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JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT: JOB COST,
JOB OUTCOME

THURSDAY, APRIL 29, 1993

HouSsE ¢F REPRESENTATIVES,

EMPLOYMENT, HOUSING, AND AVIATION SUBCOMMITTEE

OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m., in room
2247, Rayburn House ce Building, Hon. Collin C. Peterson
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Collin C. Peterson, Bobby L. Rush
Floyd H. Flake, Karen L. Thurman, Barbara-Rose Collins, and
Ronald K. Machtley.

Also present: Edith Holleman, staff director; Andrea Nelson,
counsel; Lisa Phillips, professional staff member; June Saxton,
clerk; and Michael D. Nannini, minority professional staff, Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN PETERSON

Mr. PETERSON. The subcommittee will come to order. This is the
first in a series of subcommittee hearings into whether the $11 bil-
lion the Federal Government spends each year on job training pro-
g:ams actually works to improve the lives, levels of earnings, and

ture employability of the individuals who participate in the pro-

ms.

gr?)ur focus today is on the Job Training Partnership Act which,
at nearly $2 billion per yeer, is the largest single Federal job train-
ing program. Recent studies of the effectiveness of JTPA conclude
that standard JTPA programs, with their traditional priority on
placing participants in a job—any job—do not have much effect on
the leve¥ of earnings or future employability of program partici-
pants.

Testifying about their reports today are the Labor Department’s
Office of Inspector General, the General Accounting Office, and
ABT Associates—a private consultant specifically retained by the
Labor Department to evaluate the impact of JTPA on program par-
ticipants.

e will also hear today from several local private industry coun-
cils that have moved aggressively to reverse this pattern of mini-
mal results through innovative strategies such as carefully
targeting the needs of local employers and coordinating training
and support services to imost effectively benefit program partici-
pants. They also spend, 1 should note, two to three times more

n
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mor&ey per participant than the average, according to the ABT
study.

Testimony from the Labor Department will conclude the hearinﬁ.
Top career staff of the Employment Training Administration will
report on the status of implementation of the reforms enacted in
the 1992 JTPA amendments and will respond to the criticism
raised in JTPA studies.

Do any members have opening statements? Mr. Flake.

Mr. FLAKE. Just a short one, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very
much. Good morning. :

First of all, let me thank you for holding the hearing. I think it
is important, as we consider the plight of many youn§l pegple
throughout this land, that we have some assessment of the eftec-
tiveness of the job training program which is aimed at meeting the .
needs of many disadvantaged youth and adults.

I would also like to welcome those who come as witnesses this
morning before this committee and hope that, during the course of
the hearing, we can get a better understanding of how we might
better and more effectively serve many of these uneiployed youth.

In particular, I would like to examine whether current programs
are successful in increasing employment and increasing the oppor-
tunities for earnings as well as the rssibility of getting young peo-
ple into situations where they can develop the proper work ethic
and the work discipline that ultimately leads them beyond the
starter jobs to better jobs.

The administration has already proposed putting more money
into this program. It is my hope that, as we put more money into
the program, we can initially have a better sense of how the cur-
rent programs work and how we might better spread those re-
sources to more effectively impact the job market as a whole.

We also wouid like some examination of what haglpens to those
workers who need the program the most, because there has been
some accusation that the workers who need the least assistance are
the most employable, and they receive more benefits sometimes
from the program than those who do not. I would like to examine
this ineqm'tK and ensure that the unemployed workers receive the
assistance that they need.

Again, I would like to thank you for holding this hearing and
thank those who have come as witnesses and, hopefully, we can all
work together toward the end of providing better job opportunities
for all American citizens. .

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Flake. That was a fine statement.

Mr. Machtley, do you have an opening statement? e}

Mr. MacHTLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to
working with you on this subcommittee as we hear many witnesses
and look at the issues that are important to this country and par-
ticularly to our future.

I want to thank you for ¢ lling this particular hearing because
I think that job training is essential for the next decade and prob-
ably for the long-term future of our Nation. '

I am very much reminded of the booklet recently written by Les-
ter Thurow, “Head to Head,” which points out that the competition
is not between our States in the future, but between nations. Those
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who are prepared to comnpete will be successful. Those who are not
prepared to compete will, in fact, find their standard of living re-
duced and, obviously, their wages reduced at the same time.

Faced with this obvious, daunting national challenge to become
more productive, I believe cooperation is necessary in all areas of
education, training, and the continued development of our work
force. Workers must be committed to high-quality products and
services. If we do not understand the term “quality” today, I am
afraid that tomorrow will be a disaster.

Educators must provide our workers with a solid foundation in
basic skills to enable workers to adapt to changing technologies.
The most recent issue of Forbes magazine points out that every
employee is going to change their type of employment perhaps six
to seven times during their life in the future.

Employers must invest in work training and coordinate their ac-
tivities with educators and workers to create mutually beneficial
partnerships. At this time, the Job Training Partnership Act serves
as the primary Federal-State program to train and assist individ-
uals facing various barriers to employment.

Some barriers can be easily overcome, such as not knowing how
to conduct a job search. Other barriers, however, require intensive
and individualized attention, such as lack of basic math and read-
ing skills. Probably homelessness and welfare dependency are
going to ba more difficult to combat.

According to figures which we will hear more about in today’s
testimony, approximately 36 million people face some type of em-
ployment barrier and are eligible to participate in Job Training
Partnership Act programs. Tragically, less than 2.5 percent of the
eligible population is being sc-ved.

Moving beyond that depressingly low figure, we will also hear
that, of this 2.5 percent, only two-thirds of the participants are suc-
cessfully completing their training and finding employment. So we
have 2.5 percent of the eligible population participating and only
two-thirds of that 2.5 percent are completing the training and find-
ing employment. Obviously, we have to assess whether this is a
successful program and, if not, what should be done.

The question becomes, how do we best accomplish our mutual
goals of making us the most productive Nation for the future
through job training programs. I look forward to hearing the testi-
mony.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Machtley. We look forward to
working with you and the members on your side on this sub-
committee. Mrs. Thurman, do you have an opening statement?

Mrs. THURMAN. Briefly, Mr. Chairman. I also appreciate the fact
that you are holding these hearings. As a former member of the co-
ordinating council in the State of Florida for JTPA, I find this an
exciting time and certainly one that will renew what I think were
the objectives for the Job Training Partnership Act.

I refer to your memo that was sent to us, and I specifically hope
that we look not only at where some problems riddled this program
but where the successes were, because I think we have some chal-
lenges for the future for this country based on where our necessary
retraining programs are going to have to be looked at, particularly
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with dislocated workers, especially the workers that will be dis-
placed due to defense spending cuts.

So I think we have some challenges facing us. Howaver, I think
this hearing is a step in the right direction.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mrs. Thurman.

I would like to now welcome the first panel of witnesses, and I
would ask that the members reserve their questions until all the
witnesses have had a chance to speak.

Mr. FLake. Mr. Chairman, before you do that, may I make a
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. PETERSON. Sure.

Mr. FLAKE. That I be permitted to submit to the committee ques-
tions. The Banking Committee has the RTC markup at this hour,
and I would like to go to that, but I would like unanimous consent
to submit questions.

Mr. PETERSON. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. FLAKE. Thank you.

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Chairman, if I may, may all members have
the same opportunity?

Mr. PETERSON. Yes, we will extend that to all members, and if
any other members have opening statements, we’ll make those a
part of the record as well.

I would like to call Mr. Charles Masten, the acting inspector gen-
eral for the Department of Labor, who will be accompanied by Ger-
ald Peterson, assistant inspector general for audit; and Clarence
Crawford, the Associate Director of Employment and Education Is-
sues, Human Resources Division of the GAO, who will be accom-
panied, as I understand it, by Sigurd Nilsen of the Human Re-
sources Division; and Larry Orr, the vice president and the senior
economist for ABT Associates.

Welcome to the committee. As you are probably aware, it is our
golicy to swear in all of our witnesses, so as not to prejudice any-

ody. So if you would rise.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. PETERSON. I would like to welcome you all to the subcommit-
tee and I look forward to hearing your testimony. Your full state-
ments will be made a part of the record. Feel tree to summarize
your remarks and hit the points that you think are the things that
are the most important.

We would like to try to keep this to 10 minutes apiece. The mem-
bers have other committees and there are a lot of things going on
this morning, so we are going to try to move this along. Again, wel-
come. Glad to have you with us.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES C. MASTEN, ACTING INSPECTOR
GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ACCOMPANIED BY GER-
ALD W. PETERSON, ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR
AUDIT

Mr. MASTEN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
thank you for inviting me to testify before you today in m{:apacity
as acting inspector general of the U.S. Department of Labor. As
stated earlier, I am accomfanied by Gerald W, Peterson, who is the
assistant inspector general for our office of audit.
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At your request, I am submitting the complete text of my state-
ment fcr the record and will keep my oral presentation short to
allow ample time for questions.

I have been asked to talk about the results of a recent nation-
wide audit of the Job Training Partnership Act—JTPA-—program
outcomes. The audit specifically covered title II-A, disadvantaged
adult and youth training programs, for program year 1990.

By way of background, Congress appropriated approximately
$1.8 billion in 1990 for the title II-A program. The funding was
used to serve 835,000 individuals, or about 2 percent of the esti-
mated 36 million eligible population.

The purpose of JTPA is to “afford job training” to individuals
“facing serious barriers to employment.” Thus, our audit focused on
employment barriers. We set out to determine whether the pro-
gram operators were identifying and addressing employment bar-
riers of individuals enrolled i1n the program, what types of trainin
and supportive services were provided, what the costs were, ang
what happened to the participants when they left the program.

For our audit purposes, we organized employment barriers into
three categories: Job barriers, educational barriers, and personal
barriers.

Job barriers primarily consisted of a lack of job skills, job search
skills, and labor market information. Educational barriers pri-
marily consisted of school dropouts and deficiencies in reading and
mathematics. Personal barriers included lack of child care, lack of
transportation, and disabilities.

Employment barriers were identified for 93 percent of the par-
ticipants. The employment barriers that were most frequently iden-
tified and addressed concerned individuals’ needs for occupational
training, job search assistance, and labor market information.

Program operators also identified and addressed individual needs
for supportive services, such as transportation and child care.
These job related and personal circumstance barriers were the
types of barriers Federal job training programs have historically
&‘:)]I)ie well at identifying and addressing.

Program operators also identified numerous educational and é)er-

sonal barriers, such as school dropouts, reading and math defi-
ciencies, health problems, disabilities, and substance abuse. About
72 percent of the participants were found to have at least one of
these barriers.

However, these barriers were addressed at 8 much lower rate
than the barriers related to job skills. For example, 45 percent of
adult participants read below the seventh grade level but only 27
percent of those received help frcm JTPA with reading.

Determining the total investment for each perticipant was im-
possible. Financial records were usually not maintained on a par-
ticipant basis. When we were able to identify training and support-
ive service expenditures by participant, the average investment
was about $1,506 per participant.

Of the participants who left the program, we estimated that 53
percent obtained jobs; 14 percent achieved “employability enhance-
ments”—that 18, completed training which provided the potential
for employment; 33 percent did not ohtain jobs or achieve an em-
ployability enhancement.
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Of the participants who got jobs, 49 percent earned wages of $5
or less; 49 percent of the participants interviewed by auditors said
they found their jobs without JTPA assistance.

e interviewed approximately 54 percent of the participants who
obtained jobs. At the time of the interview, 49 percent were still
working for their original employer; 26 percent were working for
another employer; 5§ percent were in school or the Armed Forces;
and 20 percent were unem 10{\ed.

The Congress recognized that job training is an_ investment in
human capital and not an expense. The act states that: “The basic
return on investment is to be measured by increased employment
and earnings of participants, and reductions in welfare depend-
ency.” However, analysis of the audit data raises, we believe, some
serious questions about the expectations placed on the JTPA title
II-A program. :

With respect to the 1992 JTPA amendments, the Office of Inspec-
tor General supported the stronger accountability provisions in
these amendments. We believe the amendments will make the pro-
gram more fiscally responsible.

However, the amendments will not solve the dilemma faced b
the job training system in carrying out its legislative mandate wit
the current level of funding. The job training system is being asked
to address education failures, physical dependencies, and emotional
and physical disabilities with little funding and no demonstrated
pattern that JTPA can successfully treat these barriers.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my oral presentation. Thank you
for giving me the opportunity to make this statement. Mr. Peterson
and I will be awaiting your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Masten follows:]




STATEMENT OF
CHARLES C. MASTEN
ACTING INSPECTOR GENERAL
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, HOUSING AND AVIATION
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
APRIL 29, 1993

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:
Thank you for inviting me to testify before you today in my capacity as

Acting Inspector General of the U.S. Department of Labor. I am accompanied

this morning by Gerald W. Peterson, Assistant Inspector General for Audit.

My comments this morning do not necessarily represent the viewpoints of the

Department of Labor.

I have been asked to talk about the results of a recent nationwide audit of
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) Program Outcomes. The audit
specifically covered Title II-A, disadvantaged adult and youth training
programs, for program year 1990.

By way of background, Congress appropriated approximately $1.8 billion
in 1990 for the Title II-A program, the largest of the FTPA programs. It has
been estimated that over 36 million people were eligible to be served by the
program in 1990.

Consequently, JTPA must limit its coverage and provide services to




a very small percentage of the eligible population. Thus, the program served
about 2.3 percent of the eligible population in 1990, that is, about 835,000
individuals participated at any given time during the year and about 581,000
exited from the program.

The purpose of JTPA is to “afford job training” to individuals "facing
serious barriers to employment.” Thus, our "outcomes” audit focused on
employment barriers. The audit was conducted at 35 randomly selected local

sites called service delivery areas where a total of 1,750 reported terminations

were selected for review. The audit results were projected to the national

universe and represent estimates of program activities nationwide.

Our audit objectives were to determine whether program operators were
identifying and addressing employment barriers of individuals enrolled in the
program; what types of training and supportive services were provided; what
were the costs; and what happened to the participants when they left the
program.

For our audit purposes, we organized employment barriers into three
categories: job barriers, educational barriers, and personal barriers. Job
barriers primarily consisted of a iack of job skills, job search skills, and labor

market information. BEducational barriers primarily consisted of school dropouts
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aid deficiencies in reading and mathematics. Personal barriers included a lack
of child care, transportation and disabilities.

We learned that not all the program terminations were correctly reported.
Of the 581,000 terminated participants reported by ETA for Program Year
1990, we projected that at }east 18 percent or 104,777 terminations were
improperly reported.

We found that program operators identified employment barriers
primarily for Department of Labor reporting purposes. Further, there were no

standard definitions nor guides for ranking the seriousness of the barriers,

Participants were often evaluated and then received training offered by the

program operator, regardless of whether the training addressed the individual’s
specific needs.

Employment barriers were identified for 93 percent of the participants.
Seventy-two (72) percent of the participants met the criteria for "hard-to-serve”
clients as defined in the September 1992 amendments to JTPA. Since the
amendments require that at least 65 perceat of participants be "hard-to-serve”
clients, the program was already enrolling the types of persons targeted by the
amendments.

The employment barriers that were most frequently identified and
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addressed concerned individuals’ needs for occupational training, job search
assistance, and labor market information. Program operators also identified and
addressed individuals’ needs for supportive services, such as transportation and
child care. Federal job training programs have historically done well at
identifying and addressing these types of job-related and personal circumstance
impediments to employment.

Program operators alsc identified numerous educational and personal
barriers, such as school dropouts, reading and math deficiencies, health
problems, disabilities, and substance abuse. About 72 percent of the
participants were found to have at least one of these barriers. However, these
barriers were addressed- at a much lower rate than the barriers related to job
skills. For example, 45 percent of adult participants read below the 7th grade
level, but only 27 percent of those received help from JTPA with reading.

Determining the total investment for each participant was impossible.

Financial records were usually not maintained oa a participant basis. Indirect

costs of state, SDA, and program operator administration were not calculated
on a participant basis. Likewise, the indirect cost for in-house training or
support services staff were not accumulated or allocated on a per participant

basis.
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We could identify direct paymeats made 1or training and assistance in 78
percent of our sampled participants, and the average investment was about
$1,506 per participant. Sixty percent (60%) of payments averaged below
$1,500; 46 percent of payments averaged below $1,000.

Of the participants who left the program, we estimated that:

. 53 percent obtained jobs.

* 14 percent achieved "employability enhancements,” that is,

completed training which provided the potential for employment.
33 percent did not obtain a job nor achieve an employability
enhancement.

Of the participants who got jobs:

] 49 percent earned wages of $5.00 or less.

L] 49 percent of the participants interviewed by auditors said they

found their jobs without JTPA assistance.

We interviewed approximately 54 percent of the participants who

obtained jobs. At the time of the interview:
L 49 percent were still working for their original employer.
® 26 percent were working for another employer.

L 5 percent were in school or the Armed Forces.
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] 20 percent were unemployed.

The Congress recognized that job training is an investment in human
capital and not an expense. The Act states that "the basic return on investment
is to be measured by increased employment and earnings of participants, and
reductions in welfare dependency.” Analysis of the audit data raises, we
believe, some serious questions about the expectations of the JTPA Title II-A
program.

We believe the following questions need to be answered in order to

clarify the éxpectations of JTPA:

L Is the current network of state and local operations the most
efficient and effective way to deliver JTPA services?
Should JTPA expend its resources to provide labor exchange
services such as job search, labor market information, and job
referral services? If so, what is the role of the U.S. Employment
Service with a Fiscal Year 1993 budget of approximatety $900
million?
Should recruitment and placement functions be independent of
training to prevent the program operators from inflating

performance figures by servicing only job-ready clients?
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Should JTPA interventions only address job training barriers letting
other government resources address educational and personal
barriers?
Should JTPA enroll individuals only after educational and personal
barriers have been eliminated by the other programs?
Should JTPA expenditures be considered "an investment in human
capital” given the program'’s limited opportunity to create value,
i.e., increase employment and earnings and reduce welfare
dependency?
Should the success of the JTPA program be measured differently?
Should JTPA attempt to be all things to all individuals or should it
assume a narrower role?
Mr. Chairman, this completes my response to the first question in your
April 13 letter. I would like to respond now to the remaining questions:
1992 Amendments. Overall, the Office of Inspector General supported
the stronger accountability provisions in the 1992 JTPA amendments. We

believe these amendments will make the program more fiscally responsible.

However, the amendments will not solve the dilemma faced by the job training

system in carrying out its legislative mandate with the current level of funding.
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The job training system is being asked to address education failures, physical

dependencies, and emotional and physical disabilities with insufficient funding

and no demonstrated pattern that JTPA can successfully treat these barriers.

Performance Measures, You asked me to address whether placement

s

rates were an appropriate measurement of program success and to give
recommendations for revisions or clarifications. In Program Year 1990, the
Title JI-A adult programs were measured in terms of an individual’s
employment rate and weekly earnings 13 weeks after terminating from the
program. The success of youth programs was measured in terms of the number
of youth who entered employment following termination and the rate of youth
who achieved employability enhancements, that is, completed training which
provided the potential for employment. These "followup” measures for adults
were established in 1988 and were, in part, a result of our nationwide audit of
Title TIA during 1986-87.

In an audit report, issued in January 1988, we found that the program
was successfully achieving a 70 percent placement rate. On the other band, the
program was not focusing on hard-to-serve individuals. Furtber, the rates of
retaining participants in jobs, increasing their eamings, and reducing welfare

dependency were not encouraging. We concluded that the 70 percent placement

ERIC 18
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rate achieved by the program had been caused by the performance measures,
which, at that time, emphasized placement rates. In order to improve retention,
increase carnings, and reduce welfare dependency, we recommended that ETA
develop measures and standards which would focus the system on providing
training which influenced longer-term, more stable employment.

In establishing the "followup" measures, ETA moved toward emphasizing
longer-term successes, and we supported these changes. However, as our
report pointed out, many of the problems with JTPA today have to do with
unreasonable expectations for the amount of funding. Although we would like
to see the program measured in terms of employment barriers addressed and
overcome, we believe that measures should not be changed until the
expectations of the program are clarified.

Administrative and Firancial Accountability Systems. The 1982 JTPA

statute limited administrative spending to 15 percent. The 1992 amendments

raised the limit to 20 percent. In March 1992, we issued an audit report that

compared the costs reported by two service delivery areas to costs allocated by

auditors. In one case, the auditor-allocated administrative costs were actually
20 percent higher than reported. In the second case, the administrative costs

were 12 percent higher.
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These costs wers not inaccurately reported, however, because of
regulations issued by the Employment and Training Administration in 1983
Thesc regulations provided for "single unit charging” when performance-based,
fixed-unit-price contracts were used. In other words, when these contracts
were used, all costs could be charged to training regardless of whether they
were for administration, participant support, or training. This regulatory
provision, which we believe had no basis in law, effectively allowed some
entities in the JTPA system to get around the 15 percent administrative
limitation.

OIG strongly supported eliminating this practice, and the 1992
amendments restrict the -“single unit charging® of all costs to certain tuition

payments only. We will not know until the amendments are implemented

beginning in July 1993 \\'rhether these changes will effectively control single unit

charging and ensure beiter compliance with the 20 percent administrative cost
limitation.

In terms of accurate cost-effectiveness evaluations, the lack of uniform
cost principles and adequate performance and outcomes data on the system
precluded meaningful cost-effectiveness evalaations in the past. However, the

1992 amendments require uniform cost principles, including adherence to
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generally accepted accounting principles, and collection of more data on
participants. The Employment and Training Administration is in the process of

implementing a major expansion in the amount of data collected on JTPA

participants. The Standardized Program Information Reporting (SPIR) system

requires states to maintain socio-economic, program participation, and outcome
information on each participant in JTPA Titles IIA, IIC, and III.
Unfortunately, the outcome information does not include information on an
individual’s welfare dependency after JTPA. However, the SPIR system,
coupled with more consistent cost data, will greatly enhance the ability to
determine whether JTPA is cost effective.

Remedial Education Requirements. The April 13 letter contained a
question about the Department’s implementation of the 1986 remedial education
requirements under JTPA. These requirements, which were included in 1986
amendments to JTPA, were included under Title IIB, the Summer Youth
Employment and Training Program. This program differs from Title IIA,
which was the subject of our JTPA Program Outcomes audit, which I have
discussed in this testimony. According to the Act, the purpescs of the summer
youth program are to:

L enhance the basic educational skills of eligible youth,
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encourage school completion, or enrollment in supplementary or
alternative school programs, and

L provide eligible youth with exposure to the world of work.

The Inspector General’s Office recently issued an audit report on the

1992 Summer Youth Employment and Training Program. The 1992 program

received approximately $1.2 billion in funding consisting of $700 million in

regular funding and $500 million in supplementary funding.

The Inspector General’s Office reviewed 21 service delivery areas, visited over
840 worksites, and interviewed key staff and over 1,200 participants to
determine whather the work experience and remedial education programs were
successful,

We found that the work experience program was a success. Youth
participants were productivc,' interested, and closely supervised. However, the
remedial education program was a limited success. There
were several problems:

L Although participants were tested at all the SDAs, coordination

with the local schools did not always occur.

At six SDAs, participants were not assessed to determine if they

needed remedial training, as required by the Act.
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While reading and mathematics training was provided at all the

SDAs, the term "remediation” also included courses in such

subjects as history, government, econormics, algebra, and science.

Most of the 21 SDAs did not serve thosec most in need, but rather
used such practices as giving the participant the option to attend
remediation or providing remediation to participants only in certain
locations or age groups.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to make this statement. We

will be happy to take your questions at this time.

Q
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Reply 10 the Allention of

MEMORANDUM FOR: CAROLYN M. GOLDING
Acting Assistant Secretary for
. Expploymcnt and Training
M\: PETERSON
; Assistant Inspector General
© for Audit

Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
Program Outcomes
Report No. 09-93-201-03-340

Attached is a copy of our final report on pa.rticipant outcomes resulting from the Job
Training Partnership Act Program. We conducted the audit in accordance with the

Government Auditing Standards (1988 revision), as established by the Comptroller
General of the United States.

Our audit raises questions about the expectations of the FTPA program. It would be
possible to conclude the program, in its current form, may never ‘chicvc the goals set
forth in law in terms of increasing employment and earnings of participants and reducing
welfare dependency. This dilemma has prompted us to pose a series of questions which
we believe should be answered as the program tries to implement the mandates of the
September 1992 amendmenss.

We have included your written comments to our draft repost as Appendix D. As a
result of your comments we have included an expanded discussion of the sampling

methodology (Appendia A). Also, where appropriate, we have adjusted specific report
wording based on your comments.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 219-8404.

Attachment
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Important Information

Data in this report reflects a national
picture of the JTPA program. Our
sample was not selected to be
representative of individual program
operators, service delivery areas, or
states.

All data in this report is based on
projected totals of properly reported
terminations. Our projections are
subject to a 3 percent sampling error
at the 95 percent confidence level.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the results of our Office of Inspector Geaeral
(OIG) nationwide audit of Program Year 1990 Job Training
Partnership Act (STPA) programs funded under Title 11-A of the
Act. We conducted the review to find out if program operators
identified and eliminated participants’ employment barriers and to
determine what happened to the participants when they left the
program.

Congress appropriated $1.8 billioa to fund the Program Year 1990
Tide 1I-A program. While that appears to be a substantial
investment, it is, in fact, relatively insignificant. For that same time
period, the Employment and Training Administration (ETA)
estimated that over 36 million people were eligible to be served by

the Title 1I-A program. Per capita, only $50 was available for each
cligible person.

Further, the legislation requires that a metwork of state and local
operators deliver the program. Therefore, the $50 was further
diluted by the administrative costs associated with 59 stase or trust
tervitory offices and 636 service delivery area (SDA) offices.' ETA
bas estimated that over 18,000 persous are employed by the state
and SDA offices. Further, there is a private industry council for
each of the 636 SDA offices. Although the 9,000 or 30 members of
these councils serve voluntarily, travel, meals, and other
administrative costs are paid by JTPA. Finally, thousands of
contractors participate in providing training and services. The
number of coatractor personne] is waknown, but ETA estimates
start at 20,000.

Consequeatly, STPA must limit its coverage and provide services to
a very small percentage of the eligible population. For

Year 1990 the program reporied sesving sbout §35,000 individuals
or ahowt 2.3 percent of the eligible populatica. During that year
about:j.l:ﬂb persons were reported as terminating from the
program.
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We found program operators identified and provided training and
assistance 10 climinate many types of employment barriers. The
barriers most often identified and addressed involved the need for
job skills or belp in searching for a job. In most cases, program
operators identified and provided intervantions to help individuals
who needed occupational training, job search assistance, and labor
market information. The program operators also identified and
addressed individuals’ needs for supportive services, such as
transportation and child care. These ase the types of employment
barriers Department of Labor training programs have historically
done well at addressing.

Conversely, program operators also identified numerous educational
and persomal barriers, e.g., school dropouts, reading and math
deficiencies, health problems, disabilities, and substance abuse.
About 72 percent of the participants were found to have at least
one of these barriers. However, the program operators addressed
these barriers at a significantly lower rate than job skills barriers.
For example, 45 percent of the adult participants read below the 7th

grade level, but only 27 percent of those received help from JTPA
with their reading deficiencies.

Determining the total investment for each participant is impossible.
Financial records are not usually maintained on a participant basis.
Where we were able to identify training and assistance expenditures
for participants, the average investment was about $1,500. This is
not surprising considering the $1.8 billion appropriation spread
among the 835,000 participants averages about 32,150,

Our audit found the 1990 program produced the following:

® 53 percent of participants obtained jobs.
® 14 percent achieved "employability enhancements,”

i.c., completed training which provided the potential
for employment.

. 33 percent did not obtain a job or attain an
employability enhancement.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

However, of the participants who got jobs:
® 49 percent earned wages of $5.00 or less.
® 49 percent of the participants interviewed by OIG staff
said they found their jobs without JTPA assistance.

We interviewed approximately 64 percent of the participants who
obtained jobs. At the time of the interview:

® 49 percent were still working for their original
employer.

26 percent were working for another employer.
5 percent were in school or the Armed Forces.
20 pe}cent were unemployed.
We also contacted the employers who hired JTPA participasts.
Sixty-five percent of the empl we comtacted that hired

participants g an on-the-job traliilag'Sabaidy stated they
1d have hired the person without the FTPA subsidy.

Given the information our audit developed, one might conclude the
program, in its current form, canmot achieve thrgomls set forth in
faw in terms of increasing participant employmeifand eamings and
reducing welfare dependency. Asmalysis of the awdit data rajees, we
believe, some scrious questions about the expectationg of the JTPA
education failures, physical depesde and Mitdtional and
physical disabilities with tittle funiding sind no dalitiitieated pattern
that ) [PA Ean secoessfully treat these bartiarm

This dilemma poses several questions regarding the direction the

program nceds o take. Therefore, rathor than making
recommendations, we are raising what we believe are pertinent

o BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

questions which should be answered as the program tries to
implement the mandates of the September 1992 amendments.

Is the cusrent network of state and local operators the most
efficient and effective way to deliver JTPA services?

Should JTPA expend its resources to provide labor exchange -
services such as job search, labor market information, and job

referral services? If so, what is the role of the U.S.

Employment Service with a budget of $850 million?

Should recruitment and placement functions be independent
of training to prevent the program operators from inflating
performance figures by serving only job-ready clients?

Should JTPA interventions only address job training barriers,
letting other government resources address educational and
personal barriers?

Should JTPA enroll individuals only after educational and
personal barriers have been eliminated by the other
programs?

Should the JTPA expenditures be considered "an investment
in human capital” given the program’s limited opportunity to
create value, i.c., increase employment and earnings and
reduce welfare dependency?

Should the success of the JTPA program be measured
differently?

Should JTPA attempt to be all things to all individuals or
should it assume a narrower role?

- ses

This report contains three sections. Section I contains significant
findings from the data gathered. Section Il contains statistical
tables. Section III, separately bound, contains a history of the JTPA
experiences of the participants studied during the review.

32
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Mr. PeTERSON. Thank you, Mr. Masten. We appreciate your
being with us. Mr. Crawford.

STATEMENT OF CLARENCE C. CRAWFORD, ASSOCIATE DIREC-
TOR, EMPLOYMENT AND EDUCATION ISSUES, HUMAN RE.-
SOURCES DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, AC-
COMPANIED BY THOMAS MEDVETZ, AND SIGURD NILSEN

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommit-
tee, we, too, are pleased to be here today to discuss with you the
effectiveness of title II-A of the Job Training Partnership Act in
meeting the employment and training needs of the economically
disadvantaged.

I would like to introduce, on my immediate right, Mr. Sigurd
Nilsen and on my far right, Mr. Thomas Medvetz, who are respon-
sible for much of our work in this area.

Although JTPA is the Nation’s chief federally funded employ-
ment and training program, it is but one of many programs often
operating in isolation and creating a difficult maze for service pro-
viders and those who are in need of assistance. We have identified
125 Federal employment and training programs, including JTPA,
that are administered by 14 departments and independent agen-
cies, spending about $16 billion annually.

In summarizing my statement, I will be focusing on the effective-
ness of JTPA, the likely impact of recent changes to JTPA, and im-
provements needed in the overall Federal response to employment
and training needs of the economically disadvantaged. My testi-
mony will be based on our prior and ongoing work as well as a re-
cent national study of JTPA prepared for the Department of Labor.

JTPA is viewed as a relatively successful program because it has,
for the most part, met or exceeded its performance standards with
an overall 60 percent placement rate for those who complete or
leave the program. Perf%rmance standards measure how well local
programs, SDA’s, are placing people in jobs and at what wage, but
they don’t provide an assessment of JTPA’s overall impact on the
peo%]e it is serving.

The Labor Department contracted with MDRC and ABT Associ-
ates to undertake an impact evaluation of how JTPA normally op-
erates. The interim results suggest that JTPA may not be effective
for youth and may be only marginally effective for adults. We are
not completely surprised by the ABT findings, given the results of
our prior wori and the fact that the average JTPA participant re-
mains in the program 18 weeks. .

From our prior work, we noted that SDA’s appeared to be follow-
ing a low-risk approach to serving the economically disadvantaged.
Those who were feast ready to enter the job market were provided
the least-intensive services. That is, they were less likely to receive
occupational training than other groups. When they did receive
such training, they received fewer training hours and were less
likely to be trained in higher-skilled jobs.

We concluded that those who received training in higher occupa-
tional skills, regardless of how job ready they were, tended to get
better jobs than those who received other training services. We also
noted that performance-based incentive services can encourage em-
ployers to steer certain participants into low-wage training.

72-757 0 - 93 - 2

3 !?




30

A major premise for JTPA and other training programs is that
services provided should make a difference. Since the ABT stud
did not compare alternative service approaches, we believe that ad-
ditional impact e.aluations are needed to provide policymakers
with information on how best to serve the disadvantaged and to
maximize program resources.

Mr. Chairman, concerning the recent changes to JTPA, we, too,
agree that the changes will help to improve JTPA.

First, the amendments require that at least 65 percent of those
served be economically disadvantaged and have one or more em-
ployment barriers, such as being a dropout or on welfare.

S};cond, the amendments require SDA’s to not only objectively as-
sess the needs of each participant, but to develop and implement
an individual service strate?.

While these provisions should help, we still believe that inde-
pendent participant assessments are needed to eliminate the poten-
tial bias that exists when service providers with vested interests
are responsible for performing these assessments.

Third, the recent Labor Department initiative to expand JTPA’s
data-collection efforts should further enhance program manage-
ment. Expanded information on participants will allow program
managers to better determine the program outcomes achieved from
different training interventions for various groups of individuals.
Program officials can also use the data to help make regional and
State-level comparisons and to identify locations that may be in
need of technical assistance.

The above modifications are good. However, effective implemen-
tation is critical. Since the start of JTPA, the Labor Department
has followed a hands-off approach. Our previous work has shown
that Labor's passive approach has resulted in program inconsist-
encies and problems going undetected.

For example, we found that, in some SDA's, administrative costs
exceeded limitations by 68 percent, excessive amounts of OJT—on-
the-job training funds—were approved in 73 percent of the low-skill
contracts, and that improper or unsup;smrted payments were made
to service provides in two-thirds of the SDA’s sampled.

Mr. Chairman, concerning the need for a comprehensive Federal
training strategy, JTPA is the Federal Government’s largest em-
gloyment assistance program for the economically disadvantaged,

ut it is not the only one. Federal efforts to upgrade the skills of
the disadvantaged are carried out through 65 different programs
that are administered by 13 departments and independent agencies
and funded at over $11 billion annually.

These myriad programs do not function as a comprehensive, co-
hesive system, but often operate in isolation. We are currently con-
ducting several studies on behalf of the Congress that will look at
some of these issues.

In addition, the 1992 amendments to JTPA reflect the need for
coordination by establishing State resource investment councils
that are aimed at coordinating services and funds for programs
such as JTPA, adult education, and the jobs, opportunities, and
basic skills programs. However, State compliance with these provi-
sions is voluntary and State councils on vocational education may
elect not to participate.

34
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Several States and local communities, as you had mentioned,
have undertaken self-initiated efforts to better coordinate and more
effectively provide services to those who are in need. These entities
have launched their initiatives despite substantial barriers, such as
conflicting program requirements, differing target populations, and
_staff resistance.

By way of example, the State of Massachusetts concluded that its
35 Federal employment and training related programs were operat-
ing largely in isolation and, in 1988, the State launched an effort
to address this problem.

The administration has proposed, in its fiscal year 1994 budget,
a strategy based on the concept of one-stop career centers. ile
the specifics are yet to be identified, this concept could be an im-
portant step in rationalizing employment and training assistance
in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony, and I will be happy
to answer any q;:estions that you or members of the subcommittee
ma’¥ have. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Crawford follows:]
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY BY CLARENCE C. CRAWFORD
JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT
POTENTIAL FOR PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS BUT NATIONAL JOB
TRAINING STRATEGY NEEDED

Title I1A of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) provides job training and
employment seeking skills to economically disadvanteged individuals who need
training and other labor market services to obtain employment. Although JTPA has
been viewed as relatively successful in placing participants in jobs, a recent study
raises questions about whether the program is as effective as it could be. Inour
view, the effective implementation of the 1992 amendments to JTPA, coupled with an
increased emphasis on program evaluation and a national strategy to eliminate
confusion and duplication among the myriad traeining programs, could substantially
improve the program.

JTPA PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS. JTPA has consistently placed the
majority of those receiving services in jobs and, thus, generally has been viewed as
successful. However, a recent study indicates that the program is only marginally
increasing the earnings and employment of certain client groups above comparable
nonparticipating groups, and thus is of limited effectiveness. What is unknown is
which training services make the greatest difference in improving the employment
opportunities for various groups of participants. Evaluations are needed to
determine which treatments meke a difference.

RECENT CHANGPS TO JTPA. The 1992 amendments to JTPA, along with a
Department of La sor data collection initiative, have the potential to substantially
improve the JTPA program by providing apecific guidance on program targeting, an
objective assessment and training plan for all participants, and more meaningful and
comprehensive data on program operations. However, effective implementation of
these changes is critical to succeas. In ao doing, Labor ahould assume & more active
role than it has taken in the past and provide detailed guidance to ensure that the
new requirements are strictly followed and use its expanded data system to better
manage the program. Labor also should continue to fund studies aimed at asseasing
JTPA's impact.

NEED FOR A NATIONAL TRAINING STRATEGY. JTPA is one of 65 federal programs
thet spent over $11 billion in fiscal year 1991 on employment and training services for
the economically disadvantaged. These programs do not function as a
comprehenaive, cohesive system, but ofteis operate in isolation. Because of the
myriad programs, the effective implementation of changes to JTPA alone will not
assure that the training needs of the economically disadvantaged are addressed.
Needed is an overall employment and training strategy at the federal level and, at
the state and local level, a streamlined approach to eliminate duplication and
confusion and ensure efficient and effective delivery of services. In this respect,
the administration's proposal for "one-stop career centers" may prove to be an
important step toward rationalizing employment assistance in this country.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

We are pleased to be here today to discuss with you the effectiveness of title IIA of

the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) in meeting the employment and training

needs of economically disadvantaged adults and youth. Although JTPA is the

nation's primary federally funded employment and training program, it is but one of

many programs often operating in isolation and creating a difficult maze for service -
providers and those who need and are seeking assistance. We have identified 125

federal programs that are administered by 14 departments or independent agencies,

spending over $16 billion annually providing employment and training services R -
Sixty-five of these programs, including JTPA, spend about $11 billion to serve the

economically disadvantaged.

My testimony today will focus on title IIA of JTPA, a program that spends about $1.8
billion a year to provide employment and training services to economically
disadvantaged aduits and youths.2 1 will also be focusing on the effectiveness of
JTPA; the likely impact of recent changes to JTPA on its effectiveness; and
improvements needed in JTPA, as well as in the overall federal response to the
employment and training needs of the economically disadvantaged. My testimony is
based on our previous and ongoing efforts related to title ITA specifically, and
employment and training programs, in general, as well as a recent national study of
JTPA prepared for the Department of Labor. These efforts indicate that, although
JTPA has been relatively successful in terms of the number of participants who are
initially placed in jobs upon leaving the program, the program may not be
substantially improving the earning potential of the economically disadvantaged in
this country.

!Letter to the Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources
(GAO/HRD~92-39R, July 24, 1992).

2The act also includes title [IB, a summer youth employment and training progrem,
and title III, an assistance program for dislocated workers. The 1982 amendments to
JTPA transferred year-round services for youth under title ITA to a separate youth
program under & newly created title 1IC.
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However, the recently enacted amendments to JTPA have the potential to

substantially improve the delivery of employment and training services and program

outcomes, if they are effectively implemented. These amendments alone, however,
will not ensure that the job seeking skills and employment opportunities of the most
needy are enhanced. Major challenges lay ahead for the Congress and the
administration in addressing the multitude of employment and training programs
aimed at the economically disadvantaged. Reducing the number of {ederal
employment and iraining programs could help the coordination of local services, but
it is unlikely that the number of programs will be significantly reduced any time
soon. A comprehensive, overall employment and training strategy that fosters
coordination among the many federal programs is needed. Such a strategy should
continually seek more effective methods of providing services to the economicaily

disadvantaged by trying alternative approachas and evaluating their impact.

BACKGROUND

JTPA title IIA provides job training and employment seeking skills to economically
disadvantaged individuals who need training and other labor market services to
obtain employment. It has been funded at about $1.8 billion annually since
implementation. Although Labor has overall responsibility for the program, JTPA is
highly decentralized, with most participants receiving job training services through
programs administered by the 56 states and territories and over 600 local programs

called service delivery areas (SDAs).

SDAs provide employment and treining sarvices either directly or through
agreements or contracts with other service providers. JTPA services include

occupational training and basic education, normally provided in a classroom setting,
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on-the-job training (OJT), and work experience.3 On average, participants are in

the program about 18 weeks.

Generally speaking, individuals ere eligible for JTPA if they are economically
disadvantaged--people in this group are defined primarily by household income but
this group also includes welfare and food stamp recipients and the handicapped. In
the fall of 1992, the first comprehensive reforms to JTPA were enacted to improve the
delivery of services to hard-to-serve persons as well as to make other program
improvements. Before these amendments, the act provided only general guidance on
how the program was to be targeted. The act stated that services were to be
provided "o those who can benefi* from, and who are most in need of" them, and
that locel programs are to "make efforts to provide equitable services among
substantial segments of the eligible population." The lack of specific direction led to
concern among some in the employment and training community about whether JTPA
was serving the right individuals in the eligible population. The 1892 amendments
provide additional direction on targeting by requiring that the majority of funds be
targeted on hard-to-serve individuals; that is, those with specifically listed barriers

to employment, such ac being a school dropout or on welfare.

JTPA is a performance-oriented program. The act requires the Secretary of Labor
to establish national performance standards against which the performance of
individual SDAs is measured. JTPA provides for rewards to SDAs that exceed these
standards and for sanctions for those that fail to meet them for 2 years. For the
most part, the performance standards measure the extent to which SDAs place all

participants, as well es those on welfare, in jobs and the wages they receive.

>Work experience is a training activity consisting of shost-term or part-time work
designed to develop good work habits and basic work skills.
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JTPA PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS

JTPA is viewed as & relatively successful program because the majority of those who
participate receive a job upon leaving the program. Yet a recent study4 raises
questions about whether the program is effective; that is, does it make a difference
in the employment and earnings of those who were assigned to participate.
Beginning with the first full year of program operations in 1984, JTPA has placed
over 60 percent of its participants in jobs each year and, with few exceptions, has
met or exceeded its performance standards program-wide. The performance

standards measure how well SDAs are placing people in jobs and at what wage, at one

moment in time.® While the standards provide some indication of performance and

short-term program outcome, they do not provide an assessment of the program's

overall impact on the people it is serving.6

A recently released study of JTPA suggests that title 1IA may not be effective for
youth participants and may be only marginally effective for adults. The Department
of Labor contracted with MDRC and Abt Assoclates Inc. to undertake an impact
evaluation of title IIA of JTPA, as it normally operates. Their interim results

provide some measure of the effects of JTPA services on the employment and

“The National JTPA Study: Title IIA Impacts on Earnings and Employment at 18
Months, Abt Associates Inc. (Jan. 1993).

*In the past, this had been at the time an individual left the program but more
recently this was changed to 13 weeks after leaving the program.

SImpact refers to what outcomes JTPA participants achjeve, in terms of employment
and wages, as compared with what they would have achieved on their own, without
the program. Program impact can be measured by comparing the status of two
identical groups of people whose only difference is that one group enrolled in JTPA
and the other did not. The use of an evaluation methodology known as random
assignment, in which eligible individuals are randomly assigned to receive JTPA
services or to a control group not receiving such services, is believed to yield the
most accurate estimate of program impact.
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earnings outcomes for program participants7 when compared with nonparticipants.
The study results indicate a modest gain in earnings for adult women of $539 for an
18-month period and an employment gain of a little over 2 percent. The earnings
gain for aduit men was not significant, but they had about a 3 percentage point
employment gain. The study showed that out-of-school male youths (16 to 21 years

old) enrolled in JTPA earned $854 less than nonent‘ollees.8

We were not completely surprised by the results from the Abt study, given the
results from our previous work. We noted that the SDAs appeared to be following a
low-risk approach to serving the economically disadv&ntagedg. Those who were less
ready to enter the job market were provided less intensive services; that is, they
were less likely to receive occupational training than other groups. When they did
receive such training, they received fewer training hours and were less likely to be
trained in higher skill jobs. Furthermore, they were as apt to receive only job
search assistance as other groups. Because treining costs likely increase with the
intensity of services, it appears that less JTPA funds were being spent on behalf of
those less job ready. However, we concluded that those who received training in
higher skill occupations, regardless of how ready they were to enter the world of
work, tended to get better jobs at higher wages than those who received other
training services. We noted in another study, on racial and gender disparities in
JTPA services, that performance-based financial incentives can encourage service

providers to steer certain participants into low-risk training and away from higher

'Findings reported from the Abt study refer to results for program assignees, that
is, those for whom JTPA services were made available

*Almost &l of the negutive impact on earnings is concentrated in youth who reported
having an arrest record.

°Job Training Partnership Act: Services and Qutcomes for Participants With
Differing Needs (GAO/HRD-89-52, June 9, 1989) and Job Training Partnership Act:
Youth Participant Characteristics, Services, and Quicomes (GAO/HRD-90-46BR,
Jan. 24, 1990).
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risk tralning activities.lo For example, some service providers are reluctant to

train women in nontraditional occupations because of higher costs and higher risks

of not being placed in a job upon completion.

A major premise of JTPA or any training and education program is that the services
provided will make a difference. Overall, JTPA appeared to only marginally improve
employmeut and earnings gains for certain segments of those it served. The Abt
study did not compare results obtained using alternative service approaches for the
hard-to-serve population that is targeted by JTPA. Therefore, the analysis cannot
tell which services work best. Given that billions of dollars are being spent annually
on the economically dicadvantaged, it is important to know definitively which
treatments make a difference. In our opinion, such information is essential to
policymakers in making decisions on how to best serve the disadvantaged and to
maximize program resources. Therefore, additional evaluations of the program's

impact are necessary.

RECENT CHANGES TO JTPA

Key provisions of the recently enacted amendments to JTPA, coupled with a new data
collection Initiative by the Department of Labor, should go a long way toward
improving JTPA. These modifications will address program shortcomings, namely,
(1) the lack of specific guidance on whom JTPA should target for services; (2) the
need for objective asgessments of participants' training needs and developing a plan
to address those needs; and (3) the need for a more meaningful and comprehensive
database on who is being served, the services they get, and their program outcome.

We believe that these changes have the potential to improve JTPA.

19job Training Partnership Act: Racial and Gender Disparities in
Services(GAO/HRD-91-148, September 20, 1991).
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The amendments, which for the most part become effective July 1, 1993, were the
first comprehensive modifications to the program since its implementation in 1983.
The amendments require that at least 65 percent of those served, in addition to being
economically disadvantaged, have one or more barriers to employment, such as being
a school dropout or on welfare. Our previous work indicated that JTPA was not
targeting services to any particular group and those with the greatest need for
services were oftentimes provided the least amount of traininsg ~ervices. The
amendments also require that an objective assessment of the skill levels and service
needs of each participant be carried out and that an individual service strategy be
developed that identifies employment goals, achievement objectives, and appropriate
services. These provisions should help ensure that the program emphasizes services
to those with more barriers to employment (and presumably a greater need for JTPA)
and that the services they receive are appropriate for them to succeed in the labor
market. However, we believe that a need still exists for independent participant
assessments to eliminate the potential bias that exists when service providers, with
vested interests in the assessment results, are responsible for performing these

evaluations.

A recent Labor initiative to expand its JTPA data collection requirements should
further enhance program management by enabling Labor to accumulate detailed
information on the scope of services and the nature of employment that JTPA is

providing to its participants, particularly the hard-to-serve. Current reporting
requirements provide no information on the kinds of jobs that various groups of

participants receive after program participation or the nature of the occupational
training and supportive services that may bave contributed to different outcomes.
Labor's expanded data system, to be implemented on July 1, 1993, will provide
program officials with information on who is served (in terms of their damographic
characteristics and barriers to employment), the kinds of services they receive
(including the number of hours of training), and their outcome at program
termination (including their specific occupation, if placed in a job). This

7
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information will allow program managers to determine the program outcome achieved
from different training interventions for various groups of individuals. Program
officials can also use the data to make reglonal, state, and local level comparisons
and make judgments about SDAs and states where technical assistance may be needed

to improve program performance.

While the above modifications are designed to better measure and monitor program
performance, effective implementation of these changes is critical to success. Since
implementing JTPA, Labor has largely followed a "hands off" approach with respect
to carrying out the program, and has assumed a role of providing overall policy
guidance, technical assistance, and limited oversight. Our previous work has shown
that Labor's passive approach has allowed SDAs considerable autonomy and

discretion in carrying out the progmms.n While there may be some advantages to

this approach, it has also resulted in program inconsistencies and problems at the
state and local level going undetected, especially with respect to oversight and
monitoring JTPA program operations. For example, we found that limits on
administrative costs were circumvented, excessive amounts of OJT were approved,
and improper or unsupported payments were made to service providers. In our
view, in order for the recent changes to JTPA to be fully effective, Labor must take
a more active role in their implementation by providing detailed guidance to ensure
that the new requirements are strictly followed and by using its expanded data
system to better manage the program. This, however, should not be viewed as a
substitute for program evaluation and Labor should continue to fund studies to
assess JTPA's impact.

11Job Training Partnership Act: Inadequate Oversight Leaves Program Vulnerable to
Waste, Abuse, and Mismanagement (GAO/HRD~91~97, July 30, 1991).
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NO COMPREHENSIVE FEDERAL TRAINING STRATEGY
FOR ASSISTING THE DISADVANTAGED

JTPA is the federal government's largest employment assistance program for the
economically disadvantaged, but it is not the only one. Therefore, the effective
implementation of changes to JTPA alone will not assure that the training needs of
the economically disadvantaged are addressed. Federal efforts to upgrade the skills
of disadvantaged adults and out-of-school youth to help them get the necessary
skills to enter the mainstream work force are carried out through 65 different
programs. These programs are administered by 13 federal departments and
independent agencies, with funding of $11.5 billion in fiscal year 1991. These
myriad programs do not function as a comprehensive, cohesive system, but often
operate in isolation. Absent at the federal level is an overall employment and
training strategy that coordinates and integrates existing programs. Needed at the
state and local level is a streamlined approach that will (1) eliminate the duplication
of services and the confusion among the disadvantaged caused by the current

nonsystem and (2) ensure efficient and effective delivery of services.

We have ongoing work that is looking into several aspects of the multiple employment
programs issue. For example, we will be determining the extent to which programs
have the information and means to judge their effectiveness and whether impact
evaluations have been performed. Also, we are looking at possible barriers to
coordination of services and the extent to which employment assistance programs--
which may be adjuncts to other programs without an employment assistance

objective--are duplicating services of other major programs.

The 1992 amendments to JTPA recognize the need for coordination by establishing
state human resource investment councils. These councils are aimed at coordinating
the provision of services and the use of funds for human resource programs such as

JTPA, adult education programs, and the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills
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councils on vocational education may elect not to participate in such councils.

Several states and local communities have undertaken self-initiated efforts in an
attempt to better coordinate and more effectively provide employment assistance
using the multiple programs available within their boundaries. These entities have
launcl'.xed their initiatives despite substantial barriers to change, such as conflicting
program requirements, differing target populations, and staff resistance. In
general, the approaches are designed to (1) improve access to services, (2) reduce
clent confusion, (3) improve indej.endent assessments, (4) reduce duplication of

services, and (5) improve the ability to track clients.

While we have not examined these efforts in detail, they appear promising. By way
of example, the State of Massachusetts concluded that the 35 job training, placement
and employment-related education programs operating in the state were running
largely in isolation. In 1988, the state legislature enacted a law that established a
two-tier approach to service simplification. At the state level, it established a
council responsible for (1) planning the use of program resources in an integrated,
cohesive manner; (2) determining the effectiveness of each program as well as the
system as a whole; and (3) making the system more responsive to the needs of
business and program trainees. At the local level, 16 regional boards, made up of
representatives from the education and employment community, were established to
oversee the system's implementation. The boards operate as a focal point for
determining which programs should operate within their region and how the

programs should be carried out.

We believe that there is a need, especially in today's climate of fiscal constraint, for
a simplified system that complements and supplements the common goal of assisting
the economically disadvantaged, Uimits the confusion for those seeking services, and

eliminates wasteful federal spending for duplicative services. Developing a
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coordinated end simplified approach will require a lock at how federal programs could

work together as a system to more effectively provide employment training assistance
to the disadvantaged.

The administration has proposed, in its fiscal year 1994 budget, a strategy based on
the concept of "one-stop career centers”. While information on the proposal's
specifics is not yet available, this could be an important step toward rationalizing
employment assistance in the United States. The career centers would serve people
in need of career counseling; assessment; occupational information; job referral; and
training, employment, and related community services. They would offer easier
access to the confusing array of federal programs and services for adults seeking to
change jobs or careers or to upgrade their skills. We hope this will turn out to be an

initiative that can substantially improve program coordination and effectiveness.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony. I will be happy to answer any questions

that you or members of the Subcommittee might have.

(205250)
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Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Crawford. Mr. Orr.

STATEMENT OF LARRY L. ORR, PROJECT DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL JTPA STUDY, ABT ASSOCIATES, INC.

Mr. ORR. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am Larry
Orr from ABT Associates, a private research firm specializing in
policy research and program evaluation. I am very pleased to be
here to have the opportunity to speak to the committee about cur
analysis of the effects of JTPA in 16 local service delivery areas
across the count'?i;

The naticnal JTPA study provides the first reliable evidence of
the impact of JTPA on the educational attainment, employment,
and earnings of disadvantaged youths and adults. By “impact,” 1
mean the gains or losses in those outcomes that resulted from par-
ticipation in the program—what might be termed the program’s
“value added.”

We measured the impacts of the program with a method that is
very similar to that used in clinical trials of new drugs. In each
SDA, apglicants to the program were randomly assigned either to

o into the program or to go into a control group that was excluded
rom the program.

Random assignment assures that the control group does not dif-
fer from the program participants in any systematic way except
that they were not allowed access to the program. Therefore, an
subsequent differences in outcomes hetween the program partici-
pants and the control group can be confidently attributed to the
program.

Suppose, for example, that average earnings in the control group
were $10,000 and average earnings of the participar.s were
$11,000. Our measure of impact would be a $1,000 earnings gain.

Random assignment is widely viewed as the only reliable way to
measure the impact of employment and training programs. For this
reason, when the Department of Labor set out to evaluate JTPA in
1986, they specified random assignment as the method of choice.
More recently, in the 1992 JTPA amendments, the Congress speci-
fied that the methods to be used to evaluate the program should
include random assignment.

It is important to note that, while the control group was excluded
from JTPA, they were allowed to receive any other education, em-
ployment, or training services to which they were otherwise enti-
tleg. Thus, the benchmark against which we measure the impacts
of JTPA is the other services available in the cornmunity, not the
total absence of services. This means that our impact estimates
measure the incremental impact of JTPA over and above the effects
of other services the participants would have received in the ab-
sence of the program.

This study is based on a sample of over 20,000 adults and out-
of-school youths who applied to JTPA title II-A in the 16 study
sites over a 22-month period from 1987 to 1989. The results cur-
rently available follow the sample for 18 months after. random as-
signment.

e performed separate anal{ses for adult men, adult women
male out-of-school youths, and female nut-of-school youths. We did

not study in-school youths. Within each of these groups, we exam-
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ined the experience of three different “service strategy” subgroups:
Those recommended for classroom training in occupational skills;
those recommended for on-the-job training; and those recommende
for less intensive services, such as job search assistance, basic edu-
cation, and job-readiness training.

For adults, the major findings were:

First, for both adult men and adult women, JTPA approximately
doubled the rate of attainment of a high school credential—that is,
either a high school diploma or a GED—during the followu period;
second, the on-the-job training service strategy signiﬁcantfy raised
the earnings of both men and women. We estimate that the pro-
gram increased the earnings of adult JTPA enrollees in this sub-
group by about $900 per year; third, the classroom training service
strategy significantly increased the earnings of adult women in the
post-program periog but had no statistically significant effect on
the earnings of adult men. The adult women in this subgroup who
enrolled in JTPA experienced annualized earnings gains of about
$900 in the last 6 months of the followup period.

Finally, neither the women nor the men recommended for less in-
tensive services experienced any statistically significant earnings
gains during the followup period.

For out-of-school youths, the principal results were:

First, the program increased the proportion of male youths who
attained a high school credential from 14 percent of all dropouts to
24 percent. Similarly, it raised the percentage of female youths re-
ceiving a high school credential from 17 percent of all female drop-
outs to 29 percent; however, the program had no statistically sig-
nificant positive effects on the earnings of any of the yout
subgroups; in fact, enrollment in JTPA actually reduced the earn-
ings of male ;'out}’\s recommended for on-the-job training and less
intensive services by amounts on the order of $1,200 to $1,500 per
year. Further analysis revealed that these eamingﬁ losses were al-
most entirely concentrated among male youths who reported that
they had been arrested prior to entry into the program. This sub-
group constituted 25 percent of the male youths and only about 2
percent of the overall sample.

Overall, then, the program appears to have had positive effects
on the educational attainment of all demographic subgroups; mod-
est positive effects on the earnings of adults, especially in the on-
the-job training subgroup; and no effect on the earnings of youths,
except for male youths who had been arrested prior to entry into
the program, whose earnings were actually reduced as a result of
participating in the program.

In viewing these results, it is important to bear several things
in mind: First, the 16 study sites are not necessarily representative
of the Nation, although they do reflect the diversity of programs
found across the country; second, the program experience on which
the studi; is based occurred in 1987 to 1989, and a number of
changes have taken place in the program since that time, most no-
tably the 1992 amendments; third, our results are restricted to the
JTPA titles serving disadvantaged workers and our sample did not
include in-school youths; and fourth, these findings cover only the
first 18 months after program entry. Some of these results could
change with longer followup.

50
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Finally, it will be important to consider these program impacts
in relation to the costs of the program. In our final report to be re-
leased later this year, we will extend the followup period to 30
months and will present a comprehensive analysis of program costs
as well as benefits.

The national JTPA study was designed to measure the effects of
JTPA as it normally operates in order to identify those parts of the
program that are performing well and those that are not. We be-
lieve that the study was successful in doing this.

The study was not designed to tell us iow to improve the pro-
gram. To do that would have required testing new service ap-
proaches. That would have changed the way the program operated
and run counter to the objective of evaluating the program as it
normally operates.

Thus, I cannot tell you today how to make the program work bet-
ter for out-of-school youths or for adults currently receiving less in-
tensive services. What I can tell you is that these are the areas in
which efforts to improve the program should focus.

In order to decide what should be done in these areas, I strongly
recommend further research along the following lines.

First, I recommend that the Department of Labor look very close-
ly at the way the JTPA serves male youths with an arrest record,
in order to attempt to discover why the program is having an ad-
verse effect on this group.

Second, I recommend that alternative methods of serving adults
currently receiving nonintensive services and all youths be devel-
oped and rigorously evaluated. I cannot overstate the importance
of rigorous evaluation of new approaches to serving these groups.
Experience has demonstrated that simply trying out alternative
program strategies without rigorous evaluation is not enough.
Nearly 10 years ago, a National Academy of Sciences committee re-
viewed some 400 reports on a wide range of youth employment and
training demonstrations and concluded: “Despite the magnitude of
the resources ostensibly devoted to the objectives of research and
evaluation, there is little reliable information on the effectiveness
of the programs in solving youth employment problems.” I would
submit that that statement is still true today.

Finally, in order to continuously monitor the effectiveness of the
program and to determine whether any of the changes in the pro-
gram since the period we studied have substantially changed the
effects of the program, it is important to periodically evaluate the
existing program, using methods similar to those used in the na-
tional JTPA study. In this connection, I should note that the De-
partment of Labor has already -issued a request for proposals for
a follow-on study. I would hope that this study could, in some
measure, address all of the issues I have mentioned.

I realize that the Congress does not have the luxury of waiting
several years for more research to be conducted, but must act now
on the best available information. At the same time, I think it is
important to invest in getting better evidence so that when these
same issues arise 5 or 10 years from now, we are in a better posi-
tion to address them.

ol
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Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you again for the opportunity to
tell you about the national JTPA study. Copies of 5 more detailed
summary of the study are available, and I would be glad to respond
to any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Orr follows:]
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I'm Larry Orr, from Abt Associates. Iamveryplmsedtohavethisoppmmnitytospak
to the Committee about our analysis of the effects of Job Training Partnership Act (TPA)
programs in sixteen local Service Delivery Arcas (SDAs) across the country.!

The National JTPA Study

The National JTPA Study provides the first reliable evidence of the impact of JTPA on
the educational attainment, employment, and eamings of disadvantaged youths and adults. By
“impact”, I mean the gains or losses in these outcomes that resulted from participation in the
program--what might be termed the program’s “value added”.

We measured the impacts of the program with a method that is very similar to that used
in clinical trials of new drugs. In each SDA, applicants to the program were randomly assigned
either to go into the program or to go into a control group, which was excluded from the
program. Random assignment assures that the control group does not differ from the program
participants in any systematic way except that they do mot have access to the program.
Therefore, any subsequent difference in outcomes between the program participants and the
control group can be confidently attributed to the program. Suppose, for example, that average
carnings in the control group we-s $10,000 and the average earnings of participants were
$11,000. Our estimate of the impact of the program would be 2 $1,000 earnings gain.

Random assignment is widely vicwed as the only reliable way to measure the impact of
employment and training programs. For this reason, when the Department of Labor set out to
evaluate JTPA in 1986, they specified random assignment as the method of choice. More
recently, in the 1992 JTPA amendments, Congress specified that the methods to be used to
cvaluate the program should include random assignment.

1t is important to note that, while the control group was excluded from JTPA, they were

allowed to receive any other education, employment, or training services to which they were
otherwise entitled. Thus, the benchmark against which we measure JTPA is the other services

' TbeNnﬁmdrrPASmdywumdwwdbyAbtA-ocmumdtheMmpoquemmlﬁmRmmh
Corporstion, under contract to the U.S. Department of Labor,
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available in the community, not the total absence of service. This means that our impact
estimates measure the incremental effects of JTPA, over and above the effects of services the
participants would have received in the absence of the program.

This study is based on a sample of over 20,000 adults and out-of-school youths who
applied to JTPA Title Ii-A in the sixteen study sites over a 22-month period from 1987 to 1989.
Tw-thirds of the sample were randomly assigned to go into the program and one-third were
assigned to the control group. We collected data on educational attainment, employment, and
camings from both groups through a followup survey. The resuits currently available follow
the sample for 18 months after random assignment.

The Mzin Findings

We performed separate analyses for adult men, adult women, male out-of-school youths
(age 16-21) and female out-of-school youths. (We did not study in-school youths.) Within each
of these groups, we examined the experience of three different "service strategy” subgroups:
those recommended for classroom training; those recommended for on-the-job training; and

those recommended for less intensive services, such as job search assistance, basic education,
and job-readiness training.
For adults, the major findings were:

For both adult men and adult women, JTPA approximately doubled the rate of
attainment of a high school credential (either a high school diploma or a GED)
during the followup period;

The on-the-job training service strategy significantly raised the eamnings of both
men and women. We estimate that the program increased the earnings of adult
JTPA enrollees in this subgrou,y by about $900 per year;?

The classroom training service strategy significantly increased the earnings of
adult women in the post-program period, but had no statistically significant effect
on the earnings of adult men. The adult women in this subgroup who enrolled
in JTPA expericnced annual earnings gains of about $900 in the last six months
of the followup period; and,

? Among those randomly assigned to the program, 64 percent carolled in JTPA. The estimates prescated here
are our best estimate of the impact of the program on thesc enrollees.

2
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Neither the women nor the men recommended for less intensive services
experienced statistically significant earnings gains over the followup period.

For out-of-school youths, the principal results were:

The program increased the proportion of male youths who attained a high school
credential from 14 percent of all dropouts to 24 percent. Similarly, it raised the
percentage of female youths achieving a high school credential from 17 percent
of all female dropouts to 29 percent;

However, the program had no statistically significant positive effects on the
eamnings of female youths in any of the three service strategy subgroups or male
youths in the classroom training subgroup;

Enroliment in JTPA actually reduced the earnings of male youths recommended
for on-the-job training and less intensive services by $1,200 to $1,500 per year.
Further analysis revealed that these carnings losses were almost entirely
concentrated among male youths who reported that they had been arrested at
some time before applying to the program. This subgroup constituted 25 percent
of the male youths, and only about 2 percent of the overall sample.

Overall, then, the program appears to have had positive effects on educational attainment
for all demographic subgroups; modest positive impacts on the eamings of adults, especially in
the on-the-job training subgroup; and no effect on the earnings of youths, except for male youths
who had been arrested, whose eamings were reduced as a result of participating in the program.

In viewing these results, it is important to bear in mind several things. First, the sixteen
study sites are not necessarily representative of the nation, although they do reflect the diversity
of programs found across the country. Second, the program experience on which the study is
based occurred in 1987-89; a number of changes have taken place in the program since that
time, most notably the 1992 amendments. Third, our results are restricted to the JTPA title
serving disadvantaged workers and our sample did not include in-school youths. Fourth, these
findings cover only the first 18 months after program eatry; some of these results could change

with longer followup. Finally, it will be important to consider these program impacts in relation
to the costs of the program. In our final report to be released later this year, we will extend the
analysis to 30 months and will present a comprehensive analysis of program costs and benefits.
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Implications and Recommendations

The National JTPA Study was designed to measure the effects of JTPA as it normally
operates, in order to identify those parts of the program that are performing well and those that
are not. We belicve that the study was successful in doing this.

The study was not designed to tell us how to improve the program. To do that would
have required testing new service approaches. That would have changed the way the program
operated and, therefore, run counter to the objective of evaluating the program as it normally
operates.

Thus, I cannot tell you how to make the program work better for out-of-school youths
or for adults currently receiving less intensive services. What I can tell you is that these are the
areas on which efforts to improve the program should focus.

In order to decide what should be done in these areas, I strongly recommend further
research along the following lines. First, I reccommend that the Department of Labor look very
closely at the way the JTPA serves male youths with an arrest record, in an attempt to discover
why the program is having an adverse effect on this subgroup.

Second, I recommend that alternative methods of serving adults currently receiving non-
intensive services and all youths be developed and rigorously evaluated. I cannot
overemphasize the importance of rigorous evaluation of new approaches to serving these groups.
Experience has demonstrated that simply trying out alterpative program strategies without
rigorous evaluation is not enough. Nearly ten years ago. a National Academy of Sciences
committee reviewed some 400 reports on a wide range of youth employment and training
demonstrations and concluded, "Despite the magnitude of the resources ostensibly devoted to
the objectives of research and evaluation, there is little reliable information on the effectiveness
of the programs in solving youth employment problems. "

Finally, in order to coatinuously monitor the effectiveness of the program and to
determine whether any of the changes in the program since the period we studied have
substantially changed the effects of the program, it is important to periodically evaluate the

? Betsey, Charles L., Robinson G. Hollister, and Mary R. Papageorgiou. 1985. Youh&nploymmtand
Training Prograins: The YEDPA Years. CommmeeonYouﬁ: Euploynmtr g C on Behavi
and Social Scionces and Bducation, Nati b Council. Washingtoa, D.C.: National Acsdemy Press.

Y

4




[€)

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

54

existing program, using methods similar to those used in the National JTPA Study. In this
connection, I should note that the Department of Labor has already issuod a request for
proposals for a follow-on study. I would hope that this study could, in some measure, address
all of the issues I have mentioned here.

I realize that the Congress often does not have the luxury of waiting several years for
more research t0 be conducted, but must act now on the best evidence available. At the same
time, I think it is important to invest in getting better evidence so that when these same issues
arise five or ten years from now, we are in a better position to address them.

I want to thank you again for this opportunity to tell you about the National JTPA Study.
I have brought copies of a more detailed summary of the study for anyone who would like one,
and I will be glad to respond to any questions.
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Executive Summary

HE Nationa! JTPA Study was commissioned by the Employment and Training

Administration of the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) in 1986 to measure the
impacts and costs of selected employment and training programs funded under Title II-A
of the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982, which is targeted to serve economically
disadvantaged Americans. This repoct presents inte-im estimates of program impacts
on the earnings and employment of adults and out-of-school youths in 16 local service
delivery areas during the first 18 months after their acceptance into the program.

Estimates of longer term program impacts on earnings, employment, and welfare
benefits, and an analysis of program costs and benefits, will appear in the final report of
the study (forthcoming, from Abt Associates Inc.). A companion report on the study’s
implementation (Dootittle, forthcoming) describes the JTPA programs operated in the
study sites and the types of JTPA-funded services provided to members of the study
sample.

The National JTPA Study

This study grew out of the recommendations of the Job Training Longitudinal Survey
Advisory Panel, a group of nationally recognized experts in employment and training
research formed to advise DOL oa the evaluation of JTPA (Stromsdorfer et al., 1985).
After reviewing evaluations of Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
programs, the panel concluded that the oaly reliable way to meazure the impacts of
employment and training programs was 10 conduct a classical experiment, in which
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program applicants are randomly assigned either to & rearment group, which is allowed
access to the program, or 0 & control group, which is not. Random assignment assures
that the two groups do not differ systematically in any way except access to the program.,
Thus, subject only to the uncertainty associated with sampling error, any subsequent
differences in outcomes between the two groups can confidently be attributed to the
program. These differences are termed program impacts.

Although random assignment designs have been used to evaluate a number of
demonstration projects and state programs, the Employment and Training Administration
was the first federal agency o apply this approach to an ongoing national program.
Because of its rigorous design, the National JTPA Study provides the first reliable
estimates of the impacts of the largest employment and training program sponsored by
the federal governmeat.

In the National JTPA Study 20,60 JTPA applicants in 16 service delivery areas
(SDAS) across the country were randomly assigned to the treatment group or the control
group over the period November 1987 through September 1989. The earnings and
employment outcomes of both groups were then measured through follow-up surveys and
administrative records obtained from state unemployment insurance agencies. Data on
the baseline characteristics of the two groups were collected as part of the program in
process, and information about the employment and training services received was
obtained from follow-up surveys and SDA records.

Thestudy sites were not chosen 1o be representative of the nation in a statistical sense,
but they do reflect the diversity of local programs and local environments in JTPA. In
panticular, the performance of the sites during the study period, as measured by JTPA
performance indicators, was not noticeably different from that of al! SDAs nationally.!

The 18-Month Impact Analysis

This report provides estimates of the impact of JTPA Title Il-A on the eamnings and
employment of four sarger groups—adult women and men (ages 22 and older) and female
and male out-of-school youths (ages 16 10 21)—over the first 18 months after random
assignment. Adult womea make up 30 percent of the national JTPA population; adult
men, 25 parcent; snd out-of-schnol youths, 23 percent. la-school youths, who are not
included ia this study, form the remainiag 22 percent.

1. Sex Appendux B and Chagter 3 for comparisons of the 16 study sites with all SDA2 satiomally.
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The analysis is based on a subsample of 17,026 sample members whose First Follow-
up Survey interview was scheduled atleast 18 months after random assignment.? For each
target group we estimated impacts for a number of different subgroups, defined by the types
of program sesvices recommended for them and by thelr baseline characteristics.

Because the study was designed to measure the effects of JTPA as it normally operates,
the analysis investigaies which JTPA-funded services were working well for those
recommended t0 receive them; the analysis does not assess possible alternatives to the
existing program. By identifying those groups for whom Title II-A s baving positive
effects and those for whom }t is having no effect—or even a negative effect-—we hope.te
help policymakers in their efforts to identify those parts of the program that need
improvement. This analysis cannot, however, tell policymakers how to improve the
program, since it does not compare alternative programs for similar people. Rather, it

measures only the effects of the existing program on the people it actually served over the
study period.

In the remainder of this Executive Summary we first provide an overview of the
estimated effects of the program on the earmings and employment of the four main target
groups—adult women and men, and female and male youths. We then present more
detailed findings for adult and youth subgroups, in turn, and conclude with implications
of the findings for the JTPA program and future research.

Overall Impacts on Earnings and Employment, by Target Group

JTPA Title 11-A had generafly positive effects on the earnings and employment of adults
inthe study sites. Asshown inthetop panel of ExhibitS.1, access tothe program increased
the average 18-month earnings of the sdult women randomly assigned to the treatment
group (*JTPA assignees™) by an estirnated $539, oc 7.2 percent of the control group mean.
Access to the program also increased the percentage of women employed &t some time
during the follow-up period by 2.1 percestage points. Becsuse these estimates are
statistically significant (as indicated by the asterisks beside them), we take them to be
reliable evidence of positive impacts on earnings. In this analysis we accept only statisti-
cally significant estimates as evidence of real program effects. .

The estimated program impacts for adult men—an earnings gain of $550, or 4.5
percent, and an Increass ia the percentage employed of 2.8 percentage points—were
similar in size %0 those for adult women, but the estimated impact o earnings was not

\ statistically significant.

2. Withia this 18-month study sample, First Follow-ap Swvey data are availabie for 14,442 sample
members, or $4.8 parcent of the sampie.
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Exhibit S.1  Impacts on Total 18-Month Earnings and Employment: JTPA Assignees
and Enrollees, by Target Group

Adults Out-of-school youths
Women Men Female Male
Impact on: (1) @) (3} (4)

Per atsignee

Eamings
In$ $ 5390ee $ 550 $ -182 $ 8540
Ass % 7.2% 4.5% -2.9% -1.9%
Percentage employed * 2,100 2.8 2.3 1.5
Sample size (assignees
and control group) 6,474 4,419 2,300 1,742

Per enrollee
Earings
’ » » »
In$ $ W $ 935 $ -294 $-1,356
Asa % 12.2% 6.8% -4.6% -11.6%
(3 » »
Percentage employed 3s 4.3 4.5 2.4
A dunag e Jolov-op pared
: T:d:iﬁdqﬂmm—wh'-a'.m
© Sutsucaly mgmifcast ot e .10 bovel, ** ot the 05 lovel, *** o e .01 loval two-tailad wat).

In contrast to the findings for adults, the program had little or no effect on the average
carnings of female youths (a statistically insignificant earnings loss of $-182, or -2.9
percent), and the program actually reduced the earnings of male youths, on average—as
evidenced by a large, statistically significant loss of $-854, or -7.9 percent, over the 18-
month period. Access o JTPA had no significant effect on the 18-month employment rates
of either female or male youths.

Hence, the findings for the female youths are clear-cut: JTPA had virtually no effect
on their earnings or employment. Butthe findings for mal-. youths areless clear. Asshown
later in this summary, almost all of the negative averag s impact on the earnings of male
youths is concentrated among those who reported having baen arrested between age 16 and
random assignment (25 percent of the male youth treatment group).” Thus, the estimated
impact for most male yout'ss (the 7S percent with no previous arrest) was negligible.

The estimates discussed above are average Impacts on the earnings and employment
of all sample members assigned 10 the treatment group. Although all of these assignees

e

3. Fw.umdhuiﬁlmy,machmemmﬁmamhhmnqninhw
estimated for male youths with e previcus arrest.
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were given access to JTPA not alL.of them achially enrolled in thoptognm. The bottom
pane! of Exhibit .1 presents our best estimates of program impacts on the earnings and
employmest of JTPA enrollees (assignees who were later enrolied).*

Estimated impacts per enroliee—both gains and losses—were about 60 percent to 70
percent larger than impacts per assignee, depending on the target group. The &stimated
earnings gains of adult women and men who were enrolled in JTPA weré $373 and $935,
respectively. Impacts on youths were earnings losses of $-294 for females and $-1,356 for
males.® The impact of the program on the percentage of enrollees in each target group who
were employed ranged from an increase of 2.4 percentage points for male youths 10 ¥n
increase of 4.8 percentage points for adult men.

It is important to understand that the impact per assignee and the impact per enrollee
are not two different estimates of the overall effect of the program. They simply spread
thetotal estimated program effect on the sample over alarger group (assignees) or a smaller
group {enrollees). Thus, thetwo sets of estimates are entirely consistent; they just measure
different concepts. Inthe remainder of this Executive Summary, we focus onthe estimated

impacts per assignee, because they are the most reliable, direct experimental evidence of
the effects of the program.

Impacts on earnings reflect program effects on both the amount of time treatment group
members worked and how much they were paid per hour worked. Exhibit S.2 shows
estimated impacts on the average aumber of hours worked by assignees and average
earnings per hour worked over tic follow-up period, expressed as percentages of the
corresponding control group means. The percentage impacts on these two components of
earnings approximately sum to the percentage impact on total earnings per assignee.

4. Toderive estimates for carollocs, it was accessary 10 asume that there was no impact oa the eamings
and employment of noncrroliees. There is evidemoe, howevey, that about half of all nonenroliees had some
contact with the program afier random samgrament and reccived same—usually minimal—program services. As
2 result, the estimates in the botiom panel prebably everstaie samewhat the true impact on enrollees, while the
estimated impacts per assignee wndersisie the rwe smpact on emrolioes. Thus, the true impect oo enrollees
probebly lics somewhere betwaen these twe estumaies. The estumates for enrollees also adjust for the fact that
3 percentof the control group beceme carclled m JTPA, despuie the experiment' s embargo on their participation.

3. As was trus of e estinated impact par semgaes for male youths, the large, negative impact per
enrollce for male youths is due akmost catuely \o & vary larpe estimated izopact for those male youth carollees
wilh & previous arest.

cmum-mnhmmmm we did mot calculate
sigaificanrt levels for these mpact.




61

XXXVI ¢+ JTPA 13-MONTH IMPACTS / EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Exhibit S.2  Percentage Impocts on Total 18-Month Earmings and its Components:
JTPA Assignees and Enrolless, by Target Group

Aduly Adult Female
Percaniage women o yourhs
impact on: a) @) o)
Eamings per assignee 1.2%% 4.5% -2.9%
Hours worked per asmignes 32 4.500 4.7
Eamings per hour worked 34 0.0° 1.8
Sample size 6,474 4,419 2,300

a Tems of setistxcal significance wers sot pecformed for mmpacts ca earvings pev howr wosked.
* Sutisically sguificent ot e .10 irvel, ** ot s .05 ksvel, *** ot the 01 Jovel (we-tailed 2eQ.

As shown in Exhibit S.2, the 7.2 petcent increase in earnings for adult women reflects
a combination of a 3.7 percent Increase in hours worked and a 3.4 percent increase in
average hourly earnings among those who worked. The earnings gain for adult men, on
the other hand, was entirely attributable to a 4.5 pescent rise in hours worked, with no
increase in hourly carnings.

Among female youths a 4.7 percent reduction in hours worked more than offse a
1.9 percent increase in hourly earnings to produce the negligible impact on total earr.
that we saw earlier. Among male youths the -7.9 percent loss in total earnings was
primarily attributable to a decrease in hours worked (of -6.8 percent).

Overall, then, JTPA appears to have bad modest positive effects on the earnings and
employment of adult women and men. But the program sppears to bave had virtually no
effecton the earnings and employment of female youths and most male youths. In contrast,
it may have had a large, negative impact on the earnings of those male youths who had
been arrested before they applied to JTPA.

When estimated separately by site, positive but generally insignificant earnings effects
were obtained in most sites for adult women and adult men, negative but generally
insignificant earnings effects were obtained for male youths, and a majority of sites yielded
negative bat insignificant earnings effects for female youths (not shown here). Thus, the
main 18-month earnings findings by target group were found to be widespread across the
16 SDAs in the study. And despite wide variation in the magnitude of these estimated
effects, the sites did not differ significantly from one another in the degree to which JTPA
afiected earnirgs in any individual target group.

In an attempt to explain the variation in impact estimates across sites, we conducted
a limited exploratory analysis of local factors that might influence program impacts. Three
typus of factors were considered: (1) characteristics of the JTPA programs; (2) prevalling

72-757 0 - 93 - 3
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labor market conditions; and (3) the types of persons accepted into the programs. But no
clear patterns emerged from the analysis; and almost all of the findings were statistically
insignificant, which is probably duetothe small samples at each site and the limited number
of sites involved,”

Findings for Subgroups of Adult Women and Men

The impacts presented in the previous section are estimates of the average effects of the
program on ¢ach target group in the study sample. Because JTPA provides 2 number of
different employment and training services to a wide range of program applicants, it is
important to analyze how program impacts varied with the types of services offered and
the characteristics of the applicauts. In this section we therefore present estimates of
program impacts on the carnings of adult subgroups defined by the services that program
intake staff recommended for them and by selected personal characteristics.

SERVICE STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED

For purposes of this analysis, members of the study sample were classified into three
service strategy subgroups based on the services that program intake staff recommended
for each sample member prior to random assignment.” Applicants recommended for
classroom training in occupational skills were placed in the classroom training subgroup.
Those recommended for on-the-job training (OJT) were placed in the QJT/JSA subgroup
(so named because many of the treatment group members in this subgroup were enrolled
in job search assistance while searching for either an on-the-job training position or an
uncubsidized job). Because JTPA staff sometimes recommend combinations and se-
quences of services, applicants placed in either of these subgroups may also have been
recommended for any of several other services, including job search assistance, basic
education, work experience, or miscellaneous other services. Those applicants recom-
mended for one or more of these services—but neither ¢claisroom training in occupational
skills nor on-the-job training—were placed in the third subgroup: other services.®

7. Service sirategy subgroups were definod based on the services recommended rather’ than the services
received foc two reasona.  First, # wes a0t poasible to identify control group members who were comparable
blhcmmmmmmmmuvdmthTAmwbawhmm'blcmxdmury
cantrol proup members who were dod for the same sarvices as trestment group bers. S
dmﬂ:ﬂnud’y,.umnﬂunmnﬂmhtmﬂmhtapplwu
participate in those services, recommended servioes represeat the operative program decision to be evaluated.

8. A few applicants designated for this other service subgroup were recommended for classroom training
i occupational skills or cm-the-job training s part of “customized training.”

66
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Exhibit S3  Service Strategies Recommended:

Adult JTPA Assigness, by Gender
Adult Adult
womnen men
Service strategy [1}] @)
Classroom training 44.0% 24.6%
OJTASA 350 43.7 .
Other services 21.0 267 °
Sample size 4,465 3,759

As shown in Exhibit $.3, nearly half of all aduit men in the treatment group were
recommended for the OJT/JSA service strategy, with the remainder about equally divided
between the classroom training and other services strategies. Womea were more likely
than men t0 be recommended for classroom training (44 percent versus 25 percent) and
less likely to be recommended for QJT/ISA (35 percent versus 49 percent).

It is important 10 note that program intake staff recommended services based on t
individual applicants’ employment needs and qualifications, as well as their personal
preferences. The service strategy subgroups therefore differed from one another not only
in terms of the service recommendations but also in terms of personal characteristics.

ENROLLMENT RATES AND DURATION, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGRO JP

After assessment and recommendation of services, two-thirds of the applicants accepted
by intake staff were randomly assigned to the ireatment group, waich was allowed access
10 JTPA, and one-third were assigned to the control group, whict. was excluded from JTPA
for 18 months.*

As noted above, not all treatment group members wov'd ultimately become enrolled
in JTPA. Enroliment rates differed by service strategy subgroup, but overall they were
quite similar for adult women and men. Within the ireatment group as a whole, 65 percent
of adult women und 61 percent of adult men were earolied in JTPA at some time during
the 18-month follow-up period. Earoliment rates were highest in the classroom training
subgroup (73 percent and 71 perceat for adult women and men, respectively) and lowest
in the QJT/JSA subgroup (S percent and 57 percent).

9. This cmbargo oa scrvces W costrol group members was successfully implemented. Over the course of
the 18-month follow-wp peniod, ealy 3 percemt of control group members became enrolled in JTPA.

67
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“*= The duration of enroliment in the program slso differed by service strategy, ranging
from a median tength of about 2 months for women and men In the OJT/ISA and other
services subgroups to median lengths of enroliment of 4 to 6 months in the classroom
training subgroup. Generally, there was little difference by gender in the duration of

- enroliment except that womea in classroom training tended to stay in the program about

two months longer than men.

SERVICES RECEIVED, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SuBGROUP Y
Within the classroom training subgroup the most cornmon JTPA services received by
treatment group members who became enrolled in the program were classroom training
in occupational skills, basic education, and job search assistance. Eurollees in the
OJT/JSA subgroup were most likely to receive on-the-job training or job search assistance,
or both. In the other services subgroup the most common services adults received were
job search assistance and miscellaneous services, such as job-readiness training. Exhibit
S.4 shows that between 82 percent and 89 percent of the enrollees in each service strategy
subgroup received one or both of the two key services characteristic of that service
strategy. Thus, the three service strategy definitions represeat distinctly different mixes
of services actually received, as well as services recommended.

The impacts of the program do not depend solely, however, on the JTPA services
received by those in the treatment group. Instead, the impacts reflect the difference
between the services received by those given access to JTPA and the services they would
have received if they had been excluded from the program. That is, the benchmark against
which we mecsure the effects of JTPA is the services available elsewhere in the
community, not a total absence of services. Our measure of the services the treatment
group would have received if they bad been excluded from the program is those received
by the control group, who were excluded from the program.

Since we measure impacts per assignee (treatment group member), the relevant
comparison is in terms of services per assignee, including those who were never enrolled
in JTPA. As expected, the largest treatment-control group difference in the classroom
sraining subgroup was Inreceipt of classroom training in oceupational skills. Among adult
women 49 percent of the treatment group received this service, whereas only 29 percent
of the control group did. Among adult men these figures were 40 percent versus 24
percent.

Adult treatment group members ia the QST SA subgroup were much more lkely than
control group members to receive on-the-job training, We estimate that 29 peccent of the
women and 27 percent of the men {a the treatment group in this subgroup received QIT,
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Key JTPA Services Received by Treatment Group
Members Who Were Enrolled in the Program. Adults, by
Gender and Service Strategy Subgroup

% of enrollees receiving
one or both services
Adult Adult
Key services women . men
in service strategy subgroup () N 2)

Classroom training subgroup
Classroom training in occupational

skills/basic education® 83.8% 85.5%

QJT/ISA subgroup
On-the-job training/
job search assistance 87.8% 86.5%

Other services subgroup
Job search assistance/

miscellaneous? 22.3% 88.7%
Sample slze 2,883 2,286

a *Basic educatson” includes Adult Basic Education (ABE), tigh schecl or Gensral Educstional
Development (GED) preparstion, u‘End-ﬁ.nML-wp(ESL)
job-ready

& *Misceld . s & ineas s s
job shadowing, and tryout employmest, among other sarvices.

whereas less than ) percent of the corresponding control groups seceived this service, since

- OJT ks typically not funded by non-JTPA providecs. We were not able to measure control

group receipt of job search assistance from non-JTPA providers, and so we could not
estimate the treatment-control group difference for that service.

As noted earlier, the most common JTPA services provided to adults in the other
services subgroup wese Job search assistance and miscellaneous services. Around 25
percent of adult trestment group members in this subgroup received the former service, and
about 30 percent received the latter. We were unable to measure receipt of these services
from non-JTPA providers and therefore cannot estimate the treatment-control group
difference. ©or A
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Among sdult women and men the average assignee in the classroom training subgroup
greceived i) u addig_g_l_l 95 %0 110 hours-of classroony training in occupational skills,
K e

in the OJT/ISA subgroup likewise received only an ;ddmonal
" 104 t0 114 hour: of on-dm-job training.

IMPACTS ON EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SuBGROUP

An intermediate effect of the increment in services received by treatment group members
was an increase in educational amsinment among those who were high school dropouts.
Dropouts made up around 30 percent of the adult target yroups. Our analysis focuses on
the artainment of atraining-related high school credential which we define as both having
received a school or training service and having received ahigh school diploma or General

Educational Development (GED) certificate at some time during the 18-month follow-up
pexiod.

As might be expected, the increase in educational attainment was greatest amongthose
dropouts recommended for the classroom training service strategy. Exhibit $.5 indicates
that nearly 30 percent of the adult dropouts in the classroom training treatment group
received a training-related high school credential, whereas oaly 11 percent of the control
group did—for impacts that were highly significant in the cases of both genders. There
were smaller, but still statistically significant, increases in the proportions of female

dropouts in the other services subgroup and male dropouts in the QJT/JSA subgroup who
amained a high school credential as a result of the program. But there were no significant

effects on educational anainment among women in the OFT/JSA subgroup or men in the
other services subgroup.

Exhidit $.5  Impacts on Atiainment of @ Training-Related High School Diploma or GED
Certificate: Adult JTPA Assignees Who Were High Schoot Dropowss, by Gender

Adub wemen Adull men

Service % aneining HS/GED Impeact, 1a % ining HS/GED
srategy Assignees Controls % points Assignees Controls
subgrowp ) 2 (L] “ 6)

Classroom

truining 29.2% 11.3% 17.900e 1.3% 11.3%
QIT/ISA 9.1 199 -1.8 8.4 4.4
Other services 17.4 8 7.4%¢ 10.2 8.7
All subgroups 1.1 108 8200 127 67
Sample size’ 1318

¢ Asngacn and sonirel grovp members whe Suwm hugh xhesl drapets.
* Natisically sigaifsest @ the .10 loval, ** & the 49 level, *™* & thu 0] bovel gve-tnlled Mat).
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IMPACTS ON EARNINGS, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SuBGROUP

Exhibit $.6 shows the estimated program impacts on the earnings of adult women and men
in each service strategy subgroup. As shown in the second column of the top pane! of the
exhibit, impacts on the earnings of adult women in the classroom training subgroup
followed the expected pattern for this type of service: an earnings loss in the first quarter,

-representing an initial investment of time in training, followed by a payback period of

rising earnings gains in the next five quarters, with statistically slgmﬂcant gains of $144
and $188 in the last two quarters of the follow-up period. The overall 18-month earnings
gain of $398 for women in this subgroup was not statistically significant. This gain
reflected an estimated 8.9 percent program-induced increase in the hourly eamings of
those women who worked, which more than offset an insignificant -2.5 percent drop in
the average number of total hours worked by all adult women over the follow-up period
(estimates not shown in the exhibit).

The estimated impacts on the earnings of adult men in the classroom training subgroup
are less clear. None of the impacts on quarterly earnings was significantly different from
zero, nor was the overall impact on total earnings over the follow-up period.. Mogeover,

. the program had po significant impact on the employment rate or hours of work oves the

follow-up period for this subgroup of men (estimates not shown). Thus, there i
evidence of a program impact on the earnings and employment of this subgroup.

In contrast to the pattern for womea in the classroom training subgroup, women in the
OJT/ISA subgroup (middle panel of the exhibit) experienced an immediate and sustained
positive impact on average earnings throughout the follow-up period, as might be expected
with a strategy that emphasizes immediate placement in either an on-the-job training
position or a regular job. Women in the OJT/JSA subgroup had significant quarterly
earnings impacts of $109 to $144 in five of the six quarters, with a significant gain of $742
over the follow-up period as a whole.

Men in the OJT/JSA subgroup experienced estimated gains of similar magnitude in
five of the six quarters and over the follow-up period as a whole, although the estimated
impacts were less often statistically significant. Over the 18 months men in this subgroup
experienced sigr.ificant earnings gains of $781.

. AT .o

Both women and men in the OJT/ISA subgroup experienced a positive and significant
impact oa hours worked; and men, on thelr employmeat rate (estimates not shown In the
exhibit). Indeed, the earnings gains of both womer. and men in this subgroup were due
primarily to increases lnthenumbuofboun worked pcrwnple member, , rather than to
higher bourly nmmp while employed. - =-—
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. Exhibis .6 - Impacts en Quarterly and 18-Month Earvings: Aduls JTPA
e oo Wkt . Assigness, by Gender and Sarvice Strategy Subgrovp

e Aduls women -
. Cewstrol hmpact por -~ Centrol
mam axvignec
)
Clatsroom training subgroup
1,440
1,714
1,884
2,14
21N
2,3%7
11,730

2,847

QITHSA sbgrosp
.$ 14400 $ 1187
1,379 81 2,014
1.449 129% 2,13
1,520 109* 2,199
1,546 142% 2,18
1,510 138¢e 2,169
3,607 T2 12,456
2,287
Other services subgroup
3 90 $ 3 $ 1,677
1,198 132 1,951
1,288 20 2123
1,47 e 2,199
1,535 2 2,292
1,54 « 2,214
All quartens 1,960 “7 12,516
Sample size © 1,340
o Assiguses sad costrel grop ( sumbare ssmbunad
* Swimtically significant of the . ¥ rval, ** ol the 08 trved. *** ot e B dwvud (wvo-nied g,
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In contrast to the sustained, positive impact on earnings in the OJT/JSA subgroup, the
program appears to have had only 2 short-lived effect on the earnings of adult women, and
virtually no effect on the earnings of adult men, in the other services subgroup (bottom
panel). JTPA had asignificant impact on women's earnings of $220 in the third quaster,
followed by much smaller, insignificant gains in the later quarters. The estimated impacts
on hours worked quarterly (oot shown) mirrored this pattern—possibly reflecting quicker
placement in jobs that were similar to those the female assignees would have eventually
found without access to JTPA. For men in the other services subgroup, neither the
estimated impacts on quarterly earnings nor the estimated {mpacts on hours of work (not
shown) were statistically significant.

A\d
A

Overall, then, JTPA led to modest, statistically significant earnings gains in at least one
quarter for adult women in all three iervice strategies. The timing of impacts was very
different across the subgroups, however, and significant for the follow-up period as a whole

only in the OJT/JSA subgroup. Significant impacts on the earnings of adult men were
concentrated exclusively in the OFT/JSA subgroup.

It is important to iterate that the adults in the three service strategy subgroups differed
not only in the services they received, but also in their personal characteristics. Program
intake staff tended to recommend the most employable applicants for the OJT/JSA service
strategy. This difference is evident not only in the data on baseline characteristics of -* ~
three subgroups (not shown here) but also in the earnings of control group members ¢
the follow-up period, shown in columns (1) and (3) of Exhibit S.6. These figures indicate
that in the absence of program services women recommended. fog QJT/ISA-would have
earned substantially more than those recommended for classroom training and somewhat
more than those recommended for other secvices. Among men the more Jotrzeady
applicants tended to be recommended for either QFT/JSA or other services; thoss male
control group members recommended for classroom training earned somewhat less over
the follow-up period than either of the other two subgroups,

Because of these differences in the three subgroups, one cannot extrapolate the impacts
for one service strategy subgroup to the women or men served by another. We cannot,
for example, conclude that the program outcomes for adult men in the classroom training
subgroup would have been better if instead they had been recommended for the OJT/JISA
service strategy. We can only determine which service strategies were effective for those
applicants recommended for them. Whether another service strategy would have been
more effective cannot be determined on the basis of this study, since we did not observe
ummmwm»mummwm e
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service strategies were likely to have varied, as may the longer term impacts.
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11 addition to the three subgroups defined based on service strategy recommendations, we
estimated program impacts on the 18-month eamings of & number of other subgroups of
women and men, defined in terms of personal characteristics measured upon their appli-
cation to the program. These estimates helped us determine whether the impacts of the
program were concentrated within certain groups of interest to policymakers and program
planners or broadly distributed across all adult women or men. Inthis Executive Summary

we present the results for two such key subgroups: the major ethnic groups, and groups
facing different barriers to employment.®

Exhibit S.7 preseats the estimated program impacts on the earnings of white, black,
and Hispanic women (column 3) and men (column 6). Among women the estimated
+ impacts appear to have differed noticeably by ethnlc group, with white women showing

: signiﬁwn earnings gnlm of $723 over the 18-month follow-up period; black women, an
insignificant earnings gain of $457; and Hispanic women, an insignificant loss of $-414.
Moreover, separate tests of the statistical significance of the differeaces among these
impact estimates (not shown) indicate the differences were statistically significant at near-
conventional levels. The estimated impacts for adult men also differed by ethnic group,
but neither the estimated impacts for individual ethnic groups nor the differences in impacts

among the subgroups were sutistically significant and therefore could have arisen by
chance.

In an attempt 10 narrow the range of possible explanations for the differences in
estimated impacts for women in different ethnic groups, we estimated adjusted impacts that
controlled for differences in the distributions of these subgroups across study sites and
across service strategy subgroups. When we control'ed for differences in the distributions
of the three ethnic groups of women across the study sites, the estimated impacts for these
groups were not significantly different from one another. This finding suggests that the
differences in estimaied impacts among womes in different ethnic groups are in part
attributable to differences In the distributions of these groups across sites. In addition,
given the extreme concentration of Hispanic women in a few sites we cannot reliably
distinguish negative effects on Hispanic women as an ethnic group from negative effects
on all women in one or more of the sites in -vhich Hispanic women were concentrated.

10. Olhcl'keywb;touplmmmdulhmmwduﬁc&on&ﬁmdbywrkmdmmmghumncs.
public histories, houschold income snd composition, public b § status, and age.
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Exhidit 8.7 Impacts on the 18-Month Earnings of Major Ethnic Groups: Adult JTPA

Assigneas, by Gender

Adult women Adsls men

£ momn assipnos xzs mean assignes

Ethnic group a @ o) () e 5

Whits, son-Hispanic 3,541 $ 3,007 $ T2 2,668 $12929 $ @S-
Black, non-Hispanic 1,981 639 457 1,155 1093 957
Hiepanic 744 6775 44 400  * 13,555 “741
Full sample * 647 7,488 Sypese 4,419 12,306 550

a

[

Assigaees aad coatrol grovp members combised.
Includisg the three major sthaic groups and Americen Indians, Alaskas Natives, Asians, and Pucific [slasdors.
Sutisticaily sigaificast ot he .10 Jevel, ** ot the .03 leval, *** ot he .01 Jeval (two-tailed test).

To determine whether the effects of the program varied with the degree of 1abor market
disadvantage, we also estimated impacts on earnings for subgroups defined by three
barriers 10 smpioyment: welfare recelpt, limited edvcation, and limited recent work
experience.'! The first three pairs of rows of Exhibit S.8 show the estimated impacts on
eamnings for women and men facing each of these barriers and for those who were not.

The mean 18-month earnings of control group members, shown in columns 2 ana . of
the exhibit, illustrate thrt these barriers were indeed serious obstacles to employment.
Control group members in all three subgcoups facing these barriers earned much less over
the follow-up period than those who were not.

Among both women and men the estimated impacts tended to be larger for those not
facing the barriers in question, although among women the differences in impacts between
those facing and those not facing a particular barrier were smaller than the differences
among men. Separate tests for the significance of these differences between each pair of
estimates indicated, however, that any differences shown here may have arisen by chance.

Because some persons who were facing one of these barriers to employment may also
have beea facing one or both of the other barriers, these subgroups overlap to some
degree. To schieve a clearer distinction among the subgroups in terms of the overall
difficulty of becoming employed, the bottom panel of Exhibit §.8 categorizes the womea

-y . Y R A E N O R sl ON AN

gt -

]

10, Weifare roceipe in defiand se receiving Al 10 Fakilics with Depenient Childria (AFDC), Gemeral

Assistance, o sary olher cash weifare benefits wpoa spplication 0 JTPA. Linlted aducation ls defined as lack
of a high school dipioma or GED cartificate; timited recent work experience is definsd a8 hiving worked less
than 13 weeks in the yoar priar 1o application 1o JTPA. Thesc Giree measares of berriers o exployment are
similar to those weed in ofher receat stadies of JTPA progracst {scc US. General Abosuntlsg Office, 1989). .
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o . e . Adualt women Adds mon
. Barrierso .. Sample _Catrsl  inpecipe  Semple  Comtrol
employment s ® o assigne Ay m—
(in bsalic) 1) 2 (] g

Recaiving cash welfare $ SAn 611
No cash welfare 3,500 $.965 3

No high schoo! diploma

or GED orriificae 1 omn 1,249
High school diploma

or GED centificate 2,064 287
Worked less than 13

wouks in past 12 mos. 302 5555 Silee 1616
Warked 13 woeks or

more in pat 12 mos. p X vo) 9956 663 252
Number of barriers

Note of the above 1,361 10,971 909w 1,465

One f the above 1,655 1950 | rad 1,550

Twe of the dbove 1435 3,756 m 617

All three of the abowe s 3., %0 213 116
Full surphe 647 7488 Syoeee 4419

‘ Asagates saé couirol group mensbers sombuned .
* Suttically siguifant ot S 10 brvel, ** ot the 05 boval, *™* ot e 01 ivvel rww-tailnd we).

and men in the sample by the number of these barriers they were facing. Again, the
average earnings of the control groups indicate that this categorization is strongly
predictive of what JTPA assignees would have earned without the program: control group
earnings fall steadily as the number of barriers rises.

For both women and men the impacts were the largest in the subgroup facing none of
the three barriers. For neither wnmen nor men, however, were the differences in impacts
among subgroups sitistically tignificant; thus, these differences may merely reflect
sampling ecror,®

Summary AND CoMPARISON WITH PrEVIOUS FavpinGs

Overall, JTPA Title I1-A had a modest positive impact on the earnings of adult women over
the follow-up period: on average, a siguificant gain of $539 over the 18 months following
their application. The estimated sarnings galn for men was similar ($550) but was not
sttistically significant. These overall averages mask substantial variation in both the

12. Among the adult female subgroups, far oxample, there is o 45 parvent o ance of finding differences at
boast 0e large ae those shown hare even if thare were 00 true differaices in impects among th> subgroups.
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magnitude and time patterns of program impacts among subgroups of women and men,
however.

When adult women are citégorized by the service strategy recommended by program
intake staff, the only ones to experience a siatistically significant earnings impact over the
follow-up period as a whole were those in the OJT/JSA subgroup, with a gain of $742. -
Women ia this subgroup enjoyed consistently positive, statistically significant earnings
increases of $109 10 $144 in five of the six follow-up quarters. Women in the classroom
training subgroup experienced an eamings loss in the first calendar quirter of the follow-
up period, followed by growing positive impacts, and culminating in significant impacts
of $144 and $188 in the fifth and sixth quarters. Program impacts on the earnings of

women in the other services subgroup were significant only in the third quarter, when
these women gained $220, on average; impacts for this subgroup. were negligible in
subsequent quarters.

Impacts for adult men were similur in magnitude to those for women, although they
were less frequently statistically significant. As with the women, only those in the
OJT/ISA subgroup enjoyed significant earnings gains (of $781) over the follow-up period
as a whole. Estimated impacts on the eamings of msa in the classroom training and othe~

services subgroups were never statistically significant, either for the follow-up period &
a whole or for individual quarters.

These impact estimates are similar in magnitude to those found in the few previous
evaluations that have used rigorous experimental designs. For example, studies of state
work-welfare programs for women In the early 1980s found significant positive impacts
in the first two years aRer random assignment that ranged up to about $250 per quarter.®
Evaluations of demonstration programs for displaced workers in Texas and New Jersey
found similar impacts on the earnings of men-—that is, in the same range but not statistically
significant—In the first year after random assignment.™

Comparisons with the results of earlier studies are complicated, howevez, by the fact
that the programs involved in those studies provided somewhat different services from
those in JTPA and served primarily subpopulations such as welfare recipients and
(for men) displaced workers and ex-addicts. Moreover, the programs for women examined
in earlier studies were, unlike JTPA, mostly mandatory, and yet had lower rates
of participation in employment a0d training wvicenhan those of our study umpie
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e n e e . -
e -

.

- -.‘n-p&a-‘u

o n 8.:00-‘ (l”l

an‘.:.s.!!PP‘-!‘m).. 111.’!?):,:

aalt

77

BEST COPY AVAILADLE




4

FXANTPA ($MONTH IMPACTS FEXECUTIVE SUNDMARY > L1

.- £ Finally, when adult women in the National JTPA Study sample were classified by
- ethuic group, differences in estimated impacts on earnings were emerged, with white
= womea experiéncing greater gains than minority women, particularly Hispanic women.

Further tests revealed, however, that these differences in impacts may well have beea due
. to the concentration of Hispanic women in a few sites that experienced impacts

substintially below the average for all women. There were no significant differences in
impacts on the earnings of adult men by ethnic group. Impact estimates for adults who
were and were not subject to various barriers to employment were not statistically
siguificantly different from each other. But the pattern of estimates for these subgroups

suggesied that JTPA produced larger positive impacts for adults with fewer labor, market
barriers.

Findings for Subgroups of Female and Male Out-of-School Youths

Out-of-school youths in the study sample were classified into the same three service
strategy subgroups as those used to classify adults: classroom training, OJT/ISA, and
other services. These subgroups were based on the JTPA services recommended for
sample members by program intake staff before random assignment.

SERVICE STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED

The service strategies recommended for youins reflect a difference in emphasis between
JTPA Title 11-A programs for youths and those for adults. Programs for adults emphasize
employment, as evidenced by the fact that program performance standards for adults are
based largely on job piacement rates. 1o contrast, programs for youths emphasize a broader
range of octcomes, with performance standards for youths based in part on “positive
terminations,” which include not only job placements but also participation in further
training and attainment of specific job competencies.

A comparison of Exhibit $.9 and the earlier Exhibit S.3 indicates that youths weze far
less likely than sdults to bt~ recommended for the QJT/JSA strategy, especially if we
compare female youths with female adults and male youths with male adults. Of the three
service strategies QJT/ISA places the greatest emphasis on immediate emiployment; thus,
this difference between youths and adults refiects the difference between JTPA programs
for the two age groups. In addition, youths were much more apt than adults to be
recommended for the other services strategy, which, as discussed below, also differed
between the two age groupe in the mix of program services recelved,

Service strategy recommendations also differed between female and male youths
themselves. Female youths were more likely than male youths to be recommended for




75

LD o JTPA 18-MONTH IMPACTS / EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Exhibis S9  Service Strategies Recommended:
Ousof-School Youth JTIP A Assignees,
by Gender

classroom training (44 percent versus 30 percent, respectively) and less likely than mate
youths to e recommended for OJT/ISA (23 percent versus 33 percent). The genders were
about equally likely to be recommended for other services (33 percent versus 37 percent).

ERROLILMENT RATES AND DURATION, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUP

Enrollment rates overail were comparable to those for adults, with 65 percent of the female
youth treatment group and 67 percent of the male youth treatment group becoming enrolled
in JTPA Title [I-A at some time during the 18-month follow-up period. Treatment group
enrollment rates were highest in the classroom training subgroup (71 percent for females
and 75 percent for males). The lowest enroliment rates were in the OJT/JSA subgroup
(57 percent for females and S8 percent for males). The other services subgroup fell
between these two extremes, with enrollment rates of 63 percent for female and 68 percent
for male youth treatment group members.

Out-of-school youths who enrofled in JTPA stayed i the program lllghtly longer than
helr aduh counterparts; M&Mm’hﬂéﬁoﬁn’t’oﬂmﬂ 5 fopale
WM%GWM RontEs
123 Eohis fof S5l dda) Thus, the median duration of earollca, was also mﬁ"‘]a
longer foc female than for male youths, The service strategy subgroup with the shortest
caroliments wOﬂﬂSA,vuh-ndmolmnzmombforlwd: females and males;
the classroom tralning subgroup had the longest enroliments, at $.5 months for females
and 4.6 months for males, mmedhnfortheothuwvicambmwutbouﬁmomhs'
foc both target groups..-*
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MU&IO . Key JTPA Sarvices Received by T Growp Mewb
P ,Ow“ Who Were Enrolled in the Program:, WYW

o D,

b‘V.s'nsvm LbyGnhad&ma&nnggw e 'F“a"'

e ey . B . " % of enrellees receiving
s - o : one or both services
Female . Male
Key services youll
in service strategy subgroup ) ?2)
CQlassroom training subgroup .
Classroom training in paticoal
skills/basic educatica * $6.1% 80.4%
OJT/ISA subgroup
On-the-job training/
job search assistance 84.3% 84.5%
Oxher services subgroup
Basic education/ *
miscallancous ® 79.5% 83.2%
Sample size 1,188 9359

a “Basic sducense® mchuies Adub Boax Blucanen (ABE), hegh echenl or Gemarsl Educatioant
Duveleyp (OP_D), parsiion, snd Pagheh a0 2 Sevnnd Laaguege (ES1).

[ e Nwmm-\-ﬂw
sxpierssen, job shadvwing. oad wyout empley ameng sthar

SERVICES RECEIVED, 3Y SERVICE STRATEGY SURGrOUP

Exhibit S.10 shows the percentage of earollees in each service strategy subgroup who
received one or both of the key services in that service strategy. About 86percent of female
youth enrollees and about 30 percent of male youth earoliees recommended for classroom
training received classroom training in occupational skills, basic education, or both.
About B5 percent of the female and male youth earoliees inthe OJT/JSA subgroup received
on-the-job training, job search assistance, or hoth. And about 80 percent of the female
and 83 percent of the male youth earollees in ... other services subgroup received basic
education, miscellaneous services, or both.

The only obvious difference between the mix of JTPA services received by youths and
the mix received by adults was in the other services subgroup. Whereas adult enrollees
in tais subgroup received mainly job search assistance and miscellaneous services (Exhibit
S$.4), the youth enrollees received mainly basic education and miscellaneous services—
further evidence, as noted eastier, that JTTPA emphasizes immediate employment for adults
moce than it does for youths.

H0)
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As with the adults in our sample, the estimated program Impacts on youths reported
below reflect differences in the employment and training services received by treatment
group members, who had access to JTPA, and the services they would have received if
they bad beea excluded from the program, as measured by dataon control group members.
And as with adults, the size of these treatment-control group differences in service receipt
varied by service strategy subgroup.

*In the classroom training subgroup about 48 percent of the female youths and 42
percent of the male youths in the treatment group received classroom training in
occupational skills, whereas only 31 percent of the female youths and 22 percent of the
male youths in the control group received this service. In ‘b OJT/ISA subgroup about
30 percent of the females and 31 percent of the males in the ti satment group received on-

the-job training, while less than 1 percent of both feales anu males in the control group
received the service.

We were unable to measure the control group's receipt of miscellaneous services—the
most common category of services received by youth treatment group members in the other
services subgroup, at 29 percent for females and 35 percent for males. It is therefore not
possible to determine the treatment-control group difference in service receipt for this key
service in the subgroup. The service differential was small, however, for basic education,
the other key s~ vice received by youth treatment group members who were recommend-
for the other se1v:es strategy. About 23 percent of female youths and 14 percent of m

youths in the treatinent group received basic education, while 19 percent of the females
and 12 perceant of the males in the control group received it.

Thus, JTPA produced a noticeable increment in service receipt in the two service
strategy subgroups for which we could measure the differeaces: classroom training and
OJT/ISA. In the third, other services, we could not measure the treatment-control group
differential for the most common service received by the treatment group and found only
a slight differential in the case of the other key scevice. In terms of the average number
of hours of services received, JTPA produced a modest increase for the two subgroups for
which we could measure this effect. Female and male youths in the classroom training
subgroup received, respectively, 187 and 127 more hours of classroom training in
occupational skills than they would have if JTPA were not available, while female and
male youths in the QJIT/ISA subgroup received, respectively, an additional 105 and 128
boun of on-(he-job tralning,

-
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differences in the rate at which bigh school dropouts in these groups attalned a high school
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m&u "'m_ogaﬁ.wd. MWmﬁ School Diploma or GED *
-—v-q-—-v-rv-r-—-‘m byGuda R A ﬂr-.um R

D e B0 e e

. - Famale M: ) . Male youths
Service ~ % atsaining HS/GED bwpeact, in % antaining HS/GED bpaa, in
—~ mrategy Assigness Controls % points Assignees Controls % points
subgroup 1) ) o) ) ) (6)
Classroom
training 32.9% 16.6% 16,400 13% 183% ., v 9.0*
OJT/ISA $.3 6.0 3.3 14.9 4.9 10.1%%¢
Other services 31.7 21.0 10.7¢¢ 26.1 16.9 9.1%¢
All subgroups 286 16.6 11.9000 .9 14.0 9.900e
Sample size * 1,050 955

a Assgases sad control group manbers ¥he vers hgh wcheel dropaas.
* SumtisticsBy sigaificant st e .10 brvel, ** ot the 05 bovel, *** ot e Of Jevel (wro-tailed tmeg).

diploma or GED certificate. Sit:ce balf of the female youths in the study sample and three-

fifths of the male youths were high school dropouts, impsix on their educational
attainment represent an important resukt of the progrant.

As shown in the fourth row of Exhibit S.11, among control group members who were
dropouts 17 percent of the female youths and 14 percent of the male youths both enrolled
in & school or training service and received a high school diploma or GED centificate at
some time during the 18-month follow-up period. Among the corresponding treatment
group members, however, 29 percent of the female youths and 24 percent of the male
youths subsequemly attained a tralning-related high school credentisl. The program
impact in both cases was highly significant. Impacts were also musuully significant for
male youths in all three service strategy subgroups and for females in the classroom
training and other services subgroups—the two service strategy subgroups that focused the

most on basic education. The impact was particularly striking for female youths in the
* classroom training subgroup.

IMPACTS ON EARNINGS, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUP

As noted at the outset, the estimated program impact on the eamings of female youths
overall was negligible; the impact oa male youths overall was substantizlly negative, but
that impact was largely concentrated among those male youths who reported having been
arrested between their sixteenth birthday and random assignment. Exhibit S.12 provides
amore detalled understanding of these findings by presenting estimates for thethree service
strategy subgroups of youths during each of the six quariers of the follow-up period.
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Impacts on Quarierly and 18-Mowih Earnings: Owi-of -School Youth
JTPA Assigneas, by Gender and Service Sirategy Subgroup

Female youths
Cowtrol bupact per
moon assignes
2

345

s ©
-
Y3
-52
"
s3

-158
710
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U 2% In & fomale ‘classroon: training subgroup impacts on earnings were negative and

Tstalistically significant during the first three follow-up quarters.  As with adult women,

Zthed® Inktial lossts probably reflcct the earnings forgone by trestment group members

* whilethey were attendin- classes. Unlike the experience of aduit women, however, female

s yéhmmammhh;dwmtcp«lmmyﬂplﬂmlnmhmlnymu

" In the follow-up . Hende, ¥youths-lost whils participating in_
dlassroom w&'mmybumunumwmmaomem.
month follow-up.

Female youths in the QJTUS4 subgroup experienced a different pattern. The iniial
impacts on their earnings were moderately positive (and statistically significant in the
second follow-up quarter), which may reflect an initial boost in employment produced by

on-the-job training, job search assistance, or both.- But these short-run gains were not
.sustained over time, -

Program impacts on the earnings of female youths inthe other services subgroup wese
negligible in all six follow-up quarters, In other words, the mix of predominantly
miscellaneous services and basic education that JTPA provided to this subgroup had lictle
or no impact.

The impact estimates for male youths in the dlassroom training subgroup were similar
1o those for their female youth counterparts. Impacts were substantially negative and .
statistically significant in the first follow-up quarter, again, perhaps reflecting the costs
of being in class instead of employed. And as with female youths, the later follow-up
quarters brought 0o earning increases large enough to offset the initial loss.

Impacts on male youths in the QIT//SA subgroup were negative in all six follow-up
qQuarters. Overthe follow-up period as a whole the OFT/ISA strategy yielded a statistically
significant earnings loss of $-1,313, or -10.3 percent of the corresponding control group's

mainly an estimsted -8.5 percent program-induced
bours worked by male youths; average hourly eamings
among those who worked were largely unaffected by the program (not shown in the exhibit).

Male youths in the other services subgrowp experienced an estimated earnings loss of
$-1,305, or -13.3 percent of what their earnings would have been without access to JTPA.
This loss reflected mainly 2-9.7 percent reduction intheaverage number of hours worked,
although uverage hourly eamings when working were also reduced by an estimated 4.0
percent (not shown).®

15, The percentage impacts am hours worked aad om earnings er hour worked do pot sum exactly 1o the
mhphpduﬂdmhpbmmhtdﬁmﬁiphdmﬂdmhpmdihmmuh
multiplicative, not sddative.
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For these last two service strategy subgroups of male youths, it therefore appears that
the negative program impact on earnings reflected mainly a negative program impact on
the number of hours worked, as opposed to a negative impact on the hourly earnings of
those who worked. The next subsection will also demonstrate that the negative impacts
on eamings for the OJT/JSA and the other services subgroups of male youths are
attributable primarily to a large negative estimated impact on the earnings of those male
_youths with a previous arrest who were recommended for each of these two service
strnegies »

1t is important 10 bear in mind that although this analysis by suvioc strategy subgroup
is illuminating, one cannot interpret the findings for one service strategy subgroup as
baving direct implications for the youths recommended for one of the other two service
strategies. Again, we can only detecmine which service strategies were effective for those
applicants recommended for them, becsuse the three service strategy subgoups differed in
the personal characteristics of their members.

-Imrpacts on Eannmias, sy Eivicrry, BARRIERS T0 EMPLOYMENT, AND
REPORTED ARRESTS

The estimated program impacts on eamnings for out-of-school youths did not vasy
systematically with the ethnic backgrounds of sample membess or with the barriers to
employment they faced whea they applied to JTPA.

Exhibit S.13 presents the estimated program impacts on whire, black, and Hispanic
youths. The impact estimates for female youths did not differ substantially by ethnic
group, and no ethnic group experienced a statistically significant impact. In addition,
separate tests of the statistical significance of the differences among the impacts on these
groups (not shown) confirm the lack of a differential effect of JTPA. For the male youths
there were differences In estimated impacts among the three ethnic groups, but these
differences were not statistically significant and may therefore bave been due to chance
(test not shown).

Exhibit .14 presents the estimates for subgroups of youths defined in terms of the
three specific barriers to employment tnvestizated for sdults: welfare receipe, limited
education, and limised receat work experience. As was the case for adults, these barriers

mmudwimnobasdumqloymbrm ucvld‘moed‘b the fact that
wwo..uon)nmn

AR LT

16 muud—mummmwummdm
youthe in (he classroom-raiming sebgrovp is tat attributable te this ssbgroup's having & substantially smaller
proportion of previeus srrestess Ghan he othar two servics strategy sebgroups (which it did mothigitus . . .
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control group earnings drop markediy as the number of barriers increases (bottom panel
of the exhibit).

There was no statistically significant relationship, however, between the number or
nature of these employment-barriers-and-the -effect-of JTPA-on-out-of-school-youths:- -~ -~ -~
Among female youths, in particular, there was little difference betweer the estimated
program impact on sample members who faced each of the three employment barriers and
those who did not face that barrier. Furthermore, there was no clear pattern in the
relationship between the estimated program impacts and the number of employment
barriers faced. Tests for significant differences in impacts among subgroups (not shown)
revealed none that was statistically significant.

Among male youths the differences between the impact on sample meinbers who faced
a particular employment barrier and those who did not appear to have been more
substantial. For male youths with limited education or limited recent work experience,
JTPA appears 1o have reduced the earnings of those facing one of these two barriers by
more than it reduced the carings of those who did not (top panel, column 6). In addiiicn,
the more barriers faced, the more JTPA seems to bave reduced earnings over the follow-
up period. None of these differences in impact estimates between or among the subgroups
were statistically significant, however, and 30 the patterns they imply aze only suggestive
and may in fact be due to chance. Moreover, the difference in impacts was in the opposite
direction for male youths receiving welfare and those not receiving welfare.

LA Agiln, the most Bhe most srlking subgroup differéncs bo¢ youths was between the impacts
bstiniated fOr iale youths who had been srrested befoce and those who had not. As shown
in Exhibit S.15, on average, male youths with a previous arrest experlenced a highly
significant $-3,038 program-induced earnings loss during their 18-month follow-up
period. In contrast, male youths without a peevious arrest experienced an insignificant
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Exhibi1 .14 Impocts on the 18-Month Earmings of Subgrowps Facing Selectad Barviers to
Employment: Owut-of-Schoel Yoeuth JTPA Assignees, by Gondor

Female youths Mals yousks

Barrier s Sample Comtrol Llmpact per Sample Control brpact per
employment alpe® moon amignes sigs® mean assignes
fin ballc) [¢] ) [¢/] ) o] (6)
Receiving cash welfare 701 $ 4397 $ 391 185 $8315 § -56
No cash wellare 1,412 1174 -15¢ 1374 11292 «1,020%
No high school diplowa .

or GED certificate R 4,192 23 947 10,087 -1,144¢
High achool diplorma

or GED cettificats 8,055 437 ™ 11,612 420
Worked less than 13

weeks in past 12 mos. 4,425 31 154 8,616 -1.286%
Wosked 13 weelks or

more in pest 12 mos. 8,836 | 273 12,808 m
Number of barrien

Nons of the sbove 9.964 13,32 459

One of the above 6352 33 10810 495

Twe of e sbowe T A - 45 8,520 1242

All thros of the above 2,189 s 7,642
Full mmple 2,30 6225 1,743 X 4

a Asgeos sad sairol growp eanburs eombmed,
© Suatisucally mgnificans ot e 10 lovel, ** &t e .05 brval, *** ot ths .01 beval (ve-tnilnd ey,

$-224 camnings loss. The difference between thess two impact estimates was highly
significant and did not change when we controlled for the distributions of the two
subgroups across the study sites and service strategy subgroups.

Morceover, this difference appeared in all six follow-up quarters, all three service
strategy subgroups, and 13 of the 15 study sites where youths were included inthe sample. 7
The negative impact on the subgroup of male youths with a previous arcest (25 percent of
the male youth treatment group) accounts for 82 percent of the program-induced earnings
loss for male yomhx ovenall, .
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administrative records of state unemployment insurance agercies.' Impact estimates based
on Ul eamings data for a subsample of the 18-month study sample suggest there was
virtually no program impact on the earnings of the previous arrestees among male youths,

Altbough there Is thus some question about the degree to which JTPA reduced the earnings
of those male youths with a previous arrest, both data sources agree that the program did
J0f_tncrease thelr carnings, or the earnings of male youths overall.

We will explore further the differences in the estimates from the two data sources in
our forthcoming final report. The impact estimates from the two data sources do not,
however, differ appreciably for adult womer, adult men, female youths, or those male
youths who did not report 8 previous arrest.

SUMMARY AND COMFARISON WITH Pu\nou: FoNDinGs

The preceding analysis has shown that JTPA Title I1-A did not appreciably affect the
eamings of female out-of-school youths. On average, the program reduced total earnings
during the 18-month follow-up period by $-182 per female youth assignee (treatment group
member), but this estimated effect was ot statistically significant. Nor were the impact
¢:2imates statistically significant for female youths in each of the three service strategy
subgroups or in any of the subgroups defined by personal characteristics.

The findings for male out-0f-school youths are very different. On average, JTPA
teduced the estimated earnings of this target group by a statistically significant $-854 over
the 18-month followap period. But most of this begative estimated impact was

18, Appesdix E cxamines Gus et As discussed there, the impact findings for male youths with »
previous arrest differ betwuen the o dats rources becsuse samings data oo the treatment group and the
coutrol group of maic youth srrcsees dilfer betweca the two dala sources.
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concentrated among the 25 percent of male youths who had 2 previous arrest. Heace, for
most male youths (the 75 percent who reported no previous arrest) the program appeared
to have a negligible effect, as was the case for female youths,

The findings for out-of-school youths in this study are not inconsistent with those from
the two existing experimental studies of employment and training programs for out-of-
school youths.” The first, the youth component of the National Supported Work
Demonstration, evaluated an intensive work experience program (Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corporation, 1980); and the second, JOBSTART, evaluated intensive
education, employment, and training services provided through JTPA{Caveand Dooliule,
1991). The Supported Work study found negligible post-program impacts on the earnings
of youth participants, most of whom were male. JOBSTART found negligible short-term
impacts for female youths and large negative short-term impacts for male youths,
mirroring the findings of the present study.

Both JOBSTART and the youth component of Supported Work targeted seriously
disadvantaged youths, who make up only a portion of the out-of-school youth population
targeted by JTPA Title II-A programs. And Supported Work provided far more intensive
services than ase typically available from JTPA. Thus, the three studies of employment
and training programs for youths focus on different target groups and program services.

Nevertheless, none of these studies indicates that the programs examined ‘were able
10 improve the earnings prospects of disadvantaged youths; and two of the thireé iiidies
found that the programs actually reduced the earnings of mals youths; it Teast Tithéhort
term. The experimental findings to date are therefore ciuse for concern.

Implications of the Findings

The National JTPA Study ts based on an examination of 16 study sites, which are not a
probability sample of all JTPA service delivery areas and which, despite their diversity,
may oot be representative of the nation. Nevertheless, to the extent that the findings in
this report apply to other localities, they have important policy implications.

The study has shown that JTPA Title I-A s helping 1o raise the earnings of many of
its participants, especially adults, but it has also identified several groups for whom tae
program is baving 0o effect or even adverse effefu: In p:.!qqg:ar, the‘l'ltlen:A pmp:l\m

19. Mmmw-‘uﬁumwmmmm@;uum
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secperimental rescarch designs that were need.  Sec he review in Belsey, Hollister, and Pupagoargion
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studied failed to raise the average carnings of out-of-school youths in general, and they
‘reduced the average earninga of male out-of-school youths who reported having been
arrested between their sixteenth birthday and random assignment.

But although this analysis has identified groups not being adequately served by the

" program, we cannot use these findings 1o prescribe ways to serve them better. The study

was designed to observe only the impacts of JTPA as it was operated during the study
period, not alternative ways of serving the same population,

Finding ways to improve program performance for those groups neglig\ibly or
adversely affected by the cutrent program will require experimentation with a range of
alternative service strategies for those groups and rigorous evaluation of their impacis.
We cannot overemphasize the importance of rigorous evaluation of new approaches to
serving these groups. Experience has demonstrated that simply trying out alternative
program strategies without rigorous evaluation is not enough. As a National Research
Council report concluded in reviewing some 400 reports on a wide range of youth
employment and training demonstrations, “Despite the magnitude of the resources
astensibly devoted to the objectives of research snd demonstration; there is little reliable
information o the effectiveness of the programs in solving youth employment problems”

. (Betsey, Hollister, and Papageorgiou, 1985). To address this deficiency, the authors
recommended greater reliance on field experiments with random assignment.

Indeed, the reason it is difficult to draw conclusions from studies that do not use
rangom assignmeat is clear from our findings on the control groups in this study. The
patterns of control group earnings over the 18-month follow-up period demonstrate that
even without access to JTPA both adults and youths would have experienced a growth in
earnings, and their earnings would have varied substantially across the three service
strategies. Inother words, if one looks only at the post-program carnings and employment
of program participants, obe can easily mistake patterns of outcomes that would have
occurred anyway for impacrs of the program.

Finally, although the findings presented here clearly reveal a need for some program
changes, the full findings of the National JTPA Study have not been obtained. Our
forthcoming final report will extend the analysis in several ways. First, we will estimate
program impacts on earnings, employment, and educational attainment over a longer
follow-up period. Growth or decline in the impacts during the period beyond 18 months
could materially alter the differences in estimated impacts among target groups, service
strategy subgroups, and other key subgroups that we have observed thus far, Second, wa
will also include estimated impacts oo the receipt of AFDC and food stamp benefits. Third,
and most important, we will compare the impacts and costs of JTPA Title 11-A and its three
service strategies, 1o determine the cpsi-effectiveness of the program at the 16 study sites.
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Mrs. THURMAN [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Orr. We have a series

of questions, and I will start with Mr, Crawford.

ou recommend that the Labor Department take a more active
role in overseeing the JTPA program and in using its expanded
data system to manage the program. Can you give us some exam-
ples of what DOL should be doing?

Mr. CRAWFORD. In taking a look at that more active role for the
Department, I think part of what the Department should be doing
is in the area of regulation—getting the regulations written, get-
ting those regulations out to the service delivery areas and to the
States, to clarify issues, to help them,

I think also part of the issue is within the area of oversight. As
I had mentioned in my statement, the lack of sufficient oversight
in some cases has allowed SDA’s to overcharge administrative
costs, to have excessive OJT periods, to award contracts payments
without having them fully documented.

In this oversight role, I think that the Department needs to work
very carefully with the States in coordinating the oversight and
support to the local SDA’s. I think that the data system will afford
the Department, the States, and the SDA’s to do some of the things
that Larry was just suggesting in terms of recognizing that we can-
not wait another 2 or 3 years for results but, with the improved
data system, we can begin to look at what is happening to some
of the segments of the population that are having a problem and
try to figure out what kinds of interim adjurtments can be made.

It can also serve as an opportunity for the Department, working
with the States again, to identify, let’s say, SDA’s that may be hav-
ing problems, maybe in more of a proactive fashion, to provide
technical assistance and to maybe even disseminate some of the
good ideas that are being implemented at the State and local level.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Crawford, do you belicve that DOL has
enough resources now to oversee the JTPA program? I find that a
difficult question to ask after hearing about 65 programs and the
amount of money spent.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Concerning the issue of funding for the Depart-
ment, we have not looked at that so, to respond in terms of wheth-
er the Department has the money, the resources to do that, I think
would be inappropriate for us. We would prefer to defer that to the
Department to respond to.

Mrs. THURMAN. The -ABT study draws disturbing conclusions
about job training for youth. Have your studies shown the same
conclusions?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes, we have found similar instances, and I will
have Mr. Nilsen just give a couple of examples.

Mr. NILSEN. As was noted in our testimony, we were not sur-
prised by the results of the ABT study. We found, both for adults
and youth, less-intensive services for people we called less job
ready, people who you would think would get more intensive serv-
ices—people without recent work histories, people who were drop-
outs—and this applied to both youth and adults as well.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Machtley.

Mr. MACHTLEY. I have just a couple of questions.

One of the things that I think concerns me about any Federal
program that is established is that we don't seem to have bench-
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marks in which to measure it as it is proceeding along. We seem
to bootstrap ourself into some assessment of its success based on
what we find in the conclusien studies.

Are there currently adequate objective benchmarks in the JTPA
program so that a year from now we’ll come back here and we can
measure whether or not, on a cost-effective basis, it was worth in-
vesting $1.8 billion in order to help the targeted population?

I'm specifically concerned because, when I read the findings, for
people who were geared toward the wage impact or the economic
impact or the educational impac., it doesn’t look like they justify
the cost. It's a great concern when you find that, because the
participatory employment figure was 70 percent when you went
back, that that was really not a true indication of how many people
were successful in employment.

What is the benchmark that has been established, i any and, if
not, why not?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. I'll take a quick shot at it. Even the new
reporting system that is being developed—not the one that was in
place when we looked at it, but the new reporting system—still will
not collect data that we feel is very important and the Congress
have felt is very important.

For instance, the reduction in welfare—that figure still will not
be collected. So even the new reporting system that ETA will be
talking to you about later in the morning will not be collecting data
that important.

So, in terms of a cost effectiveness measurement of this program,
that is not in the design format at this point in time. Therefore,
you are not going to be able to make a cost effectiveness determina-
tion.

Mr. MACHTLEY. Maybe I've made it too complicated. Has the
JTPA said: “A year from now, here are the criteria on which you
measure our success’? Have they benchmarked themselves objec-
tively so that we can assess how successful they are? As you are
saying, collecting data after they have been in existence is not a
very good way o% determining success, it seems to me. You have to
benchmark.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think perhaps maybe I can help. The perform-
ance measure standards that JTPA has in place provides a meas-
ure of the numbers of people placed and wages. Their improve-
ments in their data reporting will be good.

Part of what we were arguing for is a more systematic approach
to gathering data with an understanding of figuring out what
works and figuring out what we would need to do to get there, and
we think that strategy would include more in the way of measuring
impact by gathering%{aseline data and then making adjustments in
the kinds of information that JTPA routinely collects.

So I think it is more of a positivn or a philosophy in tern.s of
knowing where you want to go and being able to measure how well
you are doing and then being able to then make necessary adjust-
ments. It’s not clear that is where we are headed in a systematic
fashion.

Mr. MACHTLEY. Is there any problem in establishing—whether
we all agree or not agree—but establishing somehow a benchmark?
In other words, we say: “Look, we want the earning add-on value
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to be increased by 5 percent for the people who participate.” I see
that some of the graduation or GED or diploma rates have doubled.

If you hav2 5 percent and it makes 10 percent, that is not a great
record, but if you say, “we want it to be 30 percent of all those who
participate” or “we want it to be 50 percent,” whatever the number,
at least a year from now we can say, “yes, we were successful in
meeting the goals of the Job Training Partnership Act” or, “we
weren’t successful and therefore we ought to go back and see why
we did not reach the goals which the administrators of the program
set themselves.”

I get the sense that we are just wandering around spending $1.8
billion and some day we may do a study and find out what works,
but probably we will just say, “boy, that didn’t work.”

Mr. Orr. Sir, if I could respond to that? The program does have
well-defined performance standards and, as Mr, Crawford indi-
cated, they are intended to ensure a certain level of efficiency in
the program. For example, standards are set on the number of par-
ticipants who are placed in jobs. If the program doesn’t do that, it
is not functioning properly.

Unfortunately, that kind of standard doesn’t do the kind of thing
that you were,al’luding to a minute ago—ensuring that the program
increases the employment and earnings of the participants as com-
pared to what they would have achieved if they hadn’t gone
through the program. After all, many people who become unem-
ployed do not go to JTPA, and still find jobs and become employed
again and have reasonable earnings.

The only way to measure that kind of value added, at least the
only way that we know, is to do the kind of random assignment
control group impact evaluation that we have done and, unfortu-
nately, one cannot do that in every SDA in the country. It’s a big,
complex undertaking. One can only do it periodically. It takes a lot
of time, because you then have to follow these people for several
years to find out what the longer term impacts were.

I would like to be able to give you a neater, cleaner, simpler pre-
scription for making the program work, but that is my view of the
problem of doing what you are suggesting.

I think the current performance standards that focus on effi-
ciency may be about the best one we can do in the situation, along
with periodic attempts to measure the value-added impacts.

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Except the law mandated sort of a “be-
fore and after” kind of a look at a person. That is to say, Congress
said that this is an investment in human capital and the return
on investment should be measured in terms of added income or de-
crease in dependency on welfare and, 10 years later, even that sim-
ple kind of measurement has not been put in place.

They are not measuring the before and after. They are not meas-
uring the impact on welfare. So I think it is time that, these two
factors at least, be measured. This is something that is do-able.

Mr. MACHTLEY. Well, I think that there are measurements. I just
don’t believe efficiency is the only way to measure a program. It
may be more efficient to give everyone $900, but I don't think
that’s the goal of the program.

So I think we have to figure out a way to have these specific
whatever they are—and the people in the JTPA ought to be able

33




90

to come up with their own measurement tools—whether it is how
many people have gotten off welfare, how many people have im-
proved their education, and have o goal in advance, and then see
how we have reached that goal. So I hope that they are going to
work toward it.

Mr. PETERSON [presiding]. To follow up on that, in your testi-
mony you were talking about that determining a total investment
for each participant was impossible. You just stated now that they
car}noti] tell how many people that were on welfare and are off, and
so forth.

I went out and looked at the JTPA program in my district and,
in that particular program, they have every bit of this information.
They know every single day, every piece of information you could
ever want about these people. It is all there.

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Mr. Chairman, oftentimes you will find
that done even on a statewide basis, but it is not collected and ana-
lyzed from a national perspective.

Mr. PETERSON. Why not?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. 1 think that question needs to be directed
to ETA. They operate the program and they have said repeatedly
that they just can’t get hold of the information on reductions in
welfare. Why that is, I think that they are in a better position to
address.

hMr. PETERSON. So you will admit, then, that the information is
there?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Oftentimes we find the information
available.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you have any idea of how often it is there and
how often it isn’t? Is it there in 60 percent of the programs, or do
you have any kind of sense of that?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. I think actually it is rather an excep-
tional case when it isn’t available. The individual programs will
most often—certainly over half the time—have that kind of data
available, and sometimes being analyzed at that level.

The problem with it is that it is not being collected on a national
level, and you can’t make conclusions with any degree of certainty.

Mr. PETERSON. One of the reasons for decentralizing this was to
try to give the States more flexibility, more control. Shouldn’t they
be collecting this stuff on a State-by-State basis if they are the ones
that are, in effect, managing these SDA’s?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. 1 think ideally the partnershiy;, that is to
say the Federal-State-local partnership, should each have that data
available to thema so that each level can make some judgments and
fine tune the program. That would also involve the Congress. The
Congress ought to have that kind of data available to them.

Mr. PETERSON. Is this data getting up to the State level? Do they
have this information?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. It’s a mixed bag, sir.

Mr. PETERSON. Some States do and some do not?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Most often, it is not getting to the State
level. Most often it is not.

Mr. PETERSON. So that is where it is breaking down?
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Mr. GERALD PETERSON. I think where it is breaking down is that
there is not a strategy for the collection of that data. There is not
a partnership.

Mr. PETERSON. So the problem goes back up to the ETA?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. It goes back up to the Federal level.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you agree with this, what we are just talking
about here, Mr. Nilsen or Mr. Crawford?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think overall we would agree that one of the
disadvantages to the hands-off approach, is that there is an un-
evenness with the States and at the SDA level in terms of what
you can find, how active—certain States are more active and have
better oversight. Certain SDA’s are more active, creative. But
again, it is the unevenness that exists.

Mr. PETERSON. One other thing. When you went out and looked,
what kind of a sample did you look at?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. In our audit, sir, we went to, I think 35
different SDA'’s.

Mr. PETERSON. Were they scattered all over the country?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. They were scattered all over and were
randomly selected. Our report, unlike the ABT report, concentrates
strongly on the inner city—the urban area. I think, for the most
part, the ABT study has missed the urban area entirely.

Mr. ORR. That is not entirely true.

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. A major urban area? I'm not sure. But,
at any rate, as I remember, they didn’t hit a major urban area.

We started our sample with 1,750 participants—50 from each of
the SDA’s. That was what we looked at.

Mr. PETERSON. Does it say which 35 this is in your report?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Yes. The SDA’s are in the report.

Mr. PETERSON. OK.

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Or, if they are not in the report, I will
make them available. I think they are in the report.

Mr. PETERSON. I guess I would be interested in knowing that.

Mr. MASTEN. Yes, they are in the report.

Mr. PETERSON. I obviously haven't read it in that detail. Were
you going to say something?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I was just going to mention, just highlight some
of the coverages that we have had, in terms of the SDA’s. Mr.
Medvetz.

Mr. MEDVETZ. Yes. We have carried out some—well, one exten-
sive study, in which we visited 63 SDA’s, and we agree with Mr.
Peterson that the recordkeeping at the SDA level was very incon-
sistent. Some of the SDA’s had very accurate and complete records
and others we had to reconstruct everything that we did.

Mr. PETERSON. You had to reconstruct it?

Mr. MEDVETZ Yes. By digging through participant files and
other work.

Mr. PETERsON. What kind of records do they have, just financial
records? -

Mr. MEDVETZ. The problem was the consistency.

Mr. PETERSON. And again, because the ETA has not told people
how to put this together? Is that what it is?

Mr. MEDVETZ. Yes.
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Mr. PETERSON. There is no standardized format? Everybody has
kind of developed this on their own?

Mr. MEDVETZ. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON. Does anybody know why that is?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Sir, I would {ike to just say that I do
think the 1992 amendments are going to significantly impact that.
I believe GAO would agree that, between us, we got 90 percent of
what we asked to be included in the 1992 amendments.

Mr. PETERSON. How long is it going to take for those to take hold
so we know whether we have this under control or not?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Now, you're asking the tough questions.
[Laughter.]

I think they are to be implemented as of July of this year, and
my guess is that because of the detail—there is a significant
change, a very significant change—I would guess it is going to take
about 12 months for them to be fully integrated into the various
SDA systems.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Rush, if you want to ask questious, we will
recognize you now.

Mr. RusH. I have to go now.

Mr. PETERSON. Well, we appreciate you stopping by.

Mr. RUsH. Thank you. '

Mr. PETERSON. So it is going to be implemented July 1, and it
is going to take 12 months. That will be July 1, 1994. And it will
take 6 months for you to figure out what happzned. So we are look-
ing at January 1, 1995, before we know?

r. GERALD PETERSON. That is probably a good date.

Mr. PETERSON. Will we know anything before that?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Well, we are going to know something.
We are going to be down in those SDA’s at some level. However,
the impact of the changes, I think, you are not going to know a
great deal about until then. Some of the SDA’s, of course, will move
much faster than others.

Some of them, for all intents and purposes, I think ETA would
tell you and my staff would tell you, have implemented them now.
Again, it is a very inconsistent bag out there.

I think, in fairness to the system, I don’t think you could meas-
ure it systemwide until about 1995.

Mr. PETERSON. These States, every Siate has some kind of orga-
nization that controls the SDA’s in their State; is that correct?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. That is correct.

Mr. PETERSON. What are they doing? Why aren’t they weighing
in on this? If they wanted this responsibility, why aren’t they help-
ing to—in all cases, helping to implement it?

r. GERALD PETERSON.% think it is inconsistent again. But, for
the most part—and it is bad, sometimes, to generalize—but, for the
most part, I think the States did not step in as was envisioned in
1982. I think we envisioned that the States would step in and take
over the role ETA had played in the past. I think, for the most
part, that simply did not happen.

ETA reduced their staff, as you know, very considerably. And I,
for one, would not be bashful to tell you that I do not think ETA
has the resources to carry out the oversight——

Mr. PETERSON. Right now?
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Mr. GERALD PETERSON [continuing]. Right now, I don’t think
they have it. I think that they are spread very thin and are going
to need some help. -

Mr. PETERSON. Do the States have the resources?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Again, the States did not build up the re-
source that was expected to take place.

Mr. PETEPSON. Should we undo that? Should we take the States
out of this?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. I think that is a question for someone be-
sides me.

Mr. PETERSON. You don’t have an opinion?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. I have an opinion. I think the States
should be in it. I think it was hopeful thinking, however, that they
would react to it rapidly and provide the kind of oversight that
ETA had provided. It just did not happen. At least, it did not hap-
pen uniformly.

That vacuum has been there for the past 10 years, and I am not
sure that we can correct it without giving the ETA some resources
to provide a more active Federal role.

Mrs. T#URMAN. Mr. Chairman,

Mr. PETERSON. Mrs. Thurman.

Mrs. THURMAN. Will you yield for a second?

Mr. PETERSON. Yes. Go ahead.

Mrs. THURMAN. One of the components that I see missing here
in evaluating all of this—and we do a lot of percentages, we do a
lot of numbers—at the same time, between the 1982 to 1992, there
was also a tremendous job loss around the country. Economics
pla{ed into this as far as where and who could be placed, how they
could be placed.

Is that a part of this report? I think that is a component, espe-
cially when I think of Florida, where unemployment rose dramati-
cally. It's hard to place somebody if you do not have the jobs to
place them in to go to or to bring them to a higher level job.

We saw businesses failing during this time, so there was again
no placement, and there certainly was no room for improvement for
wages.

an any of you respond to how that fact plays into these particu-
lar programs?

NPr. RR. I could respond with respect to our own study. You are
absolutely right, that the state of the local labor market may have
a strong influence on what the program can do with a particular
individual.

In our study, we were able to at least take that into account to
the extent that we were comparing the JTPA participants with a
set of control group members who faced the same labor market con-
ditions. So the question we were asking was, even in a bad labor
market, was the program able to help its participants do better
than they would have without the program? The study sites also
represented a fairly wide range of unemployment levels in the local
labor market. This allowed us to look at the variation in program
effectiveness across sites with different unemployment leve?s. ow
unfortunately, when you get down to that level, we had fairl small
samples in each site, so 1t was not a terribly refined test. We did
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not find any significant difference in the way the program func-
tioned in low unemployment sites versus high unemployment sites.

In other words, we were not finding significantly %etter impacts
in the low unemployment sites than we found in the high unem-
ployment sites.

Mr. PETERSON. Besides that, we were supposed to have this big
gc};m?omic boom during that time. We created how many millions of
jobs?

Mrs. THURMAN. I just thought I would bring that up just because
of that particular circumstance. [Laughter.]

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. I think maybe the bigger problem is the
fact that we have very little money going to skill training. I think
the most alarming part of our report is that when you look at the
money that actually goes toward enhancing a person’s skill level,
it is only around $900 or $1,000. So, regardless of what your job
market 1s, you are not going to buy very much enhanced skill level
with that kind of money.

Remember that we reduced drastically the amount of money
going for training purposes when we went from CETA to JTPA. We
added a level of administration—the State—so that th¢ administra-
tive costs of the program went up. The portion of money that actu-
ally %oes to the added value of the person, the skill level of the per-
son, has eroded.

You can find some great successes in the program, but most of
those successes that you find and you say, “Gee, that is what the
program really shoulc{ do,” you are talking about an expenditure of
maybe $10,000. You are not talking about $1,000 or $900 an
more. Currently, you are not buying a whole lot of training witg:
this program.

Mr. PETERSON. You just said again that the States created more
management costs and’ you are saying we did not get anything out
of that. So why should we keep the States in this? If they are not
going to help us do part of this job, aren’t they getting in the way?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. I guess because you have to think that
this is a State problem as well as a city, local, as well as a Federal
problem. I think various levels of government certainly need to be
concerned about this problem.

Mr. PETERSON. Are the States putting anything of any signifi-
cance into this beyond funding administrative positions?

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Again, ETA may be in a better position
to answer that.

Mr. PETERSON. I think maybe some States are doing some things,
probably.

Mr. d’ERALD PETERSON. They may be. They may be.

Mr. PETERSON. But I suppose it’s all over the map. Does the GAO
agree that the States have not really weighed in and provided
much?management and oversight? Do you agree with that assess-
ment!

Mr. CRAWFORD. Generally, I think we would. I think that, again
the Dapartment has not provided the leadership, has not called
upon the States, in many instances, to do this. I think, as part of
that issue of weighing what to do, the States do, to some degree,
vary and it’s uneven in the extent to which they are involved in
oversight and monitoring.
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If you eliminate the States, if that is one of the considerations,
then the question becomes, would you have to perhaps considerably
enhance the Federal level to be able to pick up the slack and to
];s;ls::)i do those additional things that you feel that the States should

e doing.

I think the States, if they are involved, should have a value-
added role. I think anyone involved should have a value-added role.

Mr. PETERSON. Does the Department of Labor have enough re-
sources to manage this and oversee this?

Mr. CRAWFORD. We did not look at that, at the resource level
within the Department and, therefore, I am really not in a position
to comment on that. I think if you are proposing to give them sub-
stantially enhanced responsibilities, then the resource issue may be
something that you very seriously have to look at.

Mr. PETERSON. In the 1992 amendments—and I wasn’t that in-
volved in those and am probably not up to speed as much as I
should be—they were, I gather, not really given any more resources
to implement t}‘;ose?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I don’t think so.

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Not to the best of my knowledge. They
certainly are given a bigger role.

Mr. PETERSON. Right. But they were not given any resources,

Mr. GERALD PETERSON. Again, ETA can better address that. I am
sure they will be happy to discuss that. But I know that they have
an enhanced role.

Mr. PETERSON. I have some other questions here, but maybe we
ought to just submit those to you in writing and we can move along
here, so we don’t run out of time.

I appreciate your being with us. Your testimony and your an-
swers to the questions were useful, and we will probably continue
to f(})1cus in on this as we move along here. Thank you all very
much,

I call the next panel. We have William Struever, who is a part-
ner in Struever Brothers, Eccles & Rouse in Baltimore, and a mem-
ber of the Maryland State Governor’s Investment Board; Patricia
Irving, president and CEO of the Philadelphia PIC; and John Zel-
ler, executive director of the Montgomery County PIC and Jon A.
Gerson, director of economic development for Montgomery County.
If you would all come up.

As is the custom, we swear in all of our witnesses, if you don’t
mind. So, please stand.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. PETERSON. Before we start, we were also going to have Mr.
Larry Buboltz, who runs Rural Minnesota SEP in my district be
with us, but he came down with some kind of a head cold or what-
ever, and they did not want him to fly. He does have some testi-
mony, which iywould like to make part of the record.

One of the reasons we wanted him to be here was that he has
one of the outfits in the country that does not operate underneath
the SDA. They operate directly, for whatever reason and, in my
opinion, do a pretty good job. go we will make his testimony and
the information available, without objection.

['I;lhe repared statement of Mr. Buboltz may be found in the ap-
pendix.
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Mr. PETERSON. We will start off with Mr. Struever. Welcome to
the committee, and we look forward to hearing your testimony.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM STRUEVER, PRESIDENT, STRUEVER
BROTHERS, ECCLES & ROUSE, BALTIMORE, MD, AND MEM-
BER, MARYLAND STATE GOVERNOR’S INVESTMENT BOARD

Mr. STRUEVER. Thank you. A little background. I am a master
electrician that tvrned builder that turnegr developer, and if the
real estate market in America doesn’t get any better, I will be back
being an electriciar. again.

My experience in the job training business goes back to the be-
ginning of private industry councils in 1978 under CETA when I
was appointed to the Baltimore PIC. I actually had a chance, in
1982 to sit with the President in the oval office right before sign-
ing the JTPA legislation with a group of CETA trainees and ta%-n-
ing about the bill, so I got in on the beginning.

t was a testimony to the bipartisan nature of this whole job
training effort, which I think is absolutely critical. I'm a dichard
Democrat and, somehow, Reagan got me in there for the bill sign-
ing, which is a wonderful thing—Democrats and Republicans work-
ing together on this.

T was chair of the Baltimore PIC. I remain active on the State
coordinating council. We call it our Governor’s work force invest-
ment board, Before that, I was chair of the education and then
youth fpolicy committees. I am on the board of the National Associa-
tion of Private Industry Councils and am currently chair of the
U.S. Basic Skills Corp., which is a big literacy nonprofit foundation
doing work around the countr{‘.

I mention this because of the importance of coming to the issue
of how well JTPA is doing from a broad perspective, both in terms
of the kind of things it does and historically looking back, as we
have been in this business for a long time now. It is always, as a
businessperson, one of my great frustrations with government ig
how we can build on experience instead of constantly, every 4
years, throwing things out because it’s Democrat or Republican and
starting over again, instead of trying to build on that experience
and do better.

I will try, quickly, to touch on the questions you have asked
about the important features of JTPA and the role of PIC’s and
State councils and some of the successes and some of the problems
we have had, and who we try to serve, and then try to end up on
some key issues looking forward.

On the strengths of JTPA, No. 1 is the partnership. This oppor-
tunity to bring business and labor and government together in a
real way is tremendously important.

A second key part of JTPA is the effort to work together in an
integrated way across agency and program boundaries so you don’t
care whether 1t is this thing or that thing, but you care about what
comes out. Ultimately, the third feature being the performance-
based outcome driven nature of JTPA is really the most important
part: How can you get these folks so they can {e self-sufficient with
good-quality jobs and take care of their own problems?

Fourth, when you are talking about oversight, a big strength of
JTPA is it is a locally managed and relatively flexible program
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which, given the tremendous diversity—you are talking about the
economy and what effect it has on the labor market, the kind of
jobs that are available and the kind of resources that are available
in different communities—to be responsive to that and effective
and have good programs, you really have to have locally based pro-
grams that can be tlexible and wori around local conditions.

The role of PIC and the role of business: Coming from the busi-
ness world, I personally think it is absolutely wonderful that we
have created this opportunity for business to take a leadership role
dealing with a top economic issue before the country. We know
where the job market is and where it is going as well as anybody.
It is a tough thing to keep track of.

In many senses, business is the customer, the people that need
to help put unemployed folks to work. The role of PIC’s is an inter-
agency policy board. The wonderful thing in our PIC is that we
have no patience for turf, as to “This is in the Welfare Department”
or “This is over in Voc. Ed.” or “This is over in Education.” We
don't care. We all sit around the table and work together, and that
is how we see our PIC working.

We are outcome driven. We ask tough questions on our PIC. Five
years ago, we were really concerned about the lack of skills, and
‘we needed to fget working on literacy and what is going on in
schools. So we forged a major effort, in partnership with the school

sKstem. Now, we have a real concern about what is happening with
t

e out-of-school youth and we are really making a big push on
young male dropouts.

That is the type of policy direction that comes out of the PIC’s
and the partnership and the businesses knowing what is going on,
and the accountability, which is a major part of what PIC’s are
about. PIC's are also advocates—advocates for investing in a
proactive way to solve these problems.

We have taken the PIC, our PIC, and expanded in taking a larg-
er role in work force investment issues. There are many PIC’s
across the country doing this. :

In terms of our State council, in our State we are blessed with
very strong leadership from our Governor. He has his key cabinet
people on our council and on our executive committee. We sit down
together with the State school superintendent, the head of eco-
nomic development, the head of job training, and knock heads and
try to work things out, so a real effort to coordinate. Since so much
funding and program regulations come from the State level, State
coordination is critical.

Our State council also plays a key role in terms of capacity build-
ing, working with the 12 PIC's in our State in terms of helping
them get better and smarter about how to run effective programs.
The State council has been a very important tool in terms of
leveraging State funding to work with JTPA. Our PIC gets onl
about Eﬂa f of our funding from JTPA and the rest comes from all
kinds of different sources, including State moneys.

Our State council is also leading the way nationally in terms of
this concept of the broader role in work force investment programs,
which I am excited about and I think is the future.

A couple of successful programs, then I will talk about some
headaches we have.
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Project Independence, which is our JOBS/welfare employment
program. We had a jump start, because we had a State welfare em-
ployment program called investment in job opportunities a couple
years ahead of JOBS and we gave PIC’s the lead responsibility, to
convene on the local level and do planning because, again, the is-
sues are different.

In some parts of the State the biggest issue is there are no cars,
no transportation. How do you get people to work? In Baltimore
Cigy, the issue is that nobody can read.

o each local PIC was in charge of putting the SDA, the welfare
department, the education department together, and coming up
with our own plan about how to run a welfare employment pro-
gram that looks at support services—health, child care, and trans-
portation—what kind of education and training support we need,
and where the jobs are, and job placement.

A second successful program model is in dropout prevention. As
I mentioned before, we are tremendously concerned with our 50
gercent dropout rate that we have in Baltimore City and not as

ad, but also a serious problem elsewhere around the State.

So we started, 4 years ago now, a program that focused on eighth
graders coming into high school that were doomed to failure. These
are kids that were two grade levels behind. Statistically, over 90
percent would not graduate without somebody getting there, ag-
gressively intervening and helping the kids get on the straight and
narrow.

That is what this program is. It is a year-round program. Inten-
sive summer, in school, out of school. We have counselors for every
25 kids, that are those kids' advocates in making sure they show
up to school and working with their families. A wonderful program.

What doesn’t work? I think—constantly looking at your outcome-
based programs and talking about all these statistics and stuff that
the IG and everybody was talking about a minute a%o—it really
comes down to, when you are sitting down in your PIC, talking
with the SDA director and the different program operators, you
know, “What is going on here,” there are a lot of measures out
there as to how t infgs are going, and we do ask tough questions.

A good example of this, and where we see things not working,
and we are constantly trying to make things better. When we start-
ed Maryland’s Tomorrow Dropout Prevention Program, after the
first 1%2 years we had our results in. Academics for the ninth-grad-
ers was a big, big problem.

We had this wonderful summer program with outward bound
and work experience. And we said, “Wait a minute. We got to get
going on academics so when they come in the ninth grade they
really have a running start instead of being behind.” So we greatly
reinforced our academic enrichment in Maryland’s Tomorrow Pro-
gram and improved the program results. We are constantly tinker-
m?, asking tough questions, making it bet.er.

am de iﬁhted to see that the President’s proposal for summer
challenge talks about a third of the new money being available for
academic enrichment. We are great believers that summer pro-
Erams should have a very strong foundation in skill training and

asic skills, and helping kids get through school, and not just work
experience.
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Other things that have happened. We have had a real tough time
in our literacy programs in terms of coordinating across all the dif-
ferent things going on. That is something we are still working on,
with adult basic education and all these different little funding
sources kicking around out there, how we can also convene literacy
teams at the local level. In Baltimore City we have a great program
going that way, but elsewhere in the State, a problem. The job
service has been a big difficulty in years past in terms of trying to
get them on the team.

So those are the problems that we continue to struggle with,
with our programs.

In terms of who we serve in Baltimore, Baltimore, like many
other large cities, has enormous problems with desperately poor
people and lack of jobs. Fifty-one percent of the people in our pro-
grams, JTPA programs, are welfare recipients. Ninety percent are
minority. A third are dropouts, and that is even though we have
alot of in-school&)rogrammin .

As I mentioned in terms ogpeople served, one of our big pushes
now—and I think the JTPA amendments are pushing in &e right
way—is out-of-school youth, because we are losing 50 percent of the
kid‘; entering high school who are not coming out the back end. We
nave a big push with young male dropouts that we are just starting
now.

Fifty-five percent of the young African American men in Balti-
more that are 18 to 35 are either awaiting tral, in prison, or on
parole. An enormous problem that is literally tearing out the con-
fidence and spirit of Baltimore. We have a great city but, unless
we do something about helping these kids get into society in a pro-
ductive way, we are in big trouble.

So we have an action plan that we are putting together. The
State is working on this and the Baltimore PIC is working on this,
to do a residential-based program for first-time, nonviolent offend-
ers, working with the Job Corps as a possible satellite demonstra-
tion project.

We want to do a skills academy, a nontraditional approach to
skills training outside of the traditional school environment, a very
disciplined kind of base. We want to do community hubs where we
can put the same kind of comprehensive efforts that we have done
with welfare recipients, with women, who have different kinds of
barriers and problems. We need to do that with the young men in
terms of how we can speak the language and get them involved
with training and going someplace.

Another population served that we are starting to work on is cur-
rent workers, in upgrading skills and trying to create a high-per-
formance work force, working with business on management and
management training and upgrading. We have a program called
partnership for work force quality where we do 50-50 splitting of
costs with business to do skill training with employees that are
currently working.

Does JTPA work? I think, if you have a locally managed pro-
gram, 640 PIC’s, in a flexible program, you are bound to have some
that are great and some that are not so great. My personal feeling
is that, on balance, you have some fabulous programs out there,
and the trend is up in terms of doing better.
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The important iesue is how Congress, how Washington, how the
States can help reinforce and make local proErams better. There is
always room for improvement in terms of the kind of things you
were talking about, the constant hittini on the performance-based
outcome measures—“Where are we weak; where do we have to im-
prove that?”’—and asking those tough questions.

Like with the literacy program I mentioned, you still have pro-
grams out there that are measured in quality i)y the hours of seat
time. As a businessperson, I could care ?ess how long somebody sits
in a seat learning how to read. What I want to know is whether
tt- - learned to read. Do they have the skills to work and work at
o1 f my job sites? That is what really counts in terms of outcome.

Ariother concern whether JTPA woris is this kind of partnership
with other agencies. There is a lot of progress in terms of this
broader PIC role at the local level, and at the State level in terms
of the work force investment system.

One of the biggest culprits is Congress, and Washington, with all
this stuff that comes out on vocational education or welfare, what-
ever, constantly heading off in different directions. You have a
work force system that is set uY. You have a partnershi{) set up
with the private industry councils. Use it. Use it effectively. Make
us accountable. Make us responsible. But give us the help and re-
sources to do it. Don’t make our problem worse by sending this
stuff off in 50 directions. That's a big issue.

A big issue for us in Baltimore and other big cities is a lack of
jobs. You can talk all you want about placement rates. Jobs is the

ottom line. That is the outcome they are all after, and quality jobs
that pay a living wage for a family.

Baltimore has lost 12 percent of its employment base in 2 years.
Maybe the economy is recovering. Maybe not. But it sure as hell
is not recovering in the city of Baltimore and it is not recovering
in cities like us around the country.

We need to do something to target economic incentives, to create
jobs in cities, because the disparity between city and suburb—it is

appening in Baltimore, it is happening all across the country—is
just growing enormous. Us folks on the PIC’s and in JTPA cannot
do our job unless there are jobs out there to be training and put-
ting unemployed folks into. So we need your help with that.

In the meantime, we need community service employment. If we
don’t have the private sector jobs available, let’s put these folks to
work with community service jobs. There are tons of gnod, produc-
tive things that we can do in our community. We have a tight
budget, and if we could get the kind of public service job support
we used to get under the old CETA program, we could really go
somewhere.

The last issue is resources. When I started on the PIC in 1978,
we had $115 million to work with on that PIC. I like to think we
are good and efficient and effective. But we have a biFger problem,
we have a higher unemployment rate, we have more long-term un-

emﬁ)loyment, we have less jobs to put people in—and we have $28
million to work with now.
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So you can talk all you want about effectiveness and efficiency,
but we need adequate resources to do the job.

With those things, I hope you give a vote of confidence for the
PIC system and do good things. Thanks.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Struever follows:]
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Testiracny Of William Struever

To The Government Operations Subcommittee on
Employraent, Housing and Avlation

Gocd Moriilng, | am BIlt Struever, the President of Struever Brothers, Eccles and
R.use, a dovelopment company In Batimore. For the past ten yoars | have been
actively working with education, employment and training programs In both Bat-
fimore City and the State of Maryland. 1 am currently a member of the Baltimore
City Private Industry Councit and the Governor’s Wark Force Investment Board. 1
was the PIC Chalr for many years and currontly chalr the Youth Pollcy Committee
for the Sta%e Board. | am also active with NAPIC an § serve on thelr board. Even with
all this experlence, § don't consider myself an expert on the JTPA rules and

regulations.  But 1 have had a good deal of oxporlence with JTPA and other
government work force dovolopment programs,

1 appreciate the opportunity to tatk with you today about JTPA.§ . ntto address the
issues outiined Int your Invitation letter.

1. Description Of The Role Of A PIC In JTPA Daclslons and Funding

The simple response to this Issue would be to raciie the party llne and say that the
PiC makes all JTPA funding and program 'acislons. Having been Involved with a
PIC and the State Councll for some tme, | know that this Is not accurate. PIC
fnvolvement with funding and program decislons varies trom PiC to PIC and can
oven vary as the issues change. 1hink Itls fak to say that generally tl:are ara thres
basl¢ categories or types of roles that PICs have assumed. The first Is tha role of
*Board of Directors® which Is very sin:llar to a corporate board of directors. A PIC
that has adopted this role Is generally very independent, makes a% of (16 major
tunding and programmatic decisions and scts the overall policy and direction for
thetotal program. In Maryland, thia role s often assoclated with PiCs that hava been

tncorporated. Three or four of the twelve PICs In Maryland have adopted this type
of role.

Tha second typé of PIC role 1 860 In Maryland is the PIC as a strong program and
policy board. This role Is somewhat different than that of the "Board of Directors®.
PICs that have adopted this second type of role make major poficy and funding
decisions In concert with the local alected officials who appointed them. In other
words, this second role represents & closer partnership of government and busk
ness. Tho malarity of PICs in Maryland have taken this approach. For example, in
Baitimore, Mayor Kurt L. 8chmoke has smbraced tho work of the PIC sand has
elevated the posttion of the SDA sdministrator to cabinet etatus.
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The last typo of PIC role — and 1 em happy 10 report that R Is In the minority in
Maryl: ad —1s the PIC as an adulsory group. At thc onset of JTPA, this was the role
ihat tho majority of PICs In Maryland played. Ovcr tirae this type of PIC has been
phascd out as local elocted officials and staff r- illzed the advaniages that come

with sharing the authorlty and responsliblilty for vork force develupment with the
business communtty.

While both the first and the aecond rolos described can be effeciive, | belleve that
{he second role provides the best opportunity 1or offective PIC kiput. Before Imove
to the second Issus, 1 would lika to share with you some [deas as to the appropriste
role for a PIC In the futurg. it may surprise you, but i belleve that none of these roles
will to effective In the futura. Whilo the first two may be fine for a PIC that Is simply
focusing on JTPA, aimply focusing on JYPA will not enable most communities to
address the work force Investment issues that contront our Natlon. For the past
yeai or 60, the State of Maryland has been developing and fostering the Idea that
the PIC needs o evolve into & local work force Investment board: a group of .
business, government, education, and community leaders who come together to
addross the work force Issues that aro of concem to the enfire community. This is
not to say the PIC becomes the control board for all resources, quite the contrary.
This new PIC role 1s to act as a facifitator to provide a focus for the appropriate lacal
leadeia to work together to solve lssues of mutust concern. In this role, JTPA Is
almply one of many resource strcams that fail under the oversight of the PIC. We
are moving forward in Maryland with this concept. In Baltimore, we are fortunate to
have a progressive PIC which attempts to tunction In this role and Is able to malritain
the reguiar attendance of koy players In the City Including the Supsrintendent of
Education, the President of the local community coilege, the President of the local
, AFL-C10 and many others. Realizing the need to Identity the job for the future and
a means of customizing tralning for jobs for those outside of the malnstream labor
forco, our PIC Is faciitating » collaborative effort with a host of entities form Industry,
education, and government to address this challenga. Our Inftial focus is on the
hoalth industry. This has aweady led to the creation of a now Lite Sclences Tralning
Center In paitnorahip with our local communtty college. Other PICs In Maryland are
also experimenting with serving in simBar roles, § took the liberty of providing you
with & description of the idoa which we call "'The Action Planning Guidelines For

Local Integratod Work Force investment Systems®. i Is sttached to my written
romarks.

2. Examples Of Successful JTPA Programs

First, | needtotell you thati am the eternal optimist. Therefore, from my perspeotive,
there le no such thing as & tess- than-succosstul program, there are only pro

thatare more auccessfulthan others. thave seen some JTPA efforts thet ian"t work,
but in almost every Instance this was more a result of the people running the
programs than In the overali program concept. Theretore, | don't wanl to focus ot
the things that didn't work. i°d rathar givo you some insights s to the things | have
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saon that do work.

Baltimore has a long tradition of operaling successhiul work force investment
programs on & very large scals. Slariing years ago with CETA and Marlon Pines
and rigit through today with Linda Harrls and JTPA, Baltimore has had outstanding
government leadership. If | wore to characterize the gualities | ses In the Baltimors
JTPA programs that cause them t0 bs botter than othor programs 1 come Into
contact with, those qualttes would he ladarship and s holistic approach. In the Chty,
the JTPA program I3 used 10 forgs real partnerships and to help coordinate many
other efforts. Let me sito some specilc examples:

o Froject Indepondence

Trojectindependence (P1), Is the Federal JOBS programinthe Clty. itisawondertul
exampla of using a team approach 1o heip people on weltare bresk the cycle of
dependency and move off welfare. The City PIC convonad a walfare poticy board
which brought together tocally all the Important actors t0 2ssure the creation of an
offective and respontive dellvery system. | belleve that itis this type of colaboration
that has resulted In one of the most & :gressive welfare to wotk sirateglas In the
country. A strategy that has brought together the local employment and tr: ining,
educat’sn and social services dellvery systems [n a truly mtegrated fashion. By
coupng JTPA funds with resources from numerous other federal, state and local
funding streams, wo havo Leen able {0 provide a high support, long-term training
and education program for people on weifara and it hag produced good rosults.

¢ The City That Reads

The City That Reads (s an initiative to coordinate and organtze adult teracy
resources. Rs goalls o ellininate lilteracy in Baltimore. Agein the JTPA system in
the City has been a cantral part of this efiort. The SDA/PIC, working hand In hand
with the nonprofit agency croated by the City to adiress the problem of adult
liiiteracy set up specia! programs throughout the city to jolntly provide servicee.
Using this approsch, both the JTPA system and the adult education system aro shie
to help more people and to provide a more comprehensive service deflvery system.

¢ The Futures Program (Scheol Drop Out Provention)

Starting with 1A, JTPA 8% and State funds, the PIC/SDA, with the heip of the school
systom, has bulit an extensive dropout prevention program for a number of the City
high schools. This program fs administered by the PIC/SDA and operated In the
school by school employees. Baltimore, as (8 true In many urban sress, hes a
owmmlmmmum.m.mumonmmmwmmom
Impact on this problem. | think that this effort Is 3 grest model of how JTPA can be
used effectively as a change agent In the schools.
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There aro many other good examples of JTPA efforts that wyrk. For example, the
Battimore PIC and It's government partner, the Office of Employment Development
wero at the heim of the creation of the Baitimore Commeonwealth. This provides 8
continuum of services for In-school youth to prepara them for the futurg, Thesa
cervices Include such things as community servica clubs, college camps,
viorkshops on caroers In government and industry, student lea:larship developmant
activitles, faunching entrepreneurs into acion and other unique activities.

1think that it Is importa..t 10 note that In the City things work because wo don't look
at paople as simply fiting Into a particular "program slot". Wo ondieavor {0 assess
each perscn and to work with that person to find out what they both want and need.
Then, depending on the resources and networking avallable, we try 10 help that
person get what they noed to achieve a fabor mariet < oal that Is aulted to them,
‘This type of approach means that you need and uso ¢!l types of program siots to
thelr t:ost advantage. V'hen we are successful, and help people, it is usually because
wo were able to connect with that person, work with them and ensurg they got the
sorvices and suppornt needed to reach thelr goal. When we fail, it I3 most cften
becauso v.o never made the initial connection with the person or we just didn't heve
the reaources to provide the services needed.

3. State Cooperationin Supporting Programs And Providing Technical
Assistance

The State of Maryland Is 8 great example of what States con do to provida leadership
ahd support for the JTPA system. Many of the programs that | cited s3 axamples
of successiul JTPA efforts In the City of Baltimore were n.ade possible by State

support snd 5tato leadership. Some spaciic examples of the State's leadership
tole are:

¢ The Federal JOBS Program

This program, which we call Project independence, was designed by the State to
' bo o partnership effort, In Maryland tho State requires the PIC to form a local team

that is made up of our Weltare Gffice Director, the local schoo! rapresentative and
the SDA. This toam Ie responeible for doveloping the operational pian for how si
the Federal JOBS funds will be spont. The State then silocates these funds directly
tthe PIC. This wes dono 0 that the welare employment and training aystem could
buiid upon - not duplicate —~ the existing local employment and tralning system. 1
think that we may be the only State that Is using the PICs In this type of role. And
the resutts are thai the Stato obtaina more aervices for the welfare ciants than they
would have gotton if they had aet up s separate system.

¢ The Maryland's Yomorrow Dropout Prevention Program

1 mentioned the Futuros Program earior, Well, Futures Is a nat of 8 largor State
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effort caited Maryland's Tomorrow. The State decided that 1t needed to actively
work with at-risk high school students 10 try to lower the ovorall dropoutrate. italso
decided that the best way to deal with these young people was to Initiate a change
In tho way the schools approached this problem. This was done by using the PiCa
as the change agent for this effort. Using JTPA 8% funds and an ever increasing
fevei of State funds, the State aliocates funds to the PICs to work directiy with the
schools to provide enhancod services to iids who are in danger of dropping out.
Whdle the day-to-day onerations are rum by locat school staft, the PIC s responrcible
for the overall coordination and adminietration of the program.

And tha Stato’s Isadership role Is not simply limited to developing new progrem
models. They also provide leadarship In & numbar of other aress. | proviously
montioned the State Initiative to foster a now PIC role and to develop & local work
forco Investment team that can cal upon all tho local resources 10 addrass work
force Issues. 8till another example Is my own cominittee’s work for the State Work
Force Board. This group has been grappiing with the probliem of young African
American males dropping out of the malnstream soclety. We hiave spent consider-
oble tin.e trying to get a handie on this problem end design a comprehensive
approach to deal with it. 1 have Included a copy of the report we produced that both
describes the problem and cutlines a comprehensive strategy to dea! with it. This
ls an example of the type of policy paper that is widely disseminated snd then

followed up on by the State, who work with the local players to kmplemant the
recommencations.,

SUll another example of State support Is the technical assistance capacity they
foster. Beyond doing the things that the JTPA law requires In providing technical
assistance to SDAs, the State has provided the resources and support for the
development of the Maryland Institute for Employment and Tralning Professionals.
This Is a stafl development and technical assistance uni that is Indepententty
operatod by the SDAs using saveral State funding sources. Tho State also provides
resources and support for both the PICs and the SDAs to maintain professions
assoclations which provide & peer 10 peer tachnical assistance capachty.

While all of the Maryland PICs may not always agree with the specifics of what the
State does, | don't think any of them would fault the State for not being supportive
and endeavoring to provide leadership. They are an active partner n all that we do

at the local level and provide a leadership and support function thst has made our
efforts much more successful,

4. A Profile Of The Population The PIC Serves And The Definition of
Success

Ihmrudihoo«muomlhauomoPl(:oonlyukomob“tpoopluommoym
ensure positive results. 1 can't speak to what other PICs do but1can tel you thet in
Baitimore, we work with the people who need help. The participants served by the
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Baitimore Clty PIC are what | would call very *high visk® In terms of living in poverty
and the education] and skills Ceficlencles that they have. The overwhelming
majority of the people we enroll deaperately noed education, employinent, training
and supporl services In order to increase their labor market potential so that they
can compete in the labor market and move towards self-sutficlency. Letme provide
you with some specific characteristics:

e Over 90% of the paople we enroll are minorities;
o 46% were single parents;

o 51% weore walfare reciplents;

o 34% were school dropouts.

in terms of measuring program success, the PIC has made it clear that the ultimate
goal is to have Individuals get a [ob that will enabla t:am to become self-sutticisnt.
This means getting jobs for partictpants that either provide a good starting wage or
provide the opportunity for advancemont, it please me %o report thut even th

Wwo work with soma of the hardest to serve groups and wo have - for tha last iwo
yoars - had a tight labor market and a declining job base, 65% of the JTPA
participants became employed!

We als0 measure our performance in & numbor of other ways. Using the JTPA
National Performance System, we look at what the people in our programs eam
over time and how many stay employed following the end of program participation,
While looking at the numbor of people we help get jobs looks at performance from
& quantity perspective, thso measurements provide us with more of a quaiy
evaluation of our efforts. The PIC has had an excellent record when judged by these
National standards. 1t has made or exceeded all of its standards for every year that
they have been used in the JTPA system.

The PIC also recognizes that thero are Interim stops on the road to self-sufficiency.
For youth, the attalnment of employment competencies Is an Important measure of
interim success. This type of outoome is alec measured and the PIC exceadad this
JTPA performance standard by over 20% last year. Another Intertm moesure of
success for adults is the sttalnment of a GED. The PIC sponsored programs were
responsible for 34% of all the QED administerod In Battimore Clty fast yoar. This
shows the strong commitment the PIC has to long term solutions. i am vory
confident when ! reiate to you that in Baltimore City, the PIC sets some high
expactations for the JTPA program snd for all the years 1 have been associated with
R, the program has meot or exceeded our expectations.

6. Recommendations For Improving JTPA

From the comments 1 have made, by now you reallze that | think JTPA In Baltimore
fs pretty good. In {act, the one major change | would recommend would not even
apply to JTPA In Baltimore 7 the State of Maryland because tho State and the City
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are already trying to make the changa. That change would be to puli mora of the
work force Investment programs togcther so that they become a reat, integrated
work force Investment system. Through five or ¢ix different laws that you have
passed aver the years, you have created at least fivo different, major work force
programs (JOBS/JTPA/Job Service/Voc.Ed/Noc.Rehab) and probably thirty or more
other, smaller programs. Just the other day | heard that the Defense Department
was starting a *Job Corps° typo pregram to be oporated at military hases that have
oxtra capacity. Whiie this may be a good idea, none of these programs ars really
required to do anything more than pay lip sorvice to integrating theit services with
all the other programs. The really amazing thing Is that there Is a huge overtap In
the people served by all these difterent programs and I would surmise th-t a lot of
dupfication In Information taking, assesement and employabliity planning also
occurs. Fm not advocating that afl of these programs be lumped together as one
effort, but | am advocating that States be required to sort through how #fl of them
work and to develop and use a plan that will make aensc and cut down on overlap.
¥ we cou | do this we also could provide a mcre seamiess servico dellvery system

and might evenbe ahle to develop the holy grall of the work force Investment aystem
~the “one-stop shop”.

My second recom.tondation Is probably one you don't want to hear. Leave JTPA
slonefor acoupleof years. it s just now lruplementing the inajor changos you made
in the law last fail and &t wili be somo time before we eeo the full Impact of these
changes. JTPA is just about at the stage where it has matured as a program. Rwin
sea the Cassing of iis first decade later this year. | have heard of discussions that
since JTPA was started under a Republican administration that #t might well be
terminatad. This would be a very big mistake. JTPA lsn't perfact, but it s effactive
in most aress and it Is the only program that provides a real opportuntty for sn
offective govemment and business partnership. Making additionat, major changes
o JTPA at this ime would not bode well with the local business corimuntty - many
of them aro siil grappling with the recent amendments. Ending JTPA woukd send
a cloar mossage 1o the business community that thia type of partnership ls not
important. Ata time thatwe need agressive business and government parinerships
Y0 effectively deal with global economic competition, ending the one real partnor-
ship program wouid be & huge mistake.

lmwmdmmmuymwmnmprowdadmoppmnymbwdo
comprehoncive system to serve disadvantage people. In Marylsnd ~ and | suspect
the same Is true for many othoer States -~ wa bultt on tils opportunity to expand and
forge the beginnings of a work force delivery aystem that encompasses 90 much
more than simply JTPA. Drastically altering or ending JTPA coulkd well tear down
thie infrastructure that it has taken years 10 bulld, 'min the busiiess of laking soiid,
old bulldinge and bullding on to them and making them better. 1know this approach
makes seise. lwuummmdmumlppmmmm
govemment takes when R considers what {0 do with JTPA.
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THE ACTION PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR LOCAL
INTEGRATED WORK FORCE INVESTMENT SYSTEMS

I.  INTRODUCTION:

Amarica is In a perlod of sconomic challsnge ~ R has been called by somo experts an
economic war. Our sucoess In responding to this chaflenge wit Impact upon every
porson In this Nation. With the close of the Cold War and the opening of new merksts
throughout the world, the potential for a productive and thriving economy based upon
oxport expansion has never been greator. If wa are abla to capitalize on this potentiss,
our Nation wil thrive and continue to offer opportunity for our children to proeper and
mainteln our standard of fiving. If we cannot compete, & directly transates Into shrinking
opportunity for our young pecple and to an erosion of our iving stundard as compgred
to our industriafized competitors.

While we won the Cold War, all Indicators point to the stark fact that we aro losing this
economic war to our European and Aslan competitors. The reasons why we are losing
are complex, but overy expert agreos that & major factor ~ perhaps the single most
Importarit factor -- 18 that our work e I8 not a9 productive and skillod as our
competitors. Consaquently, t I3 critical that wo solve this problem.

The Governor, In the Stata's Work Force invesiment Plan, has got out a vislon to
address this challenge. The vision is for every citizen in Maryland 10 have the
opportunity to fully develop the skils and abifities needed to maximizs tife-long
eamings. This vision includes providing Maryland employers with a Hghly skified,
productive, world class Work Force Invastment System that maximizes the efforts ond
1osources of government, education, business, and the community, Achleving ths
vision requires creating a Work Force Invostment System with the epacifio mission of:
@ Intograting programs and resources Into a seamless service
delivery system that s keyed to local economic development .
planning and Is customer driven, provides better access and
produces a work force that is world class and capable of
compsting In the global economy.

ﬂwGov«nouMhhotbhethppodmo!orghgdwd\nystmthw.
mbopmmmamnﬂomw.&morﬂcmdﬁmbyrmowobpmut
EducaﬂondeldmEmooﬁondhavo}ohodhﬁhoﬂmmmplodgodbmw
work &3 a toam to both creats a State Work Foros Investment Systom and 1o foster and
support local wreas to do the same.

Apteroquxm&\goWachralmsm«nbMdolmpooph
reaponeibie for the exdsting core of work force invostment programe muet form a
working team thet joins with the privato sacior and jointly scts 10 sdkdress our work
mmmmmsuumm.pummmmmhhaww.wm
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Force Invesiment Board (GW!B). These Action Planning Guldelines wil sorve to assist
local areas In formatly accomplishing the same ~ bringing people who are rasponsible
for programs togsther with reprasentatives of the privats sector Yo work as a team so
that they can forge a comprehensive plan and a comprehensive, complementery
sorvice system for achleving work force Investmont goals. The Stete recognlzes that
many areas may already have comparabla teams In place. This lnitlative 18 not Intended
to duplicate existing efforts but rather expand their rofe and function.

The planning guidelines that follow have been designed to serve three Interrelated
purposes:
® To provide the parameters and focus for the drafiing of a local
Integrated Work Force Investment Action Plan;

@ To outline a process fcr local areas to use to create this plan; and

@ To establish, at the local level, a point of accountabiilty for the
work force Investment system.

il. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES:

A critical element for developing @ Work Foree Invesiment System Ig 10 establish a clear
focus. Goals and objoctives sorva that purpose. Accordingly, the Governor has
established two broad based goals for the Work Force Investment System. Inciuded
with theso two goals are four foCus areas that represent Important Stade issues,

Goai: The Work Force Investment Syatem will work to

~ Increase the labor market attachment and labor
market value of all Maryland citlzens.

Goal: The Work Force Investment Systom will Improve the
delivery of services, and make them more effective,
efficiant, accessible and responsive to the needs of
both employers and people sesking employment.

Challenge  Imprave School Parformanca: & le firmly belleved that

Arsas 1: it we can Improve student competencies while In
school and develop a rational connecting system
betweon school and work, many of cur problems
would he alleviated. Local areas are urged to work
croatively to de-mystify the workplace for schools and
de-mystify schools to employers 90 that better
Interections can develop. Achlsvements will be
measured primarily by the Maryland School

Performance Program, to Include:
o Graduation Retes;

o School Performance; and in addition

e« The Dev t of Local School 10 Work/Education
Transitlon
[ ]
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: Trylng to
dovelop a quallty Project Independence program
within the constralnts of the Family Support Act s o
continuing chatlonge. In addition, the national
climate concerning weltare reform will he undergoing
dramatic changss. itis hoped that new resources,
new program modals, more employer participation In
grant dlvcrsion, on-the-Job-tralning (0JT), « work
exporlences will emarge that will enhance and
accelerate the mova up from dependency.
Achlevements will be measured by the Increase in the
number of welfare reciplents that are placed and
retalned In quciity jobs,

3 Increase Sen Ices For Qut of School Youth; The
national specter of milllons of out of school youth -
unemployed - allenated - and actively Involved with
only one system, the correctional systom - must
change. Schools - community clubs - employers -
recreation spaclalists « careor counselors - all must
play creative roles In bringing young people,
particularly young males, back to thelr famillas and
thelr communtties as constructive citizens and
workers. Easler sald than done. #chlovements will
be measured by realizing an Increase In the numbars
of out of school youth, espectally out of school young
males, that are actively engaged In activitias to
increase thelr prospects of obtalning and malntaining
sconomic self-sufficlency. . )

4, ittie
hoped that the expertise of the Career and
Technology Educators, the Community Colleges, and
the JTPA system working In concert with local
employers will be able to better articulate skill
standarde and tralning models to meet local labor
market needs for a diverse group of Job seekers- the
chronically unemployed, the displaced worker and
the new job seeker. Achlevements will bé measured
by the change in the number of tralning, retralning
and uﬁgndlng activities currently taking piace In the

risdiction for adufts and the posttive outcomes of
: @ activities, :
Thouooahanddﬂumummsummoduhu&\gpolmbfbcd
planning. Rie |WMWT9«NMWMMU~I«M
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first planning phase. The other focus areas can be addressed in a later plan
modification. The local team should consider adding additional gosle and chellenge
areas 83 nesded to address specific Iabor market problems in thelr jurisdiction.

if a Piacning Team belleves that a State focus area has been adequately addressed In
thelr jurisdiction and no longer presonts a problom, ® can concentrate the planning
effort on the remalning challonge arees. Furthermere, if the local team belleves that
another, local Issue Is mora critical than a State focus area and resources do not
currently exist to address both the local Issue and the Stato challenge arees, k may opt
to substitute the focel Issue for one of the Stete chaflengs areas with a brisf explanation.

i!l. RESOURCES:

A number of Federal, Stata and local resources are available that can potentially be

used to address work forcs kssues. The key ones are Istad balow. Programs recelving

funds from the following resource streams should be asked to participate with this effort.
® The Job Tralning Partnership Act Funds;

® The Wagner-Peyser Act (Base Grant);

@ Comnuntty College Funds (Career and Continuing Education
Programs);

® State and Federal Yocational Technicai Exducaten Funds;

@ JOBS Funds;

& Maryland’s Tomorrow Funds;

© State and Federal Adult Baslc Education Funds.
Atlocal discretion, othor programs can bo Inclided such 83 Community Development
Block Grants, Health and Human Services funds, HUD resc irces, local career

oducation funds, vocational rehabiitation, state and local aconomic development
1680Urces,

IV. THE PLANNING TEAM:

The success of this important effort Is contingent upon the existence of an active
planning team of co-équal partners, sach bringing differant rasources and insights to
shero with the group as R focuses on the criticel work force lssues that facs the
community. In order to avold unnecessary dupication and to bulld upon exlsting
systoma, Privats Industry Counclls, are being asked to act as the faciltators of this
planning process. They are oncouraged to taks this opportuntty 1o leed the way 10 a
productive and intsgrated partnership of all the concemed entities st the locel level But
memam&nhtsmPMlMMhﬂnStﬂomqmw
comfortable with assuming such an enlarged leadership role, Thersfore, atar
convorhghTeunbekutnM\g,lﬁnm&ddunotbtakemhblmr\lp
10le, the specifio roles of the participating groups, along with the identification of a cheir
toaaounomobodouhlpmb,shwldbodooldodbyunma}omydmmm
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The planning team partners should Include:
@ The PIC Chalr or a PIC Business Member (Planning Team
Convoner); : .
® The Job Sorvice Manager(s) from each Jurisdiction represented;
® The President(s) of any Community College In the area;
@ The SDA Director;

@ The Soclal Sarvice Director(s) from each jurisdiction
represented;

@ The Superintendent(s) of Schaals from each Jurlsdiction
ropresented.
At the discretion of the person(s) identified, designees wha are authorlzed to act for
the team member can bo namad to the Planning Teamn. Furthermoxe, in
multi-Jurisdictional areas, other membership arrangemonts may be consldered such as
Tearm mombers from a particular agency selecting a single represontativo to actively
participate and Lo the spokesporson for the entire group.

It Is strongly encouraged that the team gcak to lavolve other smployors, perhaps
Incorporating employers that ars active with the local advisory coundts for the local
areas’ technlcal programs. Furhermaxe, the Tearn should seek input and participation
from othar local government and communiy based organizations, and from the not for
profit sector that ere providing work force servioes, such as aduk aducation,
correctional sducation, sconomic dovelopment, vocational rehabilitation services,
health, housing, etc.

Staff support for the team can be provided by any or all of the agencles participating
with the effort. Itlg clear that the Tc ym wilt rely upon good stafi work in order to make
this endeavor a suocessfl one. Bocauso of tho oritical nature stalf support plays in this
type of undertaldng, the apecific plan for staffing the Team mus! be a mutually
scceptable arrangement for the majority of the Team members.

The State hopes 10 provids a capaclty bulding planning grant of $15,000 to every toam
{not to exceed 12) which can be used for staft support. Locsl programe are

encouraged to supploment and support these funds with additional cash and In- kind
resources.

V. PLAN OUTLINE:

The fokowing outhne has been established for sach area o use to develop & plan.
A. Mission
Eact: plan should develop a statement that Identifios the over-arching mission of tho
totei Work Foroe Investment System. This miselon should be reflective of the goals
ond objoctives stiputeted in these guidelines.

fipr 28,93 12:03 No.005 P.1S




Apr 28,93 12:03 No.00S P.16

B. Goals and Objectives

The challenge areas Identified In Section If and/or any local challengs areas shoiid
be listed in this section of the plan, Please note, k is criical that for each focus
Issue, cloar, measurable outcomes be doveloped so they can be used for loca)

€. The Planning Team

A birtef description of the planning tearm and how & works should be Induded, This
section shoukd Include:

¢ The names and organizational atflilations of elf the team members;
¢ A tirlef description of how the team was staffed; and

¢ A bGrief description of the team's planned actions for the future, Including

how oversight of plan will by accomplished In the upcoming planning
perfod.

D. Current Effort ) ’

This section of the plan should briefly Identity current efforts and resources that are
08 . D10 WQIK force 8 WO Dfeas dosribed in

action il g Dy local focus areas that a giectad, Resources should

specificaly ldentified as to source of funds and projected expenditurs.

E. Planned Improvements

This section should Identity the chelenge areas that have been selected by the

local planning team as thelr year one priorky areas for the planning cycle (sse

Section V1 - Tima Frames). A brief description of how the varlous programs and

resources vl be used lo address thess araas should be provided. Include In this

description:

¢ The overalt approach/plan of action

o Specified allocation of rasources/budget

¢ Outcomes expected

¢ Coflsboration planned

F. Reporting System

The key 1o & successhu, ongoing planning process ie feedback on rosutts, T

aecﬂond&nplmdmdddotalmetypodhmckm Planning Teem hopes 1o

institute. Specifically, this section should identlty;

¢ Whatreports/data will be required;

o How will success be defined;

. W?mbonehmmporlod/dchwll be used;

¢ Who will be required %o report;

¢ The frequency of reporia; and

¢ The foRow-up action based on the reports,

Q. Planning Grant '

&wmmmpﬁnhgmwmorwlbemodbymobcdm. This

mmmwmwmmmmammmmww
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the ongoing planning and monkoring process. The funds can also be used to foster
Inkages and/or Interagency cooperation. include In this descripiion the time frames
for expenditure and the what specifically wil be purchased with the funds.
. H. Program Agreements (Optional Section)
It may be helpful and productive for agencles to formulate agreoments to outline
collaborative oporations end integratod activitles. if agreements are being

devetoped, provide a brief description of which agancles and the focus of the
egroement (or attach a copy).

I Concurrance
All major Team members Involved shoukd show thelr concurrence with the plan by

8igning-off on the plan.
VI. TIME FRAMES:

The first planning cycle will be three years and the time frame covered by the plan wilt
be 1/1/84 to 12/31/88. Critica! detes for the current planning cycle are:

© Pubtication of final planning guidefines by the State -- 6/1/93;
® Submlssion of Phase 1 plan to State -- 11/30/93;

0 Comments from the Stete on the local plan — 12/30/03;
@ Submission of Phase 2 plan to Stata ~ 6/30/95;-

121
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Qucstions About the Integrated Plan
Process
1. Why Is an Integratad plan needed? - *

Marny of the unsolved work forco Investment Issues cut acrogs the boundaries of State

and focal agencles. No one egency has &l the resources and expertiss needed to

adequatsly address those cross cutting issues. An integrated plan Is tho best way to .
sfiectivoly begin the process of dealing with these Issues. Furthermore, the private

sector has not traditionally taken an active role In planning for or addressing human

resource development Issues. Since they are utimately expectsd to provide Jobs for

the people that take part in these humen resource development inltlatives, they need a

way to be actlvely Involved. The development of an Integrated planning procsss and

approach provides such a mechanism,

2. With all the changes sbout to take place, why start an Integrated
planning process now?

To paraphrase a former President who paraphrased a former Chinese philosopher, A
fourney of a thousand miles bagine with one step®. We have a very long way to go to
address the critical workforco invostment lssuos that confrant us. We cannot afford to
walt. ftis true that many of the programs that wik come under this process face a future
that will be characterized by change. The type of joint planning and interaction
envisloned tc be a part of the integrated planning process should In every Instance
assist thege agencles and programs better respand 10 the changes they may be asked
to make. An example of this i3 the current JTPA system. The recent amondments to
the Federal law require a number of specific inkages and coordinated efforts that are
very much In line with the scope and purpose of the Integrated planning effort,

3. What do |, as the head of one of the participating organizations,
stand to gain by participating with this effort?

The way the integratad planning process has been outiined, participating organizations

stand to galn a great deal and risk very [ttle by participating whii this effort. Given the

sssumption that the challongo areas seloctod by the State (o thoso thet will be

solocted by tha Team) reprasent ¢sitical community lssues, the team provides the

agency hoad with an opportunity to impact on the utiization of other resouros streams

that exist in the community that couid be used to addrass thesa Issues. For agency "
loaders that have the responsibiity for improving the ves and quaiiy of ife in the

comemuntty this is an opportuntty that seidom prosents ftsell. Furthermore, the sbilty to

work directly with other decision makers In the community and share expartise end

resources to forgs a cofleborative approach to address these lssuss should be an

s

Q
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oxiilerating 6xparience.

4. Does the State plan to use the Intagrated Plan as a control
document?

Whils the State will reviaw the plan, it Is not a State contral document. it is envistoned
that the tocal team will use the plan end the process estabiished locally to monttor fts
Implemantaton as an accountablity took, but the State will not. it s antcipated that the
plan narrative submitted to the State Annualty will includs a briof summary of the

y'rogress made. it is not planned that sny formal reports will be required by the State
relative to the planned activities.

5. Does the plan require the team to establish a new and/or an
additional reporting system? .

Nol The plan guidelines do encourage the team to establish an accountability process
thet Includss a feadback mechanism and reports, But this system does not need to bs

a new one. At local option, existing reporting systsms can be used or modified to fit the
nesds of the team.

8. I the PIC Chalr leads the teem, does that mean tha PIC staff must
protide the stalf support for the team?

This I3 & local decision. The Stats fully reakzes the critical need for adequats stalf
support for this effort. Unfortunately, adequate resource do not currently exists to
provide each area with the resources needed to underwrite appropriate staff support. It
s hoped that aX the organizations involved witt contribute to provide the staff support
noedod to make this effort worl. Another spproach could be for one organlzstion to
take on the lead role for staff support for & one of two year period and then pass this
responsbility on to another organization that Is a part of the Team.

7. ls this "Team" just the PIC? If not, how Is It different from the PIC?

No, the Team Is not the PiC. ThlslsmttosaymatmePic,hlphymoqroed.
cannot serve as the Team! Sound contusing, fet us explain. From Fedecal legisiative
perspactive, pasticipation on the PIC has 8 vary different focus. PIC membera come
together primarlly 10 talk about and to specifically decids how 10 uthize JTPA resources
andmooﬂwr«ommsmehuouedtod\mlwoumhﬂc; The Team,
mbnmayhmmmmboumpoopb,uododsbnm”,combg
togethec to tak sbout overarching issues and to try 10 map ot a
interagencyfintorgovernmental spproaches for dealing with thess lssuos. Theso
wmmmmuwmmammnmmmww
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That distinction mads, i the membars on the Teem belleve that using the entire PIC ss
the Team I8 a productive way to develop and monitor an integrated plan, they can
certalnly proceed In that fashion,

8. Is the planning team being set-up to determine how all tha doliars
are to be spent In the resource streams in tha plan?

Nol The planning team should be viewed as a partnership group coming together to

focus on specific challenge areas. Each of the partners is a "general partner* thet

beings 1o the team particular resources and expertise. The team, as a group wifl work .
to get # handie on and address some very difficult State and local Issues. Hopefully,

eac * 'm moember will pariicipate In mapping out these approaches and be able to

materially help the effort. But cloarly, this may not always be feasibls. In the final

analys!s, & will be up to each team membser to determine tha effective way to assist with

the whola team effort.

9. What happens if the Team maps out an approach, but one Team
member refuses to cooperate? Can the Team make that
organization cooperate?

The teanlm (ss defined as the primary group of organizations listed in the planning
guidelines) Is @ group of equals with each tsam member exsrcising unflateral control
over the resources that they sre legally responsbie for. If an approach has boen
mapped out, and one team mamber has decided that their arganization cennct play the
role outiinad for them, there I8 no legal power the team has to change that decision,
This Is why It i3 critical for the team to jointly work together to develop approaches. Ris
difficult to envision a scenado where all team members jointly develop an approach and
then after &t has been agread to, a specific member refusing to folow through. After all,
the Tearn focus on croas cuting issues that the taam wik be focusing upon. lesuss that
alf the Team members have a stake in addressing,

10.Wiil the State make the organizations it funds cooperate?

The State hes a funding relationship with all of the Team members (as defined in the
planning guldelines). Essentially, two different funding relationships exdst, Onels a
direct reiationship, where the Team member Is actually @ State empioyee, and the other
Ie a contractuel or grant relationship where the State channels funds to a perticutar

. In both Instances, The State pians to aggreasively sncoursge tesm
members 10 actively participate witix this effort.

The Stato intonds 10 provido its empioyees with a measure of flexibity to respond to
the team process and stands ready 10 offer its smployoes tochnical asaistance in
positively responding to ideas and approaches that develop from the team intersction,

124
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But In no [nstance does the Stete intend 1o *strong arm® elther i staff or the .
organizations o which R channels funds. This would ultimately ba counter productive to
the buflding of effective local relationships.

11.Does the team need to address the four challenge areas Identitied
{n the planning guldelines?

The chaflengs areas identified In the planning gu'delines represent critical "people
problems"® that the State Is trylng to address. Obviously, If these are critical State
*peopls problems®, they are local area "peoplo problems® &3 woll, Therefore, in most
Instances, the challenge areas identified In the planning guidelines wil be challsnge
ereas that exist in local areas t0o. 1, In the opinion of the majority of members on the
teamn, one or mote of tha challenge ereas identified in the planning guidefines has been
or Is being sdequately addressed, the Team need not spend time planning for this
chaflonge area. Afl that Is requested Is that the Team provide a brlgf statement outining

_why that particular chellenge area Is not a problem in thek area.

12.Can Teams plck other challenge areas?

Yes, tho teem can and s sncouraged to salect additional chaflenge areas that aro
befleved to be lmporta_nt work force Investment Issues that need to be resolved.

13. How will the State support this initlative?

The State plans to support this Inkiatve In a number of ways. First, onca the planning
Quidelnes are issued, a planning conference will bo held. The purpose for the
conference wi be to bring prospective team members together, to outine the -
Quidefines and to start the planning process. Secondly, the Stete cumrently plans to
provids & $15,000 plenning support grant to each area to provide a minimum leve! of
resources the Team can use to lacHate the plan davelopment and/or monltoring
&rooeas. Lastly, the State wil provide ongolng technical assistance 1o help local teams
this endeavor.

14.1s this & one shot deal?

Hopsfuly notl The noed for our Stats 1o develop & world class work force, one that Is

capable of successfully functioning In 8 high performancs work environment is not &

Work froe, A ragrated ol preio oot o 4 mabtl such 4
. and

help us achieve this goel. Tharefore, i i a process, that is successful, shoud continve

to be used 10 respond W cross Cutting work foros investment lesuce.

15. What happens it we decide not to estabiish a team and to develop
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"8 local Integrated plan?

In & fow words, nothing wit happen! No formal team will be put i place. No Integrated
planning witt take place. And In al probability, Htie In the way of comprehenstve, unified
actions wil occur to addrass the signiicant work force issues thet confront us. In shost,
the community 10368 &n opportunity to address some very important lssues and an
opportuntty to forge a format working relationship with the leaders In the communlty
that determine how human resources Issues are addressed, Furthermors, you loss
time In moving towerds a more efiective and efficient way of doing the business of
human resource development.

16.Who do | call for additional Informatlon or If | have questions?

Call Jim Callghan, the number Is 410-333-5608,

1

O
(o]
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It is recommended thet the approach stat with an interreiated stretegy that combines pravention and proactive

men who have already dropped out and prevent other young men from dropping out.
programe. Below s the cutine of the stratagy.

- A, Continued Collaboration/integration: The Action Team
s
er ni




SITYVAY 4409 1830

9%. ..uﬁoe:ooe X

U
Sggcg?éﬁgw )]
pi Y A

SGNY Pesg AJINUILA FEAL PepuaiulLiode) § 3

noA Bumed o) Aoy :
Bunc/ esmy 0} A 8ip 6q TM yoeenNo
peseq AuMuWwoD  ewiodus nued o

133

Bosd

Ol |, &

£BM JGROUR DU OF POOU PUR B1POL feuonpen Bursn areountitid 0 e1qeun s om



eduoationmd
26 with the exdsting network of services In a thet

ff i
§e§§§

0 young men.

C. Reeidentia! Based Programs for Troub'ed and Af-Risk Youth

mtmh-'coadn

s oot

wvbu

RESIDENTIAL CENTéR o
s T " ‘ - | o

ng malo

snough

dysfu\cﬂoru

sppropxiste education and
bryou
it Is not
envh:mm
beu

co

e i

home and
marny
s0me

M

134

L

i gisf&%gsi iy

10 138

BEST COPY AVAL/SiE




THNTHVAY 40D 1S39

ger

suopmnBe. ceap ) PINOM PUB *DQ-IY UO USUPIYD JO SUSE] BINCKIND UOU 84, JO weoye
. %E§!§> “REC (§]POBNO UOU G} Bururen pue UomIoN .ﬁhﬂﬁi%
O PN €G O} SO SEOM MO 10U Op suopmNDe) wesboud gvazwnﬁmulﬁ-ea&oo%g




n

issues thet & tr young
Poticy Commission Is urged
a D6

5”.@
§-§§
§ 2k
S ik
]
2

m‘lh-

diginoentive.
thet wil
need 10 be

géé‘!ﬂ;g
i 2§§zi§§§§

I8 1Ot 10 belttle the

'ﬂ‘bf&“

pertiol

mmw@.;o

ﬁk;

BEST COPY W‘.«%ﬂ.ﬁ;ﬁ.’f "




137




"TTHHAY Ad0J 1538

— SRDALPLL LOSE 3O SPEOU ARUUR) DUR ‘91008 ‘SUOSISE S SESEBIDNE 1B WANURUCO SXANS PROS V

BIGRUINOA ALIIURUOO PUS SILOEE, YNPY

giniﬁ;l&%?%%.ﬁeggs
gt B 0 o it & e Lo st 00 o0 Y By i Sooou
Rﬁa%gg&ogﬁi.gmgggiggsgs

weiB0id ueo couoz Ajuniodd pootsoqubion ‘vl



FLUHYAY Ad0D 1S9 £vI

SPuos (oRosdde i) “(AddIH) SxersBunoA 10UDRRIY 10§ LUORINARUI oa.eaoiﬁ.ﬂ"..ﬁwzp
WHLAOIAGD LINGIS0 408 PUB gb.?nﬂhﬂ&goe_ pue suogeace YOy ‘sepemmu
RRAGRS AJEIGINO JO 00N BLR 6PN 18U oamy U WOO PNUEEET "PUCAN 0Q URD SPIO /BSA
ngﬂsﬁgﬁsggz *pegui) 81 Apeded ¥ .!abonx.!m..og
£q peases Apoess 610 QNS 0L JO SRR IBON ‘ofe JO KI90K NOY B QUM PILED AIBAS JO IETINE 08
gg%xgzésiggﬁgﬂgsgig
oﬁo!>h5u-<8-o§a_§<§l.l§8§3iu§! ‘TH

- !!8!?3%3!35382‘!2’!3_1_ x
.gcogeai!a%!!i.iiszgcoi;g n

-e£0q USOPSIIY LBOLJY Bunok
30 sIys syeuopiodosderp & gggagggﬂiaﬁg x
gg:ﬂuﬁggs,ﬁigsg.g n

d




TIHEAY Ad9A 1S30

TR UMOUS GASL SOIDMS SNOIBUINN  “$i00UCS 6L U} SIOIGK PUS SISPOW §10) S[8US USOLGLY USOUEY YD 10
SIOGUINU 17 Bupmeaouy apapL PINOUS LBLL UBXBLLY UBXLEY BUNcA BUANE J610q RIBMO; PO SeBeyns iy

LS Umopewly LRIV AQ Buiiowe 1 pus Buiscusiy wiel BUOT ‘RIS DUS GERRIOY V'
“ussBasd (N o L1 Suewreoaid J9aX DU LA DOIIORSS SUINIOI SU SIPUBY O PUT SUOIIOILINILILICO
Buobun ‘Pool enees 03 LN PUS CJ80BUBL 9680 SI(J USEMISG PELSIGRIES 6Q PINOUS WISRAONU [RUNS) V

gﬂgsggoa)iggig%mgﬁﬁgg
SEOIOS SIUSANT JO WUALLIARS PLUBLisep st LW selmry Uz O HPOS OBm PNOYS WeBoxi
ggh.ﬁiﬁaggftgaﬁlgltticf
%ngtxﬁtg 13 SHQOONE o ooy usufiosd sayt e u.ﬂ
ggngghugzg%mggﬁ:%s

WasBod MOLIOLIOS, SOUNAIW O piedicy TH







142
Mr. PETERSON. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Struever. Ms. Irving.

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA E. IRVING, PRESIDENT AND CEO,
PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL OF PHILADELPHIA, PHILA-
DELPHIA, PA

Ms. IrvING. Thank you. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the subcommittee. I am Patricia Irving, president and CEO
of the PIC of Philadelphia. 1 am glad that you have given me the
opportunity to tell you how effectively the Job Training Partnership
Act functions at the local level.

On June 6, 1990, the board of directors of the PIC unanimousl
approved a new mission statement. In accordance with the dJo
Training Partnership Act and the Job Opportunities and Basic
Skills Program, the Philadelphia PIC was given clear direction by
the board to transition “harder- to-serve” clients from dependency
to self-sufficiency. To accomplish that goal, the organization made
a major shift from an employer-focused program to a client-focused/
employer-driven system.

In short, we are now utilizing a sequential training process, or
a three-tier structure to effectively train clients with multiple bar-
riers to employment.

Realizing that the PIC had and has sufficient funds to serve less
than 5 percent of the community that needs us and that com-
prehensive programs for harder to serve clients are more expensive
to operate, we decided to leverage our funds and services whenever
and wherever feasible to offset the increased costs.

We began the leveraging process by successfully integrating our
Job Training Partnership "Act and our job opportunities and basic
skills programs. Since both programs have compatible goals and
outcomes, we inte ated them into one. We reduced, if not elimi-
nated, duplicate a ministrative costs.

We have enclosed a progress report. Our theme is partnership—
and I see Mr. Machtley is reading it—so that is what we are all
about—creatin partnerships.

Our approach to training and employment is very basic. We only
fund training programs in occupations where jobs exist. We specifi-
cally seek placements in positions that pay substantially more but
never less than $6 per hour plus fringe benefits.

The training process begins with outreach and recruitment. We
have six PIC referral centers, 19 county assistance offices, and
seven job centers.

All applicants are referred to the “Fortune Center” for initial as-
sessment, and we use 2 computerized battery of tests to measure
each applicant’s basic skills, interests, and aptitude.

We serve long-term welfare recipients; transitional needy; long-
term unemployed/disadvantaged adults; homeless men, women,
and children; drug offenders; ex-offenders; high school dropouts;
teen parents; at-risk youth—in and out of school, older workers,
and dislocated workers. We have a large Fopulation to work with.

Just to mention some of the client profiles and common denomi-
nators, I would just like to say that most of our clients, including
dislocated workers, lack self-esteem and self-confidence. Most of
our clients, including dislocated workers, are deficient in basic
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skills—job skills, interpersonal skills, and critical thinking skills. A
significant number of them need high school diplomas or GEDs.

elfare recipients with children will not leave welfare for mini-
mum-wage jobs and no benefits. Dislocated workers who have been
laid off from low-skilled, high-paying jobs need extensive training
for occupations that pay considerably less, which is often a difficult
adjustment for them,

he assessment outcomes determine at what point the client en-
ters our system. We use a sequential training process as follows:

The phase I, which is the easiest, is training readiness. That is
where we thorouﬁhly assess the most difficult-to-serve clicnts, and
we provide immediate activity to increase motivation.

e second phase is a feedtar program. Our clients who are leav-
ing the first phase can either go into a feeder or into phase III, job
specific skills training programs.

I think in your packet I tried to include a client flow chart. I
have one on the floor which is big and pretty, but I think it would
take too long, so I am going to ask you to make reference to that.
Because of the time, I'm trying to move through this process.

All of our programs are extremely comprehensive because we are
looking at t}‘:e client from a holistic perspective, and we think it
works, and it works very effectively. We want to see them once. We
want to give them the tools for life.

Our method of instruction: We used competency based instruc-
tion to measure and monitor the client’s progress throughout the
program. This kind of positive feedback also builds self-esteem and
self-confidence.

We monitor programs programmatically and fiscally on a month-
ly basis according to the terms and conditions of the contract.

en problems are identified that require immediate attention, we
remain involved until the situation is corrected.

The statistical data that I will share with you is based on an $8.6
million budget. We served 2,433 people, 67 percent black, 18.5 per-
cent white, 8.6 HiSﬁanic. Eighty-eight percent of our clients lacked
a significant work history; 62 percent were receiving public assist-
ance; 25 percent were high school dropouts; 37 percent were read-
in%below seventh zrade levels.

ur average cost per enrollment is $3,555—quite a difference
from $10,000, which I think I heard someone mention earlier. So
there is a way of leveraging your dollars and being very cost effi-
cient and cost effective.

In terms of Federal and State performance standards, for 2 con-
secutive years we have met all but one. The last year, the entered
employment rate for dislocated workers, we missed by a hair be-
cause when Congress voted the UI extension benefits, our clients
decided not to go to work. They didn’t want to accept employment.

Like my colleague to my left says, we are facing a very tight job
market with mass layoffs and plant closings in the city and sur-
rounding counties. As a result of that, we instituted a new PIC
business partn:rship, which we call the business advisory council
[BAC). They are composed of 14 major corporations who provide
technical assistance to us.

We did not say to them [BAC] that we had all the wonderful
qualified people. {Ne wanted to understand the shifts and changes
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in the job market. They have made many recommendations to us,
but I would like to just point out one that I think is the most sig-
nificant to the Philadelphia Private Industry Council.

It was strongly suggested by the BAC that we develop a central-
ized job development unit, a concept of one-stop shopping for em-
ployers, to motivate them to become much more involved. From
their standpoint, it would reduce recruitment and training costs as
long as our training programs are producing qualified applicants.
Then there would be a very good match.

As a result of the PIC-business partnership, we are in the proc-
ess of establishing the centralized job development unit and we ex-
pect it to be fully operational by July 1993.

What works: This is what we think works.

Apprenticeship models of training—theory and hands-on experi-
ence—are the most effective methods of training the harder-to-
serve adult and youth populations. Unfortunately, these programs
are generally the most expensive. However, all program designs
should be comprehensive, holistic, and capable of removing social
barriers to employment while cultivating job-specific skiﬁs that
lead to permanent employment.

An indepth assessment of the individual’s basic skills, interests,
and aptitude is critical to the process of matching the client with
the most appropriate training activity.

Employer involvement in programs, particularly the curriculum
design, instruction, and the use of internships is absolutely nec-
essary, because employers are the ultimate customers of our prod-
ucts—the trained workers.

What doesn’t work: Quick-fix solutions—short-term training—do
not produce durable outcomes for the harder-to-serve clients.

Single-focused programs or stand-alone activities do not work
and are not cost-effective.

Ensuring the effectiveness of our programs: We do it in several
ways, which I really want to concentrate on.

First, we start off with a competitive RFP or request for proposal
process. Qur proposers are guided in the design of comprehensive
training programs by making certain that specific components are -
adequately addressed, namely: Remediation, life skills, job develop-
ment. Proposals that do not meet our guidelines are not accepted.

Second, proposals are not only analyzed by the operations staff,
but they are also preaudited by the finance department to ascer-
tain the reasonableness of costs.

Third, all training programs are then reviewed by the PIC’s pro-
gram evaluation committee [PEC], which is a subcommittee of the
PIC’s board, comprised of seven members from the private sector
in the human resources areas. The PEC is responsible for the over-
all evaluation and selection of programs and makes funding rec-
ommendations to the PIC’s board of directors for final approval.

Fourth, contracts or legally binding documents between the PIC
and its subcontractors must %e fair and equitable, with terms, con-
ditions, and performance criteria clearly defined and legally en-
forceable.

Fifth, and of course, I have mentioned before, briefly, the exter-
nal and internal monitoring process.
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The recommendations to improve the effectiveness of JTPA: I
come at this from a different angle, only because we have so many
partnerships. I think that, at tie local level, we become awfully
frustrated, simply because different funding streams don’t seem to
talk to each other or work with each other very effectively.

If I had a wish list, I would wish that all Federal agencies be-
come a little bit more consistent in their regulations, definitions,
income eligibility criteria, MIS data. I'll give you an example of
what I am talking about.

A welfare recipient who is receiving income through HHS, living
in subsidized housing—{HUD]—who attends PIC training pro-
grams—Labor—is screened by three federally funded agencies, has
three sets of paperwork, three sets of files, documentation, reports.

Work experience wages received by the client while in a {JTPA]
training program, could cause a reduction in her welfare benefits
and an increase in her rent. It just seems that altogether the sys-
tem is very, very counterproductive. It makes our jobs, at the local
level a lot more difficult.

While we do strongly advocate the passage of the amendments,
we only wish that the allocation formula had taken into consider-
ation tﬁe number of disadvantaged people that the major cities are
working with. One out of five people in Philadelphia is receiving
some form of welfare.

I would like to close and simply say that we strongly believe that
JTPA has the chance to succeed where no other government pro-

am—manpower or CETA—has even come close. So far, JTPA has
ﬂe most effective track record based on what the Federal perform-
ance standards have measured over the years. Mainly, that focus
has been on the number of people placed in jobs.

Our experience shows tlgat the private sector must be closely
linked to any successful employment and training initiative. PIC’s
and JTPA a%'eady have established relationships with the private
sector which, if enhanced, can yield greater results and benefits to
the clients we serve and to the economy in general.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Irving follows:]
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TESTIMONY
RREFACE

Good morning, Chairman Conyers and members of the
subcommittee, I am Patricia Irving, President and Chief
Bxecutive Officer of the Private Industry Council of
Philadelphia. I am glad that you have given me the
opportunity to tell you more about the functioning of the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) at the local level.

In Philadelphia, the Private Industry Council is a non profit
corporation that has been the administrative organization
responsible for funding under the Federal Job Training
Partnership Act since 1984.

On June 6, 1990, the Board of Directors of the PIC unanimously
approved a new mission statement for the new President,
Patricia E. Irving, to implement immediately. 1In accordance
with the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS)  Program, the
Philadelphia PIC was given clear direction by the Board to
transition "harder-to-serven" clients from dependency to
economic self-gufficiency. To accomplish that goal, the
organization made a major shift from an employer-focused to a
client-focused/employer-driven‘system.

Through the Request for Proposal (RFP) process, the PIC
advertised for comprehensive programs that offered additional
services, such as remedial education, life skills training,
intensive job readiness training, professional counseling
services, and case management in addition to Job Specific
Skills (JSS) training. We also added a second component--a
pre-training (feeder) type of program to prepare the
"difficult-to-serve" clients for skill-based learning
programs. The two tier approach worked and it worked even
better after we implemented the "Fortune Center" in January,
1991 to assess each applicant’s basic skills, interests and
aptitudes. But, in order to build capacity and thoroughly
assess each applicant, we added a third tier--a training
readiness component in January, 1992,

Altogether, we are utilizing a sequential training process or
a three tjer structure to transition "harder-to-serve" clients
from dependency to self-sufficiencx.

Realizing that the PIC had sufficient funds to serve less than
5% of the disadvantaged community who needed training and
employment services and that comprehensive programs are more
expensive to operate, we decided to leverage our funds,
regsources and services whenever and wherever feasible to
offset the increased costs.
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We began the leveraging process by integrating JTPA and JOBS
since both programs had compatible goals and outcomes. By
integrating two programs into one, we reduced, if not

-eliminated, duplicate administrative costs. We also

coordinated the delivery of support services with County

Asgistance to address the diverse needs of the harder-to-serve
clients.

The PIC's partnership with County Assistance has worked
exceptionally well and continues to flourish. But more
importantly, this experience encouraged and propelled the PIC
to form other partnerships throughout the community which is
explained in the PIC‘’s Progress Report.
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The Philadelphia Private Industry Council only funds training
programs in occupations where jobs exist. We specifically
seek placement in positions that pay substantially more but
not less than $6.00 per hour plus fringe benefits.

A. Recrultment:

The training process begins with outreach and

recruitment. There are three primary sources of
applicants:

[ ] Six (6) ©PIC Referral Centers--Community-Based
organizations strategically located throughout the
city in areas of high unemployment.

Nineteen (19) County Assistance Offices--The PIC
co-locates staff at each County Assistance office.
PIC Client Service Representatives and Employment
and Training personnel (ETP) at County Assistance
work together to recruit and screen welfare
recipients for PIC programs.

Seven (7) Job Centers--located throughout the city,
PIC staff are scheduled in each Job Service Center

to recruit applicants for PIC-funded training
programs.

Assessment Center:

All applicants are referred to the "Fortune Center" for
initial assessment. We use a computerized series of
tests (3 1/2 hours) to measure each applicant’s basic
skills, interest and aptitude. Test results are
discussed with each applicant. Program options and
choices are presented to the client and the assessment
counselor makes recommendations, but, the client

exercises his/her right of final selection in most
instances.

Populations served:

Long term welfare recipients
Transitionally needy

Long term unemployed/disadvantaged adults
Homeless

Drug offenders

Ex-offenders

High school dropouts

Teen parents

At-rigk youth (in and out of school)

3
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L ] Older workers
a Dislocated workers

Client profiles--common denominators:

a Most clients, including dislocated workers,
generally lack self-esteem and self-confidence.
L ] Most clients, including dislocated workers, are

deficient in basic skills, job skills interpersonal
skills and critical thinking skills.

a A significant number of clients need to acquire a
high school diploma or GED equivalent while
building basic skills in preparation for skill
based training programs.

L ] Welfare recipients will not leave welfare for
minimum wage jobs with no benefits.
a Dislocated workers who have been laid-off from low

skilled/high-paying. jobs need extensive training
for occupations that pay considerably less which is
often a difficult adjustment.

Based on assessment outcomes, an Educational and
Employability Development Plan (EEDP) is completed by the
agssessment counselor and the client. According to the
EEDP, the client is referred to the appropriate program
in the sequential training process.

Description of Sequential Training Process:

The PIC operates three-phases of sequential training
programs to assist individuals in gaining the
educational, occupational and job preparation skills they
need to enter and succeed in the work place, The
sequential phases, the populations served, the curricula
and the expected outcomes include:

Phase I: Training-Readipess Program
The purpose of the first tier of training is to:

a thoroughly assess the client’'s basic skills;

a provide an immediate activity that will help
gustain client interest in training;

a increase client motivation for success; and

a prepare clients to successfully participate
and complete either PIC feeder or job specific
skills training programs.

The Training Readiness Program provides the following

services to harder-to-serve Philadelphia residents who
possess little or no work history:

155
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Introduction to Basic Skills (reading, writing
and math)

Life/Coping Skills

Counseling

Case Management

Bach year, an estimated 25-30% of PIC's trainees will
attend the Training-Readiness program, which operates
from 2 to 6 weeks with staggered entry and exit.
Training Readiness Program participants transition into
a PIC-funded feeder or Job Specific Skills program.

Phase II: Feeder Prodgram

The purpose of the second tier of training is to assist
trainees in:

increasing self-esteem;

gaining realistic employment goals;

elevating academic skills;

removing barriers to employment 8iCcess;
obtaining coping and life skills; and
acquiring knowledge of the job market and the
skills required to enter it.

Feeder programs serve harder-to-serve Philadelphia
residents who possess little or no work history, are PIC-
eligible and are reading between the 5,0 and 6.9 grade
levels. Trainees also include graduates of PIC's
Training-Readiness program.

Comprehensive feeder programs include:

Basic Skills

Life Skills

Job Readiness

Career Exploration

Counseling and Case Management

Each year, an estimated 20% of PIC’s trainees will attend
feeder programs, which vary in length from 10 to 16 weeks
with staggered entry and exit.

The feeder program outcomes include transition into a
PIC- funded Job Specific Skills program, a non-PIC funded
program, or a full-time unsubsidized job (minimum of 30
hours per week) at a wage of $6.00 or more with employer-
sponsored (at least 50%) fringe benefits.
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Phase III: Job Specific Skills Program

The purpose of the third tier of training is to assist
trainees in:

obtaining specific occupational or job skills
elevating basic academic skills;

preparing for success in the world of work
(job readiness);

obtaining coping and life skills; and
acquiring knowledge of the job market and the
skills required to enter it.

Job Specific Skills programs serve harder-to-serve
Philadelphia residents who possess little or no work
history, are PIC-eligible and are reading at or above the
7.0 grade level. Trainees include graduates of PIC's
feeder system and/or Training-Readiness Program.

Comprehensive Job Specific Skills (JSS) programs include:

Occupational Skills
Basic Skills

Life Skills

Job Readiness
Counseling

Case Management

Each year, nearly all of PIC’'s trainees will attend job
specific skills programs, which operate from 4 to 9
months in length.

The outcome for Job Specific Skills programs is placement
into a full-time unsubsidized job (minimum of 30 hours

per week) at a wage of $6.00 or more with employer-
sponsored (at least 50%) fringe benefits.

Mathod of Instruction:

We use ccmpetency-based instruction to measure and
monitor the <client's progress, or lack thereof,
throughout the program (Positive feedback to clients also
builds self-confidence and self-esteem). Most PIC-funded
programs utilize a staggered enrollment process whereby
a specified number of trainees are enrolled each or every
other month. Graduates exit the program when all
competencies have been fulfilled and placement has
occurred in a training-related occupation. If a trainee
is not ready to exit the program we advise our
subcontractors to work with the trainee until she/he is
completely trained and prepared to compete in the labor
market.
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Monitoring:

PIC-funded programs are Lonitored programmatically and
fiscally on a monthly basis according to the terms and
conditions of the contract. When problems are identified
that require immediate attention, we remain involved
until the situation is rectified or remedied.

We also monitor our internal operation programmatically
and fiscally according to performance goals, objectives
and the operating budget, as approved by the Board of
Directors. We troubleshoot internal systems and
procedures and collect and analyze data to measure
progress and the cost effectiveness of the organization
and that of our training providers.

Performance:

The Philadelphia PIC has exceeded all federal/state
mandated performance standards for two consecutive years
with one (1) exception -- the Entered Employment Rate for
Dislocated Workers. We missed the standard by a hair.
A significant number of clients in the dislocated worker
category elected to collect the extended benefits rather
than accept employment.




III. BUSINESS ADVISORY COUMCIL

Facing a tight 1labor market, massive layoffs and plant
closings in the City and surrounding counties, we instituted

a4 new PIC-Business Partnership, called The Business Advisory
Council (BAC).

The Business Advisory Council is composed of 14 major
Philadelphia based employers and/or industries. These
employers have the experience and expertise to train their
employees and they are willing and well-prepared to provide
technical assistance to the PIC.

The Council members have made the following recommendations to
the Private Industry Council (PIC) regarding structural
changes ir the labor market:

u Due to the current job market trend focusing on multiple
skills PIC training providers should be encouraged to
train participants more generically and for a wider
variety of jobs. For example, the inclusion of a strong
math componert, either bookkeeping or accounting
principles, enhances the marketability of PIC graduates
in a variety of clerical occupations.

The major hiring characteristics for many entry level
positions include: computer literacy, excellent
communication skills (interpersonal and critical thinking
skills) and previous work experience. Therefore, a
component that focuses on interpersonal and critical
thinking skills gshould be added to all training programs.

BAC members advised us that internships, apprenticeships,
and/or OJT might be considered as substitutes for
previous work experience by many employers. They also
held the position that a centralized job development
strategy would be very effective in today’s economy .

BAC members think that PIC trainees can gain meaningful
work experience from the temporary positions which are
expected to materialize after the Family Leave Act
becomes effective in August, 1993 as an alternative to
internships and/or OJT.

BAC members have expressed interest in being involved in
the sequential training as PIC training providers and/or
consultants. They are also interested in the development
and implementation of a "train the trainers" program for
PIC subcontractors.

BAC members are interested in assisting us with post
assessment by administering the fourth tier of training
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for graduates from one or gseveral subcontractors who were
not successful in securing permanent jobs at the end of
training. In fact, BAC members as a group expressed an

interest in forming a consortium to conduct clerical
training.

A centralized Job Development Unit (one stop shopping for
employers) is a strong motivator for employer involvement
primarily because it would reduce recruitment and

training costs for employers as long as applicants are
well trained.

As a result of the PIC-business partnership, the PIC of
Philadelphia has begun to combine itg resources with member

companies of the Business Advisory Council. Together, we are
in the process of:

L] Establishing a centralized Job Development Unit (one-stop
shopping for employers) in partnership with the Business
RAivisory Council, County Assistance Office and Job
Service. We are in the process of renovating space to
accommodate a multi-faceted Job Development Center to
post-assess PIC graduates before placing them in
positions that lead to economic self-sufficiency.

Standardizing curricula to produce state of the art
training which will be consistent with the needs of
businesses, today and in the future.

Working with member companies of the Business Advisory
Council to implement state of the art training programs
in clerical and allied health occupations for 2IC
trainees who successfully completed at least one of the
programs in the sequential training process, but did not

gsecure employment at the end of training. 100% placement
is the ultimate goal.

In so doing, we will achieve multiple benefits; PIC graduates
will be prepared to meet the competitive personnel needs of
businesses and close the skills gap; we will be prepared to
support a local economic recovery; and we will be able to
assist our clients in achieving economic gelf-sufficiency.
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Iv. EDUCA' V.
PROGRAMS

The existing partnerships and working relationships to
leverage PIC funds and resources on behalf of PIC trainees

are:
Board of Directors:
- A progressive, proactive Chairman of the Board and an actively

involved, well-informed Board of Directors act as PIC
ambassadors and identify potential resources in the community.

Ac i 0rg;

County Assistance, Philadelphia School District, Philadelphia
Department of Commerce, Philadelphia Department of Recreation,
Employment Service, Greater Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce,
Office of Housing and Community Development, Mayor's
Commission on Literacy, Mayor's Commission on Aging, Mayor’'s
Commission on Homelessness, Philadelphia Housing Authority,
Philadelphia Industrial Development Corporation, Philadelphia
Citywide Development Corporation, Greater Philadelphia Urban
Affairs Coalition, United Way of Southeastern Pennsylvania,
and the Business Advisory Council.

n iversi
Community College of Philadelphia, Temple University, Lincoln

University, University of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania State

University, Drexel University, Beaver College and Pierce
Junior College.

Foundations:

William Penn Foundation, Pew Charitable Trust and the Beech
Corporation.

Union:

AFL/CIO, 1199C Hospital Workers Union, Glazier’s Union Local,
and the Philadelphia Federation of Teachers.

l 72-757 0 - 93 - 6 l 61
Qo .
39,




WEAT WORKS!

Apprenticeship models of training (theory and hands-on
experience) are the most effective methods of training
the harder-to-serve adult and youth populations and
generally, the most expensive. However, all program
designs should be comprehensive, holistic and capable of
removing social barriers to employment while cultivating
job specific skills that lead to permanent employment.

Based on the "Garbage In, Garbage Out" theory, an in-
depth or accurate assessment of the individual’s basic
gkills interest and aptitude is critical to the process

of matching the client with the most appropriate training
activity.

PICs should seek to enhance employer involvement in
programs, particularly in curriculum design, instruction
and the use of internships. Because employers are the
ultimate consumers of our products -- trained workers --

we must obtain their input for developing a product that
will be useful.

Programs which serve adult learners, such as those
involved in JTPA Title 1IIA, who have failed in
traditional education settings must incorporate non-
traditional learning techniques into their training
programs. Furthermore, programs should all |use
significant hands-on skills training and basic 1life
skills instruction.

Employment and training systems should be "seamless" --
there should be nc gaps in instruction or in timeliness.
Clients, once motivated to enter training, must be able
to get immediate attention and should not need to wait
for program openings and lose their encouragement.

To meet the ultimate goal of JTPA Title IIA, PICs must
understand that job develcopment is not an activity that
occurs at a client’s graduation. Job development must be
an integral part of the design of any program because it
must meet the needs of employers.
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VI. WEAT DORSN'T WORKI

n Quick fix solutions (short term training) do not produce
durable outcomes for the harder-to-serve clients.

L] Single focused programs Or stand alone activities do not
work and are not cost-effective.

12
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VII. ENSURING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PROGRAMS

The Philadelphia PIC ensures the effectiveness of its programs
in the following ways:

Through the competitive Reguest for Proposal (RFP)
process, proposers are guided in the design of
comprehensive training programs by making certain that
specific components are adequately addressed, e.g.
remediation, life skills, and job development. Proposals
that do not meet PIC guidelines are not accepted. '

Proposals are not only analyzed by the Operation’s staff,
but also pre-audited by the Finance Department to
ascertain the reasonablenesc of costs.

All training programs are reviewed by the PIC’s Program
Evaluation Committee (PEC), a subcommittee of the PIC's
Board of Directors, comprised of seven (7) members of the
human resources and/or staff development business
community. The PEC is responsible for the overall
evaluation, selection and funding recommendations of
programs to the PIC Board of Directors. Meeting monthly,
PEC assesses program designs and projected outcomes
against industry standards. It alsc reviews previous
performance and compares performance and costs to those
of other similar training subcontractors.

Contracts or legally bindinyg documents between the PIC
and its subcontractors are fair and equitable, with
terms, conditions and performance criteria clearly
defined and legally enforceable.

The external and internal monitoring process:

External: PIC staff visit training program sites on a
monthly basis interviewing both clients and program
gtaff. The program is also monitored according to the
terms and coiditions of the contract and the finance
department mcnitors spending and program expenses.

Internal: ‘e consistently monitor internal systems and
procedures to determine the operation’s effectiveness.
Measuring our performance and progress towards PIC goals
and objectives is closely monitored fiscally and
programmatically. :

13
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VIII.RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE THE EPFECTIVENESS OF
JTPA/ASSESSMENT OF JTPA AMENDMENTS

A number of our suggestions for improving JTPA were
reflected in the recently enacted Job Training Reform
Amendments of 1992. Examples are:

- We strongly agree with Congress and the
Administration that an in-depth assessment is the
key to delivering the individualized services that
will lead to success in training and on the job.

- We agree that linkages with education and welfare
organizations are necessary to diversify the

services we offer and to reach the population that
needs us most.

JTPA could be more effective if there were better
coordination among ALL federal agencies in terms of
regulations, definitions, income eligibility
requirements, MIS data. For example, a welfare (HHS)
recipient living in subsidized housing (HUD) who attends
PIC training (JTPA) is screened by three federally-funded
agencies and has three sets of paperwork, three sets of
files, documentation and reports. Work experience wages
received by the client while in a training program can
cause a reduction in welfare benefits and an increase in
rent.

While we strongly advocated for the passage of the
amendments to improve services across the board, we were
disappointed by some good policies that were changed and
others that were not addressed at all. Most significant
of those issues not addressed was the JTPA funding
formula. While we accept Congress’ challenge to work
with the most disadvantaged population, we were
frustrated to learn that funding would still be based
largely on unemployment figures and not on the
economically disadvantaged. Other policies which were
added under the amendments, such as more stxringent
targeting and certification rules, will create more
restrictions and paperwork while minimizing flexibility
at the local level.

14
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IX. RESPONSE TO MDRC EVALUATION OF JTPA

The Manpower Development Research Corporation (MDRC)
evaluation of the Job Training Partnership Act under Title IIA
had significant design flaws which have led to the publication
of results which absolutely can not be accepted as accurate
and can not be applied to the entire system with any degree of
accuracy. The most significant discrepancy in the study
involved the use of a random sample of cities; unfortunately
the sample was by no means random. In fact, cities had the
option to participate in the study and the largest city used -
had a population of only 200,000 individuals. It is well
known that large and small cities vary widely in their
approaches to training, program design and especially client
populations. All of these factors have an impact on the
results of any study on employment and training. .

In light of the new JTPA amendments and the age of the study,
it would be more fair to the system and its clients to perform
a truly random study once the PICs have had an oppurtunity to
implement the new changes to the JTPA system.

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

CONCLUSION

Overall, we strongly believe that JTPA has the chance to
succeed where no other government program, like Manpower OX
CETA, has even come close. So far, JTPA has the most
effective track record based on what the federal performance
standards have measured over the years. Mainly, that focus
has been on the number of people placed in jobs. our
experience shows that the private sector must be closely
linked to any successful employment and training initiative.
PICs and JTPA already have an established relationship with
the private sector which can be enhanced to yield greater
benefits to the system and the clients.
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JTPA Title IlA 78%, 3%
Program Year 1991
Statistical Information
Partici
Adults
Youths

Older Workers
TOTAL

Client Demographics

Client Racial Composition
Black

White

Hispanic

All Others

Male
Female

Client Characteristic

Lack Significant Work History

Receiving Public Assistance

High School Drop Outs

Client Reading Levels

Above 7th Grade
Below 7th Grade

Client Wagpes

PRIOR to JTPA  POST JTPA Percentage
Wage Rate (w/prior work history) $6.39 $7.08 10.8

Wage Rate (w/o prior work history) $0 $6.42 100

Welfare Payments $383.66 $38.91 (89.9)

Enroliment Costs

Average Cost Per Enroliment: $3,555.00
Aduit $4,400.00
Youth 2,910.00
Older Worker 1,805.00

Total Expended: $8,650,260.00
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PIC CLIENT FLOYY CriAsT

JOB
PLACEMENT

JOB SPECIFIC SKILLS

e Occupational Skills
* * Basic Skills

» Life Skills

» Job Readiness

» Counseling

FEEDER PROGRAMS

* Basic Skills
¢ Life Skills
 Job Readiness NON - PIC

e Career Exploration > P; gggig’ s
» Counseling

TRAINING-READINESS PROGRAM
» L ife/Coping Skills
e Intro. to Basic Skills

CASE MANAGEMENT

CLIENT ASSESSMENT
* Interest
» Aptitude
» Reading & Math

COMMUNITY SERVICES

e Literacy (PREP)

» Housing

e Substance Abuse &
Domestic Violence
Prevention

BESTCERY AVAILABLE 169
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Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Ms. Irving. I appreciate it. Next, we
are going to hear from Jon Gerson.

STATEMENT OF JON A. GERSON, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD

Mr. GERsON. I am honored to have been invited to appear before
your subcommittee today. I hope that my briei remarks will assist
you in your examination of the effectiveness of the JTPA and our
Nation’s PIC’s and employment and training initiatives in general.

Obviously, when it comes to creating a community, and even a
Nation, that is economically competitive, the most important thing
that we have to do is to have an economy in which everyone gets
to participate and be their full height. That is why effective em-
ployment and training programs are so important.

Immediately upon assuming office, the current county executive
of Montgomery County made employment and training a priority
for his administration and insisted that several changes to the net-
work take place. I would like to briefly present some information
on why this decision was made and what Montgomery County is
attempting to achieve by revamping the way it designs, operates,
and evaluates its job training endeavors.

By way of background, Job Training Partnership Act programs,
until recently, were administered by our local community college.
Our private industry council acted in an advisory capacity and pro-
vided basic oversight of these endeavors, but did not have any legal
authority over their operations.

In 1991, the Montgomery County Private Industry Council incor-
porated as a nonprofit entity and became the official grant recipi-
ent and administrator of all Federal and State mandated employ-
ment and training programs. This important move was coupled
with a transfer of oversight responsibility on the part of the county
government from our department of family resources, which has a
social service orientation, to the office of economic development,
which I direct, which is oriented toward the needs of business. Qur
feeling is that matching people with jobs is a business issue, not
a social service issue.

In reviewing why Montgomery County government has made a
concerted effort to embark on a new direction for its job training
system, several factors come to mind:

The first is that the county government recognized that its most
valuable asset was its highly educated and skilled work force. In
fact, we put together our strategic plan for economic development
around enhancing our labor force.

Montgomery County, MD, is becoming much more diverse. We
now have more homeless, more speakers of English as a second
language, and immigrants, than ever before.

Our county’s economy—and certain key industries, such as bank-
ing, retail, construction, and real estate—are not going to operate
as they have in the past. While they were the key drivers of our
economy in the past decade, it is clear that the Federal laboratories
in our community, like NIH and FDA, along with the high-tech in-
dustries which support them, are the ones that are going to create
jobs for all sectors in the future.
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The training needs of our local companies are becoming much
more complex as emerging forms of technclogy enter the workplace
on a daily basis.

Government, having declining resources, is being forced to de-
velop cost-saving measures. If the recession has offered us any op-
portunity, it is an opportunity to refocus and to reprioritize so we
can figure out how to be more efficient and emerge from the cur-
rent recession in an even more competitive manner. Indeed, we are
learning how to do more with less.

You are aware that the changes I have described are not unique
te Montgomery County, and can be found in your own districts and
throughout thz Nation. The decision to redirect employment and
training systems is taking place throughout the country.

Let me point out, however, that wﬁile the Montgomery County
PIC is responsible for taking our employment and training system
in a new direction, they are not doing it alone. We are ensurin
that the PIC has a close working relationship with not only the of-
fice of economic development, but with other county entities such
as our health, social service, school system, and housing endeavors.

The organization is also building a quality partnership with our
local business community. We consider the direction to be a three-
way 1rz)artnership in terms of a public, private, and nonprofit part-
nership.

To be candid, we really didn’t have a choice or any alternatives
in making the alterations I have described. We recognize that
change is imminent, and, unless we respond to our changing envi-
ronment, we are going to lose our competitive edge.

Do JTPA programs have the ability to adjust to external factors?
More importantly, do they have the capacity to facilitate the kind
of change which may be needed in the Nation’s employment and
training system? If not, alterations in the law may be necessary.

Montgomery County is mandating its private industry council,
which as I said, is the official administrator of all our job training
programs, to embark on two important functions:

First, make employment and training initiatives more responsive
to the needs of local employers; and second, act as the central hub
for all job training efforts in the county.

The private industry council has been directed to make job place-
ment the key ingredient in administering Federal and State man-
dated job training initiatives. This is based on the realization that
unless we produce people with the right skills for the jobs in our
community, we are really wasting our time, This is also easier said
than done and dictates a new way of doing business.

The PIC’s and the JTPA programs need to be more responsive
to the employers’ needs an(f respond to the ultimate goal of job
placement.

Labor market, demographic, and economic trends have to be ana-
lyzed and projected. It doesn’t make any sense in our community
to teach people bricklaying when we project less construction activ-
ity in the future. Meanwhile, nearly a third of our high-tech indus-
tries are telling us that they can’t find entry level people to put
things in place or to deal with test tubes.

The needs of the employers have to be communicated and unmet
needs must be identified. %‘here’s a disconnect.
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Finally, there must be a matching vehicle to allow employers and
job seekers to connect. In Montgomery County’s case, we are talk-
ing about a centralized clearinghouse—a one-stop shop that is user
friendly to both the small employer who, as you know, is the one
who is producing most of the jobs, when he is seeking a worker,
as well as for the job seeker.

All of this implies a closer working relationship with the business
community, a partnership which, in Montgomery County’s case,
has been facilitated by local government. .

We have alsc directed our private industry council to be the voice
of the entire local employment and training system and to coordi-
nate job training programs, whether they are funded through JTPA
or not. We have insisted that all JTPA training activities be coordi-
nated with the ancillary services which are needed to assist the cli-
ents it serves.

In addition to providing support for the administration of JTPA
programs, Montgomery County appropriates an additional $3 mil-
lion annually for 16 distinct employment and training programs.
Many of these operate out of multiple geographic sites and through
several nonprofit organizations and other institutions, such as our
school system.

At one point, we counted up t¢ 65 different places with fiscal ties
to the county government where a citizen could go to receive job
training assistance or other services. This disjointed system, or
lack of a system, has caused considerable frustration on our part
as well as that of participants and employers. If you were a Jewish
refugee from Russia, you went to one place. If you were a woman
re-entering the marketplace, you went to another. It wasn’t work-
ing.

To ensure the county is getting the most from its resources, we
have asked our PIC to build an employment and training system
which has a common mission among all the parts operating in it,
which sets annual performance standards, and coordinates plan-
ning, intake, and placement efforts. What we are attempting to do
is to maximize those resources and climinate any duplication.

We feel this is critical to the effective functioning of job training
programs and suggest that you examine the possibility of giving
PIC’s across the country, through their JTPA allocations, the fiscal
resources necessary to develop this type of coordinated approach.
While an important one, JTPA programs really are only one piece
of a larger job training picture, and job training is only one aspect
of what people need.

We have found that the county government is at its best when
it invests in catalytic endeavors—in this particular case, PIC is our
catalyst—and provides the resources for others to accomplish a
broad goal rather than attempting to controi hundreds of individual
pieces.

We would urge you to consider this coordinated approach to em-
ployment and training as you examine current JTPA legislation.

I appreciate the opportunity to share Montgomery County’s expe-
rience with you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gerson follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF:
Jon A. Gerson
Director
Office of Economic Development
Montgonery Ceunty, Maryland
BEFORE::
U.S. House of Representatives
Government Operations Committee

Employment, Housing and Aviation Subcommittee
Chair: Representative Collin C. Peterson

April 29, 1993

1 AM HONOREO TO HAVE BEEN INVITEO TO APPEAR TODAY BEFORE THE
EMPLOYMENT, HOUSING ANO AVIATION SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE GOVERNMENT
OPERATIONS JOMMITTEE. 1 HOPE MY BRIEF REMARKS WILL ASSIST YOU IN YOUR
EXAMINATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT, OUR
NATION‘S PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCILS AND EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
INITIATIVES IN GENERAL.

IMMEDIATELY UPON ASSUMING OFFICE, THE CURRENT EXECUTIVE OF
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND, MADE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING A PRIORITY FOR
HIS ADMINISTRATION AND INSISTED THAT SEVERAL CHANGES TO OUR JOB TRAINING
NETWORK TAKE PLACE. 1 WOULD LIKE TO PRESENT SOME INFORMATION ON WHY THIS
DECISION WAS MADE, AND WHAT MONTGOMERY COUNTY IS ATTEMPTING TO ACHIEVE BY
REVAMPING THE WAY IN WHICH IT DESIGNS, OPERATES AND EVALUATES ITS JOB
TRAINING ENOEAVORS.
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BY WAY OF BACKGROUND, JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT PROGRAMS -- UNTIL
RECENTLY -- WERE ADMINISTERED BY OUR LUCAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE. OUR
PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL ACTED IN AN ADVISORY CAPACITY AND PROVIDED BASIC

OVERSIGHT OF THESE ENDEAVORS, BUT HAD NO LEGAL AUTHQRITY OVER THEIR
OPERATIONS.

IN 1991, THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL INCORPORATED
AS A NONPROFIT ENTITY AND BECAME THE OFFICIAL GRANT RECIPIENT AND
ADMINISTRATOR OF ALL FEDERAL AND STATE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS.
THIS IMPORTANT MOVE WAS COUPLED WITH A TRANSFER OF OVERSIGHT
RESPONSIBILITY ON THE PART Of THE COUNTY GOVERNMENT FROM OUR DEPARTMENT
OF FAMILY RESOURCES, WHICH HAS A SOCIAL SERVICE ORIENTATION, TO THE

OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, WHICH IS ORIENTED TOWARD THE NEEDS Of
BUSINESS.

IN REVIEWING WHY MONTGOMERY COUNTY GOVERNMENT HAS MADE A CONCERTED
EFFORT TO EMBARK UPON A NEW DIRECTION FOR ITS JOB TRAINING SYSTEM,
SEVERAL FACTORS COME TO MIND:

1. THE COUNTY GOVERNMENT RECOGNIZED THAT ITS MOST VALUABLE ASSET
IS ITS HIGHLY EDUCATED AND SKIiLkJ WORKFORCE, AND HAS
FORMULATED ITS LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC PLAN FOR ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT AROUND ENHANCING OUR LABOR FORCE.

2. THE COUNTY’S LABOR FORCE HAS BECOME MORE DIVERSE, AND WE NOW
HAVE MORE HOMELESS, ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE STUDENTS AMD
IMMIGRANTS THAN EVER BEFORE.

174
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THE COUNTY'S ECONOMY -- AND CERTAIN KEY INDUSTRIES SUCH AS
BANKING, RETAIL, CONSTRUCTION AND REAL ESTATE -- WILL MOST
LIKELY NOT OPERATE AS THEY HAVE TN Tut PAST.

THE TRAINING NEEDS OF OUR LOCAL COMPANIES ARE BECOMING MORE
COMPLEX, AS EMERGING FORMS OF TECHNOLOGY ENTER THE WORKPLACE
ON A DAILY BASIS.

GOVERNMENT, DUE TO DECLINING RESOURCES, IS BEING FORCED 10
DEVELOP COST SAVING MEASURES.

AS YOU CAN SEE, THE CHANGES I HAVE DESTRIBED ARE NOT UNIQUE TO OUR
COMMUNITY AND CAN BE FOUND THROUGHOUT THE COUXTRY. THEY ARE ALSO MAKING
THE DECISION TO REDIRECT OUR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SYSTEM AN ESSENTIAL

FUNCTION OF THE ACTIVITIES OF OUR PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL IN THE YEARS
AHEAD.

LET ME POINT OUT, HOWEVER, THAT WHILE THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY PIC IS
RESPONSIBLE FOR TAKING OUR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SYSTEM IN A NEW
DIRECTION, THEY ARE NOT DOING THIS ALONE! WE ARE ENSURING THE PIC HAS A
CLOSE WORKING RELATIONSHIP NOT ONLY WITH THE OFFICE OF ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT, BUT ALSO WITH OTHER COUNTY ENTITIES INVOLVED WITH HEALTH,

SOCIAL SERVICE, EDUCATION AND LOW-INCOME HOUSING ENDEAVORS. THE
ORGANIZATION IS ALSO BUILDING A QUALITY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE LOCAL
cictegge commn[TY,  WE CONSIDER OUR NEW DIRECTION TO BE ONE OF A
THREE-WAY PARTNERSHIP -- A PUBLIC, PRIVATE, NONPROFIT PARTNERSHIP.
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WE REALLY DIDN’T HAVE A CHOICE, OR ANY ALTERNATIVES, IN MAKING THE
ALTERATIONS I HAVE DESCRIBED. MONTGOMERY COUNTY REALIZES THAT CHANGE IS
IMMINENT, AND UNLESS WE RESPOND TO OUR CHANGING ENVIRONMENT, WE WILL BE
LEFT BEHIND. ANY SYSTEM -- BE IT JTPA OR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING OR
EDUCATION -- MUST TAKE THIS INTO SERIOUS CONSIDERATION.

DO JTPA PROGRAMS HAVE THE ABILITY TO ADJUST TO EXTERNAL CHANGES?
MORE IMPORTANTLY, DO THEY HAVE THE CAPACITY TO FACILITATE THE KIND OF d
CHANGE WHICH MAY BE NEEDED IN THE NATION’'S EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
SYSTEM? IF NOT, ALTERATIONS TO THE LAW MAY BE NECESSARY.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY IS MANDATING ITS PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL, WHICH
IS THE OFFICIAL ADMINISTRATOR OF OUR JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS, TO EMBARK ON
TWO IMPORTANT FUNCTIONS:

1) MAKE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING INITIATIVES MORE RESPONSIVE TO
THE NEEDS OF LOCAL EMPLOYERS; and

2) ACT AS THE CENTRAL HUB FOR ALL JOB TRAINING EFFORTS IN THE
COUNTY.

THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL HAS BEEN DIRECTED TO
MAKE JOB PLACEMENT THE KEY INGREDIENT IN ADMINISTERING FEDERAL AND STATE
MANDATED JOB TRAINING INITIATIVES. THIS IS BASED ON THE REALIZATION THAT
UNLESS WE PRODUCE PEOPLE WITH THE RIGHT SKILLS FOR THE JOBS WHICH ARE
AVAILABLE IN OUR COMMUNITY, WE ARE WASTING OUR TIME. THIS IS ALSO EASICR .
SAID THAN DONE AND DICTATES A NEW WAY OF DOING BUSINESS.
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IN ORDER FOR PICs AND JTPA PROGRAMS TO BE MORE RESPONSIVE TO
'EMPLOYER NEEDS AND RESPOND TO THE ULTIMATE GOAL OF JOB PLACEMENT, WE HAVE
FOUND THE FOLLOWING MUST BE ACCOMPLISHED:

*  LABOR MARKET, DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC TRENDS MUST BE ANAYLYZED
AND PROJECTED.

- *  THE NEEDS OF EMPLOYERS MUST BE COMMUNICATED, AND URMET
MARKETPLACE NEEDS IDENTIFIED.

*  PROGRAMS MUST BE DESIGNED IN RESPONSE TO THE NEEDS OF THE FUTURE.

*  AND FINALLY, THERE MUST BE A MATCHING VEHICLE TO ALLOW EMPLOYERS
AND JOB SEEKERS TO CONNECT. IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY’S CASE, WE ARE
TALKING ABOUT A CENTRALIZED CLEARINGHOUSE.

ALL OF THESE IMPLY A CLOSER WORKING RELATIONSHIP WITH THE BUSINESS
COMMUNITY, A RELATIONSHIP WHICH IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY’S CASE HAS BEEN
FACILITATED BY THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY GOVERNMENT HAS ALSO DIRECTED ITS PRIVATE INDUSTRY
COUNCIL TO BE THE VOICE OF OUR ENTIRE LOCAL EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
SYSTEM AND TO COORDINATE JOB TRAINING ACTIVITIES WHETHER THEY ARE FUNDED
SPOUCH LY NTTTLEMENTS OR NOT.  WE HAVE ALSO INSISTED THAT JOB
TRAINING ACTIVITIES BE COORDINATED WITH THE ANCILLARY SERVICES WHICH ARE
v NEEDED TO ASSIST THE CLIENTS WE ARS TO SERVE.
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IN ADDITION TO PROVIDING SUPPORT FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF JTPA
PROGRAMS, THE COUNTY APPROPRIATES $3 MILLION ANNUALLY FOR 16 DISTINCT
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS. MANY OF THESE OPERATE OUT OF MULTIPLE
GEOGRAPHIC SITES AND THROUGH SEVERAL NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS AND OTHER
INSTITUTIONS SUCH AS OUR PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM. AT ONE POINT, WE COUNTED
UP TO 65 PLACES, WITH FISCAL TIES TO THE COUNTY GOVERNMENT, WHERE A
CITIZEN COULD GO TO RECEIVE JOB TRAINING ASSISTANCE AND ANCILLARY SOCIAL
SERVICES. THIS DISJOINTED SYSTEM -- OR LACK OF A SYSTEM -- HAS CAUSED '
CONSIDERABLE FRUSTRATION AND CONFUSION ON THE PART OF BOTH PROGRAM
PARTICIPANTS AND EMPLOYERS.

TO ENSURE THE COUNTY IS GETTING THE MOST OF ITS PRECIOUS RESOURCES,
WE INSTRUCTED OUR PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL TO BUILD AN EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING SYSTEM WHICH HAS A COMMON MISSION AMONG THE PROGRAMS OPERATING
WITHIN IT . . . WHICH SETS ANNUAL PERFORMANCE STANDARDS . . . WHICH
COORDINATES PLANNING, INTAXE AND PLACEMENT EFFORTS. WHAT WE'RE
ATTEMPTING TO ACHIEVE IS THE BEST USE OF SCARCE RESOURCES BY ELIMINATING
ANY DUPLICATION WHICH MAY EXIST.

WE FEEL THIS IS CRITICAL TO THE EFFECTIVE FUNCTIONING OF OUR JOB
TRAINING PROGRAMS, AND SUGGEST YOU EXAMINE THE POSSIBILITY OF GIVING PICs
ACROSS THE COUNTRY -- THROUGH THEIR JTPA ENTITLEMENTS -- THE FISCAL
RESOURCES NECESSARY TO DEVELOP THIS TYPE OF COORDINATED APPROACH. WHILE
AM IMPORTANT ONE, JTPA PROGRAMS ARE ONLY ONE PIECE OF THE JOB TRAINING

PICTURE. AND JOB TRAINING IS ONLY ONE ASPECT OF WHAT SOME OF OUR
CITIZENS NEED. .
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WE HAVE FOUND THAT GOVERNMENT IS AT ITS BEST WHEN IT INVESTS IN
CATALYTIC ENDEAYORS -- IN THIS PARTICULAR CASE PIC IS OUR CATALYST -- AND
PROVIDES THE RESOURCES FOR OTHERS TO ACCOMPLISH A BROAD GOAL RATHER THAN
ATTEMPTING TO CONTROL HUNDREDS OF INDIVIDUAL PIECES. I URGE YOU TO
CONSIDER THIS COORDINATED APPROACH TO EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING AS YOU
EXAMINE CURRENT JTPA LEGISLATION.

THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO SHARE MONTGOMERY COUNTY'S
EXPERIENCE WITH YOU.
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Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Gerson. Mr. Zeller.

STATEMENT OF JOHN ZELLER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MONT-
GOMERY COUNTY PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL, MONTGOM-
ERY COUNTY, MD

Mr. ZELLER. Thank you. I am the executive director of the Pri-
vate Industry Council of Montgomery County. I thank the Chair for
the invitation to provide testimony t,odzgg My comments should be
seen in concert with my colleague, Jon Gerson, who has given some
of the basis for the recent changes within the county as well as
where we are heading.

As he has said, our county advocates a strong work force develop-
ment system that is explicitly linked to business and economic life.
My testimony focuses on the implementation of this at an oper-
ational level.

All of us have talked about the delivery of JTPA programs. The
question of what works and what does not is dangerously simplis-
tic.

Of course, when a service delivery area is able to piece together
that constantly shifting, magical combination of a motivated client
who needs the services that you provide, a competent service pro-
vider that pulls together the skills training with appropriate
preemployment and life skills training and possibly- contexiual re-
mediation, and then have these services initially driven by a local
employer who has a need for workers and has articulated it, then
you have a successful progr=m. I posit that this is the model of a
successful, comprehensive program. Absent one of these elements,
the risk of failure increases.

The reality of the JTPA system as it has operated over the last
number of years is that we work with many more people than can
be served, all of whom qualify as eligible because of their inability
to financially sustain themselves without relying on a variety of
governmental assistance programs.

JTPA is serving people who have not been served well by other
institutions. For people with a solid work hist,ogy, job readiness
trainin%l may be sufficient to attain employment. But for most eco-
nomically disadvantaged clients with additional barriers to employ-
ment, skills training i3 essential. This skills training should always
be combined with employability and work maturity training. Basic
education as well as English as a second language should also be
provided at the same time, according to need.

Our private industry council consciously strives to serve its popu-
lation in an equitable fashion. In the middle of this current pro-

am t‘year, we have served approximately 1,900 people so far.

ixty-four percent are female; half of our population is African
American; 14 percent Hispanic; and the remaining 11 percent
Asian. These numbers reflect the growing diversity of our county,
particularly the trend of the increase of our immigrant population.

The amendments that have recently been passed do address
some of the areas of concern that have come to light over the last
number of years. As a national system, I think that this is good.
Unfortunately, it tends to put unnecessary restrictions on jurisdic-
tions—and I include the State of Maryland—that have been doing
a fair and honest job.
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As an individual responsible for operations at the local level, I
believe that the amendments have oriented us in much more of a
process system—assessment and referral—as opposed to outcome
oriented.

The amendments place much more emphasis on serving “at risk
youth,” the “hard to serve,” and “adults most in need,” legislating
the proportion of such target groups to be served. The objective as-
sessment process mandated by the amendments would help to en-
sure that candidates are properly assessed before referring them to
employment and training programs.

The requirement that such assessments trigger the enrollment of
apflicants into our MIS system and the development of an individ-
ual service strategy for even those referred to other organizations
for services, I believe, places a greater staff burden on the PIC and
shifts resources away from clients determined appropriate for
JTPA. services.

Generally, this emphasis on process translates into more paper-
work for our staff to cope with and fewer dollars—precious gol?ars
at that—spent on actual training and client programs. I fear that
fewer people will be served because we are serving more paper.

Additionally, due to procurement procedures that w1fl) ge insti-
tuted, “off-the-shelf” programs will predominate and smaller, non-
profit and community based. organizations_will have a.more dif-
ficult time participating as service providers. This would be unfor-
tunate because it is entities such as these who tend to be the most
flexible and responsive to changing labor market and social reali-
ties, and these are th2 kinds of services that we believe need to be
procured.

Mainly, 1 fear that the amendments may set up the JTPA and
the PIC system for failure because they draw resources away from
direct training and support services. In discussions with my col-
leagues, there is a sense of apprehension that the language of the
legislation and regulations is framed in terms of the ideal and in
terms of the comprehensive. The reality is that much is being
asked with insufficient resource and authority.

I do not disagree with the goal of objective assessment and refer-
ral, but I think we do not have the funds to be as all-encompassing
as expected. I do not disagree with the goal of integration of serv-
ices and coordination of programs, but I think that we, as a system,
are being asked to shoulder responsibility and yet there are no
mandates or incentives for other agencies and ciher programs to
actively participate in such coordination.

JTPA would benefit from more defined and realistic goals, dif-
ferentiation between what are and who provides short-term and
long-term interventions, and better articulation among the ena-
blin§ legislation and regulations of similar programs at the Federal
level.

In general, I agree with my colleagues that PIC’s should avoid
isolated job placement (s)rograms for at-risk youth and focus on the

occupational skills model, combining skills training, academic re-
mediation, and employabiiity skills development.

Make no mistake about it—a program such as JTPA is needed,
and successfal models ought to be adapted to local conditions. It is
needed to provide a second chance for a large segment of our popu-
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lation so they can participate in the economic life of our county, our
State, our country.

It is also needed by employers who require a system of worker
training that is flexible to their constantly changing demands. A
w}?lic/private partnership, as utilized by JTPA, is also needed.

ether you call it a private industry council, a work force invest-
ment board, or a labor market board, it is critical to institutionalize
and empower such a 1partnership to rationally and effectively plan
how an area spends all of its resources.

I thank you for the opportunity of testifying today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Zeller follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF:

John Zeller
Executive Director
Montgomery County Private industry Council, Inc.
Montgomery County, Maryland

BEFORE:

U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Government Operations
Subcommittee on Employment, Housing and Aviation
REGARDING:

Effectiveness of JTPA Title A in Meeting
the Training Needs of Disadvantaged Adults and Youth

My name is John Zeller and 1 am the Executive Director of the Montgomery

County, Maryland Private industry Council. Our Private Industry Council is an non-
profit corporction that took over the Grant Recipient and Administrative Entity status
of JTPA as of July 1, 1882, | thank the Chair for the invitation to address the
subcommittee on the issue of JTPA.

My testimony should be viewed in concert with that of my colleague, Jon
Gerson. As Director of the Office of Economic Development, Jon has spoken of the
basis for the recent changes in our County, why it occurred, and where we are in the

process of heading.  Montgomery County strongly advocates a workforce
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development system that is explicitly linked to its business and economic life. My
testimony focuses on the implementation of these efforts, within that larger context.
The question of what works and what does not can be dangerously simplistic.

Of course when a service delivery area is able to piece together that constantly

shifting magical combination of a motivated client who needs the services you best

provide, 8 competent service provider that pulls together skilis training with
appropriate pre-employment/life skills training and possibly contextual remediation,
and have these services initially driven by a local employer who has a need for
workers and has articulated that need to you, then you have a successful program.

I posit that this is the model of a successful, comprehensive program. Absent one of

these elements, the risk of failure increases.

The reality ef the JTPA system is that we work with many more people than
can be served; all of whom qualify as eligible because of therr inability to financially
sustain themselves without relying on a variety of governmaent assistance programs.
JTPA is serving people who have not been well served by other institutions. Within
that universe there is a variety of levels of need and urgency. For people with a solid
work history, job readiness training may be sufficient to attain employment. But for
most economically disadvantaged clients with additional barriers to employment, skills
training is essential. This skils training should always be combined with
employability/work maturity training. Basic education as well as ESL should also be
provided at the same time, according to need.

Our Private Industry Council consciously strives to serve in an equitable fashion
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those segments of the population that have demonstrated need. in the middte of this
current program year in all titles we have served so far approximately 1900 people of
whom 64% are female. Half of our population is African American, 26% Caucasian,
14% is Hispanic and the remaining 11% is Asian. These numbers reflect the growing
diversity of Montgomery County, particularly with the significant recent increase in
our immigrant population. Qur cost per participant averages $1,200.00. in addition
to the performance standards of JTPA, our PIC is interested in how we have helped
the community by linking businesses with jobs to people in need of them, career
ladders, and longevity of employment.

The JTPA Amendments do address some of the areas of concern that have
come to light over the past number of years. As a national system, | believe that is
good. Unfortunately it tends to put unnecessary restrictions on jurisdictions -- and |
include the State of Maryland --that have been doing a fair and honest job. As an
individual responsible for operations at the local level, | believe that the amendments
have oriented us in much more of an assessment and referral process system as
opposed to an outcome oriented system.

The JTPA amendments put more emphasis on serving "at risk youth” and “hard
to serve™ or "most in need” adults, legislating the proportion of such targets groups
t) be served. This directs the expenditura of JTPA funds to the most needy clients.
The objective assessment process also mandated by the amendments ensures that
candidates are properly assessed before referring them to an employment and training

program. The requirement that such assessments trigger the enroliment of applicants
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into the PIC's management information system, and the development of an Individual
Service Strategy for even those referred to another organization for services, piaces
a great staff resource burden on PIC's and shifts resources away from clients
determined appropriate for JTPA services. Althoughthe objective assessment procass
does take JTPA closer to the one stop shopping. | believe that proper tracking of ail
applicants assessed by this process should be done without formalls enrolling clients
into the MIS system.

Generally this emphasis on process translates into more paperwork for staff to
cope with and fewer dollars, precious dollars at that, spent on actual training and
client programs. | fear that fewer peopie will be se7ved because we are serving more
paper.

Additionally, due to the procurement procedures that will be instituted, "off-the-
shelf* programs will pre-dominate and, smaller non-prcfit and community based
organizations will have a more difficult time participating as service proviaers. This
would be unfortunate because it is entities such as these who tend to be the most
flexible and responsive to changing labor market and social realities. And these are
the kinds of services that need to be procured.

Mainly | fear that the Amendments may set up the JTPA and PIC system for
faiture because they draw resources away from direct training and support serv.ces.
in discussion with my colleagues, there is a sense of apprehension that the language
of the legisiation and regulations is framed in terms of the ideal and in terms of the

comprehensive. The reality is that much is being asked with insutficient resource and
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authority. ! do not disagree with the goal of objective assessment and referral, but
| think we do not have the funds to be as all-encompassing as is expected. | do not
disagree with the goal of integration of services and coordination of programs, but |
think that we have been asked to shoutder responsibility and yet there are no
mandates or incentives for other agencies and programs to actively participate in such
coordination.

Evaluation studies, such as the report of the inspector General on JTPA, have
generated a fair amount of criticism. | am torn between being defensive over having
the shortcomings of the system pointed out {such as drop-out rates, low wage jobs,
poor grade-leve! gains} and being in agreement of the criticism. | believe we have built
in an inherer.t dichotomy between the hopes and expectations of working with people
who have muitiple barriers and gre hard to serve, and yet working within 8 JTPA
system that is structured and evaluated as a short-term program. JTPA wauld benefit
from more defined and realistic goals, differentiation between what are and who
provides short-term and lofig-tarm interventions, and better articulation aming the
enabling legistation and regulations of simitar programs at the federal level.

Evatuation studies do not show that JTPA does not work; it shows that there
is emplrical evidence that certain program designs are ma s successful than others.
The practical conclusion for PICs is not that JTPA. cannot produce unsubsidized job

'placoments and significant job retention, but that those models which have succeeded

for similar target groups ought to be adopted. The Nationat Research Council’s Youth

Employment and Training: The YEDPA Years, concludes that occupational skills

.5.
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programs targeted to out of school dropouts “resulted in bott. employment and
earnings gains, reduced the use of welfare and unemployment insurance, and
decreased criminal activity™. There was no evidence presented in that report which
shows the residential component to be essential to the above successful outcomes.
Job placement programs for youth have produced only short term increases in the
rates of employment and earnings. PICs should avoid isolated job placement programs
for at-risk youth and focus on the occupational skills model, combining skilis training,
academic remediation, and employability skills development.

Make no mistake about it. A program such as JTPA is needed and successful
models ought to be adapted to local conditions. It is needed to provide 8 second
chance to a large segment of our population so they can participate in the economic
life of our county, state and country. It is also needed by employers who require a
system of worker training that is flexible to their constantly changing demands. A
public/private partnership, as utilized by JTPA, is also needed. Whether one calls
them private industry councils, workforce investment boards or fabor market boards,
it is critical to institutionalize and empower such  partnership to rationally and

effectively plan for how an area spends its resources.

1 thank the Chair and the subcommittee for the honor of the invitation 0 speak

before you today.
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Mr. PETERSON. Thank you all. This discussion we had earlier
about what information is available, I assume 81l of you have this
information available that they claim is not available some places.
You are not part of the problem there, are you? You can tell, at an
g]iven time, how much you have invested in certain people and all
that statistical information?

Mr. ZELLER. I would say in general that we have systems that,
after a period of time—not necessarily easily—can identify the
amount of resources that are invested in an inc{ividual, and we can
come up with different characteristics like that.

Mr. PETERSON. Did you all develop your own software to do this,
or how did you accomplish it?

Ms. IRVING. It has evolved over the years. We use what we call
a participant activity tracking system. That way, we can track all
case management activities and counseling as well.

As I mentioned earlier, we use competency based instruction and
we pay according to competencies. We like performance-based con-
tracts, even though I know they are going, but we still use work
activity plans. We really want to know how the client is progress-
ing and we monitor it through computerized systems.
mr. PETERSON. Did you develop these computer programs your-
self?

Ms. IRVING. Yes, we did.

Mr. PETERSON. Did you?

Mr. STRUEVER. Yes. Our biggest issue, when you talk about infor-
mation systems, as we have struggled through the management in-
formation systems software issues, has been where we are trying
to integrate with different programs and agencies.

I think Pat’s example is a good one, with a welfare employment
program, where people are in public housing and can’t take a job
without paying more rent. That has been a Eig challenge for all of
us, because everybody speaks different languages, has different
definitions, different rules that they have to follow. I think by and
large, we have made a lot of progress with that.

ne of the problems that we have had, as an example, is with
tracking people through schools and then out of schools, getting in-
formation out of school systems, so that the job training system can
have what they have in terms of confidentiality, in terms of being
able to use Social Security numbers.

It is a pretty simple system through the unemployment insur-
ance to be able to track after people are placed, which us
businessfolk on the PIC are very interested in. That’s the bottom
line. Do they get a job? Do they stay in the job? Are they able to
earn a family wage?

One of the thing we are driving to is to get some better systems
to get beyond the kind of stuff that the IG's office was talking
ahout and to get the things that we think are really important.

Mr. PETERSON. B-.¢ specifically, did you develop your own soft-
ware, t0o?

Mr. STRUEVER. The city of Baltimore, yes.

Mr. ZELLER. Our management information system basically is
something that has been developed by the State of Maryland that
we feed into.

Mr. PETERSON. The whole State has it?
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Mr. ZELLER. Correct. The local financial accounting, however, has
been left up to our jurisdiction. So particularly when we became a
corporate entity, we developed our own software for financial track-
ing. It would be better to have an integrated system in terms of
the finances and MIS, but that is, I think, beyond the resources
and the capability that we have.

Mr. PETERSON. You were talking about the—at some point I was
not tracking it totally—about intervening at the eighth-grade level
or something. How are you doing that? Are you in the school sys-
tem?

Mr. STRUEVER. Yes. We have an active partnership with the city
schools. It's a statewide program, Maryland's tomorrow, but it’s a
locally managed and designed program in each jurisdiction with
each %IC/SDA, and so we have a team with the schools, with school
department employees, funded in part through JTPA funds that
pick up kids coming into high school in ninth grade and then run
year-around in-school and out-of-school programs.

Mr. PETERSON. Why do you have to tell the school? Shouldn’t
they know that they should teach these kids how to read? Why do
youd;\ave to go in and tell them that they have to learn how to
read?

Mr. STRUEVER. Certainly a big part of it is trying to figure out
vierie, ways—where traditional schooling is not working for these
kids and they are on their way to dropping out—how we can inter-
vene with some kind of nontraditional approaches to academics.

Mr. PETERSON. What happened here? You guys were all together
and you found out this was a problem and so you sent into the
school system and said, “Hey, these kids can’t read and this is wh’y
they can’t get jobs and why they are getting into all this trouble’?

Mr. STRUEVER. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON. So you developed, with the schools, some kind of
way to try to get at this? Is that what happened?

Mr. STRUEVER. The original motivation came out of one, employ-
ers were saying, “The jobs are available”—this was back when
things were booming a little bit better in the mid-1980’s—and the
applicants did not have the skills, so that the PIC was getting frus-
trated in that they could not place people because they were not
adequately educated.

Therefore, we were getting involved with the schools. We had the
commonwealth program that was based after the Boston compact,
which was a series of graduation incentives. We were finding that
the kids, when they graduated, either did not have the skills or,
two, they were not graduating at all.

Hence, there was a lot of pressure to get in with the school sys-
tems and get serious about keeping these kids from dropping out
and making sure they had adequate skills.

Mr. PETERSON. What did the schools say about this?

Mr. STRUEVER. The partnership has been a positive one,
because—

Mr. PETERSON. I understand. But when you went to them and
said—I mean, weren't they working on this, or didn’t they care?

Mr. STRUEVER. To some extent the schools have welcomed the
help, because a lot of the problems go beyond what a traditional
school can do. Summer is a big part of the problem for these kids.
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Middle-class kids that go to summer camp and have strong fami-
lies behind them over the summers, they don’t learn as fast as they
do during the school year; but kids from city schools without fami-
lies, without strong neighborhoods beyond them, lose everything
they learned during the school year, and that is out of the scope
of what schools can do.

Mr. PETERSON. Why is that out of the scope? They could have
year-round school, They could go to school from 8:00 to 5:00. Why
is that beyond their scope?

Mr. STRUEVER. Part of it is money and part of it is—those are
all very fair questions to ask.

Mr. PETERSON. They say that it will take iess money if you oper-
ate year round. In Minnesota, the legislature this year just put a
proposal on the table to go to a 12-month school year and extend
the day to try to deal with some of these other issues. Why do we
have some other program outside of the school to do what they
ouﬁ})t to be doing?

r. STRUEVER, This program is not outside the school, I think
that is the whole point. We ere working in partnership with
schools. To run a year-round school system——

Mr. PETERSOM. 1 understand, but 1t comes from outside. You are
not on the school board. You are not teaching there.

Mr. STRUEVER. No, but the superintendent of the school system
is on the PIC, so that is the partnership that works. So we run a
year-round school program, de facto, for these kids that are in seri-
ous trouble.

Mr. PETERSON. Is that the best way to do things? Wouldn't it be
better to do it in the school?

Mr. STRUEVER. There is a lot of effort and discussion about
school reform, which is an exciting thing. 1 think that JTPA and
PIC’s is helping lead the way in school reform. We are pushing in
the right direction.

We are pushing on accountability and keeping kids in school that
really need help and providin these kind of comprehensive serv-
ices, and after school, and working with the families. That is what
we are working toward.

Mr. PETERSON. I did not hear much talk about how you interface,
all of you, with the higher education component of aﬁl of this—un-
less I wasn't listening. But again, that is something else that some-
what troubles me. T%xe higher education, vocational schools prob-
ably are not training people for the jobs that are actually there.
Are you also involved in those—

Mr. STRUEVER. Partnerships, yes.

Mr. PETERSON [continuing). Schools, trying to get the jobs? One
of the things you talked about was that there is a disconnect—that
what people are trained for is not necessarily what employers need.

My judgment is that some of the problem is that the schools are
not training kids, and they get locked into these programs and this
turf, and they don’t change with the times. Are you also pushing
peﬂ)le in that area?

r. ZELLER. 1 would suggest that this is something that we are
moving to, that we see that it could be the local and higher edn-
cational institutions as larger bureaucracies, and their change is
much slower. In effect, the JTPA system, I think has been asked
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to do something that is constantly flexible, that is like a rapid re-
sponse, and our measures of success are based on short-term
things.

I believe that the colleges in our area do a good job, but they are
primarily oriented to longer-term programs. We can feed into them
to a certain degree, but all of us, I gink, have spoken about the
end product as jobs, and an employer and job opportunities ma
exist 4, 5, 6 months out, and you have to prepare people in a muc
shorter period of time.

I think that working with the school systems more carefully, par-
ticularly in regard to the other programs that they receive from
other Federal agencies—for example, the Perkins funding——we
?eed to coordinate more, and we need to plan together more up
ront.

There is also an articulation between our secondary schools and
colleges that needs to be part of this equation, too. In our county,
we are looking at the “tech prep” program—in the last 2 years of
h}l;gh school and the first of college as being an opportunity to do
this.

But, from the JTPA standpoint, we are trying to inject the per-
spective of those people who either are in danger of ropping out,
in danfer of bein% lost by the system, or who have ziready done
so, and trying to bring them back in. That is the example that I
think Bill was talking about with the State of Maryland’s initia-
tive. It is an example of the comprehensive program that is in the
school system.

Most of it is funded by State dollars, not JTPA. JTPA is a piece
of this. But we are trying to identify people, work with them during
the 4 years of high school and 1 year after, if that is the appro-
priate transition, either to work or postsecon(iary education.

Mr. GERSON. I'd like to just follow up with one comment about
your question because it is, I think, a good one. It was interesting
to me to speak to 150 educators from our lacal school system re-
cently, and to tell them about what we were doing in employment
and training and to have them come back at me and say, “Our job
is not to get these kids jobs or prepare them for jobs; our job is to
educate them. Your job is to help them get jobs.”

There is a real debate going on about whether or not, indeed, the
job of schools is to educate or to prepare them for jobs. Not every-

ody is on board, thinking the same thing.

Ms. IRVING. I have to agree with that. That is wha. we are seeing
also, that we educate for the sake of educating young people. The
educational system doesn’t really know if they are meeting the
needs of the private sector or the corporations or not. The igure
“Well, if we have been doing it for the last 20 years, why fix what
is not broken?” Well, it is %roken. Inner cities are having major
preblems, far beyond anything you can ever imagine. That is w
we try to support the scf‘;oo] i1strict as much as we can. We [PIC)j
can go in there——the schools—and make a difference. by adding
services,

In terms of the colleges and universities, what I see is an adjust-
ment on their part to realize that they are not going to see the typ-
ical academically prepared client; and they—colleges and univer-
sities—have to shift their expectations down to reality. Then they
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are (foing to have to work harder with us [PIC] to understand the
harder-to-serve clients.

We see ourselves in a pivotal spot where we can work with the
universities and the school district to keep peace.

Mr. STRUEVER. Your question about higher education is very ap-
propriate since, if we are working toward a high-wage, high-skill,
high-performance work force out there, that higher education is
definitely a big part of that.

One specific example, I think, responds to the kind of issues that
they have run into in Montgomery County. Life sciences is one of
Baltimore’s big dreams in terms of its economic future, and we ave
hearing from the universities and research institutions and bu:i-
nesses there is this big gap in terms of skilled lab technicians.

So the Baltimore City Community College now has life sciences
institute that does lab technicians’ training. Then they found that
they couldn’t get kids out of city high schools that would qualify
to get into lab technicians training, so now we have tech prep in
the high schools as a feeder to create a career path, now, in life
sciences, of which higher education and the K-to-12 system and the
JTPA system are all intimately entwined together in trying to
mela that all happen.

Mr. GERSON. And as different as Baltimore and Montgomery
County, MD are, and to give some sense for how different commu-
nities are——

Mr. STRUEVER. Yes, they have all the money.

Mr. GERSON lcontinuingl. We produce the money that goes to
Baltimore. [Laughter.]

But that problem is one that is common to our own community,
as well. That's why I was talking about the high-tech firms that,
when we did the survey, told us they can’t find entry level people
to do these jobs.

Mr. PETERSON. We have more questions we have to ask. Just one
final comment. 1 represent a rural area, and we have just as big
problems in our rural areas as you have in the inner city. We don’t
know exactly what to do with it all, either.

We appreciate your being with us and your testimony was useful.
We may submit a couple or three questions to you that I didn’t get
a chance to ask, if you would be willing to answer those, and we
appreciate you taking the time.

Ms. IrVING. Thank you for the opportunity.

Mr. ZELLER. Thank you.

Mr. PETERSON. I would like to call the last panel. We have David
Williams, who is the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Employment
and Training. He is accompanied by Karen Greene, chief of the Di-
vision of Performance Management and Evaluation; Hugh Davies,
director, Off:ce of Employment & Training Program; and Bryan
Keilty, administrator of Office of Financial and Administrative
Management.

Welcome to the committee. Again, we swear everybody in, so if
you don’t mind.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you. Welcome to the subcommittee.

72-757 0 - 93 - 7 1(‘)3
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STATEMENT OF DAVID O. WILLIAMS, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY, EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION,
DEPARTMENT OF LABCR, ACCOMPANIED BY KAREN
GREENE, CHIEF, DIVISION OF PERFORMANCE MANAGE-
MENT AND EVALUATION; HUGH DAVIES, DIRECTOR, OFFICE
OF EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM; BRYAN KEILTY,
ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRA-
TIVE MANAGEMENT; AND PATRICIA WILKINSON, GRANTS
MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST, OFFICE OF GRANTS AND CON-
TRACT MANAGEMENT

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to take
Just a moment to also introduce to you Ms. Pat Wilkinson, who is
g‘[om}gg]r Office of Grants and Contract Management, to the left of

r. Keilty.

Mr. Keilty has been overseeing our provisions of the amendments
that deal with the contracts, management, budget and some of the
reporting issues.

Mr. Hugh Davies has spearheaded our effort on the amendments
process, and Karen Greene has been primarily responsible for our
evaluation, research, and reporting initiatives, particularly with re-
gard to the amendments.

If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to go ahead and simply
sumn&arize my statement, and submit the full statement for the
record.

Mr. PETERSON. That will be fine.

Mr. WiLLIAMS. I am pleased at this opportunity to appear at the

oversight hearing on how effectively the Job Training Partnership
Title II-A Program is servin disadvantaged adults and youth. I
will address the subjects briefly listed in your letter of invitation,
beginning with the present status and operations of the JTPA title
II-A ro%ram.

Title II-A of JTPA is the largest Federal program aimed at pro-
viding job training for the poor. $1.7 billion is presently allotted to
the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and the territories, and 640
local service delivery areas to provide job training to economically
disadvantaged individuals. From 1983, when the II-A program
began, through June 1992, programs have served over 6 million
adults and youth.

JTPA program structure: The program is administered through
formula grants to States which, in turn, presently allocate 78 per-
cent of the funds by formula to local service delivery areas. (.Er)ov-
ernors have the basic responsibility for program oversight and set-
ting administrative standards.

Local programs are planned and monitored by the private indus-
try councils. They are selected by locally elected officials and they
are composed ofya majority of local businessmen and business-
women,

A State job training coordination council—which includes rep-
resentatives of business, State officials, labor, and community orga-
nizations, as well as otf)ers, for example, from health and welfare
areas—advises the Governors on job trainin policy,

There are an estimated 16,000 service delivery staff persons na-
tionally and an estimated 2,500 State JTPA sta persons.
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With regard to local program activities, they provide classroom
training, on-the-job training, basic skills instruction, counseling, job
search assistance, and supportive services. From 1983 to 1992, over
3.5 million participants were placed in employment.

Nearly 70 percent of the adult terminees are placed in jobs and
74 percent of the {)outh terminees achieve positive terminations. It
may be increased basic skills, it may be a return to school, or other
positive outcomes.

These are program year 1991 figures. At present, participants on
average were enrolled in the program for 26 weeks. I believe there
was testimony earlier indicating about 18 weeks. I believe that pe-
riod has been extended and the period of time remaining in the
program has been lengthened. Likewise, the earnings for adults
placed has moved up to $6.08 an hour from the previous figure of
about $5.85.

Over 60 percent of the adults were employed 3 months after leav-
ing the program. Minorities make up more than half of the pro-
gram'’s participants; and nearly one-third were members of families
on welfare.

All local programs are operated under performance standards
specified by the Secretary and set for each of the service delivery
areas by the Governor. Eyunent standards include adult earnings,

job retention, and youth positive termination rates, such as return
to school or obtaining new skiils.

Job training reform amendments: Over a period of the last 4
years, Congress has deliberated, with the involvement of certainly

the career staff, the GAO, the inspector general's office, as well as
others, to enact the Job Training Reform Amendments of 1992. I
will comment briefly on the impact of the amendments.

We believe they will make significant changes in title II-A.
While keeping prior aspects of the program involving private sector
involvement, a performance-driven system, local planning, the
amendments make some significant improvements, we believe.

First of all, we realize that the program needed more targeting.
Therefore, we believe we will be serving more of those most in
need, in both adult and youth programs. All of these people are
economically disadvantaged but, under the amendments, 65 per-
cent of those served must have other barriers to employment.

We are going to continue to provide client-centered training.
With regar§ to that, the amendments increase those requirements
by requiring a comprehensive assessment and individual service
strategy. You heard comments on that earlier, I think clearly that
is what the amendments drive the system to do, to assess and pro-
vide individual service planning strategies.

Those needing only job search—and we talked about that earlier
in the day—wiﬁ be directed to other resources, such as the local
employment service offices, for placement,

Enhancing the coordination of JTPA with other service delivery
activities and other human resources activities is c]earlg a thrust
of the amendments. At the State level, there is a new human re-
sources investment council authorized, providing the opportunity
for Governors to combine planning and policy direction.

There are new administrative requirements. All costs must be as-
signed to the appropriate cost categories. There are new provisions
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for financial management. Specific concerns are addressed, with re-
gard to selected aspects of program operations such as limits on
program income, the use of any excess income or so-called profits,
and in the operation of the on-the-job training program.

There is a new standardized program information reporting, or
SPIR, system, which was developed in conjunction with the job
training amendments, which will put into place a new client level
reporting system for all terminees. We believe that is a unique re-
quirement amongst Federal programs.

With regard to implementation of the amendments, rulemaking
was begun, even betore the amendments were enacted in Septem-
ber 1992. Tiz Department published an advance notice of rule-
making in the “Federal Register” September 10 and proceeded
through the rulemaking process with regard to the interim final
rule, which was signed and issued on December 17, 1992, and was
pgglished in the “Federal Register” for comments on December 29,
1992.

These are interim final rules to allow the system to operate.
However, we are now in the process of reviewing the comments
that have been received before issuing a final rule. There have
been more than 400 comments received. It will probably require
that we take until September 1 to review and issue a final rule.

With regard to training, we have provided a comprehensive, 4-
day training course to the system. We did that in February and
March of this year. Prior to that, we had also provided extensive
training on procurement throughout the country to the system,
both State and service delivery levels. The States in turn, right
now are training staff in their local service delivery areas.

A transition schedule and instructions have been issued with
specific guidelines indicating how we transition from the old to the
new system, covering such things as assessment and also the use
of funds during the transition period.

I will talk a little about the effectiveness of the JTPA title II-
A program with regard to the studies that were discussed earlier.

I think it is important to keep in mind that both studies were
conducted prior to the 1992 amendments. We believe that, as Mr.
Orr testified earlier, the national JTPA study was a definitive and
scientific one. There will be additional information coming from
that study—reported information now is up to 18 months. There
will be a 30-month report and there will also be some additional
information, I believe, on cost effectiveness.

The national study involved more than 20,000 JTPA applicants
in 16 SDA’s. It followed up on such outcomes as employment, earn-
ings, and educational attainment. At the 18-month followup, as
was previously indicated, results showed positive, modest impacts
for both adult women and men. It showed negative results for
younger people, in particular for young males.

It did indicate that there was some progress in terms of achiev-
ing a GED for adults who entered the program, as high school
dropouts. For adult women, who were high school dropouts when
they applied to JTPA, 19 percent of participants versus 11 percent
of controls achieved a GED during the 18-month followup period.
For adult men who were high school dropouts, 13 percent of par-
ticipants were 7 percent of controls achieved a GED during the 18-
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month period. The study found that earnings gains were 7 percent
for adult wom:en and 5 percent for adult men over the control
group.

The results of the national study for youth were generally dis-
appointing. On the positive side, the study found that the program
almost doubled the rate of attaining a GED—from 17 to 29 percent
for female youth and from 14 to 24 percent for male youth.

However, the study also found no net effect on earnings at 18
months for female out-of-school youth and actually negative effects
for earnings of out-of-school male youth. The negative results, as
previously indicated, were for those with prior arrest records.

The national study’s findings are usefquhen viewed in combina-
tion with other net impact evaluations, such as JOBSTART and
CET, which are described in more detail in the full statement.

A multiyear evaluation of the Job Corps, funded by the Depart-
ment and completed in 1982, did find a positive benefit-cost ratio
of $1.46 for every $1 spent for the program from society’s point of
view. It found post-program gains in earnings of about 15 percent.

I should indicate that the amendments envision that both the
full assessment and individual service strategies that have been
used successfully in the Job Corps Program will now be required
of the JTPA title II-A program in general. There will be a new net
impact evaluation of the Job Corps performed shortly and that, in
fact, should give us more information on that part of the overall
employment and training situation.

I think it is fair to say that, while we have some demonstration
projects which have given us information on how better to serve
disadvantaged youth, we are still trying to find ways to improve
the program. We are looking at our own demonstration projects; at
the experience of the Job Corps. The experiments in some of these
programs, such as JOBSTART and the CET program in San Jose,
CA, as well as the STEP Program, help us to gain more informa-
tion on how to more effectively serve youth.

I would say, with regard to the San Jose program, that one thin
that we did find was that the use of basic skills training as weﬁ
as academic enrichment, as well as positive role models in that pro-
gram, have shown significant earnings gains for young people. So
this is one area in which we are continuing to follow a program and
hope we can replicate it in some other locations.

The General Accounting Office and the Department of Labor’s
Office of the Inspector General have examined the effectiveness of
JTPA. You hearg from them earlier. With regard to the inspector
general’s report, we believe that it corroborates many of the
changes and the need for changes that were included in the 1992
amendments and with which we in the Department worked very
closely with the inspector general’s office, as well as members of
Congress and their staffs over a significant period of time in the
last 3 or 4 years, to implement the 1992 amendments.

With regard to the future of the JTPA program, it is clear that
JTPA needs to be more closely coordinated. We will talk a little
about some of the things that we are doing, perhaps, in the ques-
tion and answer period. N

The Secretary is currently undertaking a review of all the Fed-
eral job training programs, including JTPA, to determine what pro-




194

grams and strategies work and those which do not. Clearly, we will
continue to put more emphasis on those programs that work and
reduce those that have proven not to work.

I think it is also important that we continue to work with the
other aﬁencies who have these programs. Again, we can talk a little
more about that. We have some interagency agreements. We have
some tasgk force groups that are working on common definitions
and on common pﬂns for delivering services. We will be glad to ac-

cept your suggestions, and work with this committee on ways to
improve these programs.

This concludes my prepared statement. I will be pleased to an-
swer any questions, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Williams follows:]




195

STATEMENT OF
DAVID O. WILLIAMS
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION
U.8. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
BEFORE THE
8UBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, HOUSING AND AVIATION
COMMITTEER ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
U.8. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
- April 29, 1993

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am pleased to have this opportunity to appear at this
oversight hearing on how effectively Job Training Partnership Act
Title II-A programs are serving disadvantaged adults and youth.

I will briefly address the subjects listed in your letter of
invitation, beginning with the present status and operation of
JTPA Title II-A programs.

The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) was enacted in 1982.
Title II-A of JTPA is the largest federal initiative aimed at
providing job training for the poor. $1.7 billion is presently
allotted to the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and the
territories, and 640 local service delivery areas (SDAs) to
provide job training to economically disadvantaged individuals.
From 1983, when JTPA Title II-A began operations, through June of
1992, local Title II~A programs have served over 6 million adults
and youth.

JTPA Program Structure

The JTPA Title II-A program is administered through formula

grants to States, which in turn presently allocate 78% of the

funds by formula to local service delivery areas. Governors use

the balance (22%) for administration (5%), education coordination
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2
activities (8%), older worker programs (3%), and performance

incentives and technical assistance (6%). Governors have the

basic responsibility for program oversight and setting

administrative standards for the program. Local programs are
planned and monitored by Private Industry Councils (PICs) which
are selected by local elected officials and made up of a majority
of local businessmen and women. Nearly 8,000 businessmen and
women serve on PICs. A State Job Training Coordination Council,
which includes representatives of business, State officials,
labor and community organizations, and others, advises the
Governor on job training policy.

The average SDA staff size is 25, and there are an estimated
16,000 SDA staff persons nhationally. Seventy percent of SDA
staff earned less than $25,000 in 1987. The average State staff
for JTPA programs is 44, and there are an estimated 2,500 State
JTPA staff persons nationally. A majority of both State and SDaA
staff have substantial experience in theiw current position and
within the employment and training field.

Local Prodram Activities

Local programs provide classroom training, on-the-job
training, basic skills instruction, counseling, job search
assistance and supportive services to participants. From 1983 to
1992, over 3.5 million participants were placed in employment.
Nearly 70% of the adult terminees are placed in jobs and 74% of
the youth terminees achieve positive terminations -- placement in

jobs, return to school, further training, etc. For the most
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recent year of operation (July 1, 1991 ~ June 30, 1992),

participants on average were enrolled in the program for 26
weeks. Adults were placed in jobs with an average wage of $6.08

per hour, with over 60 % of them employed three months after

B leaving the program. Minorities made up more than half of the
program's participants, and nearly one-~third were members of
families on welfare.

A Performance Driven System

All local JTPA programs are operated under performance
standards which are specified by the Secretary of Labor and set
for each service delivery area by the Governor. Current
standards include adult earnings and job retention rates and
youth pcsitive termination rates. If local areas exceed the
standards, they receive from the Governor a proportionate share
of incentive funds. If they fail to meet the standards, they
receive technical assistance to improve performance, or if they
fail for two consecutive years sanctions are applied.

e Jobh Train endments 9

Your letter asked me to discuss the anticipated impact of
the 1992 amendments to the Ac., as well as a report on the status
of the Department's implementation of the amendments.

is fo e ents

As early as 1987, certain issues arose regarding the
operation of JTPA, and in particular Title II-A:

o Was the program serving those eligible participants who

were most in need, or was the program serving those
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most readily placeable?

o What was the quality and sufficiency of the training

and services provided by JTPA?

o wWas the arrangement for program administration, largeiy

delegated to the Governors, working acceptably?

The discussion of these issues formed the basis for a major
policy debate on JTPA. An Advisory Committee was commissioned to
make recommendations on the redirection of JTPA. The General
Accounting Office and the Department's Office of the Inspector
General also provided critical review of these issues. Over a
period of four years, Congress considered legislation to revise
JTPA. The culmination of these efforts was the enactment of the
Job Training Reform Amendments of 1992.

The _Impact of the Amendments

The Amendments will make significant changes in the quality,
delivery, and administration of programs under JTPA Title II-A.
While keeping the aspects of the program which have been the
cornerstones of JTPA, such as private sector involvement, a
performance driven system, and local planning, the Amendments
will make major improvements in the following areas:

1) Reaching those most in need - Both adult and youth

programs must still serve individuals who are econowiically
disadvantaged, but now 65% of those served must have other
barriers to employment, such as being a welfare recipient, basic
skills deficient, a school dropout, a person with disabilities,

an offender, or homeless. This will ensure that JTPA services



)
are targeted to those who are most in need and can benefit from
job training.

2) Providing client centered training - All participants
must receive a comprehensive assessment of their skill levels and
service needs, and have an individual service strategy based on
the assessment. Local programs must provide an array of training

and services which will respond to the needs of the participants.

It is expected that only those participants needing job training

will be enrolled. Those needing only job search will be directed
to other resources in the community. At least half of the funds
going to local communities must be spent for training, and up to
30 percent of the funds may be spent for supportive services or
training related expenses. No more than 20 percent may be spent
for administration. This revamping of the basic service design
in JTPA II-A is expected to substantially improve the guality of
training and the overall performance and impact of the program.

3) Enhancing the coordination of JTPA with other human

gservice actjvities - The Amendments provide for greater
coordination of JTPA with other human service programs in local
communities and at the State level ~ such as JOBS, Vocational
Education, Adult Basic Education, and others. New requirements
emphasize coordination in local planning. New arrangements are
established for education coordination activities. A new State
level human resource investment council is authorized, providing
the opportunity for Governors to combine the planning and policy

direction of several human service programs administered at the
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State level. Over 20 States ara expected to establish such
councils.

4) New administrative arrangements are required ~ The
administrative concerns identified in JTPA are addressed in the
Amendments. The Secretary will specify the basic procurement
provisions which must be included in all Governor's policies.
All costs must be assigned to the appropriate cost categories.
New provisions for financial management are to be applied.
Specific concerns with selected aspects of program operation are
addressed - such as limits on program income, profits, and the
operation of on-the-job training programs. ETA has taken action
on certain of these areas already. Systemwide monitoring of
procurement and on-the-job training has already occurred, and
where deficiencies have been identified, corrective action has
been taken.

5) Standardized Program Information Reporting - A new
Standardized Program Information Reporting (SPIR) system, which
was developed in conjunction with the Job Training Reform
Amendments, will put¢ in place a new client-level data system for
JTPA that is unique among Federal programs. This new systenm,
which becomes effective this July, will provide comprehensive
data on all JTPA clients -~ their characteristics, the services
they receive, and outcomes -- that can be used by policymakers
and managers at the Federal, State, and local levels.
Inplementipg the Amendments

1) Rulemaking - The Job Training Reform Amendments were
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1992. The Department published an advance

enacted on September 7,
notice of proposed rulemaking in the Federal Register on
September 10 requesting comments on the principal issues
anticipated in rulemaking and implementation. The comments

- received and the active collaboration of ETA with system
representatives and staff of the Office of the Inspector General
formed the basis for the Interim Final Rule signed on December
17, 1992 and published in the Federal Register on December 29.

To date over 400 comments have been received on the rule. In
order to carefully analyze this large volume of comments, the
Department has delayed the publication date of the final rule
from June 1 until September 1.

2) Training - The Department provided comprehensive, four-
day training sessions on Amendment and regulatory requirements to
a core group of State officials in February and March of 1993.
The States, in turn, are training staff of their local service
delivery areas. The Department is also providing further
specific training during the next six months on Key aspects of
the amendnents such as assessment, youth service strategies, and
financial management. All training is being undertaken with the
support and collaboration the OIG and other Department agencies.

3) Transition Schedule and Instructions - ETA has issued
specific guidelines to the JTPA system which provide information
on the transition from the old program requirements to those
required in the Amendments. The effective date is July 1, 1993.

Guidance has been provided on the application of new
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requirements, including the use of carry-in funds and the phasing
in of certain requirements during Program Year (PY) 1993 (the one
year period following July 1, 1993). All administrative rules
are to take effect July 1. Certain program design areas are to
be phased in during PY 93 in order to ensure their effective
implementation. These include new assessment systems and out-of-
school youth service requirements.
Effectiveness of JTPA Title II-A

Mr. Chairman, next I will discuss the effectiveness of JTPA
Title II-A programs. Please Keep in mind that each of the
studies I will refer to was of the JTPA program prior to the 1992
amendments. While there have been many studies and evaluations
of JTPA, we believe the most definitive and scientific is our
National JTPA study. This net impact evaluation is a random
assignment study. Preogram applicants are divided into treatment
and control groups through a lottery. Control groups are denied
job training services from the particular program under study to
establish what would happen in the absence of the program. The
National JTPA Study randomly assigned 20,000 JTPA applicants in
16 SDAs to treatment and control groups over the period November
1987 through September 1989. However, it should be noted that
the SDAs themselves were not randomly selected and are not

necessarily representative of all SDAs. Individuals in the

treatment and control group are followed up over time to

determine if the training had an impact on post-program outcomes

such as employment, earnings, and educational attainment. The
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measurement of the difference in employment and earnings between
the treatment and control groups is the net impact.

At eighteen months followup, the study found positive but

generally modest net impacts for adults. On average, compared to

controls, the program nearly doubled the rate of attaining a GED
for adults who entered the program as school dropouts~-from 11 to
19 percent fcs women and from 7 to 13 percent for men. The study
also found earnings gains over controls of 7 percent for adult
women assigned to the program and 5 percent for adult men
assignees during the 18-month period following random assignment.
Earnings gains for women were found in both classroom training
and on-the-job training (0JT), while gains for men were
concentrated in O0JT. These positive gains appear to be holding
steady over time, and will be re-examined at 30 months follow-up.

The study also looked at the issue of whether training was
more effective for the most job-ready or least job-ready. It
found that, for adults, the most job-ready had the best results,
which suggests the need for more comprehensive interventions for
the least job-~-ready.

These findings for adults are consistent with the major
studies of welfare-to-work programs, which have found modest but
positive gains for adults.

The results of the National JTPA Study for youth were
generally disappointing. oOn the positive side, the study found
that the program almost doubled the rate of attaining a GED for

youth who entered the program as school dropouts-~from 17 to 29
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percent for female youth and from 14 to 24 percent for male

youth. However, the study also found no net effect on earnings
18~-months after random assignment for female out-of-school youth
and negative net effects on earnings for out-of~school male
youth. The negative results for male youth were concentrated
among those with prior arrest records (25 percent of the sample),
but even for male youth without records the program did not
achieve positive impacts.

Many of the National Study's findings are corroborated by
other net impact evaluations of particular programs and models.
For example, a JOBSTART demonstration funded in part by the
Department of Labor attempted to provide a fairly comprehensive
set of basic skills and vocational skills to dropout youth with
low reading skills. The evaluation has found positive impacts on
achieving a GED. However, the evaluation has found only modest
net impacts on earnings for female youth, and negative impacts
for male youth during the first two years of follow-up balanced
by positive impacts during the third and fourth year of follow-
up. The JOBSTART cumulative four-year results for males are
still slightly negative, but the third and fourth year gains
suggest that early losses in earnings may be made up over time
and that educational gains from the program may be beginning to
have some effect. The JOBSTART results are particularly
important because the demonstration in many ways reflects the
direction in which DOL and Congress has been pushing JTPA--

towards more comprehensive services to more at-risk persons.

N
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One JOBSTART site -- the CET program in San Jose, California
-- had very positive results. This same program also had very
positive earnings gains in a separate demonstration aimed at
minority female single parents. The CET program is quite
structured and offers concurrent basic education and job
training, with close interaction with case managers and
instructors with extensive industry experience.

A multi-year evaluation of the Job Corps funded by the
Department and completed in 1982 did find a positive benefit~cost
ratio of $1.46 per $1 spent for the program from society's point
of view. The study found post-program gains in earnings of about
15 percent, but much of what tipped the scale in favor of a
positive benefit-cost ratio were savings in criminal justice
costs due to reduced serious crimes committed by participants--
both while they were in the program and fewer serious crimes
committed after they left. The study used a comparison group
rather than a control group design. The Department is currently
competing a net impact evaluation of the Job Corps.

Overall, these findings indicate that we do not yet have the
answers for effectively serving disadvantaged youth. We are
trying to work towards these answers. For example, we might be
more successful if we caught youth earlier, before they left
school -- suggesting the need to better integrate our programs
with the public schools, as we are proposing to do with our
school~to~work transition initiati-e. This initiative will

provide students with structured career paths and afford students
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the opportunity to learn in "real world" contexts, such as

worksites and communities, as well as classrooms. We also might

be more successful with a tightly targeted geographic saturation
of program alternatives, as we are doing in our Youth Fair Chance
program. Peer pressure is perhaps the dominant force that acts
on youth, and a saturation of programs may be necessary to
reverse the negative peer pressure that in many cases novw
prevails among disadvantaged youth.

The General Accounting Office (GAO) and the Department of
Labor's Office of the Inspector General (01G) also have examined
the effectiveness of JTPA. Many of the findings of the GAO
formed the basis for modifications to the current program that
were included in the Job Training Reform Amendments of 1992. The
recent OIG report on JTPA program outcomes in 35 Service Delivery
Areas is useful in that it corroborates the need for many of the
changes that were included in the 1992 amendments. Like the
other studies, however, the 0IG report refers to the program
prior to the implementation of the 1992 amendments.

The Future of JTPA

Finally, Mr. Chairman, you asked that I address a series of
questions relating to the future of the JTPA program, such as
whether JTPA should be integrated with other job training
programs, how it fits into the Department's strategy for creating
a competitive workforce, and how Federal job training funds can
be best utilized. Secretary Reich is undertaking a review of

Federal job training programs, including JTPA, to determine the
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programs and strategies that work and those that don't. We need
to put more of our reso'.<zes into the former and phase out the
approaches that are ineffective. You can be assured that the
Department will be having many discussions with this
Subcommittee, as well as the authorizing Committee, as our review
progresses. We welcome your suggestions, as well as those of the
GAO, the 0OIG, and others, for ways to improve our Nation's job
training programs.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. At this
time I would be pleased to answer any questions that you or other

members of the Subcommittee may have.
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Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Williams. Nobody has been ap-
pointed over at your shop yet?

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Mr. Douglas David Ross’s nomination has gone
forward, sir, and we are waiting for that process to be completed.

Mr;) PETERSON. He will be whatever the title is over your Depart-
ment’

_ Mr. WiLLiaMS. Assistant Secretary for Employment and Train-
ing, sir.

Mr. PETERSON. What do you say about the discussion that we
had earlier about the fact that the ICG said that they don’t know, *
they can’t measure these programs from some areas and they don’t
have the information?

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Well, first of all, I would ask that Ms. Greene talk
a little about what we do have in place. In particular, we have a
performance measurement system that has been in place for some
period of time which, in fact, drives this system in terms of incen-
tive payments and awards that are made, recognition for exem-
plary programs, and sets standards for the system which, in turn,
are reviewed and set for each service delivery area.

I would like you to talk first about that system a liitle, Karen,
if you would, in terms of both providing information about the pro-

am and then driving the system in terms of performance in the
irection to serve more of those who are hard to serve and includ-
ing welfare recipients and others.

Ms. GREENE. I will just take a short period. We have six meas-
ures that we use in order to assess program performance, and they
are absolutely unique, as far as I know right now, to any Federal
program.

We look at whether individuals are employed and what their
earnings are 13 weeks after they leave the program. We not only
collect information on those participants while they are in the pro-
gram but every person that you saw sitting at this table earlier has
a responsibility to conduct telephone followups to find out if they
are employed.

We have a record of 61 percent of our adults still working 13
weeks after they leave the program. Fifty percent of our welfare re-
cipients still have jobs and are working 13 weeks after they leave
the program. We also collect information on the earnings of those
individuals. ..

For youth, because so many of those are in school and are not,
perhaps, able to work, we collect information, as was mentioned in
the previous testimony, about other factors that measure their eém-
ployability, their occupational and basic skill achievement; but
these would be achievements short of a job.

We have been reviewing our standards, starting off early on with
short-term standards. Because of some of the effects that perform-
ance standards have had on the program, we have altered them pe-
riodically and, right now, they are totally in sync with the depart-
mental goals.

I think one of the concerns that we have had in the Department
is making sure that, as you set numerical goals and targets for pro-
Erams, that you don't create a situation where they’re working so

ard in order to make numbers to document their success that

21

po




209

they, in turn, lose sight of the clients that they are supposed to
serve and the way they are serving them.

So we have had to make adjustments over time to do that so that
we would avoid a preoccupation with serving more job ready and,
Eerhaps, providing less effective less-intensive services in order to

eep costs down; giving the appearance of efficiency at, perhaps,
the sacrifice of our clients.

So in terms of our performance management system, we are con-
stantly reviewing it and constantly getting feedback from the field
on what the implications are of our performance management sys-
tem on enrollment policies, service delivery, and other operational
effects for our clients.

Mr. PETERSON. I wasn’t probably clear enough, but what I want
to know is, it says here, “Determining the total investment for each
participant was impossible.” Do you agree with that?

Mr. WiLLiaMs. I think, in part, the performance measures an-
swer one part of that. I think the new standardized reporting sys-
tem which will give individual client——

Mr. PETERSON. We are not talking about performance here, we
are talking about investment—dollars—from what I understand,

M. Davigs. Clearly, we have data on cost per entered employ-
ment, so we know how much it costs to achieve the standard pro-
gram outcome.

Mr. PETERSON. Why does he say this? Why did he say determin-
ing the total investment was impossible?

Mr. DAVIES. I'm not sure, but I can assure you that we have spe-
cific data on the expenditures in the program and how much it
costs for each individual positive outcome,

Mr. PETERSON. What does that mean? For the no positive out-
comes you don’t have that, or what?

Mr. Davies. We have full data on the outcomes for all the par-
ticipants. We have full information on the expenditures in the pro-
gram.

Mr. PETERSON. These SDA’s and whoever they are, the States,
they give you this information?

Mr. Davies. That’s right. We get the information reported from
each of the service delivery areas and we get expenditure informa-
tion from the States on the total expenditures in that State.

Ms. GREENE. I think one thing that we cannot do is we cannot
measure the total costs that are involved in bringing a client up
to a fully employable State.

There was a reference made this morning that there is a lot of
leveraging of resources. When you are serving a hard-to-serve cli-
ent, you are perhaps pulling resources from vocational education,
welfare, federally fﬁn&fed programs like the JOBS programs. You
could have State moneys; you can have local moneys.

There are a lot of resources that go into running the programs.
In the case of Baltimore for example, they ticked off a, number of
partnerships and made reference to many, many service providers
and funding resources contributing to the success of those clients
who went through JTPA.

We can do a fairly good job, I think, and are trying to work on
tracking what the costs are for the total number of participants
that go through the program. But to be able to find out how many
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otlwer resources contributed to that individual from these other
sources is very difficuit.

Mr. PETERSON. I can understand that. But it says here: “Finan-
cial records were usually not maintained on a participant basis.”

Ms. GREENE. They dor’t normally collect costs. They can’t sepa-
rate out costs by individual.

Mr. PETERSON. That’s not true. I was at my CEP agency, and
they absolutely have this every single day. They have more stuff
than you couldy ever know what to do with. So why do they say that
they were not maintained? Do you know?

Ms. GREENE. From my knowledge of the accounting systems at
the local level, it is very difficult to be able to attribute specific
costs for that individual if there is more than one funding source
that is being used to serve that individual.

Mr. PETERSON. That'’s not true in the agFency that is in my home
town.

Ms. GREENE. Some do, but I think in the sites—they were refer-
ring to their experience in 35 sites. So I sense that in the 35 sites
that they examined—they were not able to capture local costs
through the records.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you guys look at that, or is that something
ygu aore trying to Jo something about, or is that what SPIR is
about?

Ms. GREENE. The standardized program information is really just
a participant-tracking system.

Mr. PETERSON. How does that work?

Ms. GREENE. How that will work is that——

Mr. PETERSON. No. I want to know who is doing the software,
what kind of machine is it going to run on, and where is it coming
from. Is it something from up here that is being said the agency
has te buy this software? How does it work?

Ms. GREENE. At this point, we do not have standardized soft-
ware. What we are asking is that individual files would be trans-
mitted to the States and then transmitted to an independent con-
tractor. The contractor, then, will set up the national data base
which will have—

Mr. PETERSON. You are going to do this by July 1 and you don’t
know?

Ms. GREENE. Excuse me. We have the program. In fact, we had
a demonstration—

Mr. PETERSON. What program?

Ms. GREENE [continuingl. Of the—

Mr. PETERSON. Some contractor did the program?

Ms. GREENE. We have a contractor—Meridian Corp., in Arling-
ton, VA—that is our ADP contractor and they are setting it up. All
of the coding specifications were sent out to the States already. The
format was also sent out to the States.

They wi' be sending data on disk or tape, in an ASCI! file, so
that we do not have to impose a specific software on States and lo-
calities where they may have very good software, very good pack-
ages already that they're using. leey [States| will be sending it up
in a generic ASCII ﬁ{e and then, from there, we would convert it
to reports.
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Those reports will be national reports that we will use. We will
also have State and local reports as well. But the data are coilected
at the local level and then transmitted upward in a machine-read-
able format.

Mr. PETERSON. So the local SDA is going to send up an ASCII
file to the States——

Ms. GREENE. To che States.

Mr. PETERSON [continuing]. And the States are going to accumu-
late them for their State?

Ms. GREZNE. That'’s correct. They would accumulate it for their
State. We will have a file. We will get a tape from the State that
will have a record of every individual in the JTPA program, in a
yearly submission, a batch file.

Mr. PETERSON. So the State is going to take the local SDA’s
ASCII files and combine them and then send them to you?

Ms. GREENE. That'’s correct.

Mr. PETERSON. Why do you want to do that? Why don’t you just
take the ASCII file right from the SDA? Wouldn't it be easier?

Ms. GREENE. Because it's a decentralized system, Mr. Chairman,
and certain responsibilities are relegated to the State as well as the
locals. It also is an opportunity for States to look at the data and
be able to use the data if they are not already doing that.

Mr. PETERSON. So they are going to take the ASCII files and con-
vert them into something at %he tate level, then they're going to
turn and put it back into an ASCII file and send it to the Federal?

Ms. GREENE. Most States have their MIS system, for which they
gather individual data.

Mr. PETERSON. And that is going to be different from what you
are doing now?

Ms. GREENE. Every State, 1 suppose, has their own system and
locals have their own systems. Each has its own MIS system and
its own means of gathering information. What we are doing is
we've just standardized the information, to make sure that it is
standardized, which was a point that the IG’s office made earlier,
that there was a lack of standardization.

We have now standardized about 55 pieces of information. We
have uniformly defined them. We've sent the instructions out to the
system. So now, the locals know what needs to be forwarded. The

tates have always had the responsibility of maintaining local files.

Mr. PETERSON. In other words, they are going to %’-ave to do
something with their software to accumulate these 55.

Ms. GREENE. That’s correct. And we have a technical assistance
ADP contractor that is working with the States right now that is
providing guidance, technical assistance, and onsite visits.

Mr. PETERSON. They are working with the States? Are they
working with the SDA’s?

Ms. GREENE. The technical assistance contractor is federally
funded. We've retained the contractor to work with the States and
the SDA.

Mr. PETERSON. Who is the contractor?

Ms. GREENE. Meridian Corp. Subcontractors are Viar and Social
Policy Research. It is a three-pronged effort to provide automated
data processing, technical assistance, reporting, analysis. It is a
complete package.
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Mr. PETERSON. And this is going to be done by July 1?

Ms. GREENE. It's already—we had a meeting this week. We had
representatives from 15 States and about 10 localities, representing
every region of the country. We did a status report. We did an as-
sessment and needs survey about 6 months ago, and we are pretty
confident, with the exception of four States, that they will be up
and running; and in those four States we are sending the contrac-
1’ior out onsite to guarantee that this will be up and running by July

Mr. PETERSON. What is this going to cost?

Ms. GREENE. For developmental costs and all the technical as-
sistance that’s involved in the site visits, it is slightly over $1 mil-
lion for the first 20 months. The cost should be reduced substan-
tially after the initial 20 months, once the system is up and run-
ning.

Mr. PETERSON. That’s for software development, mostly——

Ms. GREENE. That's right.

Mr. PETERSON [continuing]. Training?

Ms. GREENE. They will be developing peripheral software, which
will be made available to States and localities. However, we did not
want to standardize that if States felt that they could more easily
extract from their existing systems the information we wanted.

Mr. PETERSON. So is the software—I mean, some people are run-
ning on AS—400’s and some are running, I suppose, on PCs, and
some are running on mainstreams?

Ms. GREENE. We've done an assessment to find out the hard-
ware.

Mr. PETERSON. So they’re going to provide the software and all
these different formats? Is that the deal?

Ms. GREENE. That’s true. But we have conversion packages. The
other thing that I need to explain to you is that we do have a fund-
ing source—it’s called a 6 percent setaside—at States’ disposal for
technical assistance.

In anticipation of, perhaps, some of the MIS changes ti:.at would
be needed to implement this standardized system, we gave them,
during this transition period, the opportunity to use some of that
money to make their systems compatible if they needed to. That is
being done right now, and that is probably the reason why most
of the States now feel that they will be in a position where they
can comply with this new system.

Mr. PETERSON. Is everybody going to be in agreement on the
kinds of things that you are accumulating? When I sit around and
listen to all these different people, I hear them arguing amongst
themselves about whether you're accumulating the right thing or
not, or whether you can’t really rely on this because you made
some judgment that this is how it should work.

Has that been resolved, or are we going to have people arguing
when we get all this accumulated, arguing that we accumulated
the wrong thing and it does not mean anything?

Ms. GREENE. We have had an elaborate process of developing
this particular record, and we started it back in October 1991. we
have had a series of technical work groups, “Federal Register” no-
tices, and solicited comments on the information we are collecting.
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We are certainly within, I think, the JTPA community, in agree-
ment that what we are coilecting probably the most complete infor-
mation and will address all of the issues.

Mr. PETERSON. Will the IG agree with that?

Ms. GREENE. Let me just explain. The one issue that I must say
we have not been able to address in this is the accumulation of
AFDC data pre- and post-program.

That particular area is an area—probably the only area, to my
knowledge, that I know—where there would be any disagreement
between the IG and the Department of Labor, because the IG
worked very closely with us in the development of this instrument.
They were a part of every technical work group. They responded
to our public comment process. And we met with the IG before it
was developed.

So we have worked with the IG. The one area where we were un-
able to comply, I think, with what they would like, is to require
that every record have AFDC grant amounts, and that we look at
pre- and post-grant allotments. The reason wfmy we did not do that
is because it is an extremely costly process right now to accumulate
that kind of information.

We are dealing with over 1 million JTPA participants. That
would mean attachment of AFDC records of nearly 40 or 50 per-
cent of those participants. In many States—we polled the States—
they said that they did not have the formalized arrangements that
would be necessary in order to access individual AFDC files. They
do it at the local level in some areas, but it is not a typical situa-
tion. It would be costly.

Also, our reporting system is subject to the Office of Management
and Budget review process. We are under a paperwork reduction
authority. Every one of our data collection surveys must be re-
viewed by the Office of Management and Budget.

We have had difficulty in the past getting approval from that
particular office in the quantity of data, because of the reporting
burden that it would place on the system. That is the reason why
we go through an elaborate public comment process.

I think that if we were to ask the system—and we did, in a work
Froup, pose the question before 20 State people and about 20

ocals—"Would you be able to accumulate the desirable AFDC
records so we could get grant amounts?” We were told that it would
be extremely burdensome, very costly, and they would oppose it in
the public comment process.

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Is that for reasons of confidentiality?

Ms. GREENE. Confidentiality was an overriding issue, because it
would have client information. It could have also case numbers and
Social Security numbers on it, which were confidential.

Mr. PETERSON. Could you provide to the committee, for the
record, the specifics of this program? Tte 55, whatever it is?

Mr. \MLL:AMS. Yes, sir.

Ms. GREENE. Sure.

Mr. PETERSON. And the contract, and just what you're up to with
this whole thing, so we can understand it better?

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Yes, sir.

Mr. PETERSON. The second panel that we had today was con-
cerned that what we did with the 1992 amendments was going to
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take away flexibility at the local level, and it may be counter-
p}:od‘;lctive to dealing with the local needs. How do you respond to
that?

Mr. DAVIES. The JTPA system, when enacted in 1982, provided
broad flexibility on the kinds of interventions that could be pro-
vided for any individual. After a period of operation, the view
was—and everything that we heard from our experts in the first
panel this morning was—that limited interventions had limited im-
pact.

The view of the community and the authorizing committees and
the Department was, we had to restructure JTPA in a manner that
it ensured a more intensive, more targeted individual intervention.
That is essentially what we have done.

Certainly, some people would be of the view that that was unnec-
essary, that the local community, the local planners, have a better
view of that and should be given full flexibility in whatever serv-
ices, whether it be just job search alone, as the activity in JTPA.
Our view was that we had to provide greater specificity in terms
of the intervention, and that is essentially what we provided.

By and large, though, the system buys into that notion now and,
certainly, while there i1s some exception to that even among the
witnesses today, I think, by and large, the system agrees that an
ensured compref\ensive intervention for all par “i¢’nants in the pro-
gram is the most appropriate strategy.

Mr. PETERSON. There have been some people that h:ave criticized
the ABT study because they didn’t think it included everybody it
should have, or whatever. Is this new SPIR deal, is that going to
eliminate the need for doing these kinds of studies?

I mean, are we going to have all this information, now, and is
it go‘i)ng to be absolutely accurate and everybody is going to agree
on it?

Ms. GREENE. Nothing satisfies everybody. I would say that the
SPIR will bring our agency and our program probably to a point
where we have more information on what services seem to work for
certain subgroups in the population, znd outcomes—what we call
outcomes, or successes, if you want to call it that—are a better
measure of our ability to place people and wages for people who are
in different target groups.

In terms of being agle to, I think, eliminate the need for re-
search, no management information system can eliminate the need
for research. You need to go onsite. You need to look at the context
in which these people areieing served and the local labor market.

You need to talk to the people who are staffing programs. You
need to know more about the dynamics of the programs. So there
will always be a need for continuing research.

The management information system gives you a glimpse, but
you really have to, in order to see which are the most effect:ve pro-
grams, you have to have what we would call more process and,
also, more of the experimental kinds of research that were de-
scribed this morning.

An MIS system cannot answer the question, “What would hap-
pen in the absence of the program?”

Mr. PETERSON. Right. Do you do that? I mean, do you have peo-
ple in the Department that go out and do this?
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Ms. GREENE. No, we fund almost all of our research to outside
contractors who do the field work.

Mr. PETERSON. Why do you do that?

Ms. GREENE. We do it competitively.

Mr. PETERSON. Why do you do that?

Ms. GREENE. Wh wou]g we fund contractors?

Mr. PETERSON. Why don’t you do it yourselves?

Ms. GREENE. Because of staffing limitations. We have five indi-
viduals who are responsible for our research and evaluation. They
constitute our research and evaluation staff for the agency.

Mr. PETERSON. Five people?

Ms. GREENE. Five people——

Mr. PETERSON. Have you asked for more people?

Ms. GREENE [continuing). In our research and our evaluation.

Mr. PETERSON. Have you asked for additional positions?

Ms. GREENE. In the past, I think we have.

Mr. DaVIES. Individual offices always ask for more staff.

Mr. PETERSON. I'm not talking about staff. I'm talking about this
specific function. Have you asked?

Ms. GREENE. For research and evaluation, I think we always go
in with a request for more.

Mr. PETERSON. How many more? For 10 instead of 5, or what?

Ms. GREENE. Given the fact that we have, at times, had dem-
onstrations that we have been responsible fzor, we have gone in
probably with requests for considerably more than what we have
rifght now. But the reality of the situation is that we are in a mode
of cutting back; we're not in a mode of expanding. Research and
evaluation is usually the first thing to go when you are in a mode
of cutting back on Federal resources.

Mr. PETERSON. I guess in the 1992 amendments, they changed
these percentages where they used to be 70, 15, and 15?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Cost limitations, yes, sir.

Mr. PETERSON. And now the administrative are 20 percent?

Mr. DAVIES. Yes, sir.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you think that is kind of arbitrary, or do you
think that is some kind of magic number?

Mr. Davies. We spent considerable time looking at the actual
costs in the system. There is tremendous variability in terms of the
size of service delivery areas in the system and, obviously, the
amount of the administrative costs is going to vary in terms of
economy of scale. It is easier for New York City to operate on 20
percent than it may be for a much smaller service delivery area.

We felt though that, on balance, the 20 percent administrative
cost limitation was fair and that the program could be properly ad-
ministered within that limit.

Mr. PETERSON. It was 15 before?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir. It was 15 before.

Mr. PETERSON. And that was not adequate?

Mr. DAvVIES. Part of the problem that we dealt with in the
amendments was to get a better handle on where the expenditures
were going in JTPA.gI‘he method of accounting for costs in the sys-
tem was such that it was hard to get a handle on how much ad-
ministrative costs there really was in the system.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you have a handle now?

219




216

Mr. DAVIES. Yes. The amendments provide for a much more ex-
plicit set of requirements for how costs are accounted for in the
JTPA system.

Mr. PETERSON. But they have not been implemented yet.

Mr. Davies. They will be implemented on July 1.

Mr. PETERSON. So you think that you will have this information,
but we don’t know at this point?

Mr. Davies. I know that in working with the inspector general’s
office and the other people that have a concern about this, that
we've set up systems that should ensure that costs are properly ac-
counted for.

Mr. PETERSON. How would you track this? Through the audit re-
ports +hat come in? Is that how you track this?

N... DAvIES. The costs will be tracked both within the reporting
system and in the audit reports.

Mr. PETERSON. So when these audits come in from these 600-
and-some agencies, you have somebody in your shop that accumu-
lates all this? Is that how it works?

Mr. Davies. The audit process—and it is unfortunate that our
OIG colleagues are not following us rather than us following
them—the audit activity is the—in fact, I'll ask Bryan, who han-
dles that—

Mr. PETERSON. Well, when I use to do audits, I used to send all
these copies to the Department of Labor in Chicago, I think. I used
to have to send 10 audits. I never could figure out what we were
up to. It said in this book we were supposed to send them there,
so we did. I often wondered whatever happened with them.

Mr. WiLLiaMS. The process works this way. The IG contracts or
performs the audits. The audits then come to the program agency.

Mr. PETERSON. Then the IG doesn’t perform the audits; the local
auditors perform the audits.

Mr. WILLIAMS. There are two different kinds.

Mr. PETERSON. Isn’t that where you get the information?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Generally, audits performed at the local level,
then, are rolled up to the State level. They are reviewed at the
State level for questioned costs and for disallowed costs, and then
they are, in turn, reviewed by the national staff here to see if there
is agreement with the action taken.

Mr. PETERSON. When you say reviewed, you basically look at the
last page and see if there are any questioned costs?

Mr. WiLLIAMS. No.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you actually look at the whole report?

[Mr. Williams nods.]

Mr. PETERSON. How many people do you have doing that?

Mr. KEILTY. We have in our audit resolution and closeout and
debt management staff, I would imagine, about 30 people.

Mr. PETERSON. And they are able to do that? And then you put
all of; this into some data base or something, or how does that
work?

Mr. KEILTY. We have a data base that tracks these audits when
they come in, where they are, what state of the process we are in,
resolution.
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Mr. PETERSON. So you are basically, though, relying on these
local auditors to determine whether they are within the 20 percent
requirements, or 15, right?

Mr. KEILTY. That’s correct.

Mr. PETERSON. And you don’t really have any way of going in
and doing any testing on whether they actually are in compliance
or not; you just take their word for it?

Mr. KeILTY. We have had—you know, you get into the question
of our oversight monitoring of the program. We have been doing a
lot of oversight and monitoring of the system over the last couple
of years in the areas of procurement and on-the-job training.

In fact, our own staff visited and monitored, over the course of
the 3 years of this extensive process, every single SDA in the Na-
tion.

Mr. WILLIAMS. We took staff from the State. We went in and we
looked at procurement, we looked at their recordkee ing and re-
pori.ng, we looked at on-the-job training, and requiref specific cor-
rective actions in every case where we found a problem, and dis-
allowed costs or referred special areas where we found problems,
referred that to audit.

Mr. PE1ERSON. Do you have a handle on the people that are
doing these audits? I mean, my limited experience is that I think
there are probably a lot of people out there doing these audits that
wouldn’t know if these costs were appropriate or not.

I don't think they have the training to know—even if they could
use the auditing techniques to find out the information, I'm not
sure they would know whether these are administrative costs or
not. Would you disagree with that, that there’s a fair number of
them that——

Mr. KEILTY. I don’t know “fair” number. It’s a good thing the in-
spector general isn’t here. I've had concern about the quality of the
contract auditors the inspector general uses on doing some of his
an audits. So yes, that and the issue of whether the Single Audit

ct—

Mr. PETERSON. Do you think that has been helpful? Do you think
that the Single Audit Act—

Mr. KeILTY. Well, it’s good——

Mr. PETERSON [continuing]. Has accomplished anything?

Mr. KeILTY. No. I mean——

Mr. WiLLIAMS. No. One of the things that we've constantly raised
questions about is the need for more financial audits; and, indeed,
we've worked with the inspector general where we've seen specific
areas we felt needed to be audited, and asked for specific audits,
because that’s one of the problems with the Single Audit Act. It
only picks up, in some cases, a very few transactions within our
area.

So we've had to ask for more specific financial audits in those
areas where we are monitoring and showing that we have reason
to be concerned about the audit process there,

Mr. PETERSON. There is, I think, a requirement that they are
supposed to look at whether there is compliance with the regula-
tions, right? Do you think that is really ha pening, to any extent?
Do you think that they actually know enough to know what——
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Mr. WiLLIAMS. Well, there are certainly a number of cases where,
between the monitoring and the audit, there are cases that come
up to us for resolution or for further investigation or further audit-
ing and there are not only corrective actions taken administratively
but there are dollars repaid to the Treasury based upon those dis-
allowances.

So certainlly there is activity that is ongoing. But I think it is fair
to say, and I think the IG would agree with this, that it is of un-
even quality, and I would agree with your comment on that. We
find some, both in terms of the people who do it under contract for
the IG and also the people who are doing it at the local level.

There is an unevenness. Despite development of audit Fuides, de-
spite training, despite increased retraining, there is still some un-
evenness out theve.

Mr. DAVIES. But the rules and the amendments now provide for
a much more explicit delineation of what the cost categories are
and what is to be charged. We've provided extensive training to the
States already on financial management. There is a technical as-
gsistance guide that is goin%to be developed and issued. So we are
working at making sure that costs are properly charged and ac-
counted for in the system.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you work with the State, and the American
Institute and State societies of CPA’s? You are working with the
State agency?

Mr. WiLLIAMS. I think there are a couple of things that are ongo-
ing. Certainly, the IG, in their own activity, the inspector general’s
office works with all of those organizations.

We also meet frequently with—in fact, Mr. Davies just recentl
came back from a meeting where he was talkin%]about' the amenci
ments—meet frequently with people who are the JTPA auditors,
associations that work only on our activity or primarily on our ac-
tivity.

M¥ PETERSON. You are involved in helping to train those people?

Mr. WILLIAMS, We are involved with exchanging ideas witg those
people, giving them information, training, answering their ques-
tions. New amendments, in fact, that was the key to Mr. Davies’
presentation out there, to talk about the amendments, their im-
pact, the tightening of the definitions and the charging to the cost
categories, and to be available to answer questions.

We frequently meet with that association, but also with individ-
ual gPA auditors who have difficulties or need questions an-
swered.

Mr. PETERSON. The inspector general called for more oversight.
Do you have the resources to comply with that, realistically?

r. WiLLIAMS. The inspector general’s office talked with us in
August of last year and looked at the issue specifically of oversight
and looked at a situation in terms of our own plans, and indicate(i
that, over a 2-year period, it would be helpful if we had some addi-
tional staff that could be trained and moved into oversight activity.

an.
M?f KEILTY. Mr. Chairman, in point of fact, in our 1994 budget
re(huest to the Congress, the Assistant Secretary sent forward a
budget calling for additional staff resources for ETA to be used,
partially because of the JTPA amendments and also because of the
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economic investment package that the President had included but
clearly, within the budget itself, a recognition that because of the
JTPA amendments, more resources were required in ETA, not only
people but travel and all sorts of resources that we would need to
do that job.

Mr. WiLLiaMs. Clearly, what we did 3 years ago, was we utilized
staff in all of our regional offices as well as the national office, and
even diverted some staff from other activities to do the very in-
depth review that we did on procurement and on-the-job training,
recordkeeping, at every one of the service delivery levels.

That is very difficult on not only the staff, but on the system, be-
cause they are forced to move from other activities but it in fact
did get a number of corrective actions in the system, and I think
it helped train the States further in terms of how to go about some
of the monitoring activities in a more aggressive fashion.

I heard some discussion earlier today about passivity, and I can
assure you that many of the people at the local level thought that
there was anything but passivity when we were going out and try-
ing to work to correct some of these problems.

Particularly in the procurement area we found that to be nec-
essary, and we worked in two ways. We worked with the States
and the service delivery areas on the reviews but then we also
went back and worked with them on the corrective actions and on
the technical assistance, so the problems, hopefully, would not
occur again.

Mr. DAVIES. You asked a question earlier in the hearing about
the role of the States. There are two principal things that we de-
pend on States doing. One is to administer the program. An essen-
tial part of that is to carry out oversight.

e have done a number of things to be much more directive with
the States about what their responsibility is for administration
and, in particular, the oversight.

Mr. WiLLIAMS. The Governor is specifically charged with certain
annual reviews and certifications as to written procurement sys-
tems and other recordkeeping processes to be in place.

Mx‘) PETERSON. How is that done? Through the State auditors, or
what?

Mr. WiLLIaMS. Well, through the Governors’ own oversight staffs.

Mr. PETERSON. Somebody on the Governor’s staff?

Mr. WiLL1AMS. No, the people who are working in the JTPA pro-

am. We indicated earlier there were about 2,500 of those people.

ut they do, in fact, borrow from the State auditor’s staff and from
other people that they need in the State as well as ask our own
people to go.

Many of these reviews are done jointly, because there may be
certain levels of expertise in certain areas—for example, in report-
ing or accounting—where specific staff are detailed for the purpose
of these reviews.

Ms. GREENE. And to add to that, you asked why we were not
asking for this information directly from the localities rather than
going to the States. The primary role of the States is to assess an-
nually the performance of the local programs within the State and
to reward, based on this performance data, those programs that, are
exceeding their standards.
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They actually have a set-aside that is targeted for rewards for
good performance. So it is the State responsibility to impose the
performance standards, to assess program performance at the end
of the year against those standards, and to reward those programs
that are doing well and to provide technical assistance to those
that did not meet their standards. So the States play an integral
part.

We would not want to circumvent that particular line or area of
authority to ask for information that we would need, to look at
local performance and to use our own evaluation purposes, because
we used that data base to set the national standards and to de-
velop new standards. We would want to have the States incor-
porated in that process.

Mr. WiLLIAMS. I think States also help in the overall planning
of their human resources services and the new human resources in-
vestment counselor with broadly based representation is also going
to help, I think, in that planning and coordination of statewide
human resources services, not just in the job training area, but
generally in the State.

I think, as was mentioned earlier today, there is also a role in
terms of dislocated workers where there is a need for the State. It
has some responsibility in terms of rapid response, and some con-
tinued resronsibility in working with unemployed workers at the
statewide level and trying to train and find new jobs in emerging
areas.

Mr. Pr.TERSON. We are running overtime here. There is one more
thing, and we will probably have some other questions that we will
send to you.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir.

Mr. PETERSON. In terms of tr{ing to take what works and expand
it, and take what does not work and eliminate it, suppose you are
working with the States—how does that all work? Are you basically
leaving that up to the States as well, or do you have some strategy
at the Federal level where you identify what is working?

Mr. Davies. There has been an ongoing activity wherein we
share results with the JTPA system tﬁrough the Governors and
through the various associations that respond to the system. But
the 1992 amendments provide for a much expanded capacity build-
ing activity in the JTPA system where training for staff and shar-
ing of successful models will be carried out. States receive a portion
of money to go toward that and the Department has a responsibil-
ity for sharing those positive standards and positive programs.

The most immediate thing that we are doing is, as a followup to
the training on the basic regulations, going out and providing sub-
ject-s‘)eciﬁc training on successful assessment techniques; youth
models that seem to work, even though we're stru§gling with that;
case management; financial management; all of the individual
things that we think need to be understood to operate successful
programs, includi’?‘ﬁ good model programs.

r. WILLIAMS. Thank you.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you all very much for your testimony. We
may be looking at this some more. But if you would be kind enough
to answer, we may have a few questions we might submit to you.
Keep us apprised of what you are up to over there.
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir.
Mr. PETERSON. We aﬁpreciate you being with us.
you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for having

Mr. WiLLiaMS. Than
us.
Mr. PETERSON. This subcommittee is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to re-
convene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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I am here today to discuss issues initiated by the Department of [a-

bor’s inspector generel regarding the Job Training Partnership Act. Those
seven issues are: (1) Whether the Job placement performance measure used
encourages SDAs to work with the participants who need the least help and
place them in low-paying jobs which they could have obtained without assis-

tance; (2) whet the long-term benefits are to the participants; (3) whaeth-

er JTPA is concentrating on job placement, which should be the role of the
state employment services, instead of training; (4) whether JTPA funds are
being used to subsidize local businesses who would have hired some of the
same employees without the program; (3) whether JTPA programs are

complying
with their remedial education mandate;

(6) whether youth in Summer Youth
Programs are properly supervised for work output; (7) whether the 70 per-
cent of the monies statutorily designated for job treining are {nstead

being epplied to administrative costs; and whether the cost effactiveness
of the programs can be meesured.

First, I would like to give you a brief background of Rural Minnesota
CEP (Concentrated Employment Programs).

Rural Minnesota CEP, Inc., a privata non-profit organization incorpo-
rated in 1968, operates employment and treining programs under the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA). The basic purpose of the organization is

to provide job treining and employment opportunities to economically dised-
vantaged, unemployed and underemployed peopla.

The goals are to increase
the client's earned income, maximjze employment opportunities, and enhance
self-sufficiency, Rural Minnesota CEP {s unique among JTPA Service Deliv-

ery Areas by virtue of its private non-profit status. In 1973, when CETA
was passed, only four Rural Concentrated Employment Programs (CEPs) ware
designated CETA prime sponeors. Past accomplishments and administrative
capabilities were considered in the prima spomsor designation. The same
considerations were used when Rural Minnesota CXP was deeignated a JTPA
service deliverer in 1982 (SDA2). RMCIP is also a service provider for the
JOBS Program and the federal dislocated worker program (EDWAA).
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Rural Minnesota CEP is one of seventeen Service Delivary Areas recelv-
ing funds under the Job Training Partnarship Act in Minnesota. Rural Minne-
sota CEP not only administers these funds but also provides the services.
Services include: Career Planning, On-the-Job Training, Work Tralning,
Life Skills, and Job Search. Adult Basic Education, General Education
Diploma Training, English as a Second Language, High School Diploma and
Post-Secondary Vocational Classroom Trsining are provided to Rural Minneso-

ta CEP clients through local education agencies.

Rural Minnesota CEP works closely with State and County elected offi-
clals as well as representatives of the three Indian reservations found
within the area. Every program operated by the Agency is reviewed by the
private Industry Council which is comprised of local business people, educa-
tors, economic developers and representatives of other agencies. A Board
of Directors, whose members represent a wide cross-section of rural life,

provides direction and guidance to the organizstion.

In its 24 year history, Rural Minnesota CEP has managed over $228 mil-
1ion in private, county, state and federal funds, and provided employment
and tralning services to approximately 133,600 unemployed, economically
disadvantaged persons. In Program Year 1991, over 80X of the adult partici-
pants who left our Job Tralning Partnership Act Title IIA program found
unsubsidized employment. Other participants returned to school, joined the
military, or decided to continue in other training as a result of their
experience with Rural Minnesota CEP. Ovar 85X of the participants in the
Youth Program entered employment or achieved a Youth Eaployability Enhance-
ment outcome. The agency worked with over 9,300 participants in all of its
programs in the Program Year ending June 30, 1992.

The area served by Rural Minnesota CEP 1is Service Delivery Azea 2.
(Attachment A). The population density averages only 20 people per square
mile. Only four of the citles have a population over 10,000, The rurel
neture of the area craates a challenge for any job sesker, Low wages and
unesployment are typical in the SDA 2 area. The median hourly wage is 83X
of the state median hourly wage. The 1989 per cspita income ranged from
below $11,000 $n Clearwater County to ebove $17,000 in Traverse Cownty} t.ba
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State per capita income vas $18,731. The SDA 2 unemploymant rate wae 6.7%

in 1992 compared to e stete unemployment rate of 5.0f%.
lesue 1: PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

Parformance standerds are a measure of the quality and accountability
of the delivery of employment and treining services. In the program year
ending June 30, 1992 both the State of Minnesota and Rural Minnesota CXP
achieved high parformance. Thesa ocutcomes were achieved beceuse RMCEP and
other Minnesota SDAs offaer quality services to all individuale. The out-
come of $260/week at follow-up for welfare recipients is considerably above
the $170/week an individual working for the minimm wage would earn.

JTPA 1I-A
PROGRAM YEAR 1991
Parformance Standards

State RMCEP State
Standard Actual Actual

Performance Performance

Follow-up Employment Rate 60.4% 78.4% 68.2%
Welfare follow-up Employment Rate  $3.4% 77.5% 65.4%
Follow-up Weekly Earnings $233 $249 $266
Welfare Follow-up Weekly Earnings  $236 $249 $260

Youth

Entered Employment Rate
Employability Enhancement Rate

State Performance Standards

Adult & Youth

Welfare Recipients Enrolled
As a Parcentage of Total
Enrollment

Adult

Vage et Placeament Ag a

Percentage of Adult Non-Welfare
Clients Wage at Placemant

99.0%

r

These outcomes ware achieved while serving hard-to-serve individuals. 5&*"
Ve) fare reciplents are one of the groupe designated as hard-to-eerve under
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the 1992 JTPA amendments. Walfare reciplents made up 58.8% of the JTPA IIA

participants in PY 1991. Currently 70 of RMCEP's adult participants fit

into one or more of the hard to serve categories included in the JTPA amend-
ments.

Rural Minnesota CEP's policy is to serve economically disadvantaged
individuals who need assistance to obtain enployment. Rather than fit

people into boxes, staff look at need, motivation and commitment with an
emphasis on need.

Issue 2: LONG TERM BENEFITS

Individuals who participate in RMCEP's Employment and Training Program
realize several benefits.

Adult participants who left the program for employment in Program
Year 1991 were paid $260 per week when surveyed for follow-up
data. As a starting wage this compares favorably with average
weekly wages of all employees in the ninetesn counties of Sar-
vice Delivery Area 2 which ranged from $289.89 per week to
$386.93 per week in the fourth quarter of 1991.

0f those participants who left the program for employment, 88.9%

were still working thirtoen weeks later according to survey re-
sults.

Participants who complete Classroca Traiping or On-the-Job Train-

ing have marketable skills that will help them secure and advance
on a job.

Participants who complete Work Training gain basic work skills
and habits that will help them succeed at any job.

Participants in the Life Skills Workshop are better able to cope
with pressures that could force them to quit working.

ET-Ys S
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o Participants in basic education, GED, ESL and High School Diploma
Programs increase their confidence and their ability to access
further education and training opportunities.

Individuals would have great difficulty 4in achleving any of these
long-lasting results if not for the help and assistance available through
the Job Training Partanership Act.

Issue 3: JIPA TRAINING AND PLACEMENT ACTIVITIES

In Minnesota Job Service and Service Delivery Areas negotiate coordina-
tion agreements which include a description of the services which each
entity will provide. (Attachment 2)

Rural Minnesota CEP's charge is to provide training, employment experi-
ence and employability planning services to economically disadvantaged
unemployed people who have barriers to employment. The mission of the Job
Service {3 to bring people and jobs together by helping businesses meet

labor force needs.

The Rural Minnesota CEP Employability Development System consists of a
series of organized activities which prowote a formal and practical ap-
proach to help participants secure employmant. The activities in which
clients participate are determined by the completion of a MNeeds Assess-
ment. The Needs Assessment provides staff with the information necissary
to evaluate the employment related needs of the client. During the Needs
Assessment, staff determine the skills, abilities, training, work history
and employment bacriers of each client. After determining neads, an indi-
vidual may enter one of the following activitias:

1. Career Planning System -- This component was developed to lnstruct the
disadvantaged unemployed in making informed career dacisions. The
procass considers aptitude, skills,. interests, lifestyle needs, person-
el barriers and labor xarket possibilities in setting caresr goals. 4
The result of the activity is a written Eq)loyability Davelopment Plan.

-
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2. Work Training -- Some applicants hLave never held a job or have an
inconsistent work history. Work Training is for them. Participants
are placed in well-supervised worksites to leern basic employment
skills such as promptness, cooperation with co-workers, responsibili-
ties to employers and dependability.

3. Youth-In-Transition -- This activity consists of short term and/or
part-time jobs for clients who are in school. It provides students

with an opportunity to develop basic work skills while completing
their education.

4. On-the-Job Training -- Participants learn specific job skills in an
actual work situation. The employer provides the training and Rural
Minnesota CEP reimburses the employar for extraordinary training
costs. The worker gets a job and the employer gets an employee
trained to specifications.

5. Adult Basic Education -- Participants who require upgrading of reed-
ing, communications and math skills are enrolled in adult basic educa-
tion programs operated by local school districts.

6. General Equivalency Diploma -- Dropouts prepare for the GED test with
local education agency providers.

7. High School Diploma -- Participants work toward a diploma in a local
altarnative education center, alternative program or regular high
school program.

8. English aa a Second Language -- Individuals whosa primary language is

not Englisk participate in ESL classes through local education agen-
ciea.

9. Classroom Training -- Occupational akill classroom inatruction 1a also
evailable to participants in cooperatiomn with exiating poat-secondary
schools. Tuition, books, and suppliea are provided by Rurel Minnesots
CEP. Supportive aervices are alao evailadle.

v . -
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Job Search System -- This three week training activity includes a five
day workshop in which participants are taught how to access the hidden
job market for job openings, prepare a good resuma, perform well at
interviews, keep a job once they get it, leave a job that is not work-
ing out, and start the process again if necessary.
the implementation of these skills for two weeks.
people the lifetime skills for staying employed.

Staff then monitor
RMCEP thus gives

Life Skills -- Many hard-to-serve clients lack the confidence and
knowledge necessary to deal with the complexities of modern society.
In Life Skills participants learn techniques to take control of their
personal lives. This activity includes sections on personal growth,
stress, sclf.esteem, positive thinking, trust, =sloneness, values,
change, decision making, budgeting and parenting. Helping individuals

gain control of their lives improves the 1likelihood that they will
stay employed.

Youth Competency System -- Youth are screened in three areas: Pre-Em-
ployment /Work Maturity Skills, Basic Educatiomn Skills and Job Specific

Skills. Should the initial screening indicate that a youth may ba

deficlent in an area, further evaluation is conducted using CASAS

pre-assessment instruments. Youth who require upgrading in two of the
three competency skill areas participate in the Youth Competency Sys-

tem. A plan is developed outlining Rural Minnesota CEP activities in

which participants can obtain those skills. Any or all of the activi-

ties describad previcusly might be utilized. Youth are awarded Certif-
icates of Competency for each of the three skill areas in which they
reach a satisfactory level of performance as determined by the CASAS
post-assessment. In the Pre-Employability/Work Maturity Skills area,
that. level is defined as achieving the eleven core competencies. In
Basic Education Skills youth who test at or above the eighth grade
level are considered competent. 1In Jod Specific Skills, youth must
obtain at least 90 of the skills needed for the job.

Supportive Services are provided to participants on an as-needed da-
sis. These could includa, but mot be limited to testing fees, licens-

I




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

231

ing, child care, transportation, appropriate clothing, toois and sub-
4istence needed to continue in training or obtain employment.

While the Job Search System and Job Placemant are options, they are
normally utilized by participants who have completed some other activity
such as Classroom Training. Participants who are job ready, whether eligi.
ble or not, are referred to Job Service for Placement Services. Sarvices
provided to participants in the Job Search System and Job Placement activi-
ty are unavailable through Job Sorvice in Service Delivery Area 2. A limit-
ed number of economically disadvantaged individuals who need the training
offered in the Job Search System to find a good job, may be enrolled in
that activity only. In PY1991 only 75 of 2,396 participants were in J9%
only, while in PY1992 only 54 of the 1,781 participants served to date have
been in JSS only. Also, a small number of economically disadvantaged {ndi-
viduals who have a real need for supportive services for items such as
clothes, tools, or relocation assistance in order to become employed may be
enrolled in the Job Placement activity only.

Over 73X of our current program participants have received services in
2 or more activities during this program year. Over 40X of the partici-
pants in only one activity have baen in Classroom Training, OJT or Work
Training. This is in addition to a Needs Assessment and participation in

the Employability Development System. This is an increase in service lev-
els from PY1991.

The increase has occurred as RMCEP has begun to move to providing more
services to harder-to-serve individuals in response to state and federal
mandates and priorities. RMCEP is concerned that prohibition on providing
stand alone job search will leave a service gap. People who have skills
and need jobs may not be able to find good employment bacause they do not
know how to look for work. The economically disadvantaged are isolated and
lack the connections others use to secure good jobs. Even graduates of
post-secondary institutions and exparienced workers flounder because they
lack job seeking skills and connections. How sad it is that someone could |
remain disenfranchised because they lack clothing for work, tools, transpor-

tation or relocation assistance. Under new regulatious, EMCEP will be
3.
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unable to serve these individuals until after they have become hard-to.
serve and require costly intervention rather than cost-effective prevention.

Issus 4: ON-THE-JOB TRAINING CONTRACTS

During this program year, Rural Minnesota CEP, Inc.
187 local businesses to train and employ 263 peoples.

contracted with
On an average, this
is 1.4 contracts per employer. Last year we contracted with 252 employers
to place 311 OJT trainees which averages to 1.23 contracts per employasr.

The employer must contribute 502 or more of the OJT trainee's wages, pro-

vide the same benefits as available to other employees, and accept responsi-
bility to provide specific training as designed in the contract.

We do not use OJT as frequently as we use classroom vocational train-

ing for our participants because it is time intencive to design and monitor

a customized training program. However, some of our participants have more

success in this direct hands-on training activity and participants are
immediately earning e wage.

0JT trainees are closely monitored to assure that they are learning
the job tasks as outlined in the contract and that sufficient intervention
has occurred to address major bdarriers to maintaining employment. Good
client service practices encourage us to work with employers who are will-
ing to invest in training and who are sensitive to the needs of the popula-
tion vhich we serve. We have a provision to not pay contracts when train.
ing has not been delivered as designed. Because our job davelopers mesin-
tain relationships with employers in specific areas, we are able to identi.
fy employers who have a problem retaining OJT trainees. Adaministrative
oversite, record keeping and follow-up statistics also assist us to work in
partnership with employers who are seeking long term benefits from the
investment in human capital rather than a short-term economic boost.

Issua 35: REMEDIAL KDUCATION MANDATE

In 1987, Rural Minnesota CEP assembled a task force of members from
the Private Industry Council, uh.inhtntlon and tezchers from local educa-

10
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tion districts, and employment and training perscnnel to develop guidelines
for a literacy program. Literacy Training is an enrichment program de-

signed to prevent the losa of grade level often experienced by "at.risk”

youth during the surmer months. As part of their work week, youth in this

component received remedial instruction in math and reading. Tha Summer

Youth Literacy Training Program has operated for the past six “ears.

Local school districts provide Literacy Training under contract with
Rural Mionesota CEP.

Youth are identified by the local schools aa in need
of Literacy Training based on academic performance or standardized test
scores which indicate that the student is functioning below 8th grade compe-

tency or at two grade levels below an age appropriate level. A pre and

post test is administered to provide documentation of program effort.

Last swwmer, Rural Minnesota CEP, Inc. contracted with 32 school dis-

tricts and cooperative educational districts to provida remedial education

in reading and math. Those school districts and teachers that participated

in Summer Youth Literacy Training provided excellent and often inncvative

instruction in mathematics and reading. Their efforts and commitment

helped make this Swmmer Youth Program successful.

Program success in average gains in literacy levels are as noted:

Year *Participants Reading

1992 339 .39
1991 327 .12
1990 7 .0
1989 314 9
1988 174 1.1
1987 130

* The numbers of youth participating in Literacy Training is a combina-
tioa of LIB and WYP.

This indicates a slight gain, but more importantly, the scores indi-
cate that the program is succesaful in its objective to maintain grade

level. 1In addition, 39%Z of the youth in the program last sumser received
academic credit. Jg: . ,-% o
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Rurel NMinnesota CKP? has made consistent effort to meet the remediel
aducation needs of the youth in training with us for the future workforca.
In eddition to the federel summer program, resources were provided by the

Stete funded Minnesota Youth Program.

Issue 6: SUMMER YOUTH PROGRAM SUPERVISION

Rurel Minnesota CEP operates o quality Suswer Youth Program. We accom-
plish this because we see the value in training the staff peopla who will
be the contact person for the youth and the worksite supervisors.
RMCEP summer staff provide training to worksite supervisors

In turn,

on program
goals, regulations, safety, and mentoring. Summer staff also provide the

youth participants with an orientation to the world of work. Included in
this training is an emphasis on meaningful work.

Last summer, participants in the Summer Youth Program were placed at

worksites which were well supervised and provided meaningful work.

Worksites ware developed primarily with government and non-profit enti-
ties. Evary effort was made to assura that youth hed an opportunity to
apply for jobs within their sphere of interest and ebility. Many of the
Jobs also gave youth an opportunity to improve their comsunities. The
commmities in our rurel 19 county aree count on the youth workers to con-
tribute their time aend talents to Commmnity improvement projacts as craw
workers or aeides in: county and city perk depaertments, community recree-
tion programs, tourist information centers, senior nutrition centers, city
street departments, county museums and librarias, county and city govern-
mant offices, locel schools, recycling centars, and netural resource agen-
cles. Public sector jobs were fully subsidized. On-the-Job Training con-
tracts, which reimbursed the employer up to 30X of the wages for treining
coats Incurred were administered for private sector worksites. Both pudblic
and privete worksites helped youth develop skills and obtain experience
that will prove invaluable when they leeve school and entar the workforca.

Rural Minnesota CEP staff fraquantly contacted both the youth and
worksite aupervisor to essure our mission for the program: & safe and

productive work experience for tha youth. Program close-out -reports. f
) . . "_J"P)”f:#'-.f'}: MYy
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the swmmar staff emphasized the excellence in worksite supervision and
commended supervisors for their dedication to young people.

Work Training activity is the vehicle for one of our PIC recommenda-

tions: encourage mentoring of youth participants. The worksite supervi.

sors are encouraged to form a mentoring relationship with the youth. This
concept is introduced to the supervisors at a pre-placemant training sges-

sion. The Summer Youth staff program evaluations provided these observa-

tions about mentoring:

"special effort that we made was to work with the supervisors in terms
of training them to be mentors to the youth, Many of the supervisors
did a lot of this on their own and already saw it as one of their

primary functions.”

"It was a pleasure for us to see the mentoring that was taking place
at some of the worksites. We compliment these supervisors for taking
the risk of assisting the kids in their personal 1ife and teaching

them skills and work habits that will enable them to succeed in the
working world.*

"I felt the majority of the worksites were excellent as well as the
supervisors being good role models as well as mentors. I had a great

deal of youth clients talk favorably about their worksites as well as
their supervisors.®

Comments from youth participants reinforce the value of the supetvisor
as mentor relationship: “I'm glad I got the chance to work for my supervi-
sor. He was greatl|® “Boss was cool, would like to work for him next

summar.” "It has made my life different.” “Great worksite and suparvi.
sorsl”

Our work training activity is flexidle to meet the needs of the youth
and the worksite supervisor. Flaxibility is important also to accommodate
the literacy needs of the youth. According to a survey returned by the
youth participants i{a SYP last summer: '

13
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71.332 worked full-time

902 said that their supervisor discussed safaty with them
96X indicated that there was encugh work to keep them busy
93.332 felt their work was worthwhile

77.33% of the youth were working in an environment where only 1

to 3 youth were assigned to a supervisor.

The low ratio of youth to supervisor, emphasis on safety, and meaning-
ful work promotes an excellent youth program.

Issue 73 FUNDS ARD EFFECTIVENESS

Section 108 of Public Law 97-300 establishes the limitation of costs
as follows:

Administration 15.0% Maximum

Training 70.02 Minimum
Participant Support - 15.0% Maximum

Section 108(d) of Public Law 97-300 exempts Concentrated Employment
Programs from these limitatioms.

Although exempt from JTPA cost limitations, RMCEP has always striven
to meet the goals established in the law. (See chart below). The difficul-
ty of operating a good program which meets federal requirements with only
15% of the budget devotaed to administration was acknowledged in the 1992
JTPA amendmants which now allow 20X, and in some instances 23%, of the
funds to be used for administration.
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Three Year Comperison of Cost Categories for RMCEP

o the TRAINING coat category.

Fiscel Year Ending Fiscal Year Ending Fiscal Yeer Ending
JTPA Title 1X-A 6-30-90 6-30-91 6-30-92 YOTALS

Administration 634,014 13,93 631,510 16.8x 497,891 14.9x 1,763,413

Training 2,319,423 38.0x 2,196,332 35.6% 1,970,115 39.0x 6,483,870

Part. Support 1,044,747 26.1% 922,068 24.6% 869,477 26.1x 2,836,292

Total 3,998,184 3,749,910 3,337,483 11,083,377

Section 108(b)(2) (A48} allows for the allocation of 30X of work experi-
ence expenditures to the TRAINING componant if tha Work Experlence is less
than 6 months; prohibition from future Work Experience; this activity is
coupled with other training activities; and the vages paid do not exceed
the prevailing entry level wage rate.

Allocating 30X of Work Experience expenditures to the TRAINING cost
catagory.

Fiscal Year Ending Fiscel Year Ending Fiscal Yeer Ending
JTPA Title 11-A 6-30-90 6-30-91 6-30-92 TOTALS

2

Adatnistration 634,014 13.9x 631,510 16.8% 497,891 14.9% 1,763,413

Training 2,703,611 67,62 2,538,395 67.7x 2,264,835 67,9z 7,307,041

Part, Support 660,339 16.3% 379,805 13.35% 374,757 1,813,121

Totel 3,998,184 3,749,910 3,337,483 11,083,377

JTPA is sn accountable program. Independent audits performed by certi.
fied Public Accountants are on file for Rurai Minnesota CEP'e programs.
The program is also monitored by the State of Minnesota and writtea documen-
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tetion is mainteined.

Audit reports and State monitoring reports are avail-
able.

Federal requirements which contribute to the costs for administration

include maintaining required audit, accounting, data collection, affirma-

tive action, monitoring, grievance and other procedures which are not with-
out cost.

Still, as shown in the table below, all SDAs in Minnesota in the pro-
gram ysar ending June 30, 1992 were within the limitations, Procedures for
assigning costs have been approved by the State of Minnesota and their
appropriateness verified by independent audit of individuel SDAs.

State of Minnesota
Total Expenditures 15, 457,665

Adminiztration 2,271,061

Training 10,885,907
support 2,300,697

When considering cost effectiveness one would have to compare the cost
of the investment in training to the coet of lost wages, welfare payments,

lost taxes, unrealized potential, lower productivity, end human suffering.
Although I cannot analyze the costs of the latter I believe the investmen\
in RMCEP JTPA clients of lese than $2,000 per participant is cost effective
when compared to the costs of the alternative.
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Atirchrant 2

Participant Characteristics

Rural Minnesota CEP has an ongoing commitment to serving welfare recipi-
ents. In PY'91 1,614 clients participated in the JTPA 1A Adult Program of
whom 56.9% were welfare recipients. The JTPA HA Youth Program 782
enrollments of whom 50.1% were welfare recipients. It is estimated that
10.3% of the ecligible population were receiving Public Assistance during
the program year. Welfare recipients, however, made up 54.8% of the agen-
cy's enrollment. Welfare recipients not onl‘ were enrolled at a much great-
er rate than their incidence in the eligible population, but required a
larger proportion of the resources to be adequately served. Rural Minneso-
ta CEP recognizes the needs of this hard to serve group, and will continue
its commitment to make welfare recipients a priority for services.

PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS SUMMARY
PY'91 1IA ADULT & YOUTH PROGRAMS

RIC

|
Actual Planned | Actual Planned

Substantial Level of Level of | Hard to Level of Level of
Segments Service Service | Serve Service Service

|

|
Female 55.0% 50.08 |  Adult Dropout 7.9% 13.0%

| Youth Dropout 4.6% 7.6%
b..ck 0.6% 0.2 |
Hisylnjc 1.3% 0.7% | Food Stamp 51.3% 30.0%
Native American 11.2% 9.08 |  St. Public Assis. 54.8% 50.0%
Asian 0.3% 0.4 | AFDC 34.4% 31.5%

| Work Readiness/GA 21.4% 18.5%
16-17 6.2% 6.5% | Refugee Cash Ass. 0.0% 0.1%
18-21 26.7% 24.9% | :
-39 51.1% 51.08 | UC Recipient 4.9% 4.6%
40-54 13.9% 14.05 |  Homeless 1.6% 0.3%
*e55+ 5.1% 3.6% | Handicapped 12.9% 12.0%

t

|  Long~Term Unemployed 20.3% .

| Chenm. dent 10.2% .

| Low g Skills 1.9% *

| Offenders 10.9% .

| At Risk Youth 17.2% *

i

* Not Planned
** Includes JTPA 3% Oldexr Worker Program
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APPENDIX 2.—QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD, SUBMITTED BY
MR. MACHTLEY
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May 18, 1993

The Honorable Collin C. Peterson

Chairman

Subcommittes on Employment, Housing, and Aviat:zn
B-349 A Rayzurn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for calling the April 29 hearing to review the Jo:
Training Partnership Act. I found the testimony from the witnesses
very revealing and I look forward to continuing the subcommittee’s
oversight of federal job training programs.

Enclosed please find a copy of a letter I wrote to Secretary
of Labor Robert Reich which contains questions I would like tc
Labor Department to answer for the hearing recaord. I would alsc
like to have this letter and the Labor Department’s reply submittec
for the official hearing transcript for the April 29, 1993 hearing.

Again, thank you for calling this hearing. I look forward tc
continuing to work with you. If you have any guestions regardinc
this letter, please contact myself or Mike Nannini at 5-9026.

adliq

Ranking Minority Member
Subcommittee on Employment,
Housing, and Aviation

RonfMacatley
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May 18, 199:

The Honorable Robert B. Reich
Secretary

United States Department of Labor
200 Constitution Avenue, NW
Washingten, D.C. 20210

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Thank You for sending Deputy Assistant Secretary David O.
Williams to appear before the House Government Operations
Subcommittee on Employment, Housing, and Aviation to testify on
behalf of the U.S. Department of Labor at the hearing held on April
29, 1993. I appreciate the Labor Department’s participation in
this hearing and look forward to workirg with you in the future.

In the written testimony submitted by Mr. Williams, he made
reference to your efforts to conduct a review of Federal job
training programs. Specifically, Mr. ®illiams’ written testimony
states, on pages 12-13, that "Secretzry Reich is undertaking a
review of Federal job training programs, including JTPA, to
determine the programs and strategies that work and those that
don’t."

In response to the gquestions listed below, please provide
further information regarding your review for the April 29 hearing
record.

1) Describe in detail the sccpe of the Labor Department’s
"review" of federal job traininc programs. What specific
prograns are subject to the review?

2) Have any working groups, task forces, or commissions of any

type been created by the Labor Cepartment to conduct this
review?
If yes, please submit a list of all Labor Department employees
who work for or are assigned to tkazse groups, including their
name, their title, and the d:vision within the Labor
Department to which they are assizzad.




The Honorable Robert B. Reich -- :ige 2

4) If the aforementioned group:z 1arz been establishel, are any
non~federal or private sec=r Ddersons assigra€ to these
groups?

5) If yes, please submit a list = all private sectcr persons who
work for or are assigned to sz groups, incluiing their
name, their title, and their :us:ness address.

6) if the aforementioned groups :av: been establisied, have you
or any other Labor Departent employee providad written
guidance to the group(s)?

7} If yes, please subrit a copy = azy written guidaznces provided
to the group(:}).

8) Is this review associated w:mx Vice President ilbsrt Gore’s
National Performance Review?

Please submit your response: to these questions by June 4,
1993. If you have any questions regarding this reguest, please
contact Michael Nannini of the subznm:ttee at 225-9026. Thank you
for your attention to this regues—

Y
Ranking Minority Member
Subcommittee an Employment,
Housing, and Aviation
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Washingion, DC. 20210

1

The Honorable Ron Machtley
Ranking Minority Member
Subcommittee on Employment,
Housing, and Aviation

U.S. House of Representatives
wWashington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Machtley:

Thank you for your letter to Secretary Reich requesting
information on the Department of Labor's review of federal job
training programs.

The Secretary is planning a thorough review of job training
programs. However, these plans are still being formulated, and
we do not kncw at this point how the review will be structured.
I will get back to you when the review plan takes shape and
address your questions.

Thank you again for writing to the Secretary. Please feel free
to call me at 215-8660 if I can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

Rt T, U

RAYMOND J. UHALDE
Administrator

Office of Strategic Planning
and Policy Development

72-757 O - 93 (248)

1SBN 0-16-041735-X
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