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oL PREFACE

)

o
This report is'the»finalvone in a series of documents that'have examined’

the evolution of the Targeted Jobs Demonstration Program in fourteen sites

'nationw1de. Part I: A Comparative AnalYS1s of TJDP Sites offers summary assessments

of the efforts *mdertaken, accomplishments achieved, and obstacles encountered ,
by the TJDP sites in implementing the demonstration s principal objectives"

obtaining jobs for %conomically disadvantaged people from economic development

;projects, obtaining business opportunities for small-and minority businesses from .
economic development projects, and, 1mprov1n§ coordination between local agencies‘

concerned with employment and training, economic development ’ and bus:.ness

-

asSistance.- Part II Summaries of the Fourteen TJDP Sites presents a brief

P

‘description of each s:.te sefforts including an - overv:.ew and explanation of the

,‘ﬂ e

origins of the demonstration, a detailing of major accomplishments and a dis-

.cussion of each project's progress and problems. :lndiv1dual Case studies, which
were prepared for each of the fourteen Sites, provided the background 1nformat1on
for these.summaries. For a moreé detailed reading, copies of these Case Studies
. .

may be obtained either from-Eagleton Institute or the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, the lead sponsor.of the evaluation.

The Comparative Analy51s and fourteen summaries are based on three rounds
of field research undertaken by Rutgers staff The results of those 1nvest1ga—
‘tions are reported in fourteen separate. case Studies mentioned above. Two | -

" status reports analyzing the TJDP experiences were submitted in July of 1981 and

January 19é2. The Comparative Analysis incorporates the findings of the previous

status reports w1th additional information derived from field visits conducted

in the spring of 1982 as. most of the sites had completed or neared completion

of their demonstration projects.

wexf
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In addition to the Comparative-Analysis and fourteen Case Studies,
Rutgers has prepared a technlcal assistance gulde .entitled: ‘Economic

Development Pro;ects and Jobs. Lessons trom-the Targeted Jobs Demon=

" stration Program. This self—help gulde summarlzes the lessons

o

of TJIDP about program des1gn and 1mplementat1on strategles. A ¥ .l
complete list of reports lssued by’ Rutgers' TJDP evaluatlon follows thls prefa e.

Rutgers' evaluation of TJDP’was jointly funded by the U.S. Departments of.

e : . .

'Hous1ng and Urban DeveLopment, Labor, and Transportation,.and'the Small Business

dministration, the Economic Development Admlnlstratlon of the U.S. Department

-& N

of Commerce, and the Communlty Services Admlnlstratlon.‘.The contract was

lssued to Rutgers Unlverslty by HUD on behalf of an Interagency Mon1tor1ng
'Board canposed of representatives from the six fundlng agencleS// Judith V. May

of HUD chaired this group which oversaw the TIDP evaluatlon and the grantees.
vl

Addltlonal support came fraom the Eagleton Instltute of’ Polltlcs and the Center

|
i

for Human Resources of Rutgers,UnlverSLty-
i
The evaluation projéct was d1rected by Carl van' Horn, Director of .the Center

IR}

for State Politics and Publlc POllCY at Eagleton. The project s As:oclate
Director ‘was Dav;d Ford Associate D1rector of the Center for Human Resources.

"Michelle Lebov1 tz Lamar of Eagleton was ‘the project s AssJ.stant Director. The

information reported hererls based on research. conducted by the Fleld

Research Assoclates listed below, along with thelr site assignments.

Field Reskarch associates’ _ o TIDE_Site hssignment(s.)
Donald.Baumer o ' ° _b Lynn, Massachusettsl : )
® _ -
Robert Beauregard ‘ | ?hiladelphia,'Pennsylvania _
Edward‘Dement . - - ) Wilmington, Delaware'

1
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irField-ResearCh Associates (contd) . . © TJDP Site'Ass;gnmenﬁ(s)' (contd)
. - - : : ) Coa 2 e 4 . )
David’'Ford : : ! ' Portland, Maine and - o .oe -

New York, New York
G_r?:e Franklin R ‘Portland, Oregon
Peter Kobrak - - . ' . Genesee County, Michigan

;/;MiChelle'Lamar

' Paterson, New Jersey '

- Robert McPherson ,' _ | _ Seattle, Washington
‘Patti Moellert“:v’ff, ‘.;'., ; o | L Sao Antonio,,Texas" ;. o
’Randail-Ripiey T o ‘ Milwaukee,_ Wiscomsin =
. . . . . . R SN .
Doﬁaid Rosenﬁh%l Lo . o - Buffalo/Exie éounty,iNew York .
Ken ﬁyan' ' , Monfanawioe -(Blackfeet Tribe) :
Lance Smith . ’ s : ; _7 Metcalfe, Mississipo;
Carl Van Horn . , d ‘  New foik,uNew York

The Comparative Analys1s was wrlttegkby.Carl Van’ Horn, Dav1d Ford, -

and Robert Beauregard, Wlth the aSS1stance -of Mlchelle Lamar, Susar Massart

-«

fand_Jayne Rebovich. The project director assumes repons1b111ty for the entlre -

! - e e e e e ot

o
. report. The 1nd1v1dual summarles were wrltten by the Fleld Research Associates -

.and edlted«by the.Rutgers TJDP Evaluatlon staff.

The authors wouid llku to express thelr apprec1at1on to the Field Research

N

Associates,for their excellent and ;lmely reports, to the people interviewed

v

" in the: TJDP sites for their cooperation, and to the Interagency’ Monit_oriricj ’

N

Board, especially Judith May, for guidance.
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Eagleton Institute of Politics

o v

:kRutgers‘Universify.
-+ New Brunswick, New Jersey 08901

(201) 828-2210
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e .. N .. sumaRY

ThlS is the final report by Rutgers- Unxversxty on the evolutlon of the"
' Targeted. Jobs Demonstration Program (TJDP) in fourteen. sites natlonw1de.
.-*Tt describes;.explains, and assesses the" performance of the TJDP grantees
on TJDP's central goals. The,obsexvations and’ Judgments contained in this
report are based on three rounds of. fleld-research undertaken by Rutgers
staff in each TJDP site between May 1981 and June 1982. In addition to this "
report, Rutgers has also prepared Case Studles oh each of the fourteen TJDP sltes.'
THE TARGETED JOBS DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM ) & .
1. TJIDP was a two-year, six agency demonstiﬁilon program under which
! fourteen communities received approximately $200,000- ‘to encourage\the local
goord;natlon of federal programs so that- ) .

a. the ‘maximum feasible number of Jobs created under Federally-assrsted
community and econamic development and transportatlon projects go to
. econamically disadvantaged persons who are eligible for assistance
* under the Camprehensxve Employment and Training Act (CETA):; and
) b. the maximum feas1ble ‘number of spln-off business opportunltles '
created under these pro;e;ts go to small, minority, or communlty

& . entrepreneurs. -

. 3 -t . °

TIDP was desrgned to address long—standlng problems of llnklng econamic develop-
'ment programs with employment and -training programs.

- ~
~

'OVERVI?W OF TJDP“SITES AND THE DEMONSTRATIbN COﬁTEXT

Easeline‘Analysis

) v w - . - ) ’
1. Pflor ‘to TJDP, most of the fourteen sites were n:E actively’ pursuing

TJDP-related goals. Only slx of the sites had experimented with targeting
jobs. from econcmic development projects. to low-inccme residents. Regular
procedures were ‘absent in all but one site and even there the procedures had -
.not been lnstltutlonallzed , * : .

TN

I 2. iny four communltles attempted to capture spln-off business opportunl-
ties fram economic’ ‘"development projects for'small and minority businesses; .
prior to TJDP. . . .

- - &

- 3. Economic development, employment and training, and business assistance

. agencies rarely coordinated with one another, prior to TJDP. . .
- . . ] . DN ) '

Overview.of the Demonstration Sites =
. : , /
-1, The fourteen grantees were a diverse group. They ranged in size from '

New York City to Metcalfe, MissxssmppL-a.rural town with less than 1,500

: rgs§§ﬁnts. Unemployment rates at the start of the demonstration ranged from 35

percent in one site to 5.2 percent in _another.

A
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2. Ten of the fourtee!x-'c_:'ommunitiesbééa.rted’thei:; grants 'rqughly"én; time.
Four grantees experienced significant. delays; two of those four did not.start’

Fm dgmonstrations ‘until a, year after they were ‘supposed . to begin.

3. FPour sites campleted their TJDP-funded activities in April-1982, one
_ finished in July, and the rest closed down. their grants by September 1982. The-
average length of the demonstrations was slightly over two years. - At least
nine sites expect to continue’ scome coorai_nggtioda.cti.vity with other federal or
local resources. : o : : .
4. ‘The typical TIDP sites employed about three staff members« Staff
nirnover occurred in tem of the fourteen sites. . . :

e 5. Eight communities located TJDP staff in one host agency. 8ix- sprinkled ‘-.\ L
TJDP  staff ‘around two or more agencies. The" lead administrative agency was .
the Private Industzy Council or CETA prime sponsors in six sites, a planning

- Gemmis8ion in three sites, offices of economic development in two sites, and other

. private non—profit organizations in twa sites. I
, 6. . The rate-of program expenditt -es fell behind anticipated levels in

many sites during the first year of the demonstration. Spending increasad :
during TJDP's second year; ten td twelve sites will spend. theix full allocation. "

LN -
\,

The 4Néture of TJDP and-Its Envifonmené. '

/1. TIDP was originally envisioned as part of a larger, nationwide federal
proq'ra_m to targef jobs for low~income pecple fram ‘econamic development projects,
kgawn as Employment Initiatives. This program was abandoned during the demon=_

stration period, however, and local projects were left to develop. their own
. /s/t:ategies. and po;icies. The demonstration's objectives had no legislative or
./ regulatory mandate, nox did local staff have federal authority to impose job
% and business targeting objectives on federal, gtate, or -local econcmic develop-
. ment .projects in their camunities:. " L '
2.. The innovative nature of TJDP caused delays and implementation problems.
. Most sites: did not reach full stride with their demonstration projects until ’
.  the second year of funding and several nevar attained stability or successful = )
procedures. Three cammunities ignored TIDR's central objectives. ‘ - ~

3. Two envirommental factors over which the TIDP staff had little or -
no control seriocusly undermined - the demonstration project. » -

é..' TJIDP staff f'a'und. it difficult té‘mq}mt a3 new ix_xitiati;le dﬁring.a » E a

period: of declining budgetary resources at: the federal, state, and
. local levels, and the acc\anpany}ng uncertamty caused by such changed. -

" b. TJDE»'was*also"'rmrt by the econamic recession. Depressed econcmic
conditions, evident in all TJDP sites, made job and business targeting
more difficult tc implement and-depressed program performance. s

. A ’ . j‘

' JOB OPPORTUNITIES, UNDER TIDP.
1. Prbgrgss"towards the goal of obtaining: job opp‘ortunitiesl for low=
4income residents fram ‘economic development projects was® assessed according. to




four criteria: the development of effective job targeting strategies, the
number of jobs. cbtained by CETA-eligible individuals due to TJDP, the quality
of jobs obtained under TJDP, and the extent to which TJDP helped alter the
hiring patterns of private firms. In addition, TJDP's performance was
campared with the sites' stated objectives. (frcm their proposals) , with job
placement -by CETA and PIC agencies in the TJDP sites, and with data on the
employment of economically disadvantaged people in firms assisted by the
Urban Development Action Grant program.

2. The data base for Rutgers' evaluation was derived fram interviews
with TJDP staff, professionals in employment and training agencies, and where
appropriate, elected officials or their principal aides; Quarterly Jobs-Related
Activity Reports submitted by the grantees, intsrviews with 136 employers in
the fourteen sites; and data £rom the U.SQ,Department,of Housing and Urban
Development on the UDAdV§E6§rémf»“§§§f€ﬁéflb‘ﬁhfofmation on the characteristics
. of petple hired urider federally-assisted projects prior to TJDP did not exist.

\u

<

. Developing Effec;ive Job'Taxgeting'Stratégies : \\

1. Each site was assessed according to’ the extent to which they had
developed an effective job targeting strategy. Such a strategy consists of
six elements: a job targeting policy, supportive agency procedures, direct
and early negotiations with employers for hiring agreements, careful employee
screening and timely referrals, monitoring procedures, and enforcement
mechanisms that can be imposed on private firms, if they refuse to honor

—hiring—agreements. C .

P

2. Based on-an analysis of the sites' strategies, they were grouped
in five categories: . excellent, good, fair, poor, and absent. One site had an
excellent strategy. Good but incomplete strategies existed in four sites. _
Two sites developed fair job targeting strategies. Three communities had poor
-~jbb-targetianstrateqié57~~Fourmccmmnnities-had_no job targeting strategies
during. the demonstration, agxwe-defined it. \ C .

3. Several factors .accounted for the relative effectiveness of job
targeting strategies, including: the lack of legal ox regulatoxy requireménts
for such policies at the federal level; the degree of political support for
job targeting within the TJDP conmunities; the attitudes of TJDP staff and

' agency heads towards job targeting, which was shaped by their conception of
the proper role of econcmic development and CETA agencies and by their per-
ceptions of how effective job targeting strategies can be during poor econocmic
times; the degree of stability in the TJDP administrative environment and the

loca;ion,of TJDP spaff;_and.the_quality of personnel assigned to TJDP.

4. TJIDP's job targeting objectives. were opposed by.some TJDP staff and
economic development and CETA directors. in several sites, but a majority of
iprivate. employers were supportive of hiring agreements in principlem Two-thirds

“”"”Efmfﬁé“SITprivate"employers—surveyedminmfouztegnmsi;es said that it was appro-

priate for city or county gavérnments to seek agreements whereby employers ‘are
expected to hire low~income people in return for econcmic development assistance.
The 55 firms with experience under hiring.agreements supported the concept by a
'3 to 1 margin, whereas the 26 fimms which had not been approached to sign an
agreement divided equally over whether it was appropriate for the government
to seek such agreements. ' :

I I S




The Number of Jobs Obtained by CETA—Eligible‘Individuals.

1. The eleven sites reporting usable information produced over 1,000
jobs for CETA-eligible individuals during the demonstration. Marked progress
was made during the second year of the demonstratign. The number of jobs
doubled between May 1981 and November 1981 and almost doubled again by May 1982.

2. Several sites expect that additional .placements for CETA-eligibles
on econamic development projects will result from efforts undertaken during
the demonstration period. Most sites did not have systematic records of the
rumber of jobs that will result from hiring agreements already signed, but
more jobs will undoubtedly be produced due to the efforts of TJDP staff in -
‘the five sites that had excellent or good job targeting strategies. :

3. The ten sites where we can make comparisons achieved only 18 perceﬁt

of the jobs they originally projected in their TJDP proposals to the Inter-=
agency Monitoring Board. . o : 3
Z

4. Job placement performance and the gap between planned and actual jobs
is explainéd by several factors. The job targeting approach chosen by the
staff and its effectiveness had a profound influence on the number of jobs
obtained during the demonstration period. Beyond this, however, declining’
econcmic conditiens in all TJDP sites were the principal explanation for TJDP's .
performance."Poor econamic conditions caused delays and cancellations of
economic development projects, business failures and lay-offs, and--because
of the large number of recently laid-off workers--stiff competition for CETA-
eligibles. TJDP staff were unable to place more than a handful of people in
construction jobs-——something that had not been anticipated in the TJDP pro-
posals. . The long delay between the initial .application for ébqncmic development
assistance, project completion, and hiring depressed the number of jobs
obtained during the demonstration period. Finally, many authors of TJDP pro-
posals greatly overestimated the number of jobs that econamic development

projects would producse ..

5. Rutgers' survey of private employers provides scme evidence that TJDP
strategies compared favorably with traditional CETA and PIC strategies for
getting people jobg. Two-out of evexry three "TJDP employers" had never been
involved with government-sponsored employment and training programs prior to
TJDP. The vast majority of ‘empldyers: were satisfied with their experience
under TJDP and were willing to hire .additional people referred to them by
TJDP staff. Employers cited screening and referral services as the principal

benefit they obtained fram TJDP hiring agreements. = -

6. Rutgers' staff also- éompared the cost efficiency of TJDP placement strategie
with traditional CETA/PIC placement approaches. While comparisons are problematic, -
the record shows that two. TIDP strategies had. lower costs per placements than
local CETA/PIC approaches; TJDP performed about as well as regular CETA/PIC = -

o : s were not judged to be :
as efficient as CETA/PIC ‘approaches in three sites. Anmeffective~TJDP_stratggyﬁm_w“;
may be as efficient as traditional methods of cbtaining jobs for the econcmically
disadvantaged, especially where communities have a well developed job targeting ~
strategy. However, TJDP did not provide any training or other service to program ‘
participants. It was jnstead. a placement §trategy.~ ‘

programs in two other camunities; and TJIDP strategie
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The Quality of Jobs Obtained Through TJDP

1. The TJDP sites were, by and large, ineffective in improving the quality
of jobs available to CETA-eligible individuals through reqular programs. The
average entering wage for T.JDP jobs was $4.45 per hour. Most of the jobs were
above the minimum wage, and, - almost all the jobs for which Rutgers has infor-
mation fell into the unskilled, entry-level category, or, at best, the low
.end of the semi-skilled range. The modal occupations include machine operators,
general laborers, restaurant workers, low-skilled clerical and secretarial
positions, and various jobs in the hotel industry. 1In six of the eight sites.
where a camparison is meaningful, TJDP jobs were judged to be of about the same
quality as jobs obtained by CETA-eligibles through regular employment and
training programs. Only a few jobs represented improvements over the typical
opportunities available through CETA/PIC agencies. No information on job retention
or wage gains was available. ' ' :

2. Several factors account for the quality of jobs obtained through TJDP
including the pool of jobs created by economic development projects and the
inability of many CETA clients to fill the better quality positions, the fact
that most TJDP staff focused on targeting entry-level jobs and not on upgrading -
job opportunities for CETA-eligibles, and the poor economy which placed a large
fumber of experienced workers into the labor market and made CETA participants
less campetitive. Also, access to construction jobs was limited due to craft

union control of the hiring process and the high unemployment rate among union

members .

Altering Hiring Patterns of Private Firms

1. Interviews with private employers and local TJDP staff suggest that
most firms in most TJDP sites did not alter their hiring patterns in response
to TJDP-initiated efforts. Approximately half of the emr’~rers in Rutgers ’
survey who had hired people indicated that the individu-1~ [ com TJIDP were the
types of people they normally hire:; only a third report:.' «}.inges. There is

" solid evidence, however, that TJDP job targeting strategies substantially
altered employers' hiring patterns in a few sites. This is particularly true
for the site with the most effective job targeting strategy. . ’

2. The hiring of economically disadvantaged people under TJDP compares
favorably with the hiring patterns of firms under the Urban Development Action
Grant (UDAG). About one in ten new permanent jobs created under UDAG are :
filled by CETA-eligible individuals. Rutgers' survey of employers with TJDP hiring
agreements found that CETA-eligible people alrgady hired represented 6 percent
of the firms'total workforces and,if hiring agreements are honored, CETA-eligibles
will comprise over 25 percent of the. total workforces of those firms. Evidence
from the site with the best job targeting strategy suggests that CETA clients
. will receive a substantially larger share of the new "permanent" entry-level
positions than the national pattern reported for UDAG.

3. The absence of observed changes in hiring patterns reported in many
sites is explained in large part by the characteristics of jobs available from
econamic development projects. If employers tend to hire people for entry-level
jobs who resemble the CETA-eligible population, then the opportunities for TJDP
staff to affect the hiring patterns of firms are limited. Changes in patteins
can only be brought about by effective negotiating styles or monitoring mechanisms.
Changes were observad,\however, in sites with thorough and well administered job_
targeting strategies. ' ' '
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BUSINESS ASSISTANCE UNDER TJDP

1. Although the goal of capturing spin-off business opportunities for small
_and minority business enterprises (S/MBEs) was included in the program's request
for proposals, it was assigned a lower priority by the demonstration's planners. .
In fact, only a few sites pursued this goal with any vigor and those which did
generally disregarded the national objective of redirecting business opportunities
to S/MBEs and focused instead on general business assistance. Business -
assistance was thus the weakest and most undeveloped aspect of TJDP. ‘

2. Of the fourteen TJDP sites, ten engaged in some form of business
~ assistance activities and four did not. Of ,those -ten, half made a major effort
“ and the remainder generated only ad hoc, diffused and small scale projects to
help S/MBEs. The decision to exclude business assistance from TJDP was based
largely on the perceptions of the local staff about the efficiency of such'a
strategy and on the existance of parallel services in the community. The ten
sites which included business assistance were administered, in whole or in part,by
outside employment and training agencies, had supportive political climates for
S/MBE involvement, and were able to build on existing programs or policies.
3. Those sites engaged in business assistance to S/MBEs took on a variety
of tasks. ranging from public relations, conferences, seminars, research, and
market analysis to more demanding activities, such as the developmept of revolving
. loan funds or the implementation of policies affording preferential treatment to
_S/MBEs on city contracts. Only San Antonio attempted to capture spin-off
business opportunities from federally assisted economic development
projects. : ' ‘ ‘

4. In general, TJDP advanced neither the tactic of capturing business
opportunities for S/MBEs hor the stragegy of linking S/MBES to employment -and
‘training programs. With one exception, all the activities undertaken in the
sites were typical economic development and S/MBE acsistance activities.

COORDINATION UNDER TJDP

. 1. The level and frequency of coordination between economic development

" -and employment and training agencies increased during TJDP in over half the
sites. TJDP is judged to have played an important role in fostering agency
coordination in five of those cases.

2. CETA staff were eager to coordinate with econamic development agencies.
Association with econamic development programs was viewed as a potentially
positive influence on CETA's image and provided placement opportunities for
CETA clients. However, some employment and training staff were reluctant to

~ allocate time to negotiating omn-the-job traiging agreements with employers who
could hire only a few trainees. /? : )

_ 3. Economic development agencies were often less interested in coordinating
‘with the employment and training system. Economic development officials were ’
leery of being tied to CETA's poor image, were concerned about the ability of
the agency to deliver on its commitments, and resisted agreements that increased "
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government regulation of the private sector. Some economic development
agencies perceived{major benefits from coordination,including the benefits
of marketing employment and tralnlng services as part of an overall package
of: beneflts for employers.

4. The extent of inter-agency coordination was explained in large part .
by the degree of support from the community's political leadership; the
-attitudes of econamic development agency staff; the continuity of staff,
political leadership and organizations; and, the location of agency staff. -

5. Coordination of employment and training and economic develcopment
progrmns is expected to continue beyond the demonstration in nine sites.:
In eight sites, at least one TJDP staff person was retained as a regular
staff member with either. the economic development or the employment and
~training agency.

L ' .. CONCLUSIONS \
1. TJDP was a'partial success. While several communities either made

no attempt or were unsuccessful in carrylng-out the demonstration's objectives,

s1gn1f1cant accomplishments were achieved in 'a few communities.

2. TJDP's mixed record would be more dlsappolntlng if one d1sregarded the
..context in which it has evolved. But one must take into account the inherent
difficulty of implementing an innovative program tha* had no legislative or
regqulatory mandate. The econamic recession and reductions in federally~funded
economi.c development and employment and training programs hurt the demonstration
badly. Given the problems and obstacles that beset the demonstration, the
accomplishments of more effective communities are indeed noteworthy and the
poor performance of other sltes is not surprlslng. .

3. The experlence of Portland, Oregon strongly suggests that job targeting
strategies can be an effective tool for helping the: disadvantaged obtain
unsubsidized employment from prlvate firms assisted by economic development
investments. .

4. Whether the experience in Portland, Oregon can be repllcated else-
where is dependent on the. will and ‘capacity of the community. Political and
administrative support for the concept must be complemented by effective
admlnlstrgtlve procedures.- In general, a job targeting strategy is more
sulted to a mature and well functioning agency, than to one plagued. with
administrative problems./ :

y
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CHAPTER I. OBJECTIVES OF TJDP AND THE EVALUATION

‘Tha Targeted Jobs Demonstration Program

The Targeted Jobs DemOnstration Program (TJDP) was a two-year, Six-agency
effort under which fourteen communities received approkimately $200,000 each to
encourage the local coordination of federal programs (The sites selected to
operate the demonstration are listed and described in Chapter II, pages 14- l9 )

The purpose of this coordination was veryuclear. According to the anncuncement
. : . - i . )

in the May 15, .1979 éederal Register tnat sclicited‘demonstration proposals
nationwide, local projects were to be’ designed so that: |
‘o "the maximum'feaSible number of joos‘created under Federally-assisted
community and economic»development_and transportation projects go to
economically disadvantaged persons wWwho are eligible for:assistance
under the Comprenensive Employment and Training Act“(CETA) program," and;
e "the mAXimum feaSible number . of spin-off buSiness opportunities created

1

under these pro]ects go to small, minority, or community entrepreneurs.

Unlike previous demonstration efforts designed to build the capacity for

coordinating economic development and employment programs, TJDP would focus on

-———-......-w_._.t.. o ema

soecific, identifiable federal development pr03ects and demonstrate that “targeted
and strategic local action can increase the.likelihood that disadvantaged

groups will}realize...employment and buSiness opportunities from major and

unique Federally-assisted investments."

The Targeted ‘Jobs Demonstration Program emerged from President Carter' s

National Urban Policy. The central goals of this policy, known as "the New

Partnership," were: (1) ccordinated federal assistance at the local ‘level, =~

(2) employment through the private. sector, and (3) more jobs and business

opportunities for minorities and the economically disadvantaged. In April

of 1979, the President's Interagency Coordinating Council,vestablished.to
. . Lo | L 5
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"”implement*the“Urban«Policy, announced.awnationwidemEmployment Initiatives

\

program designed to link federal economic and community development programs
with federal employment and training efforts in orxder to place economically
d1sadvantaged and unemployed persons in prlvate sector jobs. Employment

4

Inltlatlvesgrew'out of a concern that desplte federal efforts to attraot
private investments to distressed Gommunities, the benefits from those
investments did not flow primarily to economically disadyantaged people
and smalllentrepreneurs.

In‘order to implement'the Employment-lnitiatives concept, several
federal agenc1es commltted themselves to 1ncreas;ng the employment opportuni—v
ties for CETA ellglbles. Bllateral agreements, etting specific goals for |
jobs targeted to CETA ellglbles weré\negotlated and'signed'between the Depart—'

.ment of Labor and the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Economic
Development Admlnlstratlon, the Department of Transportatlon, the Communlty
Servioes Administration, and the Parmer's Home Administration. For example,
HUD agreed to reguire contractors in;participatlng pro;ects to flll at least lO

“w

percent of the’ jobs with- CETA—ellglbles, the Economic Development Admlnlstratlon-
agreed to & 10-15 percent target. for all approprlate job produc1ng pro;ects, ’
,and so on. The Small Bus;ness Adm;n;stratlon agreed to ensure that its regu—
lations did not conflict with-the hiring of CETA-eligible persons,'but-lx
refused to establlsh specific hiring goals. ‘;
As part of the overall EmploymentInltlatlvesstrategy, appllcants for
projects under several federal economlc development programs, “such as HUD S.

v

Urban Development Action Grants. and the Economic Development . Admlnlstratlon s, .

el



public works and business development programs, were required to snbmit an
Employment Plan that!detailed how man; CETA-~eligible persons would be
placed“lnto permanent jobs.as a result of the project.Federal Rggional coordinationm
COuncils'were.established in each federal regional office to review pending @t
applications and to moritor and assess the progress of funded projects
in‘achieving the objectives set forth in their Employment Plans.
TJDP;%FS also part of the Employment In1t1at1ves Program., TJDP would
be opegated under an 1nteragency agreement among the U S. Departments of’
~ Housing and Urban Development (as the lead agency) ,. Labor, Transportatlon,
jCommefce (Economic Development Administration), and the Community Services
Administratfon. The demonstratlon‘was intended as a tool to further develop
the technlques and strategles embodled in the Employment Initiatives strategy
so that other communltles could learn from and repllcate thelr experlences.
Employment'Initiatives.and TJDP were designed to address long-standing
problems of linking economlc and community development programs with employ-
‘ment and training programs. Such problems were found to ex1st even after
many of the caterrical,program constraints of the}l960s were removed through
federal block grants such as.CETA?and the Community Development Block Grant.
For example, a report prepared for the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-

'ment and issued in 1976 noted that "coordination between Communlty ‘Development

and Manpower was least eV1dent..." in the sixteen cities where the research

~

team conducted cas\\studles (See HUD, Communlty, Economlc, and Manpower

: Development Llnkages\\Sectlon I. Summary and AnalvAls, l976 ) The evaluation

of a ten city demonstration, program, Known as the Communlty Economic Develop-

A

¢




ment Program, concluded that "most of the cities were unsuccessful in their
efforts to integrate the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act into the

economic deyelopmentwprocesslnalthoughwseveralwcitiesmtook;promiSinngirst"Mm.

steps." (See HUD, Evaluation of the Community Economic Development Program:

Long Term Evaluation and Final Report, June 30, 1980.) o
Previous studies of attempts to link local emplovment and training
4prOgrams and economic development programs po;nted to the lack of coordrnatlon
at_the,federal,leve} as a major meedlment. With Emplovment Inltlatlves in -

' place and with special demonstratlon project funds, the TJIDP sites
would have a unique opportunity_to develop  inter-program linkages in a
supportive federal policy environment.'

The Employment Inltlatlves program, however, was not aggressively
pushed by the Carter Administration. Procedures for implementing lnteragency
agreements and‘Employment Plansﬁwere not even issued until Marchll9éo——a year
after the orlglnal'program annOuncement and about the same time that TJDP"sites
.A_got underway: fCoordinatzon among agencies at the federal level was dlfflcult.
Federal Reglonal Counc11s did not ,begin training sessions for local employment
and tralnlng staffs untll late 1980. A study conducted by the U.S. Conferencel
'wof Mayors found that "1nformat1on about® Employment Inltiatlves had not been fully
communicated by the Department of Labor to prime sponsors" and reported that the |

Federal Regional Councils had not notified prime spOnsors of economic development“

fundlng ‘activities or the reportlng requirements necessary for -mployment plans.

'TJDPQstaff also complained that many federal regional OfflClalS were not aware

of or.supportiye-of TJIDP's goalsa ‘ : : : S
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TJDP was continued under the Reagan Administration. Emphasis on the

Employment Initiatives program from the national level diminished,however.

Thus, at no time during the nistqry of TJDP did local officials enjoy the
full support of participating. federal agencies. TIDP sites were left to
follow their own paths. They could not expect, and did not receive. explicit

support from federal government ‘agencies. For example, several federal agencies

did not follow through with regulationg that would have ‘supported local TJDP
efforts. TJDP was not'an important component of a nationwide job targeting
policy, as had been env151oned but ar isolated demcnstration program. Local
demonstration managers had to rely on their own efforts to resolve problems o:

interagency coordination for job and business targeting. - Diminished federal ..

a

“support’ for TJIDP did not destroy. the demonstation effort, but the context in
which it was implemented changed substantially from the one envisioned by the

demonstration’'s planners. ' R

Scope and Objectives of the Evaluation )

In order to document and- analyze the TJDP experience, the Interagency

o

Monitoring Board awarded an evaluation contract to Rutgers--~The State Univer

¥

sity_of New Jersey, after a competitive selection process. Our evaluation had

' two principal goals:

§

] to assess TJDP's progress in all fourteen communities, and

‘9 to disseminate useful information to TJDP grantees during the
demonstration period antho other federal,-state, and local officials

at the end of the demonstration.,

The assessment of TJIJDP was deSigned to measure .and - explain performance on .the

demonstration's goals within each community and comparatively The Case Studies

. of TJDP sites describe, analyze, and explain the progress of the sites in

N . . .
v

achieving national objectives as -well a

~

s their unique local objectives.r

This Comparative'Analysis examines the performanbe'of the fourteen sités

23'
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onfTJDP'";central goals' (1) obtaining jobs for economlcally dlsadvantaged
‘people from economic development.projects; (2) capturlng spin-off bus1ness
opportunities for small, women's and minority businesses; and (3) improving
the coordination of employment and training programs with economic and com-
N [y . ! '
munity development prodrams to achiewe the first two objectives. Although
: ‘ LT .

thelremainder of this report will address each of tHese objectives in detail,

a brief overview of them, our evaluation strategy, and the data base for

Y

our analysis will™Be provided here.

v v

Targeting Job's for the Economically Disadvantaged

Federal, state, and local economic development programs: offer a variety
. \ . .

of incentives to private sector firms, including guaranteed énd low-interest

loans, tax abatements, industrial revenue,bonds,uand infrastructure improve-

ments. Common to all these forms of assistance is.the hOpe that they will . .

lead to the creatlon of additional jObS in the. communlty where the aid 1s
£
provlded Employment and training agencies offer a host of programs for low-

incame and unemployed individuals. Whether the service 1s on—the—job tra1n1ng,

vocational training in the classroom, or job search assistance, employment and

training programs are intended to help make the unemployed People more com-

LY

‘ pet1t1ve in the. labor market and help them find unsubsidized employment. -
The fundamental purpose of, the Targeted Jobs Demonstratldh Program (and

the one to which most TJIDP grantees devoted the bulk of thelr energles) was to

. develop strategles and technlques through whlch employers who beneflt from

&
economlc development programs would be 1nduced to h1re economlcally d1sadvantaged

-

people engaged in CETA programs. G1vem .that economic development pr03ects w1ll

produce some private sector jobs, it was hoped that TJDP would increasé the

24 0




. - ' . ’ s
v . ¢ .
‘ o

flow of low-income people into those positions. Consequently, a major focus
of our report will be describing the extent to which the TJDP sites succeeded
in achieving this objective.

Targeting Spin-off Mﬁmmies -

) | , ' T u s
Federally-funded ‘economic development projects generate spin-off business :

opportunities,, ranging from small contracts for building materials to large -

c3ntracts fQ; water and sewer lines. The opportunities may

be long term, such as supplying linen for a new hotel, or short ‘

term, such as haullng debris away from the c0nstruct10n site. When the bu51ness

3

.opportunities are smdll and manageable, they ‘may be particularly important

s,

‘to small, women's and minorit businessmfirms because they orovide a chance
Y S e ,

4

’

. to build capltal and %¥per1ence. : J

An objective of the Targeted Jobs Demonstration Program was, to 1ncrease .
[ :

the amount of Rcln-offbusiness Opportunities that small and minority : -
entrepreneurs receive from federally-funded economic develOpment prOjeCtS
Several TJDP e?ﬁes proposad methdﬂs through whlch tne flow of these buszness
opportunltles might increase over expected levels in thelr communlty SeVeral
‘gtrategies were proposed.. Some 51tes designed programs that would help small,
‘wamen's and mlnorlty-owned bu51nesses complete for business opportunltles.

L]

' The typlcal approach was to upgrade the management skills of the flrms or
. - .

provide them w1th Lnformatlon abog& business opportunltles., Other approaches

-

called for&Ehe establlshment of city or ccunty policies requiring that - a
minimum level of busmness opportunltles be sat asxde for small, mlnorlty, and
wanenfowned businesses. Some sites combined the two approaches. Qur report

will dascribe the approaches utilized by the sites and assess their accomplishments..
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.- Oéordinating Employment and Training Programs with Economid

-

Development Programs ‘ ' ' , r e

In order to target.jobs.amispin—offbusiness‘opportunities to economic-

ally disadvantaged people and to small and minority business, TJDP grantees
‘e

"had to work with a range of governmental programs in each communi-y.
The typical community houses a vast array of programs, including a CLTA prime

sponsor, a Private Industry Council, numerous employment and training sub-

o -

N

contractors, Offices of.Minority‘Development Assistance,ether.mnail and m;nority'
business management asgistance agencies, and several local, state, and feder- .
ally financed economic development organizations, At minimum, a TJDP staff |
would have to be informed out the progress of economio development applica-

tions and projects so that ,u and pusiness opportunities could qe identified
i

-in a timely manner. Cooperative efforts would be required(pf employment and

’
.

training staffs and economic development staffs.‘ In one way or another, the
. .
TJDP sites had to coordinate,the activities of separate organizations in order
. ) .
to fulfill the objectives of the demonstration.

-

)

The\Targeted Jobs Demonstration Program was des1gned to enable fourteen
. N - ‘ <
communities to create and enhance tocal structur%s, procedures, and relation-

ships in order to improve linkages between the employment and training ‘gystem

~

and the economic development system. Governmental organizations_concerned
. . {

&

. with these two purposes have varying obJectives, but they are complementary.A

Nevertheless,'it was clear that new relationships would have to be established

CN

. in most communities. Therefore, our report will describe ana explain the

success of TJDP in stimulating and institutionaliZing improved coordination

. . .
£or job and business targeting. S : T

\

®

~
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"Evaluation Strategy

' Our evaluation of TJDP involves three components.First, the overall performance

of the fourteen sites on the demonstration's three objectives will be'described

¥ . .
3 2 R °

in detail. In each of the'chapters that - follows specific criteria for measur-

.ing TJDP's objectives are elaborated and the sites'performancepare reported - B

-

and compared,"Second, we will attempt to explain the degree of progress on
these performance measures. We shall pay,particular?attention to distinguish- "

lng between the lnfluencerof env1ronmental or contextual varlables, over whlch -

\
\\ , ’

‘the TJDP -staff had llttle or no 1nfluence, and the 1nfluence of the local

process, over Wthh the TJDP staff and senlor admlnlstrators had more control.

. £

. Thlrd, we shall assess the performance of the sites in comparlson w1th the
condltlins ln the s1te prlor to TUDP the obJectlves stated in thelr proposals

to the Interagency MOnltorlng Board, and w1th avallable data on job targetlng

" in other communities. . .

. Data Base. The descrlptlon, explanatlon, and assessment of TJDPare based

'on a s12eable data base assembled through three anes of fleld research t1s1ts,

‘1nformatlon suhmltted by the TJIDP s1tes, and data on comparable

projects in other ccmmunltles. The first round of f1eld research, conducted in
.'Aprll and May of 1981, examlned .the: pre-TJDP environment and assessed progress

towards the demonstratlon s obJectlves durlng TJIDP's first vyear. The second

round, completed durlng October and November of 1981 lnvestlgated the progress

of the s1tes during the prev1ous six months and the reactlon of employers to the ’.

.serv1ces and objectives of TJDP. The thlrd and flnal round of research, carrled

out in May and June of 1982, ‘continued our examination of TJIDP s1te performance,

and alSo analYZed the extent to whlch the efforts undertaken durlng the demonstra-
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tion might survive beyond the-demonstration's ending date. The researcn staff spent

147 person days in the- field or approximately ten and one-=half days per site.

In addition, the Director and Associate Director made at least one trip to

each of the twelve TJDP Sites where they were not conducting the case -

~study.

iat

In order to fasilitate comparative assessments, our staff employed an
extensive set of common questions and data collection routines. The entlre
"evaluation'staff,assembléd for two days prior to the first and third rounds
of research and all but four of the staff met prior to the second wave of
research.in order to ensure common understandings of key concepts and uniform..
approaches for the eyaluationT. A written report summarizing‘the research
- findings was prepared by the field research associatesusing>a common format.
The first set of fourteen reports was suhmitted to thenInteragency Monitoring
Board in July 1981. Fourteen dase Studies, based on all three field,visits,
'were submitted to the IMB in September 1982, after undergoing careful review
by the central staff. 'The staff at the TJDP Sites were also invited to comment
» on the Case Study and their suggestions were considered in making -
revisions. ‘ ‘ . |
Our-primary source of information on TJDP qonsists of a-larger number of"
structured interViews conducted by the Rutgers staff with people involved in and
- knowledgeable about TJDP, preVious related efforts, and employment -and training
and‘economic development projects in. general. overall, 457 people were inter—
viewed,during the three rounds of research, some of them severalltimes. Those
interViewed included TJDP staff, "elected officials, senior aides to elected.

officials, staff from CETA organizations and Private Industry Councils, and the

staff of economic and community development, small and minority business

28
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develcpment, and planning agencies. ' Interviews were held with 55 emplo&ers
and a structured survey was conducted with 81 private employers. ~Numerous
telephone calls were made before and after field visits_to fill in details and

.

.to check on factual statements.
Local'documentslweremalso corisulted in the preparation.of this report.
The evaluation team reviewed the fJDP site proposal, thelgr;ptees'»quarterly ”ﬁ
-and final progress reports; and other TJDP staff memoranda andvreports.
Most of the sites supplied Quarterly Jcobs-Related Activity Reports,
required by the lnteragency Monitoring'Board for the first time-in the fall
of 198l. These special‘reports were necessary because job placement records

: _ ; N
were found to be erratic or non-existent during the first wave of field .

research. -
Finally, we collected information on comparable programs within'the

TJDP communities and in other communities in order to assess the

'value of the TJDP enterprise. Specifically, TJDP job placement performance

was compared with the performance of local employment and training organiza-

tions and-with data on the' placement of CElA—eligiblesixxeconomicfdevelopment

projects in other cities.’

Organization - of the Report - L ' ' ;

s

Qur report is divided into six chapters. Chapter II summarizes some
of the central findings from the Baseline AnalYSlS of the TJDP site, offers
an overview of the fourteen communities participating in the demonstration and
discusses the major contextual issues that influenced the majority of the

demonstration programs. Chapter III discusses the job targeting, strateqies

-
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utilized in the TJDP sites and examines the npmﬁer and quality of job

‘placements chtained ﬁhrough TJDP. Chapter IV describes and evaluates

business assistance services provided by TJDP staff for small and minority
fims.

Chapter V examines inter-agency and intra-agency coordination under

TJDP, compares it with progress made before the grant began, and discusses

the program's enduring effects. The final chapter offers an overall assess-

Imént of \TJDP's accomplishments and suggests some important lessons about

program -approaches.
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pCHAéTER II: 'CVERVlEW OF THE TJDP SITESEAND‘THE bEMONéTRATION CONTEXT

‘This chapter descrlbes the conditions that existed in the sites before
TqDP, prov1des an overview of the fourteen demonstration sites and thelr'
staffing-patterns, and_dlscusses the context in whlch TJDP evolved between

March 1980 and September 1982.

_Baseline Analysis

Prior to TJDP, most of the fourteen communities were not actively.
pursning TJDP-related goals. Only six of the sites had experimented with
.targeting jobs,from'economic-development projects to low—income residents.
“Regnlar'procedures for such efforts Were absent in all but one site-- |
Portland,.Oregon--and‘even there the procedures,had not been institutionalized.
_ little or no infornation exists on the actual numberjof jobs that economically

disadvantaged pecople obtained from federal economic development projects in

.

hUN

the TJDP sites prior to the demonstration. The absence of data reflects-

the low prlorlty afforded to job targetlng. It also'creates

ry

serious obstacles ‘for meanlngful comparlsons w1th performance durlng the
TJDP period. Local respondents generally believe'Fnat low—inccne people
obtained very few of tnevjobs from federally assisted economic development
investments-. | | g

./ Pour communities attempted to capture spin-off business opportunities
from economlc development prOJects for small and mlnorlty bUSlneSS prror to
.TJDP; Business development services, whlch mlght lead lndlrectly to lncreased

1opportunItf”’f6?“small and mlnorlty entrepreneurs, were generally

avallable in most communltles, but they were not reserVed excluslvely for the

targeted fimms.: Although evidence of the buSLness targeting efforts before
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TIJDP was limited, activity in this‘sphere exceeded the pre-TJDP efforts

! N~

Hto‘target jobst
Economlc development; employment and tralnlng, and business assistance :
agenc1es rarely coordlnated with one another prior to TIDP. Informal infor-
mation sharing about economlc development projects.had occurred in many |
communltles but none engaged in'regular joint planning and project iﬁplemen-

tation. 1In sum, the pre-TJDP landscape was nearly devoid of the types of

activities initiated which the demonstration 'grant was supposed to initiate.

-

Overview of the Demonstration Sites

The organirational status, staffing, timing, spending patterns;‘and
_ population of the demonstration sites are‘summarized in Figure I. Several
general ohservations,are noteworthy.

1. The fourteen grantees were.a diverse group. They ranged in size
frcm New York Clty w1th over seven million people to Metcalfe, Mississippi“
with less than l 500 residents. At the beglnnlng of the demonstration, unemploy~
ment rateslvarled across the sites f£rom hlghs in the Blackfeet Tribe and
Metcalfe at 55 percent and 32 percent respectlvely, to lows in Portland,
OregonjandFSeattle) Washlngton of 5.4 percent and 5.2 percent respectlvely.
. (See Table I, page 23.)
» ‘2. Ten of the fourteen communltles started their grants roughly'on time)
,_around March 1980. .Four grantees experlenced 51gn1f1cant delays in 1n1t1at1ng their.
demonstratlon projects. Milwaukee started in October 1980 when the local . :,_
4Pr1vate Industry'Councll (PIC) accepted the grant Reslgnatlons_of key

staff, a CltY hiring freeze, and slow progress 1n gettlng the1r PIC organlzed

combined to delay TIDP in Paterson. for over lO months so that it did not begin
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TJDP Site

S

PIGURE I: OVERVIEW OP ‘TJDP DEMONSTRATION SITES AS OF HAY 1962

Approximate

Approximate "
(1980 Population) ~Starting Date “Ending Date

Number of Posi tions and
Organizational Location

5ize, of
Grant

Percent of Grant. Expended
5/31/81 10/31/81 5/31/82

Buffalo/Erie
County N °
(357,870)

--Genesee. ..

County,
(450,449)

M

Iynn, MR

(78,299)

Metcalfe,
- {1,350)

. [Kc

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s

June 1980

May 1980

/

hpril 1980

June 1981

B

3

Sept. 1982

| Apeil 1982

April 1962

Sept. 1982

1 position in Buffalo/

- 2 positions in Div, of .
- Flint CETA consorpium'

- Employees in Genesee
e County Econonic Devel-
| opment Div, and Flint

.”%mmmﬂﬂm
I+ devoted to TJLP
| - i

» 2 positions located at

Mississippi Action for
.Community Education -

Erie County -PIC
* Community Development
3/ positidn in Genesee
2 positions in Genesee

County. Metropolitan
Planning‘Commission .

Economlc Development

AL staff with Lyhn ~
“ office of Economic Dev-
elopmehtr(OEDf

2 positions lodated at

+ OED
TJDP Div. offices

3 positions in the-

Neadquarters/Greenville

2 p051t10ns 1n Metcalfe

jC1ty Hall

§197,000

$197,000

197,000

[ $147,000

20%

4%

50%

30%

758

25%

'ur '

- 308

B5%

| 100




 FIGURE I: OVERVIEW OF TIDJ DEMONSTRATION SITES AS OF MAY 1982 (continued

Bpproximate’

Approximate

/

Nunber of Positions and Size of NmmtﬁGHMEwm@d

. (1,751,780

8%

. —9T—

** TJDP SITES
(1980 Population) Starting Date Ending Date Organizational Location Grant 5/31/81 10/31/81 5/31/82
Milvaukee, WI - | Oct. 1980 Sept. 1982 | 1/2 position in Milwau- $168,000 %% | . 55
(633,000) - - kee PIC. | - ‘
- 1 position in Metropo-
s 1litan Milwaukee Assoc,
- of Commerce .
1 position in Milvau-
kee Dept. of City
 Development
vontanawide ~ | April 1980 | July 1982 | 3 1/2 positions with | §188,000 | 50% 603 | 863
. (Blackfeet o | Montana TJDP Inc. |
Tribe) o
(25,922)
New York City, | April 1980 | April1982 | 2 positions with NYC- | $197,000 | 508 5| 95
W - B j L
(7,071,030) ] position located at
- PIC and- |
1 position located at
Econonic Capital Corp.|
~ Paterson, N | Feb, 1981 Sept. 1982 | 4 positions in Paterson| $187,000 1 |1
(137,970) - PIC 1 |
hiladelphia, | March 1980 | April 1962 | 3 positions in Piila- | $169,000 | 50% - 66y | 99%
Bm - o delphia PIC. e |




 FIGURE ; OVERVIEN OF 0P DENONSTRATION STTES AS OF MAY 1982 (continued)

I

|

mmmﬂmmmNWMMMMMMd?mmWMWM'

3

TJDP Sites
(1980 Population) Staxting Date Ending Date Organizational Location Grant 5/31/81 10/31/81 5/31/82
Portland; | May 1980 Sept, 1982 3 1/2 pgSitionS'in Port-1$166,000 | 32% 64% 82%
61,50 | | - | land Employment & Train{ | ,
o ing Dept. Health &
Social Services Dept.
1/2 position.in City's
fiscal. dept.
Portland, OR March 1960 - | Sept. 1982 | 3 positions in Portland, |$197,000 | 3% | 6% | 0%
(366,000 | | - | Meainingand Employnent | | | -
| | ‘301v151on B | | | |
SmAMmm,f‘mewM | Sept. 1982 | 1 position in City Dept. 5147,000 | ~0- K} 1% ﬂ(
B S  of Equal Opportunity ‘ g
(785,410) 1 position in City Dept, 1
i of Purchasing '
| 1/2 position in City
. Dept. of Employment and “
Econonic Development
. .Seattle, WA | Feb, 1980 April 1982 WWWWMWWWO%K 67% | 80%
(493,846) . Dept, of Community Dev. |
*#ilnington, June 1960 Sept.1982 | 2 positiofis 1 82,000 Sl 