ”

¢

+ In developing our response to your qguestions, 'we mailed 474
standardized questionnaires to gather &éta on’'prime sSponsor, ex- . -
penditures, visited three national membership organizations “and:
attended conferences sponsored. by each, conducted. telephone™Ninter
views with officials of CETA-related membership orgqnizaﬁfons“
and interviewed Department of Labor officials. * We requested that
prime sponsors -pravide. expenditure data for Federal fiscal yéar
1979, the most recent fiscal year for which data were, available .
when we mailed our gquestionnaire. . .

4 s

5

"We received 421 completed questionnaires,-which rep;eéent ‘an "
89-percent response rate. To assure ourselves that questionnaire '
responses were reasonably complete and accurate, we telephoned ¢
over 80 pergent of the responding primé sponsors 'to obtain miss-

ing infermation and to resolve ssrvice fee discrepancies.and:
\ other incons%stegcieé. o )
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As prev1opsly discussed with you, we believe it would be

- diffMicult--even with a continuous monitoring effort--to .conclu-
sively determine whether CETA funds supported a membership or-
ganization's lobbying efforts. %herefore, in addresslng this -
question, we reviewed applicable lobbying provisions and deter-
mined what actions Labor and membershlp organizations have taken

to comply with them. ,

- . ) . £
The information in response to your questions is summarized
below. A more detailed discussion on each\of the following
sections is contained in appendix T. .
4

o .

AUTHORITY ‘ t
S .

—

R CETA does not- expllc1tly authorize La%or to permit prime
sponsors to purchase memberships or services .from membership
orghnlzatlons. It does, however, allow Labor to establish pro-
" cedures and make grants, contracts, and agreements and expend
funds)deemed necessary to carry out' CETA's provisions. We be-
lieve this’ authorlty ¥s sufficiently. broad to enable Labor to
authornize pr1me Sponsors to use CETA funds to enter into member-
ghip or service fee arrangements and pay. travel-and related ex-
penses for staff to attend conferences sponsored by membershlp
organizations. (See pp. 4 and 5 of app. I.)

EXPENDITURES -

CETA prime "sponsors reported spending $1.8 mllllon in fiscal
year 1979 for activities related to membershlp organizatiohs.
These experiditures.included $1,032,800 in membershlp dues and
service fees, $731,200 in expenses related to prime sponsor staff -
attendance at corfferences and‘geetlngs, and $7,300 in other pay-
ments to membership organizations. A major portion, about 86 per-

"cent ($1,520,000) of these expenditures, was associated with three
national membership organieations: the U.S. Conference of Mayors,
the National Association of Counties, and the National Governors'
Assoc1at10n. These three public interest groups provide CETA-
related serv1ces to prime spohsors paying a service fee and sponsor
national conferences and other meeglngs that prime sponsor staff

i

attend. Prime sponsors also make &xpenditures related to the serv- °
ices and activities provided by various other natlonal, reglonaI‘
State, ‘and Jocal.-membership organlzatlons. . Y .
\ ¢ . -
Average expenditures related to membership organizations. Varied
by Labor region, type, .and size of prime sponsor. Overall, pr1me
sponsor &xpenditures for activities related to membership organiza-
.tions constituted a very small portion of CETA administrative ex-
pendltures.

x
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Prime sponsor*subrecipieiis and contractors also spend CEfA *
funds for activities related to membership organizations. (Al-
though we did not contact the subrecipients and contractors: some
prime sponsors provided information rggard;nﬁ subrecipient and
contractor expenditures.[ For fiscal year 1979, they identified
$190,200.in subrecipieny{ and contractqr,CETA expenditures related

to membership organizat activities. These subrecipient agg
contractor expenditures were in addition to those .of prime spon-
sors. (See pp. 6 to 11 of app. I.) - .

i ’ : ,
SERVICES ,

National, regional, and State membership organizations provide
a variety of useful add gimilar, yet different, Services to CETA
prime sponsors. Each jorganization provides its constituency serv-
ices which can be broadly categorized as information and technical
assistance services. |Some of these organiaations also spongor con-’
(ferences and act as advocates for the prime sponsors. Although the
organizations provide essentially the same types of services, prime
sponsors reported that services most_frequently received from public
interest groups differed from those most frequently received from
other membership organizations. Prime sponsors believe expendi-
tures related to membership organizations are justified because the
gervices received are worth the cost’ and are beneficial -eveh when
gimilar services are obtained<from mpre than one source. Prime
~sppnsors frequently indicated that membership organization services
were more useful than thodse provided by Labor. Labor depends on
membership organizations to provide assistance and information serv-
ices to prime sponsors because the organizations_are more timely.,
(see pp. 11 to 22 of app. I.) , v , -

A

PARTICIPANT’ BENEFITS ' . ‘
T {

s

’

*

Prime ‘'sponsors génerally indicated that CETA Rartiqipants'are
beneficiaries of the improveqhquality of prograg® administration and
services that result when prime gponsors spehd funds for activities

_related to membership organizations. In this regard, prime spon=

‘sors identified some services and benefits provided by membership

organizations that benefited CETA participants. These included |

IR | : - . i

--fdciljitating prime-spQnsor-to-prime-sponsor assistance and
exchange of information; .

t

\

. L)

~

-;prdvidiﬁg information on innovative programs; g

< ' “ . - .

. —-providing timely information on such items as budget alloca-
tions and regulations; :

t
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X_ administration.

"LOBBYING -

(See p. 23 of app. I.)

.

~ of membership organizations.

L f

In addressing thisigsue, we reviewed applicable lobbying
‘prohibitions and obtained general information regarding the or-
ganizational structure, funding sources, and accounting practices.
Based on this information, we found
no evidence that memhership organlzatlons are using CETA funds to
support their lobbying activities., This is not to imply, however,
that CETA funds could not be used to support organization's ¢
lobbying efforts. .Because of time and cost considerations and pos-
sible access-to-records problems, we did not perform detailed audit,
work at each organization' to attempt to determine whether CETA fqnds
supported lobbying activities. Als as previously discussed with
you, we believe that, even with detalled audit work” and a continuous
mpnitoring effort, it would be difficult to concluslvely determlne
that CETA funds suppor}ed lobby1ng.

While explicitly d1rect1ng prime sponsors not to use CETA-funds
to obtain- memberships in organizations ‘that lobby,
, them to purchase employment and training services from such organ- )
izatipns. Labor's ldbbylng restrictions are based on some statutory
lobbying prohlbltlons applicable to the-use of CETA funds. These
prohibitions have caused some membershlp organlzatlons t3 take ac-
tions to segregate costs 1ncurred in providing services to CETA

' prime sponsors from lobbying Costs funded from non-CETA sources’.

These actions help Yeduce the possibi lity of using CETA. funds'to
support their lobbying-activities. f one assumes that nonprofit
membershlp organlzatlons.ordlnarlly provide services at .cost to
‘the prime sponsors,-then no CETA funds should be available to sup-
port lobby1ng activities. In this regard, m rship organizations
would have /to support their .lobbying activities with _non-Federal
funds generated from membership fees and other services.

" Some membershlp organlzatlons acknowledge, ‘however, that
association W1tﬂ prime sponsors indirectly aids_their organiza-
tions' lobbying efforts. For ekample, rnformatlon developed by
membership organlzatlons in connection with oviding services.
to prime sponsors frequently is uswful in loggylng‘campalgns that
may indirectly benefit prime sppnsorg. Also; 50 percent of the

", ~ prime sponsors that made payments relited to the U—S Conference

P

Labor has allowed

\ 3
. - . .

. B-200492 - et
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’ ' . \ ‘ :
4—-mak1ng analyses ok CETA leglslatlon, policies, and regula- |
N ‘ tions; - o . v
2 ] - . ,
]
o= ‘--p.rov1d1ng a foru?n for dlSCuSSlon o” pr1me sponsor prob-
{ “lems; and . -
. e - N : _y 3
~ ~~-training prime sponsor staff in program planning and
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of. Mayors, 49 percent that made payments related to the Natlonal
. Assoqjation of Counties, and 59 percent that made payments related.
to the National Governors' Mssociation said their decision to do
so was based at least to some extent on. the organizatipn's 1nvolve- '
ment in activities which influence legislation. Furthermore, many
r prime spensor’s t made payments religed to public interest organ-
' ‘izations indicated ‘that these organlzatlons influenced CETA leg-
.islation or benefited the prime sponsors with lobbylng activities
related to CETA. We-are not implying that CETA prime sponsors paid
the organizations to lobby on their hehalf. However, we provide
the data as an indication of prime sponsor decisions and benefits
. regarding lobbying and influencing legislation., (see pp. 24 to 30
of app. I.) . ’
® - ) b
Labor reviewed a copy’of the-draft report and expressed nd
disagreement with the information presented. , As discussed with
your office, wg are sending copies this report to thé Director,
Office of ManagementJs/and Budget; the Secretary of Labor; and other
interested parties. Copies will also be available 'to-other parties
upon request. -

)

- 4
¢

)’Sincerely yours, ‘
~ , ;' *
a :f ) . M
: ¥ }"'- Gregory ‘J. Ahart . -~
o ' ' D1rect0r .0 )
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INFORMATION ON PRIME SPONSOR CETA .EXPENDITURES

RELATED TO MEMBERSHIP ORGANIZATIONS
JIntroduction.
objectlves, scope, and methodology
Authority

* Expenditures
Services ) :
Participant benefits

, Lobby%ng .

N
. : ABBREVIATIONSZ

-

Comprehenslve Pmployment and Tralnlng Act
v ‘

Natlonal Assoc1atlon of Counties oy

<

Nat1onal Governors Association

U, S Conference of Mayors

®

* ~

-




»

’

» . M
-

APPENDIX I ~ . APPENDIX I

-

A - . e

. t
e

INFORMATION ON PRIME SPONSOR CETA

EXPENDITURES RELATED TO MEMBERSHIP ORGANIZATIONS °

‘INT;ﬁDUCTION ' . i ; )
*

The ‘Comprehensive, Emoloyment and Training Act (CETA) is a .
multibillion~dollar Federal assistance prSgram designed-to prog;de
jab tra1n1ng and employment opportunities for the economlcally dis- .\

advantaged, unemployed, and underemployed. The Department of Labor
uses' @ system of grants to State and 1%cal governments, or combina-
"tions of gevernments, called prime sponsors, to 1mplement ‘most CETA -
activities. During Federal fiscal year 1979, 460 prime sponsors
used CETA funds to provide job training an& employment opportunltles
.to millions of part1c1pants,thrpughout the United States.

Prdime sansors vary in the way they operate their programs.
Some use their own staff to provide employment and training serv-
ices. Others act as conduits for CETA dollars, subgrahting and .
contracting out most of the funds to various organlzatlons for
services under the act's provisions. The)other prime sponsors’

provide some services themselves whllr/§ubgrant1ng or contractlhg
out for others.

. R ’
, N . .

!

Prime sponsors may also vary 1n~serv1ces offered. CETA allows
State and logal governments some discretionTin determlnlng ,the "kind
and mix, of services to offer. Pa7t1c1pant services.may include . N

.

.

such activities as- .

. - -
-

. --transitional public service employment to enable partlcloants.
to enter unsubsidized emplpbyment:; . -

~l Y
r-classroom training to upg‘adg basic academic skills.and/or’
job skills and trades: . . ‘ ‘
. =—subsidized on-the-job trairing;

--work experience to develop work habits and basic skills;

-~ . \
. -~
--employment in’ the private| sector through the prov151on of
initiatives to employers:|{ and “ v $
o )

. A
-—spec1al ﬁ@ograms £br such groups as Indlans, youths,
migrants, and ex-offenderg. . . n . ;
. - |
Prithe 'sponsors are responsible for- de51gn1ng\and executlng an ef-"
ficient dnd effective program, and Labor is responsible for ensur-
ing that program goals are met by rev1ew1ng and evaluating perfor-
mance . -~ . e
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CETA expenditures, most of which were madle by orrwe s»oasors,
- totaled $9.4 bllllon in fiscal year 1979., -Federal regulations
permit prime sponsors to use some funds to pay adn knistrative
costs. Prime sponsor~administrative costs totaled $S1.3 billion

dur1ng fiscal year 1979. , . .. -

~

~

L}

] Admlnlstratlve costs consist of all direct and-indirect\costs
associated with the 'management of the prdgram, Including those in-.
curred by contractors and subrecipients.” They are costs which do

- not dbrectly and immediately benefit participants but are .necessary
' for the effecé}ve delivery of dfrect participant benefits. Examples
~ ++ of administrative costs include dues .and memberships; salarjes and
frlnge benefits of executivey supervisory, clerlcal And similar

=

- staff:{all related materlals,\supplles, equlpment, and office space
costs; and staff training. . N -
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY A ' . .

- In an Apr1K/;3, 1980, letter, Congressman William L. Clay, Y
a member of the House Committee on Educatien “and Labor, requested
that we anestlgate prime sponsors use of CETA funds for activi-
. ties related to membership organrzatlons. ‘In the Congressman 8
. * letter and'in subsequent discussions with.him, we were asked to .
address five:specific questions in our review: . .
+ " ~-Under what autnprlty does Labor allow/grlme sponsorg to use
CETA funds for ‘activities related to membership org n1za-
. tions? o , . 5
- --How much CETA money do, prlme,sppnsors use for act1v1t1es ]
s related to membershlp organizations? L
‘--What services do membershlp organlzatrons prov1de to CETA
prime sponsors? \ AN T
- s A ‘. :
--How do CETA part1c1pants benefit from prlme sponsor act1v1- :
‘ . tles related t© membership organlzatlonS? - '

.
-~

. P .
o ' --Do payments to membershlp organlzatlons that lobby con-
-stitute indirect . support of 1bbbying? - X
We also agreed, in ‘discussion with the Congreseman s offlce,,‘
, to determine whether prime sponsors of similar size made. comparable
- - éxpenditures related to membership organizations. For the purpose
of our review, we defined membership organizatiocns (excluding . , .
universities and research institutes) as organizations to which .
prlme sponsors, other unlts of government, or individuals may pay
- membershlp dues br service -fees.. Accordlngly, we did not “include .
in our results organizations which do.not charge membership dues .

or serv1ce fees. ' 1 o — . -

L 3 » . <
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e determined that Labor does not maintain.the type of ex-
penditure data needed to respond to the Congressman's questions. i
- Therefore, to develop our response to the Questlons, we mailed - o
standardized questionnaires to each CETA prlme sponsor. In addi- -
tion, we visited national membership- organlzatlons, conducted e
telephone 'interviews-with CETA- related membershlp organlzatlons,
and 1nterv1ewed Labor off1c1als.~) . ) - Lt ~

We mailed out 474 questlonnalres to gather data on prime, )
sponsor expenditures related to membership organlzatlons and on
the benefits and serv1ces prime sponsors receive. This included
. questionnaires to 460 prime sponsors in operation during fiscal \
year 1979, as well as to Special Governdrs Grants offices in States.
where Labor told us that these offices were organizatiqnally .
separate from balance-of- -State prime sponsors. We also asked prime
v sponsors to supply any 1nformatlon available" fxom thelr own records
_on membership-related e}pendltures made by their subreclp;ents and .
contractors. . o
LN . " ' N . ‘ - . 2
Our questionnaires requested information £or Federal_ fiscal
year 1979 .only. We chose this time frame after leatrning that some
prime sponsors would not have complete information for fiscal year
* 1980. We mailed the questlonnalres in early October. 1980. we sent
a second mafling ta 254 prime sponsors that.lad poé responded by .
early Noyember;, and sent a mailgram to 95 prlme sponaors imy January -
1981. ,We received 421 completed quest naires between Octobet 20,
1980, and Aprll l, 1981 This represektgjan 89-percent. wresponse

AN : M . )
‘ ra;e’ . , ,~ » . ° \\_‘ R ) e

-

: . ) N

. ‘ wé did not verlfy questlonéalre 1nformatlon provided by prime’
soonsors. However), to,.enspure thay. quest;onnaxre responses were
reasonably complet§ and accuratg We followed yp by teleohone with

© 338, or 80 percent Jf all'respondents, to obtain missing information
and to reslee service fee' discrepancies and other lncon51stenp1es.
We followed up ‘on serv1ce fee dlscrepanc;es with 142, or 34 percens °'

.»: of ,the respondents. § 1dent1f1ed serv1qp fde discrepancies-by
o " comparing 1979 data: proV1deH“to‘us by threde national mem9§rship i s,
’ organizations~-the U.S. Cqnference of Mayors (USCM), the/National -  «

Association of Counties (NACo), and the National Governors' Associa-
tlon (NGA)--to data provided By prime sponsors. Based'on informa-
“tion provided by prlme sponsors.during oury followup telephone calls,
we reduced the ambunt they originally provided for service fees
oald to USCM, NACo, &and NGA by $32, 572, or 3. 3~percent.
In reportlng quEStlonnalre results, we have not attempted to
make inferenees about the 53 nonrespondents. We made this decision
- because of the"high response rate (89 percent of all prime sponsors) v
and because such 1nferences would llkely be unreljiable.- We ‘de-
Lt veloped and aqalyzed de5cr1pt1ve statlstlcs from the responses to

-
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our questionnaire, 1In addition, we accunulated and analyzed ex-

penditure data by Labor reglon and by type and size of prime / '
| sponsor.

) ' -
We visited three national membership organizations-—USCM,

‘NACo, and NGA--all of which provide CETA-related services to

prime sponsors and are conveniently dlocated in Washington( D.C. >

Durihg these visits, we interviewed organization officials and
" gathered the necessary documentation to learn about their organ- -

izations'‘*objectives, structure, and role-within the CETA system.

In addition, we attended employment and training related confer-

endES4sponsored by each of these three public interest groups.

0 - <

"~ We conducted_telephone interviews with 23 employment and "
tr&gning organizations identified by prime sponsors responding to
7 questionnaires We inquired about each orgarization's purpose
d the costs of prime sponsor invQlvement. Through tlhrese contacts,
d information subsequently furnished by .the organizations, we
determined that 10 of thém did not meet our definition of a member-
ship organization because they, did not collect, membership dues ot
service fees. . Where apprnopriate, we deleted {uestionnaire responses
related to these 10 organizations. ’ : ‘
*we 1nterv1ewed labor off1c1als to gain their perspective on
the role of membership organizations, espé€cially the public interest
groups,“in the CETA system.

-
., . -

As dLscussed ‘with Congressman Clay, evenigytﬁ a continuous
monitoring effort, it would be difficult to conclusively determine
that CETA flnds did or did not support an organization s lobbying
efforts. Accordingly, in addressing the lobbying issue, we re-
viewed applicable lobbying prohibitions and determined what actions
Labor and membership organizations have taken to c0mply‘w1th such
prohibitiors. e . \

AUTHORITY , | < A

1. Under what authority.does Labor allow prime sponsors to use
CETA funds for activities related to membership organizations?

CETA does not exElicﬂfiy utﬁaﬁﬁze Labor to permit prime
sponsers to purchase memberships or services from membership
. organizations, Section 126(b) of CETA does, however \allow Labor,
to establish procedures and make grants, contracts, and agreenents
and expend funds deemed necessary to carry out the provisions of
_CETA. We believe this_ authority is suffiCiently broad to enable
Labor to authorize prime spohsors to use CETA funds to enter into
membership or service fee arrahgements with membership organiza-
tions, as well as pay travel and related expenses whénéprime
sponsor employees attend conferences sponsored by memb&8rship
organizations. . "

,/ " , _13 ¢
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CETA also establishes some. restrictions on the use of funds.
The rggtrictions include a pronlbltlon on the use of funds for
loobylng local, State, or.Federal leglslabqrs. The appllcable -
"lobbying .restrictions are digcussed in our response to question .
number five. (See pp. 24 to 30.) . . ' H
Federal Procurement Regulations establish principles and
standards for determining allowable costs for programs administered
by State and local governments under grants from and contracts
. with the Federal Government. According to the regulations, as ap—
. plied to the use of CETA funds by Lahor!s CETA Financial Management
Handbook, cost of membershlg in civic, business, technical, ,and
profe881ona1'organlzatlons is allowable provided

.

. ng,f,g\
ﬁét—the benefit from membershlp is related to the CETA program,

o

.

\ -Jthe expenditure is “for agency membershlp, &
b .

\fathe membershlp cost is reasonably related to the value of )
lserv1ces or benefits received, and
i

-#the expendlture is not for membership in an organlzatfén
\that devotes a substantial part of its act1v1t1es to in-,
fluenc1ng leglslatlon.

RS
A ty

I ! - .
.CE<ts for meetings and conferences are allowable when the primary

purpose of the meeting is the dissemination of technical informa-
tion relating ‘to CETA. ' ’

, While prohibiting prime sponsors from obtaining a membership .
in certain types of organizations, Labor allows them to use CETA
funds to pay a service fee to these organizations._ In December
1974, Labor issued Field Memorandum No. 406-74 explaining that it
was phasing out ‘contracts it had with city, county,” and State
organizations for assistance to their respective governmental con- .
stituencies 1Qw§9ch act1v1t1es -as training, onsite visits, and in--
Lformatlon dissémination. The! memorandum authorized.prime sponsors
_ to use CETA funds to pay a fee to these types of organizations for
per forming specified services. The memorandum expressly prohlblted
the use of CETA funds ta purchase memberships in such organizations.
In May 19897,Labor updated the,memorandum continuing the membership
prohibition% In addition, the original and updated memorandums
stated that CETA funds must be used in accordance with 18 U.S.C.
l9l3, a criminal statute which prohibits using Federal funds to
'influence a Member of Congress to_favor or oppose any legislation’
or appropriation. . .

'
. " e
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EXPENDITURES . . ' -

2. éow,much CETA money do prime sponsors use for activities
related to membership organizationd? ”

‘Of the 421 prime sponsors responding to our questionnaire,
396 (or 94 percent) said they gnade expenditures totaling $1.8 .mil- §
Jion in fiscal year 1979 for*activities related to membership organ>
1zat1ons. These expenditures included $1,032,800 in’ membershlp dues
and service fees by%88 percent of the ‘respondents, $731,200 in ex-
penses related to prime sponsor. staff attendance at conferences and
meetings by 82 percent of the respondents, and $7,300 in other pay-
ments (such as for néwsletter subscrlptlons orily) by 9 percent of
the respondents. About 76 percent of the respondents said they
paid a membershif or service fee and made conference—related ex-
penditures. ,

A major port1on, about 86 percent.of these expenditures, was
associated with three national membersh1p organizations: USCM,
" NACo, and NGA. These thre public interest groups provide CETA-
related servyices to prime E nsors .paying a service fee and sponsor
national corjferences and ot er meetings that prlme sponsor staff
attend. Prjime sponsors also make expenditures related to a varlety
of other na 1onal, regional, State, and local. membership organiza-
tigps. Que tlon three discusses ‘services membership: organlzatlons)
provide prime sponsors. (See pPpP. 11 to 22.) —

?

A Y

Average expendltures related to membershlp organizations -
varied by Labor region, -type, and size of prime sponsor,. Qverall,
prime sponsor expenditures for activities related to membership
organizations constituted a very "small’ portion of their adminis-
tratlve expenditures., ;

+

Prime sponsor subreclpIents and contractors also spend CETA
funds- for activities related to membership organizations. Klthough
we did not contact the subrecipients and contractors, some prime .

+ sponsors were able to pmovide limited information regarding sub-
recipient and contractor expenditures. For fiscal year 1979, they
identified $190,200.in subrecipient and contractor CETA expendi-
tures related to membershlp organization activities. These sub-
rec1p1ent and contractor expendltures were in addition tpo those
of -prime sponsors. ' . f . A

h) .« ®

Y Most prlme sponsor expenditures related

to three membership orgaffizations ° ’

4

As shown in table 2 1 on page 9, prime sponsors reported%E
spending $1.8 million in f1scal year 1979 for activities related
to membership’ organlzatlons. Expenditures related to USCM, NACo,
and NGA accounted for about $1.5 million, or 86 percent of total
eXpend1tures. Prime sponsors teported spending about $945,500,
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.or 53 percent, in service fees to these three organizations. -
Ninety-four prime sponsors reported paylng a service -fee to USCM
in fiscal year 1979, 245 reported paying such a fee to NACo, and
36 reported paying such a fee to NGA. NACo initially instituted
the service fee arrangement in January 1975. USCM began its serv®
ice fee operations in 1977 followed by NGA rp 1978. .

.Before the service fee operation, Lahor contracted with the
public interest groups to provide services to prime sponsors.
Through these contracts, the public interest groups provided
assistance and information useful to prime sponsors in implementing
CETA. The change from fundlng through Labor- contracts to service -
fees paid by prime sponsors was a consequence of Labor's stated
intention to phase out the sefvice contracts with the public in=
terest groups in January 1975.

»

-

. Labor continues to contract directly w1th UscM, NACo, and NGA, '
as well as with the National League of Cities (formerly part of
USCM) , for research and for additional assistance to pr1me spon-
sors. For example, Labor has awafded almost $500,000 since 1978
to the National League of Cities (which does not operate a service
fee program for prime sponsors) to imprbve the effectlveness of
the CETA program within its small city membership by prov1d1ng tech-
nical assistance and information to local goveynments. Labor also
awarded NGA $194, 477 in fiscal year 1979 to conduct policy analysis
studies of State governments' role in employment and training pro-.
grams, Labor awards to the four organizations have totaled more
than’ES 8 million 81nce 1977.

. Prime sponsors reported about $571, 300 in-¥iscal year 1979.
expenses related to conferences arid other meetings sponsored by
USCM, NACo and NGA. These expenses included—the costs of travel,
registration fees, and per diem. Other payments to the three
public interest groups, such a for newsletter subscrlptlons only,
amounted to about $3,300. .« d .

N IS
Many prime sponsors reported .spending:CETA funds related to

more than one membership organization, but few reported expendi-
tures related to more than one of the thrée public interest groups.
While 52 percent (221) of thé prime sponsors reported spending re-
lated to two or more membership aorganizations, only 21 peré&ent (87)°*
made expenditures related to two public interest groups. About 3
percent (13) reported expenditures related to all three public in-
terest groups. _Less than 8 percent of the prime sponsors reported
paying service fEes to two public interest groups, and no prime

onsor reported paying séYVLCe fées to three public lntereet

g upS . - 2
N J't N ‘
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Prlme sponsors reported spendlng ~
related to a variety of . 2 o ¢

other organizations \

- »

i 3
“

Of prime sponsons responding, 107 reported expenditures re-

. lated to a variety of other national membership organizations.

N Ahong others, these organizations included the American Vocational
Association, the Urban League, Manpower Policy Counselors, Inc.,
the American Society-for Publlc Administration; the Association
of Government Accountants, and the Municipal Finance Officers
Association. Expenditures related to these and other national

- membership organizations amounted to about $106,000 in fiscal year

s 1979, including $29, 000 for membership dues and service fees and

. $76,400 for staff attendance at conferences and meetings.
: ' ¢ {

About™40 percentaof the prime sponsors {reported expepditures
related to various regional, State, and local membership gan1za-
tions, includiny the Southeaster /éEmployment and Training ocia-

- tion, the New England Council ETA Prime Sponsors, and State

. manpower assoriatjons.in Calfi ornla, Illln01s,~1nd1ana, North
Carolina, and Ohib.. About 30 prime sponsors paid membership dues
to local ChaMbers of Commerce. .Prime sponsors reported total spend-.

. 1ing related to regional, State, and local membership organizations
of $145, 300 in flscal year 1979, 1nclud1ng over $58,300 for member-

ushap and service’ fees and $83, 600 in conferenqe—related expendl-
tures. ' b

t
tion to these expendi%ures, some prime sponsors made
elated and<¢other expenditures related t@ umembershlp
ations which did not charge a membershlp or service

fee and werg therefore outside the scope of .our review. These
organizations included prime sponsor or CETA director associations
. iﬁ aréas 8 rved by Labor s San.Francisco and Seattle regions and

In adad
conference-
’ type organi

rolina, #nd Ohio., We do not know the extefnt of expendltures .
. these organizations. None charged membership dues or
service fees in ‘fiscal year 1979.

\ 4 . N




, .
— . . v
. & . s

APPENDIX I ‘ Co . APPENDIX I .°
— - N
Table 2.1 . C : §
Prime Sponsor Expenditures L R
f ¢ for Activities Related tg -
> : Membership Organizations
) Conference- ‘ T .
' - Membership, related | Other Total.
. Qrganizatign service fees . expenses payments expenditures
uscM $§ 303,941 $172,653 $ 192 $ 476,786 .
NACO ", AR 468,821 317,929 3,048 . 789,798
NGA 172,705 80,672 21 . 253,398
. - .
') Subtbtal 945,467 571,254 3,261 1,519,982
Other nationa L
organi;at{on 28,995 76,355 . 660 106,010
Regional, state, ' ’ :
and local . A . -
\ orgahlzatlon" r 58, 340 ~ 83,550 3,417 145,307
Total feor all . )
organiza- g o R .
tions $1,032,802 $731,159 .- §7,338 $1,771,299
‘. PP e— — ) —v————‘-—‘. — & . *
Average spending'varféd.by redion, ) ) ,
type, .and size ofw e sponsor < , v

e ¥
For all prime sponsors reperting, the average expenézture
related to membership organizations was about $4,200 in fiscal
year 1979, Average spending leVels var1ed by Labér regi on, type,
and size of pr1me sponsgor.

.

- Regional awgrages ranged from $2,762 for prime Sponsors'ln

Labor's Dallas ;gglom to $6,786 for prime sponsors feport;ng in

the Boston re n. Other Labor regions with expenditures- above

the national fiverage were Seattle ($5, 398), Chicago ($4, 4’99)

and San FranQ}sco ($4,451). ~ °

i State prime sponsors rep\rted the highest average expenditure
related to membershlp organizations of any type” of " prime sponsor.
This average was $7,117 for the prime sponsors reporting. Con- B
sortia and city prime sponsors also reported above- avefage expend-
itures of $4,888 and $4,312, respectively. County prime sponsors
reported spending an average of $2,563, which was con81derably

- ‘'below the average expenditure for all prime sponsors.

»

Y




‘times as great on the average as those reported by small pr1me

" terms of prime sponsor administrative budget. .
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One reason for the varfation in average expendltures by type
of prime sponsor may be the difference in service fees they re-
ported- paying public interest groups in fiscal year 1979. Prime
sponsors reported service fee payments from CETA funds to NGA rang-
ing from $1,010 to $7,790, to USCM ranging from $359 to $20,000,
and to NACo ranging from $35 to $3,000.

Average prime sponsor expendltures related to membership or-
ganizations varied widely by size of prime sponsor. Average ex-
pendltures were highest for large prime sponsors and lowest for
small prime sponsors. This was true regardless of whether size

- was measured by CETA allocatiopn, total adﬂ&nlstratlon expeffditures,

or size of administrative budget (total administration éxpenditures

*less that portion spent by or allocated to subrecipients and con-

tractors). Large prime sponsors reported expenditures about three

sponsors.. »

e '

There was, however, considerable varlatlon in. spending reported
within each size category. For purposes of analysls, we categorlzeg/
prime sponsog{,lnto three 'groups: (1) large prime sponsors with a
total allocatWon of $25 frillion or more for fiscal year 1979, (2)
medium prime sponsors with a total allocation between %7.5 and $25
million, and (3) small prime sponsors with a total ‘allocation of

less than $7.5 million. Reported expenditures fog activities reélated »
4,

to meﬂégrshlp organizations ranged from $264 to § 850 for large
prime¥sponsors, from $5 to $14, 341 for medium pr1me sponsors, and
from $26 to $10, 922~for small prime sponsors. Some prime sponsors
in each category reported no expenditures. Similar.variations in
expendltures were also evident for each gize category defined in

Small portion of adm1n1strat1ve ' - ®
spending was for activities- related 2 . - *
to membership onganizations

N
Overall, expenditures by prime izonsors for activities related
to membership organlzatlons constituted a small portion of their
administrativé spending. Total expenditures related to membership
organlzatlons ‘represent only 0.2 percent of the total &dministra-
“tive spendlng reported. Of those administration costs reported as
spent by prime sponsors directly (not including admirdistration
costs 1ncurred by subgrantéés,,contractons, and subreciplents),
expendltures related to membershlp organizations represent O 5 per-
cent. . .

‘. R
. .
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Prime sponsbrs,iaentified>few : ) :
subrecipients and contractors } -
making expenditures related T
to mémbership organizations :

Prime‘sponsorS'reportéa that ‘only a small portion of their
subrecipients and contractors were likely to have made expendi-
tures related to membership organizations in fi 1l year 1979,

Of the 96,435 subgrants, contracts, and other subagreements iden-

tified by prime sponsors, 32,971 (or 34 percent) would not have )

allowed for the use of CETA funds for activities related to mem-
bership organizations. Some of these subagreements were for pro-
gsdm activities, such as public service'employﬁ;ﬁt or on-the-job
training, and as such frequently did not include administretive
funds for activities related to membership organizations. " These
agreements or contracts typically cover the cost of employment;
i.e., wages, fringe benefits, etc. According to prime sponsors,
expenditures related to membefship organizations would have been
allowable under 63,464, or 66 percent of all subgrants, contracts,
and subagreements. ~

N [

From their records, prime sponsors provided information on
subrecipient use of CETA funds for activities related to member-
ship organizations. They reported that there were no fiscal year
1979 expenditures related to membership ordanizations under the
majbrity of. subgrants, contracts, and subagreements which could
have allowed such expendltu:es. For most other subgrants, con-
tracts, and subagreements, prime sponsors either were not able »
to, or for some other reason did not, provide 1QforMat10n. Prime
sponsors did, however, identify a few! sgbgrantsf contracts, and
subagreements under which expenditures related to membershlp-or-
ganizations were made in fiscal year 1979:: under 210, there were
membership or service fees 'paid; under 414, there were conference-
related expendltures, and under 3, .there were other payments to
membership organizations’.. Prime sponsors provided ‘actual expendi-
ture data or ‘budget estlmates for only a limited number of these.
They identified 65 subgrants, contracts, or subagreements under
which about $26, 600 was spent on membership or service fees, and
263 under which about $l63 600 was spent for activities related to
attending conferences. , \ . =

%

SERVIC'ES 4

‘ ED)
v ——————————————— . { »
» 13 ! - . .
. . . B

3. What services do membership organizations
provide to CETA prime sponsors? ‘

National, regional, and State membership organizatiohs provide

a variety of useful and similar, yet differént, services fo CETA
prlme sponsors. Each organization provides its constituency serv-
ices which cam be broadly categorized as infofmation and technical
assistance services. Somé of these organlzatlons also*‘sponsor con-
ferences. and act as advocates for priwme sponsors. Although thel

: Y
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organizations provide.egsenhially the same txpes of semwwices, prime
sponsors reported that services most frequently fecéived from w
public interest groups differed from those most .frequently receiveg
from other membership organizations. Prime sponsors believe ex-
penditures related tgq membershlp organizations are justified be-
cause- the services received are worth the cdst and are beneficidl
even when similar services are obtained from moge than one source.
Prime sponsors frequently 1nd1cated that membership organization

services were more useful than those provided by Labor. Labor de-
pends orn the membershlp organlzatlons to provide assistance and
information services to- prlme sponsors because the organlzat;ons
are more timely. .

’

Information services .

N 4
N \ USCM, NACo, and NGA, as well as employment ané £raihing related

regional and State membership ordinlzatlons serve as 1nformatlon
brokqps. Through various publications and perlodlcals, they provide
prlme sponsors information on numerous topics, including CETA leg-’
islation, budget allocations, regulations, and Labor field memo- .
. randums. They also monitor, .analyzé¢, and report on GETA-related de-
- velopments and prov1de some information, on employment opportunlties
with various prime sponsors. . - -

as - - N -

Some org&nlzatlons alsd perform an advocacy. l/ role for prlme
sponsors: - For example, the New England Council of CETA Prime Spon- j{
sors describes itself as a vehlcle for prime_sponsors to present a
unified position-on employment and training pollcy issueg. -Accorxd-
ing to a Council brochure, the organlzatlon is a vital link betw&kn
its members and the"Federal Government. As part of its advocacy
role, .the Council organizes perlodlc meetings between its board
members and Labor's administrators-in the\Ne% England réglon. Also,
. WACo believes that advocagy is the heart of its serv1cesfee program.

. \iy keeplng in close contact with prime ‘sponsors, it develops a _feel

“ or prime SPORSOr concerns. WOfking closely with'Labor, NACo has
the opportunity to insist that prime sponsor concerns are heard
when polloy dec1slons and ‘mplementlng instructions are developed.

_ To advise CETA directors of leglskatlve actlon, &a‘br pOllCleS)
and procedures, budget developments, and the status of -employment
- and training activities, the. USCM publishes the "CETA Director"
and the "CETA Monitor." \The "CETA Director" is a newsletter-that
is distributed every 2 .weeks, while the "CETA Monitor" is an infor-
mation service published in six different formats.. Collectlvely,

JI— r} ”

l/Advocacy 1nvolvesothe broad concept of representlng the cause
of prime sgonsors., On the-other hand, prohibited lobbying # as\
d1scussed ia the nespoﬁse to question 5 (see p. 24), is an

- attempt to inf%pence leglsﬁatlon with* the use of Federal funds.

“

(
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these amount to absut 400 publlcatiOns a year. ﬁpe six "CETA
Monitor" formats are described below. 5 o

s, o e . -
+ 1, Action Aﬂvisory--Alerts CéTA directors o take éption at
\ important dec1sronmaking,poan€s. Advg Sories provxde in-
- formation to pr1me sponsors weeéks, .and ‘sometimes months,
‘ ahhead of Labor's regular dlstrlbu&lon chanifels, thereby
' ' providing advance notice of impending actions, They are
accompanied by a background statement and an analysis*of

; the-impact on prime€- sponsor programs. . . /X?.

s -

, 2. Report--Summarizes ‘events, act10nsv ‘and_ decisions related
to CETA, such as congressional adtion on approprlatlons,
-revisions in CETA regulations, public service’ employment,
youth ‘programs, and other topics of 1nterest to prime

sponsors. ,
) & kp ’
3. Commentary--Presents staff alyses of the impact of
policies, regulation changes, and othey actions affectlng
c1t1es and CETA. } . .
- = - 4, Reference--Presents items w1th baekground 1nformatlon of
reference value to pr1me sponsors. ) e

-

. 1
-~ - .
¢ ~

el
. . 5. 'Clips-~Provide reprints of important-- ‘articles frOm news-
. papers and other phbllcatlons. e : .

T 6. Informatlon Exchang4--Encourages the transfer of informa-
tion among prime, spdnsors. Through tfie _Exchange, prime
sponsors can request information or' any. aspect of employ-
ment-and trairiing activities. .The “USCM also uses the

\\\ Excllange td distribute information on effgctiye prime

spgnsor activities hnd to advertise job open1ngs on pr1me
sp¢nsor staffs. } . e
N . ) \

. NGA up8lates State employment and training off1c1als on CETA- .
related developments through the issuanc®uf three publications.
"Regsline," generally published twice monthly,* §>6v1des regilatory

- analysis and serves as a mechanism for the timely, dlssemlgatlon of
" pertinent regulatory and policy issuances, including Labor field -
‘ ~—m@morandums, regulations, and' annountements. "DLegisLine," published
, on an as-needed basis, provides current information and analysis
of legislative issues. NGA also publishes a newsletter, " Labor®
Notes," generally twice a month, that prov1des 1nfdrmat10n on
various topics of interest to State prime onsors, including in-"
P formation on conferences, congresslonal heanings,’ and. reports
- ‘concerning employméht and ;ralnlng programs. -4 :

¢

NACo publlshes a "CETA Information Update"’about 50 time
year to provide prlme sponsors . with 1nformat10n from a w1de varlety
- ] /‘ . - )
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of sources. The information includes a cover memorandum which sum-
marizes activitjies affeoting CETA, such as leglslatlve or adminis-
trative policy developments, along with copies of Labor, documents
excerpts from the Congressional Record; and various newspaper and
maga21ne arti¢les pertaining to CETA. NACo also publishes a maga-
zine, the "County Employment Reporter," once every 2 months and a
newspaper, the "County News," each week.. NACo provides a copy of

/ the[three -publications to each prime sporisor that pays a s rvice |
fee. The "County Employment Reporter," directed toward.pr fes-
sionals in the employment field, «ontains aﬁglcles from acagzml-

.
¢ - . . , (
. ' . «

o

/APPEng:k I

cians ahd experts. The "County News" covers\, major CETA develop-
ments and igcludes, articles on other issues f interest to ¢ un=-_
ties. K o \

., .
\

~ e N

-

Like the public interest groups, employme¢nt and tnaining\re—
egional and State organizatiohs provide information serv-
For example, regional organizations, such
as the New England Council of CETA PrimegSponsors, and State asso-
ciations, such as the Ohio Manpower Assofiation and the Illinois
CETA pirector§ Assoc1atlon, prov1de prime sponsors: ‘information on a
varaety of topics,- including equal employménﬂ opportunity, labor

relations, education, legislation, and. regulations. The organlza-~

lated
ices to prime sponsors.

" tions also facilitate the exchange of information between i . -
%ewsletter -

sponsors. The New England Council publishes a quarterly

the "Training and Employment Overview," for prime sponsors in the :
New. England arga. This publication is des1gned to keep prime spon-
gors updated on the latest developments affecting them.. The 'Ghio
Manpower Ass001atlon also publishes a newsletter for 'its member-
ship. . ™

’ . N .
Technical ass1stance : N

- .
. . 2

4

.

~ The public interest groups, as well as regional ‘and State
employment and training related membershlp org5nlzatlons, prov1de.
technical adsistance services to prime sponsors. Generally, th1s
assistance is proylded by telephone, mail,’ or onsite visits
through part1c1patlon in, or sponsorshlp of ‘regional ﬁeetlng .
It is provided at the prlme sponsor's request and is tailored %o
the rec1p1ents hkeds. The assistahce could include organlzatlon
visits to prime sponsors to train CETA staff or to assist in pro-
gram-areas such as manpower delivery systems,'consortlum agree-
ments, and understanding Federal instructions and f srms. It could
also 1ncIude organlzatlon part1c1patlon in special-purpose CETA
meetlngs or conferences' .and in the resolution of dlsputes between.
Erime sponsors and labor regional offlcesp
NACo records indicate that it spent about’$66,800 in staff
travel costs related to technical assistance gervices between-
January 1979 and August 1980. NACo  incurred thése costs prlmarlly
to (1) 'provide legislative @Gpdates and CETA\tralnlng for ‘prime,
sponsor adv1sory councils, elected off1c1alsd or' staff (2)

aq -
»
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particﬁpaae as national policy| advisors in local or.group meetings -
with Federal agencies; and (3 ) hold regional and national meetings
for county CETA staff. .Y . ' ‘.

'USCM reported that its stRPE visited nearly one-third of the
country s urban prime sponsors| during 1979 to ihcrease its aware-
ness of local level CETA problems and sechnical assistdnce needs.

. The organization 1nd1cated that, during calendar yéars 1979 and .

1980, its staff made over’ 60 t chnical asslstance visits to
I .
; e
\—brlng 1nd1v1dual prime sponsors up'to date on ma]or changes'
' in regulations, . :
/ ', - ‘
[

-—;gief prime sponsor staﬁfs on recent legislation or regula-

ry changes, ; a —

f LI v
- 4 a ©n
--help pr1me sponsors resolve specific problems,-
-

e . .
--make prgsentations to riegional or statewide groups on

changes’'or impending ch!anges in iegmlations,

-—gathar data or mater1al‘on unlque pr1me sponsor. operatlons
that: 1ght be used by other prlme sponsors, Or

s—-gather data which mlght\be consolldated ,to present to
-~ member mayors for possfble pollcy formulatlon.

NGA prov1des technical assistance pr1mar11y through a series,
of employment and training program seminars designed to (1) deal
with slgnlchant programmatic and operational problems and issues,
(2)- provide a,forum for the exchange of information and expertise,
and (3) help States develop practical approaches and solutlons to
problems.: In add1tlon, NGA staff also visit individual State pr1me

“sponsors, at thelir request, to-provide assistance. NGA records’ in-

dicate that it. spent roughly $§26, 000 during fiscal years 1979 and
1980 for qtaff travel expenses to prov;de technlcal assistance
serv1qgs., 7 . . - =
e

K Employment and training related regional and st#fe organlza-
tions ate set up, in part, to provide technical assistante services
to prime sponsors. For examplé, one goal of the Chio Manpower As-
sociation is to enhance andvenrich the professional growth and
technical competence of its members. To improve personal produc-
tivity, the organlzatlon conducted a series of workshops on time:
management, decisionmaking, product1v1ty, ‘apd motivation, It also
conducted a workshop whlch resulted in the adoption of a code of
ethics for its membexs . Accordlng to information provided by the
New England Counc#l-of CETA Prime Sponsors;“lt provides management
assistance by sending specialists to give prime sponsors onsite
consultation on spec1f1c employment 'and training problems. Council

"staff also he-? prime sponsors by supplying technical information
n®

tQ -aid them in® problem defrnltlon, analy51s, and:- solution.

-

'
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Conferences

Ny _ L . ) N

USCM, NACo, and NGA conduct national conferences that give
prime sponsors a broad perspective on issues affecting the CETA
program.. Reglonal ang State employment and training-related organ-
izat-ions algo sponsor conferences for their particular constituen-
cies. At times, representatives of the publiclinterest groups par— v
t1c1pate in the regionally or State-sponsored donferences. During
the conferences, prime sponsors attend worksho on various CET}j-
related subjects and ake exposed to the views of) Labor officials,
congress1onal staff, and private sectol representatlves. Generally,
these spokespersons discuss the program in the contekxt of the latest
legislative changes and its future direction. For example, the
theme of NACo's 1980 Natlonal Employment Policy Conference was "New
Directiohs in the 80s. The conferéncei-featured workshops on num-
erous topigs, intluding recent congress1onal decisions and CETA ,
reanthorization issues® that are expected to surface when the ac<
expires in 1982. . At the 1981 employment and training confekence
spofdsored by USCM, prime sponsors—attended workshops on such topics .
as “budget cutting, handllng layoffs, ahd the futyre of youth pro-
grams. Likewise, NGA's 1981 National Policy Conference included
workshopsg 'on such topics as fiscal projections for employment and
training and future d1rectloTs in the redesign, of, the. employment
and tra1n1ng system. ‘ ) \,

Like the public interest groups, employment and training re-
lated regional and State membership organizations also sponsor con-
fefences and workshops for the prime sponsors they serve. For ex-
aMple, during 1980, the New England Council and the Ohio Manpower
Association sponsored CETA- reldted conferences that included active
staff partf¥cipation by each of the above pﬁbllc interest groups. '
Accordlng o the Council, its conferences focus on key issues fac-
ing prime sponsors by providing opinion and discussion by experts
from around the country. The Counc1l schedules workshops and, )
seminars for its members to help them mové throughr the maze of new .
regulations, regional policy, and leglslatlon. Seminars hawe
coveréd such topics as welfare reform, youth programs, audit, and
liability. . . -
Services also provided by nonemployment -« ° ’ '
and training related organijzations )

L ) 3 c

In responding to our questionnaire, prime sponsors indicated

- that they recéived services from a variety of national, regional,

State, and local organizations not specifically involved with the
employment and tra1n1ng programs. Examples of these organizations *° .

include the ) . \ 4 .

v

—-Munioipal Finance Officers Associati%n, . -

. . . . “ ..
--Inter-City Mana§em8‘t Association,
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--Aﬁ%rican'Ménagement Association, 2 .

’

--American Assoc1atlon of Communlty and Junlor.Collgges.

? .

--Counc1l' of Governments, \\

--New England Sola Energy.Assoc{atiod,

- -—-Missouri'Vocation/l Association, and s

--Minnesota Soc1al Services Association,

announcéments, staff training, and jinformation on or assistance
with program operatlons and plqgnlng. Some . prime spdnsors sald

, These organlzatlons prov1ded such services as newsletters, meetlnE» 4

they held memberships in local Chambers of Commerce. Pne prime is,

sponsors reported that the local chambers’ prov1ded them with news-
letters and meeting angogncements, were a soyrce of labor market
1nformatlon, and were useful contact point within the local busi-
ness community to publicize CETA activities! Some also repOrted
that the Chambers of Commerce prov1ded pr1me gponsor. staff tralnlng.

% ¢
Services most fregquently received
from public intexest groups different ” A )
from other meémbership organizations L . N
) / A W /

Although most membership organizations provide the same types
of ser ces--lnformatlon and technical ase;stance, confereq/es, )

- and adydcacy--prime sponsors repérted differences between services
most frequently provided by the public- interest groups and those ~

most frequently provided by othey* membership organlzatlons. Other
than newstetters-and meeting announcements, the servicds prime N
sponsors most frequently reported receiving from the public interest
groups in fiscal year 1979 were (1n order of frequency reported)

-, ~-1nformat10n~on congressional act}ods,

“--—copiea of legislation and/or congressional ‘repor'ts,
. Ve '

--information or thesallocation of CETA funds,

£ . ‘I
--information on Labor\pollcy, agﬁ

t
\
\

=rinput into lLabor policx\:g? regulataows related _to CETA. .,
For ::iﬁershlp orgaanatlons other than‘the public interest groups,

the most frequently identified‘'sevices dlffered'SLgnlflcantly.
Other than newsletters and meeting announcements, they were (in.
otder of frequency reported) v

--informal assoc1at10n W1th other prime spOnsors,

‘ - N
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--information on other prime sponsor employment and tr&ining
activities,

--staff training,
--information on or assistance with staff training, and

--information On or assistance with program operat1ons and
planning. , .

Prime sponsors feel justified

in making expenditures related” -

to membership organizations - -

Of the 373 prime sponsors who reported paying a membership or
service fee to organizations in fiscal year 1979, about 87 percent
felt the services received were worth the cost to a very great or
substantial tent. In explaining this positiony, some pr1me spon-
sors indicated that they typically received information from mem-
‘bership organizations well before they received official Labor
information and that this helped considerably in planning and

f administering CETA programs. s
- Fifty-two percent of the prime sponsors responding to our
questionnaire said that they received services from more than one
membership organization in fiscal year 1979. The table below shows

. the -reasons the vast majority of these prime sponsors believed such
an arrangement was benefitial and the extent to which they believed

1t. -
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Table 4.1

APPENDIX I

Primé Sponsor Responses to the Question:

. To What Extent Is Each of the Following. a

Reason Why It I8 Beneficial to Receive the

ame Or a Similar Service or Benefit From

More Than One Membership Organization?

Very great or
substantial.
extent

Moderate or Little or

some extent no extent

Per-

Reasons » cent

Number )

Per- Per-

Different perspec-~ 166
tives are provided,

by each organization

75

There are differ-
ences in the types
of information pro-
vided by each
organization

Services provided
are geared to
different levels of
prime sponsor staff
One or more organi-" 162
zation(s) provide(s)

moxe timely infor-

mation than the

other( s)

Number cent Number cent

‘52 24

The following table shows the reasons most: prime sponsors
receiving the same or similar services from both Labor and at
least one membership organization believed this practice was
benéficial and the extent to which they believed it.

v \
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Table 4.2 . A » -
U Prime Sponsor Responses to the Question:
To What Extent Is Each of the Following‘a
Reason WHy It Is Beneficial to Receive the
Same or a Similar Service or Benefit From
a Membership Organization When That Service .
\ or Benefit Is Also Provided by DOL?
Very great or : .
substantial Moderate or Little or
extent some extent no extent
- Per- ’ Per- = - 'Per=-
Reasons Number cent Number cent Number cent
(1) Membership organi-- 330 84 53 14 -8 2 .

zations provide
services and bene- .
fits in a more

timely manner . -
(2) Membership organi- 32§f//" 84 - 54 14 9 2

zations provide

more analyses and

interpretations

of information . ’ ' .
(3) Membership organi- 230 59 115 29" 45 12 N\

zations are more )

attentive to the ' ,

individual needs “ o

or prime sponsors g

(4) Membership organi- 126 15’»$\ 143 37 12007 .. 31

zations provide , . . - _— ;
.Services that are
geared. to different
_levels of prime
sponsor staff -

Prime sponsors frequently feel ) ‘ T . — . ~
membership organizations provide .-
‘more useful services than Labor

Prime sponsors frequently indicated that services received
from membership organizations were more useful than the same, or
similar services provided by Labor. We asked prime sponsors re-
ceiving such services from both sources to indicate whether mem-
bership organization or Labor services were more useful. From '

the list of services included in our gquestionnaire, prime sponsors
O' m R ' ~
(3 .

20
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comparlng services from both sources told us that 12 of 18 serv- ,
ices prqvided by membershlp organlzatlons were at least somewhat
more useful to them. - Most prime sponsors making the comparison
cited the following membership organlzatlon services as more
useful than Labor's: o —

.
~—~

--Copies of new. regulations.
--Copies of legislation and/or congressional reports.
--Newsletters and/or meeting announcements.

~--Information on the allocation of(FETA funds.

-~

--Information on Labor policy and regulations.’

--Input into Labor policy and regulatith related to CETA.

--Input into congressional proceedings related to CETA.

» ~ . 13 2
--Information on congressional actions. . . :

=~

--Influence on legislation;related to CETA.

--Lobbying activities related to CETA. ~
g

--Informal associatiean with other prime sponsors.
--Informatlon on other prime sponsor employment and tralnlng
act1v1t1es.

e

" Most prime sponsors making the comparison told us that Labor pro-
v1des more useful (1) staff tralnlng and (2) information on or
stance with £ .

--consortium agreements,
. s . .
--program operations and planning,
&
L]
—=-Federal instructions and: forms, . . '
ALY - . .
--gtaff training, and —

-—-equal employment opportunlty and affirmative action
activities. : s

t

s

N
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Labor depends on . .
~membership organizations . ’ N\

Labor deps;gs‘on the membership organizations,®particularly
the public int st groups, to provide prime sponsors with
asslstance and information services. Labor aids the.organlzatlons
by supplying them with information and by part1c1pat1ng in
organization-sponsored conferences and workshops.‘ The Administra-
tor of Labor's Office of Management Assistance ‘told us that Labor
depends on the organizations to get information to the prime spon-
sors in a timely manner. He said Labor's information is less timely
becausg of the review and printing process at Labor headquarters.

It takes an average of 3 to 5 weeks for a proposed. directive to

be processed through the headquarters clearance system. Review and
revision at the Labor regional offices may also delay dissemination
of directives and other information for prime sponsors.

To help alleviate the timeliness problem, Labor had planned to
initiate a new word processing and telecommunications network by
the summer of 1981. The new network was intended to speed the flow
of information between Labor headquarters and its 10 regional of-
fices and ultimately to local prime sponsors. However, on July 28,
1981, Labor issued Field Memorandum No. 223-81, which noted that

an Office of Management and Budget freeze on the procurement of o phon

equ1pment delayed network implementation. The field orandum
rescheduled network implementation for January 1982, at which t;me
Labor plans to begln a 3-month trial period to test and reflne-pr0w
cedures concerning network transmission of Labor 1ssuances. ; -
The Labor Administrator also noted that an advantage in having
prime sponsors pay service fees to the public interest groups is
the increased, responsiveness to prime sponsor needs. As constitu-
ents, prime sponsors can hold the publlc interest groups account-
able.: Also, as pointed out in an August 1979 Labor report, "Review
of the Employment and Training Admingstration's Technical Asslst-
ance and Training System," an adverqgry relationship exlsts‘between
prime sponsors and the ‘Labor regions. Prime sponsors are reluctant
to request technical assistance from the regions. ' They believe the
staff is unable to, provide it or are afraid the request will be
,looked upon as a def1c1ency. Prime sponsors tend to view regional
staff as compliance enforcers, rather than ®kelpers. According to
~the Labor Administrator, regional office staff-are so involved in
performing federally mandated functions that they often lack the
time te-offer prifne sponsors the ass1stance needed. In summing
up his feelings about Labor's dependence on the public interest
organizations, the Administrator told us that Labor would-have to
create such organlzatlons to serve prime sponsors if they did not
already exist.




~

~APPENDIX I LA , _ ' “.APPENDIX I

~

PARTICIPANT BENEFITS ' o7

~4, How do CETA participants“benefit'from activities related
to membership drganizations?

In responding to our questionnaire, prime sponsors generally
indicated that CETA psweicipants benefit from the improved quality
of program administration and services that regult when prime
sponsors spend funds-for activities associated with membership or-
ganizations. 1In this regard, prime sponsors identified- some se
ices and benefits provided by membership organizations that benz-
fited CETA participants. These included ’ : |

--facilitating prime-sponsor-to-prime-sponsor assistance and
exchange of information; . . . )

.

--pgroviding information on innovative programs;

@-providing timely information, such as on~budget'allocatiois
and regulations; .

--making analyses of CETA legislation, policies, and regulé-
tions; ‘ . -

--providing .a forum for the discussion of common prime sponsor
problems; and ,

~--training prime sponsor stlfg in program planning and ddminis- &
tration, .

. One prime sponsor official stated that involvement with member-
ship ozganizations helped develop prime sponsor staff so that they
are bedger able to prevent waste and mismanagement of funds used to
train and employ participants. Another reported that a membership
organization provided it with funding information that Labor had
not sent to the prime sponsotr. The information allowed the prime

" sponsor to offer additional participant positions. A third prime
sponsor indicated that attendance at conferences and workshops
sponsored by a membership organization contributed greatly o its
efforts to serve CETA participants. Staff attendance at these con-
ferences and workshogs helped prime spondor staff improve job-train-

ing, placement, agg Payroll seryices.

no benefits from prime\spdénsor use of CETA funds for activities re-
lated to membership organizations. Sixtysnine prime sponsors did
not respohd(to our question regarding CETA participant benefits.

Only three prime‘izonéo:s said that CETA participants derived
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5. Do payments to membership orqanizations.ihat
lobby constitute indirect support of lobbying?

In addreéssing this question, we reviewed applicable lobbying
prohibitions and obtained general information regarding the organ-
izational structure, funding sources, and accounting practices of -
membership organizations. Based on this Jinformation, we found no
evidence.that membership organizations are using/CETA funds to sup-
port their lobbying activities. This is not to imply, however,
that CETA funds could not be used to support an organization's
lobbying efforts. Because of time and cost considerations as_well
as posagble\access-to—records problems, we did not perform detailed
audit work at each organization to attempt to determine whether
CETA funds suppdrted lobbying activities. Also, as discussed with
CoAgressman Clay, we believe that, even with detailed audit work
and a continuous monitoring effort, it would be difficult to con-

——Tlusively determine that CETA funds supported lobbying.
- - -
” > While explicitly directing prime sponsors not to use CETA
‘funds to obtdin memberships in organizations that lobby, Labor has
allowed them to purchase employment and training services from such
organizations. Labor's lobbying restrictions are the result of’

. some statutory lobbying prohibitions .applicable to the use of*CETA
funds. These prohibitions have caused some membership organiza-
tiong to take actions to segregate costs incurred in providing
services to CETA prime. sponsors from lobbying costs, which are
funded from non-CETA sources. These actions reduce the likelihood
that CETA funds could be used in support of their lobbying activi-
‘ties. Assuming the nonprofit membership organizations ordinarily .
provide services at cost to the prime sponsors, theoretically no
CETA §§nds should be available to support -lobbying activities. In
thig) gard, membership organizations would support”their lobbying
act¥Vities with non-Federal funds generated from membership fees
and other services. . i

. 5 . ' . . ’

Some membershlip organizations acknowledge, however, that asso-
ciation with prime sponsors indirectly aids their organjzations'
lobbying efforts. Thus, information developed by membership organ-
izations in connection with providing services to prime sponsors
frequently is useful in lobbying campaigns that may indirectly bene~
fit prime sponsors. Also, 50 percent pf the. prime sponsors that
made payments related to USCM, 49 percent that made payments re-
lated to NACo, and 59 percent that made payments related to NGA
said their decision to do so was based at least to some extent-'on
the organization's invelvement in activities which influence legis-
lation. Furthermore, many prime sponsors that made payments re- '’
lated to public interest organizations indicated that these organ-
izations influenced CETA legislation or benefited them with lobby-

. ing.activities related to CETA. This is not to imply that CETA.

. funds paid for lobbyitir




. . R - ., \
- . . -
. . . - R
M . «?
« .

. KPPENDIX I . .  °° T .. == = NPPENDIX I

N .
y ‘ * ' '0 i v e ’

. ‘ . -
Applicable lobbying-prohibitions N . L

Seveg;l statutes and regulations prohibit the expenditure of
Federal funds in general and CETA funds in particular for various
kinds of lobbying.activities. The language used in each proyision,
tdgether with applicable legislative history, determines the kinds

a Of activities specifically prohibited. The terms "1obbying" and
"jnfluencing legislation" generally have similar meanings when used
in statutes and regulations. Normally these terms refer to direct
communications with legislators or communications with the public
exhorting them to contact their legislators and urge support or
defeat of pendrng‘legislagion.

Generally, antilobbying statutory provisions prqQhibit Fedgfal'
agencies from using Federal funds to directly or indirectly sup-
port lobbying activities. An example of direct support of lobby-
ing activities mirght involve a prime sponsor expending CETA funds -
to prepare an unsolicited letter to Members of Congress expressing
support for certain legislation pending before the Congress. In
this hypothetical. situation, the prime sponsor is itself expending
- CETA funds in preparing and distributing the letters that seek to

.+ influence legislation. On the other hand, an example of indiréct
support might involve a prime sponsor conitributing either CETA- funds
or supplies or services paid for with CETA funds to another orgah-
izatj hat was engaged in influencing legislation concerning the
gp&ﬂ}ggggram. Hence, in the case of indirect support, the prime -

ponsor does not itself expend funds for the pféhibited'activitie§ .
but makes CETA funds available®to others engaged in the prohibited
activitiess '

One of the antilobbying statutes, 1& U.S.C. l9l3§}entitled
" Lobbying with appropriated mone¥s," provides thatt

"No part of the money appropriated ny enactment
of Congress shall, in the absence€ of expreps authoriza-
tion by Congress, be used directly or indifectly/to pay

for any personal service, advertisement,- telegram, tele-
phone, letter, printed or written matter, or er de- *e
vice, intended ‘8r designed to influence in any manner .

a Member of Corigress, to favor or oppose, by yote or - . °
otherwise, any legislation or appropriation by Congress,
whether before or after the introduction of-any bill or
resolution proposing such legislation or appropriation;
but this--shall not prevent officers or employees of the
United States or of its departments or agencies from . | R
communicating to Members of Congress on the request of

any Member or to Congress, through the proper official -
channels, requests for legislation or appropriations

which they deem necessary for the efficient conduct of

. the public business. '

o
- .
- . @

-

- 34
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\ "Whoever, being an officer or employee of the ) 5 s
. United States or of any department or agency there- © )
¥ of, violates or 'attempts to violate this section, - .
shall be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned °. )
not more than one year, or both; and after notice : < .
and hearing by the euperiog officer yested with T et
the power of removing him, shall be removed frOm N
office or employnent. ¢
- v . .
‘Slnce the &bove statute contains fine and imprisonment provi- .
sions, its enforcement is the sesponsibility of the Department of o
Justice and/the courts. Accordingly, we.do not con81der it appro- - ’
priate to comment on its appllcablllty to partlcular situations or (~\
- to speculate as to the conduct or activities that would or ‘would - _
not constitute a violatiom. To our knowledge there has never been ', °
~a prosecution under this statute. »
L4 4 v

o Since the early 19508, yarious appropriations acts have con- .

tained general provisions prohlblt'ng the use Yof appropriated funds

for "publicity or propaganda.” T example, the act approprlatlng

furids for Labor contains such/a restriction. Section 407 of the' ™ |

Departments of Labor and Healfth, Education, and Welfare Appropria- e
* tions Act, 1080 (H.R. 4389, 96 Cong., lst Sess.), as incorporated

by c0nt1nu1ng resolutions, .prohibits the use of CETA funds for pre-

paring and distributing publicity uand propaganda material in all

its various forms designed to influence members of the public to ,
~support\or defeat legislatlon pendingibefqre the Cond‘pss. More

important, it prohlblts the use of such ‘funds for salary or ex-

penses of a grant~rec1p1ent or an agbnt act%ng for a recipient to o°

hgage in any activity designed to 1nfluence legislation or appro-

priations pend1ng before ‘the Qongress. . — .

- a

> 0 © ©

Another antilobbying restriction is contained in sect;%n 607(a)
& of the Treasury, Postad® Service, and GeneraL Government Appropria- L8
tions Act, 1980 (Pub. L. No. 96-74, Sept. 29, 1279, 93 stat., 559), N
which prov1des. » ) ) . .

- ° .
A 7. . . /
o o .
°

. - "No ‘part of any appropr1at1qn contalned—ln .
thid or any other Act, or of the funds available ~
4 for exXpenditure by any corporation or agency,, .
shall be used fom publicity or propaganda pur-
poses designed to support or defeat legislation =~ - . ’

”*“‘——;‘*pendrngfbefcre‘ﬁcngre5879‘ (Emphasis added.) k v ’

1

Since section 607(a)%§%p11es to the use:ofjany appropniation -
“contained .in this or any other Act," it i%qapplicable'to the .
use of CETA funds. . . : .

-‘ & P A ) " ) < - v ) : s -

' - We have construed "pyblicity and propagaﬁda" provisions such T - -
as those in section 607(a) as primarily prohibiting grassroots .
lobbying; that’ is, expendltures involving appeals addressed to the

’
s : 7 .
4 s .

~ ' .26 . ' .




> 3

APPENDIX I .° ¢ " L . APPENDIX I

) . o

public‘ggggehting that they céntact their elected representatives
. and indicate a p081t10n on legislation pending before the Congress.
- - Departments and agencies aﬁe responsible for insuring that their .o
appropriations are not -used by grantees and .other recipients and
. their agents for lobbying activities prohibited by sectlon 6Q7(a).
" ¢ .

Another statutory prohibitlon against the use of Federal funds
for lobbying.is-—contained in 29 U.S.C. 825{g), which requires the -
Secretary to promulgate regulations applicable to recipients of
CETA funds that would restrict the use of these funds for lobbying
local, State, or Federal législators. .Lobbying, as used in this °
statute, includes direct contact with legislatorg or efforts to

. motivate members of thebpubllc to'.contact .their leglslators and .
e Jarge support or defeat.bf pending or. proposed leglslatlon. Fut-.- * -
- ther, 29 U.S.C. 825(1i) makes recipients responsible for taking ac-
tion agalnst thelr subgrantees to prevent any abuse or misuse of
CETA funds. - R . ’

-
©

Pursuant to the requlrements of 29 U.S.C. 825(9), Labor haé e
promulgated-regulations proh1b1t1ng CETA expenditures for lobbylng
activities. The regulatlons are broad in scope. They prohibit the
use of CETA funds in any manner by recipients and subrecipients to

" 9 attempt directly or 1nd1rectly to influence Federal, State, and

local legislators by any means to favor or oppose any leglslatlon

or appropriations. An obvious exceptlon to this restriction is

wheh testimony or consultation is requested by a legislative member

or when an employee of .a reci ient makes contact with a State or
local\legislator to give him 1nformat;?n necessaxy tq provide com- -
pliancg with the act. The regulationd implement applicable anti-
lobbying legislative restrictions. lee\tge legislative provisions
discuss®d above, the regulations prohibit™employees and agents of
recipieggf from using Federal funds for lobbylng activities.

As indicated i¥n the respon e to questlon number %P Labor
allows prime sponsors to pumchase employment and traifiing sérvices
from organlzatlons that lobby. Labor Field Memorandum No. 406-74,
issued in 1974, explained that Labor was phasing out ifs contracts

o with unty, city, 'and State membership organlzatlons to provide
a881s§§pce to their gdévernmental constituencies in such activities
as trajntng, onsite visits, and information dissemirfation.- Thé

,memorandum authorized prime’ spgnsors to use CETA funds to pay such
organizations for providing specified services. However, the memo-
. randum prohibited the purchase of memberships in such organlzat10n86
_Also, in the original memorandum and its updated version, Field ° -
~ Memorandum No. 250- 80, Labor proh1b1ted the use of CETA funds for ,
lobbying. \ e

. B
2 B L.y

) ‘ o
The effect of all these statutory andaregulatory restrictions

. &« .1s that Labor, CETA fund recipients, and subrecipients may not ex-

B pend these Federal funds-for anything that would- be designed to »

influence a Federal, State, or loécal leglslator to favor or oppose
v :
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legisla i6n pendlng before his or her respective leglslatlve body.
There e a-few exceptlons to this blanket prohibition. For ex-
ample,/Lahor off1c1alsémay make their views known directly po the .
Congr¢ss concerning any proposed lelelatlon. Comments of this oo
A type /Are not considere§ as lobbying. Also officials of prime spon-
sors and their subgrantees may, if requested by legislators, make
. -their views Xnown'on State and local legislation. 1In all cases,
) however, grassroots lobbying, which appeals to the public to con-
tact its legislators and urge support for or defeat of leglslatlon,

is proh1b1ted. .
- 1 . ~

_—— Precautions taken by membership organizations
to prevent CETA  expenditures for lobbying *
'y et

- - . S e . e
- > As a consequence of the antilobbying statutory provisions

Qescrlbed above, some membership organizations have takenc precau-
: tionary measures:to insure that CETA funds are not expended for
. _1obby1ng activities. .These precautlonary measures_range from
- separate organlzatlonal structures for lobbying act1v1t1es and for
CETA-related activities to acgounting procedures designed-to in-
sure that only non-Federal funds are used for lobbylng act1v1t1es.
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Some. .membership Organizatlons, for example, create separate
organizational units in o;der to compartmentalize the. lobbying
and public interest act1v1t1es from the onganxzatlonal unit that
provides services to CETA prime sponsors.’ Ea&p of these separate

organizational units.keéps individual accounting records;” however/ v

they may share officers and employees with #he other unit. Bach .
organization pays the officers and employees for the time spept
on its activities. In-thls compartmentalized organlzatlon, it
would be difficult for CETA funds paid to the services unit to be
used to support lobbying activities conducted by the other unit.’

- It .should be emphasized that this does not mean that CETA funds
could not be used to support an organization's lobbylng efforts.
It does inNicate, however, a step some organlzatlons have taken
to reduce the likelihood of this occurring. I’ -

- . Other membership organlzatlons, instead of establishing sepa-
rate organizational units, institute accounting procedures and con=
trols designed to help engure that all lobbying activities are
funded with. non-Federal funds. Under this procedure all operations.
thdt support lobbying, 1nclud1ng overhead, would be charged against
an account.that contains’ ‘'only non-Feder funds. Membership organ-«
izations using this approach could dgmonstrate through their ac-
counting records that CETA funds were not used for lobbying activi- ..
ties. Again, is is no indication that CETA ‘funds could not be

used for lobbying, but:an indication that & step is taken to reduce
the likelihood of this occurring. -
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Prime Bponsor membefshig iniogganizations -
not generally assbciated with the CETA program -

- . As stated earlier, Labor has specifically directed §rime spon-
sors not to expend CETA funds, for membership in public interest
organizations, although 'they may procure certain employment and
training services frdm these membership orgapizations. iIn addition,
Labor has authority pursuant to 41 CFR 1-15.711-19-to allow prime
sponsors to‘use CETA funds to purchase memberships in civic, busi-
ness, technical, and professional organizations as long as,these
organizations do not devote a substantial part of their activities
to influencing legislation. The Word "substantial" is not defined
in the regulation. However, "substantial lobbying activities" has
been defined uhder 26 U.S.C. 501(c)(3), an unrelated Internal Re-
venue Code provision dealing with tax exempt organizations. Under
this provision, expenditures greater than 20 percent of the organ-
ization's revenues for lobbying would bg/considered substantial.

= S
The obvious intent of this regulation is to enable grantees,
such as prime sponsors, to join omganizations that provide valu-
-able services neéded for the local CETA program despite, the fact
that these organizations devote. a small, share of their fforts to
influencing legislation. For example, prime sponsors may -join a
technical or professional association in order to tain accredi- v
tation-through or by that organization for-particifants engaged in_
a particular training program, even though the as ociation attgmpts
» to influence legislation on behalf of its member . Likewise, a
prime.sponsor may join the local Chamber of Commerce to facilitate
- placement of CETA trainees in jobs with\commercial firms. Member-
ship dues in such organizations are normally inexpensive compared
to service fees charged by publicrinterest organizations. Although
thede organizations lobby on issues which-affect tHe interests of
their membership;aq~a’ﬁhole, they do not specifically represent
the interests of their prime sponsor members *in such activities.
This fact, plus the minimal nature of the prime "sponsors' contrigpu-
stions, does not violate’the antilobbying restrictions discussed
previously. _Accordingly, Lapor has authority to allow prime spon-
‘sors to join civic, business, ‘and professional organizations which
_ provide services needed hy the local.CETA ptogram, if these.organ-
izations devote only a small fraction of their efforts.tQ influenc- -
ing ledgislation. . ‘ A
Association with prime sponsors
aids organization lobby efforts

Some public interest organizations.acknowledge that associa-
tion with prime sponsors through a service fee arrangement helps
their lobhying efforts. For example, the Associate Director for
NACo's service fee program, who is also NACo's legislative coor-
dinator, told us that service fee participation by tounties im-

. proves the degree of county input on CETA issues and aids his
lokbying efforts. He acknowledged that, without input obtained .
- - ) »
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through the service fee program; he would have %0 more actively
solicit county input on matters related to CETA. N

~

In addition, prime sponsor ideas and positions _on CETA may
become part of an organization's official lobbying platform. For

example, on occasion, prime sponsors paying a service fee to USCM - -

make policy recommendations related to CETA through USCM's Employ-
ment and Training Council. Before USCM lobbyists would promote a
recommended policy position, it would have to be adopted by USCM
member mayors, thereby making it a USCM rather than a prime spon-
sor position. As in the case of USCM, NACo requires that member
governments complete a formal approval process in adopting a lob
ing position. Information obtained through NGA's service fee p
gram also aids that qrganization's advoéacy efforts in the Congress.
Prime sponsors' decision to assotiate .
with-public interest groups affected by ,

activities which influence legislation | by, :

¢ -

Many prime sponsors indicated that their decision to associate

tions' activities whichWinfluence legislation. We asked ‘prime spon-
sors to ipdicate the ex¥ent to which their dec1sion tQ associate
with a particular membership organization was based on that organ~

with USCM, NACo, and NGi}was’based to some extent on those”dbrganiza-

ization's involvement in activities which influence legislation. .

Fifty percent that made payments related to USCM, 49 percent ‘that
made payments related to NACo, and 59 percent that made payments
related to NGA said their decision to do.so was based at “least to
some extent on the organization's 1nvo%qement in activities which
influence legislation. The remaining prime sponsors said that their
decision’ was affected to little or no extent or that the organiza-
tion does, not engage in actiVities which influence legislatiOn. We
do not wish to imply that some CETA prime sponsors paid “the organ-
izations to engage -in activities which ihfluence legislation. But
we present the data as an indication of the bases for prime sponsor
decisiorns to associate with these organizations.

. Most prime &ponsors feel they. L
benefit from oxrganization lobbying .

-

+ Of the prime sponsors who .said they received serVices or bene-
fits from the three public interest organizations, 34 perCent said

they received the benefit of lobbying actiyities from USCM, 52 per-'

cent said they received it from NACo, “ahd 55 .percent_said they re-
ceived the lobbying benefit from NGA. Also, 50 peréent, 67 percent,

, and 82 percent of the prime sponsors listed influencing legislation
related £¢o CETA as a service or benefit which they received from
USCM, NACo, and NGA, réspectively. BAgain, this is not to imply
that prime sponsors,paid CETA funds for lobbying or influenCing
legislation. "It merely indicates prime sponsor perceptions'of
services or benefits received.
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