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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE JOB TRAINING
PARTNERSHIP ACT

THURSDAY, MAY 2, 1985

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:20 a.m., in room
2261, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Matthew G. Martinez
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Martinez, Hayes, Hawkins,
and Gunderson.

Staff present: Tim Minor, staff director; Eric P. Jensen, depu:f'
staff director; Paul Cano, legislative assistant; and Genevieve Gal-
breath, chief clerk/staff assistant; Dr. Beth Buehlman, Republican
staff director for education; Mary Gardner, Republican legislative
associate.

Also present: Representative Perkins.

Mr. MarTiNEz. I would like to welcome you all today to the Sub-
rommittee on Employment Opportunities’ first oversight hearing
on the Job Training Partnership Act. During the coming months,
.tJ}'}'ei’ Zubcommittee will focus to a great extent on the progress of

The subcommittee intends to fully evaluate the program and will
utilize the assistance of many individuals and groups in compiling
its research.

As chairman of the subcommittee which has jurisdiction over
JTPA, I am very concerned about the President’s budget proposals.
The proposed drastic cuts and rescissions in the Nation’s employ-
ment and training programs is less than the best response to the
tremendous need. At present funding levels, JTPA only serves
about 2 to 3 percent of those eligible for program participation.

To further deny America’s unemployed the opportunity to ac-
quire employable skills clearly demonstrates the administration’s
lack of concern for the basic needs of a large sector of our popula-
tion. While no one disagrees that appropriate measures must be
taken to reduce our Federal deficit, to do so at the expense of pro-
grams that make people contributors rather than dependents is not
in our Nation’s best interest.

Our youth, the displaced workers, and other unemployed Ameri-
cans deserve 80 much more than what the administration has been
willing to provide. As has been said before, the future of our
Nation will only be as successful as its citizens. Undoubtedly, un-
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employment and underemployment cloud many futures for many
Americans.

Our first witness today is the Honorable Nancy Johnson. Why
don’t you start your testimony. Your full text, if you have a pre-
pared text, will be submitted for the record and if you wish to sum-
marize, you may do so.

STATEMENT OF HON. NANCY L. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

Mrs. JoHNSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a
pleasure to be with you this morning and to have this opportunity
to testify on the Job Training Partnership Act. I commend you for
holding this hearing and for recognizing that when Congress plants
a seed, it must also nurture growth.

The Job Training Partnership Act embodies a new vision of
public/private sector cooperation to meet the training and retrain-
ing needs of our society. While the concept is fundamentally sound
and has tremendous potential, it needs our strong support for ade-
quate funding and our careful attention to making thoughtful and
modest adjustments to its structure if it is to fulfill its promise.

Early JTPA data is quite encouraging. The partnership that Con-
grese envisioned between business and government at the local
level seems to be working. In fact, one of the most important mes-
sages that I bring to the Congress from my constituents is 1, ¢ plea
that we not make major changes in the program. It has now begun
to function smoothly and all see major chenges as endangering
hard-won gains. However, as in all new undertakings, adjustments
can fine tune JTPA and better suit it to its challenge.

There are three issues that emerged from the hearing and dialog
that I held in my district recently with JTPA administrators, par-
ticipants, and other interested people that I believe the Congress
needs to address. One is obstacles to participation; the second is
performance standards; and the third is funding levels.

A thorough evaluation of JTPA’s performance must take into
consideration the present obstac.es to participation by those it was
intended to serve. One major obstacle is the lack of day care subsi-
dy dollars.

In Hartford, CT, 42 percent of the placements are AFDC and
general assistance recipients. This is in part because Hartford has
a significant number of day care slots. In smaller urban areas and
small towns, the lack of funding for day care expenses is prevent-
ing JTPA from serving one of its most important target groups. In
Hartford, this impressive percentage could be increased if day care
subsidy money became available.

I urge you to link reimbursements for day care with training
participants receiving AFDC assistance. The total absence of sti.
pends is clearly making it very difficult to recruit the disadvan-

ed with dependent children.
rther, I would urge you to allow day care subsidies to decline
only gradually over the first 6 months of employment to enable
those who have benefited from the training to make the difficult
financial transition from AFDC to independence, and I can’t stress
this enough. One of the big reasons why training of AFDC recipi-
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ents has failed is because there has been a failure on the part of
government to recognize the need for transitional support and
this—enabling JTPA to provide transitional, even declining, day
care subsidies will enable recipients who have, in fact, benefitted
from training to survive those first few months of bills that are
often in excess of salary.

Another related problem barring participation by individuals
needing JTPA services are the laws and regulations on income eli-
gibility. These work against several very important groups of
people. One is the dislocated horaemaker who badly needs training
and employment and who is clearly a target group of JTPA, some-
one who is supposed to be being served, but whose total assets often
jeo ize their eligibility.

other is the spouse of the low-income head of household. Often
low-income women who need to work to provide support for the
famil cannot get a job without training and yet, because of a hus-
band’s income, they are ineligible for training. I just remind you of
all the statistics about how many of these women don’t have high
school d and don’t have any experience and don’t have any
marketable skills.

1 believe women need to be able to be eligible in their own right
ard should not be denied access to training because of a spouse’s
employment. Such exclusion i3 particularly cruel for low-income
families.

A similar problem exists for handicapped youths and those over
55 that are denied eligiblity on the basis of a spouse or family in-
comes and, indeed, some of my program administrators do report
handicapped children who badly need to be tracked into these
training programs, but because of family income issues, they are
not eligible.

Last, a very real problem has developed for welfare recipients in
college basic skills or career training programs. Tuition assistance
grants have the effect of making them ineligible for food stamps or
even welfare, thus making training and employment nearly impos-
sible to obtain.

Unemployment insurance benefits are also preventing participa-
tion by many and I hope you will amend JTPA so that it very
clearly removes the irrational penalties that discourage the unem-

loyeg and welfare dependent from gaining the training necessary
or independence and success.

In addition to barriers to participation, a sigrificant problem
that has developed with the A centers around the issue of per-
formance standards. Under current law, performance is judged ac-
cording to the number of positive terminations. This definition is
rigid and narrow and works against the purpose for which JTPA
was developed. It does not allow a program to claim a positive ter-
mination for a client who completes a basic skills program and is
then placed in a training program, or the transferring of someone
from training to an on-the-job program.

If JTPA is to address the problems of the hardcore unemployed,
then there must be the flexibility to meet remedial and readiness
needs before attempting skill development.

Some of the most creative and successful new approaches to
training that JTPA has stimulated in Connecticut are coventures
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through which community colleg s and vocational training pro-
ams team up to use their resousces to address the needs of the
ong-term unemployed. I urge you to amend JTPA to allow coven-
turing and movement from classroom to workplace training when
appropriate. Under the current system, you se¢, one of these pro-
grams has to take a negative termination in order for the person to
move on appropriately to progression of trainijlvfpthat they need.
Last, there exists tremendous concern thai A funding may be
reduced as the need to address the deficit influences budget andv ap-
rorlriations decisions. Cutbacks at this time would be a breach of
aith with both the clients and the business community, which was
urged to invest heavily in this partnership effort which is only now
inning to see a productive program emerze from the efforts of

Congress must, respect the need for the program to gain adminis-
trative stablhtg; at both the State and 1 levels. In addition, I be-
lieve title III funding for the dislocated worker program should be
increased. In Connecticut, this program is retraining and J;lacing
peopleblvery effectively and could serve more clients if funds were
available.

I would also urge you to drop the matching fund requiremente as
all who testified at my hearing agreed that this requirement cre-
ates no new training dollars, but merely a lot of administrative
work to shuffle grants to create matches, and indeed, it apparently
does become that kind of creative administrative effort and it is the
opinion of all that it is bringing no new mtm dollars into the
stream andthat,becausetheprogramis inimally funded and the
client pressure is great, that in-kind contributions will continue to
be utilized wherever possible to free funds for training. Theiefore,
a gﬁ:aciﬁc match requirement is unnecessary and burdensome,

e Job Training Partnership Act is one of this Nation's major
investments in human capital investment and in order to deter-
minc whether the investment has been productive, we must meas-
ure the increased employment and earnings of participants. This
means making fairly sophisticated evaluations.

In Connecticut, my constituents are fearful that current funding
will not allow needed evaluations and in this regard, I hope you

ill recommend funding for evaluatior functions as well as for
traini rograms,

JTP achieved remarkabie results in a relatively short time
by establishing throughout the country a new decisionmaking proc-
ess involving both the public and the private sectors. It is a pro-
gram that is off to a good start and Congress should be careful not
to make such changes in the .aw that would require this newly es-
tablished program to survive the chop of major reorganization.
However, thoughtfl:lea:}peciﬁc changes can remove obstacles to par-
ticipation, provide realistic performance standards, and assure rea-
sonable funding.

The public/private partnership that has been painstakingly es-
tablished is beginning to flourish and deserves our continued sup-

port. .
I would be happy, Mr. Chairman, to answer any questions or to

work with your staff in terms of the detail of some of the changes
that need to be made, at least in my opinion, and as they have

8
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emerged from the program administrators, the clients, and the
business people and the nuts and bolts out there that have been
working to get this law in place.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Nancy L. Johnson follows:]

PrepareD STATEMENT oF HoN. Nancy L. JoHNSON, A MexsER oF CoNGRESS FrROM
THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for providing this opportunity to mesutli'y on the Job
Training Partnership Act. I commend you for holding this hearing and for iz-
ing that when Congress plants a seed it must also nurture growth. The A
embodies a new vision of public-mte sector cooperation to meet the training and
retraining needs in our society. ile the concept is fundamentally sound and has
tremendous potential it needs cur strong f.\éppon for adequate funding and our care-
ful attention to raking thoughtful and modest adjustments to its structure if it is to
fmgnnrl;umm?éta The rship that Co ed

A is quite encouraging. ership that Congress envision
between business and government atd;ie loeaﬁ??el seems to be working. In fact,
one of the most important messages that I bring to the Congress from my constitu-
ents is the plea that we not make major changes in the . It has now begun
to function smoothly and all see major changes as en ering hard won gains.
However, as in all new undertaki adjustments can fir>tune JTPA and better
suit it to its challenge. There are issues that eme%oed from the hearing and
dialogue I held in my district recently that I believe the needs to addrees:
1) Obstacles to participation, 2) Performance Standards, and 3) Funding levels.

OBSTACLES TO PARTICIPATION

A thorough evaluation of JTPA's performance must take into consideration the
present obstacles to participation by those it was inter ded to serve. One major ob-
stacle to participetion is the lack of Day Care subsidy dollars. In Hartford, Connecti
cut, 42% of the placements are or General istance recipients. This is in
part because Hartford has a significant number of Day Care slotz. In smaller urban
areas and small towns the lack of funding for Day Care expenses is preventing
JTPA from serving one ~f its most im t target groupes. In ford this impres-
sive percentage could ' increased if Day Care subsidy money became available. 1
Wou to link reimoursements for Day Care with training participants receiving

assistance, The total absence of stipends is clearly making it very difficult to
recruit the disadvantaged with dependent children. Further, I would you to
allow Day Care subeidy to decline onl);ffmdually over the first six months of em-
ployment to allow those who have benefited from training to make the difficult fi-
nancial transition from AFDC to independence.

Another related problem barring participation by individuals needing JTPA serv-

ices are the laws and tions on income eligibility. These work against several
very important groups of people. One is the dislocated homemaker who badly needs
training and employment but whose total assets often jeo ize their eligibility.

Another is the spouse of the low-income head-of-household. Often low-income
~omen who need to work to provide suppoit for the family cannot fet a job without
training and yet because of a husband's income they are ineligible for training. I
believe women need to be able to be eligible in their own right and should not be
denied access to training because of a spouse’s e.uployment. Such exclusion is par-
ticularly cru-l for low income families. A similar problem exists for handicapped
youths, and thuse over 55 that are denied eligibility on the basis of spouse or family
incomes. Lastly, a very problem has davelopes for welfare recipients in college
basic skills or career training programs. Tuition assistance grants have the effect of
making them ineligible for foodstamps or even welfare thus making training and
employinent nearly impossible to obtain. Unemployment Insurance benefits are also
preventing partic:'gation by many and I hope you will amend the JTPA so that it
clearly removes the inational penalties that ilco urage the unemployed and wel-
fare dependent women from gaining the training necessary for independence and
succees.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

In addition to barriers to participation a significant problem that has developed
with the JTPA centers around th2 issue of performance standards. Under current
law, performance is judged according to the number of “positive terminations’. This
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definition is rigid and narrow and works against the purpose for which JTPA was
developed. It does not allow a program to claim a “positive termination” for a client
who competes a basic skills program and is then p into a training program or
the transferring of someone from training toanon-the-d'?bprogmm. JTPA is to
address the problems of the hard-core unemployed then there must be the flexibility
to meet remedial and read:ness needs before attempting skill development. Some of
the most creative and successful new approaches to training that JTPA has stimu-
lated are co-ventures through which community colleges and vocational training
programs team up to use their resources to address the aeeds of the long term un-
employed. I urge you to amend ,PA to allow co-venturing and movement from
classroom to workplace training when appropriate.

FUNDING

Lastly, there exists tremendous concern that JTPA funding may be reduced as
the need to addrees the deficit influences budget and appropriations decisions. Cut-
backs at this time would be a breach of faith with both the clients and the business
community which was urged to invest heavily in this partnership effort which is

only now to see & uctive program emerge from the efforts of all. Con-
gress must the nesd theprog:nmto in administrative stability at both
state and | levels. In addition, 1 believe Title III funding for the Dislocated
WorkeerxnmnhouldbeiannConnecticutthispn:meiamt ining and

fhci‘:fpeophveryeﬂecﬁvelyandeotﬂdummmclienu' funds were a le.
d the matching fund requirements as all who testified
is requirement creates no new training dollars but
work to shuffle grants to create matches. Because the

is minimally funded and the client pressure great in-kind contributions
ill continue to be utilised wherever le to free funds for training. A specific
match mamment is unnecessary burdeasome.

The A is one of this nation’s major investments in human capital develop-
ment and in order to determine whether the investment has been productive, we
must measure the increased employment and eevnings of participants. This means
making fairly sophisticated evaluations. In Connecticut, my constituents are fearful
that current i willnotnﬂowneededevaluationnandinthilrmrdlhope
you will recommen ﬁlndingforevaluaﬁvafunctiomuwelluthetminingpm-

gram.
TheJT?Abnachisvedmrhblemuluinamhﬁve!yuhmﬁmebyutablisl;-
ing throughout the country a new decision i :mcmsin ing both the public
and private sectors. JTPA is off to a good start and Congress should be not
to make such changes in the law that would ire this newly established program
to survive the of major reorganization. Howsever, thouggtﬁxl, specific changes
can remove to participation, provide realistic performance standards, and
nuummnomblefunding.'l‘bepri:t:.gublicpartne ip that has been painstak-
ingrlzeltablilhedilbem'nningtoﬂ ish and derserves our continued strong sup-
po

M
o
¢

PARTICIPANTS IN JTPA HrARING, BristoL, CT, Arrm 26, 1985

Dick Ficks, CT Departrent oi Labor;
Eli Gussen, CT Department of Labor;
Dean Margaret Bauer, Greater New Haven State Technical College;
Brenda Craig, Greater Hartford Community College;

Steven ew England Training and Employmen* Council, Inc.;
Irvin Kyle, Dean of Community is Community College;

Peter Pal CT Department on s

Carl Mason, Mason and Co., Inc.;

Robert New Britain Chamber of Commerce;

Richard New Britain-Bristol PIC Chairman, Bristol Sa Bank;
Dominic J. Badolato, Executive AFSCME, CT Council 4%0;
G rusrincki, New Brita'n-Bristol PIC-Services Director;

Victor Mi CT United Labor Agency;

Albert Cu:n,wMt of Concerned Seniors Association;

Cheryl New Jobs for Women, Hartford YWCA;

Dorothy Shirley, New Jobs for Women, Hartford, YWCA;
Eole. Travelurs Insurance, Data Processing Director;

Francis Rinaldi, Carpenters Union Local 24;
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Nancy English, UAW Job Development and Training;
Bob Lewis, UAW Job Davelogl:ent and 'I‘ramx%g;
Dan Mastrpietro, U2 "V Job Development and Training;
Dau Sforza, Paints <al 481;
regory P. Steltne , uirector, New Britain De ent Public Welfare;
Thomas R. Menditto, New Britain Workfare Coordinator.

(2]

Crry or Nxw BRITAIN,
DxPARTMENT OF PuBLIC WELFARE,
New Britain, CT, April 18, 1985.
Hon. Nancy L. Jounson,
Cannon House Office Building, Washington, DC.

DmAr ConNGREsSWOMAN JOHNSON: The Job Training Partnership Act has not
proven its effectiveness to us at the municipal welfare level. The main goal of this
w‘m is to train persons in order to get them into the workforce. To that end it

not appear to be successful. The majority of unemployables, especially the
chronically unemployed, are on general assistance. As of this date, I know of only
two individuals on general assistance in New Britain who ha ‘e fo'\nd employment
uJ..P T.At o theur ht:omlchiavetiﬁwg ~‘I}y creaming”. Th be
.T.A. appears ' ts “ ing”. They appear to be con-
cerned with only acce those who heve a good chance of success and/or appear
ton; TM.A. ily trainab! leind mnnth is that the “l{nnrzt;wl ient j3 usually ignored.
.P.T.A’s screening ing process is very le; y. tie promises to cor-
rect this problem, nothing has changed.

J.P.T.A. does not meeh with workfare. Since the begi ning, J.P.T.A. officials have
insisted that we guarantee that welfare recipients will remain in their training pro-
grams for a period of six months to one year. Since we cannot realistically make
such promises due to u person’s ability to go off and on the rolls at will, they have
accepted less than a handful of our clients. Also, because of this requirement, it is
impossible to use J.P.T.A. as a wc:;l:si?.P TA .

summary, it appears to us that J.P.T.A. is not successful in curing unemploy-
ment. Much moneygma been spent on administrative costs, i.e., new desks, new com-
puters, new chairs, etc., where more of that mone; should have been directed to-
werds service delive{,y.

In my opinion, J.P.T.A. needs to be reviewed. Its goals need to be re-directed to-
wards the chronically unemployed. The means to achieving these goals musc be
scrutinized.

Very Truly Yours,
. GREGORY P. STRELTNER,
Director,
New Britain Department of Public Welfare.
THoMAS R. MENDITTO,
Workfare Coordinator.

Tuz GrEATER MERIDEN Lasor CoUNcCIL,
Meriden, CT, April 19, 1535.
Hon. NaANcY L. JOHNSON,
Congresswoman, New Britain, CT.

DzAR CONGRESSWOMAN: My name is Albert Casale, President of the ter Meri-
den Labor Council, AFL-CIO. Our organization has sponsored a hlg}ﬁy successful
job search skill tnmmﬁrogmm that has gerved hunsgeda o hard-to-place clients
over the past 8 years, while enjoying a placement rate of 80%.

Thank you for the opportunity to share with you some of my concerns concerning
Job Training Partnership Act funding. Listed below are some reasons why ! beliave
this program should be refunded.

irstly, as you know, there is a serious moral conflict involved in prohibitive fund-
i;f for sophisticated weapons that can destroy our earth in preference to fun2amen-
human rights and needs such as employment.

Secondly, the formula for funding is illusory since a major paxt of i, is premisec
on the unemployment rate. This does not include those who have exhausted their
benefits or discouraged workers who have abandoned their job search. For example,
of the 82 clients served in the last fiscal years, only 20 (24%) were colle.ting unem-

loyment compensation. Moreover, those collecting unemployment compensation in
its earlier stages are ineligible for JTPA programs since they are over incore.
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Thirdly, the amount of money saved by removing clients from public subsistence
& 4 placing them into productive employment is incalculable financially, personally
and morally. It 12stores pride in oneself and in one’s country.

. Fourthly, the large number of -ﬁ,hnt closings and the dislocation of workers are
increasing at an alarming rate. The enclosed data documents the enormity of the
problem in Connecticut.

Finally, leading indicators forebode a cooling economy and an increasing unem-
plglmt rate.

are but some of the many reasons wh funding under the Job Training
Partnership Act should not only not be reduoe! but increased. I urge you to give
this matter your serious attention. Thank You.
Sincerely,
AvrpErt CaABALE.

Tunxis CommuntTy CoLLxGE,
Farmington, CT, April 23, 1985.
Hon. NaNCY L. JoHNSON,
U.S. Representative, New Britain, CT.

Dzax RzresantaTive JorNsoN: This is in response to your invitation for com-
menuontheJob'l‘rainingPartnenhipActattheheaﬁngonA ril 22 in Bristol

Theexmenceof'l\mxil(bmmunityCouegewithJTPAu on three propos-
als (1) a tal Assisting Pre-Clinical Program in which ten of the twelve partici-
mcompleud training but only three were able to be placed in dental offices (2) a

i hadu?xmmvhicbmappmvedformndingbutmncelledbwauneonly
four J;l‘PA-oligible persons m recruited for the program (il)fa Basic Skills Pro-
posal (reading, writing, ma ly skills, career management) for twenty persons,
subrmitted for FY1985-86, status for funding as yet undetermined.

Based on the above limited experiences, I offer the following observations:

(1) Collaboration among the many agencies involved in A is a very slow and
laborious process (business, town governments, community organizations, PIC’s,
state agencies, program operators, Job Services, etc.). It obviously will take time, pa-
tience, and much goodw:l.r for effective wrking relationships to develop and for the
“tur” syndrome” {0 mitigate. Some of the same complaints once directed towards
CETA are sometimes echoed with respect to bureaucratic delays and excessive and
redundant paperwork. We trust that in time the spirit of true partnership will char-
acterize A in practice as well as in concept.

(2) Recruitment and placement efforts need better coordination at the State and
SDA level. Increasingly ooth of these key functions are falling by default on pro-

operators, many of which are y overwhelmed by the intricacies of train-
irg a hard-to-train and hard-to-place clientele.

(8) The total absence of stipends makes it very difficult to recruit the disadvan-
taged, particularly those with dependent children. The intens ve training schedule
of some pms:ams makes employment-for-survival virtually i=possible. We recom-
mend stipends on a selective basis for hardship cases.

(4) We urge reform of laws aud regulations on income criteria which work against
dislocated homemakers taking advantage of JTPA training

(5) We urge reform of laws and tions which greven't persons in college-credit
training programs from getting benefits of public assistance, such as welfare
and food stampe.

(6) We urge reconside ‘ation of the 15% maximum allowance for administrative
costs. The burden of administering these programs is often far in excess of 15% and
the deficit must be absorbed by program operators.

Tunxis Community College is very appreciative of the opportunity to present
these obeervations to you.

Sincerely,
Irvin F. KyLz, Jr.,
Dean of Community Services.

Nzw ENGLAND TRAINING AND EnproymenT CoUNCIL,
Hartford, CT.
My name is Stephen Berman. I am the executive director of the New England
Training & Employment Council, Inc., headquartered in Hartford. NETEC is a pri-
vate, non-profit corporation formed in 1976 to provide training, technical assistance,
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information and advocacy for cities, counties and states, and now private agencies,
responsible for federally-funded employment and training.

ank you, Congresswoman Johnson, for providing this opportunity to comment
on the status of the Job Training Partnership Act. I will read a brief prepared state-
ment and then, time permitting, attempt to answer some of the excellent questions
sent with your letter of invitation.

The first results are in from the evaluetion of JTPA and the news is quite encour-
aging. The Tmerahip that Col envisioned between business and government
at the local level seems to be working.

From its start, one and a half years ago, performance standards, business involve-
ment and welfare reduction have been the aspect of JTPA emphasized by the White
House, the individual states and the local Service Delivery Areas. The federal 50 -
m%:t'a {:ilf hasl bz;n dmg.regardmg rously '?;p““d and the state’s role tlir axpanded.

ve lef! ear oices i TPA priorities and implementaiion
ly to local dec:’;ionmkeu. And that hum

vast majority of SDAs in New d report that the potential for high
placement rates and low costs have been critical factors in putting ther the
initial package of programs and services As a result, the firet activities have been
even more weighted towards basic efforts such as classroom and on-the-job training
then the Act requires. A national sampl: shows 76 percent of funds expended on

these activities compared to the Act’s T0 percent requirement.

Results, in terms of placemen‘s, cost, p: duration and ing have gone
well beyond expectations. Althouqh not as high as the first nine month transition
periad, the nine Connecticut SDA’s get good marks for the first si'. months of this
program year (July 1, 1984 thru December 381, 1984).

Some results comperec to their own Performance Standards:

Adult entsred °mlﬁ15°Ym°nt rate: the average SDA standard is 50% while the aver-
age resu.. - &s over ~\O%.

Average wage at placement: the typicai standard was set at $4.70 while actual
achievement a $5.16.

The ave cost per adult placement ran about $3,400 while the standard was set
at above $3,700 placement.

The 17 SDA/PICs in Massachusetts and Maine did even better in most categories.
New England, in general, ranks very high nationwide . . . as it has for as long as I
can ren amber.

Creamiag, which I define as giving preference to serving those who require short
term, inexpensive services In order to secure j is _ not the problem some
insist. Virtually all individuals enrolled in 'A meet the definition of economical-

disadvantaged and the various target populations served equal their average in

e overall population.

Also, there i8 a high correlati>n between client populations served and what hap-
pens to them. As example, in one SDA in Connecticut, they served 32% school drop-
outs (above the area average) and results show that over 30% of the total persons
placed in unsubsidized yobs were school dropouts.

JTPA legislation has meant numerous : institutional, programmatic, orga-
nizational and governance when compared to A and earlier training efforts.

1t has not, however, been a time when experimentation, demonstration, complex-
ity, or tackling the toughest possible problems seem to offer much reward. Achiev-
ing “bottom line” performance seems to have been a more secure route so far. Early

orts have concentrated on thoe: most able to benefit from JTPA as opposed to
those most in need. Both are targets of the Law.

It now apper+s, however, that the cream is off the top of the eligible clients pool.
Whether the SLAs can mairtain their achievements in private sector involvement
and in placement and cost performance while targeting more effectively on less job
ready individuals is a mujor issue. The systec. has reached that population requir-
ing far more nsive and time consuming services. Future ts will depend
upon the stre of local economies; levels of JTPA funding; and the potential for
legislative changes.

Another difficult area is the requirement to #pend 40% of the Title II A funds on
youth. Many officials have told me that severe restrictions on work experience and
denial or reduction of training stipends is raking it very difficult to attract youth
. . . particularly dropouts. .

In contrast to the performance with youth, ts and other high need individ-
uals, SDAs on average have exceeded their for enrolling are recipients.
Welfare clients were the one group that private industry councils and local
goveraments should be served in large numbers, in hopes cf a quick return
in terms of reduced welfare dependency. In Connecticut, the standard average was
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42% welfare client placed . . . the average actually placed the first six jnonths of
this p year was nearly 60%.

» Private sector influence is strong in New Englend. They have typically
pushed for & “business-like” orientation, b{ which the trainingogrogram brings to-
gether the customer . . . the potential employer . . . and the product . . . the place-
ment. Private sector members emphasize efficiency ath:lngmvention of disallowed
costs and their role is primarily the “Marketing” of the A program

This influence will be lost, however, if state governors and state job training co-
ordinating councils do not rwg:;.u PICs as the solid infrastructure of JTPA and
€acourage their use as mini-authorities capable of overseeing JTPA as well as other
mj’mt and training efforts. Their success will insure the governor's position
and the state's high national rating. It will also maie the link to state and local
e .onomic development more secure and productive,

JTPA is really an investment in human capital, and in order to determine wheth-
er the investment has been productive, we must measure the increased employment
and earnings of participants and the redirections in welfare dependency. This
means some fairly sophisticated evaluation. It migt take years before we have all
the facis (and only if OMB reverses its policy). e know Congrses can not wait
years, so short-term indicators have been Joped for lont-term succees.

The JTPA m is right now wrestling with the issue of performance standards.
Congress and DOL chose seven national standards. Som> states are addi.g new ones
sucl;d as youth competcncies and follow-up measures. Some questions now being
asked are:

How do we mzasure av::lity of outcomes that will in the Luug run give us evalua-
tion results that show m did aciieve increases in employment and earn-
ings and decreases in welfare rlependency?
mgow do we collect the right data in a timely fashion?

Hrw do we construct a system that takes into account the differences among
areas with regard to economic conditions and client characteristic?

How dc we construct a system of rewards and sanctions to provide incentives for
the system to improve services?

What n.ust be watched in the futv:e is that new programs wil; be more expensive
to design, administer and operate and lees likely to place large numbers of appli-
cants taan the current approach. Performance standards, therefore, must not be al-
lowed ‘0 drive the system unduely.

Finally, permit me to raise some comcer's held by those working in the. employ-
ment and training field—both volunteers ana vaid staff:

1. We are all ly worried that significant funds maisbe cut from JTPA as
budget and appropriations are settled ky Co . Cutbacks of any size would be
disasterous to an alm%elean pro and produce a negative rj%lmi effect
throughout the s /stem. fear of funding cuts applies not only to A but the
Employment Service, the WIN px:fmm, Job Corps, and vocational education.

2. Administrative funding stabi ty at both state and local levels is essential. Coet
limitations are too low and the raise and fall of annual appropriations makes sn
effecﬁive_ administration impossible. Overhead and fixed costs are neceesary to run
any business.

g. Many PICs want to use JIPA funds for upgrading with guaranteed back fill
lo;tlymmitmeniis from employers. The present law and regulations make that impoesi-

e.

4. Title Il, the Dislocated Worker program, has become more and more effective
and more vital to the Northeast—as increased numbers of plants are closing. The
new American Unemfloyment is this ever increasing number of dislocated workers.
Congress must not allow cuts in funds and can make for more reality by dropping

the matching requirements.
5. We have recently learned that th. Department of Tabor expects to severely
reduce the limited amount of training and technical assistance funds now allocated

through national contracts such as the National Alliance of Business, Human Re-
source Development Irstitute, AFL/CIO, the National Governors' Association and
others. This would be penny wise and pounrd foolish, since states are unablo to pro-
vide adequate TA.

6. It is time to experiment with our Unemployment Insurance systcm and try oue
or more efforts at the use of trainini vouchers, such as the bill introduced by the
Congresswoman from Connecticut. 1 would also encou the entrepreneurer
system now utilized in England and France where unemployed, icularly eco-
nomically disadvaniaged, are peruitted to use Ul payments and/or welfare pay-
ments to start new businees of their own.

14
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7. Once , I make a plea for pressure on OMB to permit DOL to carry ou- the
mandate of Congress for adequate accounting of JTPA results. Sampling will not
work. We need real follow-up of clients and full analysis of results.

8. Co must not permit DOL to downgrade or rlore the Beston regional office
of the ployment and Training Administr~tior -« England should not be
second class citizens to an overpowering pres.. > v. Wew York and New Jersey.
There is little enough federal svpport.

in, I thank you for allowing ne to present my views on the status of JTPA. It
is a bold, new npgroach to providing human services development through a part-
nership between business and government. Yo ir interest in this effort is very en-
couraging. We hope it svmbolizes the determination of Congress to continue and
strengthen the federal role in job training.

QuEsTIONS ror CONSIDERATION

1. Are statz, local, PIC, and community based organizations clearly and appropri-
ately defined?

a. if not, what changes are needed?

State level program administration, local elected officials, PICs, and community
organizations all seem to have a clearly defined role under JTPA. The SJTCC in
Connecticut seems to be searching for its role in the process.

2. Are intake forms too complicated, too deiailed, or too personal?

No. As the State’s Administrator we believe the forms are acceptable.

a. If 80, what information requested is not needed?

CEa'i‘ AAl’re reporting requirements equal to, less than, or more than those under

Re rti.l:frequirementsm far less than those under CETA.
oul be altered?

b. If s0, how? No. The State Administration requires only those reporting items
mandated by the USDOL and the SJTCC.

4. }?Iow is JTPA working with local Departments of Welfare and local school dis-
tricts
Ail SDAs have working agreements with local welfare agencies. The effectiveness
of the agreements varies from one SDA to another. See attached.

a. Does JTPA serve workfare clienta? If not, why not?

Yes.

b. Has JTPA succeeded in placing long term unemployed and remove them from
welfare? If not, why not?

The client characteristic mix under JTPA in Connecticut is very similar to that
under CETA. PiCs have local achool district representation. These bodies are the
final authority in local program design.

5. Who is being served: youth, women, disabled worker, longterm unemployed?

During the first nine months of PY 84 (7/1/84-3/31/85) the Title IIA program
statewide has served 4,163 women (56% of total), 966 handicapped (13% of total) and
4,512 (61% of total) long term unemployed.

6. Who drops out why?

Dropotts from programs under JTPA do not appear to be 2 magjor problem. When
this does occm't. it is generally because of an individual problem encountered by that
participau

7. Are peop!e eligible to participate not participating? If so, why?

Lack of income while in tramPJ:g This problem is even more prevalent in long
term training programs.

8. Are women and minorities participating in training for nontraditional jobs?

Some SDAS have contracted for specisically designed to overcome sex
Mreotypil:g. Program mix is a local PIC decision.

% Doesl e ?ressure to place in employment result in significant numbers being
underemplo

At the present time we do not have follow-up to indicate this is a problem but it
certainly 1s & possibility given the emphasis on meeting pe: “rmance standards.

10.Is ing happening? If so, how extensively and why?

Question is unciear.

11. Is performance based evaluation working?

We do not believe we have had enough experience in JTPA to determine whether
or not this process is working eﬁ'ectxvel}.rPWe do feel that after we have gone
through the full 2 year period under A we would be able to more accurate-
ly judge the effectiveness of performance based evaluation. Mostly, yes it works.
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12 Is lack of child care a problem?

_This concern has been expressed by some SDAs in Connecticut. Some SDAs pro-
vide child care support through locally developed needs based payments systems.

lg. How does A addrees the situation of a client who has no high school diplo-
ma?

There are a variety of program activities available under JTPA for both youth
and adults which this situation. In particular, there are many exemplary
youth programs which assist dropouts.

14. Is remedial education and angnﬁnx: education available?

all,

’}‘éﬁa is offered in molt,ofif 1;101; all in Connecticut. ther self
. What proportion of clients need pre-training to overcome o self image
and/or educational deficit problems?

Client asssssment information is not collected at the State level. SDAs are under
obli tion tu service those identified by the PIC as most in need of JTPA programs.
16. Do PIC’s have data for making choicas?

Good data is & le if the PIC has the resources ard the staff to do the ie-
search necessary.

a. is labor market analysis available to determine local skill needs?

Yes, it is available and efforts are continuing on a State and local level to improve
upon the data that is necessary to properly carry out this function.

17. Are new and innovative training wombeingnﬁmulaﬁedbyJ’l’PA?
Many SDA/PICs are using ﬂarformnce contracting and competitive bid for
client training and services. Most SDA/PICs are operating one or more exemplary
youth pnﬁ:m. ie., Tryout Employment in the private sector, Vocational Explora-
tion, etc. performance drive under JTPA seems to discourage risk taking and
en -

Yes. isting training programs are not cost ient by the new JTPA
standards. We have seen the emergence of numerous national program operators
that tend to be more economical in terms of cost per job placement and offer sub-
stantial competition to traditional local tors.
l9.HowdouthePICenluatathequ:Egaoftminingprogrm?
This differs in each SDA depending upon the amount of the involvement of each
PIC.MSDAmupiuowncriteriamaphnmbmittedtoandappmedb_vthe
JTPA Administrator acting for the Governor. One common measure for evaluation
mtheabllimomeatuﬁonalporformancemndam
20. How PIC perform oversight?

as in 19 above, the process of oversight differs among SDAs.

Chm uation committees and in some cases PIC staff perform program
21 .ﬂ:

enough training opportunities available to meet the needs of clients?
. No, Funding availability and recent budget recissions by th;gresjdentipl admini-

sitration necessitate prioritizing applicants for service. Such reductions limit client

service and administrative dollars with no reductsons in administrative burdens.

22. Who controls your PIC staff? i

We are the State JTPA Administrators, therefore this question is not applicable.

28. Has politics influenced proTlnm choice or other critical decisions?

I would say to some extent politics has and always will have some influence over
any tgorogram that has local and State officials involved. We believe, however, that
for most part, decisions made on program choices and ather critical decisions
m beenof le&. The political influence In many instanices is tempered by the au-

24. Is the national wage standard a problem?

We are using the National Model to adjust these standards. However, in some
SDAs this wage still presents a problem. reason for the problem is that the
waﬁ:‘dm takes all people’s wages into account while placements under JTPA are
at entry level.

25. What follow up do you do after placement?

At the present time we, as the State’s Administrator, do not require follow-up. We
do believe that some SDAs are doing follow-up on their own.

26. What are statistics on retention?

Same as in 25 above. ]

27. What are JTPA’s me;}nhll successes, unfulfilled promises?

JTPA is young in terms of evolutionary experience. Without the statistical data it
is difficult to render judgmenuin ::;his int as to the program’s :ﬂ'ec.rtrn‘\i’exeu Pr;
liminary experience seems to te that training programs under JTPA cpera
at less expense per client than CETA. The negative side indicates that far less pe-

g
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ripheral services are provided to clients primarily due to the cost efficiency motiva-
tion of performance criteria.

Of primary concern from a statewide pe ive i8 the lack of sufficient funds to
fulfill the tpronunes made in the legislation. Facing serious reductions in funding al-
locations for the coming year some of Connecticut’s smaller SDAs may experience
difficulty meeting the needz of this State’s unemployed to any significant degree.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mrs. Johnson, your testimrny is very enlighten-
ing and it also reaffirms what we have heard at other hearings.

At this time, let me take the opportunity to introduce the Honor-
able Gus Hawkins, who is chairman of the full committee, and
Chris Perkins, the Honorable Congressman from Kentucky.

At this icular time, because Mr. Hawkirs is on a very tight
fchedule, would like to ask him if he has any questions before he

eaves.

M;;. Hawkins. Yes, if the Chair will allow me. Thank you very
much.

Mrs. Johnson, I am certainly impressed with your statement.
There are several suggestions, however, I think we should make.

First of all, we are not quite as enthusiastic about the operation
of JTPA as you seem to be on the first page of your statement. I,
unfortunately, do not agree with the assessment as being quite as
optimistic as you sﬁest. It is possible, and I imagine this is actu-
ally the situation, that it operates a lot better in your particular
area than it does nationwide.

The crafting of the partnership was a very delicate one by the
committee, unfortunately, it has not been accomplished in most in-
stances. I think business is running the JTPA Program. This may
be desirable from the viewpoirt that business has always asked to
run it. Now that they have it, we can assess how well they do with
it. There has been in many areas, and this may not be true in Con-
necticut, an absence of that accountability by local governments to
g&uticipate as aggressively in the partnership as we had anticipat-

However, with respect to other points in your statement, on page
2, you mentioned he total absence of stipends is clearly making it
very difficult to recruit the disadvan with dependent children.
We certainly agree with you. We simply wanted to point out, since
you are making these suggestions to this commit'ee, that the bill,
as introduced, did contain stipends to support the training pro-
grams, particularly for those who would otherwise not be able to
take advantage of the training. So I think that recommendation is
an excellent one. We certainly agree with you. However, we were
forced to eliminate stipends as the basis upon which the President
would sign the bill.

Now, whether or not there is a change in philosophy that would
allow us to make that recommendation again, I am not sure that
that is true. I wanted you to know that thr: absence of stipends was
not due at all to action by this committee or by those of us who
were in the conference committee itself. It was due primauily to
p.rease:lxre from the Administration as a means of getting somethi
signed.

On 3 of 1youx' statement, you make a reference to handi-
ca pecraf:uths. t is my understanding that the Department of
Laior has issued directives that permit handicapped youths to be
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served as individuals, and not as a family unit. So I think that
within that directive—

Mrs. JounsoN. That would certainly address the problem.

Mr. Hawkins. It would address your recommendation which 1
agree should be done. The staff of this Subcommittee can check
with the Department of Labor to make sure that, it is being accom-
plished, that the Governors of the various States are well aware of
it and the Governor of your State is among those who are aware of
it.

On the last page, you make reference to JTPA as being off to a
%ood start. In a sense, you make a plea for additional fuurismg Un-

ortunately, we don’t see that as becoming very realistic. The cur-
rent disposition seems to be to cut back on JTPA. There is a rescis-
sion, uested by the administration, which would reduce the
funding for JTPA even as it currently operates.

We are faced, with the recommendation from the Administration
to reduce the funding for JTPA. At the same time, we are faced
with the recommendation to abolish the Job Corps and WIN and to
allow those groupe to compete for funding under JTPA. 1t is unre-
alistic to expect all of this to be done within the confines of the
administration’s policies.

The full Committee on Education and Labor, has recommended
current service funding for JTPA, as well as other programs. If we
can get current service funding, it would at least accomplish some
of the recommendations that you have made. Now, as you well
know, we may not get current service funding; we may get what is
called the freeze, which would be a cut, which would in com-
plete opposition to what you have stated. I personally would like to
commend you on your statement. I know of your great interest in
this field and I certainly join with ti;ou in these very excellent rec-
ommendations and hope that togl;e er with the other members of
our committee we can accomplish at least some of these changes.

Mrs. Jounson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I made it a specific point to address the funding issue. I am not
in 11ent with the administration’s recommendation in reﬁf&l
to A funding, Job Corps funding, or WIN funding, and I thi
particularly at this time-—and I agree with you, the program has
ﬁotten off to an uneven start throughout the Nation. I held these

earings with a very negative attitude myself. I did not expect to
find people at the point in their thinking that they were. They are
much more optimistic than they were 9 months ago, very much
more 8o than 1 year ago, and in the case of the dislocated workers
prolg'ram, are actually moving very, very well and effectively, and
80 1 did want to point out that we could use more money there to
accomplish a very important program and I think it is important
for us in Government to know that and to fight for that. You can
certainly count on me to be an ally in your—

Mr. Hawxkins. Well, I think you should be aware that the admin-
istration is seeking to cut the dislocated worker program——

Mrs. JounsoN. Yes, I am aware of that.

Mr. Hawkins [continuing]. To $100 million. Which again travels
in the opposite direction. 'A currently provides a 10 percent al-
lowance which would allow the displ homemaker, for example,
and the others that you referred to in your statement, to partici-
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pate in the programs. This would be for individ--als who are not
economically disadvantaged. So, I think we have already accom-
glished your recommendation. I am not sure, however, how your
tate has reacted to this position.

Some States have not taken advantage of it. There have also
been the incidents where some States have State requirements
that, in a sense, make the program even more restrictive. If Con-
necticut is not taking advantage of this 10 percent, either because
of a State requirement or because some of the PIC’s are not aware
of the operation of this provision in the law, I would certainly sug-
gest that it be verified.

Mrs. JounsoN. I did mention—use the word “stipend” because I
am well aware of the history of that debate. I used it in this con-
text, to suggest that perhaps stipends for daycare specifically,
linked with recipient training, might be a measure that the
Congress might find acceptable in the long run. Maybe not this
year, but next year, and that would go a long way toward making,
when linked with the AFDC stipends, making training possible, es-
pecially if there were transitional support.

So I did use it in that context with almost its double implica-
tions.

Mr. HAwkiNs. Now you realize that——

Mrs. JoHNSON. That is right, and there is a little money for that.
I think it would be good if JTPA more forthrightly addressed, par-
ticularlli",\ the day-care support issue.

Mr. Hawkins. Thank you.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hawkins. As always, you add to
the enlightenment of all of us on the committee.

Mrs. JounsoN. Yes, I really appreciate it very much.

Mr. MArTINEZ. | have a couple of questions. You mentioned—and
I have heard it with regard to other things—that the determina-
tion of positive termination and how people, when they have re-
ceived training under one program—and I think you referred to it
as coventuring—do not get credit for going on to another program
which is the basic 'ﬁf:l to begin with.

Mrs. JOHNSON. t ig right.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Could you elaborate on why it is that they have
that attitude, why that they don’t give that credit, and why it is so
important?

rs. JOHNSON. I have been kind of unable to locate in the Feder-
al law any precise Federal requirement for this rigid definition of
positive termination. On the other hand, the States feel very
strongly that this is the way they have to implement the perform-
ance standards requirement of the Federal law. I think if we ad-
dress the fact that positive termination could either be countedtebg'
both programs or that the people would be differently counted,
then there are ways to deal with the problem.

Right now, your success is judged by how many positive termina-
tions you are able to come up with, and since each program kind of
applies independently to the PIC, each program independently has
to justify itself and prove its success. Since only employment place-
ment can be ccunted as a positive termination, that means that
someone has to take a loss if a participant is going to be allowed to
participate in, first, the basic skills development program, and then
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a training program. That is not what we intended. I think we can
clarify that.

Mr. MarTINEZ. I imagine that we might need some kind of clari-
fying e in some way, either through a resolution or some
other method, to encourage what tKtﬂ)u just suggested because I
happen to agree with you. I think that it is ridiculous not to con-
clude that that person has gone on to other training after develop-
ing basic skills. It is a positive success. I think we ought to do that.

e other thing that we have heard in recent budget delibera-
tions is that JTPA can replace Job Corps and Job Corps training.
Do you agree with that?

rs. JOHNSON. Frankly, I think it is too soon to determine that. I
think JTPA has a way to go to really get on its feet. The tone of
my testimony is very optimistic because the problems that I found
can’t be addressed by us. They are State implementation problems
and they are being addressed—things are better than they were a
ear ago, but the program still has a way to go to get on its feet, to
an aggressive training instrument for all the groups targeted.

I think only thereafter can we look and see whether or not, for
instance, when funds could be dovetailed into JTPA or not. In some
States, they are doing that and it is working out very well—at least
that is what I understand that Massachusetts is doing.

I think to compel that at this point would be unwise.

Mr. MARTINEZ. One of the criticisms we have heard over a period
of time since this p was implemented is that initially a lot
of local governments felt that the Ppedera.l Government should back
off some and allow them to implement their programs and develop
the programs themselves, now they feel there is not enough direc-
tion and standards set by the Department of Labor. Do you feel
that that is good or do you think there are some areas where the
Department of Labor should step in and set some standards and
give some guidance or technical assistance?

Mrs. JoHNsGN. I think that was a big problem for a while be-
cause nobody had ever dealt with a Federal program that was as
unprescriptive as this p , but now that they are beginning to
actually make their own decisions—now, for instance, in the Hart-
ford region, this coventuring is really taken off.

One of our problems actually in Connecticut is getting business
to stay involved because it has been a rather bureaucratic pro-

am. We are heginning to get over that and in Connecticut, at
east, it really is not run by business. At least, that is not my per-
ception, and the balance between business providers and State and
local governments still has yet to mature, but each sector has at
times a very strong voice and we are getting some creative and
aggressive new training frograms out there and some very solid
opportunities, so I would hate to see major changes that would
cause a major rethinking of these structures that have developed,
becguse I think that would compromise the progress that has been
made.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you.

Mrs. JouNsoN. Thank you very much.

Mr. MarTiNEz. At this time, Chris, do you have any questions?

Mr. Peerxins. I don’t really have any questions as such, Mr.
Chairman. I am interested, and I fully concur with the portion of
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your statement that dealt with the need to expand day care facili-
ties and day care care in the transitional period. I think that is one
area that we are not currently addressing that needs to be ad-
dressed because we are hitting and missing a huge segment of
people out there.

I am not really sure that JTPA gces far enough. I suppose I may
have an inclination to think back to the good old CETA days in
some respect, but I think it is a good program and I certainly am
pleased that the gentlelady has come to share her feelings with us
and express interest in this program that we all believe is at least
a step in the right direction.

you very much.

Mrs. JounsoN. Thank you. Thank you for your——

Mr. MarTiNgz. I would like to thank you also, and I do agree
with much of your testimony. I believe that you would be a great
advocate for encouraging the administration to see things in the
same light.

Thank you.

Mrs. JounsoN. Thank you. I appreciate that.

Mr. MARTINEZ. At this time, we have our first panel of witnesses:
N{r. Richard Fogel and Mr. Bob Cook. Would you come forward,
please.

Mr. Richard Fogel is Director of Human Resources Division, Gen-
eral Accounting Office, in Washington, DC, and Mr. Cook is project
direc;or, Westat, Rockville, MD. At this time, who would like to
start?

STATEMENT OF RICHARD FOGEL, DIRECTOR, HUMAN RE-
SOURCES DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, WASH-
INGTON, DC, ACCOMPANIED BY GASTON GIANNI, GROUP DI-
RECTOR, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, HUMAN RESOURCES
DIVISION; AND ROBERT F. COOK, PROJECT DIRECTOR, WESTAT,
ROCKVILLE, MD

Mr. FoakL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would also like to introduce Gasion Gianni, who is the Project
?lﬁmA r in the GAO who directly deals on a day-to-day basis with

If it is acceptable to the subcommittee, I would like to have our
full statement inserted in the record and I will just briefly summa-
rize for you our key points.

Mr. TINEZ. With no objection, so ordered.

Mr. FoGeL. On March 4 of this year, we issued a report to the
Congress on initial implementation of title II of the act. For the
most part, it lt:f)pe:u'ed to us that implementation of JTPA had pro-
ceeded smoothly and the act’s provisions had been followed.

We noted, however, several areas that may warrant future atten-
tion. First, a frequently mentioned concern initially in the employ-
ment and training community was that certain features of JTPX,
such as its emphasis on performance gtandards and the limitation
on funds per participant support assistance, may influence service
delivery areas to select those persons needing only limited employ-
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ment and training assistance to succeed in employment, rather
than those needing more extensive assistance.

We did not collect detailed data during this effort that would
allow us to determine whether this practice, in fact, existed, but we
did note that some service delivery areas used assessment methods
and selection procedures that could be used to select those persons
most likely to succeed, while others used procedures that focused
on those most in need of training.

Second, although the act does not require, no means of compar-
inip am effectiveness among the various States has been estab-
lished. States are not required to use uniform methods of setting
performance standards for service delivery areas. As a result these
areas’ performance may not be compa:able acroes State bound-
aries,

Also, the Labor Department’s nationwide longitudinal study of
former JTPA participants is not designed to allow comparison of
effectiveness among the States. We believe these types of compari-
sons are often useful to the Congress in observing how this pro-
gram is operated and cor 'iderinﬁalzossible changes.

Last, we note that JTPA emphasizes the development cf an inte-
grated system that coordinates the services of employment, train-
ing, education, and other human service agencies. A substantial
number of JTPA agencies in the States, though, had not entered
any new coordination agreements or arrangements with many such
agencies in the early stages of the program’s development.

We also issued a report to Senator Kennedy on Agril 22 of this
year that presents information about the Employiuent and Train-
ing Administration’s May 1984 reduction in force :n reorganization
and problems that members of the job iraining community antici-
Fate, including low morale, lost program expertise, and reduced ef-

iciency. In this regard, these experts expressed concern that the
rema.uung staff may not have the expertise needed to provide ade-
quate technical assistance.

Another concern expressed was that while the States have been
given primary responsibility for operating JTPA, they had not been
provided adequste guidance in carrying out this responsibility. Re-
cently, we have been asked by the former chairman and former
ranking minority member of this subcommittee to develop infcrma-
tion on the kind &and extent of assistance, other than training,
being provided tc JTPA participants and the differences in partici-
pant characteristics between those served by the former A Pro-
gram and this program.

We have completed our field work and data analysis and are now
draftifp a rerort which we hope to have completed drafting by the
end of May.

We noted some differer:ces in the characteristics of CETA and
JTPA participants. Between fiscal year 1980 and fiscal year 1982,
the percentage of high school graduates in CETA increased from 53
percent to 60 percent and increased to 62 percent under JTPA. Be-
tween fiscal year 1980 and fiscal vear 1982, the percentage of in-
school youth in CETA decreased from 18 percent to 12 percent, but
then increased 15 percent under JTPA.

The percentage of school dropouts in CETA between fiscal yeur
1980 and fiscal year 1982 decreased slightly from 30 percent to 29
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ﬁrcent, but then dr':.;l)lped significantly to 23 percent under JTPA.
ere are more detailed statistics on all of \he comparisons at-
tached to our statement.

Title IIA of the act sets a limit of 15 percent on service delivery
areas’ total expenditures for administrative costs and a combined
limit of 30 percent for their administrative costs and participant
support assistance. However, only 39 of the 544 service delivery
areas responding to our ~uestionnaire requested waivers during the
9-month transition period that was between October 1933 and June
1984, and only 32 requested waivers for program year 1984 to go
above that limitation. States approved all but two of those.

Over 90 percent of the 544 respondents were providing some as-
sistance to JTPA icipants in the form of cash payments and/or
support services during the 9-month transition peried. The most
commonly provided were transportation, about 85 percent; child
care, 77 percent; handicap services, 57 percent; and health care, 53
percent. Over 80 percent of the service delivery area respondents
were providing cash assistance to participants.

During the transition period, service delivery areas spent, on the
average, about 7 percent of their IIA funds for participant support
assistance and they advised us that they planned to increas~ this
amount to about 8 percent during the current program year.

But in addition, some service delivery areas have sought addi-
tional means for providing participant support assistance. During
both the transition period and proir:;n year 1984, 60 percent of the
responding service delivery areas at least one agreement with
such agencies as the welfare department, rehaiilitation agency, or
community-based organizations to provide support assistance. We
believe the continuing ex ion of coordination efforts among the
various agencies involved in JTPA might help ameliorate some of
the problems that the Congresswoman, for example, was address-
ing 1n terms of providing some of the coordinated assisiance that
mﬁht help some of these participants.

_response to our questionnaire, about 450 service delivery area
administrators and private industry council representatives
gave us their opinions on the impact of the participant support lim-
itations. They generally believe that the limitations have caused
some program C and have affected the type of individual
being served under .

A paré%i;ants are likely to be less economically disadvan-
taged than A participants. More than 70 percent of these offi-
cials believe that as a result of the limitations, participants were
more likely to be highly motivated to actually seek employment
than CET P p%retxclpant: becuuse they wereMnot geha;l oonatlx;xouil?g

yments for being in training programs. More t
ri:ve that the limitations have caused them to make greater use of
resources from other agencies to provide support services to the
participants.

About half felt that training are ghorter than they
should be. In addition, 58 percent of the administrators indicated
ing Droevacns. However, anty 39 paroent. of the privete mdugiey
ing programs. However, only percen e private industry
council representatives believe the limitations affected their ability
to offer certain training programs. About half of the officials re-

-
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sponding to our questionnaire said that the overall impact of the
limitations has been negative, but a quarter of them said the limi-
tation had a positive impact, so there is really a mixex view among
the respondents.

I would just like to briefly mention two other issues. We are re-
viewing title III, the dislocated workers program, and under that
act, States have wide latitude in implementing local projects and
little information is now available to the Congress on how that pro-
gram is working. We are trying to collect data to give the Congress
more information on this program, and as you know, current
budget proposals from the admiaistration wou.d significantly
reduce funding for title III.

In justifying this reduction, the administration stated that suffi-
cient unused carryover funds were available in the program from
;S:rior years. Now, we have only completed preliminary work in 10

tates and those 10 States receive about 30 percent of the total
funding for this title, but. our work shows so far that 92 percent of
the title II funds received through program year 1984 have been
obligated as of March 31, 1985. So that does not tend to support the
contention that there is extensive unused carryover funds, at least
in those States.

I would also like to briefly mention several other efforts we have
underway which we would hope would assist the subcommittee in
} continuing oversight of JTPA. We have undertaken a review of
y. ith employment competency systems. W: plan to look at the
States’ use of the 22 percent title IIA funds set aside for assistance
to State education agencies, incentive grants and technical astist-
ance to service delivery areas. We will be looking also at the char-
acteristics of those being eerved under JTPA, relativ to the total
eligible population, and we are planninito do worl. inn the coordi-
nation area and we would certainly look forward to working very
closely with this subcommittee in these efforts.

That concludes our prepared statement.

[The prepared statement of Richard L. Fogel follows:]

Summary or GAO TrsriMoNy Brrore THE Housz SuscoMMITrzE ON EMPLOYMENT
Omzwnmrs REGARDING GAO’S8 WORK RELATING T0 THE JOB TRAINING PARTNER-
sHIP ACT

The Job Training Partnership Act, the nation’s primary federally funded employ-
ment and training program, gives GAO broad oversight responsihilities for review-
ing programs authorized by the act. To da*s, GAOQ has issued two reports on JTPA.
One provides baseline data on how title ILi was implemented at the state and local
levels. For the most part, it appeared that the implementation of JTPA had proceed-
ed smoothly and the act’s provisions had been followed. The other report presents
information about & May 1584 reduction-in-force and reorganization within the De-
partment of Labor’s Employmert and Training Administration. The report also pre-
?j?pu concerns of the job training community about Labor’s ability to implement

A.

GAO also has two studies of JTPA underway. The first compares participant char-
acteristics to those under the Comprehensive Employment and Act and
analyzes the support a~*  _ provided to participants. The second studies the im-
plementation of th_ .. _ .. dislocated workers program.,

Information developed to date shows that (1) most service delivery areas were
viding some type of support assistance (such as child care and transportation) to
pa:nc'teisanuand doing so within the act’s spending limits, (2) few deli areas re-
qu waivers to the act’s limitations on sudpport assistance, (8) JTPA serves a
higher percentage of high school graduates and students and a lower percentage of
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dropouts and unemplo; than did CETA, and (4) in i0 states visited thus far, 92
percent of their title III funds had been obligated.

StareMeNT OF RicHARD L. FoGeL, L'ReCTOR, HUMAN RESOURCES DIvisiON

Mr. Chairman and imembers of the subcommittee, I am pleased to be here today
to assist in your oversigh¢ of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). My testimo-
%focuses on our work involving (1) the initial implementation of the A title

program for disadvantaged youth and adults, (2) the participant support lim:
tions under JTPA and the participants being served, and (3) the implementa‘ior of
the dislocated workers program under title III. I will also provide some informaticz
on our planned future efforts.

INITIAL IMPLEMENTATION CF JTPA

On March 4, 1985, we issued a refort to the Congress on the initial implementa-
tion of title IIA entitled “Job Training Partnership Act: Initial Iniplementation of
p for Disadvan Youth and Adults” (GAO/HRD-85-4). Thia report, based
on data collected in early 1984, provides descriptive baseline data on the JTPA pro-
gram and how it was being organized and implemented by the states nationwide
and by aclected service delivery areas at the local level. For the most pait, it ap-
pea.rz that the i &iementation of JTPA had proceeded smoothly and the act’s pro-
visions had been followed. We noted, however, several areas that may warrant
mthu‘r:t,amf?:‘: e t); ed in the ! d training

irst, a uently mentioned concern in emp ent an ining sommuni-

was that certain features of JT™’4, such az ‘& em;ﬂis on performance and the
himitation on funds for participant support asvistance, may influence service deliv-
ery areas to select, from among eligible applicants, those ];ersons needing only limit-
ed employment and trr ining assist+ 1ce t succeed in em&oyment rather than thoee
needing more extensive assistance. We did not collect duta during this effort that
would allow us to determine whether this practice existed. However, we noted that
some service deiivery areas visited used asseesmeat methods and selection proce-
dures that could be uaed to select those persons most likely to succeed while others
used procedures that focused ou those most in need of training. For example, one
delivery area used besic skills asssessment results to select participants in greatest
need of remedial education. Arother area used assessment results to select partici-
pants needing only limited employment ai:d training assistance.

Second, altho the act doee not require it, no means of comparing program ef-
fectivenees among the various states has been established. States are not required tn
use a uniforrn method of settmg performance standards for service delivery areas.
As a result, the delivery areas’ performance may rot be comparable across state
boundaries. Also a Department of Labcr nationwide longitudinal survey of former
JTPA participants 18 not designed to allow comperisc.as of effectiveness among the
states. Thus, valid camparable data may not be available to evaluate the relative

effectiveness of various ap) es.

Laitly, we noted that,pa'im}: A emphasizes thie development of an integrat-
ed system that coordinates the services of employment, training, education, and
other human service cies, a substantial number of state JTPA agencies had not
entered any new ination agrecments or ments with many such agen-
cies. We recognize that our information was l¥athe early in the program and that
such arrangements may evolve over time. If they do not, however, the integrated
delivery system envisoned by the act may not be achieved.

REDUCTION-IN-FORCE AT THE KMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION

We also issued a report to Senator Kennedy on April 22, 1985, entitled “Concerns
Within the Job Training Community Over r's Ability to Implement the Job
ining Partnership Act” (GAO/* 86~61). This report presents information
aboiut the Employment and Training Administration’s May 1984 reduction-in-force
and reorganization and problems that members of the job training community an-
ticipate, including low morale, lost program expertise, and reduced efficiency. In
this regard, they pointed out that the remaining staff may not have had the expcx-
tise needed to provide technical assistance. Another concorn expressed was that
while the states have been given primary responsibility for operating JTPA, they
have not been provided uate guidance in carrying out this responsibility. At the
same time, they are now subject to close scrutiny through audits and evaluations by
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Labor’s Office of Inspector General, the Employment and Training Administration,
and our Office.

PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS AND ASSISTANCE PROVIDED

We were asked by the Subcommittee’s former Chairman (Mr. Hawkins) and
former Ranking Minority Member (Mr. Jeffords) to develop information on (1) the
kind and extent of assistance (other than training) being provided to JTPA partici-
pants and (2) the differences in participant characterictics between those served by
the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CL.A) and JTPA.

We have completed our fieldwork and data analysis and are now drafting a
report. In summary, we found that JTPA was serving a higher percentage of high
school graduat. 3 and in-school youth and a lower percentage of dropouts and unem-
ployed than under CETA. Furthermore, few service deliver, areas requested waives
on the assistance limitations set out in the act; most areas were providing some type
of support assistance to participants (such as transportation and child care) and
doing so within the act’s limitations.

Participant characteristics.—We compared the characteristics of enrollees in
CETA titles IIB and C and JTPA title IIA. We were able to compare 148 of the 191
service delivery areas that had kept the same geographical boundaries and thus
were not 8o likely to have had a che pulation.

We noted some differences in the c istics of ‘A and JTPA paerticipants.
The largest differences were in the educationel status of icipants, the percent-
age of youths served, and the percentage of unemployed. n FY80 and FY82,
the percentage of high school graduates in CETA increased from 53 to 60 percent
and continued to increase t» 62 C?lr‘oent under JTPA. Between FY80 and 82, the per-
centage of in-school youth m 'A decreased from 18 to 12 percent but then in-
creased to 15 percent under JTFA. The percentage of school dropouts in CETA be-
tween FY80 and 82 decreased slightly from 30 to 29 percent but they dropped sig-
nificantly to 23 percent under A.

The percentage of I“y;louths served under CETA had decreased from 46 to 39 percent
between FY80 and FY82, but stabilized at 40 percent under JTPA. The percen
of unemployed in CETA had increased from 74 percent in FY80 to 80 percent 1n
FY82, but dropped to 72 percent under JTPA, near the same level served under
CETA in FY8).

On other characteristics, eithor CETA and JTPA enrollees were the same or any
differences were small (a change of 2 percent or less). The chart attached to ‘his
statement provides additional deiails on our comparisons.

Few waivers requested —Title IIA of the act sets a limit of 15 percent on service
delivery areas’ total expenditures for administrative costs and a combined limit of
30 percent for their administrative costs and paticipant support assictance. A deliv-
ery area, however, may exceed the overall limitation if the private industry council

uests a waiver for support assistance bssed on conditions set forth in the act.
Only 39 of the 544 service delivery areas responding to our questionnaire requested
waivers during the 9-month transition period (October 1, 1983, to June 30, 1984), and
only 32 requested waivers for program year 1984 (July 1, 1984, to June 30, 1985).
States approved all but two waiver requests during each program period. These
waivers were not approved because the stctes determined that the justification for
the requests did not meet the criteria set forth in the act. .

Typ« and extent of support assistance.—Over 90 percent of the 544 questionnaire
respondents were providing some type of assistance to JTPA gn'hcl ts in the
form of cash payments and/or support services during the 9-month transition
period. The services most commonly provided were transportation (85 percent), child
care (77 percent), handicapped services (57 percent), and health care (58 percent).

Over 80 percent of the service delivery area respondents were providing cash as-
sistance to participants. The size of payments varied tly among delivery areas
and ranged from $1 to $300 per week; e median weekly payment was $30.

During the transition period, service delivery areas spent, on an average, about 7
percent of their title IIA funds for participant support assistance. They planned to
increase this amount to 8 fpewent during the current year. However, actual
or plannec expenditures for support assistance varied sul tially among delivery

areas, For example, during the transition period, 35 areas did not spend any of their
title IIA funds on such assistance, whareas 75 spent at least 15 percent. In compari-
son, during program year 1984, 42 areas did riot plan to spend any title 1A funds
for participant support assistance, whereas 113 planned on spending at least 15 per-
cent.
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Some service delivery areas have sought additonal means for providing partici-
pant support assistance. During both the transition p.riod vear 1984, 60 percent of
the responding service delivery areas had at least one agreement with sucgeagencies
as the welfare department, ilitation agency, or community-based organizations
to provide sup assustunce. In sdditon, 26 areas reported recemng additional
funds from amciuuthemd:rrtmenuofuocialservices,pu lic welfare,
employment and training, health, and education, city and county governments* and
gnu'lvnw industry. Fifty service delivery areas expected to receive such additional

ds during n;e-r 1984,

Opinions of local A W on support assistance limitations.—In response to
our questionnaire, about ecrvice delivery area administrators and 80 private in-
dustry council representatives gave us their opinions on the impact of the partici-
pant support limitations.

Service delivery area administrators and private industry council reprasentatives
generally believed that the limitations on participant support assistance have
caused some program and have affected the type of individual heing served
undergt.&bouthnl{. tbue«ﬁcinl;einlgi-@todthatuamutoftholimita-
tions, partici are likely to economically disadvantaged than
CETAE:lﬁdpantl. ore than 70 percent of these officials believed that as a result
of the i ’uuom.pnrticipmtsmwtobemmhighh motivated than CETA
participants. More than half also beli that the limitations have caused them to
makemu&or_unt&m&omotheragenciutoprovide support services to
program participan .

Concerning the impact of the limitations on the service delivery areas’ training
programs, about half of the delivery area adminstrators and private industry coun-
dlmpmenhﬁmmﬂly:gmadthat,uamﬂtofthehmitaﬁom,trﬁningpm
grams are shorter they should be. In additiun, about 58 percent of the ¢ iminis-
trators indimta}(ll that be:tlx;e ng the hmxt?ttxl;ms, thea cougd not oﬁ‘eralcertam' mta
ing owever, percent of the private industry council representa-
ﬁmpmthe limitations affected their ability to offer cerain training programs.
About half of the officials responding to our questionnaire said that the overall
impact of the limitations has been negative, while about a quarter of them said the
limitations have had a positive impact.

DISLOCATED WORKER PROGRAM

We are also revww% the title III dislocated workers pnfram. Under the act,
states have wide latitude in implementing local projects, and little infcrmation is
available on how the program is working. We are collecting data on all title II1
projects in order to provide the Congress with information on (1) project administra-
tion, (2) service mix, and (3) participant selection, characteristics, and outcomes.
Ar:!ou know, cu~rent b proposels from the administration would significant-
uce funding fo: title III. In justifying this reduction, the administration stated
t sufficient unused carryover were available in the prog{am from prior
years. However, preliminary work in 10 statee showed that about t of the
title Il funds received throi program 1984 had been obligated as of March
81, 1985. These states received a total of £127 million, or 80 &ercent of the $427 mil-
lion in title Il funde .va lable to all states for fiacal year 1982, transition year 1984,
and program year 1984.

OT-IER JTPA STUZ ES

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to mention several other efforts that we have
underway rg that are about to begin regarding J'I'P.A,d—youth competeniis'es, e‘tiate-
administe; program participants comparsd to nonparticipants, and co-
ordination of jl{%A with other employme-t-related services.

lln thetarea of tx;enrfm'mauce sta:idards,h dl:e lmvt:i underﬁke? a revu:; of youth em-
nloyment com cy systems which can be us-d in evaluating you training pro-
grams. Our ogjeectivel are to determine (1) the role of the states in establishing
youth employment competency systems, (2) the extent to which service delivery
areas are developing such systems, (3) the type of competencies be _established
and their effect on E:rformanceltu{s:rds.an (4) the availability of data
necessary to set suc]

We also plan to look at the states’ use of the 22-percent title IIA funds set ..ide
for (1) assistance to state education agencies, (2) incentive grants and technical as-
sistance to the service delivery arees, (3) training and placement of rlder workers,
and (4) state administrative activities. During this work, we also will obtain infor-
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mation on the type of technical assistance states have received, the source of such
aseistance, and whether additional assistance is needed.

A third assignment will look at the characteristics of those being served under
JTPA. As mentioned, a concern voiced often in the job tminixeﬁ::mmunity is that
JTFA may be serving those needing only limited assistance. This assignment will
assess who is being served and who is not being served from the eligible population.

A fourth area in which we are planning work is coordination activities under
JTPA. Our initial work indicated that coorunation may not be cocurring to the
extent envisioned by the legislation. During this assignment we will look at state
and local efforts to coordinate employment and training, education, and related
human services activities and identify ways to improve coordination among pro-
gramst.hatwillresultintanﬁiel:lecostsavings.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. We would be pleased to re-
spond to any questions.

COMPAR 2ON OF SELECTED ENROLLEE CHARACTERISTICS IN 148 SERVICE DELIVERY AREAS UNDER

CETA AND JTPA
Nan percent of enraliees
Craracleristec CEIAFY  CEAFY  JIPATY
1980 1982 1984
Educational status:

Dropout ......... e s e e s s . . 3 s ] 23
ARGl Youlh..... e e e Ve e e e 146 39 40
Employment: Unemployed.... .. ..covens o L/} 1 80 1

recipient:

AFDC. ... .. v .o s 3 44 3
m.

NOMWRE . e e s e STV 9 150 38

Handicapped ............ tettn e e 4 s s e e 10 10 9

mamwmmmmmmmamumammmmmmuuh

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Fogel.

Mr. Cook.

Mr. Cook. Thank you for inviting me to testify. I will be brief
and only summarize my printed remarks.

Since October 1983, Westat has been carrying out a process study
of the implementation of the Job Training Partnership Act for the
Employment and Training Administration of the Department of
Labor. The observation on which my remarks are based took place
in 20 randomly selected States and 40 service delivery areas within
those States in the summer of 1984 at the end of the transition
year and at the beginning of program year 1984.

The executive summary of the report on that obse, ation listing
the specific States and SDA’s, as well as the staff involved, was
submitted with this testimony.

In terms of findings at the State level, we noted the Governors
were directly involved in the early implementation decisions re-
garding J'I‘PyA. They are now less frequently involved and rely
more on .neir agency staff and the State Job Training Coordinat-
ing Council to oversee the program.

R
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At the same time, the State councils are beginning to show less
dependence on administrative staff and to exert more control over
A policy. At the service delivery level, there has been a s'fniﬁ-
cant increase in the role of the private industry councils. We deter-
mined that 60 percent of the PIC’s had an equal or primary role in
the determination program plan for program year 1984.

Private sector influence on the PIC's is felt in several ways. One
i;fa r?;tzl; :orieﬂf:tli;)n with emtghasia ot?n placement t?nd cost. I will

er this later on in terms of targeting and programs; an
emphasis on efficiency and coordination with other programs and
agencies; and third, a marketing of the program to private employ-
ers.

In the long run, this latter marketing effort may be the most im-
portant if it can increase the credibility of the program in the eyes
of private employers.

ithregardtotarg‘etinginthe&rogram,toexaminethisissue
and selection issues, we estimated the title IIA eligible population,
using the March 1984 current population survey as a basis. We also
made comparable the fiscal year 1981 CETA characteristics from a
continuous longitudinal manpower survey. We then compared
these to the characteristics of terminees for the transition year
under JTPA from the job training longitudinal survey. This latter
also—data management being done b{l estat.

The findings from that exercise, which are included in the sum-
mary, JTPA icipants, as were CETA participants, are more dis-
advantaged eligible eonparticipants. Virtually all JTPA par-
ticipants are economically disadvantaged. Relatively little use is
being made of the window for serving the nondisadvantaged.
Ninety-four pereentm%. -

Youth comprise 40 -ercent of JTPA varticipants, com-
pared to 20 percent of the eligible population Relative to CETA,
that com and we found no evidence o »-lection along the
lines of demographic characteristics as between those two sets.
There is, however, a slightly higher proportion of high school grad-
patelm aXd a slightly lower proportion of public assistance recipients
1n . *

Further, the mix of participants has been affected by institution-
al factors that relate to intangible characteristics such as mo'iva-
tion.

First, 87 percent of the SDA’s in the sample have centralized
intake systems and only one-fourth are doli:*g any form of outreach.
Second, in many cases, the eligibility verification and assessment
process represerts a screening procedure of its own. Third, the
classroom training and on-the-job training have become the largest
parts of the JTPA Program with their related selection procedures.

In terms of service mix during the transition year, 40 percent of
the participants were engaged in classroom training; 22 percent
were on-the-job training which represents an increase; 21 percent
were in job search assistance; only 7 percent were in work experi-
ence; 10 percent in a miscellaneous or other categrtzx'. Nationally,
69 percent of adults and 57 percent of youths entered employment

upon termination at wages of $4.77 and $4.06 respectively, $4.53
averaged across both groups.
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In terms of performence and performance standards, essentially
all States adopted the DOL performance measures. A number of
States have added additional sperformance measures for pay year
1984, about 40 percent of the States. For the sample SDA’s that we
examined as a part of this study, 79 percent met the entered-em-
ployment rate standard; 89 percent met the cost-per-entered-em-
ployment standard; 71 percent met the average-wage-at-placement
standard; 80 percent met the welfare-entered employment standard
for adults. Among youth, 73 percent of the SDA’s met the entered-
employment standard; 46 percent met the positive-termination
standard; and 74 percent met the cost-per-positive-terminaticn
standard.

What this means is that overall, then, the SDA’s did better on
entered employment and cost and less wel! on wages. They also did
better on their adult measures than theit(’)fyouth measures. This ap-
pears tolgzeat least partly due to a lack of having youth competen-
cies in place.

The use of performance-based contracting is also increasing. It is
being used by more than two-thirds of the SDAs in the sample.

With regard to the title III program for dislocated workers, title
III has continued through the transition year as a centralized State
program. In most States, funds are distributed on a project basis
through an RFP. Only 2% percent of the funds were allocated by
formula to the service delive? areas.

The problems of slow build-up that were observed in early 1984
seem to have been corrected. By the end of the transition year, the
sample States had 6 percent of their title HI funds reserved for
contingencies, 6% percent in projects that have not yet begun to
enroll icipanis, and a little over 2 percent unobli . .

Half the sample States report slow program ex]lxen itures, howev-
er. This is due to several things that we were able to observe. One
is parent underreporting of expenditures, both to the State and
beyond; second, the inexperience of some am operators; and
third, the unwillingness of some techmcad y dislocaw workers to
participate in the program, at least early on.

That is a short summary of my remarks. I would be happy to
answer any questions you m.i‘ght have.

[The prepared statement of Robert F. Cook follows:]

PrepAred STATEMENT oF RoaxrT F. Coox, Sgniog EcoNOMIST, WESTAT, INC.

Since October 1988, Westat, Inc. has been out a study of the im-
plementation of the Job Training Partnership Act for the Employment and Train-
ing Administration of the U.S. ent of Labor. This study covers both the
Title IIA program for the economically duadvantaFed as well as the Title III pro-
giram for experienced workers dislocated by technological change or world competi-

on.

Several observations have taken place. The first was of State level impiementa-
tion of the I in December 1983 and January 1984 in twenty randomly select-
ed Statees. l:;xml\mﬂ; observation was made in twenty-two Service Delivery Areas
(SDAs) within those States in February and March 1984. Reports covering those ob-
servations were issued in June 1984,

A second phase of observations, on which this testimony will focus, occurred in
the summer of 1984 at the end of the Transition Year in twenty States and forty
Service Deli Arear within those States.

The obeerva on which this research is based were carried out by & network of
Field Aseociates, mostly university professors and researchers who reside in the
areas selected for study. The Executive Sumn.ary to the phase two report, submitted
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with this tutimoniy, lists the Associates as well as the specific States and Service
Delivery Areas included in the study.

STATE FINDINGS

The first phase of the study fouad that Governors took an active role in the early
decisions ing the implementation of JTPA, such as the location of the pro-
gram within the State bureaucracy, appointments to the State Job Training Coordi-
nating Council, and Service Delivery Area designations. As the implementation of
the pl}nm m and early mandatory tasks were completed, direct involve-
ment of the hnbecomelc-ﬁe&:ent and they have relied more on their
administrative appointees and the State Job Training Coordinating Council to over-

see the- . .
The Councils played a largely advisory role in the early implementation of
JTPA. But, by the ing of Program Year 1984, Councils in eight States in the
sample were begi to policymaking and oversight roles. However, in most
ShmthoCmncilmnimdcpendentnponStateadminimﬁvem%isiupar-
the result of high turnover and poor attendance, i ly among the
members of the Councils—a situtation n by the Associates in

. On balance, how~ver, the Councils are beginning to exercise more control over the
direction and co .cent of JTPA; the challenge is to maintain interest among the
Council member ., and provide with enough timely information to allow them
to set policy without overloading them with administrative detail.

SDA ORGANIZATION

There is a good bit of diversity in the organizational arrangements at the Service
Deﬁve:yAmlevol.AmmgthofonyServweDelivurguAreuintheumplethedb-
tributt;onof-dl;inﬁhtnﬁveentitiuilufollm:Aty temncyinﬁvtul:‘;.aplgulttie-
county agency ve; a county in six; a city agency in nine; the Priva
Industry Council in six; and various nguncies(boards:tyloedelecudoﬂiciah,
oommunityeollela.nmpaﬁtoupninﬁom.ctc.)innino.

Effective roles for the administrative entity and the Private Industry Council
(P1C) depend npnnﬁngadmin'ntrsﬁonfmmpoljcymki.g.mtheouhetof

Wi

lished cooperative working relati ps.
mmwwxmmmmudermAmﬁnmwbhmlya
subset CETA subcontractors. Those who are no longer subcon are

cial interests. Also excluded
performance-based contract or meet the 15 percent limit on administrative costs.

PRIVATEHSECTOR INVOLVEMEN'

Private-sectv. .nflusnce in JTPA at the Btate level is exercised the State
o0b Traini inaiing Council. Privaiewector influence on the cil was
chmc;m- in States where the role of the Council was judged to be pri-

or equal. vate-sector influence is judged strong in t States,
mode mdxmmm%mmmmﬁmmm;ﬁmmr
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of private-sector influence if it can increase the credibility of the program among
private employers.

TARGETING AND SELECTION

To obtain information on the targeting and selection processes in the program we
estimated the eligible population using the March 1984 Current Populaticn Survey.
An estimated 23 percent of the U.S. tion fourteen years old and older (or 42.3
million persons) satisfied the JTPA Title IIA economi diaadvnntasedeﬁgibﬂig
criteria ot some time during 1983. Estimated enrollment in JTPA during the
month mtllym?-lc; year ;u ’7%}1;%“ an in:nualwed rate, JTPA could
serve sligh than 2 percent i i tion,

Compu'honofthechnrwterisﬁaoftheﬂu:lﬂm.
characteristics of JTPA participants from the Job Training itudinal Survey
Quickhmmunddnumdiuulthatmalesandbhchmnhﬁvelywemser:
sentedintherrﬁcipnntpupnhﬁon.whihwhimandoldcrindividuahmun
quths(fourtamtotwen(g substantially overrepre-
senhdintheparhclpulaltcpopuhhon .8 percent) compared to the eli lepopuh:’-

overrepresented among pan! Gmportionof

;‘:&“a"‘:“‘“mmz" ol doadvitaged ana relatindy itie ups 1 bei-
are )

oftbef(ﬁmxnt‘ﬁindow" serving nondisad

A comparison was done the characteristics of

participants and those of fiscal year 1981 CETA icipants. Both JTPA and A

icipants were more disadvantaged than eli nonparticipants, as measured by

amily income and anem) oymt%rianw'lh ion of long-term unem-

ployed Erticipantlis i under A than under 'A. However, the p.opor-

tion with no unem t (not in the labor force) prior to program eiitry was sub-

stantially CETA. ublic assi ipi
self-celection, the mix of pants has

|

oo Sovblon loaet L with pivats business a0g provide Pactcivens wi

ment ra’es, op ¢loser ties wi va Provi

sup in the face of stipend .maumMﬁm

Study indicate that over %)E;evcent of F*"84 enrollees entered OJT This

com to 9 percent in -’A’lﬁmﬁnal,¥w and 11 percent in through
. These proportior are lligh&rhicher i pufslic service employment and work
rience are excluded rom the A

-the-job training is shorter under A.Hndu;r‘ from the Job Training Longi-

Jo'ur;rey 11.8 weeks for terminees from
2 that is three weeks legs than
median length of stay under CETA in SOMmMM?hytheConﬁnumnlnngi-
tudinal Man, Survey. Both data sets exclude those with less than eight days of

program ipatio:
Aumpleof&?eontmchfromthepmceuﬂtudymubdamodhnhngthof
training contracts of thirteen weeks. More than half of the contracts in the sample
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of OJT contracts from the Process Study had w below the performance wage of
the SDA. These short-term low-wage contracts helped achievement of luigh p
t rates at low cost mhcement. However, they did not help the SDAs meet

performnncewsnﬁemn

The sample Almdividedintheirmponsewthelegislaﬁveﬁmiuonsumrt
payments. Officials in almost three-Guarters of the SDAs feel the stipend limits
weed out

those ahgl”uwhommminwmudinoollecﬁngani nd
i nm As usually avoid payment of any type of stipend and
sﬂnymuonahmmg” scale.
As indicate the support limits are too restrictive and, in some
as barriers to enrolling yruths and hard-to-serve adults. Four of these
i tl;oﬁtﬁh;istgmntumitmnontrmmng’ ing costs, while others have

YOUTH IMPLEMENTATION I86UKS

JTPA requires that 40 t of expenditures from the Title IIA funds not sub-
) davmrt’:::rving youths under the age of twenty-two. This per-
cen may be adjusted by the States to reflect the youth population of the individ-

£
?

EEly
it
+

petition the State for a waiver of their youth expenditure requirement; howev-
:,a’o two of the SDAs in the sample requested a waiver, In cases it was

gran

Virtually all of the Associates reported that the SDAs felt strained by the youth
expenditure requirement. However, two-thirds, (63 percent) felt that they would
meet it.

TITLE [I1 PROGRAMMING

The development of the Title Il Dislocated Worker Program as a centralized,
State-run program continued through the transition year. Although four States
changed their methods for organizing Title III resources during the Transition Year,
the major decisio ing roles were reserved for officials in tate#encie&lnmost
States, funds were di tzdonag:tlr{ectbam’.Onlyz.Spereent the funds were
sllocated by formula to the Service very Areas.

The targeting of the dislocated worker program by the States during the transi-
tion was as follows. Five States narrowed the targeting in the legislation by
developing criteria that distinguished between workers who were displaced from the
labor market and workers experiencing periodic spells of unemp ent. Seven
States did not expand or narrow the I ted targeting, ,butimipede;.rtargetad
gthuli:e projects selected by the State. Eight States reiterated the targeting

es.

Nineteen of the twenty sample States were subject to a matching requirement.
The sources most often used to generate the matc eonﬁnuewbeuncbmﬂ‘oyment
insurance benefits paid to program participants; the employer’s share of wages;
and various in-kind contributions. Only three States appropriated a match.

The problems of slow build-up cbeerved during winter and spring 1984 scem to
have been corrected. Of the $94 million available to the twenty States for Title III,
only 6 percent was reserved for conti ies and a little over 2 percent was uncom-
m}tlt:‘l}:;gm .ndleﬁsg.b nport:o:llowm expenditure zates. On f

e samp! program rates. One reason for
the apparent low expenditure appunwboundempomofexpendimregin'l‘iﬂe

III. Beyond that, the reasons program operators were le to spend their alloca-
tion include the inexperience of some service providers in conducting intake and eli-
gibility determination, the unwillingness of dislocatrd workers to participate in the
program, and the numbers of new program operators.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
ing the Transition Year (with one ion attributable to oversight) all
sample States adopted the seven Title IA measures specified by the
of Labor. All sample States the Secretary’s seven measures for
PY84. However, 40 percent of the sample States udoped additional nieasures. These

sdditiona]l measures include “significant ents’ standards, job retention, net
impect, job placement in new or upandinmiultriu, and expenditure standards.

Q  50-864 0—85—-12
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Six of the twenty sample States ntly did not use the DOL regression adjust-
ment in ishi standards. These States took the national
standards rather than the standards as a point of departure, and
often made adjustments to these national figures. These Statee may have done so
because did not understand the DOL adjustment methodology.

Almost t of sample SDAs met their adult cost per entered employment
Mdur%:nﬁﬁmymnﬁmymhmhunﬁnﬂymmﬁmedon
this messure. , almost 30 percent of the SDAs failed to meet their adult

Few standards for Title IIl were specified nringPYS&thooethatwensetvm'e
almost taken directly from Title ITA specifications.
That is a summary of findings. I would be pleased to answer any questions

(%
N
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The observation of the implementation of the Job
Training Partnership Aot (JTPA) on whioh this report is based
covers twenty random.y selected States, stratified by region and
sise ar measured by transition year 1934 (TY84) Title IIA and
III allocations. It also covers an observation of forty Service
Delivery Areas (8DAs) within the twenty States. The SDAs were
selected, to the extent possible, to be representative by region
and sizse as measured by TYS4 Title IIA allocations. The
stratification is not exaotly proportional due to the presence
of single-SDA States in the sample, and the results should not
be taken as proportionally representutive of the universe of
SDAs. Table 1-3 in Clapter 1 shows the sample 8DAs by region of

the country and sise category. It also indicates the States in
the sample.

This observation took place, using a network of rield

Associates and common reporting forms for the States and SDAs,

from June through August 1984. Therefore, the observation
covers the implementation of the program during the transition
year as well as early plans for program year 1984 (PY84). This
round of the research also covers State and S8DA activities under
Title IIA as well as the dislocated worker programs under Title

III of JTPA.

El{fC‘ 10
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This report is the outcome of the second phase of a
tvo-year st1dy of the implementation of JTPA. An earlier round
of research -~ which included ar .pservation in the States in
January 1984 and an obscrvation in SDAs in February and March
1984 ~- has been the subject of e/ rlier reports from this

project.

Following are the major findings from this second round

of observations.

State rindings

The earlier research found that Governors took an
active role in the early decisions regarding the implementation
of JTPA, such as the location of the pror,ram within the State
bureaucracy, appointments to the Btate Job Training Coordinating
Council (8JTCC), and 8DA designations. as the implementation of
the program proceeded and early mandatory tasks vere completed,
direct involvement of the Governors has become less frequent and
they have rslied more on their administrative appointees and the
8tate Council to run the program. 1In most cnaoi, the
preuominant concerns of Governors have continued to be that the
program (1) not turn into a "bad CETA progran" and (2) serve
politically important groups and be consistent with the
Programmatic priorities of the Governor. consistent with this,

the Governors have, for the most part, retained discretionary

o 41
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control over the eet-aside funds under Title IIA and the

allocat’on of the funds under Title III.

State Councils played a largely advisory role in the
early implementation of JTPA. But, by the beginniny of pPYS4,
Councils in eight states in the eample were beginning to play
policymaking and oversight rolee. However, in m-~st States, the
Council remains dependent upon gtate administrative staff. This
ie partially the result of high turnaver and poor attendance,
particularly among the public-sector members of the Councils --
a situation notes by the Asscciates in nearly half the States.
Another reason ie that some original private-sector membere are
being replaced with lower level axecutives who then must invest
the time to learn about the program. When the Councile do
exerciee their authority, their recommendations are rarely

overturned by the Governors.

On balance, .he Councils are begin ing to exercise more
control cver the direction and content of JTPA; the challenge is
-0 maintain interest among the Couuc;il wembers and provide them
with enough timely information to allow them to eet policy

without overloading them with administrative detail.

The Employment gervice (ES) has been mors a eervice

provider than a major actor in JTPA. buring the transition

42



ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

39

Year, it was the administrative entity in three rural States.
There ' ~“re some relatively minor changes in Employment
8ervice-JTPA cooperation. These resulted from mergers or SDAs'
use of Wagner-PeYser Seotion 7(b) funds to "buy" cooperation by
supporting local Employment Service staff who otherwise might

have been cut.

The earlier report indicated that the States attempted,
not entirely successfully, to rationalise the boundaries of the
8DAs. During the transition year, seven gtates altered the
boundaries of areas served by ac cies such as the Employment
8ervice or ecnnomic development Adistricts to conform to SDA

boundaries.

With regard to the use of set-aside funds, most State
activity was concentrated on the 6 percent incentive grants ara
the 8 percent vocational education funds. Few 8tates changed
the older worker or administrative set-aside arrangements.

While fewer than one-fourth of the States used any of the ¢
psrcent money for incentive grants during the transition year,
eighteon of the twenty states in the sample will make incentive
grants in PYs4 based on SDA performance during the transition
Year. Further, as the ~esult of interest group pressure, States
are placing more emphasis on targeting services to hard-‘.o-serve
groups and on imposing service requirements that, in essence,

are additicnal performance requirements.
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¥ine of the twenty States changed the arrangements

surrounding the 8 percent voocational gducatica set-aside. 1In

three of the States, the changes increased the involvement of

the S8DAs in the administration of these funds.

state-SDA Relations

In the early stages of program implementation during

calendar Year 1983, the States seemed to fall into three main

groups in terms of State-SDA relations.

program.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In the first group, the Governor regarded
JTPA as an opportunity to reform the entire
employment and training system. In these
cases, the Governor tended to centralise the
job training fumction, either in his or her
office or in a single cabinet department. At
the same time, that effort usually led to
significant decentralising of authority to the
SDAs and their PICs.

In a second group of Stites, the Governmors

were also activelYy involved in implementing

the JTPA program, but for somewhat different
reasons. HNere the Governor was less ooncerned
with building an administrative partnership than
with attaining specific political or policy
goals that required a substantial

centralization of authority at the State

level.

In » tuird group of states, the Governors
terded not to be actively involved in early
implementation of JTPA. Nere the arrangements
that had prevailed under CETA and the balance
between State agency and local reponsibilities
remained largely unchanged.

There novw appears to be a “settling in" of the JTPA

Some States with centralised operations during the
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sarly transition period are allowing BDAs to have mors
discretion. Other Statss, howevsr, that were lsss csntralized
at ths outset, have assumed more responsibility. There was less
diversity among the States in their modes of opsration in the

summer of 1984 than existed at the bsginning of the program.

Soms areas of conflict betwveen the Statss and SDAs
during the transition year have been identified. One, rslated
to the liability issue, is provision of regulations, guidance,
and definicions. At one extreme, some States have left the SDAs
to themselves and have been slow to respond to questions in
order to avoid assuming liability for any decisions that are
later arroneous. This has fostered SDA associations and other
pressure on the State. At the other extreme, some States have
actively set definitions, issued regulations, and so on. SDAs
in thsse states complain that the State is taking awvay thsir

autononmy.

Another area of conflict is management informetion
systsms. B8oms States have attempted to establish a systsm that
trecks ea.an participant through the program. The S8DAs sss this
as burdensoms; because data are sometimes entered by the staff
of ths subcontrectors who are not techaically skilisd, this
rsquiremsnt also may lead to problems of inaccuracy. In othsr
cases, ths system is so expensivs that, particularly in soms
rural areas, only ths basics are put in place--snough to keep

the State from getting into trouble, but not enough to give SDA

,
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officials a good understanding of the operation of their
programs. Also, in some States the systems ars voluntary and
not all SDAs participate, either because it is too expensive or
because they believe thst their systum is better than the

Btate's.

A final source of probleams concerns the separation of
psrticipant and financisl dats. The 8DAs feel burdensed by the
two systems and the states fesl they are not getting the
information that they need, for example, to monitor the 40

percent youth expenditurs requirement.

BDA organization and Politics

organizsational srrangements for the grant recipiert ana
sdministrative entities vary widely among the sample SpAs. A

SURRATY of these arrangements is as follows:

° A stste agency is the grant recipient and
administrstive entity in five sDaAs. Your of
these SDAs comprise an entire gtate or a major
portion of one. :

o The grant recipient and administrative
entity is _ome form of multicounty agency
in five states. The agency might de a
development agency, a council of governments,
Or & cooperative education agency. The
number of counties covered ranges from two
to fifteen and are all rural.

o A county agency is the grant recipient in
seven SDAs and the administrative entity in
six. One is a balance-of-county SDA, two are
counties that include large cities, and two
sre multicounty SDAs in which one county takes
the lead.
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o A city agency is the grant recipient
in eight SDAs ar1 the administrative entity
in nine. Nost of these are previous CETA
prime sponsors. In one, the 8DA includes the
county surrcunding the city as well as an
adjacent rural county.

o The Private Industry Council (PIC) is the
grant recipient in seven 8DAs and the
administrative entity in six. These are the only
cases in which the PIC itself administers the
program and operates at least part of it.

o Some agency other than t: ose identified above
is the ¢rant recipient in eight £DAs and the
administrative entity in nine. These include
local elected official (LEO) borrds, PIC/LEO
boards, community colleges, a city/county
employment and training office, a Community
Action Agency, a chamber of commerce, and a
six-county consortium.

The PICs in the sample 8DAs ranged in sisze from
thirteen to forty-three members with a median sisze of
twenty~three members. Often the sisze of the PIC was increased

by including elected officials in multijr -isdictional 8Das.

Effective roles for the administrative entity and the
PIC depend upon separating administration from policymaking. At
the outset of JTPA the administrative entities, having more
experience with enployment and training programs, were at a
clear advantage relative to the PICs. This led to some strained
relations when the administrative entity was involved in

policymaking. The experience of the transition year has changed
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this. By the end of the transition year, in most of the 8DAs,
the PICs and administrative entities had established cooperative
working relationships. The PICs deal with policy and stay out
of day-to-day admininistration, and the administrative entities
run the program and leave policy setting to the PICs. Nowever,
in nearly one-quarter of the BDAs, this is a continuing problem
and in at least three SDAs, the staff of the administrative
entit actually set poliocy.

On balance, pIC-staff rollgion- were good. In nearly
half of the SDAs in the sample, either the PIC or the PIC in
combination with the local elected officials served as the
administrative entity, or the PIC had its own staff. 1In other
cases, the staff are employees of the local government or a
multijurisdictional agenoy that responds to a council of
governments, or the local elected officials sit as members of
the PIC. I; is in these latter SDAs that tensions are likely to
arise betwsen the PIC and the staff, where the PIC is denanding
its own staff or where the local elected official ls primary to
the PIC. In jurisdictions with -uléiplo local elected
officials, the primary concern of the officials is "dividing up
the money.* 1In jurisdiotions with a single strong local elected
official there may be disagreements with the PIC over, for
eXAmMpla, designating general assistance recipients as a target

group for the program.
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As in the eerlier observetion on 8DA ir, lementetion,
the suboontrectors under JTPA continue to be lerge.ly e subset of
the old CETA subcontrectors. Those who ere no longer
subcontrectors are those thet did not provide training, those
thet did not heve good performance "treck records," end those
thet were viewed by the PIC members es lobby groups for speciel
interests or who tried to use politicel pressure to meintain
their subcontreotor stetus. Also excluded were those who could
not or would not operete under e performance-besed contrect or
meet the 15 peroent limit on edministretive costs. These
fectors seem to heve elimineted subcontrectors for whom there
might have been a concern over liability for ineligible
perticipants, so that liability is no longer an issue in

subcontrector selection.

Relations between the SDAs and the Employment Service
remein highly variable, although there iz e good probability of
long-run improved relations. In sixteen of the forty 8DAs, the
reletionship wes charecterized as positive as evidenced by
coordinetion, cooperative plenning, or services provided by the
Employment Servioce. Fourteen S8DAs hed a reletionship
cherecterized es negetive, es evidenced by either en absolute
minimum of oooperstion or open oonflict. In the remeining ten
BDAs, the reletionship wes mixed, with some erees of cooperetion

end others in which oonflict oocurred. In the eree of pIC

ERIC
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involvement in the review and approva) of the local Employment
Service plan, the results wvere not mixed. In thirty-three of
the forty S8DAs, pIC input in‘’> the Employment Bervice plan was
judged to have been minimal. In on.y two S8DAs was there
extensive involvement in the preparation of the Employment

Service plan, and the involvement in one was acrimonious.

Private-Sector Involvament

Private-sector influence in JTPA at the State level is
exercised through the State Job Training Coordinating Council.
The role of the SJTCC in JTPA relative to the role of the
Governnr continues to vary among the twentY sample States. In
four States the Council was the primary influence on planning
for JTPA. Seven States were found to have & Council whose role
was equal with that of the Governor. In the nine remaining
Btates, Associates report that the Council wrs purely cdvisory

to the Governor.

Private-sector influence on the Council was
characterised as strong in States where the role of the Cour.il
was judged to be primary or equal. Overall, private-sector
influence is strong in eight States, modest in six Btstes, and
weak in six other States. Puture trends in private-sector
influence appear to be directly tied to the role that the State
Councils play in JTPA.

00
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State emphasis on a 1ink between JTPA and economic
development is seemingly more rhetorical than real. In only a
few States could a strong link between sconomic development

goals and JTPA programs be found.

There has been a significant turparound in the PIC role
since the beginning of TY84. At the time of the earlier report,
only 27 percent of the PICs in the sample had achieved a primary
role in JTPA planning. The current findings indicate that the
PIC has emerged as a primary or dominant actor in twenty-four of
the forty 8DAs (60 percent). The roles of the PIC and local
electel officials were characterised as equal in seven SDAs. In
only nine 8DAs was the role of the pPIC thought to be purely
advisory. 1In the twenty-nine PICs where PIC members' previous
experience in CETA could be determinad, 41 percent had been
involved in CETA's Title vII pProgram. This experience might be
the key factsr in the PICs' emergence in JTPa planning and

program operation.

Only two of the nine PICs that werse purely advisory at
the time of the earlier observation are still in that category.
Among the six PICs that were advidory but moving toward equal
status, only one is still advisory. 1In 8DAs where this positive

movement was not cYserved, the primary reason seens to be

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AN



48

unwillingness of local elected officials or other controlling

authorities to share power.

Private-sector influence in PICs is felt in several
ways. As Congress hoped, the private sector has typically
pushed for a "business-like" orientation, by which the training
program brings together the customer (the potential employer)
and the product (a placement). The previous program vas

perceived as emphasizing the needs of the participant.

Private-sector members also emprisize efficiency and
prevention of disallowed costs. The emphasis on efficiency
seens related to more cooperation and less respect for
bureaucratic rules and ‘‘turf.” It also leads to sharing
responsibility for the program with local elected officials;
this may reduce political influences, such as the pressure of

certain groups or agencies, and improve contractor selection.

“"Narketing" the program is another important
private-sector role. While these efforts are just beginning,
they may repressnt the ultimate effect of private-sector
influence if they can increase the credibility of the program

among private employers.

11
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Iargeting 3nd Selection Processes

JTPA provides more latitude in setting criteria ana
choosing parcicipants than any other rederal training program of
the last tvo decades. It gives the States wide discretion, ana

most States pass this discretion on to the 8DAs.

An estimated 23 percent of the y.s. population fourteen
Years old and older (or 42.3 million persons) gatisfied the JTPA
Title IIA economically disadvantaged eligibility erit;rin at
some time during 1983. Estimated enrollment in JTPA during the
$-month transition period was $85,700. Therefore, at an
annualiged rate, JTPA could serve 1.85 percent of the Title IIA
eligible population. It shoula be noted, however, that the
eligible population is the technically eligible population, not
the population in need or those who would apply for
participation in JrPaA.

Comparison of the characteristics of the Title 11IA
eligible population, as estimated from the March 1984 Current
Population Survey, with the characteristics of JTPA participants
from the Job Training Longitudinal Survey (JTLS) Quick
Turnaround (QT) data yields the following information. Males
and blacks are relatively overrepresented in the participant
population, while whites and older itdividuals are
underrepresented. Youths (fourteen to tventy-one years old) are

substantially overrepresonted in the participant population

ERIC 53
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(39.8 percent) compared to the eligible population (19.4
percent). Public assiatance recipients =zre almost
proportionally reprasented in the participant and eligible
populations while AFDC recipienta are relatively overreprcsented
among participants. At the same time, the proportion of high
school graduates ia higher for participants than for eligibles.

A comparison was also done between the characteristics
of JTPA transition year participants and those of fiscal year
1981 CETA participants. Both JTPA and CETA participants were
more disadvantaged than eligible nonparticipants, as measured by
family income and unemployment experience. The proportion of
long~term unemployed pasticipanta is higher under JTPA than
under CETA. Koweviur, the proportion with no unemployment (not
in the labor force) prior to program entry was subatantially
higher under CETA. The proportion of public assiatance
recipierts sas higher and the proportion of high school

graduatea lower among CETA participants.

Sixty-five percent of the States in the sample
augmented the tarjst group provisions stated in the law.
One-fifth added & requirement that the SBDAs serve certain
significant segments of the population. On average, the States
specified 2.6 groups, most often AFDC recipients, youths,

minorities, 4 wuts, and general assistance recipients.

Service Deiivery Areas were more likely to add
signitioant segments requirementa or additional target groups

than were th2 States. On'y three SDAs d4id no targeting beyond
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the groups specified in the legislation. Eleven SDAs added
significant ;oq-onts requirenents. On average, SDAs targeted
3.5 specific groups, most often AFDC recipients, youths,
handicapped individuals, dropsuts, minorities, or older
workers. G6DAs target more groups, in part, because any State
targeting is reflected locally, and because SDA officials are
more accessible to interest groups that lobby for inclusion of

particular groups.

The prevalence of targeting cn dropouts, older workers,
and the handicapped is of interest icause it is often more
difficult to get good placement rates for these groups. Despite
this, the SDAs are specify..g these groups, rather than the
States, even though it is the SDAs that are subject to the

perforaance standards.

Most 8DAs have centralised their intake aotivities.

Only five 8DAs in the sample allowed the actual service
providers tc handle intake, a practioe that was typical under
CETA. The tendency towar’ central intake appears to be related
to oonoern over liability for admitting people who turn out to
be ineligible. Further, only one-fourth of the SDAs indicated
that they were doing any outreach. These effortr add to
administrative costs, which are limited, but do not oontribute

to placements.

The eligibility verification and assessment used by the

8DAs, in and of itself, represents a screening process for

33
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intangible characteristics such as motivation. Often, an
applicant (typically a walk-in) must assemble and produce a
substantial amouni of information to verify eligibility.
Further, the assessmint process may involve several interviews
and testing sessions. This becomes a screening process or

vfunnel" that has its own set of selection effects.

The service mix may also affect participant selection
and screening OJT and classroom training have become the
larges: parts of the JTPA program an', consequently, the related
select:ion procedures apply to a larger part of the participanc
population. In typical OJT programs, several participants are
referred to the employer who selects the person to be trained.

' Further, providars of classroom training have entry requirements

such as a curtain level of reading and math ability, a high

school degree or GED, or a drivers' license. The apparent rise
in the proportion of participants with a high school degree is
probably related to the ilLcreasing importance of OJT and

classroom training in the JT.A service mix.

virtually all JTPA participants are economically
disadvantaced and relatively little use is being made of the 10
percent ‘'window" for serving nondisadvantaged individuals.
Beyonéd this, the Associates were asked to assess the extent to
which 8DAs were concentrating on one or the other of three
categories of particihants: (1) those ready to enter
unsubsidized jobs at tie time of application to JTPA, (2) those

who would benefit most from the training providsd by the
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program, and (3) those most in n:ed of extensive training and

supportive services to become er;ployable.

Half of the BDAs in the sample indicated that they were
concentrating on those most likely to directly benefrit f .om the
training and £ind a job afterward. Six SDAs appeared to be
selecting the most job-ready among the eligible participants.
These jurisdictions relied heavily on OJT as a service strategy

and focused on job placement as a major goal.

In eight 8DAs, the Associates reported ncentrated
attempr’. to serve tha most needy in the eligible population.
Hovever, even this is a matter of definition; in some
jurisdictions the program operators indicated that among the

most needy “the most placeable were preferred.®

Minor exceptions occurred. one jurisdiction's straiegy
vas to select individuals who were not job ready and make them
employable. Two other SDAs indicated that they planned to
provide training for the target groups that they had selected
for service. Pinally, two SDAs indicated iLuat they would

provide service "t. anyone who walks in the door."

An intoronging, but not rew, *_.;ant of targeting is to
use diverse entry crit:ria diffrering oy tha type of training
offered and purposely structure the program to serve more than

Ode group. 8everal SDAs clearly recognized the differences

O
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among the job raady, those who would benefit the most from
training, and the most needy among the eligible population ana
tailored different types of trairing to these groups. 1In
addition, a number of the SDAs indicated that while, in general,
they attempted to serve one group or another, taey also ran

smaller programs for the most needy in the population.

There were alwvays special programs for the hard to
employ under CETA, so this kind of programming is not new:
however, it appears to be a more conscious strategy under JTPA
due in part to the need to meet the required performance
standards and in part to the greater ability to tailor programs

to local needs and mesh JTPA with other activities.

There are two main strategies for running special
programs. The first may be descr _ed as a "weighted average"
approach. Part of the programming is designed to provide the
more job-ready participants with short, low-cost service and
place them in unsubsidized exmployment. This approach not only
provides needed services to the job-ready but also allows the
SDA to meet the performance standards. It thus allows them to
provide programs for the “riskier" individuals -- those who
require more intensive scrvice or have less chance of being
placed ~-- and still satisfy the entered employment and cost per
placement standards. TFor example, if 53 percent of participants
who are job-ready are put in O0JT, an activity with an average 8¢

percent placement rate, and 47 percent of the most needy are put
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in a remedial education Program with a 26 percent placement
rate, the weighted average placement rate for both program
components is 55 percent -- the national placement gtandard for

adults.

The second approach, which appears to be more
prevalent, provides generally smaller programs for the most
needy in the eligible populatio-. The bulk of the progr-a is
operated for those most likely .o benefit from training. 1I1f
performance standards are to be met, only a relatively small
amount of resources is left over for an expensive and intensive
program for those in need of training or remedial education.
Often thesa special programs are targeted, as roted above, to
those with especially severe barriers to employment such as
dropouts, the handicapped, offenders, displaced homemakers, and

older workers.

These programs have the advantage of meeting the
pPerformance standards set by the rederal Department or Labor,
the state, and the PIC and still providing some service to the
most disadvantaged. They may be important, especially where
interest groups for dimadvantaged persons are involved in
program decisions. This type of programming is also
advantageous to 8DAs because it often is at least partially
supported by 6 percent (for hard to Serve groups) or 3 percent
s>t-aside money, which does not come under the performance
standards. However, e,rollees are served under Title IIA and

can be included in the enrollee and terminee characteristics

report.
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Service Mix and Program outcomes

Complete enrollment and termination data by program
activity for the transition year vere available in only nineteen
of the forty SDAs. The remaining twenty-one S8DAs reported
either a compiete absence of summary program data (seventeen
SDAs), or incomplete data for many categories of service mix
(four BDAs). Etate requirements that SDAs report terminationm,
character!stics, and cost data for Youths, adults, and welfare
recipients was the major reason that 8DAs did not sumnmarize duta
by rrogram activity from individual participant files. Many of
the findings in this report related to service mix and program
outcomes for the transition year are reported from the Job

Training Longitudinal Survey (JTLS).

Total JTPA enrollments during the nine-month TY84
period wers $85,700. Two-fifths of all new enrollees during
this period entered classroom training programs. Twenty-one
percent of ths nev enrollees entered job search and 22 percent
were enrolled 'n OJT programs. 1Iu response to restrictions on
subsidized employment, only 7 percent of the participants were

enrolled in work experience.

The overall entered employment rates for both youth and
adults vere vell above the national performance standards (57
and 69 percent, respectively). However, aduit terminees from
classroom training and youth terminees from work experience did
not meet the overall nationa) standard (47 and 34 percent,

respectively).
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Program operators were unsuccessful in placing adult
psrticipants in jobs with wage levels equal to or grester than
the national wage standard of $4.90. For adult terminees from
programs other than OJT and clsssroom training, the average
termination wage fell short of the nstional standara by at lesst
twenty cents. MNoreover, the average placament wage for
terminees from OJT was slightly lower than the average wage of

terminees from classroom skillg traiaing programs.

Increased emphasis on OJT has resulted from SDAs' need
to establish high placement rates, develop closer ties with
private business, and provide participants with support in the
fsce of stipend restrictions. Pprogram dsta from JTLS and the
Process gtudy indicate that over 20 ﬁorcont of ™84 enrollees
ertered OJT programs. This compares to 9 percent in CETA's

first fiscal year, and 11 percent in rY77 through ryY79.

The majority of OJT contracts were negotisted with
snsll businesses. TheY were generated through the use of

in-hounre job developers or by OJT subcontractors.

A sample of OJT contracts from the process study
reveals a median length of training contrscts of thirteen

weeks. JTLS findings estimste s medisn sctusl length of stay of
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11.8 weeks for terminees f.om OJT. Truncated JTLS data
(excluding those with less than eight days in thc program)
estimates a median act’.al length of training *hat is s much as
three weeks less than median length of stay under CETA in ryao
as meazured by the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey

{(CLMS) .

More than half of the contracts in the sample of OJT
contracts from the Process Study had wages below the performance
wvage of the SDA. These short-term low-wage contracts helped
achievement of placement rates at low costs per placement.
Howiver, they did not help the SDAs meet performance wage

standards.

The sample SDAs are divided in their response to the
legislative 1imits on support payments. officials in almost
three~quarters of the S8DAs feel the stipend limits weed out
those program eligibles who are more interested in collecting a
stipand than learning a skill. These SDAs usually avoid payment
of any type of stipend and provide need-based payments oa a

limited scale.

The remaining 8DAs indicate the support limits are too
restrictive an4, in some cases, serve as barriers to enrolling
youths and hard-to-serve adults. Four of these 8DAs have sought
waivers of the 30 percent limit on nontraining costs, while

others have taken steps to offset the limits.
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Youth Implementation Issues

JTPA Trequires that 40 percent of expenditures from the

Title IIA funds not subject to set-aside be devoted to serving

[ youths under the age of twenty-two. This percentage may be

‘ adjusted by the States to reflect the youth population of the
|

3

individual sDAs. An adjustment was made to the youth

expenditure requirement in 73 percent of the-SDAs in the sample.

The range of the adjusted values that resulted is from a low of

adjustment was made, two-thirds vere adjusted downward from 40
percent. In addition, SDAs may petition the sState for a waiver
of their youth expenditure requirement; however, only two of the

SDAs in the sample requested a waiver. In both cases it was

granted.

virtually all of the Associates reported that the SDAs
felt strained by the youth expenditure requirement. A 1ittle

less than two-thirds, (63 percent) felt that they would meet it,

however.

The following <actors help explain why en SDA ¢id or

d4id ncl meet the youth expenditure requirement:

o Some SDAs (and some States) 4id not take che

|
26 percent to a high of $2 parcent. In those cases where an
\ requirament seriously. Two Associates i
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indicated that their SDAs did not meet the
requireme.it because they didn't try, believing
that there would be no penalty.

© Saeveral 8DAs had problems with subcontractcrs
in cases where performance-based contracting
.as used. In some cases, subcontractors would
not undertake a performance-based contract to
serve youths. 1In others, subcontractors
could not recruit enough youths to meet the
requirement.

o Bpecial recruiting or administrative procedures
for youths helped SDAs meet the youth requirement.
© Ninety percent of the BDAs that established
large programs specifically for youths met the
requirement while 88 percent of those that
had little or no special youth programming
did not. Bome SDAs did not establish special
yYouth programs because of a conflict with other
8DA prioritiass (such as emphasis on OJT) or the
limits on expenditures for work experience
and supportive services.

Almost 80 percent of the states in the sample
anticipated prollems with meeting all the youth performance
mearures, particularly the positive termination rate and cost
per jositive termination. Several of the state rep.~ts cited
the lack of established youth competencies as the main r.“son
for their Btate's failure to meet either the positive
terminat:on standard or the cost per positive terminatior

standard for youths.
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Title III Programming

The development of Title III as a centralized,

State-run prog.am con'inusd through the transition year.

Although four States changed their methods for organizing Title

III resources during TY84, the major decisinnmaking roles were

reserved for officials in state agencies.

The allocation arrangements for tha transiticn year

were 3s follows:

O
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Funds were distributed on a RFP/project
basis in five States.

gpecific geographic areas or plants were
targeted and funds were allocated onh a
RFP/project basis in six States.

Funds were distributed to Btate agencies
and private operators for the purpose of
ojerating a statewide program .n seven Btates.

Predetermined allocations were distribdbuted
to units of local government on a project
basis in one State.

Seventy-five percent of the Title IIX
allocation was formula funded to the EDAs
and 25 percent was distributed on a RFP
basis in one state.
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The targeting of the dislocated worker program by the
states during the transition year was as follows:

© Five States narrowed the targeting in the
legislation by developing criteria that
distinguished between workers who were
displaced from the labor market and workers
experiencing periodic spells of unemployment.

O Beven Btates 4id not expand or narrow the
legislated targeting, but implicitly targeted
through projects selected by the State.

o Eight States 4id not develop a strategy for
serving priority groups of dislocated workers,
choocing instead to reiterate Federal targeting
guidelines.

Nineteen of the twenty sample States were subject to a
matching requirement. The sources most often used to generate
the match continue to be uneaployment insurance benefits paid to
program participants; the employer's share of OJT wages; and

varicus in-kind contributions. Only thrne States provided any

real match.

The problems of slow build-up observed during winter
and spring 1984 have been corrected. Of the $94 miliion

available to the twenty States for Title III:

2.5 percent has been allocated by formula directly
to selected BDAs;

16.7 percent is earmarked for projects within SDAs
funded through a State PFP;

6.5 percent has been committed to projects that had not
begun to enroll participants as of August 1984;
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55.8 percent has been committed to projects that had
begun enrolling participants;

10.4 percent was committed to projects that have
completed operations;

5.9 percent is beirg reserved for contingency funding
xy the States: and

only 2.3 percent had not yet been committed.

A number of States eliminated their build-up problems
by distributing program funds to existing employment and
training agencies, such us local Employment gervice offices, and
by refunding Title III projects organized in FY83. oOther States
indicated that early build-up problems were merelY a function of

the newness of the program.

Half of the sample States report slow program
expenditure rats . One reason for the apparent low expenditure
appears to be underreporting of expenditures in Title III.
Beyond that, the reasons program operators were unable to spend
their allocation include the lack of experience of some service
providers in conducting intake and eligibility determination,
the unwillingness of dislocated workers to participate in the

program, and the numbers of new progran operators.

Title III cervice strategies are varied. Some
operators focus on employment development activities such as job
search. oOther providers are devsloping programs designed to
retrain Title III participants, such as oJT and occupational

skills training.
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The number of SBDAs receiving Title III funding in TYS4
remains small. PFourteen of the forty SDAs operate a combined
total of twenty-three projects. gixteen of these projects have
projected enroliments of fewer tham 200 participants. The level
of communication and coordination remains low between the
BDA-administered JTPA programs and the Tit.e III programs
operated by private, Stute, and local agencies outside of the
SDA delivery system. SDAs ttat operate both Title IIA aad Title
III programs typically treat the dislocated wcrker program as a

supplement to their better-funded Title IIA programs.

Performance Standards

During the transition year (with one exception
attributable to oversight) all sample States adopted all of the
seven Title ITA performance measures specified by the Becretary
of Labor. A small number (three States) experimented with
additional measures not included in the Becretary's list. only

one of these States retained the additicnal measures in PY84.
All sample States adopted the Secretary's seven

measures for PY84. However, 40 percent of the sample States

adopt<2 additional measures. These additional measures include
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mgignificant segments‘ standards, job retention, net impact, job
placement in new or expanding industries, and expenditure

standards.

B8ix of the twenty sample States apparently did not use
the Department c¢f Labor regression adjustment methodology in
establishing PY84 standards. ‘These States took the national
standards rather than the model-adjusted standards as a point of
departure, and often made adjustments to these national
figures. These States may have done 80 because they
inadequately understood the Department of Labor adjustment
methodology, rather than because this methodology was

inadequate.

Most States devel-ped or are in the process of
developing a summary Title IIA "“performance index" or some other
rules, such as those specifying that the SDA must meet a certain
number of standards in order to quclify for incentive grants.
some States decided to weight incentive zwards by the size of an
SDA's Title IIA allocations. However, most apparently do not

plan to weight €6 percent incentive awarfs 5y SDA size.

During the transition year the sverwhelming majority of

sample SDAs (90 percent) did not add to or modify the Title IIA
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standards specified by the State. The small number of SDAs
reporting modifications tended to set numerical values stricter

than the standards received from the States.

Almost 90 percent of sample SDAs met their adult cost
per entered employment standard during the transition year; many
EDAs substantially overperformed on this measure. However,
almost 30 percent of the SDAs failed to meet their adult wage
standard. Performs:.e on the youth measures tended to be
somewhat lower than on corresponding adult measures. Less than
half of sample SDAs met their positive termination rate standard
for youths. This is related to the lack of established youth
competency systems and to transfers to summer youth programs,

which did not qualify as positive terminations.

More than two-thirds of sample SDAs used performance-
based contracting. Performance-based contracting is clearly

increasing.

Few standards for Title III were Sspecified during Pys4;
those that were set were almost alvays taken directly from Title
IIA specitications. only four of the twenty states had not
implemented any porformance standards for Title IIIX by the
summer of 196.. In two States, standards },ad not vet been
established, while in the other two, the standards established
had not been implemented. gixteen States establiashed PY84
entered employment rate standards for Title III. Most of these
set standards at or only glightly above the 55 percent entared

employment rate set for Title IIA.
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Mr. MArTINEZ. Before I start asking any questions, I would like
to take an opportunity to introdice our member who has just
joined us, Charlie Hayes from Illinois. Thank you for joining us.

From the study that you have made, can you give me, in more
layman terms, your evaluation of the program overall and any
areas and States that you feel need direction or assistance?

Mr. Cook. Overall? To summarize some of what I said, the place-
ment rate in this program is currently running slightly under
double what it was under the last years of CETA. As I said, we
haven’t been able to find any real difference in the characteristics
distributions between the two groups. We do find some selection
processes operating in the kinds of programs being run and the
way that people are being brought into them.

The private-sector involvement seems to be active. It seems to be
promoting some coordination, and as I mentioned, I think fairly
importantly, that it is actively selling the program to private em-
ployers and the product of that program, as they refer to it, which
is the placement. That is something that I think CETA never had.

In terms of areas of interest, the comment was made about the
title ITI funding and what is obligated and what is not obligated. I
think that is an area that stands investigation. In terms of youth
issues, we figure that about 20 percent of the eligible population is
youth. It is currently running abou* 40 percent of enrollments.
Most of the SLA’s indicate that youth enrollments are a problem.
They are having Jifficulty with the youth exp-—diture require-
ment. Sixty-three percent of the SDA’s that we d' .t with felt that
they woulc{ meet it 80 that might be another area of concern.

In terms of the stipends and that particular issue, about three-
quarters of the SDA’s in our sample indicated that was not a prob-
lem and, furthermore, they felt that stipends attracted people who
were intorested in the cash and not in the training. The other one-
fourth feit that it was a very serious problem and some of them
had applied for waivers from the State of the 30-percent limit. The
others were looking to othe: sources of support to make up that
deficit.

In terms of the other statement that was made in terms of
AFDC, I really don’t find any difference in proportion of AFDC re-
cipients between CETA and JTPA.

Mr. MarTiNEz Mr. Fogel, I would like to ask you the same ques-
tions.

Mr. FoceL. I think we would generally agree. We didn’t find any-
thing when we looked at the initial implementation that gave us
great concern. There was a lot of mixed response. I think one of
the things, though, that does concern us some is the question of
standards, performance standards. We happen to believe the per-
formance standards are a good idea. We do think they need to be
looked at some. We are somewhat concerned that you just can’t
clairn. a success if someone gets a job for 1 day and that is why the
longitudinal effort that the Labor has under way—is going to try to
get under way—is so important in looking at the extent to which
this program is operating effectively.

I think another thing we would like to see more encouragement
in is the coordination between JTPA and the other State and local
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agencies. Now, I don’t find it surprising that we haven’t gotten off
in this program perhaps t> the most positive start in that regard.
GAQ, over the last 21 years, has done some very extensive stud-
ies of how all the block grants that were implemented as a result
of the 1981 Omnibus Budget and Reconciliation Act were being im-
plemented across the country. Generally, what we found is that in
those types of programs, mainly in health block grants where there
was a good existing State and local infrastructure for dealing with
these JR'P ams, the transition to a block grant was much easier.
In , there has been a change. You now have State ﬁencies
that are going to—that are hav.ng to take more responsibilit
direcr.i%t ese programs. They didn’t have, let’s say, comparable—
they didn’t have organizations at the State level that were compa-
rable to the healtk organizations, s. we would expect that there
would be some initial startup problems. But w» think the coordina-
tion issue is an important one to make sure that we get the link-

for

ages.
hI don’t know if Mr. Gianni has any other specific observations
there.

Mr. GiaNN1. Basically tha coordination issue got off to a slow
start, as Mr. Foie;l said, and as the States work toward this effort,
we anticipate that more accomplishments will be working. We
think that because of the limitations of the types of cash assistance
and the amount of money under JTPA will force, of necessity, the
various employment and training community members to move
toward working with one another. We think that the limitation on
funds is going to push for a better coordination.

Mr. MARTINEZ. One of the things that you said, is that there is a
need for performance standards, and I feel there should be some
standards. However, one of the criticisms that I have heard is that
sometimes the people providing the training service, are very care-
ful in who they select for the program, making sure that that
person has the greatest probability of successful training and place-
ment.

In that regard—you mention that in the JTPA those that were
more needy were not being served; that a person with less need
was the person that was being served.

Weculdn’t that have something to do with it? My question is: Are
we really truly serving those with the greatest need, which is what
the p was originally designed to do?

Mr. FogeL. I think our questionnaire results showed that it was
mixed. In some cases, some groups did believe that they were serv-
ing more people that were ready, but I think our findings are some-
what consistent with Westat’s in terms of the types of people being
served. We didn’t see a big difference between CETA and JTPA,
except in the statistic looking at the dropout rate.

I mean, there i8 no doubt that JTPA was only serving—during
the program year 1984—23 percent of the people they were serving
that we looked at had dropped out, as compared to around 30 per-
cent in CETA. But I would agree with you that there may imﬁaid
be some tendency c¢n the of local service providers to empha-
size more those people who have a chance to succeed, but if you
look at the proportion of AFDC people being served, the unem-
ployed, youth and so forth, there is not that much difference.
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I believe, though, that it is important to look over the next sever-
al years at exactly how that provision is working and the effect
that it is having on the way that services are being provided. I
don’t think we have enough evidence at this point to support any
change in the incentive program or in the way these standards are
being used.

Mr. MARTINEZ. At this time, let me welcome the Honorable Steve
Gunderson from Wisconsin and ask if he has any statement he’d
like to make.

Mr. GUNDERSON. No opening statement, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MArTINEZ. All right.

Let me then at this time ask the Honorable Mr. Perkins, do you
have any questions?

Mr. Perkins. I just have a couple, actua]lty.

We talk about some of the people, and 1 suppose I am going to
followup somewhat along what the chairman was saying. I know a
lot of people used to be served by CETA that are not being served
by the program that we are talking about today. It seems like to
me these are a lot of people—I know them personally. I am not
talking numbers; I know who they are and could point them vit to
ﬁou—and it disturbs me because no longer—in my area, we don’t

ave jobs. Jobs just are not there. I am dealing with 20, 30. 40 per-
cent unemployment rates sometimes in individual counties.

It is nice to train people for things. It is nice when they can have
a placement at the expiration of their time period. We don’t have
anythirg or anywhere to put them. They are basicaily lopped off.
There is no hope of them getting back on and you can't retrain
them in another part or for another position or another job.

This class of people—they want to do somethiug; they can be
trained to do something, but there is still nothing for them to do.
We are talking ehout a government jobs bill, which I am ali for,
but irrespective of that, I see a certain class and a certain very
poor class of people—maybe this ‘s the group that I am seeing—
that is being left out by the JTPA Program.

I wonder what are your feelings as to what we are going to do
with this group? Do you have any ideas in your provisions? Are we
going to leave them out there?

Mr. FogeL. Why don’t we let Westat take that? [Laughter.]

Mr. Cook. Contractors will do anything you pay them to.

First, perhaps we should be speaking about economic develoF-
ment in Kentucky, rather than a training program. You are really
talking about the demand side of the market and the need for jobs,
or alternately, as you point out, some form of public employment.

In terms of the training and the issue of selection, it is not ob-
gervable in any significant way in any characteristic—that is, that
one can readily identify.

Mr. Perkins. I have been told by some of my peopie down there,
wheo are involved with this program, that they look to find the best
and the brighwest and those that have the best chance of succeed-
ing and they push those. Then, because of the scarcity of the jobs, a
lot of times, they tell me, thz others get left out.

Mr. Cook. Yes, sir. We estimated that, givew: the size of the eligi-
ble population as we calculated it, which is the technically eligible
population—not everyone who would walk in—and the number of
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people served in JTPA during the transition year, which was
985,700, that that number was slightly under 2 percent of the eligi-
ble population. So, first, prograin operators, as you point out, are
having to make choices in terms of who will be served. They are
doing it within a fairly large eligible population.

Surprisingly, they are not doing it in terms of male/female, old/
young so much, but if you have two people and one slot and one
person has a hifher probability in your mind of becoming em-
ployed, having filled that slot for the period of time that you can
fund it, you make exactly the same decision that I assume T would
make under the circumstances.

Mr. FoGeL. That is the way we read the law. too. Undoubtedly,
the focus of this program is more cn triing to train people and
then place them in jobs. GAO is not in the position of coming up
with straight pelicy recommendations, but I guess that my feeling
would be that to deal with the type of problem you are describing,
Congressman, you might want to take a look at some other alterna.
tives other than JTPA because che waiy I read this statute being
structured, it is more focused on—and I agree it is different some-
what than the earlier statute—but it is more focused on trying to
concentrate on people who have a possibility of, through training
and development, to get emgployment. If there are jobs in an area,
it makes it pretty difficult for a program to be judged a success,
which undou y causes a problem in that area of how you would
use the funds.

Mr. PERKINS. It seems to me that what you are saying is that you
are going to exclude those peoplc—it is a more rigid class that you
are trying to serve. It is not the hard core people, that is one thing
about A that I kind of liked. You could get people—they might
nct necessarily have all the greatest potential in the world and
sometimes it is kind of hard to tell at that level who does have po-
tential and who doesn’t, and they would get on—they would have
an c pportunity—it seemed to offer them that opportunity.

This thing—while I think it is good; I really do, in the way it di-
rects toward tryiag to get people jobs in private industry—I am for
all that. It seems to me that by the ve rocess of that, we are
excluding a portion of our population an tgat pulation is again
falling through the cracks with nowhere to go. I guess we have the
Job Corps as one other option when you get down to that level, but
outside of that, I look around the corner and I see my neighbor. Of
course, hie uses his Federal jobs program; I make no bones about it.
He worked out—hard-working man, wants a job; doesn’t have one,
now he is left out. Didn’t have anything to do.

Mr. MARTINEZ. The gentleman’s time is up, but I would certainly
concur that one of the problems with this program is that we are
sometimes iﬁgorinf the truly needy that pex.'lhﬁ?s CETA did not,
and I don’t know for sure that the intent of A was to exclude
these people. Certainly we want to try to serve as many needy
people as we can, especially dislocaed workers, youth, those people
who are identified under A.

Mr. GianNI. Mr. Chairman, I woulc‘u'ust like to add a couple of
comments. I think what has happened is the transition between
CETA and JTPA. Perhaps some of the individuals that were being
serviced before were being serviced under the Public Service Em-
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ployent Program. When we made our comparison of statistics be-
tween title IIA of JTPA and CETA, we took a comparable type of a
program, similar type of funding levels of both programs, so when
you compare similar types of programs and similar types of fund-
ing levels, the same number of people in absolute numbers are
being served and the general characteristics of those individuals
seem to be right on line, with the exception of high school drop-
outs, and [——

Mr. PergINs. It seems to me you are talking about apples and
oranges, though, aren’t you?

Mr. GiannN1. I am not sure I understand, sir. From a standpoint
of—the high school dropouts now are being served in our sample at
a much lower percentage, which is an indication that some of the
service delivery areas are moving toward still an eligible pcpula-
tion. They are eligible; they are economically disadvantaged, but
perhaps they are easier to serve.

Mr. MaRTINEZ. Easier to serve. Thank you.

Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GunpersoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I apologize for
not being here for your oral presentation, but I have reviewed it
and would like to focus a little bit and address this to either of
you—from your different perspectives can you respond to the con-
cern of where we go. As I talk to my local people back in Wisconsin
and as I understand in most of your local service delivery areas,
the big, big complaint is concern about State overregulation, over-
paperwork, et cetera. I am not personally ready, and I don’t think
this committee or this Congress is ready to take over the old Feder-
al role in hopes of making States less r tory and less burden-
some, but what ought the Federal role be in this regard?

Is there a legitimate Federal role such as suggested guidelines, or
is it the kind of thing that at this point should be left alone? How
do you respond to that whole concern from those local SDA’s?

Mr. FoGeL. I would like to answer that, aga’n from the context of
not only the work GAO has done in JTPA, but in looking at all the
other block grants that have been implemented since 1981. The
anxieties or concerns that the local SDA’s have in this program is
no different than the anxieties and concerns that we found that ex-
isted in all the other block grant programs.

There has definitely been a reduction of Federal regulations and
guidance to the States in this program, as in the other block
frants. However, in no program have we seen that the rules, regu-
ations, or procedures, financial, contracting, and otherwise that
States have been changed in terms of their relationrhip with the
subunits. And that isn't just for JTPA; it is for .he other block
grant programs too, so there has been simplificatic:. from the Fed-
eral to the State level, but not from the State to the local level.

Our view would be that we let the programs work for severa
more years before we do too much in terms of considering possible
additional Federal involvement in all but one area, and this does
have us concerned and we addressed it in our *atement. We think
it is going to be very difficult for the Congress to get information
that is comparable across States as to what is going on in these
programs, given the way the administration has decided to collect
dats or, in fact, not collect data is a better phrase.
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The Labor Department certainly, when this act was passed, had
some proposals to collect some data across the States so they could
%vt some information. That proposal was not approved by the

"hite House. HHS had similar proposals in the block grants that
it administered. They were not approved by the White House.

The Congress, in reauth.rizing some of the health blocks last
year, was more specific in directing the administration regardi
data coilection stuff that was comparable and we certainly thi
that something the secbcommittee may want to take a look at. So
that would be the only area that we believe ought to be addressed
fairly soon.

Mr. Cooxk. I would like to comment on that, sort of outside of the
report as I go out and talk to people in the States at SDA’s. Some
States attempted to centralize the program; other States early on
allowed considerable decentralization of the program through the
SDA'’s and the decisionmaking that goes with that.

What we found at the end of the transition year was a narrowing
of that range. Some States that had been fairly proscriptive early
on began to ease up in response to pressure from the SDA’s. Other
States that had decentralized their early operations discovered that
they needed to have some sort of responsibility ovex_-.prﬁmm oner-
ations, some: information and a way of offsetting iiability and so
they began to put in more reporting requirements, et cetera.

isconsin, by the way, is one of the States in the sample. I didn’t
say which category, of course. [Laughter.]
. GUNDERSON. You don’t have to.

Mr. Cook. The other thing, as 1 go around and talk to those
people, they consistently—<as soon as they find out where I live—
say, would you please go back and tell those people that we need
some sort of consistent reporting and would they please approve
some sort of management information system that might be con-
sistent across SDA’s and across States.

The other has to do with the area of what I might call guidelines.
I did not say regulations, but you talk to th 3se people and they say,
“Well, we are not getting any information on what exactly is a
unit-based contract for purposes of full costing to training?” I indi-
cated earlier that they are using more of it. Concerns about the
amount of administrative money have dropped, while the increase
in the ure of performance-based contracting has risen.

You say, “Well, it is up to the State to determine,” and they re-
spond, “Yes,” but we also know the only area in ETA that has an
increase in funding and positions.

Mr. GunpERsSON. Thank you. I would just, in clogsing Mr. Chair-
man, like to suggest that if either of you could provide us with
some guidance and some suggestions in terms of this information
gathering guidelines, I think it would be very helpful to us.

Mr. FoGeL. We would be pleased to.

Mr. MARrTINEZ. The gentleman’s time is up.

Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me first apologize for my own tardiness. I had another com-
mitment I couldn’t escape from and was late getting here.

I have a couple of questions I want to raise with the panel, but I
want to make some prefacing remarks before I raise the questions
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80 I can get the proper setting and you will understand it, I want
you to understand the district I represent. My district is about 90
percent black. I could say minority, but I want to be specific about
it; they are black. About 16 to 18 percent totally unemployed.
Roughly 50 to 60 percent of our youth are unemployed.

CETA, when it was in effect, was a program that was very help-
ful. JTPA is a program that, I think, can be beneficial if utilized
right and if funded right. I don’t know to what extent you people
who have the responsibility for administerin;r the program, head-
ing it up, would have to get funds for it. I don't want to get you out
of your position pushing in that direction, but I want you to know
this is one inadequacy that I think is going to be hurt more by cur-
rent proposals that are being made by the administration, Mr.
Chairman, as it affects particularly the city of Chicago, totally,
where I come from.

Currently, as we have been told, next year Federal roneys
coming into the city will be some $300 million less than what they
were for this year, so the future doesn’t look too bright.

My specific question to this, which sort of piggybacks the direc-
t.on you were going, Congressman Perkins, you state that some
'SDA’s select those persons most likely to succeed, while others use
procedures to focus on those most in need of training. In the sites
that you surveyed, what practice would you say was more widely
utilized?

Mr. GianN1. The sites that we selected were limited. We had 15
service delivery areas that we actually looked at early in the oper-
ation, so we can’t talk from the standpoint of specific as to what is
happening now. It was mixed, Congressman, as to whether they
were using a full range—trying to select {rom a full range of eligi-
ble participants, as opposed to concentrating at the upper end.

What we did observe, though, end we thought was very interest-
ing is the fact that some service delivery areas had developed tech-
niques that would allow them to select from the fuil range of eligi-
ble participants. I think data development, perhaps, by other re-
searchers would indicate a little bit more informative than the
daga that we developed, and I perhaps should turn that over to
Bob.

Mr. FoGeL. I guess the bottom line was there was no overwhelm-
ing trend one ‘vay or the other. It was very mixed in the SDA’s
that we looked at.

Mr. Haves. There is a growing feeling, and you may just respond
to this briefly, particularly among Hispanics and blacks, that ‘here
is going to be vast number of people who are going to be pe.ma-
nently unemployed or just completely misfits in our society in the
future. Sometimes I think the pregrams that we espouse or finance
are conscious of this and move in that direction. That is the reason
I raised the question.

Yes, sir.

Mr. Cook. Mr. Hayes, in the 4u cervice delivery areas that we
looked at, we asked our associates in essence to characterize the
targeting of those jurisdictions based on conversations with admin-
istrators, the characteristics data that they were producing and
kinds of programs. Half of them indicated that they were essential-
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ly targeting toward those most likely to benefit from training in
JTPA and find a job subsequently.

Another six were targeting toward the group that you were
speaking of, I assume—I am sorry, eight, as the most needy, but
within this group, often you would find other comments that
among that group the most placeable wonld be selected. Another
six—and I note, only six—were targeting pretty much exclusively
only on the most job-ready people in the eligible population.

Beyond that, there are a couple things that came out of the
study that I would point out. One is that as you move from the
Federal targeting in thr law to the targeting put in place by the
State, you find more targeting specific groups. When you get to the
level of the service delivery area, you find even more targeting of
specific groups, often hard-to-serve groups.

What that tells me is that as you get to the service delivery area,
you are responding to more pressures from specific interest groups
within the area and—-

Mr. Haves. I call it patronage; you say what you want.

Mr. Cook. We also found some attempts to have professional pro-
grams for particular hard-to-serve groups in addition to regular
programs,

Mr. MarTingz. The gentleman’s time is up. Evidently there is a
vote,

I want to thank Mr. Gianni, Mr. Fogel, and Mr. Cook for their
testimony and thank them frr enlightening us some more.

Mr. FogeL. Thank you.

Mr. Cook. Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEz. At this time, I think what we probably ought to
do, since we have finished with the first panel, is recess until we
ha[\lrlee(n:;:le that vote. Recess for 15 minutes.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Our second panel of witnesses will consist of Mr.
Gary Walker, of Grinker-Walker Associates; and Mr. Patrick
Moore, president of the National Job Training Partnership. I am
going to allow Mr. Walker, because he is under a time constraint,
to proceed and then we will question you immediately upon com-
pletion of your testimony, and then allow you to leave.

STATEMENT OF GARY WALKER, PARTNER, GRINKER-WALKER
ASSOCIATES, NEW YORK CITY, NY; AND PATRICK MOORE,
PRESIDENT, NATIONAL JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP, INC., SAN
DIEGO, CA

Mr. WALkeR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for the
opportunity to testify.

My testimony is based on the interim findings of a 2-year study
supported by the Ford Foundation, the Rockefeller Foundation, the
Charles Stewart-Mott Foundation, and the National Commiasion
for Employment Policy. Tkis study is focused on three areas which
are basic to the JTPA legislation.

The first one is that the legislation significantly alters the insti-
tutional relationships and roles in implementing employment and
training. The Federal role declines; the State role increases; the
local respongibilities are shared between the local government and
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the PIC. This study examines the workings and the ir.pact of
JTPA’s changed vision of governmental relations and volantarism
in carrying out major Federal legislation.

The second basic forus of the study is to look at whether coordi-
nation amongst public agencies, which is highly stressed in the
JTPA legislation, actually increases. That has long been a goal of
Federal legislation that is usually unrealized and we wanted to see
if it was something that could be learned from JTPA.

The third and most important focus of the study is to examine
who is served and the services actually received under JTPA. This
is critical to understanding how the implementetion of JTPA bal-
ances several of the not easily compatible elements in the legisla-
tion and funding. For example, the level of money afforded to
JTPA is basically adequate to serve 1 out of every 20 or 25 eligi-
bles, as Mr. Cook noted.

Second, JTPA has much stiffer performance standards than
CETA ever did.

Third, there is reduced program flexibility under JTPA. There is
no stipend, limited work experience, reduced administrative
moneys. On the other hand, there is a mandate under the legisla-
tion to serve those most in need. There is a requirement that 40
percent of the money be spent on youth and that an equitable pro-
portion of the money be spent on dropouts and welfare recipients.

So understanding this aspect, how those aspects of JTPA are bal-
anced, will provide a sense of JTPA’s role in dealing with key
social problems.

Just to tell you overall first, our first two studies have basically
concluded that you have a very mixed bag after a year and a half.
There are some clear successes in JTPA and some notable short-
falls. Let me take first the institutional relationships and roles
which have worked basically as the legislation planned, but have
also generated, I think, several important issues and problems.

First, ac planned, the Federal roie i3 vastly decreased in all re-
specw. 11 our interviews with States and SDA’s, the Federal role
was largely described as invisible. If you look at the different as-
pects of thit role, namely the amount of substantive direction that
the Federal Government provides, the £ nount of technical assist-
ance it provides in terms of what has wurked in the past and what
hasn’t, and in terms of the administrative guidance and over-
sight—if you divide up the Federal role that way, what we found is
there is little complaint amongst Staies or SﬁA’s about lack of
direct substantive direction from the Department of Labor. Most of
them felt that they did not need more substantive direction.

There was, however, increased complaint about lack of technical
assistance in terme of what worked in the past and what didn't
work. Most States and SDA’s felt that over the last 10 years, there
had been substantial and considerable amowurts of money spent on
learning what works in employment and training programs and
th}?'tl JTPA largely assumes that none of this learning is *rorth-
while.

The largest amount of ccmplaint from the *iel.. * us in terms of
administrative guidance and oversight from tne Iederal Govern-
ment. It was felt that, in terms of audit guidetiines, in . cms of a
national reporting system, as was mertioned by G<-) a..d Westat,
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that the Federal role could be greatly increased and it would both
improve the performance and the functioning of the overall JTPA
system.

Now, if ycu go into the State role, I think these things tie in well
together. The States did increase their role considerably as planned
by the legislation, but mostly in administrative areas, administra-
tive and reporting. In fact, over two-thirds of the SDA’s in our
sample reported that administrative and reporting burdens were
greater under JTPA than they were under CETA. When we went
and talked to the States as to why this was the case, most of them
responded that they had spent cov.siderably more time and money
in putting up these administrative guidelines and reporting sys-
tems than anticipated because the Federal role had been so invisi-
ble in those areas they felt they had to make up for that.

So, in some ways, tl{e lack of a Federal role in the administrative
and reporting area, at least according to the 35 States in our study,
has led to a greatly increased State role, which at the local level
has been felt as a more administratively burdensome program than
was previously the case under CETA.

The local responsibilities have been shared, largely between the
PIC’s and local governments, as the other people reported previous-
ly. We found that part of the program working relatively well over
the first year. There have been several® basic issues which have
arisen. One is: Can a program like JTPA keep a voluntary group,
namely the Private Industry Council, interested and involved over
a long period of time? These people are volunteering; they are
spending considerable amounts of time and we have seen, under-
neath what appears to be a good working relationship, a consider-
able drop-off in membership at a number of the PIC’s and changes
in leadership.

The second issue: Is the program becoming imbalanced toward
fulfilling the interests of the local employers, namely the private
businessmeu on the PIC’s? In our sample gDA’s, we found that PIC
members played by far the largest poiicy role in governing JTPA,
compared to a very modest role for local government in most cases.

The secoid issue we looked at was who served and what services
were they provided. With the minimum of substantive oversight di-
rection that I mentioned coming from the Federal Government and
from the State level in terms of who to serve and the kind of serv-
ices you might have expected—indeed, we expected to find—a wide
variety of programming when we went out to the SDA’s. In fact,
we found that the JTPA programs across the Nation were largely
similar in structure and content and in who they served.

We found this to be tke case, I think, in the main because four-
fifths. or 80 percent of the SDA’s that we talked to said that their
focus in putting together the JTPA prog=am had been on putting
together a program that would achieve very high placement rates
and very low costs. About a fourth of the SDA’s, on the other hand,
said that the legislation’s focus on targeting, namely its emphasis
on most in need, on spending 40 percent of the money for youth
and on dropouts played an important part. In other words, only a
quarter said those as of the legislation played an important
part in putting together their program, whereas 80 percent felt
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that high placement rates and low costs did play an important
part.

What that led to was, of course, then, a very low use of support
services in the program. Approximately 15 percent was allowed.
Our sites, on average, used between 8 and 9 percent. There was a
very minor emphasis on exemplary programming. The legislation
lists approximately a page and a half of exemplary youth pro-
grams. than half our sites tried any exemplary programming
at all, and the programs turned out, I think, to be much shorter
than even the SDA’s had expected.

The average training program was 11 weeks for adults; 12.2
weeks for youth, and the expectations had been around twice that.
As I said earlier, what that meant was that the SDA’s in our
sample, at least two-thirds of them did not achieve the 40 percent
expenditure for youth that was laid out in the legislation and two-
thirds of them did not achieve the goals towe ’ putting dropouts in
their program that they had set forth.

The one area of targe.ing where they d: eed, and succeeded
beyond expectations, was in bringing w. . recipients. In our
analysis, that was largely because it wa. the one group that both
PIC's and local government could agree was important to bring in
the program and welfare recipients did bring with them income
plus support services from the welfare and WIN agencies that they
were dealing with.

Eighty percent of the 57 SDA’s in our sample said that it was not
important in their mind to go after those most in need; that JTPA
was simply not a program appropriate for that; did not provide the
amount of money or the services nor the incentives, and they basi-
cally ignored that part of the legislation.

In short, what we found was a streamlined, high-performance
rogram largely aimed at eligibles ready to work in the basic skills.
n other words, it was aimed at one particular element of that low-

income population which is eligible for JTPA.

Regarding coordination, the story is to date short, I think, of leg-
islative expectations, though coordination is a difficult thing to pull
off amongst public agencies, and n .ybe over time we will see more
of it. What we found was that the only agency across the SDA’s
where coordination worked was local welfare and WIN agencies. As
I said, that is because I think the resources of JTPA and welfare
and WIN fit well together. We found that coordination with the
employment service was not significantly different than it had
been under CETA; that coordination with local education depart-
ments was actually decreased under JTPA compared to what it had
been under CETA.

In economic development, there was much interest and effort in
increasing coordination there, but not really much success so far.
To us, the basic story on the coordination element was really how
much pressure came down from the States. If there was consider-
able pressure, there seemed to be more coordination, yet less than
a third of the States in our sample really exhibited that kind of

ressure, so consequently, it was not a high priority on the part of
ocal SDA’s.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Gary Walker follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF GARY WALKER, GRINKER, WALKER & ASSOCIATES

Chairman Martinez and subcommittee members, thank you for the opportuLity to
testify regarding the status of the Job Training Partnership Act Grinker, Walker &
Associates of New York, New York, 1n co- ‘inction with MDC, Inc. of North Caros:-
na, 18 being supported by the Charles Su.wart Mott Foundation, the Rockefeiler
Foundation, the Ford Foundation and the National Commission for Employment
Policy in carrying out a national assessment of the implementation of Tile II-A,
Traning Services for the Disadvantaged, of the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA). We have already published two reports covering JTPA’s early Jggration;
the first report covered the initial plans and operational startup of A; the
second covered JTPA's first official ope-ating period, from October 1, 1983 through
June 30, 1984. This testimony is based on the findings contained in those reports
We are now preparing to make another round of field visits and telephone survey
calls to the S'Pservice delivery areas (SDAs) and 35 States involved in the stucy, and
will publish in October of this year a report covering JTPA implementation {hrough
June 30, 1985

The study is focused on three major issues. One is to describe and assess the
actual JTPA program that is implemented—the types of training and other services
that are offered, and the characteristics of those individuels who participate in
JTPA. Understanding JTPA as it actually operates is critical to assessing its role in
federal social policy, and its usefulness in dealing with serious social problems.

The roles and relationships of public, private and nonprofit institutions in JTPA
ronstitute another study focus. “-TA calls for significant c es in federal, state
and local government roles from prior empioyment and training lezislation. The leg-
islation increase: substantially tll:e role of the private, for-profit sector. How these
changes work m:y be instructive for both employment and training efforts, and
other national pol1-y initiatives.

The third major v7pic is the extent to which state and local nolicy makers coordi-
nate JTPA with the volicies and activities of other public institutions with an inter-
est in employ.nent ai'd training, such as welfare and economic development agen-
cies, and the public scaool system. Improving coordination among public agencies is
a major objective of the JTPA legislation. 'A’s 8 hievement in this area should
provide insight into the worxings, benefits and limits of this often-expressed but
usually elusive goal.

JTPA became law in October 1982 One year was provided to prepare for oper-
ational startup in October 1983. States and loca] jurisdictions in the study sample
spent that year primarily on defining jurisdictional boundaries, building of JTPA
administrative capacity and defining public and private roles under JTPA. Program
and service delivery were generally back-burner issues .o the task of building the
JTPA framework. Thus in 40% of the sample SDAs there were no JTPA programs
operating as of October 1; those SDAs where there were programs 1n operation had
basically extended smaller versions of their 1983 CETA programs.

The first nine-month operating period of JTPA—from October 1, 1983 through
June 30, 1984—is described in the fe:'islation as a transitional ﬁod. It was set up
as a period for the JTPA system to implement the numerous changes that the Act
mandates, each local SDA and state J'IPPA office knowing that it could review and
adjust for deficiencies in that transitional period before the first full-year operating
period began on July 1, 1984—when all the Act’s timetables, performance standards,
mandates and penalties would commence 1n full force and effect.

The federal government (its role significantly reduced from CETA) and the states
(their roles greatly expanded) left the early choices regardixri% JTPA program prior-
ities and implementation largely to local decision-makers. The federal government
played a minimal role in both administrative and substantive decis:on-makiag, so
minimal that many States and local JTPA offices felt there was no federal presence
in JTPA. States had expected more federal guidance than was forthcoming, and did
not anticipate the extent to which they were on their cwn to fashion solutions to
the various issues which aro.e. [he states placed their emphasis on establishing ad-
ministrative, fiscal and inform:tion reporting systems and procedures, and did not—
with few exceptions—utilize t) any significant degree the leverage the Act gave
them through its various setas'des (in particular the three, six, eight and Wagner-
Peyser ten percent setasides) t) influence local decisions on who Title II-A should
serve, or the kinds of services 1t should offer.

Given the very modest influence on local JTPA Yrogram decision-making by the
federal and state governments, and the transitional nature of the initial operating
period as established by the Act, a substantial diversity of program strategies and
performance might be expected among local SDAs. In fact, however, the pattern of
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lucal policy priorities, services, participants and performance was more one of simi-
larity than diversity during th- initial nire month operating period.

These similarities came largely as a result of the criteria utilized by the sample
SDAs in constructing their initial JTPA programs. 80 percent of the SDAs said that
the potential for high placement rates a.nmw custs was the critical factor in put-
ting together the initial package of JTPA training programs and services On y a
quarter of the SDAs judged that the special needs of eligible individuals for literacy,
work experience or other support services, or the A legislation’s mandate to
serve youth and dropouts, were important factors in selecting training activities and
service deliverers.

As a result, the initial configuration of JTPA activities at the average SDA was
even more wex’ihted toward basic training activities like classroom and on-the-job
training than the Act required (76 percent of sample site funds were expended on
these activities compared to the Act’s 70 percent requ.rement). the SDAs expended
a very modest level of funds on support services ike literacy training, day care and
transportation: nine percent compared to the 15 percent allowance in the Act. They
offered very few of the numerous innovative and exemplary programs recommended
in the Act (less than two percent of training funds were expended on these pro-
grams); aud gave little attention to designing or funding programs targe at
groups with special problems or sup ort service needs, such as teenage parents and
school dropouts.

The results of the first nine ixunths of operation reflected these priorities. Place-
ment rates, for example, were on average higher than anticipated or as set forth in
federal standards: 70 percant versus a 58 percent standard for adults, and 64 per-
cent for youth versus a federal siandard of 41 percent. Costs were lower than antici-

ted; for adults, cost per placrment was 33‘:??24, versus the federal standard of

,900; fox;fyouth, cost per poeitive termination was $3,145, compared to the foderal
standard of $4,600. Though the official placement rates were based - ~ only one da,y
on the job, they were widely viewed within the JTF.. system as ¢ ace of JTPA’.
success.

Other aspects of initial performence were not so enco ing. STPA’s targeting
requirements were, with one exception, not satisfied. Officials at 80 percent of the
SDAs said they made no concerted effort to define or serve those “most in need”
and “able to benefit from” JTPA—one of the act’s targeting re%l’xirements—and did
not believe that the legislation’s reduced programmatic flexibility, compared to
CETA, and its low level of funding, were conductive to dealing with those eligibles
who most needed assistance in racuring jobs. Mcst private industry councils (PICs),
in partiular their business members, saw JTPA primarily as a vehicle to connect
econamically disadve.ntaged individuals with immediate labor market needs in the
mos: efficient manner, .t as a tool to bring high-need and high-risk individuals
into the workforce. Local governments were typically more concened than the PICs’
business members about JTPA’s restricted usefulness for those individuals they
judged to te at ter risk, and ultimatel{ more me;g to the public purse, but
agreed that the 'A approach was inore likely to 1 to high placement rates,
lov, :osts, and an involved private sector.

'The lack of commitment and effort to the ting provisions of the Act resulted
in, according to three-fourths of the SDAs, substantial screening by service deli-
verers to enroll only those eligibles who were most job ready. The extensive screcri-
ing, tplua the modest level of support and remediation services, and the unexpectedly
brief duration of JTPA training—11 weeks for adults and 12.2 weeks for youth—
coupled with high placement rates, did cause concern among some state and local

:’& officials that many participants would have gotten jobe without the benefit of

The Act’s requirement that 40 percent of an SDA’s JTPA funds be spent on youth
was also unmet in the majority of SDAs. In fact r106t SDAs’ youth spending fell
seriously short of the legislative mandate: 1088 tl.aa a third of the SDAs spen even
90 percent of their youth allocation. Those that did typically had large in-school pro-
grams offering job readiness and placement services to high achool seniors who did
not intend to pursuwt-high school education. Forty-three percent of the youth
who part:cipated in 'A had high school diplomas or higher education; 31 percent
wer~ in schcol; and 26 percent were dropouts. Many SDA officials felt the Act’s
severe restrictions on work experience and denial of training stipends made it very
difficult to attract youth, particularly dmpouts.

The Act’s mandate that an “equitable” share of JTPA funds be spent on eligibles
who had not completed high scriool, whatever their age, also went unmet in two-
thirds of the SDAs. Most SDAs made no special attempts to attract dropouts, or to
design or fund programs that would meet that group’s deficiencies in the job
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market Oniy 60 percent of the ¢.tes offered remedial education services, and even
those were modesily funded (six percent of training expenditures) and relatively
briet (on average, 18 weeks)

The SDA response to these tarzeti:ig shortfalls during the transition period was,
a3 reflected in their plans for the operational year beginning Juvly 1, 1984, primanly
a management strategy most decided to set clearer goals for service deliverers re-
garding youth and dropouts, and to monitor contractor activity more closely. The
typical reaction did not include altering program content, structure or service deli-
verers. The sample SDAs, with very few exceptions, indicated no intention to define
or target more resources on those “most in need.” As indicated earlier, they did not
judge the statute’s provisions or level of funding suitable or adequate to construct a
program for such individuals.

In contrast to their performance with youth, dropouts, and high nred individuals,
the sites on average exceeded their goa[y; for enrolling welfare recipients. Welfare
recipients were the one group that both PICs and local governments agreed should
be served in large numbr rs, in hopes of a quick return in terms of reduced welfare
dependency and costs. The SDAs for the mcst part developed good linkages with
local welfare and WIN offices, ensuring a steady flow of epplicants. In addition, wel-
fore recipients had a source of income and support services while thicy were in
JTPA. The above factors may offer some guidance as to the ingredients necessary to
insure successful targeting under JTPA.

The SDAs were for the most part successful in implementing the Act’s mandate
that local JTPA governance be carried out jointly by local government and a private
industry council (PIC) dominated by local business representatives. Excent for a few
locations, usually very large, old and non-expanding urban areas, or s ly-popu-
iuted rural areas, the PICs were active in JTPA poli%aking. When éDA directors
were asked what was the most itive aspect of 'A compared to CETA, the
aspect most frequently mentioned (by 34 percent of the sample sites) was increased
p~ .ate sector involvement.

'the greatest interest of the PICs- -in particular their business members —was in
insuring that the JTPA program operated at low cost and with high }lacement
rates. They were usually agamnst putting resources into support services, n.:.' were
not inte- esled in designing programs for particular groups.

There was little evidence in the first operational period tliat those SDAs with
more active PIC8 were more successful in involving the larger lo:al business com-
munity in JTPA. Only two of the 25 field sites said that PIC involvement led to
more primary labor market jobs for JTPA graduates than the existed under CETA.
The average wage of JTT'A graduates offered some support for this view: at $4.61
per hour, it met neither the federal standard of $4.90, nor local program expecta-
tions.

It was unclear whether the high level of PIC interett and involvemer.c would con-
tinue. There were substantial changes in PIC membership at half the sample sites,
and changes in PIC leadership at one third of the sites, during t*e transition period.
PIC members at many of the sites expressed concern over the increasing number of
state administrative and reporting requirements, and at the amount of time they
were spendi;lllg on JTPA. They were, however, very pleased at the early placement
and cost results.

Fulfillmeat of the statute’s requirements of SDA coordination with other public
agencies interested :n employment and training was uneven Coordinavion with
agencies which brought quick and concrete results, such as welfare and WIN, were
generally successful. There continued to be t interest in coordination with local
economic development efforts, but most SDX:ea saw this as a long-term process, .nd
did not expect quick results. There was in fact little evidence of such results during
the transition period.

Coordination with the Employment Service showed a modest increase over that
which existed under CETA, primarily in terms of establishing joint service bound-
aries, or colocating offices. Few sites achieved substantive or programmatic coordi-
nation beyond that which had previously existed.

Coordination with the public school system increased during the transitional
period over what was set forth in the initial plans, primarily to increase the number
of youth participating in JTPA. However, almost half of the SDAs still had no link-
ages with the public school system at the end of the (.ansition period. Coordination
with other public agencies—rehabilitation, vocational education and others—was
scattered across the sites and usually s aodest in scope

Local JTPA coordination with other public agencies was more evident where
there was sirong sta pressure, or active state-ievel coordination among public
agencies. However, Jes. ..1an a third of the states exhibited those claracteristics. All
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the states established coord.nation requirerients fo- their SDAs, but these could
usually be met b&vJ local written statements of int.ut to coordinate. Several states
noted that they did not have the staff reeources to monitor the development and
implementation of coordination agisements among local agencies at atl the SDAs.
There was little evidence, in terms of policies or activities, that the ¢ of coordi-
nation, at either the state or local levels, would change substantially during the
first full program year.

An area of concern which developed during the transitional per.od was the rela-
tionship between states and SDAs. A majority of the sample SDA: said that state
administrative and reporting requiremerts were more time-consuming than federal
requirements had been under 'A. The state response generally was that their
requirements were necessary to provide ugeful analysis of SDA operations and per-
formance and to prepare properly for federal audits; state ufficials did not feel they
had been adequately informed as to the standards federal auditors would use. The
states with few exceptions judged that in the area of operational and performance
reporting a more substantial federal role would have been useful, in order to ensure
uniform national data for comparison and analysis.

Whether further operating experience will improve local/state relationships, and
perhaps in the process increase the federa! role, will be important issues for follow-

up.

JTPA's initial operatirg period produced a mixture of accomplishments and short-
falls. As noted earlier, what is rotable is the similarity across the sample SDAs ir
program structure, content and gfrformanoe. These basic similarities generally per-
sist across geogrephic, demographic, economic and local leadership differes.zes.

The similarities CE'FM to be a result of several factors. The great majority of
SDAs said that 'A had not had a positive reputation in their coLymunities.
Whether that reputation was deserved or not, SDA leaders were determined that
JTPA would have a positive image. One part of CETA’s image that was heavily pub-
licized was that it was “t00 costly, and ineffective,” to quote one national magazine.
Thus the SDAs focus on coet and placement measures was in part a response to this
aspect of the CETA image.

A second factor, connected to the first, was that media, political and professicnal
discussion of JTPA, particularly that emanating from Washington, D.C., tended to
focus on only a few of the numerous mandates and chaages the Act contained: fpﬁ-
vate sector involviment, performanc~ standards, and potential to reduce welfare
rolls through JTPA. It was in these areas that the SDAs performed well.

A third factor was the level of JTPA funding. Many SDAs ju that the level of
JTPA funding—which could p:ovide training services to less than five percent of
individuals eligible for JTPA—was too small to afford much room for innovative,
exemplary or multicomponent programs aimed at hi§‘}x-need groups. Those programs
cost more to develop, to omte, and usually, even when succersful, report relntively
:Ji?h cost per placement. ing such programs at any substantiial level would sig-

iticantly reduce the total number of participants for which JTPA could provide
trairing. Officials in ma:fy jurisdictions were concerned that any actions which re-
duced the total number of participants would promote the judgment that JTPA was
insignificant, and perhaps not worth keeping, if further cuts in federal spending
were contemplated.

These explanations do not undercut or minimize the significance of JTPA's early
successes; neither, however, do they erase the importance of the other mandates and
goals of the Act which were not satisfied during the first operational period. The
adequacy of the SDA response to these shortfalls, the ability to maintain early suc-
cesses, and the role of the federal and state governments in ensuring that all of
JTFA’s provisions are given serious attention and efforts, are criticaf issues that
will be examined for the next report.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you.

Mr. Guuderson, you jusi joined us, and I have stated, becau. e of
Mr. Walker’s time schedule, that we would take his testimony and
question him before v'e got into the testimony of Mr. Mcore.

Mr. GunpEegrsoN. I am sorry; I thought you meant Mr. Walker on
the floor. I understand we are expecting another vote in 10 to 15
minutes, so we may want to try to hurry this up. :

Mr. MarmiNez OK, we will go into the questioning now.

I get an inferen.e from wbat you first said that you understand
that the mandate of the legislation to serve the most needy and
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that even though this has been & very efficient program for these
that it fizs served. those most in need were ignored.

Wou!d you elaborate on that?

Mr. Warkrr. Yes. Our reading, both of the legislation and our
discussions with most local operators, is that the legislation is not
consistent on what it expects of them. It does talk about most in
need; it does talk about serving dropouts and 40-percent youth. On
the oiner hard, for most of the 'ocal ~perators that we talked to,
their perspective was basically ‘what they heard emanating from
Washington was the importance of h}ﬁ}}: placement rateg, low costs,
and bringing in welfare recipients. They did not hear that those
previsions of the legisiation focusing on most in need and youth
and dropouts werc that important. Therefore, they focused on what
they heard was importan:, the high placement rates, low cost, and
they achieved that. Sc they really focused on those aspects of legis-
lation they felt they got the most revard for carrying out.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Let me ask ycu one more re~' quick question.
How does the short peried of training really pr- e long-term job
potential? In my thinking, jobs that you can tr. a people for ve
quickiy are jobs that have a low amount of skill connected wit
tb2m. Thercfore, there really is no guarantee of long-term employ-
ment.

Mr. WaLxgRr. I don’t thirk any ¢f these programs, no matter how
iong or how short, can guarantee long-term employment, but cer-
tainly what we heard in the field was that JTPA functioned best as
a vesy efficient employment exchanye at the local level in fiiling
those jobs that were immediately available. That also m»ant that it
.unctious best for peopie who may be unemployed, who may be low
income, who may have some support service needs, hut who are ba-
sically work-ready; who do have basic literacy skilis and with a 10-
or 11- or 12-week course, can be polished up and ready to put into
that awl'{ailable Jjob. That is resally where this program functions at
its peak.

It would deai. of course, with those people who have greater
needs or longer-term needs. It just simply can’t bring them in.

Mr. Mari~NEz. So without a revision of the program itself and
directing it toward those other reople, those most in need will con-
tinue to be unserved.

Mr. WALKER. I think vot. Certainly between our first time in the
field and our second time, we saw a drastic decrease of interest on
the part of local operstors on even claiming the rhetoric that they
were gealing with those most in need. In fact, what we hkeard the
last time out was that dealing with those much harder-to-serve
groups could not be done in a program that was so focused on
having the private sector involved because that group would not
maintain their interest. They would need much more money in
support services; would need reduced pressure on performarce, cer-
tainly, and more flexibility and focus on creative snd innuvative
programming that a program like JTPA just doesn’t lead you natu-
rally to deal with those kinds of people and their problems.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GunpersON. Thank you. I am just going to be very brief be-
cause of your time problem and our time problem. Just one clarifi-
cation, ~nd that is in page 6 of your tectimory, you say, “Though
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the official placement -ates were based on only 1 day on the job,
they are widely viewed within the system as evidence of success.”
Is this a standard across all service delivery areas that placement
rates are based on only 1 day on the job?

Mr. WALKER. Yes. When we were out—there may have been one
or two exceptions, Congressman, but certainly for the vast majori-
ty, it was 1 day on the job, and that was no different than CETA,
80 it was that JTPA was doing anything different here. These
placement rates under CETA; placement rates under JTPA are
largely 1-day-on-the-job figures.

Mr. GunpersoN. I am going to ask you to respond, either later or
in written testimcny to the whole quertion of liability. This area
has been one of major concern raised by our local personnel, par-
ticularly the PIC councils. If either of you would submit in writter
testimony or later in remarks something on this issue of liability
and what ought to be done at the Federal level to deal with that
concern, it would be most helpful.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MarTINEz. Thank you.

Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. Time will not permit my question—nzither mine nor
the witness’ time will permit it. I would like for you to respond
maybe in writing if you can.

One of the things that JTPA sought to create was a true partner-
ship between PIC and the local elected officials with increased re-
sponsibility for States and role for the Federal Government. Do you
think that we have a true partnership?

Mr. WaLkzR. I would just like to answer that briefly, Mr. Hayes.
From one angle, I think there is no question that we do. You have
businessmen and volunteers sitting spending their time working
with local government on this program. In another sense, I think
we have to be realistic and recognize the limitations of a program
which takes the interest of the local public sector, which is often
towards dealing with tough social problems, and people are paid to
deal with them and a volunteer group is spending tgeir own time,
who want to see quick successes, who really aren’t in it, I think, for
a long, arduous, tortured kind of path which sometimes social pro-
g}r;lz_amming can be. That is just a realistic limitation of this partner-
ship.

Mr. Hayes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. MArTINEZ. Mr. Moore, 1 sincerely apologize. We will take an-
other 10-minute break and be back to take your testimony.

[Recess.]

Mr. MarTINEZ. Mr. Moore, once again, excuse us for the delay.
Wh{ don’t you proceed.

Mr. Moore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My comments today are offered both as president of the San
Diego Private Industry Council, as well as president of the Nation-
al Job Training Partnership, which is an organization representing
service delivery areas, industry councils, and States involved with
the administration of the Job Training Partnership Act.

The perspective I would like to share with you is principally that
of an SDA and PIC director working day to day with the imple-
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mentation of this program, perhaps a more operational and prag-
matic view than you might get from surveys and research reports.

I will just summarize some of the key points that I would like to
share with you from my testimony.

Overall, }TPA is working remarkably well for a program still in
its infancy. This Goes not mean that there are no areas of concern
because there certainly are, but overall, PIC’s are appointed and
active. The private sector is more involved in Federal job training
programs than ever before in our history. Programs are operating
effectively. The eligible population is being served and the public
credibilitg' of job training programs is high.

I would like to turn for a moment to some areas that do require
consideration. One of JTPA’s most welcome and critical improve-
ments over CETA was the establishment of what I would call sta-
bility structures, a 2-year plan, a program year that, in essence, al-
lowed advanced funding, and a variety of other measures.

Theee are critical to establish a stability in program continuity
for JTPA that CETA was never afforded, but an area that was
overlooked was the volatility of sub-State funding allocations.
JTPA provides a 90 percent hold-harmless in annual funding allot-
ments to States, but there is no such provision in JTPA for sub-
State allocations to service delivery areas and PIC’s.

One-third of the local SDA’s allocation is awarded based on the
numbers of persons in areas of substantial unemployment, but if
that area’s unemployment rate drops just below that threshold
level of 6.5 percent, it can lose 100 percent of the funding atiributa-
ble to that formula element, even though the number of unem-
ployed is virtually the same in absolute numnbers. This type of
funding is found in two-thirds of the formula providing moneys to
local areas.

The resulting effects are volatile funding shifts that can cause
the dismantling of entire program structures in 1 year, only per-
haps to have to be rebuilt ot additional cost and delays in a su
quent year. Staff layoffs, termination of contracts, loss of training
facilities, interrupted commitments to emgloyers. The list of oper-
ational impacts goes on and on. All this happens annually in the
middle of what is an approved 2-year plan.

In 1984, many SDA’s experienced 30 to 50 percent funding reduc-
tions over the pricr {ear. JTPA was intended to limit these roller-
coaster impacts on funding. Results are destabilizing aud dis.'uF-
tive. As detrimental as the situation is for title IIA, it is absolately
devastating for the title IIB Summer Youth Employment Program.

States lack an effective means to solve this problem under the
current law. The Department of Labor has offered no adequate so-
lution. Congress n to include in JTPA provisions extending the
90 percent hold-harmless that currently exists among States to
extend that to within State allocations amongst SDA’s and PIC'’s.

A good deal cf commentary in discussion today has also centered
on f%e question of national perforriance standards inciuded in
JTPA.

I have included in my testimony a variety of infermation that de-
scribes a bit for you the experience of San Diego as an illustration
under the performance standards. In general, San Diego experi-
enced attainment of all seven performance standards and did so
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with no less service to hardest served ~roups and no lessening of
the use of community-based organizations to deliver services. As a
result of that performance, San Diego has allocated $900,000 by the
State of California as an incentive for that performance.

Let me assure you that has become a strong incentive to contin-
ued performance and has raised the performance expectations level
in San Diego. That will allow us to serve 500 persons who other-
wise would not have been served in JTPA.

One of the key catalysts that sparked that performance was
simply the existence of clear, spe. ¢, known public performance
standards that serve to elevate a cousciousness about performance
and to define targets for performance. Performance standards have
had the overall effect of elevating the performance attainment of
the delivery system.

With regard to concerns often expressed that performance stand-
ards will invariably drive local SDA’s and PIC’s to select clients
most able to succeed, let me say that it is clearly ible for a
training agency to increase its likelihood of successful performance
by “creaming.” But that is not an inevitable development.

For example, in San Diego, each training contract includes tar-
gets not only for performance outcomes, but numerical ta%ets for
services to hard-toserve groups, handicapped, limited English-
speaking, ex offender, refugees, ethnic minorities, public assistance
recipients and so forth. A contractor does not successfully perform
by achieving program outcomes if doing so is at the expense of
serving the target groupe to which it is also contractually bound.

The point is that the definition of performance needs to also in-
clude considerations as to who was served. It is within the capacity
under JTPA at the Federal, Stete and local levels to ensure that
this is the case, to ensure that performance is also performance
with integrity.

Now, I do not wish my comments to be taken that all is roses in
the performance garden. There exists fundamental problems with
performance standard models that the . abor Department has de-
veloped. Factors built into the model are able to explain only one-
half of all the performance variations that would occur. There are
questions to be raised with regard to the data base which the De-
partment of Labor is using for the calculation of performance
standards.

The most significant problem is he reliance upon placement
rather than longer term measures fo1 assessing performance. With
the passage of A, Congress gtated .~ section 106 that the basic
measure of performance would be increases in employment and
long-term earnings and reductions in welfare dependency. The cur-
rent national performance standards do not include those meas-
ures.

Maintaining public confidence and implementing congressional
intent requires significant improvement in the primitive system
that is now being utilized to measure performance. There exists
much work to be done to perfect the way in which the model is im-
plemented and the measures that are utilized.

The Department of Labor’s cautious approach needs to be modi-
fied to evidence a greater commitment to impleme iting postpro-
gram performance measures and improving the model’s predictive
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validity. Each State, left to its own devices, will spawn a wide
range of systems of varying quality and limited consistency. The
national integrity of JTPA should not be left to the hopeful expec-
tation that the struggles with this issue separately in the 50 States
will simultaneously and coincidentally converge to an appropriate
system.

I would like for a moment to talk about the area of youth serv-
ices and the concern that exists that SDA’s in many cases are not
meeting the 40-percent expenditure requirement on youth. The
impact of restrictions on work experience are more significant in
JTPA than restrictions on needs-bated stipend payments. In order
to encourage youth to participate in a turning program, it is often
essential that something immediate, tangible, specific and of value
be offered.

Being severely limited in the ability to pay stipends, and with
severe restrictions on work experience, the requirement to expend
40 percent of all moneys on youth, which, because of the unit cost
of youth programs, may mean 50 to 60 percent of all perscns
served, is a demanding task.

On-the-job training programs are often also limited in their abili-
ty to serve youth due to State laws prohibiting youth working in
many occupations under the age of 18 or 19. The combination of
limited program strategies, along with a 40 percent expenditure re-
quirement, is a primary reason why SDA’s have had difficulty
meeting new service levels.

The real issue is to examine whether or not we have built into
JTPA adequate strategies, adequate program strategies to serve
youth at the level to which we expect youth to be served in this
program. The issue of liability was raised a moment ago, and cer-
tainly questions surrounding financial liability for minor violations
of procedural rules and regulations preoccuvpied much of the man-
agement energy of the CETA system in its final years.

It would be a mistake of great consequence to return to the point
where the dominant performance objective of the service delive
area was minimization of exposure to financial liability, but JTP
is now approaching, in tnis next year, the period in which the
result of initial audits conducted under JTPA will first be seen.

States, in the face of limited Federal guidance, are pursuing a
protective and defensive approach. What is an allowable cost in
one State may be a disallowed cost in another. There are no nation-
a! audit standards for allowable costs under JTPA. There can be 50
separate interpretations in 50 separate States.

The Labor Department’s position that Governors can proceed
with great flexibility and that tlie Federal Government will not
later question such interpretations is believed by no one at the
State and local level, and with gecod cause. The Department of
Labor has done a service to the delivery system under JTPA by not
hainstringing the systermn with needless regulation. But there are
key areas in which greater guidance is needed and one of the most
important of these is audits and liability.

ne of JTPA’s most controversial features was its elimination of
stipends for all practical purposes. It should be cbvious that absent
any means of income support, it i¢ virtually im possible for an indi-
vidual to participate for any extended duration in a skills training
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activity. However, it is also true the question of income support 1s
not synonymous with stipends.

A major response b, SDA’s to lack of stipends was to attempt to
structure alternative programs better able to serve participants
with limited in-program income. This included part-time jobs. It in-
cludes the use of on-thejob training, combined with classroom
training. It includes the intensifying of instruction to shorten the
length of time a person may need to acquire certain job skills.

But all these adjustments together cannot address the problem
conipletely. If our policy objective is to have a system accessible to
all persons who are eligible, then somethi»< more needs to be done.
To simply suggest that motivation by itself is sufficient to sustain
an individual in 2 longer term turning program is at best naive
and at worst, smacks of “let them eat cake.”

Now, one potential solution is to establish a more flexible system
that is currently in effect, one that provides increased flexibility to
the local area. I am not suggesting a return to stipends. Simple
income transfers fail to reinforce incentives for participant per-
formance, but the flexibility to establish, for example, earned-in-
centive payments, where a participant can earn an amount for
achievement of training objectives, attendance levels, competencies
attained, can provide a source of earned income during the pro-
gram associated with achievement.

This is just one example. If, in fact, what we care about is the
total cost of a person to be served, we should be concerned less
about—at the national level—about defiring the rules and restric-
tions on stipends and support of services.

Finally, with regard to displaced workers, I would like to offer
some observations concerning the underexpenditure of title III
moneys. Title III funds do n sw by formula to the local level.
Twenty-five percent are retained by t{le Department of Labor. At
the State level, the remaining 75 percent is often distributed
through requiring local applications for moneys.

The mechanism of a local application is time consuming. Waiting
to apply for funds until a plant is already closed impedes the abili-
ty to put together a program. Particuf'arly critical of displaced
workers is that if you cannot put that program together by the
time the plant :losed, the longer it takes tn get the moneys, the
less likely you are going to be abie to involve the persons in the
program.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the last thought I would leave with you
is the urging in the strongest of terms to preserve the local flexibil-
ity. A key to maintaining business, elected official and community
support is to keep their roles meaningful and JTPA will succeed
based on the strength of those local partnerships and flexibility is
the key to allowing those partnerships to emerge.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Fatrick W. Moore follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PaTRiCKk W. MOORE, PRESIDENT, SAN Dizco PRIVATE
InpusTRY CoUNCIL AND PRESIDENT, NATIONAL JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP, INC

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, : am Patrick W. Moore, Presi-
dent and Managing Office: of the San Diego Private Industry Council. In that ca-
pacity 1 serve as chief staff to the San Diego PIC, as well as Executive Director of
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the San Diego Regional Emplryment and Training Consortium, the administrative
entity for JTPA in the city an . county of San Diego,

I also have the Tﬁnvﬂege «f serving as President of the National Job Training
Partnership, Inc. The National Job Training Partnership 18 the only national orga-
nization representing all of the various local and state “partners” that operate
under the Igational Job Training Partnership Act.

iet me express my appreciation for the invitation to addrese your Committee at
its initial hearing on JTPA oversight.

The testimony you will receive today from other witnesses—principals involved
with the General Accounting Office, the Grinker-Walker and the Westat studies—
will provide you a comprehensive overview of tr nds that can be observed in JTPA.
1 would like to share with you my perspectives a- an SDA and PIC Director, work-
ing day-to-day with the implementaucn and management of this —perhaps
a more operational and pragmatic peispective than surveys and research reports
might convey. While the comment I offer are purely my own, they do reflect r-
vations gleaned not only from San Diego's experience, but also from knowledge of,
and interaction with, many of my peers.

Sc that you may better understand the context for my own comments, the San
Diego Service Delivery Area (SDA) includes both the city and the county of San
Diexo. and represents a population just in excess of two (2) million. The San Diego
SDA reflects a blend of n and rural communities, with an ezonomy character-
ized by a diverse combination of tourism, defense related industries, agriculture, the
Navy, and ur:gidly expanding high tech, electronics and bio-tech industries.

The annual unemplo t rate for San Diego for the Eﬂt calendar year was
6.2%. Although unemployment has been declining in San Diego, significant struc-
tural shifts in the local eccnomy have resulted in major plant closures in the tuna
(fishing and canning), and ship building and repair industries. Indeed, over 19,000
workers have become vnemployed from various local plant closures and mass lay-
offs over the rast twent; four months. Although San Diego's overall unemployment
remains below the national average, more than 50,00 San Diegans are today unem-
ployed—and they vepresent those with the most severe barriers to employment. Mi-
nonty and youth unemployment continue at unacce ly high levels.

Drawmﬁ)lfrom San Diego’s own perspective as well as from a knowledge of other
SDA and PIC experiences, I would like to focus my comments today on several key
issues: sub-state funding allocations, performance standards, services to youth,
audits and liabilities, participant income support, and displaced workers.

My perspective on these issues is not only shaped from experience with JTPA. I
served as a prime sponsor director of nearly ten years during CETA, first in a rural
area of Oregon and subsequently in Southern California, and have had the opportu-
nity over the past fifteen years to direct traininih%rogmma under the Manpower
Development and Training Act (MDTA) and the nomic Opportunity Act A)
prior to CETA; as well as to work at the State and Federal levels.

OVERVIEW

JTPA is working It is working remarkably well for a program still in its infancy.
This does not mean there are no .reas of concern, because ther are. But overall,
PICs are appointed and ac..ve; the private sector is more involved in federal job
trauning progra.as than ever before 1n our history, p ams are operating effective-
ly; the eligible population is beirg served; and the public credibility of job training
programs, both with the business and general communities 18 high. This success i8
not only due to the structure and design of the JT<A legislation, but is also in good
measure due to the ability of JTPA to capitalize on the institutional knowledge and
capac:ties that had been leveloped from over a decade of CETA experience.

tUB-STATE FUNDING ALLOCATIONS

One of JTPA’s most welcome and criticul improvements over CETA was the estab-
lishment of “‘stability structures””—a two-year plan; a staggered ﬁir:tgram year ‘hat,
n eifect, provides forward funding; safeguards against frequent, minute regula-
tory or performance standard changes; requirements for prompt allocation of funds,
three year ~xpenditure authonty for obligated funds ese features, in tandem
with J\e Federal commitment to allow a period of legisletive stability and not
“tinker” prematurely with the program, continued to be vi.al to JTPA’s health and
programmatic matu.ity But an area overlooked is the volatility of sub-state funding
allocations

JTPA provides a 90% hold harmless in annual funding allotments to states. Re-
gardless of funding formu'a shifts, a state is assured that fundirg in any year will
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be no less than 90% of whet it reci ived in the prior year A similar stabilizmgvlf;a-
turc was present in CETA throughout its history. But there is no provision in A
ing sub-state allocations to local Service Delivery Areas.

One third (%) of a local SDA’s allocation is awarded based upon the number of
unemployed persons in areas of substantial unemployment (6.5%) or higher). But if
its unemployment rate drups f]ust below 6.5 percent, it can lose 109% of the funding
that is attributable to this formula element—even though the number of unem-
ployed is virtually the same in absolute numbers. This type of “funding cliff”’ is alsc
mnt in the formula element (with a8 weight of one third) that allocates funds

on “excess uneinployment” (above 4.5%). Thus, two thirds (35) of the local
funding mechanism is subject to this dynamic.

The resulting effecte are volatile funding shifts in local areas that can cause the
dismantling of entire program tructures in one year, only to perhaps be reinstated
at added cost and operating delays in a subsequent year. S layoffs; termination
of contracts; loes of training facilities; interrupted commitments to employers; scaled
down participant recruitment activities; storage, sale or transfer of training equip-
ment—the list of operatioral impacts goes on and on. A slight 1ise in employment
above the 6.5% threshhold in the subsequent year requires reinstatement of these
contracnla:ns. And all of this happens annually, in the middle of the approved two
yeer plan.

In 1984, many SDAs experienced furding reductions of 30% to 50% from the prior
year JTPA was intended to limit these “roller coaster’ funding fluctuations which
are not only costly and interruptive to program continuity, but which also damage
business and local community confidence in the program.

Such volatile shifts dramatically and dispmrurtionab’erg affect resources for rela-
tive small ¢ in the level of local unemployment. The results are destabilizing
and disruptive. With a gradual lowering of national unemployment, the number of
areas that hover close to these funding precipices increase, and system wide effects
magnify. As detrimental as this situation is for Title II-A, it is devastating with
regard to the Title [I-B summer youth employment m.

tatoe lack effective means to solve this problem under the current law. The De-
partment of Labor has offered no ad2quate solution. The Congress needs to include
within JTPA, provisions extending the 90% hold harmless provisions currently in
effect among states, to within-state allocations to SDAs for Title II-A and II-B.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

A good deal of commentary and concern have surfaced ard’ng JTPA’s inclu-
sion, for the first time, of national performance standards. Skeptics cite the poten-
tial for detrimental impact on participant selection (i.e., those most in need may not
be served), and advocates cite the positive effect that accountability measure have
had on program performance.

I would like to illustrate some points with regard to this debate by citing Califor-
nia’s and San Diego’s specific experience.

The State of California, along with the majority of states, uses the performance
standards model that hes been developed by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL).
That model takes the seven (7) national performance standards identified by the
Secretary and prescribes a means by which these national standards are adjusted
for each SDA, upon a range of characteristics, including service to various
target groups, local unemployment rates, and other relevant elements.

ifornia moved quickly and aggressively to imglement the use of performance
incentive funds. Approximately 80% of California’s “6%"” performance incentive
monies ace allocated among Service Delivery Areas. SDAs meeting five out of their
seven performance standards, and not falling short of any of those missed by more
than 15%, are eligible to receive a share of performance incentive mon:es, based on
the number of standards met; tiie degree to which standards were exceeded; and the
size of the Service Delivery Area.

San Diego’s experience with regard to Scegormance rtandards under this sys.em
for the mne months’ transition period of ber 1, 1583 through June 30C, 1904 was

as follows:
Parformance—
Ferformance criied
Standard Actual
Entered employment rate (adult) 55 percent 78 percent
Weifare entersd employment rate 38 percert 64 percent
Q
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Performance—
Performance crtena

- Standasd Actual
Average wage $4 46 $461
Cost per ntered employment $4.595 $2.835
Entered employment rate (youth) 47 peicent 75 percent
Positve termination rate 13 percent 81 percent
Cost per positrve termination $3,022 $2,947

Nect only did perfcrmance during the first program year of JTPA exceed the
standards set by the model, but it also exceeded in all categories the experience of
San Diego during the last year of CETA:

Crteria Last Yer CETA JIPA

Enterad employment rate (adutt) . . 60 percent 78 percent
Weifare entered employment rate . 52 percent 64 percent
Average wage . $#43 $461

Cost per sntered employment . $3,675 $2,835
Entered employment rate (youth) . 49 percent 75 percent
Posrirve termsnation rate . . 68 pescent 81 percent
Cost per positve iiime ~bon . . . $3,239 $2,947

Thus level of improved performance was not obta.ed at the sacrifice of any signif-
icant change in the persons being served:

Percent—
LipE  m
Female I3 50
Public assistance reciprent 34 k1}
Handicayped 9 §
Unemployed 15 weeks or more (adults) 67
Black 22 23
Hispanic 25 23
Asian/Pacific Isiander 12 13
Schoot dropout 26 2
Single head of household with dependents 19 20
Unemployment insurance claimant 12 1
Age 21 and under 35 kL]
Age 55 and over . 6 7

Increased performance was ~1eo not obtained from any signific..at shift in the
type of organizations from which training services were purchased

TRAINING CONTRACTS BY TYPE OF AGENCY

Percent —

. L

i A
Community based organizations 48 45
Public education 21 22
Prvate education L 10
Prvate employers 8 9
Local governments 9 9
Other prvate, nonprofit (for exarple, labor, chambers of commerce, and so forth) 2 ]
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As you can see from the data, San Diego experi. nced successful attainment of all
seven performance standards; exceeded performance during the prior year of CETA;
did so with no significant change in service to hard-toserve population groups, did
not lessen its use of community organizations to deliver training; experienced no
change in SDA boundaries from th%evious prime sponsor; and did not change ad-
ministrative entities from CETA to A

As a result of this performance and California’s approach to implementing a
strong performance incentives system, San Diego received a performance incentive
award of $886,607. And let me assure you that that has become a strong incentive
for continued performance in the current year, and has elevated performance expec-
tations to a new level in San Dieyo.

What was the cause for increased performance? In part, it was an improved eco-
nomic climate that saw average unemployment in San Diego drop two percentage
points. But the improveruents in performance more than exceeded the expectations
that accompany this change. And, the performance standards model incorporates
the factor of local unemployment in its setting of the performance mdaﬂ to be
rerched. The catalyst that sparked performance included-

. The establishment by the PIC of an Evaluation Committee that scrutinized per-
ormance;

Terminacion by the PIC o1 half a dozen contracts that ‘sere not performing, clear-
ly signaling to the local delivery system the seriousness of the PIC’s intent; and

The simple existence of clear, specific, known and public performance ».=~dards
that se to elevate awareness and define ts.

This is not to suggest that organizations delivering job training services are not
concerned about accomplishment without the “stick” of performance standards.

We in San Diego believe that we have an effective, c.ncerned, competent set of
service delivery organizations. However, the existzr2e of performance standards has
raised the conscicusness of SDAs, PICs, and training providers. Performance stand-
ards combined with the extensive use of fixed unit price performance contracts (the
only method of contracting used in San Diego) has had an overall effect of elevating
the performance attainment of the delivery system.

But what of the concerns often expressed that Yerformance standards and use of
fixed unit price contracting will invariably drive local SDAs and PICs to select cli-
ents most able to succeed? And doesn’t thi seemingly inevitable tradeoff suggest
that a system focused on performance outcomes—a “performance driven” system—
will perversely affert service to population groupe for whom job training programs
weIreml 1 mlﬁl?tphce? likelihood of ful

t is clearly ible for a training agency to increase its likeli of successfu
performance by “creaming” the mest successful persons from among the population
to he served. But this is not an inevitable development. In San Diego, each training
contract includes not only targets for performance outcomes, but it also contains nu-
merical targets for the percentage of persons to be serve.’ from various hard-to-serve
population groups. A contractor does not successfully perform by achieving higher
program outcomes, if doing so is at the expense of tﬁe target groups to which it is
also contractually bound. Successful performance is to include considerations of
both who is served, as well as what outcomes are nroduced. When the option of
achieving higher formance outcomes through neglect of service to key population
groupe is removed, then increased performance has to be obtained through program
efficiencies and unqroved effectivenees in operation. .

My point in dwelling on San Diego’s experience is simply to convey a sperific il-
lustration of the desirable impact that performance standards have had, and to
demonstrete that often expreesed fears ing undesirable effects on services to
hard-to-serve grogr are not an inherent tradeoff that should cause us to doubt the
wisdom or value of a “performance driven” system.

I do not wish my comments to be taken that “all is roses” in the performance
garden. There exists fundamental problems with the performance standard model
that the Labor Department has developed and which is being utilized by the majori-
ty of states. The model attempt to factor in elements such as service to imrd—to-serve
groups, local unemployment rates, program duration, and other features to validly
predict an e level of performance. However, factors built into the model are
able to explain or predict less than one-half of all of the variations in performance.
This means that more than half of the factors which contribute to performance vari-
ance cannot be considered within the confines of the model. Further, there are ques-
tions to be raised with regard to the data hase that is now eing utilized by the
De'mrtment of Labor for the performance model as we enter the next program year.

e most significant problem with the current performance standards system is
the reliance upon placement rather than longer term measures for assessing per-
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formance With the passage of JTPA, Congress stated in Section 106 that the basic
measure of performance for ~dult training programs under Title II are to be In-
creases in employment ar. earn:ngs and reductions in welfare dependency The cur-
rent national performar..e standards do not include these measures. The Office ot
Management and Budget’s denial of the U.S. Department of Labor’s requests to es-
tablish post program data collection categories makes the implementation of any
such standards virtually impossible.

The existence of performance standards has increased the credibility of JTPA
with the business and the general community. They are an asset in building public ‘
confidence in JTPA expenditures. It distinguishes JTPA as virtually the only pro-
gram in the social services arena with such visible and specific measures of perforin-
ance It would be a mistake of monumental proportions to remove from A the
desirable features of a “rerformanee driven” system. At the same time, maintaining
this confidence and implementing congressional intent requires significant improve-
ment in the primitive system now being utilized. There exists much work to be done
to perfect the way in which the current national performance standards model is
constructed and the measures used. While some efforts are underway at the Depart-
ment of Labor to examine the current model, the disposition of the Departmeut of
Labor is to make relatively few chan%?, leaving well enough along, leavingoadjust-
ments to be made at the State level. The Department’s cautious approach should be
modified and a greater commitment made to implementing post program perform-
ance mer.sures and improving the current model’s predictive validity.

Fack. state left to its own devices will spawn a wide range of ms of varying
q. uty and limited consistency. This is an arca in which great :r Fec=ral leadership
is required. The national integrity of JTPA should not be left to a hopeful expecta-
tion that the struggles with this issue separately in the fift; states will simulta-
neously and coincidentally converge to an appropriate system. We must not lose the
opportunity we have in A to build public confidence thirough demonstrations of
accountability and performance. The need to perfect better systews and measures
must proceed rapidly and with urgency.

SERVICES TO YOUTH

I would like to turn to the grea of youth services. There exits concern that most
SDAs are not meeting the 4 % expenditure requirement for services to youth As
you arc aware, JTPA requi.e that 40% of A expenditures be on servires to
youth Unlike provisions tnat existed under CETA that tracked services to yo'‘th as
a percent of persons served, JTPA measures youth services in terms of expuni-
tures. The true effect of this standard is to effectively require that 50~60 percent of
all persons served be youth. This is due to the oftentimes lower unit cost for youth
programs. Whe.!.er or not you view this effect as desirable, I would like to raise two
observations regarding the meeting of this requirement.

The impact of restrictions on work experience are more significent in JTPA than
restrictions on needs-based payments. As difficult as it may be to expect adults to
enter a training program for a future benefit of employment and higher wages, it is
a more difficult proposition to expect youth to associate with such deferred rewards.
In order to encourage youth to participate in a training program, it is often essen-
tial that something immediate, tangible, specific and of value be offered. Severely
himited now in the ability to pay stipends, and with severe restrictions on work ex-
perience, the requirement to spend 40% of all monies on youth (which may mean
services to 50-60% of all persons enrolled) poses a demanding task. On-the-job train-
ing programs are also often limited in their ability to sorve youth due to state laws

rohibiting youth under age of 18 or 19 from working in a variety of oc :upations.
ile Section 205 of JTPA describes a variety of exemtﬂlary programs available for
youth, these are limited in many cases to in-school youth.

JTPA limits many of the services strategies that are appropriate for serving
youth, particularly younger youth and youth who are out o? school. The combina-
tion of limited program strategies, along with a requirement that (effectively) 50-
60% of all persons served by youth, is the primary resson why SDAS have in nieny
cases fallen short of meeting required youth service Jevels. This shortfall does not
reflect a lack of priority or absence of concern for servinga{outh. Services to y oung
persons are at or near the top of the priority list for virt: J'l‘lfx every local communi-
ty; and they are not at the top of that list simply because A establishes ¢ target;
it is because youth experience the highest rates of unemployment and con munities
are genuinely concerned about the future of their young people.

1If we are to effectively serve youth with quality progrums, and if ., TPA is to rvach
its youth expenditure targets, some adjustments must be made. This issue need: to
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be examined not simply from the standpoint of whether or not we have adequatel
provided PIC’s and service delivery areas the tools to effectively serve youth——botf‘;
at the level the Congress has intended and to the level to whlcﬁ local areas aspire

A second issue regarding the 40% requirement concens the cost of data collec*ion.
Administative funds are severely restricted in JTPA The administrative cost and
complexity of tacking expenditures for youth is considerably greater than tracking
persons. It is a relatively easy matter to count the number of persons aged 21 and
under as a percent of total enrollments. However, in trajning programs which may
serve persons both over and under the thresnoid age of 21, 1t is terribly complex to
track each individual cost associated separately with each individual participant
The Department of Labor’s position has been: ihai the pro-rating of program costs
proportionately to persons aged 21 and under does not meet the requirements of the
Act Unless the pro-rating of common program costs is sanctioned by JTPA and the
Labor Department, tracking this requirement will absorb undue amounts of limited
administrative funds and expose gl%&s to potential questioned costs

AUDITS AND LIABILITIES

Questions surrounding aduits and habilities, as I believe this Committee is well
aware, preoccupied much of the management energy and the concerns of the CETA
system during 1ts final years. This focus arose due to the degree of financial expo-
sure that local governments and training operators experienced for what were often
minvr violations of procedural rules and regulations.

It would be a mistake of great consequence to return to the point where the domi-
nant performance objective of Service Delivery Area administrative entities is the
minimization of exposure to financial liability. When management energy is preoc-
cupied with such exposure, and when the key definition of lozal progam success be-
comes the avoidance of financial liability, we have lost much of what JTPA aspires
to.

JTPA is now approaching in this next year the period in which the results of ini-
tial audits conducted under JTPA will be seen. A is at the threshold of a similar
grcoccuptaion with audit and liability issues and concerns as existed under C™"A

tates, in efforts to protect their financial resources, and in the face of ii'...ed
Fedeal guidance as to what are allowable expenditures, are pursuing a protective

and defensive approach. What is an allowable cost in one state may be a disallowed
cost in another. There are no national audit standards for allowable costs under
JTPA There can be 50 separate interpretations in 50 separate states. The e

in 1984 of the Single Aduit Act has left auditors throughout the system with ques-
tions as to its application to JTPA. The Labor Department’s position that governors
can proceed with great flexibility and the Federal government will not later ques-
tion such_interpretations, is believed by virtualy no one at the atate and local
level—and with good cause.

The Department of Labor has done a great service to the JTPA delivery system
by not hamstringing the system with the needeless, overbearing, cambersome and
E::ty regulations that characterized CETA; but there are key areas in which greater
l bxc guidance is needed—one of the most important of these is that of audits and
iability.

PARTICIPANT INCOME SUPPORT

One of JTPA’s most controversial features 18 its virtual elimination of stipends,
and the debate as to its posicive and negative effects on program delivery. I would
like to address this issue g:s a moment fro a an operational perspective.

It should be obvious that absent any means of income support, it is virtually im-
possible for an individual to participate for any extended duration in skills training
actwvity. However, it is also true that the question of income support is not synony-
mous with stipends.

Many Service Deli\{zsy Areas, such as San Diego, pay no stipends whatsoever, but
rather provide a limited range of supportive services. An initial program adjustment
to the elimination of stipends was, most immediately and most often, to engage in
more extensive outreach efforts, attempting to find persons who could rurvive in
training without income support provided by the program This was conwributed in
part to the high levels of service to public assistance recipiente and also shows up in
services tc unemployment insurance recipients. This response required the least
amount of programmatic change.

However, in many cases, that recruitment effort has ei‘her been insufficient to
locate the number of persons sought, or once having reaclied the most readily avail-
able persons, the basic dilemma resurfaces.
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A second reeponse is to seek alternative means of income support to participants.
This may take the form of securing part-time jobs matched to part-time training;
increased utilization of combined on-the-job tramning and classroom training; train-
ing conducted at off hour times; and intensifying instruction 1n order to shorten the
calendar length of training.

These adiustments are generally desirable and can enable service to & number of
persons But they carnot address the problem completely If our policy objective is
to have a system accessible to all persons eligible (and some will suggest that this
may not be our objective), then something more needs to be done To simply suggest
that motivation by itself is sufficient to sustain an individual in a longer term train-
Ing program is at best naive.

One potential solution lies in establishing a more flexible system than is currently
in effect—one that provides increased discretion to the local Service Delvery Area
and the local PIC.

1 am not suggesting a return to stipends as we traditionally have known them
Simple income transfers fail to reinforce incentives attached to participant perform-
ance. But the flexibility to establish participant “earned incentive payments”,
where a participant can earn an amount for achievement of training objectives (e.g.,
attendance levels, competencies attained, l-arning tasks or levels satisfactorily com-
pleted, etc.) can provide a source of in program earned income that is associated
with the achievement of training objectives. Associated with treining competencies,
such costs should be chargeable as a training coet. It is unclear now as to whether
such systems are allowable under JTPA and how they are counted. This is only one
example of what may be a variety of alternative approaches.

If, in fact, what we care about is the total cost per person to be served, then we
should be concerned less at the national level about defining rules on stipends, or
limitations on support services (or even administration costs), and provide increased
flexibility to local areas to mount what is an appropriate local pr.xram design,
withi. the cost performance standards which have been established.

DISPLACED WORKERS

I would like to offer some obeervations regarding the underexpenditure of Title I
Displaced Workers Funds.

Title III funds do not flow by formula to the local level. Twenty-five percent of
Title Il funds are held at the Federal level. At the state level, the remaining seven-
ty-five percent is distributed through a variety of approaches. These range from
state operated programs to application processes in which locals may apply for
funds as plant closures or mass layoffs occur.

The mechanism of local application for funds is time consuming. Waiting to apply
for funds when a plant closure is imminent ohviously impedes the ability to quickly
mount programs. Commitments have to be hedged as there is not certainty of fund-
ing. Particularly critical with regard to displaced workers is the importance of in-
volving the workers to be laid off as soon as is possible in a placement or retraining
effort. Pre-intervention activities, which are critical to effective displaced worker
programs, are impeded when there are no funds available to support such activities.
The longer the time delay for funds to arrive after closure or layoff, the fewer work-
ers who will likely be involved in training.

There also lies some difficulty in the definition of displaced worker. Many states
have viewed displaced workers primarily as persons unemployed from major plant
closures or mess layoffs of mg‘m.? cant size. While long term unemployed persons are
eligible under Title ITI, the tendency to focus principaily on plant closures has
handicapped the ablhty of many rural areas to be as fully active in Title I as
might be the case. Often in smaller rural communities there i8 no single, major
plant closure, but rather the erosion of a particular industry-—~which may be charac-
terized by small business—over time.

The requirement for matching funds is also sometimes a difficult proposition at
the local level. Difficulty often lies ip quickly being able to assemble commitments
for matching funds sufficient to supgort program applications.

A better understanding as “» the Congressional intent with regard to service to
long term unemployed persons through Title III, coupled with a more direct flow of
some portion of Title III funds to local areas with significant numbers of displaced
workers, and some relief from the level of matching funds currently required, would
speed the implementation of this program.

RIC 98

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




95

SUMMARY

The last thoughts I wish w0 leave with you as you proceed through JTPA over-
sight is the urging, 1n the strongest of terms, to preserve and expand upon locai
flexibility and discretion. A key to maintaining business, local elected official, and
community support is to keep their roles meaningful and not to erode local decision
making authority. JTPA 18 and will succeed based on the strength of the local part-
nerships. Those partnerships are to be encouraged and allowed to fiourish. The key
to this continued development will be the degree of flexibility provided at the local
level to assemble the most effective program.

Thank you again for the invitation to testify

Mr. MarTINEZ. Mr. Moore, thank you for your testimony It is
very enlightening and I think that I would like to have some fur-
ther conversation with you.

You are in San I™ago, right——

Mr. MooORE. Yes.

Mr. MARTINFzZ [continuin ]. So you are not too far from my dis-
trict in Los Angeles. Of all .f the things you have suggested—you
hit on one thing that is of, I think, vital interest to us and that is
performance with integrity. You almost laid out a specific criteria
for program performance. I would 'ike to get a little elaboration on
that in written communication with us and I will probably talk to
ycv further on the phone.

A. this time, because we are going to be having a series of votes
on the floor, I would like to conclude this hearing, and I would like
to request unanimous consent fcr two adaitional JTPA studies to
be included in the hearing record. The first is the GAO study con-
ducted at the request f Senator Kennedy, which was referred to us
earlier; and the second is the study conducted at the University of
Chicago.

[The GAO study for Senator Edward M. Kennedy follows:]
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The Honorable Edward M. Rennedy
Ranking Minority Member
Committee on Labor and

Human Resources
United States Senate

Dear Serator Kennedy:

Subject: Concerns Within the Job Training Community
Qver Labor's Ability c¢o Implement the Job
Training Partnership Act (GAQ/HRD-85-61)

As your office requested, we are providing you with
information on the Department of Labor's role 1in 1mplementing
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and the potential impact
a reduction-in=-f :ce (RIF) and reorganization had on 1:s ability
to carry out that role. Because of the relative newness of the
JTPA program and the evolving nature of Labor's and the states'
roles 1n administering 1t, we concentrated our efforts on ?b-
taining the views of members of tne job training community' as
to the potential impact of these actions. These views were
their rerception of Labor's ability to implement the act, and as
a consequence, could not be independently verified by our staff.

We 1denti1fied some concerns within that communlity over
Labor's ability to adequately 1mplement JTPA. Specifically,
these concerns relate to (1) the potentially adverse impact of a
May 1984 RIF and reorganization within the Employment and Train-
ing Administration (ETA) on staff morale, program expertise, and
efficiency of program implementation and (2) the lack of JTPA
program juidance to the states.

'This term 1s used throughout this report to collectively
describe representatives of employment and training organiza-
tions, including Labor's Employment and Training Administra-
tion, Office of Inspactor General, and regional ~ffices; the
states; and public interest groups.
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The results of our work are summarized below, and enclo-
suresg I rhrough VI provide 1nformation on ETA staffing levels
for selected periods between fiscal years 1980 and 198A; a sum-
mary of ETA personnel actions associated wlth the May 25, 1984,
RIF; and organizational charts of each ETA administrative office
before and after the reorganization.

BACKGROUND

On October 1, 1983, JTPA !Public Law 37-300) replaced <he
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1978 (CETA) as the
nation's primary federally funded employment and training pro-
gram. Similar to 1ts predecessor, JTPA provides remedial educa-
tion, training, and employment assistance to unskilled and eco-
nomically disadvantaged 1ndividuals primarily through a lccally
based program delivery system. Jnlike CETA, however, JTPA
reduces the Department of Labor's 1involvement 1n the program by
shifting many administrative and oversight functions to the
states. ETA, which 1s responsible for administering JTPA at the
federal level, has 1interpreted its role to be one of providing
broad policy guidance and oversight and has 1mplemented federal
regulations that give the states broad authority to Lnterpret
most provisions of the law. C(onsistent with these reduced re-
sponsibilities, 1n February 1984 ETA notified 1ts emplovees of
plans to reduce the number of 1ts personnel. It also decided to
reorganize 1ts national office concurrent with the staff
reduction.

CBJECTIVES, SCOPE, ANDL METHCDOLOGY

The objectives of our audit efforts were to develop infor-
mation concerning how £TA was carrylng <¢ut 1ts responsibility
for the JTPA program and to assess the . rantlal impact a RIF
and reorganization may have nad on ETA's arillity %0 carry out
those responsipll:ities., 1In addition, ~e obta:ned the views of
nembers ©of the ob training ccmmunity as to the potential prob-
lems associated 1th these actions.

Qur work was conducted at Lapor's headguarters 1in Washing-
ton, D.C., where we spoke with officials from ETA and the Office
of Inspector General (2IG) and reviewed availaple documents, We
alsc reviewed the JTPA legislation, 1ncluding the legisiative
history and Labor requlations and field memorandums, to obtalin a
better understanding of Labor's responsibilities under the act.
In addition, we developed detailed 1nformation on ETA staffing
levels before and after the May 1984 RIF, We also spoke with
ETA reglonal officials 1n Atlanta, Dallas, Zenver, and Philadel-
phia and with state JTPA offic.als 1in Cclorade, Georzia, Penn-
sylvania, Texas, and VJirginia. The fZnur ZTA rea.conal lorartions

o 1 (’1
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




98

and four of the five states were selected because each of the
Lavor regional offices and the state JTPA offices were conveni-
ently located within or near the same c:ties. The fi1fth state,
Virginia, was selected because of 1%s proximity to Washington,
D.C.

We also met with offic:ials from Sour national organiza-
tions--the National Alliance of Business, the National Associa-
tion of Counties, the National Confarence of State Legislatures,
and the National Governors' Assoclation-—and obtained their
views on the impact of ETA's RIF and reorganization.

OQur work was conducted .nitially during the period April
through October 1984 and later updated, for the most part,
during February and March 1985. It was performed 1n accordance
with generally accepted government audit standards.

ETA RIF AND REORGANIZATION

Labor has been in a posture of reducing 1ts staffing levels
within ETA since the end of fiscal year 1981, at which time the
staff level was 3,326--1,302 in the national office and 2,024 1in
the regional offices. Por the most part, these reductions can
be atcributed to the administration's 1981 push to reduce the
size of federal operations, the phasing down of the former CETA
program, and the reduced federal role under JTPA. In March
1983, the Assistant Secretary for ETA testified before the . .o-
committee on Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education,
HBouse Committee on Appropriations, that an internal management
study had shown that about 2,000 individuals :ere needed to
carry out the agency's responsibilities, TA requested 2,009
positions for figcal year 1984, During fiscal year 1984, how-
ever, ETA proposed further staff reductions, through a RIF, to a
level of 1,824 positions. ETA budget submissions fcr fiscal
years 1985 and 1986 included further staff reductions. Ff&or
fiscal year 1985, ETA requested $111.1 million to support 1,764
positions and for fiscal vear 1986, $105.2 million to support
1,416 positions--B848 for the national office and 568 for the
regional offices. (See encs. I, II, and ITI.)

ETA's RIP, effective May 23, 1984, was aimei at reducing
1ts congress.onally established staffing level from an author-
ized staffing level of 2,009 to 1,824, a reduction of 185 posi-
tions. ETA also reorganized 1ts na..C=al office concurrent with
the RIF ia order to minimize disruption of operations and attain
stability as soon as possible. The national office reorganiza~
tion was based on informal discussions and negotiations between
the Assistant Secretary and heads of ETA'S administrative of-
fices. ETA had previously raorganized 1ts regiona. offices on
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October 23, 1983, based on tne recommendations of a formal task
force consisting of f£ive ZTA staff memcers. The primary zurpose
of this reorganization was to reflect %ne chande in reg.onal
responsiollities frcm grants management tD program monitoring.

IZ!
—
]

Although ETA's May 1984 staff reduct.on was to reduce staff
to a level of 1,824 positions, other personnel ictions asso-
ciated with tne RIF reduced ETA's s-affing level =0 1,720 as of
June 23, 1984. This represented a reduction of 104 positions
below Lts propcsed level and 289 positions below the level of
2,009 authorized by the Congress. 1In total, 727 personnel ac-
tions (485 at headquarters and 242 at regional offices), includ-
ing retirements, separations, downgrades, and transfers, wers
associated with the RIF., (See enc. IV.)

Of the 121 retirements associated with the May 1984 RIF,

61 were early retirements authorized by the Office of Personnel
Management. These retirements helped to lessen the adverse
umpact of the RIF; for example, 51 employees facing potential
senaration were retained, 44 facing demotion were not demotewu,
and 3 facing geographic transfers were not transferred. None-
theless, 100 employees ultimately were separated, and 218 were
demoted. Of tnose separated, 52 were offersc downgraded posi-
tions but declined. Of those downgraded, 63 pcsitions were
downgraded by three or mor=e grade levels The following table
provides additional details on the results of staff downgrades.




1984-~ETA National and Regional Offices

Number of Staff Affected bv Downgrades

Number of staff reduced bv:

GS level 1-2 grade 3 grade over S

before RIF levels levels grade levels Total
15 10 1 i 15

14 21 3 1 26

13 47 - 7 65

12 13 6 6 32

11 ) - 2 16

9 2 - - 4

8 2 2 - 4

7 14 - - 14

6 29 1 - 29

5 4 - - 4

‘4 =3 = = 3

149 13 17 2722

— a— — —

dPotal does not accee with the 218 downgrades referred t'' above

and shown 1n enclosure IV because six employees ultimately
declined to accept downgraded positions.

ETA did not have

information on how to best reclassify these personnel actions.

ETA national and regicnal

office recrganization

ETA reorganized its national administrative offices by

consolidating {ts former 7i~-unit structure 1nto 52 formal organ-

1zational units.

bility,

Reflecting an emphasis on program accounta-
the change included the creation of a new administrative

office-—the Office of Program and Fiscai Integrity-—by combining
the previous Special Counselor Staff with the audit and closeout
functions transferred from the Office of Financial Control and
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Management Systems. As a resulc, ETA now has six {formerly
five) administrative offices all reporting to the Assistant Sec-
retary through the Deputy Assistant Secretary. (See enc. V.)
The Office of Associate Assistant 3ecretary fcr Employment and
Training was eliminated with the creation of the Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary position.

In addition, the Office of Strategic Planning and Policy
Development, which has responsibilities for research, evalua-
tion, and pilot and demonstration actlvitles on employment-
related issues, was reduced from four offices and six divisioas
to three divisions. This change reflects reduced funding for
pilot and demonstration activities, reduced policy formulation
responsibilities, and increased state responsibilities under
JTPA. The office's research activities are generally directed
toward developing new measures ani methodologlies, such as per-
formance standards and measures fcr use in future employment-
related evaluations; its evaluation efforts are primarily
directed toward assessing the operations, results, and effect-
iveness of the JTPA program. On the other hand, pilot and dem-
onstration projects are directed toward serving speclal groups,
such as the handicapped, displaced homemakers, minority youth,
and individuals with limited English-speaking ability.

The shift in emphasis is demonstrated by the reduction 1in
the amount of funds going for pilot and demonstration projects.
In fiscal year 1983 over $50 million went for such projects. In
contrast, for program year 1985 ETA plans to fund pilot and
demonstration projects at about $4.8 million. For program year
1986, ETA requested no funds for pilot and demonstration proj-
ects and will use most of the research and evaluation funds for
evaiuation. The following table shows the funding available for
research, evaluation, and pilot and demonstratlon projects for
1983 tnrough 1986.
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Table 2

Funds Available for Pilot and Demonstration (Ps&D)
and Research and Evaluation (R&E) Progqrams
FY 1983 through PY 1986

P&D R&E Total
FY 1983 $50,656,000 $14,288,000 $64,944,000
TYa 1984 15,973,000 9,142,000 25,115,000
pYP 1934 21,180,000 12,190,000 33,370,000
PY 1985 20,698,000° 12,190,000 32,888,000
pY 19869 - 15,190,000 15,190,000

Note: Above information is based on budget authority for
years jndicated.

aThe transition year (TY) refers to the first 9 months of the
JTPA program--Octuber 1, 1983, to June 30, 1984,

byTPA operates on a program year (PY) cycle starting on July 1
and ending on June 30 of the following year.

CpeD funds for PY 1985 could be reduced to $4,823,000 contingent
on congressional action on a proposed Labor rescission of
$8,569,000 and a reduction of $7,306,000. These reductions
represent Labor's response to a congressional requirement for
limitations on consulting services.

dBudget Request for PY 1986.

In addition, several othner ETA programs and functions, 1including
the National Occupational Information Coordinating Committee,
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and tne Disabled Veterans Out-
reach Program, were transferred elsewhere 1in Labor.

ETA's October 1983 regional office reorganization resulted
in four administrative units reporting directly to the regional
administrator; previously five units reported t> the regional
administrator. (See enc., VI.) The new structure includes the
office of

--Administrative and Management Services,
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-~Job Training Prco~rams (formerly the Office of Comprehen-—
sive Employmen' d Training Act Operations and CETA
Support),

-——=The United States Employment Service (formerly the Qffice
of Job Service), and

--Unemployment Insu.ance.

As part of the reorganization, the mission and function
statements for the first three organizations above were revised
to reflect their reduced role under JTPA and the shift of many
administrative and oversight functions to the states. Unemploy-
ment Insurance was not affected by JTPA, and its responsibili-
ties remained the same. Regional offices for the Job C.tps and
the Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training were not included in
the reorganization because they have separate regional ETA
operations,

JOB _TRAINING COMMUNITY
CONCERNS WITH ETA RIP

Representatives of the job training community have ex-
pressed concern that certain problems may surface as a result of
the May 1984 RIF. Their comments reflect the opinion that the
staff reductions have created a situation where ETA now faces a
number of potential problems in carrying out its JTPA responsi-
bilities, 1ncluding

~—~low staff morale,

-—=lost program expertise among ETA staff, and

--lost program efficiency and program delays.
Low morale

Concerns about low morale among the ETA staff were ex-
pressed by both the officials of public interest groups and by
senior ETA officials at headquarters and 1in the regions. One
ETA official said that employees think ETA has no long-term
commitment to them, so they have no commitment to ETA. Staff
fears of another RIF were noted by three ETA officials.

In later interviews with various officials, we were told
that morale in ETA has been shattered because of the continuing
fear of RIFs and downgrades. Two officials in national organ-
izations stated that ETA employees appeared to be more worried
about keeping their jobs than they were about doing them. The
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head of one ETA office stated that the fear of another RIF has
been increased by a recent proposal in Labor's fiscal year 1986
budget request to eliminate the Job Corps and to reduce staff 1in
3 of the 10 regional offices.

Logt expertise

Concerns about reduced levels of expertise among the ETA
staff were expressed by officials of three national organiza-
tions axd three states we visited as well as the heads of two
ETA administrative offices. An official of one national organ=-
ization said that BTA no longer has staff capable of giving
technical assistance or information on such issues as what con-
stitutes a valid cost under the act and how such costs should be
allocated. The official said that ETA may not have expertise or
staff necuesary tc develop the technical and complex performance
standards required by the act. A state official said that while
the ETA staff remaining after the RIF are well-meaning, they are
10t yet knowledgeable in their new roles.

The head of one ETA administrative office said that many
staff remaining after the RIF did not have the technical back-
grounds needed to meet the requirements of their new positions,
a number of young staff aembers with strong technical back-
grounds left ETA, and the reduction eliminated some of ETA's
best employees. Many of those remaining are nearing retirement
age and may nOt have the desire to learn new skills.

In order to gain some perspective on the effect of the RIF
o1 staffing size and makeup, we compared the staffing recards
available for two points in time--December 31, 1983, ana Septem-
ber 30, 1984-——for the two ETA Offices responsible for review,
evaluation, and research and development zctivities and for job
training programs. The size of the professional staff at the
evaluation office had been significantly reduced--from 70 to 46
persons--during this period, and 19 of the 46 staff members
remaining after the RIF were new to that office, while 27 had
previously worked there. Fourteen of the 46 remaining profes-
sional staff members were eligible for retirement within 5
years, including 7 of the 27 staff members previously employed
in that office.

At the job training programs office, the professional staff
size had been reduced from 156 to 126. Of these, 27 were new to
that office, and 99 were previously with that office. Of the
126 professicnal staff members remaining after the RIF, 56 were
eligible for retirement within 5 years, including 44 of the 99
previously with that off’ce.
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The following table summarizes this information:
Table 3
Staff as of Sept., 30, 1984

Staff as of New office Former office
Dec. 31, 1983 emplovees emplovees Total

Cffice of

Strategic

Planning

and Policy

Development 70 19 27 46

Eligible
to retire
within 5 years 7 7 14

Office of Job
Training
Programs 156 27 99 126

Eligible
to retire
within © 7ears 12 44 56

Program inefficiency and delay

Concerns about program efficiency and timeliness were
expressed by officials of the four national organizations, one
ETA administrative office, and three regional offices. The head
of one ET!. administrative office said that the reorganization
and later reassignment of staff members had aifected staff per=-
formance. However, while he pointed out that mmediately after
the RIF about 80 percent of the staff in one office were in
positions for which they had no training or experience, the
long-term impact was not as severe as anticipated. We were
recently informed by this official that after providing the
staff with internal and external training and expanding staff
expertise by hiring additional personnel, the staff was now
functioning at a s.tisfactory level. 1In recent follow-ups with
officials from four national organizations, we were told that
they are still encountering difficulties and delays in obtaining
reports, information, and answers from ETA.

The effects of the RIF on regional operations were largely
unknown from the perspective of regional officials because they
were unclear about their future role. One regional official
believed bie veduced staff would be sufficient {f ETA's over-
sight role 1s limited, 2as currently designed, to determining

- 1u9
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vhether states have appropriate JTPA systems and processes in
place.

CONCERNS WITH ETA'S LIMITED
2LICY AN

Representatives of the job training community have ex=-
pressed concern that although the states have been given primary
responsihility for program administration, they have received
onlv limited policy guidance from ETA. At *ne same time, state
programs are subject to ciose scrutiny thrrugh audits and evalu-
ations by Labor's 0IG, ETA, and our Office.

In addition to the act and the regqulations implementing
JTPA, ETA has provided some limited guidance to the states
through policy letters published in the Pederal Register. For
example, in March 1984, ETA provided the states guidance on
implementing summer you.h programs. ETA has also issued moni=-
woring gquides which it developed to assist {.s field staff in
overseeing how the states are carrying out their responsibili-
ties. These guides addrass specific areas, including eligi=~
bility, allocation of costs between training ard administration,
cash and financial managuwuent, performance standards, and due
process. ETA had planned to develop an audit monitoring guide
but ducided that such a guide could lead to a back door apyroach
to cegulating how the states operate the program. Instead,
Labor is relying on the 01G, which must determine the adequacy
of each state's audit coverage. 1In this regard, we noted that
the 0iIG plans to use the Officz of Management and Budget's Janu-~
ary 11, 1985, revision to Civeular A-102, Attachmeat P, Compli-
ance Supplewent, which includes the major compliance features
for JTPA. Tae Supplement generzlly follows the requirement
specilied in the act.

The job training officials we cuntacted indicated that a
major concern among state JTPA officials is with audits and the
liability associated with any questioned costs. They are ccn=-
cerned that tlre program policies they established may be later
questioned oc challenged during the audit and evaluation
process. They felt that this could result in policies being
formulated or revised based on the results of audits and eval-
uations. This situation could result ir prugram costs being
questioned or disallowed, with the states being held accountable
for the costs incurred. They also pointed to the lack of ETA
guidance and direction to the states in these areas and the need
for such assistance.

Purthermore, job training officials have indicated that
scme states' concerns over the lack of guidance and potential
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liabilities have made them very cautious about trying 1nnovative
or creative job training techniques as envisioned in the act;
these concerns may inhibit the coordinat >f services between
employment, training, and educationa_ ~ »,.ams which JTPA en-
courages. For example, ETA has not pruvided guidance for re-
cording and documenting the sharing of funds or in-kind services
between JTPA programs and state and local social service pro-
grams providing similar or related ac .ivities. 1In the absence
of such guidance, there is concern among state and local job
training officials that the propriety of such transactions, or
the associated documentation, may be questioned during the audit
process,

As requested by your office, we did not obtain written
comments from the Department of Labor. BHowever, a draft <f the
report was submitted to Labor officials for review and oral
comment and we have incorporated their views where appropriate.

We are sending copies of this report to the Bouse Committee
on Education and Labor, the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations, and other interested parties, including Congress-
man Prank R. Wolf.

Sincerely vyours,
Richard L. Fogel
Director

Enclosures - 6
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ENCLOSURE I

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION

STAFF POSITIONS AT END OF YEAR

year
sear
year
year
year

year

request for

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985 (estimated)

fi1scal yvear 1986

National Regional

office offices Total
1,206 2,146 3,352
1,302 2,024 3,526
1,01% 1,424 2,439
955 1,274 2,229
1,105 888 1,993
994 801 1,795

84e 56823 1,416

aThe staff level reduction in fiscal year 1986 13, for the most
part, due to the administration's proposals to eliminate the
Job Corps, not seek funding for the Work Incentive Program, and
consolidate regional operations.
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ENCLOSURE II

ETA NATIONAL OFFICE STAFF LEVELS

Assistant Secretary for
Employment and Training

Office of Pinancial Control
and Management Systems

Office of Program and
Piscal Integrity

Office of Job Training
Prograns

Office of Strateqgic Planning
and PolicCy Development

Office of Regional Management
Office of Employment Security

Total

Actual Actual Actual

9/30/83 9/1/84 2/28/85
17 13 15
306 202 206
_ 92 84
203 153 153
100 58 62
22 20 21
307 213 222
955 751 763
—— A —
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ENCLOSURE III ENCLOSURE III

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION

STAFF LEVELS - REGIONAL OFFICES

OCTOBER 31, 1983, TO FEBRUARY 28, 1985

Actual Actual Actual Actual
Region 10/31/83 7/27/84 9/1/84 2728, 85

I 88 77 80 70
II 143 95 97 86
ITI 143 113 118 116
v 178 141 143 141
v 21 146 132 151
VI 118 93 93 100
vII 79 65 64 65
VIII 68 68 62 n
IX 113 92 83 102
X 76 57 58 80
Total 1,245 947 930 972
— — — ——
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EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION

SUMMARY OF RIF ACTICONS

MAY 25, 1984
Separations
Serv:cing RIF due ro
b camponent Retirements separations declinationsd Dowgrades ReassignmentsP

National Office 33 0 21 182 229
Region 1 4 0 0 0 0
Reqgion 11 16 15 4 3 16
Region IT1 6 1 0 1 14
Region IV 1 2 7 4 8
Region Vv 25 21 n 1 6
Region V1 2 0 2 5 5
Aegion VI1 4 2 1 4 3
Region VIII 3 0 0 9 o]
Region IX 9 3 2 n 1
Region X 1 4 4 2 K]
Total 1”2 48 52 218 288
— - -~ — ——

d1ndividuals who left ETA after being offered downgrades.

PInd1viduals who were reassigned to other organizatlions.
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ENCLOSURE V

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION

ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY

OFFICE OF FINANCIAL
CONTROL AND

MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

OFFICE OF PROGRAM

OFFICE OF STRATEGIC
PLANNING AND
POLICY DEVELOPMENT

AND FISCAL
INTECRITY

OFFICE OF 4JO8
TRAINING PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF REGIONAL
MANAGEMENT

OFFICE OF
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration.
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ENCLOSURE VI ENCLOSURE VI

Employment and Traning Administeation
May 28. 194 Reorganization
Office of Empioyment Recunty

Reorganmzed

e o
—

SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration.
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Employment and Traiming Administrat.on
May 25, 1984 Reorganization
Office of Strategic Pltanning and Policy Development

Former Reorganized
!
Ihee ot ‘ e 31 SUateg
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e o Manvwry Mhca ot
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.: by Ovemon of Acurt ana 7 outh e ————
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) o OMfice of Ressarcn
Sosca Newors ey
~ovel Programe ™
|l Owmon of Researcn
na Owvercpment
L Devemen
Pogram Evelusnon

SOURCE: Employment and Training Administrction.
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ENCLOSURE VI ENCLOSURE VI

Employment and Training Admunistration
October 23. 1983 Reorganization
Office of Regionel Management

Former Reorganizud
Office of Regionat Management Otfice of Regionai Management i
|
1 I
[ ETA Regional Offices ETA Regionat Oftices |
J
Office of Administration and t—{ Ot4ce of Administranon and Management
Management Services Services
Office of CETA 1 Office of Job Training Programs
Operanons
C#fice ot CETA Suppon ] Office of US Empioyment Service
Office of job Service =]  Office of Unempioyment Insurance

Office of Unempioynient insurance

SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration.
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Employment and Training Administration.
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ENCLOSURE VI ENCLOSURE VI

Employ and Treining Admni

May 25, 1984 Reorganization
Otfice of Fins~cial Control and Management Systems
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Employment and Traimng Administration
May 25, 1984 Reorganization
Office of Job Training Programs

Reorganized
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SOURCE: Employment and Training Adminigtration.
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[The University of Chicago report follows:]

ILLiNois UNEMPLOYMENT AND JoB TRAINING ReszarcH Provecr, UNIVERSITY OF
CHicago

(March 18, 1985)

THE FEDERAL BUDGET AND SHRINKING RESOURCES FOR JOB TRAINING

Progroms contain promises, but budgets provide resources. There are few better
measures of national priorities thon the omlysis of trends in expenditures over time.
This study shows the nature of shifts in funds for employment and 'roin;ng programs from
the enoctment of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) in the eorly
70s 1o the proposed budget of the Reagan Administration for the next fisco! year. Since
few states ond localities provide their own budgets for employment and fraining, the
federal decisions determine the level of resources available fo each state ond each city.

Our onalysis shows that there was o major growth of public resources for
employment and training progroms from the Nixon Administration 1o the early Carter
Administration, o decline in the late Carter years ond o much shorper drop under
President Reagon. The budget trends show the impact of the elimination of one major
strategy, public se~ice employment, and o reduction of resources for those training
programs which remain in operotion. All of this occurred in times of growing
joblessness. The result, prexented in the final section of this report, is an extremely
sharp reduction in resources per jobless worker.

With the odvent of the CETA progrom in federal fiscol year 1975, expenditures in
the orea of job training begon at o low level, which 1s largely accounted for by a "stort-
up" delay. 1975 marked the pedk of o serious recession, but there were positive signs of
recovery by the d of the yeor.

Program expenditures ot all levels of government continved 1o rise until they
reached o pedk in 1978, the first full fiscal yeor of the Corter Admimstration. The
economy was fairly strcng during this period.  Appropriotions for federal progroms in
many areas of government activity increased significontly. The sudden decline in

manufacturing industries was yet 1o come.
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The combined effects of inflation ond domestic budgetary cuts in the late Carter
yewrs led employment training programs inta what would become a large six-year decline
in expenditures. The Reagon Administration brought more serious cuts thon had been
witnessed in the post. Federal spending in employmen. training and vocational education
reached its lowest point in a decade In FY 1984, the year of the Job Training Partnership
Act's (JTPA) odvent.

At the state ond local levels, recent budgets have dromatized the impact of funding
cuts. For example, actual job training funding reductions have been experienced in
varying degrees within states becouse of chonges in allocation formula. The CETA
legislation had contained "hold-harmless” provisions which insured that localities would
recewve at least 90% of previous year funding each successive year. The JTPA does not
convain such a provison.  Thus many localities hose hecome subject to dramatic
fluctuations in appropriations from yeor to year. Large cities with high unemployment
have experienced special problems.

Our analysis of these spending trends will focus on the following major areas: (1)
the gverall fedei ol budgetary commitments during CETA and the JTPA, and (2) budget

trends in 1lhinois, a state with one of the nation's highest unemployment rates.

Methodological Summary

The budgetary data in this analysis has been collecte from a number of sources.
The federal expenditure data was provided by the Office of Management and Budget in
Washington, D.C.. Expenditure data on the State of lllinois was obtained at the federal
level from the U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration

(DoL-ETA). lltino:s expenditure data does not include administrative costs.
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Expenditures at oll levels of government are presented in federol fiscal yeors. The
federat fiscal year (FY) runs from October | through September 30. The CET A program
was enacted in 1974 but not impletnented or refiected in the federal budget until FY
1975, Similarly, the JTPA become low in 1982 but is not reflected in the budget until FY
1984,

With the advent of the JTPA, o nine morth tronsition yeor was fiscally authorized
o run from October !, 1983 through June 30, 1984, followed by the first full operating
year. The dota that we have presented for fiscal years 1985 and 1986 are estimates from
the President’s budget proposals.

There ore several budgetary requirements that hove been written into the Job
Troining Partnership Act. The first is that 90% of funds must be spent 10 serve the
economically disadvontoged. This leaves 0 10% “window™ through which lacalities con
serve other populations with barriers o employment. Secondly, the JTPA requires that
70% of monies be spent on actual froining. In effect, this regulotion fimits the
percentage of funds which may be used for odministration (15%) ond suppor tive services
(15%). Thirdly, the low mandates that 40% of expenditures be made for serving youth,

A final note should be made for the purpose of exploining the calculotion of current
{nominal) dollar and constant (reat) dollar figures. We refer %o nominol totols as the
actual ameunt of money spent on progrom activities in current valued dollors in ony
given year. This calculation differs from real dollor fo,als. Real doltar calculations
adjust curreni monetary figures 1o account for the changing valve of currency. For the
analysis in this chapter, real dollar cuiculotions were made thre 'gh the use of Gross
National  roduct (GNP) deflotors os recarded in the Busine . “~nditiors Digest,
Depar tment of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, through the second quorter of
1984, GNP deflator figures for late 1984, 1985, and 1986 which have been used In the
analysis are estimotes from the Office of Monogement and Budge! in Washington, D.C,
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Federol Spending Trends

The 1973 Comprehensive Employment ond Troining Act (CETA) became o port of
the federol budget in FY 1975. Federal expenditures for troining ond employment
progroms and reloted supportive services begon with $3.4 billion (in constont dollars)
during this initiol yeor. Spending peaked in FY 1978 with expenditures totaliing over $7.3
bithion (in constant dollors), an increase of 115% over FY 1975,

FY 1979 marked the turning point of federal spending potterns on these prog- yms,
initioting o period of continued funding decreases. Expenditures for employment and
fraining programs continued 1o decline through FY 1984, with fie mast severe drop in
funding taking place in FY 1982 during the most serious recession since the 1930s. FY
1982 was the first full budget year of the Reagan Administration.

FIGURE §
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Figure | represents the pottern . federal expenditures in ol ares of employment
trolning, Inchuding vocational education programs. I con be noted that in FY 1979,
outioys totalled over $11.6 billion, while spending in FY 1983 was $5.9 billion ond
sstimoted erpenditures in FY 1986 are projected to be less thon $5.8 billlon (in curren®
dollors). In constant voive dollors, expenditures dropped 69.3 percent between FY 1978
and FY 1984. Charts |, 2, ond 3 on the following poges document all federal
expenditures in the areo of employment training (FY 1975-86) in current dollars (Chort
1), constont dotlars (Chart 2), and overage onnwol figures (Chart 3).

Legislative Authorization The Job Troining Portnership Act, which replaced the CETA
program in FY 1983, was outhorized as o permanent program ye! established no specific
funding level for _ -h activity. Instead, “Such sums os necessory™ are outhorized to be
appropriated {or sach program, with the exception of the Job Corps which was
authorized for a $618 million appropriotion in FY 983 ond "such sums” thereafter.

Allocations among progroms outhorized under the Job Training
Partnership Act are o5 follows: "Such aums o necessary™ are
outhorized for adult and youth training under title 1l-A ond for
nationol programs under fitle V1 except for Job Corps, which has a
seporote guthorizotion. Of the amount opriated eoch year for
titles II-A ond IV {except for Job Corps), 93 percent to title H-
A ond 7 percent is reserved for notional programs. the set-aside
for notional progroms, 5 percent is reserved for veterons'
enployment and $2 million eoch year for the National Commission
on Enployment Policy. An amount equal to 3.3 percent of the
onnwol title il-A allotment is poid from the nationol programs' set-
aside for Native Americans programs, ond o further amount equat
to 3.2 percent of the titie Il-A gllotment is poid from the notional
progroms' set-aside for migront ond seasona! farmworker
programs. Remaining funds in the national programs’ set-aside will
be used for national activities odministered by the Secretary of
Labor, labor market information, and training progroms to help
federal  confroctors meet  their offirmative  action
abligations...."Suct sums os necessory” olso are outhorized for
summer youth prograns under ‘Me II-B ond for assistonce to
dislocated workers under title Hl.

l.  Spar, Karen. “Job Training Partnership Acti Background and Description.®
Congressiona: . ssearch Service, Education and Public Welfare Division, Report No, 83-
76 EPW, April 19, 1983, pp. 10,11,
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CHART 2 CONSTANT VALUE DOLLAR
EXPENDITURE TRENDS IN FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING PROGRAMS, 1975-1986

TRAINING AND EMPLDYMENT
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The Distribution of Spending

CETA ond JTPA expenditures hove represented varying proportions of the totol
federal employment and training effort since FY 1975. For the purposes of this analysis,
we hove defined the totol federal employment ond training effort to include CETA
b UTPA), Job Corps, Employment Services, the Work Incentive Progrom (WIN), programs
under the Oider Americors Act, ond Vocational Education. In FY 1975, the CETA
programs represented €5.2% of totol spending in this orea. The second lorgest
4 expendifure item was vocational education which received 13.8% of the federol
employment and training dollor that yeor.

FIGURE 2 {in constant dollars) FIGURE 3 (in constant dollars)
Federal Job Tros & Dwley Doends Federal Job Trag § Bpley Doeads
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As Figure 2 illustrotes, by FY 1979, the CETA progroms had grown to represent
over 78% of total federal employment and troining spending. Vocational education
expenditures hod dropped to 6.7% of total outlays, followed by employment ser vices with
€% of totol funds.
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Figwe 3 demonstrates that in FY 1985, the first full progrom seor of JTPA,
spending fell and the distribution of federal spending had been oitered dromatically.
JTPA represented only 50.1% of smployment training expenditures in FY 1985,
Employ t services ronked d on the list, accounting for 16.1% of the federa!
employment ond troining dollor. Vocational education spending hod aiso grown in
proportion to represent [3.3% of oll expenditures in this area. It con oiso be noted the
Job Corps had jumped from 3.3% of sending in FY 1979 to 9.8% inFY 1985,

An jncreass in percentage of totol funds expended for general employment training
programs, however, does not represent an increase In actual dollor figures. Figures 2 ond
3 illustrate thot expendit wes over this period hod declined from $7.2 bithion in FY 1979
1 $2.8 billion in FY 1983, o drop of €1 percent.

Public Service Employment and Employment Training Spending

Many eritics have chorged that the reductions in funding fo employment training
efforts con be dmost completely ted for by the elimination of the Public Service
Employment Progrom (PSE). R is true that this progrom, providing direct public service
jobs, wos o major port of the employment ond troining budget. PSE programs
represented an average onnual expenditure of $3.1 billion (in rec! dollars) between 1978

and 1980.
FIGURE 4 Spending Hithout Pblic Service Enploy
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As Figure & lllustrotes, however, patterns of CETA/JTPA expenditures over the
eleven year period (1975-86), In real dollors, document on actual decline in szanding
between FY 1980 ond FY (984 even when the PSE program is token out. The funding
tevel in FY 1984, less PSE, represents constant dollar expenditures at the lowest level in
a decode and 38.4 percent below the peok year.

Federal Spending by Progrom

Within the CETA ond JTPA progroms, average annual spending patterns
documented the redirection of efforts over time. During the period between FY (975
and FY 1977, averoge onnual expenditures (in constont doliars) show thot 38.3% of
monies were spent on general employment training programs, 46.5% on public service
employment, ond 10.5% on youth training. The first term of the Reagan Administration
ond the implementation of the PSE phase-out, brought a redistribution of spending at t+e
federal leve!. Between FY 1981 ond FY 1983, general employment training expenditures
represented 47% of fotal CETA/JTPA spending, while youth progroms ond public service
employment accounted for 27% ond 19% respectively. The federal dota on youth
program spending used in this onalysis, however, does not include youth expenditures
under JTPA's titie 1A, General employment training spending is shown in Figure §,

FIGURE 5 Ceneral Enployment & Job Training Progs .
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Although generol employment training spending increased from 38.3% of the whole
between FY 1975-77 to 61.2% (projected) beiween FY 1984-86, average annwoalized
expenditures (in constont dollars) declined from $1.3 billion ta $0.8 biltion.

Similarly, spending in youth programs has been consistent!y increasing aver the last
ten years as o percentoge of the whole, from only 10.5% of CETA spending during the FY
1975-77 period to g projecied level neor 26% of JTPA spending between FY 198486,
However, in constont doliar figures, average onnwalized expenditures have declined from
$973 million (FY 1978-80) 1o less thon $330 mull on (projected FY 1984-€). The projected
spending level of FY [984-6 1s, in fact, less thon youth spencing a decade eoriier. Figure

6 illustrates federal youth program spending trends.

FIGURE ¢

Youth Job Iraining & Employment Programs o

TCUTN JOR TRNC

’n]
3.9 1

T X T nmno oM 8 u [ 7] [ k] [ (BN -~ T 1
Federal mndi tures {1n constant dollars)

Committee on Public Policy Studies Graphic)
Sources U.5.0ffice of Management and Budget

El{llC 134

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

131

Ouring 11e initial years of the CETA program, joblessness among youth accounted
for roughly helf of the nation's w employment of those under the oge of 25. Youth
programs expanded throughout the 1970's. Expenditures for these programs hod grown to
over $0.8 million {in constont dollars) by FY 1978, o 94.6% increase over FY 1977,
Moreover, the 1978 amendments to CETA focused greot attention on disodvontaged
youth. Spending on youth progroms thus continued to rise, peoking in FY 1980 at $1.1
biltion (in constant dollors).

Programs outhorized outside of CETA ond JTPA have also witnessed dramotic
changes in funding levels. For example, the Work Incentive Program (WIN), torgeted of
individuals collecting AFDC payments, accounted for $252.5 million {in constont dollors)
In averoge annwol expenditures between FY 1975-77. Through the period of FY 1981-83,
thus figwe hod dectined by 40.7% 1o $149.7 mutiion. Projected levels of WiN spending for
1984-86 illustra*e on additional decrease of 41.5% to $87.6 miihion (in constont 1972
dollars). President Reogan has requested no funding for this program in the FY 1986
budge!.

The Fresidnet's budget also prop--es several funding rescissions from the currant
fiscal yeor in light of the iarge sums of money not yet spent. JTPA programs tend to
spend money more grodually in par’ because of performance stondards which pay only on
completion of training or plocement. $100 miilion is proposed for rescission mn the
Summer Youtn Employment and Traimng Progrom, and $119.5 million in the Dislocated
Worlkers program. Post-rescission funding levels will doubtlessly be used as o basis for

future appropriction decisions.
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Eoch State’s olfocation goes 1o the Governor, who allocotes 78
percent of it among service delivery greas within the Stote,
according to the same three foctors wed 1o determine the State’s
share. remaining 22 percen? of each State's ollotment (wilf be)
divided a8 follows: 8 percent for State education coordination
grants; 3 percent for programs for older workers; 6 percent for
incentive awards to service delivery areas exceeding performance
stondards  {(unused portions of this set-aside will be used for
techricol asistance); and 5 percent for Governors to we for
ouditing, odministrotion, coordination, ond specid services
ochvme) ond expenses of the State job traiming c_>rdinating
council.

There has been o substantial overall dechine in the amount of federal money
granted 1o lilinois for employment training programs. However, the State of lllinois has
consistent’y been receiving o higher percentage of total federal funds between FY 1975
and FY 1986, Figure 7 illustrates this trend. In FY 1975, llinois received roughly 2
percent of the total fede-al employment training dollar. By FY 1984, this figue hod
increased 1o approximately 4 percent. The trend doubtless reflects the state's position in
recent yeors near the top of the list of states with the hughest jobless rates.

Conparison of 1llinois to Total

FIGURE 7 o
PERCENT
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2. Spar, Koren. "Job Tramning Partnershup Act: Background and Description”.
Congressional Research Service, Education and Public Welfare Division, Report No., 83-
76 EPW, April |9, 1983, p.i8.
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Employment Training Expenditures in te State of {llinots

lllinois is omong the states most severely hit by unemployment. Since 1980 jts
unemployment rate has conistently been obove the national avsrage. Hardest hit have
been workers in the manufocturing sector where the ~umber of jobs has decreased by
33% between 1969 ond 1983,

Employment traiming effarts in the State of liinois involve many agencies and
encompass various program elements. Cwrently, there are ten different departments
ord boards which odminister job troining programs. A list of maior age _ies that offer
employment devefopment services to broad segments of the lilinois population includes
the Department of Commerce and Community Affairs (DCCA), the Department of
Employment Security, the Department of Public Aid, the State Board of Educatton, and
the Cormimunity College Boord.

The State’s role in the Comprehensive Employment and Traiming Act {(CETA) and
the Job Training Partnerstup Act (JTPA) programs has been administered through DCCA
since 1980. These programs represent a major portion of the federal commitment to job
training n lilinois. The federol expenditure trends are generclly reflected in State
spending patterns as well. Chort 4 on the folfowiag page documents !l1inois expenditures
in current and constant dollars between FY 1975 and FY 1986,

Federal allocations under titles 1I-A and 11-B (training for disadvantaged adults and
youth, and the summer youth employment program) are granted to States on the basis of
a three-port formula, with equal weight given to the following ractors: relative number
of unemplayed individuals Hiving in areas with joblessness rates of at least 6.5 percent for
the previous twelve months, relative number of unemployed individuals in excess of 4.5
percent of the State's civilion fabor force; and the relotive number of economically
disadvontoged individuals. JTPA contains a "hold-harmiess” provision which requires that
each State is guaranteed at least 90 percent of its allotment percentage for the previous
fiscal year. The States, however, are not required to guarantee such sums to individual
localities.
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Though its percent of federal funds grew, the total amount of money that the Stote
of Illi _is has onnually received for employment training activities hos octually
decreased sharply since FY 1979, Dwring the pedk year (FY 1¥/8) of the CETA program,
lllinots documented spending leveis of over $215 million (in constont dollors). This figure
hod declined to $60 miluon during the finol yeor of CETA.

The JTPA program brought llhinois o slight decrease in funding for transition year
1984. Sc2nding on the new program for this nine month period dropped 10 $113.3 million
(in current dollors). When one odjusts these figures for inflation and mokes rea! dollar
compoarisons, this slight decrease between FY 1983 ond transition yeor 1984 represents o
15.2% reduction in spending levels. Real dollor expenditures in FY 1983 1otalled %0.4
million, while in tronsition year 1984, this total was $51.2 million. The trorsition yeor,
however, consisted of only nine months. Estimted spending levels during the first
program year (FY 1985/PY (984), ilustrote s . current and constont dollar incvease
from the transition year, rising fo $48 million (in constant dollars). Figure 8 shows these
expenditure trends in both real and current dollar totals.

FIGURE 8
11hinois CETR/JTPA Expenditures
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#verage onnual expenditure trends (in constont 1972 dollars) show three distinct
periods. Between FY 1975-77, total CETA spending averaged approximately $94.6
million. Between FY 1978-80, this figure had risen 1o $195.5 million. Between |984-86,
average onnual expenditures have been projected ot $50.2 million — a reduction of 74.3
percent from the previous three y2ors. The only individual program area that has not har
reduced resources over the last six years 1s that for disiocated workers, o small new

JYPA program not included under CETA.

Minois Employment and Training Spending by Progrom

The magnitude of funding chonges between CETA ond JTPA is most sigrwficont
within individual progrom areas. For example, expenditures on generol employment
training programs in Nlinois have varied between $49.4 miltion in average annual constont
dotlor expenditures (FY 1578-80) 1o $35.0 mittion (FY 1984-86). General employment
training includes the major program oreas of CETA (titles ! and 11) ond of JTPA (t.tle li-
ABC, title VIl ond JTPA block grants). Figure 9 iflustrates the spending trends of generdl

employment training activities.

FIGURE 9 Ceneral Job Training & Employment Prgs
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Vhile general employment training activities have seriously declined, these
programs have occounted for o growing percentoge of tota! litinois spending on
employment aond ftrolning octivities. Between FY 1978-80, when public service
employment program .pending accounted for 55.4 percent of total expenditures, general
employment training programs accounted for only 25.3 percent. Following the
elimination of the public service employment program, general employment training
expenditures rose 1o 69.6 percent of the total employment and troining dollor {projected
1984-86).

(he pattern of spending on public service emplayment in the State of lHinos
typifies the levels of federol expenditures discussed earlier. Figure 10 illustrates these
expenditure levels between FY 1975 and FY 1986, Averoge onnualized expenditures
during the "peak™ CETA years (FY 1978-80) reached $108.9 million, declining o $16.5

million between FY 198(-83 and to zero since the implementation of JTPA.

FIGURE 10
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Between FY 1976 ond FY 978, real public service smployment expenditures
Increased by 122.0%. Public service employment progroms were in decline, however,
prior 1o the advent of JTPA. Spending decreased by 62.7 percent between FY 1979 ond
FY 1981, After mid-198! the program vnnished.

Overall, youth programs in llinois have witnessed some of the most dramotic
fluctuations in spending levels of all emplayment ond troining programs. Reol spending
on youth programs reoched o peak in FY 1979 with expenditures totolling neorly $38.3
millon. In FY 1983, this figwe had declined to $18.4 million, o drop of 52 percent.
Figure 11 illustrates totol spending on youth programs in the State of [Ilinois. It should
be noted, however, that JPTA's title A (inciuded under general employment troimng)

contains youth spencing which is not reflected in Figure ||,

FIGURE 11 Youth Job Training & Enployment Prgs
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U'~e major youth program in the State of Ithnois, the Suyn.mer Progrom for
Econorr cuily Disodvantoged Youth (SPEDY), has experienced o modest 13% decline in
expendi ses in real spending from FY 1978 to FY 1983. During the peak youth
employment progam funding years, SPEDY accounted for $6.6% of totel youth

employment spending.
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The Youth Employment Progrom (YE TP}, which is operated yeor-round, accounted
for onother significant por*ion of youth spending in the State of Iliinois between FY
1978-80. Appraximately 37.1% of the total youth program dollar had been spent on that
program. 'n FY 1978, nominal dollor spending on YETP reached 510.9 million, In FY
1980, expenditures grew to $24.6 million. By FY 1983, that figure had been reduced to
$216,000. YETP experienced areal increase in expenditures of 90.2 percent between FY
1978 and FY {980, compared to a real spending decline be tween FY 1980 and FY 1983 of
99.3 percent. YET™ was discontinued following the advent of JTPA.

Summary of lilinois Employment and Training Expenditures

State spending on employment and training programs reflects the drastically
reduced resources allocated by the federal government. Expenditures hod risen to $324
million in FY 1978 (in current doi'ars). By FY 1984, total spending had been reduced ta
$113.3 million.

Reductions in funding have shown on impact on wirtually all employment ond
training progrom areas. General employment training programs in {llinois hove been cut
by 42.7% (n constont dollars) between FY 1978 and FY 1985, while youth ond public
service employment progroms lost 87.4% ond 100% respectively.

Funding reductions may be continued in FY 1986. The Preside if's Ludget proposes
signeficont cuts in both the Summer Youth Employment and the "islocated Workers
programs, while completely el:minating others, including the WIN and Job Corps
progroms,  The impact of this dramatic decline in resources on the State of lilinots will

doubtiessly be compounded by its unemployment rate which ranks second 10 the nation,

I43
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Resources ond Needs: National Trends

The decline of resources in employment and troining programs coincided with o
shorp rise of unemployed workers during the two recessions of [980-1983. The annual
average number of unemployed workers, which provides o rough estimate of need, rose
from 6.2 mitlion m 1978 to 7.6 million 1n 1980 ond reached o peck of 10.7 million in
1983.3 During this five year period, this totol rose by 72 percent. The number dropped
to 8.5 million in 1984 amid o rapid economic recovery. The 1534 number, however, wos
stil' 37 percent above the number of unemployed in 1978, the year that employment ond
troiming expenditures peaked. Some stotes ond regions experienced even more drastic
increases in joblessness ond less economic growth during the recovery.

To understond the actual impact of budget changes on the abihity to provide
employment ond troining opportunities it is necessary to consider the real resources
available per unemployed person. In 1978, there were totol resources of $7.8 billion (in
constont dollors), but this figure dropped to $2.8 billion in 1983 ond to $2.6 billion in
1984. Totol resources declined by 64 percent between {978 ond 1983. In 1978 the
federal budget provided almost $1260 per unemployed person for employment ond
troining. By 1983, this gmounr had follen 1o $262. The decline in resources per person
was approximotely 79 percent. in parts of the nation v.“ere the economic conditions
were worse, the reduction was often mare drastic.

While the federo! deficit has emerged as o key problem orea for policy makers the
1980's, not all program octivities have witnessed funding reductions ov.r the lost

decade. Outlovs for national defense, for exomple, have increased from less thon $100

3. Unemployment figures fram the U.S. Bureau of Labor Stotistics, Employment ond
Eornings.
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nllion (in nominal doliors) in FY 1975, to nearly $250 bifhon in FY 1985.4 3. tw -en FY
1980 ond FY 1986, averoge onnuol defense spending increased by 18.4%. Nondeferse
discretionary smpending Increased on average of 2.9% over this some periud, while
employment ond troining programs, o component of nondefense discretionary spending,
witnessed on average decline of 8.7%. Figu-e 12 iliustrates total budget outhority and
fotol outioys for national defense between FY 1975 ond FY 1985.

FIGURE 12 Natonal Defense Budget Authorty and Outlays,
Fiscal Years 1975-1985
»
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There is far more, of course, to ony program than the number of dollors allocated

fo the responsible agencles. Programs con vory widely in efficiency ond effectiveness.
Budgets are, however, important statements of national priorities. The very sharp

reduction in real resources for employment ond training, much of it in the midst of

serious recessions, shows that these needs have been accorded far less priority than in

the 1970s. Agencies attemphing 1o help retool workers without jobs must try to serve

mony more jobless people with far fewer dollars. This reality is a central fact in the

underste ding of the entire system of job training in the 1980s.

4. Congressional Budget Office, Reducing the Deficit: Spending and Revenue Options. A
Report fo the Senote and House Committees on the Budget- Part |1, February, 1985,
p-20A0
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Mr. MArTINEZ. Having said that, this hearing is concluded.

Mr. Moore, again, I thank you for coming such a long way to en-
lighten us.

Mr. Moore. Thank you.

[Additional material submitted ar tne record foliows:]

« - 146




NATIONAL COUNCIL OF Perspectivas

ﬁol.n nnzn Publicas
QEFICE OF RESEARCH . = ISSUE BRIEF

May 1985
Toe  THE FIRST MINE MONTHS OF THE JOB TRAINING PAPTNERSHIP ACT Grinker-Walker, Round 1l
Conaact Marts M. Escutia, (202) 628-9600

THE FIRST NIND MONTHS OF THE
JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT

A Hispanic Analysls of the Grinker-Waiker Report: Round 11

I, BACKGROUND

in January 1985, Grinker-Walker snd Assoclates and MOC, Inc. relessed
the seccnc report of a two-year Independent sector snalysis of the [ob Tralning
Pertnership Act (JTPA), which recently replaced the Comprehensive Employmert enc
Tralning Act (CETA) es the natlon's primary federal employment and tralining
legistation, This second report, entitied Phase 1i: Initial implepentation,
covers JTPA's [nitlel operating period, the nine=month transit!an perlod of
October 1, 19835, hrough June 30, 1984. Informetion for thls report was
coliected in June and July of 1984, utiiizing fleld research In 25 service
dellvery e -~c (SDAs) anC 15 stetes, snd telephone surveys in en additionz! 32
SDAs. This analysis Is funded by the Ford, Rockefe!ler, end Charles Stewart
Hott Foundations, snd the Natlonal Commisslion for Employment Policy.

The report highlights several positive results for JTPA during the flrst
nine months, such as:

Attalnment of plecement goals;

Minimal costs;

High participation of welfare recip Ints; and

Strencthened pertnership between loce! elected of ficlels and the
Private Industry Counclls (PICs).

The report also inantifles seversl probiems, which sre a major source of

debate over the efflcacy of JTPA:
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« "Creaming” in cllient selection -- selecting the least-
disadvantaged Indlviduals because they sre easlest to plaze,
thus resulting in lack of adequate services to those most 'n
need;

» The extent to which JTPA Is able 1o serve disadvantaged yoﬁh,
both In spending and targeting; and

+ The extent to which JTPA equitably serves the dropout population.

These are among the Issues of greatest signiflicance to the Hispanic
community, which suffers from the highest dropout rates In the nation, high
unemp|oyment and underemployment rates, and the lowest hour ly wages.

Hispanics need fui! sccess to the benefits of JTPA as a means for overcoming
thelr marginal status In the labor market, As the youngest subpopul etion

group In the country, Hispanics are expected to constitute 8-9% of the labor
force by 1995. Though natlonal demographics will fevor lower unemp| oyment
over the next 12 years as prime-age workers make up a targer share of the work
torce, the particular demogrephic trends of the Hispanic community Indicate the
opposite, since its high birth rates and lower medlan age mean that Hispanics
wil| be entering the workforce et a high rate.

One Tong-range effect of this demagrephic trend Is that the taxable
salaries of Hispanic workers wili be Increesingly vital .. the fIscal vieblilty
of many domestic programs, especlaliy Soclal Security, which relles on with-
holding ei lowances of current workers for the support of current retirees. It
Is not unreslistic to envislon an aged White population being supported by an
Tncreasingly non-White workforce. This has serlous policy Implications and
raises equity concerns. More Importantly, hovever, It Implles that the future
of the Soclal Security system depends partisily upon the abllity of federal
Programs, such es JTPA, to assure Improved enployment and training opportuni-
ties for Hispenics and Blacks.

With these pollcy and demographic Issuss in mind, 1+ becomes cruclal
that the Hispanic community, especlally Hispanic youth and dropouts, equitably
benat It from t+a services of JTPA. The Grinker-Walker: Round || report {lius~
trates both some JTPA successes and problems In the ef fect|ve targeting of
youth and dropouts, a marginal and vulnerable group within the Hispenic comru-
nity. This tssue brief wii| analyze the survey findings from an Hispanic
perspect ive.

11, SURVEY FINDINGS

in 11ne with the legisiative wish for an effective return on Investment
end emphasis on training, JTPA Is parformance-driven, with bullt-in mechanisms
which reward successful programs -- those with high placement rates at low
costs, The pertormance standerds drafted by the Departwent of Labor (DOL) are
8 two-edged sword. On the one hand, they ere an effective management tool
which wiil drive the system toward efficlentiy serving the cllent popul 2tion.
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On the other hand, the, may encourage program operators to "cream" by selecting
the ieast disadventeged individuals, who ere Ilkely to be job-ready and who
vill most eesily be placed end retalned In unsubsidized emptoyment.

The possiblilty for "creaming® becomes clear when the JTPA |egisiation
Is closely scrutinized. This scrutlny reveals dichotamous phliosophles == the
Intent of JTPA to serve the economically disadventaged Is undermined by contra-
dictary provisions ruch as the complete el imination or public sarvice employ-
ment, reduction of other work experlence componanis, elimination of treining
stipends, end res'rictions on support gery|ces. These provisions diminish
sccess to employmint end treining programs by the econamlicaily disadvantaged,
thus making It difficult to serve thesa Intended beneficlarles of JTPA,

2. Particlpants

Sectlion 2 of the JTPA legisietion Ident!fles the benef iciarlies and
purpose of the act as follows:

".s.t0 establ Ish programs to prepare youth and unskliled adults for
entry Into the lebor force and to efford Job training to those
economically disadvantaged Individuals facing serious barriers to
employment, who are In speciel need of such training to obtain
product ive employment.®

Furthermore, Section 203 of the leglsiation specificaity Identlfles
three target groups:

« Youth, by requiring that each Service Dellvery Area (SDA) spenC 40%
of Its funds on youth programs;

- Reciplents of Ald to Famllles With Dependent Chl!dren (AFDC), who
shall be served equitably, teking Into account thelr relative
Incldence In the JTPA-eligible popul ation; and

« Dropouts, who shai| be served squitably, taking Into account thelr
relative Incidence In the JTPA-el Igible population.

With a general mendate for serving those economically disadvantaged in
"speclel need™ of JTPA services end a specific mandate for serving youth, AFOC
reciplents, end high school dropouts, edministrators of JTPA programs ere faced
with some difficult cholces In determining the scops of services and cholce of
participants under JTPA. For example, those within the eliglibte group of
economical ly disadventaged may differ greatly In terms of the length, type,
end smount of treining nesded. Groups could range from those who have some
occupational skil| and need only minimal essistence In en area such as job
seerch skills, to those who lack an occupational skill| and proficlency In
such besic skilis es resding, writing, mathematics, or Engllish. The existence
or sbsence of such skilis In e participant has e direct Impact on the neture,
duration, end cost of the treining provided.

Cost constraints eiso effect the cholce of particlpents. Compared wlith

CETA, which hed a maximum funding level of $10.2 billlon In Fiscal Yeer 1979,
JTPA has been funded at minimal amounts since Its Inception == $3.6 bllilon for
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Progran Yeer 1984 and 1985. The Grinker-Walker report states that the modest
resources of JTPA permit it to pro-ide essistence to oniy three to tive percent
of the ellgible populetion. With these consiraints In mind, the tergeting
Issue can be phrased In the following manner: W, will constitute that three to
five percent of the eligible populetion to receive JTPA services?

The Grinker-Welker report provides some Insight es to the character-
Istics of the particlpants being served by JTPA end the extent of "creaming."
The report stetes thet by June 30, 1984:

«..Elghty percent of the fleld sites (20 of 25 SDAs) egreed
that they were not evtempting to define who those "most in
nesd” of services were, end had no Intention to do sc (p. 52).

.+.Most SDAs did not pay eny substentiel ettention to the ect's
brosd mendate t0 serve those most In need of and eble to benefit
from !ts services. They felt that mendate wes undercut by the
ect's restrictions on support services, stlpends, end work
oxperlunce; Its strong focus on stenderdlzed performance stan-
dards; and Its major role for the private sector (p. 34).

Minimal expenditures In support services may also lead to "creaming”
of participants In JTPA. Support services ere viewed as sccess mechen|sms
for the econamical ly disadvantaged because they are the most ilkely to
require services such a6 child cere end transportetion In order to attend
training sesslons. The JTPA legisiation provides for 158 of SDA funds to be
spent on support services. Howvever, the Grinker-Walker report states that:

.sothe sample SDAs expended & very modest level of funcs
on support services |ike |lteracy trelning, day cere,

end trensgortation [elght percent compared to the flfteen
percent s’ endard In the act] (p, v).

...The JTPA legisietion requires SDAs to spend 705 of thelr
funds on treinfng ectivities, 195 on support services,

and 15% on edministrative costs. By June 30, 1984, 2) of the
"5 SDAs In the study sempie hod ectually expended more than
70% cf their JTPA funds on tralning, end less than 158 on
support services. The sample sites on average spent 76%

on troining, elght percent on support services, and 16%

on administrative costs (p. 18).

With such minimel amounts being spent on support services, It fs not
surprising vo know that LDAs enthusiestically seek wel fare reciplents as
cllents because they ere the one group of elligibles with sccess to support
services and financial essistence that complements the tralning JTPA has to
of ter. The Grinker-Walker report Indicates that welfere reciplents ere the
only legisletively targeted group for which most SDAs worked to estabi ish
of foctlve coordination with public egencles In enswring that there was an
edequate flow of reciplents 1o JTPA (p. 67). The report states that:
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+eeMost of the PICs were enthusiastic about providing
services to wel fare reciptents, In contrast to their

lack of Interest in targeting services toward other

groups. The income support that we!fare programs

provide, plus the potential for other welfare~funded

support services, was one source of this enthusiasm.

Another source of interes was the poteniial to reduce
welfare rol s and costs by tralning and plecing wei.3re
reciplents in Jobs, & major legisietive goal of JTPA (p. 67).

Though the high particlpation of welfare reclipients |s one of JTPA's
positive aspects, some cau’ lonary comments were expresse’ *to the Grinker-walker
analysts. The Grinker-Walker report states that a welfare offlicia! ¢rom &
major urban ares, who also sits on the [ocal PiC, said:

veo"The major ity of our AFDC recliplents go on and oftf the

the welfare rolls == a Job for e few months, then same
welfare. Then repeat the cycle. ['m concerned that JTPA®s
short-term progrem is Just the upswing of the cycie, and

that many of these reclplents wiil be back on the rolls

egaln In 8 month or two. |'m afrald that wel fare reclpients
ere belng funneled Into job ciubs *nd Job sesrch activities --
services which provide no technlcai skills on which to butic a
long-term career.® (p. 69).

The cholce of “raining programs of fered by SDAs may also lead to
"creaning” of particifants In JTPA. The Grinker-Walker report Indicates that
the doninant theme of tralning services throughout the semple SDAs at the end
of the first nine months of Implementation was On-the-Job Tralning (0JT) and
clessroom training {p. 24). These two tralning services comprisec the great
bulk of activities. The Grinker-¥Kalker report states that:

«s«Seventy-two percent of the sites favored programs of
shorter duration. Thus, the maximum OJT program of the
sample sites was expected to be about 16 weeks long; the
meximum classroom tralning about 26 weeks long {p. 22).

The Grinker-Walker report Incicates that though many JTPA officials at
the SDA anc state govermment jevals recognize thet past research shows that
longer training programs produce more endur Ing |mpact on employment anc wage
levels of participants, the emphasis on low cost per placement and the deslire
to enrol| as many participants as “Sssible within a |imited budget has resuited
In short treining sessions (p. 2*, Thus, longer tralning programs anc¢ work
experience actlivities thet were fuvored under CETA are baing replaced.

Reformul atlons of the program mix are coused by ® comblnation of legisiatively
mandated restrictions on activities end lack of resuurces. JTPA has eilIminated
treining stipends and has placed sharp restrictions on support services. At
the same time, JTPA's parformance standards stress the Importence of placing
program graduates (n private-sector jobs. These elements [n the legislation
heve convinced meny SDA edministrators and PIC officiats that longer training
programs with potentially higher rates of fallure no longer could be supported.
The Grinker-Nalker report states that of ficials at one SDA sald:
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««-"™e are not cuncerned about those most In need but rather
with those with modest needs A certaln degree of ;ob readi-
hess tends to te presunec whan the program emphasis Is cn
performance stundards, on-the- job tralning, and short-term
clessroon tralring,™ (p, 52)

Anu*> e factor resul‘ing In "creaming™ of particlipants under JTPA Is the
very oreat discretion exerc!sed by training contractors in screenlng anc
selecting those participants they Judge most llkely to succeed. The Grinker-
Walker report states that:

«setralning contractors were the locus of dacisicn making
regarding who participated 11 JTPA at 76% of the fleld sites.
Centrallzed 1stake, screening, assessment, anc assignment had
been one of rhe first functions dropped by most SDAs when JTPA's
reduced adrinistrative funcs were allocated {p. 55).

With the prevalent use of performance-basec contracting, where~  raining
comtractors do ~ur recelve full pa,ment untll placenent In unsubsidlzec enpic,-
ment Is reacned, It Is not surprising that contractors, 1lke SOA ageInlstrators
are facen with difficult cholces In devermining the characteristics of JTPA
particlipants. SDA administrators, |imited by & smal! pudget, are motivated by
the chal 'enge of making JTPA a credible progra~, seeking performance as
measured by high plecements as the road to crecibllity. Tralning contractors,
sadclec with the constraints of a performance-based contract, are flnancial Iy
Induced tc perform and yleld high placements In order to recelve relmbursencnt
for their tralning costs.

The Grinker=kalker report does Indlicate that though some SDAs are
dismissing the Issue of deflinling and ta-geting the JTPA eliglibles ™most In
need,” they are erving "substantial segnents™ of the ellgibie population, such
as women anc mlinoritles, veterans, the hancicapped as weli as other groups,
depending on the make-up of the focal population. However, the JTPA leglsiation
Is general and broad In this respect slnce Section 141 provides “~st "SDAs

to provide equitable services among substantial segments of
the etligible populetion.™ This language fs far tess speciflc than that under
CETA, Sectlon 121, which stated that Mempioyment and tralning opportunities
for participants &hall be made aval,able on an equltable basis among signlfl-
cant segnents of the eligible populaticn glving consideration to the relat)ve
numbers of eliglble persons in each suc. segment.”

The Grinker-talker report finds that the "substant!al segments” language
has resulted In SDAs estabi 'shing percentage goals for these segments, and
the targeted percentages of women and minoritles have been Included In thelr
comtracts with service providers. However, the Issue of "croaming within a
targeted group of participants stil] exIsts. An SDA officlal told the Grinker-
Walker analysts:

'I1's not hard to meet substantial-segment goals so tong

85 you can sefect the best peopte from each group. In
a progran the size of JTPA, you can do that.” (p, 58)
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The Gelinker-Walker report concludes .hat In view of the foregoling, "it
was not surprising that three-fourths of t e field sites sald that JTPA parti-
cipants during the first operational perlo’ were better off, particuleriy In
terms of education, past work experience, a~d !ack of supportive services
] needs, than had deen YA participants,” (p. 54),

8. Disadvantaged Youth

Youth were specificaily Identifled by drafters of the JTPA leglsiati n
es ¢ vulnerable grcup which reqi fred speclfic mancates In services. Sectiun
203 of the JTPA legistation defines anc quantifies the level of services that
SDAs must provide to disadvanteged youih -~ 40% of an SDA's funds must be spent
on youth programs. Youth Include individuais 16-21 years of age.

] Congressional Intent was to ensure that adequate resources were spent on
youth. Thus, the youth regquirement was stated In terms of expencitures rather
than participants. ODrafters of the JTPA legislation were concerned about the
possibllity of Inexpensive and short-term services belng used 8s a means for
bullding up an Impressive number of youthful particlpants without achleving
lesting resu ts; requiring a set level of SDA expendltures on youth was seen as
an effective way to prevent that.

The Srinker-Walker report highlights two JTPA implement. problems
reagardinc youth: (1) SDA difficulty In attracting youth; and (?) short-term,
lov=~co~r programs for youth. The report states that:

...only elght of the 25 fleld sites surveyed expended 90%
or more of the JTPA funds alloted for youth., The other
17 sites fell short, many significantly. Fully haif of
the fleld sites expended less than 60% of thelr youth
atlocation (p. 60).

...the averace duration of a youth's particlpation in JTPA
at the fleld sample SDAs was 12.2 weeks -- almost ten weeks
shorter than had been plenned (p. 61).

++.the average cost per positive south termination was $3,105,
well below the federally establlished stancard of $4,900 (p, 61),

The Grinker-Walker report Indicates that those SDAs with large youth
enrol lmants reiled extensively on In-school youth program components and
services tu high school graduates. The report shows that:

+..the fleld study SDAs, on average, had In-school
proorams v % constituted 313 of their tctal youth
eroliment  The youth population, besides Its 318
In~schoo! group, was composed 43% of youth with high
sciool degrees or higher education, and 268 of youth
who had dropped out of school {p. 2.

In surnary, youth with high school dejrees ¢~ ..“h education beyonc hlgh
school were the predominant category of youin es.ved Ly JTPA, ranging from 31
to 638 of total youth enrolimaat {p. 63).
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C. Dropouts

The JTPA ieglsiation, as noted earlier, requlires that dropouts be served
equitably, taking into account thelr proportion of the overall eilgible popula-
tlon. This requirament nas no age I['mitation, thus both ol der and younger
cropouts are served concurrently. The Grinker-Walker report states tha:
throughout the fleld study SDAs, there was a |ack of amphasls on enralling
dropouts In JTPA programs. The report states that at the end of the nine-month
transition period:

««shigh school gradustes and those with aducation beyond
high school constituted 66.5% of total enrol lees at the
fleld study SDAs; dropouts made up 33,58, Durlng 1981 CETA,
drojouts had constituted 42% of enrollees In comparabie
training activities (p. 66),

Programmatic eftorts and contracting strategies at most of the SDAs In
the study retlect a general lack of emphasis on Incorporat’ng dropouts Into
JTPA prograns. The Grinker-Walker report states that:

«oForty=six ot ths 57 total ssmple SDAs had no separate
training yrograms for non-high school completers and
provided only minor ellocations for remedial education.
Eighteen of the 25 fleld study SDAs did not set spec!flic
goais for enrolling dropouts in thelr contracts with
service providers (p. 65).

Though JTPA requires that dropouts be served “equitably,® 1t ts unclear
how SDAs Intend to maet this goal. The Grinker-Walker report indicates that
SOAs sre concerned sbout this shorttall, but few Intend to alter their training
programs, contractors, or other major program components |n order to rectlty
the situation. The Grinker-Walker report conciudes that as ot June 30, 1984:

...for the most part SDAs had .t yet begun tn devise
specific strategles for Increasing the enro! iment of
dropouts (p, 66).

111, [MPLICATIONS FOR HISPANICS
A. Creaming"

"Creaming®™ — selecting the least~disadvantaged Individusls because they
ore easlest to place -~ is & pervasive problem in any performance-driven
system. it Is Indlirectly encourasged by the high performance standsrds an¢ the
restrictive tinancing provisions of JTPA such 8s lack of tralning stipends anc
pubilc service employment. SDAs are Indirectiy pressurad to serve the most
Job=ready an¢ those with least need of support services bacause underpertorm-
ence by SDAs wli) require corrective actions by the State, in the torm of
technical assistance or, It necessary, reorgenization. Conversely, overper-
formance by SDAs wil| be rewarded by JTPA funds earmarked for Incentlve grents.
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The pressure on SDAs to perform leads to the prevalent use of perform-
ence-based contracting, whereby service providers co not recelve full payment
until the cllent has been placed In unsubsidlzed employment. The Grinker-
Walker report states that performance-based contracting is In eftect in 17 of
the 25 fleld SDAs (p. 96). Service providers ere enccuraged to "cream™ by
serving cilents who are least disacvantaged, are In least need Of employabi! ity
developmert, end are gaslest to place, In order to meet the performence
criterie end get pald for thelr tralning costs. Many communlty groups, who
ore service providers, experience severe cash-flow problems beceuse cost
relmbursement s not provided unti! efter the cllent has been pleced. For this
reason, many community groups have decided not to seek JTPA funds due to thelr
Inabllity to function under such flnanclal constralnts, and the Inablllty to
meet the placement and retentlon rates while serving the disadvantaged people
who are thelr traditional cllents. In this manner, JTPA also "creams" the
organizations that may perticlpate as service provliders -- only those
organizations with solId flnanciel back!-< from other sources may particlpate
under the flInanclal constralnts Imposed a performance-based contract.
Groups with speclal concern for minoriti and disadvantaged Indlviduals fear
that the exciusion of communlty groups from the JTPA system wi!ll result in the
neglect of the econcmical ly dlsadvantaged.

The preference for jow-cost, short-term t-alinlng programs does not bode
well for the Hispanic coaunlty, with Its high proportion of low-income, under-
educated persons wit. (|amlted Job skllls. These programs do not address long=-
term needs for skliis tralning, education, end language tralning. Mispanics,
as the jeast sducated group In the natlon, are subject to a proporticnately
greater loss than the white popuiation because prograns emphaslzing long-term
training which meet thelr needs are discouraged In favor of programs with
shorter duration, lower cost, and quick placements. With the many empicyment
berrlers that Hispanics face, It Is I lkely that they wil| be underreprasented
from these short-term, quick placement programs, which have a bufit=in
preference for higher-skl!led, better-educated workers.

B. Dlsadvantaged Youth

The Indication by the Grinker=Walker report that SDAs are not spending
the mandated 405 of funds In youth programs poses serlous problems. At a time
when Hispanlc youth unemployment rates are above 20% and Black youth unempioy-
went rates above 40%, efforts by both the private and pubiic sectors shou!d
concentrate on weeting the needs of thls 'mportant group. Congress,~nal
drafters of the JTPA leglslation Intended that the act specitically serve this
vulnerable group as & means of stopping the trend toward leng=term structur al
unemployment among disadvantaged minor ity youth.

Hispanlcs, the youngest and fastest-growing subpopule*ion In the country
have a special need for youth employment programs, and wlil suffer In the
future from Inadequate educetion and tralning opportunities today. A speclal
cncern with JTPA is that even where youth programs are avaliable, a jack of
stipends, support services, and adequate education skii| tralning compnnents,
Including tralning in Engllsh-as-a-Second language, may minimlze opportunities
for disadvantaged youth to participate. Untralned youth are llkely to follow
the cycle of underemployment, structurai unemployment, and Increased use of
wel fare services. However, a wel|~trained future tabor force, comprised
Increasingly of Hispanics, Blacks, and women, wlil result In dual socletal
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benef [ts -= Increased revenues for programs such as Soctal Security and other
domest|c programs and decreased expend!tures for publlic assistance programs.

C. Dropouts

The JTPA legislztion mandates that dropouts be served squitably, in
proportion to thelr incidence In the population. However, the Grinker-kalker
report concludes that dropouts are not being fully Incorporated Into JTPA
trelning programs. Many SDAs do not have separate programs fc~ dropouts; thus,
dropouts are "malnstreamed” Into elther youth programs or adult programs. Even
in those SDAs with youth programs, only Z5% of particlpants were dropouts.

for Hispanics, the services to dropouts are particularly Important s,nce
Hispaniz-. rave the highest dropout rates of ary group In the nation. Data fror
2 1979 Census Bureau study showed that 355 of Hispanics 18-21 had dropped out
of high school as compared with 25.5% of Blacks and only 15.5% of Whites. In
many urban certers, dropout rates .urrently exceed 505, Furthermore, Hispanics
appear to drop out of school earllier than do other groups of studemts. Nine
percent of Hispanics 14-17 years old have left school wlthoit gradusting, as
compared to 5.3% of Whive youth and 5.25 of Biack youth. Hispanic fenales, thc
lowest pald workers In the labor force, are more |lkely to drop out of schoo!
than are Hispanic maies, and are mure | Ikely than other groups of women to be
high school dropouts.

As 8 result of these concitions, JTPA's Inabllity to serve dropouts will
have a disproportionate impact on the Hispanlc community. As with underexpen-
ditures In ycuth programs, the Hlspanic communlty has speclal reason to be con-
cerned about JTPA's |lwited services to dropouts.

1¥. CONCLUSION

The Grinker-Walker: Round 11| report Ident!fles some positive outcomes
tor JTPA In Its tirst year of Implementation. Increased Involvanent of the
private sector |s a particulariy Important accompl Ishment, as is the program's
success In serving one group of disadvantaged persons == welfare recipients.
However, the report also highlights three Issuss of concern to Hispaanics and
other disadvantaged groups: (1) the extent of "creaming™ In the delivery of JTPA
services; (2) the Inabllity of SDAs to spen¢ the mandated 40% of funds In youth
programs; and (3) the lack of equltable services to high school dropouts. The
Hispanic communlty, ilke other minority and dlsadvantaged groups, has a special
Interest In ensuring that these Implementetion problems of JTPA be addressed
as quickly as possible. Moreover, the Hispanic communlty has much a* stake In
ensuring that yo % and dropouts are served acoording to the Intent of JTPA,
since Hispanics are the youngest subpopulation In the nation, and experlence
the highest dropout rates.

The National Council of La Raza's most Important conclusion fram the
Grinker-Walker report Is that JTPA. In Its present form, with curremt regula-
tions and funding limitations, cannot adequateiy serve targeted groups such as
youth, dropouts, and other “economicsl ly disadventaged Individuals faclng
serious bsrrilers to employment,® who ere the stated benef iciaries of JTPA. The
originel CETA isgisiation had s. e similar def Iclencles, many of which were
corrected through leglisiatlva amendments and Increased federal reguiations and
oversight. 1f simiiar Improvaments are to be meds In JTPA, careful monitoring
Is en essentlel first step end one of the greatest challenges that feces the
Hispanic community.
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[Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to
reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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