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AN ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF CETA, TIT4t.I CLASSROOM

TRAINING ON VOCATIONAL AND TECHNICADUCATION
(October 1976)

Though Florida has become increasingly invo/ved in manpower'programs
through the'Comprehensive gmployment and Training Act (CETA):, there

has been, until noW, no systematic attempt made tO,,assess the impact

of CETA funding on vocatiohal and technical education in Florida.
-

,

This study represelted an attempt to develop a methodology to evaluate

the effec4venpis eifCETA, Title I vocational and:technical education

classroom training, and the field.testing of the Methodology developted.

The project staffs, limited its study to onb'area\of the state, which

included two prime sponsor counties and one county under the sponsor-7..

-ship of the GO;iiernor (a "balance of the state" county).

/i)Data gathered froth the prime sponsors relating to the CETA training':
!

"programs weréi,used to derive benefit-cost r"atios, to the extent 'r

possible withd.4ta for short r4uri benefits.' A detailed description
,

'
is given in the:report of the procedures used in arriving at benefit-

cost calculatiobs'iforlthe CETA programs. ,

I

I

'.
The principalHcOnclusion of the study is that when meadured on

- .L----...purely econom4c4rounds, the CETA Title I vocational training pro-

' grams aid- Mh'iglidal..,-Even-though the benqfit-cost ratios Were
.

conservatively'calculated in the report, the ratios ranged from

being slightly favorable to belOw the breakeven point (a benefit-

cost ratib of less than unity; or costs exceeding benefits)... -'

Therese-archers offered a number of explanfions for.their. findings.

The two mostjthportant explanations:were: (1) The program:is designed

to try to reach the most unprepared, untrained clients possible; ani.

(2) The recent dismal performance of the state's economy. The authors

exaMined the effects,of the levelsof unemployment in other states

and its impact on the rate of.Wage increases CETA trained clients

receive when they enter the job market.' -They found higher benefits

in states with lower.unemplOyment rates than Florida. 4

*

The study also voices the belief that the impact of the recession

upon CETA, Title 1 programs has been negativev The recession in

Fldrida has increasad the supply or workers while reducing the demand

for them. The recession also retarded the-growth of wage levels

to.such an extent that in many cases real wages have declined since

May c 74.A Also', since the people trained by the CETA,

i

T4tle I

,progr,..ifi. are basically entering the labor forge, their Ida es are

entry level wages only, and these have been pushed up-Ity the incr a§e

in the minimum wage- There.is no,way of telling what ,the wag evels

would have been in the Vsence of the forced wage increase br ght .

s

about by the minimUm wage.
/

s.
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The study authors point out that psychological benefits to CETA
clients were not measured in the study.

Another problem the study could not come to grips with is the
future impact of CETA vocational training on clients two, five,

or,ten years from now. The study is more of a cross-sectional

study and not 1 longitudinal one.

Finally, the study brought out the point that.full-time equivalent
(FTE) vocational students receiving CETA funding support were not
separated for accounting purposes from regular, non-CETA FTE'.

-1
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'PREFACE

The general scope of this study waS first sugiested by a request

for a research proposi circulated by the Florida State Advisopr

Council on Vocational and Technical Education. n res se to this

request,aresearchproposal was submitted and accepted.. It was

-
decided that'the study would develop a methodology and fi ld test it.

-

Since this was a pilot study all parties concerned recogn zed that

'there would be many false starts and blind alleys reecounties were

selected fo i. the field tests; each provided d ferent problems and

challenges' which resulted in using tbe methodology in.slightly different.

ways.

In Pinellas County the data were gathered by working frok,CETA

reports and through close contact with a number of_the officials

responsible for the programs.. In Hernando County the data were col-
\4.

lected directly from the files of the clienes with the assistance of

the office personnel of the Hernando County Comprehensive ManpoWer

Services. In Hillsborough County most of the'data were extractedand

compiled from the many reports---relsed by the Taipa Skills denterc

Tampa Comprehensive EMployment Program, Tadpa.opportuniey Center, and

Manpower Planning Department.

This 4tudy is the product of a researth team at the University

of South FlOrida. All members of this group'participated in data

gathering. Different individuals however are responsible for the

compilation and authorship of specific sections of the 'report.

iii
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Dr. Thomas Curtis, as principal investigator, coordinated the

*
ft%

activitie of the group and provided consulration when necessary. In
a

addition, Dr. Curtis also. authoredthe Introduction and the Economic

Envirrent, Hernando County Field Test, Method ogy, and ConClusions

and Recommendations sections. Dr. Richard Moas a sisted Dr. Curtis

with the Economic Environment section.

Mr. James Spence dyel,oped the basic methodoiogy for the study b);

completing the first f ld test for Pinellas County. He authored this

section of the report and provided consultatioh to Dr. Curtis for the

,

Methodplogy and Conclusions and Recommendations sections.

'('

A
,

,

Dr. Thomas Johnson was priMarily responsible for the compla tion

N.

and authorship'of the Hillsborough County fi ld test. Dr. Paul,Spector,

who served as Graduate Assistant for the project, aidedjDr. Johnson in,

these efforts.

The study would not have been-possible-without th cooperapeon of z

ould like ,to
>

a,-

htributed

CETA program administrators and their office afaff. We

take this opportunity to expres our gratitude to those wh

numerous tulurs

would like to re

o-hekwithAthis investigation. In Pinellas County we

ognize the assistance of Mr. Edward L. LactatiOn,

10S
,

Coordinator Manpower and Criminal Justice Planning Units and Mr. Fred

Matz, Accounting Coordinator, Pinellas County School Boaid,'CETA,

Project. These two phtlemen spent

Br'own of the Hernando Com tehensive

were vary helpful. In Hi lsboroug

many hours helping us. M . Gladys

Manpower Services and her staff

y the former Manpower Direceor
S.

of the Thmpa yj.11aborougli npoyr Cgasortium, Mr. James Simmons,

provided us wath aid during the first partsof the tudy. Mr. Allen Benz

iv



and Mr. 'Robert Keabies'-of.the Tampa Skills Center answered nestions

and provided data throughout the duration orour research. Mr.

Russell Dickinson of the Tampa Opportunity'Center also provided assist-

ance. Final , Mr.
v
Charles' Dunn, the Acting Manpower Director of the

Tampa Hillsborough Manpower Consortium, continued the cooperation shown

to us by Mr. Simmons.
*

LaSt but not least, We wish to thank Chris Henry, Rhonda Shaffer,

and Kathy,Schoonmaker for Meritorious typing efforts above and beyond

anY normally expected effOrtk'



INTRODUCTION*

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (hereafter

referred to as CETA) transferred contrOi over a large portion of federal

revenues tO4atate and local jurisdiction for flexible use in lieu of a

variety of categorical federal manpower programs. Title I of =A

established a program of financial assistance to state qnd local govern-

ments (prime sponsors) for comprehensive manpower services.
1

The prpgram

includes.the creation and development of job opportunities, training,

education,and other syvicea needed to enable individuals to secure and

retain employment.

The impact of CETA,Ipitle I funds upon.vocational and technical
c.

education in Florida has been great, if for no.other reason than because

of the absolute quantity of federal money coming to the state. In fact,,

this is the basic problem io which this study addresses itself. As stated
4

in the 4.75 Annual Report of the ?lorida State Advisory ,Council on

Vocational and Technical Edu4tiPn,'"Florida is becoming increaaingly
a

involV,yd in manpower prograts through the ComfNehensive,Employment nd

Training Act; there has, however, been no systematic'eattempt made to

assess the inti3act' of CETA funding onmArocational and teChnidal4education

P.2
in Florida ' This means that there hapibeen no systematic attempt to

,

1
Prime Sponsors are states or units of local government *7 h ..u-

lations greater than 100,000. Units of local governMent with po,ulations
less than 100,0001,are considered to be "balance of the state" wi tfe

state being.the prime sponsor,and their funds come directly from the
state:

21975 Annual Report (Florida State Advisory Council on Vocational
and Technical Education; 1975) p. 4.

%Jr:



measure, in specific terms, the'impact of CETA money, i.e., die per

v
unit cost of thts type of vocational and technical education and-the

per unit benefits. Another question remaining to be answered is what

effect the use of these CETA funds has had on current and future

expenditures of state and county funds.

THE OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The objective., of this study are to develop a methodology which will

enable one to come.to grips with the vast quantity of cost and benefit..

data and the different ways in which these data are categorized. Secolid,'

to use the data to.derive benefit-cost ratios, atileast to the extent

this is possible with data for short run benefits.' Third, to examine

the problems.of state money being used in the form of support services for,

the CETA program and the disributional impact with respect to State

.:Deliartment of Education funds when Full Time Equivalencies are generated.

by CETA trainees.
3 Fourth, to conduct a field'test in Hillsborough,

Plriellas, and Hernando Counties, with the fprmer two being prime sponsors

("1-end--11

Jr
ernando being a "balance of the.stite" county. The period used as

the data base is July 1, 1975,through June 30, 1976. Finally, to prov

the reader with a bibliogtaphy of material directly and indirectly

related to the.general prob m area.

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

What are the general eligibili6t, tiara 'eristics of the CETA, Titb%

I program? The Fieral Government-hat established specific criteria, and
C-

it will be'helpful to the readers of this report if they will.take the

z ../
3
State DepartmenJof Education funds''are diatributedron the basis of

the number of "full time equivalent students".

r
2..
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time to become,faMiliar with these requirements.

. To be eligible for services and activities under the CETA program,
A /4

a person must be:

1) A.member-of a significant segment of'the Population as defined

below:

,a) High schoOl dropout regardless of age who is not currently

enrolled in an academic or vocational institution.

b) Sixteen throughtwenty-foUr year"olds lacking work

experience.

Vietnam era veterans who served in Vietnam, Korea, or waters

adjacent thereto between Aggust 4, 1964,and January 31, 1973, ,

with honorable discharge.

d) Female heads of household.

e) Persons 45 years old or over.

f) Potential high school dropouts who are economical

-t

disadvantaged.
t>

g) The.prite sponsor may make excePtions to the above criteria.

2) And be either:

a) Economically disadvantaged and unemployed, or;

b) Economically disadvantage& and underedployed.

From the above criteria it should be clear to the reader that,

. perhaps, the most basic idea.underlying t CETA, Title I program is-to

provide economic assistance to individuals who are both economically and

educationally disadvantaged, with the hope that CETA, Iltle I training

wlp enable the person to move.into a higher skilled occupation which,

in the long run, will increase his or her life time earning stream.

3
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Lloyd G. Reynolds, one of America's best-known labor economists,

bas examined this,very problem-in q4of his books. Reynolds points out

that when one goes About the retraining of adults, the first question to

\

e ajlswered is, who is to bi:\ trained? If it is assumed that funds are
.1

insufficient to train everyone, where does one st rt.? "Should one
4-

.deal from the top of the,deCk or the bottom?"
4

On th basis of.efficiency,-

it might seim that one should start with the most.trainable becatge iheir

a .

ratio of future production gains'to training costs is hignest. They will

altso Probably be generallylmore qualified, younger and healthier thani"

C,
the other unemployed. Aut the argument can be made for starting with to*

most disadvanteged because to lift people up from polierty by.increasing

their life time earnings and thus reduce present disparities in'income

distributio n, iS a valid social dbjective.
5 One can go on to argue that

.

this graup offers the greatest long term benefits because the returns from '

training the most .disadvantaged are potentially very large when one

Considers the possible impact it may'have upon:the childre Childen of

this group quite bften.become disadvantaged themselves. If trough

training the parents, the cycle of poverty is b;oken, the gains will be
7-

large.
6

',This study will not go inta-these aspects .because atte pts to

measure them are extremely difficult and data for a long period are
-

quired. Wor will this study attempt to measure any psyCholpgical benefits-

resulting from training.

'4
Lloyd G. Reynolds, Labor 9onomics and Labor Relations, sixth'ed.,

.(Engj.ewood Cliffs; Pren 4/Ce-Hall; Inc.), p. 153.
r

50n the other hand, it din be argued that;it is more edonomically
.efficient.to train the most qualified and through/transfer payments-effect
a,more equitable distribution of income.

6
Reynolds, p. 154

4
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Reynolds 41so Oints out one df the problems whi-Oarisesin making. '

,

t- r_
- ,-

.

... , . ..

. e ,
1 1

1

, suCh- mgramS O. fedtive. . -'
/

'4-...
. . 2

if ..... - ?.
:

oe All of those whi staxt 'a iraining program ' .

,..

,

e * ffilish;it and not all jthose who finish get -reisely
i .

. , o - p
.

r

.., the jobs for whidh they eretrained.7 ..--
. .

a Fl
,

161 4";
.. .'"r , ' '

r.

... t4q,found thiS to e,one of the problems with which we haa to deal..

-.-, .,,.

numheri of the clients ,either.droppgd, dut Of -the program, accepted un-
:

-.

related Sobs, or werg- "in, holding". ' The term, "int,holding".ib used 6
. ,

4

a ,,...
descpbe ,;hose clients who-have terminated fromtraiftini bUt have not yet

. I
%

c ..

been terminated from gETA programs .per se,' -because they are still 'receiving.

: 7(
,

--V

N4 ,,,
,

%..
-.t., . .

...

employment services.

7Ibid., p. 156.
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ECONOMIC ENVIINNMENT

.
.//

1
k %. . .

--. % . 4 .., .

In order to jiave thenecessaty perspective foi upderstankling the...
.!.

,..

, ,/ . - - 4
.1.

.

economic imPact'of-t'he CETAi Title I programs,14e. must be fully:aware:of

Florida.'S economic strdetureingeneral andkthe three test counties-in

- , ,;.P
.

,. 7
.e-

,

. , .
- :.

xe.
particultr.. The economy of Florida_ is not Seed upon hedvy industry when. c - , ,-

.

r.....,

4

.
coMpated to the Midwest°o,(---r the Northeast secprs of the United Spates,

CS 1

'. . . .

Instead, its basic eqphoirlic activities are in the areas.of egricultUie;
-

tourism, service industries, and government. Historically, wages/in
gl\

Florida tend to.be 1oWer than wageS found in the more industrial states.'

This is true of most of the. Saitheastern section of the country.
. .

The econa&Grbases of the test counties areas follows. Hillsborough

1-

County has the most diversified economic base of any .county in Florida.

The major types of economic activity are industry, service, agriculture,

government, construction, military, education, \tourism, and port traffic.

The county has also experienced a large population growth in the first

half of this decade: The U.S. Commerce Department estimates that popula-

0

tion has increased by 95,700 from.April 1, 1970, to July 1, 1975. The

diversified ecaomic base and the rapid'population growth has contributed

. ---
to the past economig, stability of the county. Pinellas County has a more

d//-limited ecop'mic base which historically has been built arounFtourism

and retirees. The county also has,had a great leal of construction

activity. tither major contri ors to the economic foundation of-Pinellas

ounty are government, service, and edUcation. -From April 1, 1970, to

0
July.1, 1975 PinellFs County's population grew by 130,400 individuals.

Hernando County's economic base is built upon agriculture, rock minhlg,

1 4
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. ,. , %

.
i . . wk. 1

or
--;:l .,

0,
,

, ..,

4
and lovernment 'service. Thit county is-the mOSt rural of the three and

.
o

.

haaPhad d-Much slower population g.7h. It is estimAted that th'e

1

,

county's total population on June 1, 1974, was 26:517. -Because of this;-

1
,

,-- I ,
..-...

the conseruction industry has not. been as iMpottant to Hernando County

as it has to the other two. -

A Since the end of World Wai. If, Florida hah experiencgd very rapid

economic and populition growth. This contlinuedrwith only minor inter-

rptions, until the latter part of 1974 when the economy turnegjdown. '
\ . .-

- , 4'-',..
-4

Of coursemoei is now k Own that the whole coultry was ente&ing into the

'most severe recessio sinde the 1930'S. The economit downturn of 1974-'

1975 was even more se ere in Floricia than.,it was for the nation as a
;

whole. The two principal causes'of Florid s recession were\the slow-
,

doWn in the numb r of peoplertoving into the,state to establish residency

r !

and the almosti..,total collapie of the construction /Industry. Obviously,

-these two.causes are'Closely related. The construction industry was

esp*ciallylhard hit because of the decline of net iii-migration and the-

squeeze upon constkuttion profits because of rising interest rates an

other costs whict9 k place simultaneously. Today, there is still a

llrge supply of dwelling units for sale, and interest rate, andconstruc-

tion costs have remaineill!ggh. Thus, most economists feel that Florida

.can not expecOrenewed rapid growth until the-large inventory.of-

4

apartments and condominiums is reduced. It is now obvious that much of

the state's economic boom of the late 1960's and.the earfy 1970's was

fragile because it was based upon the construction industry feeding

upon itself.

The best measure of-the impact of the recession is unemployment

percentages. Table 1 summarizes the unemployment data for the United

7
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-.TABLE 1

MONTHLY PERCENT UNEMPLOYED IN.THE UNITED STATES: FLORIDA:.

AND-HILtgrrOUGH, TINELLAS', AND HERNANDO COUNTIES,
. JANUARY, 1974 - VaRTUST, 1976

ate" . . ,e Florida2

1/74
2/74

3/74"
4/74

1-)
5f74
6/74 S
7/74
8/74

9/74
10/74
11/74".'

_
12/74

-.

1/75
2/75
3/75
4/75

5/75
.6b4-
7775
8/75
9/75
10/75
11/75
12/75

1/76
2/76
3/76
4/76
5/76
6/79

7/16
8/76

.

j

,

54'
5.2
5.1
5..0

5.2

a
5.1)

-4/.'5.3 /.--5.6

5.4
"5 8

.0

.6 \
,

7.9 ir

8.0
8.5
8.6 w

8.9
8.7
8.7
8.5
8.6
8.6

,

,8.5

8.3

7.8
7.6
7.5
7.3

75
7.8

7.8
7.9

4.7 /

4.7
4\9
5 21'

5.4
5.1

6.3
. 6.9-

8.0
8.8

10.0
.

9.2
,9.2
9.8

10.2
10.1_,
11.1
11.2
11*5
11.8
11.5
11.4
11.0

11.0
11.0
11.0
11.0
lQ9

.6

7.2

N.A.

Hillsborough
3

.,,4:.1

.,. .1\5.0

.i'-'1. - '5.2

5,2
5.5
5.5.
6.6

,i'\' 6.5
-

8.1

-.8.6
9.1
9.2 '

4' 9.6
9.6
8.9

12.4
12.9
12.7

.. 13.7
12.6

12.3
12.6
13.2
13.5
13.8 0
12.5

N.A.

N.A.

Pinellas3 Hernando
4

.

4.0,

4.4.

, 4.7

' 4.5

6.9 '

6.2

5.8 '

°4.8 , 6.3

4.6 6.3
1,

e
_ 4.4

,._,

9.8

5.0 7.2-

. 6.0 7%-6-

6.2 7.6 '.

. 8.2 8.6

9.6 11.9

8:6 611.6

9.0 10.8-

9.4 11.7

10.2 f 12.5

10.2 11.8

9.7 13.2 A(

8.7 13.1

10.1 14.8

10.4 14.5

9.9 17.4

10.3 19.4

9.8 21.0

9.6 16.9 0.11

9.6 18.4

'9.2 fi. 20.3

9,3 19.7

9.1 20.1

8.2 25.2

N.A. N.A.

N.A. N.A.

5

1New seasonal adjustments started in January, 1975

2 -

Data beginning-with April,- 1976-will-be-revised at-least one mo.re

qData -beginning with January, 1976 will be revised one more time,.

4A11 data are unadjuted

Sources: U.S. Survey of Current Business and State of Florida Department of

Commerce Labor Market Trends.
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States, Florida, and Hillsborough, Pinellas, and Hernando Counties. By

assembling all of this data iii-oneJtable the reader is.bettier'able to
, t -,p .

,compare the performance of one to the other. In January,. 1.74, the

'nation had an unemployment rate of.5.2 Percenthut Florida s'was even
,

' below that with an unemployment rate of ohly 4.7 pk-cent. By July, the

r.

A

situatIon had changed; Flotida'avunemployment rate was greater than ,

the national unemploymeli rafe,and it has remained that way to, the
,

., . I.

t 0

> 'present. At,the be fling, of 1§/741, nation/al unemploynient was 5.2'percent.

. c.V71 4 0 'd

..

It rose to eak of 8.9 perbent in Mai, 197P, and is currently 7.1
.

. .

verc FlOrida 's'unemployment reached a high of 11.8tercent in

S tember,1975, and,,declined to'only 10.2 percent by July,.197,6.

The three test 'counties ahow an even greater'4,degree ofiincreasing

unemployment. In Hillsborough County, the unemployment rate was 3.6

percent in_January, 1974, but rose to a high lf 13.8 percent in May of 4

1976. It is obvions that. Hillsborough County has not come of the

recession. This county has depended too mudh upon the construction

41)

industry and has been slow recovering due to continued sluggishness. On

the other hand, Pinellas County's economy has performed a little better.

Its unemployment rate increased from 4.0 percent to a high of 10.4

percent in September, 19,75. The June unemployment rate was down to 8.2

perdent. Why has Pinellas County managed to do so much better than'her

sister county? Pinellas'County has a very stable income source from

its,large population of retirees. Most of the retirees who have made

their homes in Pinellas County have dependable sources of income which_

:are not greatly affected byeconomic recessions Uividends, interest

private pensions, and government retirement yrograms exempl4fied by

Social Security). A sedond strong support of the Pinellas economy is the

9
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tourisednduetr In s he reqession, the state has had two :

\ ,

\ .

very.good tourist season and the sand beaches of Pinellas County have ..:

.r.t,

once more.proved their/value to.the
A

Hernando County has the

greatest unemployment problem. The latest dat how an unemployment

rate'of 25.2 percent in June of1976. This unusuallY

figure..

and y

gh unemployment

SI*en neither adjusted nor revised. When,the dqta,are adjusted

I ed/We may find that uneMproyment decreases. Even if: thdis'

the case, Table liclearly indicates that the level Of unemployment in

COUnty,is stillexpandi and three timesthat of-the national

economy. The 'econcimic base of this county is.not growing fast enough to

r
absorb the expanding labor *upply.- rally of the unemployed wprkers

this.county arlOoking fdr jobs In Hillsborough. County..8.
c

.:.

What has been the mpact of the recession upon ehe 'CETA, Title' I'

t

vocational and technic 1 education progfam in Florida? .From the supply

side of the picture,._ has increased the number.pf individuals eligible

for the program. Thi iay have upgraded.the quality of the.average
*z.- l

student as some of die Imore recently unemployed (perhaps cyClical
'

unemployed) woilers tfemt to learn new skills, and at the same time,

receive .an allowenc . Op the other hand- se newly unemployed workers

If
_

A
may be squeezing out ome-pk,he'very peop1 e program was intended.

...,4 :.-

v

skille. It should '141-noted .that those administering the programs seem

toAlave made an earnst effort. to adopt procedureSrdesigned to accept

.

litchalstes 1111:li:leifircalliritcoe:cietha:enicet7tbelnet.

-if

.
.

.

,.

,.

,.

= ,`':,,..,

.'4.:oheorhsheealp..
t

pas:pthey_havejb n successful.
.

8Interview wit Dr. Robert Westiick, Dean of,the Ndrth Campus of

the Pasco-Hernando ommunity College,,August ao, 1976;
_ .

1:

10
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On the demand side, the number of jabs bas.k17clined. ,This is-
,

efr

especially erue for thosevho are eligible to receive ttainilg. The -
-

impact of this is that money wages have probably not increased very. much

during this period. When the inflating' factor is consi ered,

.
s $ that real wages have dtclified., -For example,* in P ellas dounty

41 ... ,

he average weekly earnings of the "All Manufacturing" ategory i reased
, 493,

1-
from $155.22 in May of 1974, to $b1.97.by pril of ,1976, for an 11 percent

v

increase; but during the same period onsumer Price.Index rose by

we can

4

16 percent.
'9

hus, in real purchasing power terms, tiir-workers earnings

declined ty 5 percent.

,

Another problem.created by the recedsion has Wen7that of dete71ning
,

What skills should'be taught. For example,che'decision to teeth a
c.r

,? I
..parti8ular skill is made far_in advance after a great deal of labor market

analYsis has been gonducted. Onte the need has-been determined, the
.

., *
curriculum is develoPed and the first course iToffered. The problem

. ,

{

here is timi g The recession came on so fast 'and with such

intensity that some of the skills whial were thought to be needed in

,1974 and early 1975 may not have been needed by the middle af 1975. This
1

is one of.the problemNaced when one tries tn enticipste the futUre job

needs in the relativery unskilled areas.

It is 1.4.1r profe;sional opinion that the im act of the recession upon

the CETA, Title I program has been negative. 5he recession has increased
. ,-

t,
0

the supply of trainee a plicants while reducing the demarkl for them. The

recession bas retarded t e growth of wage levels to such an extent that

in many cases real wages have detlined since...May of 1974._ Since_the

9_
Depar-:mc-n Labor, The Co GlIK:E.2T c& lnde'A..- U.S. Dept. of

,Labor. Burean.of 1,;1:7q.)r -2,-c,:;ti-i-ticsJuna 1074 ihd Kiy 1976.

11



people trai4d,by.the 6ETA, Titie I prggram are basically eMISloyed in

entry level:ipositions, their wages are entry level wages only, and these

have proba hi_y 43een increased by the highelt minimum
cc# .

. (1
entry' levels,/would prbbably.have bee0-even lower in ".4e bstnce of the

,1

legialated wage increase brought aboutAty the;blinlin,wage.
-

In sumOary, the(recession has placed a bufde upon the CETA, Tit
/

program which has, prdbably,_losjered the benifits of the iraini the
.,:

wage. Wage% for

individual and, society. In ot1r states where the impact of the re,cetp4pm

-

has.nBT been as great, entry level wages for CETA trainees have 'been m

,higher than those In Florida.1° It seems probable that as the state

, .

ecOnomy .iMproves, entry leVel-wages will rise and

40c .4

from v6.6ationalAand technical education RT
4

. e

41,

"Interviews with Directorg of Skills Centers in Ft: Worth, Texas;
San Antonio, Texas; Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; Phoenix; Arizona; and

Tucson, Arizona, August 16, 17, 19 and.October 14, and'15, 1976. Also,
interViews were conducteewith members of the CETA, Evaltiation Staff and the
Office of Planning, Evaluationrand' Research for the Title I Program in .

Washington; D.C.; October 13, 1976.

'12

2 0



*

PINELLAS COUNTY

FIELD TE

This section of the study is basedupOn data collected by "ilkthp

field" resegreh meOods. It is thei1/4most importan4part Of the studyf,.. ,

because it is here that the impact of CETA, Title I fundipg upon voCa-
,

*tional and technical education is assessed. Benefit and cost data are

collected anct.pyt into useable form so that, where possible, jbenefit-A

cost ratios can be develiaped.

I CETA, Titi

Oc.tk
4.

ds Allocated to Pinelta C;untyrare channeled

through the Pinellas, County-St. Petersbu HanpoWer Consortium. Although

both Pinellas County and the City of St Peter urg are eligible to

receive financial assistance as CETAipri40 sponsors (each with.a popu-

i

lotion exceeding lop000 persons)., they'elected to fork-a consortium for

0
e

aurposes of fhe CompiehenSive Employment and Trafning,Act. -This procedure

'W s adopted order to Itiress.the labor market needs of Pinellas County

a cokprehensive manner.

9Primary administrative responsibility for manpower programs as

7
legated to the Board of County Commissioners by the consortium agreement

-t

which was executed in April, 1974. Consortium employees, although paid

b grant funds, are employees of the county. Both the Chairperson of the

Board of County Commissioners and the Mayor of the City of St. Petersburg,

however, must approve all grant.documents with the Department of Labor

and the State of Florida. The county and the city also share equally

the legal responsibilities associated with theexecution of such documents.

2 1



ae
The Board of County Commissioners has appointed a twenty member

'
i

adyisory_council which meets monthly to discuss recommendations to assist

. / ,

tha cOnsOriium in developing a "responsive plani" It should be noted
.4.

here that-the consortium is involved in the admi istration of programs

fended through several different titlesvof \the frmprehensive Employment

and Training Act.

'During the year ended June 30, 1976, the consortium o CETA

Tite I programs under a delivery system composed of coordinated but-

separate public and non-profit organizations. The consortium awarded

grants .to the public agencies involved and arrapg04%delivery agent

'.vcontracts with the niln-profit entitied.11

Tat& 2 contains a breakdown of CETA, Title I expenditures.by program

cegory for each organization for the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, time

period. Table 3 is a breakdown of Title I expenditures by cost category

I.

for each organization for the same tia& period.
12

In addition to

"regular" Title f funds, $96,735.07 of Section 112 (of CETA, Title I)

funds for vo ational education were also e*pended in Pinellas C unty

during the year ended June 30, 4(61 As indicated in Table 2, this amount

was,spent for programs at the Frinellas County School Board, and although

reported as a Separate program category expenditure, the funds were

dispensed as part of the classroom training effort.

11
The Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manp

Comptehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
Mimeographed report,from the Pinellas County-St.
Consortium, 1975, p. 13.

a

r Consortium, "The
in Pinellas County,"
ltersburg Manpower

12
T blas 2A, 2B and 3A in Appendix I provide the reader with a greater'

breakdown of expenditure data.

, 14
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7"\
T BLE 2

CETA, TITLE I EENDITURES FOR PINELLAS

COUNTY, JO 1 19757JUNE 30, 1976.

(Expenditures;bylogram Category

For Each Organization)a

4

erganization

../
.

.

, Vdcational
.

. .

Zlassroom q4-The4b. Work Services to Education

Total Training( /Training ExPeriibce Participants Fundsh

Pinellas County

Opportunity Council, Inc.

Florida State

Emoyment Service

Pinellas County

School Board *

ii-The-Job Training

Progr me

'Opportu ties '

Industria zation Center

59,18/1.55

161,134.00

1,120,243)07

106140i. 51

92,204.10

786,935.00

18,742.37

,

48,044.26

87,660.14

Pinellas Nun pal

Work Experiéitcrogramd

Gulf Coast Carp

Union Program

Pinellas-St, Petersburg

Manpower Planning Unit

Total

411,t71738.26

59,084.55

161,134.00

16,479.50 ' 16,479.50

39,526.04 18,340.08 1,857.73 13,755.06 5,573.17

. 2,011,812..03 888541.21 89,517.87 667,066.32 20,951.56 96,735.07

8,111 figures include encumbrances as well as actual cash outlays.

hSection 112, CETA, Title I funds,
.

cSee Table 2A in Appendix sr breakdown of these expenditures among contractor and 21 subcontractors.

dSee Table 211 in Appendix for breakdown of these expenditures among 16 municipalities, Floridi State Employment Service and Pinellas County

School Bo rd.
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TABLE 3

CETA, TITLE I EXpEpITURES FOR PINELLAS',

COUNTY, JULY 1, 1975-JUNE 3, 1936

(Expenditures by Cost Cateogry

For Each Organization)a

?

a

0 '

organization

AllowanCe's Wages

Total AdministraEion . to Clients to Clients

Fringe

Benefits ;raining Service;

to Clients Costs to Clients

, FInellas County

Opportunity Council, Inc.. ,59,084.55 17,216.84"

fr.

Florida State

Employment ervice 161,134.00 260.00

Pinellas County

School Boa b

,

os On-lhe-

Progl'im

b Tra ing

Op enmities

I ustrializaliOn Center.

Pine1,11s Municipal .

W'ork Experience.programd

Gulf Coast Carpenter's

11,Union Program

. Pinellas-St, Peietpurg

Manpower P1 ninanit ,

Totalb

1,120,243.07

A

106,402.51 11,,181.94

'1

92,204.10 24,021.84

416,738.26 7,308.00

16,479.50

39,526,04 39,526.04

2,011,812.03 i56.,i60,66 551,607.38 0 536,160.09 35,797.17

1*11

J
.4f1,867.7;

k

133187V°

A
:

.1 1141

.'532,38.00 155,594.00 6,933,00 153,331.11, , 141,500.93
A

19,069.38

380,56609 )8,864,17 ,

.

80,696.87 14,523470

,
,

16,963,96 32,14842

,

..a
aAll figures include encumbrances as well as actual cash outlays,

bThese figures,include Section 112-Vocationa1 Education Ands expenpci.

eSee Table 3A in Appendix for breakdowl Of these expenditures among contractor and 21 subcontractors.

dSee Table 28'in Appendix for brealcdowri of these expenditures,
atoong,16 municipalities and Florida State Employment SerVice an ineilas County

t

267,471.30 61,915.23

School Boark

25 etio
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If Section 112 monies are included, the total CETA, Title I

exPenditure for the year i4 $2,P11,812.03. And if ."112" expenses are

added to regulax classroom training expenditures, the sum is $985,276.28,

which is 491percent of the total. This is the program-category of primary

;

.ts

importance inthis investigation.

PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD CLASSROOM TRAINING PROGRAM'

. _
In focusing our attention on classroom training, it is obvious after

an examinatUn of the tables of expenditures that the Pinellas County

School Board is the major factor in ihe administration of these programs.,

Of the $985,276.28 spent on classroom training (including Section 112. -

vocational.education funds), the school board. was responsible for '

$883,670.07 or 90 percent of these expenditures.

As noted in Table 2, the school board alsO expended-$236,573.00

on work experience programs. These programs are intended to provide job

training in only a very general fashion and are only peripherally within

the scope of this. investigation. There is general agreement imong those

administering these prggrams that'their basic intent is that of a stopgap

measure to provide employmeMt amd income for particular segments-of the

population --in the case of school board programs, economically disad -

_vantaged youth. A brief summary of the mumber and types of clients

served, types of jobs provided, and the limited employability results

will be discussed below in conjunction with the Pinellas Municipal

Work Experience Program.

In beginning our analysis of the classroom training prOgram at the

Pinellas County School Board, we have presented an organization chart of,

-'the school board CETA unit (Exhibit 1) and its Classroom training

expenditures by cost category (see Table 4). Again, Section 112 funds

%

17
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'03

EXHIBIT I'

ORGANIZATION CHART OF PINELLAS 00UNTY

SCHOOL BOARD CETA UNIT

E

CETA

Project Director

Secretary II

Accounting Coordinator

Allowance

Payment

Coordinator

Cleik Typist I

28
0

Supervisor

------rAccountfig Clerk.'

Clerk Typist I

lerk Typist I

A..

< A A . A t, I I [(4V

Pxogram

Supervisor

Guidance

Counselor

Full-time

In School

Coordinator

(1)

Full-time

nstitutional Skills

Training Program

Coordinators

(5)

Part-time

Coordinators

(10)

29



TABLE 4

PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD CETA, TITLE I BUDGETSIND

EXPENDITURES, JULY 1, 1975-JUNE 30 1976

(Expenditures by Cost Categoiy toTiach

Program Category)

Cost

Category .

Title I

Budget

(Regular)

Title I

Budget

(Vocational

Education

funds)

Combined

Budget

Classroom

Training

ExPendltures

(including

Vocational Work

Education Experience TOtaf

funds)alb, Expendituresa Expendituresa (

Administration

Allowances to

Clients

i';',,ges to Clients

Fringe Beneati

to Clients

'Training Costs

Seryices to Clients

Total

140,170.00

.558,795.00

15,74,150.00

12,880.00

105,880.00

123;380.00

1,098,255.00c

74,890.00

19,000,00,

113,890.00d

140,170.00

558,795.00

157,150.00

12,880:00

180,7J0.00

162,380.00

1,212,145.00a

92,532.00 37,814.00 , 130,34E00

528,041.00 4,497.00 532,538.00

155,594.00 '155,594.00

6,933.00 6,933.00

153,331.17
153,331.1/

109j765.90 31,735.00 141,500.90

883,670.07 236,573.00 1,120,243.07

aExpenditure figures
include encumbrances as well as actual cash outlays.

b$57,965,17 of Training Costs,
$38,769.90 of Services to clients and $96,735.07 of Total represent Section 112,

Vocational Education
Funds expenditures (basically for the work eva1uationprogran and purchase of equipment for classes).'

cProgram category breakHown is $831,985.00 for Classroom Training and $26 for Work Experience.

dVcatiorialldutation-Funds.budgethas,been.placed_ItLthe

Classroon Train ng Progr kcategory for purposes of this

. ......

analysis

aProgram category
breakdown is $945,875.00 for Classroom Training and $265,27O.00 for Work Experience.

30
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expended have,been included under classroom training. Table 4 also

contains'a cost category breakdown c4 expenditures at the Pinellas

CoUnty School loard for youth work experience programs.

The_budgetlikures included, in Table 4 are broken down by'cost

categorie's, but only total amounti afe separated far classroom training

and work experience.. This separation is indicated in the footnotes of the

table. For further analysis of school board budget and expenditures, see

Table'4A in Appendix I. The figures presented.there are by line item

. within each cost category but do not include Section 112 funds.
4.

School Board Classroom Training Program Delivery System

Before proceeding to a'benefit-cost analysis of the CETA classroom

training program at the school board, a descriptionooQf-the delivery system

for the program is necessary. Basically, it involves two types of class-

room sitj.iations and many different types ok training. Table 5 oontains

a lis g of the different types of training in which school board clients

part cipated durin the July 1, 1975 - Junc_30, 1976, time period and in

which they were.enr lled nn August 18, 1976.

The first five raining programs'noted in Table 5 are referred to

"by the school board as "-class size programs. These are programs where the

school board CETA unit originates classes exclusively for CETA'partici-

pants. Classroom space is provided at no charge to the program by county

vocational and technical sehools, and instructors for these courses are

hired through regular school board procedures. These instructors are

paid, however, by CETA, Title I funds. Payments are also bade from

grant funds to the county schools for utilities used in the classrooms

provided, except.in.the case of some of the general office clerk classes

held at the St. Peteisburg Vocational and Technical Institution. In this

case, there is no charge for utilities

3220
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. TABLE 5
PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BQARD: PROGRAM MEMBERSHIP DATA FOR

CLIENTS TERMINATED, JULY 1, 1975-JUNE 30, 1 76
(Program Data for those still'in training
-August 18, 1976 arealso Included in the

last column)

-

Training
Program,

. ..

Completed
Training -

_Program

Terminated:
Training
Incomplete

Classroom
Hours
Required

For

Completiona

Attending
on

August 18,, 1976b

Clerk, General Office 1'

Auto Paint & Body Repair
Cooking & Baking

Auto Mechanics
Diesel Mechanics
Bookkeeping
Licensed Practical Nurse
Cosmotology
Data Processing

25

9

2

1

6

3

4

3

12

5

12
,

10
'8

1

1

1,080 33

2,160 9

2,160 cooking
12

1,350 baking
2,160 9

2460 . 10

1,080
1,350 i 11

1,200 5

1,650

Welding 3 2-

Keypunch 2 3

Nurse Aid 1

Masonry 1

Commercial Art 1 1

Accounting Clerka 1 1

Horticultural 1 4

Lands Maintenance 1
A

2

Electrohics 1 1 .

Air Conditioning 5

Civil Arch. 1

Drafting 4

Electro-Mech. '1

-Const. Trades 4

Parts Clerk 2

Radio-TV Repair 8

Upholstery
b

Work Evaluation 37

2

Total_ 5.4 98 N/A 129

unly noted for classes organized exclusively for CETA trainees-and for other

programs which produced aCleast one completion during the year ended

June 30, 1976. This information was not readily available for the accounting

clerk training program.
°Clients attending Work Evaluation on August 18, 1976 are not included.
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ll other training progrdri lifted in Table 5 aud others available

to CETA clients at various county institutions are referre& to as

"sloti-in" programs. These are regular classes already in existence at

county schools, and CETA clients are accepted into suCh4classes on a

space available basis. The charge to the CETA program for these trainees

is only a flat fee for supplies and materials. The school board maintains

a list of these charges for the various programs available at different

vocational and technical schools in Pinellas'County. These fees range

from $11.50 for masonry to $253.94 for air conditioning technology, for

one year (four 4barters) of Classes (for the classes noted in Table 5).

Only one program, commrcial art, was listed at no charge.
13

An examination of Table 5 also reveals those training programs which

were selected more often, those which produced more completions, and the

classroom hours required for compl of the more popular programs.

These classroom hours required for mpletion may be compared with the

State Board of EduCation's concept of Full Time Equivalency (FTE), for

school districts, which is 900 classroom periods (hours) for the chool

year (180 class days during the nine months x 5 periods per day).

Class size training programs usually involve 3R,hours per week i

classes dealing with specified types of training; in addition, partici-

pants receive credit for some hours spent in supplemental classes.

For example, it may be necessary for students to attend basic education

courses in conjunction with both class size and slot-in training

programs.

13
5ee Appendix II for supply and matelal cbsts for slot-ins, FY-76,,

for Tomlinson Adult Vocational Center, Pine las Vocational Technical
Institute, and Dunedin High School Night Program.

22 ,
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Trainees receive a basic allowance equal to the minimum wage of

$2.30 per hour for the number of classroomtraining hours.validated.

ikt-1

This norMally amounts to 371/2 hours per week. If a clieolk also receives

unemployment compensation, however, this amount is deductedh from his
0

t'''4
b.dsic allowance.) For exampi

\
if a client receive;1$50.00 a week

-

unemployment compens ion d goes to,school 371/2 hours in the program,,
. die amount of his basic allowance is $86.25,.but the CETA program will

)

only pay $36.25 of this total.

0

Participants who receive Aid for Dependent Children or other public

assistance (other thari food stamps) are only paid a $6.00 per day incentive

alloWance from CETA; they do not receive the basic hourly allowance.

0

Although the s'chool board does not adjust its payments to those who

receive food stamps, administrators of the food stamp program check with

the school board concerning amounts food stamp recipients are paid by

the school board.

Clients qualifYing for the basic allowance may al;o receivk$2.00

. per day each for some dependents. It does not aiply to the first two

dependents or any beyond the sixth. A daily transportation allowance of
*

$2.00 is paid to ali clients the first 21 days. After this initial

21 day period, the daily transportation allowance ranges from a maximum

of $2.00 downward.

All clients accepted into the school board classroom training

program are referred to the school board by CETA units in two different

Florida State EmploYment Service offices'in Pinellas County. (St. Petersburg

and Clearwater). These units are financed by CETA, Title I funds to

provide "intake assessment (eligibility determination), empinkability

23, )
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assessment, orientation, job counseling, testing, selection and referral'

to training, job development and direct placement services. . . . to parti-

14
cipants of all manpower programs of the consortium." -

Eligibility is determined by the criteria noted in the introductiOn

of this stfdy above. In addition, however, applicants are rafed to

determine the priority of those who are eligible 'for admission into. ,the

program. These rating criteria and a samplie form used for this evaluation

are included in Appendix III. Clients are also referred back to the

Florida State Employment Service-CETA units upon_termination from the

training program for job placement services. A summary of client char-

acteristics is provided in Table 6 for the 306 part pants served by the

school board in the year ended June 30, 1976; 68 clients who were

terminated from the employment servide-CETA units; and 33 who obtained

employment.

In addition to the Florida State Employment Service units, another

organization partially financed by CETN, Title I funds was involved in

the selection of clients for the school board. The Pinellas Opportunity

Councll, Inc., a private, non-profit community action agency in Pinellas

CountY, provided "outreach (recruitment), coaching-and followup ser-

vices. . . in behalf of and coordinated with the other manpower programs

of the consortium."
15

After an examination of client files at the school

board, it was lound'that 49 of 360 school board clients were originally

referred io the employment service by the Pinellas Opportunity Council.

Although these 360 clients were not all in the program during the time

14
The Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower Consortium, pp. 4-5.

15
Ibid., p. 4.
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TABLE 6
PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD: SUKMARY OF CLIENT.

. CHARACTERISTICS, JULY 1, 1475-JUNE 20, 1976

Characteristic

Total Clients
Served
(Includes those
carried over)

Clients
Terminated
From CETAa

Clients
Employed
After
Termination.

Total
306 ' 68(80)1) 33(37)b

Male
Sex

Female

159

147 324b36(4:)b.

11(12)b

22(25)b

18 and under 42 7 3

19 - 21 89 17 11

Age 22 - 44 146 34 15

45 - 54 19 7 3

55 - 64 10 3 1

8 and under 22 5 3'

9 - 11
Education

High School Graduate
140 19 . 9

or Equivalent 129 42 20

Post High School 15 2 1

Aid For Dependent Children
Fafily

Other Public Assistance
-Income

Economically Disadvantaged

30

18

287

6

3

60

2

30

White 213 48 25

Ethnic Black 90 18 6

Group American Indian 1 1

Other 2 1

SpanialAmerican 1

Limited English-qpeaking A6ility 3

Migrant or Seasosial Farm Family Member

Recently Separated 6

Veteran SPecial 9 3

Other 14 2

Handicapped 34 8 4

Full-Time Student 14 2 - 2

Offender 29 11 2

Labor Underemployed 18 7 .6. 4

FOrce Unemployed 281 60 28

Status Other 7 1 1

Receiving Unemployment Insurance 26 2

aReflects the number of clients that termiaated from both the school board's
training program and the Florida State Employment Service--CETA Units,
between July 1, 115-73, and June 30, 1976.

b
Figures in parentheses reflect an additional twelve clients terminated from
the school board program between July 1, 1975, and June po, 1976. Information
regarding their final dispositions at Florida State Employment Service--CETA
Units was not available at the time that the School Board completed its sum-
mary or client characteristics for July 1, 1975, through June 30, 1976.
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period under investigation, the sample does indicate the extent.to which

the council's Pervices have affected the school board program.

When clients are referred to the school board from the employment

service units, they are usually placed in a work evaluation group where

four different areas are assessed. Social and behavioral functioning

and work habits are evaluated throilgh the observation of work samples'

and testing. Test resulti indicate academic and learning skills; and

tests, together with medical questionnaires, are also administered to

determine medical and physical condition.

If a client attends work evaluation sessions on a fUll-time basis,

it requires 10 class days or 50 hours at the rate of 5 hours per days

Some participants, however, can only attend sessions for 2 hours at night.

. -
This, of course, means that these clients will be in work evaluation for

approximately one month. It may even require slightAy longer since there-
\

may be a problem of when a particular examination,iascbeduled to be
4011

Offered again.

Those administering the program state that eight percent,of thevclients

completing work evaluation are not accepted into the-program, and these

7
are normally_not. rejected because of aca0eMtCA f ciencies. Of course,

some clienis may decid during or after work evalu tion thit they do not

desire to enter the program. As.inhcated in one of the footnotes to

table 4, the work evaluation program was one of two purpo'Ses for which

Section 112 funds were primarily expended during the year ended June 30,

1976.

School Board Classroom Training Program Benefits and Costs

With some understanding of the delivery 'system for the classroom

'training program at the Pinellas Co4ity School Board it is now possible

26
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to prdceed to some comparison§ of'benefits achieved with the total

classroom training expenditure of $883,670.07 at the school board. We

will begin bY stating benefits in rather general terms and then move to

a more quantitative and spec -c approach for comparing benefits with

costs.

The total number of clients participating in classroom training

programs at the school board between July 1, 1975, and June 30, 1976,

was41106 as indicated in Table 6. This figure; however, does not iddicdte'

the number in training throughout the entire year;,in addition,lt

represent§ the gross number enrolled in the scAol boardq Institutional
Ar

o)Skills Training Program--including those who only received work evalua-

,tion services. Of the 306 who participated, 123 were carried over from

the year ended June 30, 1975, and 154 were still enrolled on June 30,.:14

1976. It should be noted that some who were carried over from the pre-

vious year'may still have been enrolled on June 30, 1976. Of coutse,

with 306 enrolled during the year (including carry overs) and 154 still

in the program on June 30, 1976; the total terminated during the year

was 152.

In order to determine tVe cost of carrying a client in the program,

the entire sample of 306 clients served during the year must be con-

sidered with proper allowance, of course% for the portion of the year

that each was served. This is necessary because we are dealing with

cost datalfor the complete year. When looking at benefits, however, we

must concentrate on the smaller sample of 152 who terminated from the

school board's program. Eighty of these clients also terminated from

CETA units at the Florida State Employment Service offices, and the final

dispositions reported for 70 of these participants providd readily

measurable resultsfor this group. These 70 either obtaindeeinployment or

27
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terminated non-positively; the other 10 were reported as other Positive

tC
terminations (see footnotes to Table 8 for explanation of other positive

terminations). Seventy-two of the 152 who terminated from the school

board program are still."holding" with the employment service, and no

final dispositions have been reported.

At first glance, At might seem appropriate and convenient to only

use thg group of 70 who obtained employment or.terminated non-positively

for a benefits sample. This would not be a valid indicator of benefits

which could be ueed to project expected results for other groups, how-
,

ever, since it would be weighted more heavily in favor of clients who

completed training than the larger sample of 152 who terminated. Any

sample of only clients terminated from the employment service would

probably be weighted irf favoi of those mOre employable, with those who

are less employable more likely to be holding at the employment service

at any point in time.

The characteristics of the group of 70 can be exaiahed, however,

to determine the factor or factorg most responsible .for favorable out-

comes, and then results ,can be estimated for the.remaining group of 82

(the 72 still "holding" plus'the other 10 positive terminations) based

on its characteristics compared with thOse of-the group'of

should provide a sample which yields a result more acceptable for use

as a general indicator. Of course, any a tempt to.use the entire (216

- P.;

clients enrolled for a benefits sample.wou uperfluous since bene-

fits for the 154 still in training on June 30, 1976, would have to be

estimated from results and characteristics of smaller samples.

In examiymg the sample of 152 termlnated clients, we should note

that, for some,.a percentage of their tr'aining occu'rred during the year

28

4 0



tnded June 30, 1975. 'It is only important, however, to note the time

that each spent in the program. Iill then be assumed that benefits

for months spent in the program by each client during the.July. 1, 1975 -

June 30, 1976, time period will be the same as those resulting from

the months spent in training by the group of 152 who terminated. Once

the cost of one month in the program is determined, benefits per month

can, of course, be converted int6 benefits per dollar of cost.

As noted above, the total 306 clients served must.be considered in

arriving at an estimate of the cost of carrying a client in the school

board program during the year ended June 30, 1976. In order to take

proper account of the length of time each of these clients spent in the

,program, the average daily enrollment in the program has been calculated.

Table 7 has been prepared to facilitate an understanding of this calcu-_,

lation.

Through the Procedure illustrated in Table*7 we arrived at an enroll-

ment figure which we can treat as being the number of clients in the pro-

gram (including wOrk evaluation and those awaiting classeri) continuously

throughout the one year period. True, this is only an average figure for

the year, based on mean figures for each month. With enrollment mmmbers

for the beginning and ending of each month, however, it is,a fairly

reliable average.

We should point out-that clients awaiting classes requirea some

services from the school board and were legitimately included as evollede

in the program. Clients who had terminated training and,were still not

terminated from the Florida State Employment Servioe-dtTA units were

4
properly not included as enrolled. The employment service is continuing

to try to place these clients in jobs, but they are no longer associated

with the training program.

exeJl
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TABLE 7
PINELLAS COUNTY SáHOOL BOARD: MONTHLY ENROLLMENTS

IN INSTITUTIONAL SKILLS TRAINING PROGRAM
(Includes clients actively involved in
Classroom Training, in Work Evaluation,
Holding and Assigned to a Class,5and

Holdipg and Not Yet Assigned)

(7
, Number Enrolled

Date in Prodkam
,Average Daily
Enrollment Month -

June 30, 1975 123

July 31, 1975 115

August 31, 1975 112

119

114

111

July, 1975\

August, 1975

September, 1975
September 30, 1975 110

pctober, 1975
October 31, 1975 119

121 November, 1975
November 30, 1975 123

129 December, 1975

December 31, 1975 135

135-- -Jahdary;-1976.-----
January 31, 1976 6 134

135 Februay, 1976
February 29, 1976 136

150 March, 1976
March 31, 1976 164

165 Joiril, 1976

April 30,-1976 166

167 May, 1976
May 31, 1976 167

161 June, 1976

June 30, 1976 154.

;otal of Average Daily Enrollments 1,622

Average Daily Enrollment
for Year Ended June 30, 1?76 (1;622 12) 135
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We can, at this point, make an estimate of the CETA cost of carrying

a client, in the school board program for one year by dividing the average

daily enrollment figure of 135 into the total amount spent on classroom

training of $883,670.07. This yields an estimate of $6,545.70.per client

for one year in the program and $545.48 per client fOr each month. We

7
have noted this as a CETA cost estimate because it is computed directly

from amounts reported as CETA program outlays by the school board. Later,

we shall want to cons der other CETA outlays associated with this program

as well as related cotirity expenses.

An examination of data received for the,152 clients terminated from

the school board program in the Year ended June 30, 1976, provides an

appraximation of the average time each spent in the training program;

this figure is.7.4 months.
16

A contributing factor-to this low average

time in the program was that 37 of the 152 clients were involved in work

evaluation only.

Applying the $545.48 monthly cost tO carry a client in the program,
- -----

we'can estimate the average' cost of carrying the 152 clients in the school
,

board program to be $4,036.55. We must remember; howeveN'that this is

estimate of what it cost per client to provide 7.4 months in the

program--not,one calendar year.

If We multiply $4,036.55 times the 152 clients, we arrive at a total

.training cost of $613,555.60--not $883,670.07. In other words, 152

clients for an average c4 7.4 months is only 69 percent of 135 clients

for an average of one year. This indicates that our benefit sample is

16
This Was derived by working through the files of the 152 clients

and rounding the dataan order to approximate the time spent in the
program by each individual.
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smaller than our cost sample. This is necessary because our cost data

4

are for a fial year, but the sample of 152 clients terminated during the

year does not reflect the full year's effort for the school board train-

ing program.

After calculating the benefits of the sample of 152 for comparison
0

with the cost of $613,555.60, we can then,estimate benefits achieved
-

for the full year's expenditure of $883,670.07 by utilizing the ratio

between these two cost figures. In other words, if $613,555.60 provides

x benefits, we can estimate the benefits achieved from the $883,670.07 '

expenditure by multiplying x benefits times $883,670.07. It is perhaps
$613,555.60

more enlightening, however, to concentrate on the benefit and cost per

client.

Before continuing
4

with the calculations necessary to quantify the

benefit per client achieyed through school board programs, we.can pause

at this point to present several tables which should provide the reader

with a general idea of the benefits accruing to the 152 clients terminated

_during the year .ended_June_.30, In a broadseneeTables 8,,9 and

10 present data which indicate the benefits resulting from $613,555.60

of the $883,670.07 spent on classroom training by the school board in

this time period. As noted in the preceding paragraph, benefits to be

expected from the larger expenditure for the full calendar year could be

projected.

In order to get a clear picture of benefits from the tables

mentioned above, we must separate the results'for the 70 who obtained

employment or terminated non-positively from the other 82 and determine

the differences in the employability characteristics of the two groups.

The results for the group of 82 can then be estimated and added to those

for the group of 70.
32

4 4



TABLE 8.
PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD: STATUS OF CLIEN41

TERMINATED, JULY 1, 1975-JUNE 30, 1976

Status

Terminated:,

Training
Terminated: IncomplOte-- Work

Completed Training Four or Evaluation
Training Incomplete Total More Months Only.

Terminated from
School Board 54 98a 152 51 37
Terminated from
Florida State
Employment'Service
--CETA Units 33 47 80 31 -13

Self-Placementb 20 5 25 3 2

Indirect Placementc 5 4 9 4

Direct Placementd 3 3 3 ,

Other PositiVee.
Termination 5 5 10 , 5 %

Non-Positivef
:

Termination 3 30 33 . 19 8
Holding with

r

Florida State
Employment Service.
--CETA Units ._21

51a

aThree were back in training program on 6/10/76.
bSome of.these placements 14re effected by the Pinellas County School Board.
Those who obtained employment have been placed in this category if not placed by
Florida State Employment Service--CETA Units.

cThese clients were placed by Florida State Employment'Service7-CETA Units after
receiving training beyond Work Evaluation. 4

dThese clients were placed by Florida State Employment Service--CETA Units after only
receiving some portion of Work Evaluation.
eThese clients were terminated from this CETA program to enroll in an activity
ifunded by another CETA Title or a Manpower program not funded by CETA, to enroll
'in full-time academic or vocational schools, or to join the service (4 CETA
transfers, 2 joined serVice, and 4 terminated for educational purposes.)

fThese clients were terMinated from the Florida State Employment Service--CETA Units
without any positive results.
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TABLE 9

PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD: EMPLOYMENT DATA FOR CLIENTS

TERMINATED, JULY 1, 1975-JUNE 30, 1976

Last Previous

Occupational Title

Wage

Rate

New

Occupational

Title

Wage

Rate

Sex of

Client

Type of

Placement

Approximate

Time in

Training

Programa

(*Completed)

Type of

Training

Relationship,

Of New

Occupation

To Training

1. Waitress - 1.60 Clerk, General Office 2.10 Female Indirect 6 months* Clerk, General Office Related

2. Secretary 1.60 Clerk 2.50 Female Self-Placement 4 months* Accounting Clerk Related

3. Waitress 1.00 Teacher's Aide 2.50 Female Self-Placement 8 months Cooks and Bakers Unrelated

4, Cook 1.85 Car Clean Up

$7-$10

per car Male Indirect 8 months Auto Paint S Body Repair Unrelated

5. Bartender 2.00 Receptionist 2.30 Female Self-Placement
1

9 months* Clerk, General Office Related

6. Bookkeeper 2.25 Clerk, General Office 3.00 Female Self-Placement' 9 months* bookkeeping Related

7. Waitress 1.35 Clerk, General Office 2.50 FemAe Self-Placement 9 months* Clerk, General Office Related

B, Clerk, General Office 1.85 Teacher's Aide 2.20 Female Self-Placement 12 daya Work Evaluation , Unrelated

9. Iron Worker 3.50 Iron Worker . '3.50 Male Self-Placement 3 days Work Evaluation Unrelated

10. Bus Boy 1.90 Kitchen Helper 2.25 Male 'Direct 1 month Work Evaluation Unrelated

11. Duct Installer 4.00 Unknown 2.50 Male Indirect 1 year Diesel Meehan:lc , Unknown

12. Cashier 2.00 Clerk, General Office 2.30 Female Indirect 1 year* Clesk, General Office Related

13. Barmaid lafsOrer 2.30

2.50

Female

Alimale

Direct

Self-Flaceme t

9 days

I year*

Work Evaluation

0 Clerk, General Office

Unrelated

Related
14. Cashier 2.00 Teller

15. Cashier 2.00 Kitchen Helper 2.30, Female Ipdirect 1 year Cooks and Bakers Related

_16-Shipping.Clerk _ _ MailJeller 2.10 Female .Self-Flacement, . 1.year* Clerk, General Office. Relaxed

17. Assembler 2.00 Clerk, General Office 2.30 Female Self-Placement I _year Keypunch Related
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TABLE 9 CONTINUED

Last Previous

Occupational Title

Wage

Rate

Neu

Occupational Wage

Title Rate

Sex of

Client

18. Waitress 1.70 Laundry Worker 2,30 Female

19. Sales Trainee 2,25
17-

Mechanic 2.50 Mile

20, Nurse Aido 2.00 Licensed Practical'Nurse 2,85 Female

21, Nurse Aide 2,64 Licensed Practical Nurse 3,30 Female

22. Cashier 1.90 Licensed Practical Nurse 2.90 Female

23. said 2.00 Cleaner 2,30 Female

24, Laundry li'otker 2,25 Clek General Office 2.80 Female

25. Publ;v. Checker 2.10 Secretary 3.00 Female

26, Draitsran 3.00 Office Worker 3.06 Mile

27. Naid 2.00 Office. Worker 2.90 Female

1

26. Store ;aDorer 2,20 Watchman 2.30 Male

29 C101ok° 2.00 Accounts Pa able Clerk 2.95 Female

30, Vrav Line ';:ork,,1 1.90 Keypunch Operator 2.70 Female

31. Pke 1.50 Clerk, General Office 3.00 Female

32. Coastrualu Lidiorer 2.85 Auto Body Repair 2.50 Male

33, Servi.c,: itatL1 Attendant 2./5 Auto Bod Re air 3.00 Mile

34, Plater 3.42 Auto Bod Ile air 3.00 Male

.

35, (loast:uctior, Lanorr 2.00 AutO Body Repair 2.30 Male

36, C.411.,' 2.10 Credit Clerk 2.80 Female

Mile37, ReNNtional Aide
b

1.94 Welder 7.46

Tylle of

Placement

Approximate'

Time in 0

Traininf

Program Type of

(*Completed) Training

Relationship

Of Neu

Occupation ,

To Training

Indirect

Self-Placement

Self-Placement

Indirect

111

-1 year* t' Clerk, General Office Unrelated

I year* Diesel Mechanic ,Related

I year* Licensed Practical Nurse Related

l_year* Licensed Practical Nurse Related

Self-Placement I par*

Indirect 4 months

Self-Placement 14 months*

Indirect

Self-Placement

Self-Placement

Direct

Self-Placement

Self-Placement 15 months

Licensed Practical Nurse Related

Nurse Aide ,Unrelated

Clerk, General Office Related

14 months* Clerk) General Office Related

10 months* Bookkeeping Realted

15 months* Clerk, General Office Related

14 days Work Evaluation Unrelated

11 months* Clerk 'General Office Related

RelatedData Processing

Self-Placement 16 months*

Self-Placement I year*

Bookkeepig

Auto Paint & BodyiRepair

Related

Related

Self-Placement

Self-Placement

17 months* Auto Paint & Bod Re air Related

17 months* Auto Paint & Bod Re air Related

Self-Placement 17 months*

,Jelf-Placement 17 months*

;'Self-Placement 17 months*

Auto Paint & Body Repair

Clerk) General Office

Welding

Related

Related

Related

aiimes indicated in this column rdlect dates entered and terminated from School Board programs. They do not necessarily indicate the times the students

ortre actually involved in Classroom Training.

This vtcune is some,dhat exceptional, considering the high nev wage rate obtained, and its affect on averages In Table 9 may cause those figures to bi

highe than can be expected in the future,
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TABLE 10,

PINELLAS COUNTRY SCHOOL liOARD: SUMMARY, OF WAGE CHANGES

FOR CLIENTS EMPLOYED'AFTER TERMINATION

(Clients Terminated, July 1, 1975 -

Jghe 30, 1976)

6

Hourly

Wage

37 Clients

Entering Employment

27 Clients Entering

Related Employment

lt Clients Entering

Unrelated Employment

Before Upon Entering

Participationa /, Employmenta

Before

Participationa

Upon Entering

Employmenta

Before

Participationa

Upon Entering

Employmenta

$1,00-1.99 13 lb 8' 5
lb

2.00-2.99 20 27 17 19 3 8

3.00-3.99 3 8 , 2 7 1 1

4.00-4.99 1

5.00-5.99

6.00 or more 1

37 Entering

Additional Information Categories Employment

Number of Salary-Increases ,

Number of Salary Deireases

Number With No Salary Change

Mean Entryd Wage

Mean Exit Wage

Mean Difference

Meadian Entryd Wage

Median Exit Wage

Median Difference-

32

3

2c

$2.15

$2.73c

$ .58c

$2.00

$2.50c

27 Entering

Related Employment

25

2

$2.12

$2.86

$ .74

$2.00

$2.80

,s- .50c -$ .80

10 Entering

Unrelated Employmente

7

1

2c

$2.23

$2.40c

$ 17c

'$1.95f

$2.30c

aDoes not include wages in.the iorm of tips where applicable.

bRepresents hourly wage for client receiving $7-$10 per car for car clean up in new employment .

cC1ient noted in footnote b is assumed in all cases to have same exit wage as he had when entering ($1.85 per hour).

. dEntry wage is based on last previous wage before entering program.

e
Includes one client whose.type of employment is unknokl.'

fAverage wage of 5th and 6th clients was used for the median.
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Thirty-seven of the.group of 70 obtained employment, while the

remaining,33 were reported- asnon-positive ternanations by the employ-

ment Service- LA units. It'is assumed that no measurable job benefits

,

17111 sfeiue tbithesV clients. Of the 37 who obtained employmeni,'27
,

y d in jobs related to their.training.,

,

'hr.. New jobs dndf*ages obtained are listed in.
g, f s f

47 r. fjAp.. 4" fAr-
training reCeiVed and last previousemploym

4he types of
:!''

;wages are also

-ináluded. It shouid be remembered that apprOxImately 92 percent of

s hool board participants were not employed at the time they entered

inInglsee Table 6). As the data in Table'10 indicate,"the increase

in the mean wage (from the mean wage in the last previous employment)

't

for the 37 entering employment was $.58. The average Increase was only

$.17 for the 10 obtaining unrelated employment, however, compared with

$.74 for the 27 employed in related jobs.

The group of 70 contained 28 clients, who cOmpleted training programs

and only 13 who received no training beyond werk evaluation. Twenty-

five of the 37 who obtained employment and 24 of the 27 employed in

related occUpations completed training. Only three who completed

training did not obtain some type of employment prior to termination from

CETA.

a

Seve y-two of the 152 clients terminated from the school board

program are. still holding with the employment service, and 10 were

reportedAgg' other positive terminations. In this group OT-72, 21 com-

. pleted ning, and 24 received no training beyond work evaluation.

,

Five of the 10 other positive terminations were clients who completed

training, while all of the remaining five received some.training beyond

work evaluation.
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In determining direct economic benefits for trainees,'-changes in

wages Are the primary consideration. It has already been pPted above

that most participants did not have a job when entering, the training

program. .It could be assumed, therefore,,that the entire wage received

in the new employment is a benefit regulting from the trainingif the

employment is training related. Another approach would be to assume that

most trainees would have found a job similar to their last previous

employment within the time period required for training. Although it is

not likely that this would have Turred for everyone,some would,have

no doubt found similar employment much earlier. On the average, this

appears to be a Tre.reliable approach than assuming that-all partici-

pants would have remained unemployed indefinitely without training.

If it ig% therefore, assumed.that incremental wages are the proper

indicators of training benefits, the question arises as,to whether some

wages for previously held occupations would also have increased during

e

-the ,time period elapsed.. If this is true, any calculation of incremental:*

:

wages must include such an increase in prior wages before increments are

determined. The minimum wage increased from $2.20 per hour to $2.30

per hour on January 1, 1976, and the average wage for all manufacturing

employees in Pinellas County increased,3.6 percent from May, 1975 to

May, 1976. Furthermore, it can be noted in Table 10 that the Minimum'

wage for those obtaining unrelated employment increased by $.17, per hour.

There is not too much doubt about training being of little importance

tri the ability of these clients,to find new employment. Five"of the

10 receive/no training beyond work evaluation.

At this point, we may want tO estimate employabiiiiy results for

the 72 clients still holding at the employment service and alh for the

10 other positive terminations in order to bring benefits for the 152

38
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clients terminated into clearer focus. _It appears logical to base any

such estimate on a comparison of the characteristics and results of the

70 clients obtaining employment or terminating non-positively with those
_-

for the other 82 participants. The assumption here for the 10 other

positive terminations is that they have the same potential for future

benefits as those who are holding--adjusted, of course, for differentes

in trainee oharacteristics. Actually, their benefits, if. Ichieved;

will probably occur later due to their participation in other actilaties

at the current time.

When we combine the 72 still holding with the 10 other positive

terminations, we have a group of 82, with 26 (32,percent) who have .

completed training and 24 (29 percent) who have completed no mare than

work evaluation. This compares with 28 (40 percent) completions and

13 (19 Percent) with only work evaluation for the other 70 cltients.

With regard to employability (benefits) resultingfrom training, the

group of 70=ds supe ior in both aspects.

An exIMination of Table-8 Shows that-25 -(68-percent)-Of'37 who--
,

obtained employment completed training, and:data in Table 9 indicate

that 24 (89 percent) of the 27 clients entering related employment

' completed. Clearly, the completion of triaining is an importint factor

in obtaining employment (particularly when related), sin& those who

completed training only represented 28 percent of the 70 clients for

which final dispositions were recorded (not including other positive

terminations as.final dispositions). Furthermore, a smaller percentage

of clients who have only work evaluation is superior in terms of

opportunities for rel`ited employment since, by definitidn, any job

obtained by these clients_should be desi
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q4t
Since the sample CY 70 is superior in ;respects noted above,

it will be assumed that we can expect less results from the group of

82 than is indicated by the relative sizes of the groups. That is, we

do not expect benefits from the 82 to be as much as 82 x benefits from
70

4fie sample 70. How far do we expect results to fall below this

amount? Aenetous approach is to ignore the percentage differences in

"work eva uations" for the two groups and concentrate on the difference in

the.proportions of those who completed training.

We can then asaume that benefits for the 82 14111 be equal to

82 x 32 or 94 percent of the benefits for the 70 because,..although the
70 40

sample is larger (82 versus 70), the proportion bfi.those with training

coMpleted A. smaller (32 percent 'versus 40 percent). Of-course, toJ V
. 1 .

.

determine the total ben4it for the 152 clients terminated from the school
,

-

board trainiq program the benefiti for the two Troups will have to be
44k

added togeth

In otier.words, if the.reader-makes a subjective valuation of the

benefits for the grouplco,4. 76 from Tables 9 and 10, he can extend this

to the sample of 152 by adding another 94 percent of this yaluation.\

It should.be emphasized that this may be, somewhat generous with regard

to attributing benefits since the slightly larger percentage,of those

with work evaluation only in the group of 82 was not assumed to lower

expeOted benefits for that grouts. It can also be argued that even

lhose who have completed training in the group still holding at the
>

employment service are not as potentially employable as others who

completed training,',preciaely because they are still engaged insjob

search. Some trainees are able t000btain employment which begins upon

their termtnation from training.
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The above concludes the discussion of school board CETA costs an

benefits in "general terms." The analysis'will now move to a discussi

of benefit-cost ratios in specific, quantitative terms--based.on thes

CETA reported expenditures. By necessity, this will require that

additional assumptions be made with regard to the continuation of benefits

for thbse trained. It is realized-that numerous assumptions have alieady

been introduced in order to proceedthis far. And it is certainly valid

that the use of such assumptions qualifies the measurement results derived.

. A .

BinCe the future must be considered, however, in arriving at any

meaningful results, this procedure is required. It should be emphasized

that perhaps the most valuable aspect of this study is the development
4

of a logical framework to be used in thinking through'the problems of.

benefit-costAetermination. Different readers will,.of course, Aisagree

regarding which assumptions are the most proper, but each may then use

the framewovk in corarction with his own assumptions in order to weigh

the programs involved.

Scho>A, 3oard Classroom Training Program Benefit-Cost Ratioa.,

. In working"toward specific benefit-cost ratios. for theschool board

,program, we will assume that the proper indicator of benefits is the

-41 incremental wage for each-Went obtaining related employment--with the,

,

wage received in the last previous employment adjUstea upward somewhat..

As indicated previously, this upward adjustment appears justified on

'the bases of increases in minimum wages, manufacturing wages in Pinellas

County, and the ability of clients enterin unrelated employment to

achieve higher wages than in their previous'jo s.

One possible reason for an upward bias in wages of trainees

is the relatively low age_group involved. For example,

41'
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younger workers may benefit some in wages they receive and types of

employment they obtain due to the development of better work 'habits as

a result of general maturity factors. This can be an important element

where potential employers are concerned. In addition, newly acquired

knowledge regarding the availability of employment'service provided

by the Florida State EMployment Service and the job market in general_
may be, a factor inyounger employees obtaining better lobs without training.

At any rate, we feel it is appropriate here to use the $.17 increase

icthe mean wage for those receiving unrelated(employment as an in4ica-

4ion of the amount by which wages for those receiving r ted employment

would have increased,without training. Although the $.17 verage increase

derived from a very small sample, we think this methodol gy is a good

one for future use, providing that care is taken to make su e tilktthe

jobs included as unrelated are inAed that.
17

The procedure noted above

will reduce the,mean incremental wage resulting from Xraining, for those

receiving related employment from $.74 per hour to $.57.

The next consideration is that of projecting incremental benefits

into the future and then determining the present value of this stream

of estimates. Since costs of training represent current outlays,

benefits must be capitalized and expressed in terms of their current

value in order to allow a proper comparison. In other words, amounts

received in the future are currently worth whatever amount must be

invested today, at the appropriate compound interest rate available, in

order to return those benefits in the future at the times specified.

17
0ne could possibly argue that such clients.are somewhat more

employable than others (without training) since a large percentage found
jobs while still in werk evaluation.
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And given positive interese rates, this present value will, of course,

be smaller,thari-,the sum of the future stream of benefits.

In order to estimate the future flow of benefits, we must first

determine whether the best procedure is that of assuming increments in

wages due to training will remain constant, increase.at some rate over

the years, or decline. Then,,work life expectancies maTbe used to

estimate the length of time these incremental returns may-be expected

to continue.

One method used by economists to project future income, when called

upon to give eipert testimony as witnesses in wrongful death and injury

suits, is to calculate a growth rate to apply to the last previous

income of the party involved. This is done by adding the average rate

of growth n the consumer price index and the average rate of growth

of labor pro uctivity.
18

. Typically, the most recent 20 -, 25 year time

period is used as a base for the calculations of such averages. Although

we are dealing here with an increment in income rather than.the total

amount earned by an individual, the same rationale used to justify this

method by economists should apply. Percentage growth in total income

due to inflation and labor productivity will also result in the same

percentage growth in the wage increment..

The methodology outlined-in the previous paragraph yields at this

time an annual growth factor of 5.5 percent. This is based on the labor

productivity index for the 1948 - 1974 period and the consumer price

index for the 1948 - 1975 time period.
19

The respective growth rates

in these indiceswere 2.08 percent and 3.43 percent.

18
See, Bealiew vs. Eliott (434 P 2d 665, Alaska 1967).

r--

19
Economic Report of the President: 1975 (U.S. Government Printing

Office; Washington,.D.C.), 1975, p. 286 and p. 300.
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In the same court cases referred to previously, it is common

practice to use "Work Life Expectancy Tables" calculated and published'

by the U. S. Department of Labor in order to estimate the time period

during.which future projected earnings may be expected to continue.
20

Although precise age data was not readily available for trainees

obtaining related employment, an examination of Table 6 indicates that

42 percent of a sample of 33 clients who obtained some type of employ-
(

ment were 21 ar yaunger, 45=percent were 22 - 44 years of age, and 12

percent were 45 - 64. The decision was, therefore, reached to use

age 28 as the mean age for those trainees who obtained related employ-

ment. The U.S. Department of Labor tables indicate that the work life

expectancy at age 28 is 34.2 years.

The next step in calculating the present value of futurW`benefits

is to determine the proper discount rate to be used in capitalizing

the flow of incremental wages expected over the 34.2 year period. One

acceptable procedure is to use the comPound interest rate (net yield

to maturity) currently of.ered on U.S. Government bonds which will mature

at approximately the same time the work life expectancy is forecast

to end. This rate indicates a certain percentage return which the

Federal-Government could earn on money invested over this time periodw.'

by simply retiring the bonds currently and thereby avoiding the.fliture

payments to bondholders.

If Federal Government dollars spent currently will not provide future

returns which represent at least this percentage }rield, then on the basis

of income alone, those who are-expected to benefit from the expenditures

Table $),f Expected Working Life for Men, 1968", Monthly Labor

Review, (June 1971), pp. 51-52.-
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will benefit more if the government simply retires the bonds (instead

of maklng the current expenditures) and makes direct transfer payments .

to them in place of those to the bondholders. And the government will

still spend the same 'amounts at the same times.

The net yield to maturity currently available on U.S. Government

bonds maturing in the_year 2005 is approximately 8 percent. When this

is used as the discount rate and 5.5 percent is used as the growth'

rate, the present value of incremental wages over the next 34 years for

each client obtaining related employment is $26,941.32. This is based

on 2,080 hours ofwork per year whch,ie:-the fkgUre deed by the
- ,

e 4

u.s.

Department of Labor as the average number of hOurs iler.yeArlorkesd
,1 ..

.

. , ..

times 52 weeks): The incremental: hoUrly,',. WAgq deed(40 hours per Week

for the first yeaPtoas the $:57 notedi,Prevlbusly,' and.the 5.5 percent:;'
4 /°'.

v

increases were sumed -effective !at- Utheginning.of eath,succeedilL
, N' ..

./6
A , ,

1 G , . . .

-.year., -All payments."4-fOrtperementanclages, howeyer, Wvie assumed.,

, .

. -

._ ., ;1-

''
, . ' ,-. ,, -:s. l' j , -

5^ , , ,C24,4SOS
o

. --.--s! ., h

jito. above,p7cedure'emphasizés the -4t.vft benefit, even.Vzhen
.,-

.4.-,

occur at the'end of kach year.

40.foulated td+tuent.iollars,. wh h

hourl wage receivelAit-should.,41so-be,emphasigedv

let

,

11 inarease

by a, relatively .

.
owevera; thet4he enf N'ralue of futurebenefits'is extreM'eli,sensitive

, 'e,
vA9 ?.: .

'..to rather smalls'ah's6lute. changes in,thel-gcqwt9 and sCount rates used.:

4:.
110Ce:few analysa yiidisagree.ith.a statement tha the rillk=free _

-- 4Litelesttrate.on U.S. tovernment t'onds'was the lowest-poesibletdisCount

ratewh ch cddld been'C'sel

iiirnortai consideietion.

cted for our cAlCulatiollis, Chrf.is-a very
'

ould legitimately argue tha,t-a significantly.

,

,

ed fn ordertb,refiect the
s -higher 4c4' should have h.

, . .

s:.6xipund1ng the ftitureAcliected returns resUlting from training;

-
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Another ara 4n which the present value calculation above was

generous was in the assumption of full employment throughout the work

lives of trainees. It would perhaps be more accurate to reduce the

average number of hours worked per year by a percentage equal to the

average rate of unemployment experienced for some representative base

period in the pasi. Furthermore, it can be argued that average rates

of unemployment will be even higher for these workers due to personal

characteristics and the types of employment obtained.

In order to demonstrate how some of these variations in our

previous computation can affect the present value of benefits for trainees,

we can, at this point, present some alternative estimates. -First, we

will assume a 12 percent discount rate (instead of 8) and 10 percent

unemployment (rather than zero). This reduces the current value of

benefits from $26,941032 to $14,486.78 for each client entering related

employment. A still more pessimistic estimate can be obtained by using,

a 131/2 percent discount rate and assuming unemployment of 15 percent

per year on the average. This results in a capitalized value of future

returns for trainee's of $11,676.85 each. In both of these additional

calculations the growth rate in incrementalwageswas assumed to be 5.5

percent, as before.

At this point, we should recall the cost per trainee previously

calculated for participants who terminated from the Pinellas County School

Board during the period July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976. This figure was

$4,036.55 for each of these clients, witfi each one averaging 7.4 months

in the school board program. We can not directly compare this amount,

however, with any of the above benefit per client figures to get a

representative benefit-cost ratio. Only 27 of 70 clients for whj.ch final
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dispositions have been determined obtained jobs related to training.

This means 43 of these trainees contributed $4,036.55 each to costs but

nothing to benefits. In addition, we must also consider the costs and

estimated benefits for the other 82 clients for which no final

dispositions have been determined.

Of the remaining 82 clients terminated from the school board program

during the year ended June 30, 1976, it was estimated that the results

(r,

will be equal to 94 percent 82 x 32 of those obtained for the 70
70 40

with final dispositions. This was based on the relative sizes of the

two groups and the relative percentages of trainees who completed training

within the groups. Since 27 of the 70 entered related employment, the

indication is that 25 (94 percent of 27) of the remaining 82 will obtain

employment related to their training. Benefits are also egpected to be

the same for each of these as for each of the 27 who actually obtained

employment. In other words, 52 of 152 clients who terminated from the

school board program either have obtained or are expected to obtain related

employment. The methodology explained previously can be uded to estimate
0

the benefit from training for each of these 52 (the actual benefit amount

depending on the selection of discount and unemployment rates). However,

100 either have terminated from the employment service with no benefits

or are expected to terminate without measurable benefits. And each of

these 100 contributed an average of $4,036.55 to program costs just as

the 52 for which benefits are expected.

Since only approximately one out of three trainees is expected to

yield the present value of beneflts figure selected, the one must carry

the cost burden of the expenditure for the other two. This will bring

the cost per client obtaining related employment to $12,109.65 and allow
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a comparison with the present value of benefits estimate selected for

each of these clients. This calculation is necessary if 15e are to

compute a benefit-cost ratio per client which indicates the average

result for-the group of 152. Rather than adding the cost for the other

tN:To ;to make the comparison with the full benefit amount, we could have

accomplished the same thing by comparing the $4,036.55 cost for.each of

the 152 clients with one-third of the tenefit amount selected for the

_ 52 who obtained or ate expected to obtain jobs relgted to their training.

Of course, multiplying the cost per client by three or dividing the

benefit amount for each of the 52 by three-is only an approximation, since

52 is slightly more than one-third of 152. We have ignored this

L;

difference to facilitate the explanation of the methodology.

If benefits are stated now in terms of one dollar of cost, and the

three present value of benefits estimates are used ($26,941.32, $14,486.78,

and $11,676.85), the benefit-cost ratios are $2,22, $1.20, and $.96

respectively to one dollar. These ratios, however, are only preliminary

calculations. Not only are they based on a number of assumptions, but

they haye also been computed without any consideration of costs other

than those reported as CETA expenditures by the Pinellas County School

Board. In order to develop benefit-cost compaiisons which reflect more

accurately ,the total cost incurred to obtain benefits, a further discussion

of costs for the school board program is nag included below.

Benefit-Cost Effects of Other CETA and Non-CETA Costs

We mentioned in the description of the school board delivery systeni

that two other organizations (Florida State Employment Service and

Pinellas Opportunity Council) received CETA funding in order to aid the

school board in the selection, counseling, and placement of clients
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receiving classroom training. It must be noted, therefore, that the

benefit estimates calculated previously cannot be attributed to the

classroom training expenditure at the school board alone. A portion

of the amounts expended for "services to participants" by the employment

service and the opportunity council (see Table 2) must also be included

as costs of achieving these expected benefits.

Although not noted explicitly in the school board delivery system

discussion, the Pifellat-St. Petersburg Manpower Planning Unit was also

involved in the overall administration of the school board program.

Therefore, a percentage of the planning unit's CETA, Title I outlays

(see Table.2) must also be added to school board training expenses.

Finally, the actual costs of the.respective efforts of these three organi-

zations and the school board, may differ, from those Title I expenditures'

reported; this may require additional cost adjustments for the school
-

board program. At the minimum, it will require some qualifications of4'

the cost estimates used.

The Florida State Employment Service's reported expenditure for

services to all CETA, Title I clients in the year ended June 30,1976,

was $161,134.00. This total amount cannot be attributed to CETA school

board trainees, however, since the employment service aided other types

of Title I clients (for example,on-the-job trainees and many fOr testing,

counseling, and placement only) with these funds. An examination of

0
employment service CETA,.Title I reports foç the July 1, 1975 - June 30,

,
1976, time4eriod shoWed .2,.298 total participants and 1,697 new clients

durlIng the year. These same c,ategories for the school board program were

306 and 183 respectively. Therefore, school board total participants

were 13 percent of thoSe at the employment service, and new enrollments

were 11 percent of those at the employment service.
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If these ratios were used to prorate Florida State Employment Service

expenditures to the school board program, we would multiply $161,134.00

times 11-13 percent. Adminiatrators estimated a somewhat higher percent-

age range of 15-20 percent, however. For one thing, a very high percent-

age of the total Title I clients served by the employment service (perhaps

as high as 80 percent according to one administrator) attempted to enter

I
the school board program. These testing and counse ing services regarding

classroom training were a cost of that program, e en though the clients

were not accepted for the program.

Administrators at the Florida State Employment Service have also

questioned whether the $161,134.00 amount for their total CETA, Title I
9

effort is reflective of the true cost. Although that figure includes

an indirect cost percentage of 12 percent for employment service overhead,

ihe manager of the St. Petersburg employment service office believes

this may be too low. An estimate of time devoted,to the Title I program

by non-CETA employment service employees is contained in Appendix IV.

Because,of the above factors, we feel that 15 perunt of the $161,134.00

or $24,170.10 is a conservative estimate to use in our'cost calculations.

The Pinellas Opportunity CounOl's reported expenditure for services

[

to'all CETA, Title I clients in thlyear ended June 30, 1976, was

$59,084.55. Once again, we cannot attribute all of this to the school

board program since some of the zgortunity council's CETA, Title I'

clients did not enter classroom training but received other Title I

services from the Florida State.-Employment-ServiO. According to infor-

, mation received from the opportunity council, 228 of their referrals to

the employment service were found eligibte for Title I services.
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As noted in the school board delivery system discussion, an exam-

ination of participant files at the school board showed 49 of 360

(14 percent) were originally referred to the employment service by the

opportunity council. Although this does not refle4 year ended

June 30, 1976, activity, per se, it does give us a percentage figure

-based on a rather large sample.

The opportunity council did not have-data regarding what yercentage

of its Title I clients went into classroom training. We know, however,

that the school board enrolled 183 new partidipants during the year, and

if we can assume 14 percent (26) were from the opportunity council,'we

can compare the 26 with the 228 opportunity council clients accepted at

the emYloyment seivice. (These 228 will have to share the cost of those-

npt accepted.) By this process, we can determine that approximately

11 percent of opportunity council clients aOcepted as CETA, Title I

participants entered the classroom-training program.

Again, many of.the opporutnity council's clients uo--doubt

counseled regarding the school board program but not ed. .The

11 percent may be too low for prorating the total expense for this.

reason. In addition, the total expense reported to CETA may be some-

what too low because there was no CETA, Title I charge for indirect costs

of the opportunity council, although/some were probably warranted. For
At

example, there was no charge for office space used, and a small amount

of office equipment purchased with other funds was utilized. A small

amount of personnel overhead was also involved in Title,I opportunity

council activities without a compensating charge. For these,reasons,

we will use 20 percent of the reported CETA, Title I expenditures of the

opportunity council in estima4ng the total school board program cost.
1

This amount is $11,816.91. 6 6
51



41,1

The Pinellas-St. Petersburg Manpower Planning Unit's reported

Title I expenditure for the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, time period

was $39,526.04. This amount was apportioned to various Title I programs

by the planning unit on the basis of the relative expenaituree (see

Table 2). There was no apportionment for Section 112 expenditures, however.

The total manpower planning unit expenditure'allocated to classroom

training waq $18,340.08, but this included classroom training other than

the school board program. The school board program share of this amount

Was $16,506:07 (90 percent).

There was no CETA, Title I charge for indirect costs at the manpower

planning unit for the year ended June 30, 1976, but in-kind contributions

provided by the Board of County Commissioners included epace,

and data processing, purchasing, and accounting supportive services. We

4
were told that an indirect cost plan will be developed during the 1977

fiscal year. These county expenses will not be included in our cost

figures for the school board program since dollar amounts are unknown.

0
We will note, however, that the expense included for the manpower planning

Zia .

unit is once again p conservative estimate.

We must nOW return to the Pinellas County School Board to determine

if CETA, Title I expenditures reported by that organization represented

the total spent during the year for attainment of the benefits noted.

There was no charge for school.board indirect costs included in the CETA,

Tital 'I expenditures reported for the year ended June 30th. Like the

manpower planning unit, however, the school board is involVed in develop-

ing an indirect igst percentage to charge in future time periods. The

percentage currently used by the-"school board for other Federal grants

is 4.46 percent. If this were applied to the $883,670.07 of Title I fund!
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spent on the classroom training effort by the school board, the charge

for indirect costsfor the year would be $39,411.69.

In our final cost calculation we witl include this amount to

indicate the expense to the county during the year for administrative

overhead'associated with the attainment of the benefits calculated

previously. School board employees involved in the CETA classroom

training program did require some supervisory and coordinative support

from other school board emplioyees-not paid by grant funds.. In addition,

CETA funded employees tgere paid through county payroll facilities-and

county accounting and data processing services were provided in this

manner. Of course, when any cost is not explicit (i.e., a payment was

noi and will not be made), there is always some question of whether a

marginal cost actually occurred in the short run. This applies equally

to any overhead.expenses (beyond those charged) for the employment

service, the opportunity council, and the manpower planning unit.

It should be noted, however, that the explanation that these same

costa would have occurred without the CETA program is not necessarily

a rationale for assuming no marginal cost in the short run. Thdre may

still have been a short run marginal cost as a result of opportunities

foregone. In the case o'f supportNemployees, tKey could have perhaps

performed other functions,yielding other benefits if not required to

aid in the CETA effort. 'In ,the case of other in-kind contributions like

building space, or computerime, the opportunity foregone in-the short ,

run may have been the loss of rental payments from other parties. It '

is also possible, 'of course, that it is not correctpthat the same costs

would have occurred without the CETA 13rogram.- For example, another support

employee may have been required because of the program.
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The Pinellas County School Board provided other in-kind contributions

to the CETA classroom training program beyond the administrative overhead

mentioned above. First, no rent was charged for office facilities-used

by the CETA administrative unit. Second, no rent was charged for plass

size program classes held in county facilities, and no utilities were

charged for one particular class. .Third, only supply'and material fees

(see Appendix II),were charged for CETA trainees attending regular classes'

-

at county vocational and technical.institutions. There were no payments

for in-kind contr.1)ibutions to these trainees in the form of instructor-'

'services or classroom facilities.

It is probably correct that the three types of in-kind contributions

r

mentioned above involved little additional county expenditures for the

relevant time.period and also little loss of opportunities. If school

board planning is based on a continuation Of these CETA activitiesy

however, these .contributions will represent marginal costs in the long

run since the school board will have time to adjust the number of

fac il lty members employed and. the nuMber of buildings utilized. In other '

words, if the school board forecasts future classroom and faculty needs'

based on all FTE's (Full Time Equivalencies) generated, including CETA

trainees; thenthese in-kind contributions will represent Marginal costs

for the longer time period 'during which these inputs are variable. This

does not dean, of course, that such additional expenses.are t warrante

or beneficial. The same types of in-kind contributions are basically

available to other students-at county vocational and technical institu-

tions.

4.

At this point; we must also mentio ,couple of factors which could

hp used to justify mplor reductions in the cost of training calculations
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for the school board. These adjustments will not be made, however, On

the basis that they are minor and that enough of setting adjustments

in thesother direction bavebeen ignored.

First, soMe school board employees .paid from CETA, Title I funds

devoted part' of their effort to CETA, Title III programs at'the school

board.
21

This eans tbe amounts reported as Title I expenditures for

their salaries were somewhat higher than the true costs associated with

their Title I efforts. The school board is developing a method for

apportioning these personnell costs to the different CETA titles in the.

futur,e;.,

.SecoYid, approximately $36,000:00 of equipment with a useful life

longer than one year was pu.Lhased during the year by the school bOard,

primarily from Section 112 funds. Throughout this study we have used

the capital budgeting technique of taking account of expenditures as

"costs" when they occur.
22

These do not correspond to costs (explOses)

for one yeaf in income statements of private enterprises, where only

some fraction (for depreciation) of capital expenditures are *ncluded.

The capital budgeting techniques used hgre also take account of all

future benefits, however, whereas income statements do not consider

returns to be received beyond the one year period.

21
Title III of CETA provides funds for youth summer employment

programs and other employment programs for high school and college age'
students. These are outside the'scope of this investigation:

22
Exp

in'cases w
The assumpt
effect on the

ures were Assumed to occur .when funds were encumbered
cash outlays were delayed until after June 30, 1976.
is that the slight time difference has no significant

present value-calculations used:
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We correctly applied capital budgeting techniques in using all

current expenditures as the cost figure with which to compare the

present value of all future incremental benefits, regardless of when

received. (The capital being purchased with current expenditures

is in the form of the human resourceg developed, and these are expected

to provide long term benefits.) We only assumed, however, that future ,

-
incremental benefits will accrue to thwe trained during.the year

ended June 30, 1976, as a result'of expenditures during that year.

This is not correct,if one considers that equipment purchased during

kis time period will result in incremental benefits to clients

receiving training in future periods.

Of course, it is also correct that some benefits expected to

)
.accrue to those trained during the year ended June 30th (and as a

result of training received during thatl.time period) did not result

from the expenditures reported for ylat year. Approximately $25,000

of equipment purchased with Title I and other Federal funds in

previous time periods was also utilized during.the year ended June 30,

1976. Because the amount of equipment purchased in that year was

large relativekto the total amount utilized, however, it has

probably resulted in a slight understatement of future benefits for

the total amount spent. In other words, the incremental benefits bi-.-

be deducted from the recent trainees for past.expenditures are pro-

bably less than those which should be added for future trainees as a

resUlt of expenditures *during the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976,

time period. This is the same as a slight overstatement of costs

e?'
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for the benefits used in our calculations.

With this distussion of other CETA and non-CETA costs completedt

the adjustments noted in the preceding pages can be made and benefit-
,

cost ratios restated. When the specified expenses for the Florida

State Employment Service ($24,170.10), the Pinellas Opportunity

Council ($11,816.91), the Pinellas-St. Petersburg Manpower Planning

Unit.($16,506.07), and the Pinellas County School Board ($39,411.69)

are added to the CETA reported expenditdie of $883,670.07 for the

school board, the total cost of the program becomes $975,574.84.

Dividing the program's average daily enrollment of 135 into this

adjusted total cost figure yields new cost per client of $7,226.48

for"valle year in the program. On a monthly basis thp: is $602.21

per trainee.

When the monthly cost is multiplied times 7.4 months, we arrive

at a new average cost of $4,456.35 each for the 152 clients who

terminated from the school board program during the year. This

amount must then be multiplied by three to compensate for the approxi-

mate two out of three participants for whom no future benefits are

expected. The resultant cost of $13,36905 can be compared with

the three ptesent value of benefits estimates made previously

($26,941.32, $14,486.78, and $11,676.85). And if these benefits

are stated in terms of one dollar of the new cost, the benefit-cost

ratios are $2.02, $1.08, and $.86 respectively to one dollar. The

first two estimates yield benefits greater than costs, while the

last one shows costs exceeding benefitS.

57

7 2



By expanding these ratios we are now able to estimate total

benefits from larger expenditures. The total adjusted cost for the

152 clients who terminated is $677,365.20 (152 x $4,456.35), and

the benefit estimates are $1,368,277.70, $731,554.42, and $589,307.72

--depending on the benefit-cost ratio selected. The benefit

estimates for the total $975,574.84 spent during the year are

$1,970,664.18-, $1,053,620.83, and $848,750.11 respectively. Ibis

$975,574.84 figure represents the expense of carrying 135 hypotheticalf

clients for An average of one year each in the program (equivalent

to 219 clients for the 7.4 month average of those who terminated).

Of course, a small amount of each benefit estimate must now

be attributed to the county overhead (indirect) cost imputed for the

school board CETA unit. Since the benefit-cost ratios developed

apply equally to each dollar of cost,.the total benefit estimates

above can easily be divided into benefits expected from this (!ounty

cost and benefits expected from CETA expenditures.

Although other in-kind contributions of the Pinellas County

School Board wer I.discussed, only the 4.46 percent for adminis-f

trative overhead was imputed as an additional expense of the CETA

program. The values of the other contributions were not added

because they probably represented very little i1ie way of incre-

mental costs for the cOunty during the time period examined. As

noted previously, however, these in-kind contributions will repre-

sent marginal costs of the county in the longer r n if the CETA

program and its participants (for example, FTE' generated by CETA

58

7 3



. .

: ' '
+.1 ( fk

..

A ' '

-.1trainees are:vcOneidered when determining 4ure_requIreMents far
. -. .

-.-4k, .- )
,

. . xs, ...-- i -2,,', Olt";
.1_

instructori, ,building spaCe, et,lia,-0-

.,?,
,

.. .

(
'

,:. , ,.
-....

, IA. ,'.,

,,4

,,it, ..t .. &
School^ *lard %,C ass room, Traiging ram arY

AtthiS, oini, we.w2.1 4apt
6. '7. k .

artze th ,develoOrent

.

4'

'BOr-the:schooard- slissrdotitrain-of the benef -cost lpaly

kng program. )Yorl'ailke7tinderst ng,of ttmethodolOg. zing/
. ,

results-of:this. 4eid-test,'howev.er-, we urge...the\reader to.work

4
,T1

'through the entire stpdx.
I

We began With -0ETA ClAssroom training expenUitures reriorted by

the Pinellas County School Board for Le year ended June 30, 1976,

($883,670.07) and information regarding the number of.paiPicipants

carried in this program at the end of each month. We were, there-

fore, able to calculate the average daily enrollment (135) and then

the average cost of carrying one client for one month ($545.48) or(

one year ($6,545.70) in the program:

Benefits could not be directly determined for all Olc the train-

ing which took place within this time period, however, since many

of those trained were still in the program on June,30, 1976. We,

therefore, examined the employment results for a group of 152

clients who terminated from the program during the STear. Although

some of these participants received part of their training before

July 1, 1975, it was only important to note the average time that

each spent in the program (7.,4 months). We were then able to deter-

mine the cost of training each one for this time period ($4,036.55)

10.
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on the basis of the monthly cost during the year ended June 30, 1976.,

The estimated benefits from this 7.4 months of training were then

compared with the cost (at July 1, 1975 June 30, 1976, prices);

and the same ratio of benefits,to cost was used to project benefits

for the total expenditure for the year.

Actually, threeidifferent benefit-cost ratios ($2.22: $1.00;

$1.20: $1.00; and $.96: $1.00) were calculated--each based on a different

estimate of benefits. The remainder of tW.s summary will be devoted

to some of the proCedures and assumptions used to arrive at these estimates.

First, however, we should note hat these benefit-cost ratios were only

preliminary. They were based only on reported CETA expenditures by the

school board. The analysis subsequently moved to a discussion of other

CETA and non-CETA expenditures associated with the program., and after

some -additions to costs were made ($91,904.77), adjusted benefit-cost

ratios were derived. These final ratios were $2.02: $1.00; '-1.08: $1.00;

and $.86: $1.00.

Because final dispositions had not been determined for all of the

152 clients who terminated from the school board program by June 30, 1976,

benefits were first estimated for only 70 clients. A percentage of the

benefits estimated for the group of 70 was,then imputed for the other 82.

This percentage was based on the relative sizes of the two groups and

the relative percentages ofc1ients in each group,who completed training

(32 percent in the group of 82 versus 40 percent in the group of 70).

The benefit-cost ratio for the smaller group of 70 alone would not have

been a legitimate indicator of general results since it was biased in
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favor of those who completed training, a factor found to be most importan

in ability to obtain related employment.

This teChnique for projecting results for those without final

dispositions was probably a generous one. Only the smaller percentage

with training completed was allowed to reduce expected results. There

was also a somewhat larger percentage of clients in this group (29

percent versus 19 percent) who received no training beyond work evalua-

tion. In addition, projections were not lowered on the basis of those

in this group being generally less employable--a possibility suggested

by the fact that they were still seeking employment whereas some trainees

obtained employment immediately after termination from the school board

program.

. Benefits for the 70 clients with final dispositions were based

6n the.present values of future incremental wages for those who obtained

related employment. Incremental wages were determined by the differences

between the clients' wages in their last previous employment (adjusted

upward somewhat to allow for an upward bias in wages in general for the

group) and wages received in new occupations. Increases in wages for

those obtaining unrelated employment were not included as benefits,

and the mean increase for this group was used as the upward adjustment

factor mentioned above for those receiving related employment.

Incremental wages for those receiving jobs related to their training

were projected throughout the expected work lives of the trainees, with

an annual growth factor to allow for inflation-and increases in labor

productivity. The resultant future benefits were then discounted back

to the present to make them comparable with expenditures for benefit--

cost calculations. Three different calculations were made, each based
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on a different discount rate and a different assumption regarding future

unemployment for trainees. These were noted as only examples of the

many-different ratios possible with different discount and unemployment

rate assumptions. By,showing more than one example, the importance of

small abSolute changes in these rates was illustrated.

In closing this summary, another factor affecting benefit estimates

which has not been previously stressed must now receive attention. The

inclusion of one "exceptional" trainee whose wages increased by $5.52

per hour (see footnote to Table 8) added approximately $.19 per hour to

average incremental hourly wages for clients obtaining related employment.

Withoutthis one client, benefit-cost ratios would have been significantly},4

lower.

School Board Classroom Training Program Conclusion

In concluding our discussion of the school board's classroom training

program, we believe it is important to mention some different perspectives

for evaluating the benefit-cost ratios computed. These ratios were

developed to indicate direct economic benefits (for trainees) per dollar

of total cost.

Indirect or secondary economic benefits for the county and state

as a result of the expenditure of Federal funds were not considered. The

purpose of the,study asure

training program o vo

mpac of the CETA cla9s5oom

and technical education, The yardstick

used for this measurement was e economic benefits expected for CETA

participants. Although this may not the only impact, it was assumed

to be the primary purpose of the-program. For this reaon, and also

fE

,

because of more difficult problems of measurement, psychological benefits

62

7 7



of training were not considered... In determining the overali desirability S_

of the program from the county or state's perspective, however, these

additional economic and psychological benefits may be important.

It must also be emphasized that estimated direct economic benefits

were compared with the total short run marginal cost of the program

in order to calculate the final, adjusted benefit-cost ratios. In

comparing these ratios with those for conventional vocational and

technical education efforts in the county, two important facts must be

noted.

First, since much of the Federal funds devoted to.. the program were

for trainee subsistence allowances and supply and material fees normally

paid by vocational *rid technical institution students themselves, the

ratios developed in this study are more reflective of the true total cost

involved in obtaining vocational and technical education benefits, 'The

point we are making iS that the personal costs which students would incur

without Federal assistance have been included here. Therefore, even if

the benefits per dollar of county cost are less for this program, the

benefits per dollar of cost to the' county andlits residents may be greater

because residents trained avoid some personal expenses. Many of these

residents would not be able to obtain training otherwise. This is another

consideration in determining the desirability of the program from the

county or state's point of view.

Second, since only short run marginal costs were considered in the

calculation of our ratios, the value of some county in-kind contributions

to tile CETA effort were not included in the total cost figure used. It

was concluded that they represented little in the way of incremental

expenses for the county in the short run. As mentioned, however, this
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will not hold true in the longer run if CETA participants are allowed to

affect requirements for instructors, building space, etc. If this is

the case, county costs will.be higher in the long run, and'the ratios

of benefits to county and totil cost will be lower.

It should be remembered that, basically, these in-kind coptributionq

are the same as those for regular students at county vocational and

technical institutions. When classes are originated for CETA participants,

these county contributions are actuslly somewhat less since CETA funds

are used to pay salaries of instructors. In these cases, the prbblem

of equity in the distribution of state funds arises.

In Pinellas County, the number of FTE's (Full Time Equivalent

Students) is currently calculated without a separate category for CETA

students. Since FTE s generated from these classes originated for CETA

clients do not require the normal expenses for the county, the amount of

state funds received exceeds that which is necessary. Those counties

with large CETA programs of this type will benefit more than others from

this disparity.

A separate accounting for FTE's generated by all CETA participants

is also desirable for planning purposes if total FTE's are the basis

for determining future requirements for insti ors, building space,

etc. It should prove an aid for decision making if pinners are able

to project future needs separately for rs.gular programs and CETA

programs. An estimate of the long run marginal cost of the CETA

program could then be made.

OTHER TITLE I PROGRAMS IN PINELLAS COUNTY

In order to provide a comprehensive view of the CETA, Title I

effort in Pinellas County, a brief description of other programs and
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expenditures will be presented here. The previous section dealing with

-

the Pinellas Countj School Board classroom training program also contained

information regarding programs and expenditurea for the Pinellas

. Opportunity Council and the Florida State Employment Service - CETA

units. Although all of their expenditures were reported as "SerYices to

Participants" in Table 2, some'of the service activities of both-were

related to the school board's classroom training effort.

In addition to the school board and the Pinellas-St. Petersburg

Manpower. Planning Unit, Title I classroom training program expenditures ,

were listed for three other organizations in Table 2. Activities Of

these organizations will be discussed next. Afterwards, we will close

this section of the study with a description of the Pinellas Municipal

Work Experience Program and the youth work experience programs at the

school hoard. Manpower planning unit actiyities Were, of course, aisociated

with all of the Title I programs in the county,. with the total administrative

cost of $39026.04 apportioned to each on the basis of therelative

sizes of their expenditures.

On-The-Job Training Program, OpportOnities Industrialization Center,
Gulf Coast Carpenter's Union Program

The total Title I expenditure for the On-The-Job Training (OJT)-

0 program during the year ended June.30, 1976; was $106,402.51 (see Table 2).

Only $18,742.37 of this amount waS for classroom training, however, with

the remaining $87,660.14 expended in the "On-The-Job Training" program

category.

The type of classroom instruction varied with the different

subcontracts. Table 2A in Appendix I contains an expense breakdown by

subcontractor for bothpprogram categories. (See Table-3A in Appendix
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for a cost category breakdown for each subcontractor.) In some cases;

instruction was contracted with private firms, while in others it was

// provided by employers. The classroom training segment of this program

was either a prerequisite for the OJT involved or a supplement.to It.

The delivery system for the OJT effort was administered through

Suncoast Metropolitan, Inc. until October 11, 1975. -Through a contract

with the manpower consortium, this private, non-profit corporation

agreed to markAt and administer OJT subcontfacts in behalf of the consoraum.

-The program, in this form, was not considered succ4pful, and the consortium

mi assumed direct 'administration of the OJT effort on January 1,, 1976.
S574'

New subcontracts negOtiated and administered by consortium personnel did

not begin until March 1,.1976, and only 18 trainees were enrolled on

June 30, 1976, compared with 94-on July 1, 1975.if
It was reported that 127 participants terminated from the program

-

during the year, with 41 entering employment. Changes in wages from

last previous employment were only reported for.36 of the 41 who entered

employment, and these changes were in terms of wage ranges. The net

effect was that 9 of the 36 moved into higher salary ranges in ther new

employment wheieas 3 received lower wages.," With the information

readily available it is difficult to determine if this is'a.significant

improvement in wage levels. Of course, it should be Uoted once again

IIth a very high percentage of these trainees were-unemployed when

entering the program.

The Opportunities Industrialization Center (OIC) was a-program

4
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designed to provide training, job development, and placement services in .

Pinellas County. The $48,044.26 classroom training expenditure shown

in Table 2 for the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, time peri&I was basically

for.vocational-training in typing and keypunch. Instructors Are employed

for these couries on an hourly basis. Some motivation training wa.,541so

involveVin the overall effort of this organization. Including the

,$44,159.84 expenditure in the "Services to Participants" category, the total

Title I cost during-the yegr was $92,204.10.

The OIC program was not in operation on June 30, 1976. It was con-

sidered ineffective by the manpower consortium and was terminated

April 24,.1976. During the time of operation in the year-epded June 3 ,

1976, 178 participants were served-by OIC. -The manpower office has

expressed some concern with regard to the accuracy of employment statis-

tics for these clients; however. Even if the data is accurate, it does

not provide a breakdown of employment results for those receiving training

versus participants who only received placement services. "For these

reasons, employment statistics for OIC clients will not be included.

.The entire Title I expenditure of $16,479.50 for the Gulf Coast

Carpenter's Union progrgm appears'in the "Classroom Training" category

3

in Table 2. This is a new program which only began March 12, 1976. The

training provided is in welding, with participants being prepared for the

Certified Welder examination. One instruc was hied at $19.00 per hour

for a contract-total of $9,000.00, and classroom spac has been donated

by the Gulf Coast District Council of Carpenters.

The prime sponsor (consortium) has waived the economically disad-

vantaged eligibility criteriOn for this program. Part-icipants, however,

67

8 2



6 AV
410,!

must still be unemployed or underemployed. Seventeen clients were en- .

.rolled in the program during the Period. ended June 30, 1976, with two termini-

ating non-positively and 15 still in training on June 30th, With no one

completing -r.aining during the time period examined, there were, of course,

no;employment results to be repOrted.

Pinellas County Work Experience Programs
4 ,

The total amount of-CETA, Title I funds spent for work'experience

programs in Pinellas County was $667,066.32 (see Table 2). Excluding the:

*maower idanning unit allocation for administration ($13,755.06), these 4411'/ , .

expenditures Came from two sources. The Pinellas Municipal-Work Experience

program accounted' for$416,738.2er of Title ;spending during the-ju1y.1A75

June 3.0, 1976, time period, and south work-experience programs at t Pinellas

Cotnty School Boarci added another.$236;573.0q;
] ,

z ^ Table 2B in' Appendix I: contains a 'breakdown
.1,

by cost category =for the

different municipalities who participated in the municipal work experience

Iirogram. The Florida State Employment Service andthe Pinellas dounty

ScgocA Board also particip ted. in .this program, and their reVated expensed,

'are-also shown-by cost c tegory in this table. All expenditures were for

wages or fringe benefits for clients, except for'$7,308.00 of admfnistration

expense in St. Petersburg. lf su8grantees.probably-Made in-kind con -Tibutiols'

to the program, but no cost estimates are available for theee.:-fheprdiram

,no longer exists under Title I in Pinellas County. 'Some segments were
4

terminpted as early as August 31, 1975, and all were terMinated by Stptember 15:

1975.
4

ThislIqZrort was dOigned to provide a-large number of short teri

. .

"eMergency" job opportunities in the public sector. A total of 463
. .40

'Participants were served Zuring the year ended June 310, 1976, with types of
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jobs provided7rang Om.laborers to clerk "typRis

01 the 463-seryed55,weie
git

yted ap.ei4erin
fi

!!'

frOm the progrAM,',i80','Were'listed as nbrktposiii inations, and. 3284

-, ,.
)

'
,. ,. ; - .4.,,.. ,

were indicated-4s Other positive terminations.'-7 oat of the latter-category
4;

, ,

,.; .

,accoulrents.

ent after ,termination

were,transitionedinto programs funded by other CETA ftities.

The Pinellas COnnty School Board also conduct Ifritlds( work
.

;

experience efforta4,designed to aid'economically d aged yftebs. The

' NeighborhoOdyYOuthCorps-InnSchool program is for those sti4enrolled in

public sch00109ho entified as potential dropouts; and the
0

,NeighbotbooOUth:Cor
;;'±,:;.. t !k;1-

,age who 4Fe.bigthoo,1 dropOuts. -\A breakdown

SChool effort is for..those 16-21 years of .

of the $236,573.00 spent

'for worke.aiise'riOce programs at the school board during the year ended
.

June. 30,j976.0hoWn in Table 4. Wages and fringe benefits_for clients

T4nire11,414.2;527.(50 (65:percent) of the total expenditure.

-During.t447July 1, 1975,- June 30, 1976, time period 400 Youths were

served by, i$eSe programs. Jobs which were provided ranged from fpod service

aids to,teathers' aids and clerical aids. OnlA 20 of these entered

TemployMeritoOn,termination f om the programs', anefor 15 of them, wag-6'

23
catego'iiesWere the-saie as in previous.employment.

23
The ',Pine114 County-St. Petersburg Manpower Cons6rtium PP. 5106 ,

and correspondence with Mt. Edward L. Lachman, Coordinator, Pinellas County.
Manpower and Criminal JusticepPlanning Units.
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HERNANDO. COUNTY

'Hetnando County was selected for tOis study6cause it is a

Alb
"balanceofthestase'county.Thismeansthat.ehe population of the

county is too small for it to be a prime sponso Therefore, the

-7--state' of Florida is the prime sponsor ( nd the bqksville Compre-

hensiv) Manpower Services is in charge o CETA, le I funds wippLch

come into the county. The Pasco-Hernandci Commun ty College also

....: I
receives Section 112 (of Title I) funds'direfftly from the s ate.

Tables 11 and 12 summarize the expenditure? by program and cost cate-

.

gories for Hernando County.
(

The organiational structure of)the CETA, Title I Program is very

straight forward. The flow of funds is to the Comprekcsive Manpower

ServiCes or the Pasco-Hernando Community College. The funds go directly

5

to the.agency Or the College and the reports go back to the Stdie-

Office of Manpower Planning, with reports also being made to Hernando

County.Commissioners and the appropriate school offfaals. The em-

i,

nsive, Manpower Services are considerd to be

employed by:he county but paid out pf the grant. Hernando County

provides in-kind service o the Comprehensive Manpower Services th Ohe

form of.ent-free ofitiCe space,,gater, and e'ectricity. The office

equipment was ac fit:nil government surplus, Title I and Youth

Services funds.

Since the primary Concern of our investlgation is.classroom train-
`.

:.4
ing the funds which we are interekedin arelblassroom education and

Section 112 funds. In Herhando County this totals $72,049.35. During

the time period:of our study (Zuly 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976) the program

'was just beOnning. ,The first clients were admitted into the program,
'

z
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TAKE 11

CETA, TITLE I EPENDITURES FOR INAS@

COT, JULY 1, l975-JI1E 30, 1976 #

(Expenditures by Program Category

for Each Orgatizatio0

Organization

1-4

Total

Classroom On the Job

Training Training

Work

Experience

Vocational

Edu6tion

Funds

Comprehensive Manpower S114,113.8/, $57,189,31 $2,552.84 $64 49 6

Services
k

PascoHernando

Comunity College

TOM

4 14,160.04
MOM

$139,093.86 $57 289.11 $2,552

A
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a

TABLE 12

CETA, TITLE I EXPENDITURES FOR HERNAO

COUNTY, AY 1, 1975-JUNE 30, 1976

(Expenditures by Cost Category

for Each Organization)

f)

Fringe

Admin- Allowances Wages to Binefits Training Service

Organization Total ,istration to Clients Clients to tlients Costs to Clienti

N

Comprehensive $124,333.82 $15,645.55 $41,153.58 $50,202.98 $7,639,111 1 953.71 $1,138,90

ManOwer

Services

.

Pasco-Hernando

r 4 IX

College

14760 1,651,0 WOO 11,731.15 1 3116,89,

.TOTAL $139 63,86 $11,297.55 $41,753,58 $50,202.98 $7,639.10 $19,684.86 $1,515.19

oe;

AMMINIIMMR=1=1.10111M1.11.111.1
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September 1,,440 There were 11 carry-overs from a previous three

county cooperative program who were brought into the new program on-
_

that date. The portion of expenditures for t e two month period ap-
.

plicable to Hernando County has not been included in the tables

mentioned previously or considered in this s!uj1. Because the program

in Hernando County is small, it wasP decided to gather pertinent informa-

tion directly from the clients' files. This enabled us to derive the

total amount of client traini4 time received for the money spent. The
6 fre

etnp1ö3,ieiit and training data are illustrated in-Tahle 13. This table

is important be'Cause it.summarizes the before, during; after school,

and employment data ofall the clients CID were An the program.through-

out'tge period under inveatigation. 'In essence, this table indicates

the results or benefits of the expenditures shown in Tables 11 and 12.

'Files of 72 clients who had entered,the program between July 1,

1975 and June 30, 19760"Oere vieWed. -0f:the-72 clients, 36 (50 percent)

were still in the 16am on June 30, 1976; 26 (36 percent) were non-

-,.

,

t.:;
positiy terminationsi 8 (11 percent) were employed and theie were 2:1

a , ,
(3 percent)Anter-goverrimental transfers.tit was noted, through the

paminaticin of the files that_a larg-e' percentage of..the non-poSAtive

,;':'.
-P.

, terminations were due to clients moving oui o&the.ftrea: This Amy indi.t

) '-
---;.- ,,:;,7. ,

, Cate that.4 hii percentage 'Of the ciienti served in-this county are in
, , -.)144. .."

. ,

.,.. 'a transient category. 'None Of the eight who founejobs can be clas-

be, ,,,: .frt.": i
":40Sred aa,having accepted employment 1n-training related occup414AL

.

,
.

!.tfi.e.:*47.age length of_stay in the program by theap/who got jobs kr.
e. .:: .

,
»c.

00

____,-,445116:iliOnis4.,;wIifi:i4::of.the 8 staying 4ust1 month% Therefore, it

..4, : ,,

-

is doubtful :that.;';anyi3enefitaOuld be attributedo training even if
:

.

mbre;data were aviiable.
_

,

t .9

- .7. -

4,4CAOr,



TABLE 13

EMPLOYET AND CLASSROOM TICNINC DATA FOR

CLIENTS IN THE NERNI1ND0 COUNTY COMBER&

SIVE MANPOWER-SERVICES PROGAAMS

JULY 1, 1975 JUNE 30, 19761

Last Previous

Occupational Title

Wage New Wage

Rate Occupational Title', Rate

'Economic

Characteristic

Upon Enti Dates in Program

Approx.

Time, in

Training

Program

Type of

Training

Type of

Termination

1. Cashier .

,2. Office Supplies Sales

3. Waitress

4. Food Service

5. 'Sewing Ittr

6. Teacher's Aid

7, Cashier

8. Maintenance

p 9. No Work Histor

Cashrer',
r-

ill Loli

Social_Work

13. Cook

14. No Work Histo

15. lunch Aid

16. Nurse's Aid

17. Clerk's Aid

18. Electrician's Helper

19. No Work Histo7

20, In Coder Operator

DisadvantaBid 02/11/76-06130176 4 2/3 Mos

Unemployed 03129176-06/30176 3

11

11

02102176-06/30/76

02102176-06/30176

2.10 ).

2.50

Secretarial Science

MOS
11 11

bOS
11

MOS

04/26/76-06130/76 2 mos

09102175-06130176 ,9 mos

II

Cosmetology

Adult Education

Diadlantaged 02118176-06130176 4 112 Mos

Stuhat 02/17/76-06/30/76 4 1/2 nos

Unem lo ed 02118/76-06130176 4 1/2 mos

02/02176-06/30176 )4. 5 MOS

02(02/76-06/30176 5 mos

02102176-06130176 5

2.10

2.10

1.60

2,10

11

Part-time Em

04101/76-06676 3

, 02/18/76-06/30/76 4 1/2 mos

MOS

MOS

Secretarial Science

Construction Trades

Adult Education

Secretarial Science

*Construction Trades

'Secretarial Science

2ill

1.50'

2.00

1,75

Unem lo ed 03t02116 -06/30176

11

Adult Education

moi Secretarial Science

011176-06130/760, 4 2/3mOs

02102/76-06130176 '5 los I
11 11

2,27

9t

04/16-06130176 4 Electrici_ty

09/01115/214/752 4 111.0; Secretarial Science tion Positive

93/01.1644/02/16 " Inter CETA Trans.,
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cast Previous

Occupational Title

Wage

Rate

22. Sewing .90

23. Car Detail Work

24. Teacher's Aid

25, Roof Man

26. Printer114...,

27. Maintenance

28. Laborer

29. Stock Girl

30, Laborer

31. Food Aid

32, Sewing Operator

33, Sales Girl

54. Housekeeper

2.25

1.80

1,85

2.25

2.50

3.85

2.10

2,25

1.40

35e Waitlpss

36. Cashier

37. Maintenance Aid

38; ,Mushroom Pickt'

39. Waitress

Innkee er

41. Janitor

42," Miiitenance Aid

43, Truck Driver

TABLE 11 CONTINUED

Economic

New Wage Characterist'tc

Occupational Title Rate Upon Entry Dates in Program

Approx.

Time in

Training Type of

Program Traihing

Type of,

Terminatik

02/20/76-06131/76 4 1/2 mos Adu1i Education '

II
09/01/75-06/311762 9 mos Secretarial Science

r
Part-time Em , 09/01/75-12119/75i 3 1/2 mos A. A. De ree , Non Positice

Unemployed ,Il2'103/76-06/30/76 5 mos Secretariel Science

It
09/26/75-02105/76 3 mos. Construction Trades Non Positive

, II
. 02/03/76-06/30/76 5 mos Secretarial Science

It
02/02/76-02/24/76 2/3 mo ' Construction Non PoSitiVe

02/02/76-e18/76 1/2 mo. None Non Positive .

09/01/75-06/30/762 9 mos Aecretarial Science

II

03 29/76-06/30/76

09/01/75-02102/7

3 mos Constructici

'5 mos AdUlt,Education.

, 1,00
II

. 02/02/76-03/02/76

1.00
II

0/28/75-06/30/76

2.10
II

' 01122/16-06/30/16

2.00 04/20176705/07/76

2,00
II

10/01175-06101/76

2.10 03/01/76-05/17/76

2,0Q
II

12/01/75-03/26/76,

2.00
tl

09/02/75-03/221762

09 75-12/31/75

mo None ,:Non Positive

8 mos Secretarial Scien

5 mos
Ii

1/2 mo

8 mos Adult Education

2 1/2 mosAk Construction

4 mos "iiAdult Education*

7 mos Secretarial Science

NA Positive

Non Positive

Non Positive

Non Positive

II

.4 mos Secretarial Science
II

11 25175-06/30/76 .7 mos A. AK De ree

, 02/02176-05/18/76

09/02/75-09126/752

3 1/2 mos Construction

i/31 SecreWat Science. ".

Non Positive '

,s1

'
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TABLE 13'CONTINUED

vit

Approx.

I
. Economic Time in :,', ,

Last Previous Wage New Wage Characteristic Training TyPegi Type of

Occupational Title Rate . Occupational Title , Rate ' .Uptn Entry ''Ill'ates in Program Program Training Termination

44.1'11liborer 2.35

.

,

45. Asst. Store Memo: 1.80

46. Proof Opeiitor 2,53

47. Truck Driver 2.25-,---
48. Cook /1 2.00

49. Food Caterer 2,00

50, Aid , 2.10

51. Maid 1.68

53.-'1anitor 2.00

55, None

54. taborer 2.00
I

°I 55. Nurse's Aid 3.50

56, Inserter 1,65

57. Hospital Worker '1.61

.68. 'Egg Picker 2.01

59. None

60. &ne

1,85

62. :Manpower Aid 2.10
4

63. Cashier 2.20

64. Rock Industry 2.10 Rock Industr;

65., Maid -- Maid

66, Weigh Master 2.60. Laborer,

Unemployed , 03/01176-06/30/16' 4 mos Construction

11

.01/22/76-02/18/16
II

1 mo Non Positive

ii

10/30115-12/31/15
Il 11

2 mos' Secretarial Science
. .

, 1
tr

09/02/75-11/13052
II ' II

2 1/2 mos :21ectricity

I I I

1 112 mos' Data Processing12/19/75101/3006

01/02/76-01/30/76 1 mo Lawlnforcement

I I

04/09/76-06/30/76 2' 2/3 mos Secretarial ScienCe

0
02/18/76-0613 /76 4 1 3 mos Secretarial 'Science

II
03/230615/20 76 2 mos Construction Non' Positive

04/07/16-06130/76
II

2 'mos Adult Education

II

02/11/76-06110176 4 1/2 mos Construction

05/13/76-06/30/76 112 mo Cosmetolo

10/20/75-11/21/75 1 MO Adult Education . Non Positive

10/29/75-06/30/76
11 di

8 MO8

0412006-06/3006 '2 1/3 mos Construction
4

. II
0905-11/I3/752 2 1/2 mos Secretarial Science Non Positive

02102/76-06/1806
I I

3 1/2 mos Constructict

II
01/22176706/30/76

04/07/76-06/30/76

5 mos

2 2/3 mos Secretarial Science 0

10/30/75-01/19/16 4'1/2 ids
tt

;Non Positive

? ,

tOr.
, 04/0616-05/0306 1 mo. Construction: Found Employment

2.10 09)01/75-10/01052 14 16 Adult Education

2.58 12/31/75-01/30176 1 00

. ,

, , 0
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Last Previous

Occupatio:al Title

Wage New

Rat0, Occupational Titic

ThLE 13 CONTINUED

Economic !

Wage , Characteristic

Rate Upon,Entry Dates in Program ' Program

I.

Approx.

Time in

Training Txpe of

Training

OIMIEMM.

Type of

Termination

61, Cashier 2,10

68. Shipping Clerk,

69. Cab Driver

ld 10. Cook

11., Wairess

hem lo ed. 02/10405101/16 1/2 mos Con'aruction round EM lo ment '

A.
2.5D' 7,4

1.90 Laborer

, 2.29

2 30

II
0

12. Cook

rr
'09101/15-11/08/15 ,2

mos Welding

, 09/02/75-10108/15

Inter Covt, Ttats:

Found EL lo Men

11 2 /75-04/09/76

10/30/75-10/31M

4 1/2 mos Adult(Edecation

ft

.4I ,Secretarial Science

220
Al115-10/09/75 1 1/3 !nos Secretarial Science

It

I.M.01000

1The number of,clients represented by this Table is
sliglirly'different from the data presented by,the Program's Partit1pa;!4Characters1tscs report. (

This has probably been caused by the fact that when we took our
data'from the files/ some,of the clients'

folders were in the desks'af the employeis.

ThrOughout this report we'shall use the number
of 12 because j! most fairly represents the program.

2There was a slma4 program with three
countylarticipationyhich ended Augus; 25, 19/5 and eleven clients were carried

forward and placed in the

current CETA program,

0
97_
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The cost data per client month is pf interest. Durtng the time

period of our study the ComprehensiVe Manpower Services delivered

258.52 client months of training. Thus, the-average length Qf ,time

for each client in the program was 3.59 months. Of course it,is
6

ekpected that a large percentage.of the 3.6 who were in the program on

June 30, ,1976.and are:now in holding.will continue with their voda-

tional training as new grant funds become available. (tionetheless,

since we know the amount of moneOpent tO train these clients Agi

the time in months of attendance, we are able to devise a cost per per-

K
scin and a cost per client month. The average cost per person in the

prOgram was $1,000.69; while the average coat per client month was

$278.70.

rw.) The client characteris cs including educational data are pr

sented 4 Table 14.. Th table shows that 49 or 68 perent of the 72 '

Clients were'b4. Thia differs from the PinellaaiCounty.School Board ,

where there were more male clients'ihan women. The majority of.the

-

Clients wer0Dlack; 41 out of the 72, With 35 of the blacksobeing
4

feinale. The agea and eduational levels were close to those found in
4

-
Pinellas County. Of th9. 72 clients,-39 or 54 percea had completed

1

high school nr the equivplent. Only one of the clients was over 44

years of age and 25 were below the age of 22.

0It is impossible to der5Ve a benefit-cost ratio for Bernardo

S11

'County. The costs adSocia4ed with training the 72 clients are known

( and have been detailed above. The only addition to these would be the ,

//
imputed value of the "in kind" services provided to the Comprehensive -

Manpciier Services by the coun y. These in kind services, wOuld increase.

.costs by only a small amount. But the beneffts are not known and the

4

Sample iS too SdallOOnly 8 clients who have beenin the program have

78 9 9



TABLE 14

CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS AND DUCATION DATA

FOR HERNANDO COUNTY CON? EHENSIVE

MANPOWER SERVICES PR GRAMS

JULY 1, 1975-JUNE 30 19761

NJ

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

12.

13.

14.

15.

17.

18.

19.

20,

0

21.

22.

23.

.^"

?

Sex of Client

M

Fl

1. F

4. 'F W

.

3. F

4. ° F

5. F

4

1 GI

Age Race Education

22-44

2-44

b-44
1

12-44.

22-44 1

,
High,School

High Shool

frith pade or under

Hiih School

II

i2-44

-22-44 0

_18-21

22-44 B 9th-llth

18-21 High School

22-44 B

22-44 N
22-44 1 B

22-44

18-21

22-44_

18-21 1 W

22-44

22744

45-54

9th-llth

9th1.11th

High SChooi

9th-llth

18-21

22-44 Hi h SChool,

8th rade or under

High SChool

9th-llth

22-44
II
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TABLE 14 CONTINUED

Sex 0 'Client Age 1

50. 18-21

51. F
11

18-21

52: 1.8-21

53. 22-44

54. M 22-44

55. F 22-44

56. F 18-21

57. F 22-44

58. M 22-44

59. F 22-44

60.

(

M N
18-21

61. M 22-44
4

62: F 18721

63. ' F 18-.21

(

'64. M 18-21

65. F 22-44

66. 22-44

.)1"--------
67. M 18-21

68. M 22-44

69. M 22-44

(

70. F 22-44

71. F ' 22-44

72. F 22-44

Race Educatio4

High School,,

9th-llth

High School

9th-llth

B. 8th grade or under

W
Ili

High School

,

t

B\ 8th &rade or underrk ....,

B : 9th-llth

W 8th grade or under

B 9th-llth .

B High School

W High School

B ;
II II

/B''
II II(

B
II II

W 8th grade eunder

W ,H4h School

W ,

11 II

W 9th-llth

1

'W 8th grade or under

B 9th-11t1-1

W 9th-llth

B High School

'The humbers correspond to thd emplo data of revious table. 4
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TABLE 14 aiNTINUED
6

t
Itt

tt,1

4 t

Sex 2f Cliqpt Age Race' Educatio

'25. °

26.

27.

28..

29.

30.

31.

32.

22-44

22t44

18-21

18-21

22-44

18-21

9th-llth

.H4h School,

16 I I

9thc.11 h

33;

34. ,

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40,

41.

42A

44,

45.

F

F

kl

46,

47.

48.

49.

F'

F

,
F

4

ro,

18 21 B , 9th-lith .

2b4.4 1. , Hitl School

.18.,21.
11

B
u '

,

.1

,

, ia-21 w 8th srace or under

4_42-44 B 9th-1ltth
9

B High Sshool ,

If
.),.:

'2'22-44 , W --,-.'" lth -11th

I.:':.?W22.' -L!-.L44 i
.

l' i'l k High School

B 9th-:11th

18-21 B High School

22-44 B

i

..I1
II

yr;

/

''`;`', .22-44 W 9th-ilth

18-21 W 901-11th
4

8th grade or under'

Hish Scholol

9thrllth'

'; 22-44 W 9th-llth

High School

22-44 L8th trade or under

22-44 B High School

..
18-21

\ H ti
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found employment. Of the 8; it is clear that 4 wpre emplibYedin. occu-

pations which were not training related. In fact, 2 of the 8 returned\

tb their oid occupations after having-been in the program for only a

'

month! Also, there is previous and current occupation data for only 2

of the 8, and neither of these is in'training,related job&

The above should not be considered to mean that the Comprehensive

Manpower Services has not been as successful as other CETA, Title I

training programs. The fact is, at this time, there are no measUrahle.,

economic benefits: The feeder will recall that in the analysis of the-

benefit-cost ratios of the Pinellas County School Board it was empha-''

sized that there is a time lag between benefits and costs. A number
. ,

of.the clients in Hernando County's program from July 1, 1975 through-

June 30, 1976,may find training related jobs in the current year.

One very interesting concept that is being used in the area of on- 4

</the-job training is that the Comprehensive Manpower Services is using a

voucher system Instead of the Comprehensive Manpower Services finding

the client a job which may not be in the area of hislher interest,

41b

the client is given a voucher and finds a job in an area and company
,

where hevaishes to work. The voucher guarantdes the employer a certaIN

amount of transfer paymerit Sor providing the on-the-job training. This

(c___tzpj of a program seems to have a number of good points. Firat, it
-

allows the individual to learn and do the kind of job he wi hes.

Second, it may well reduce costs of aob placement. No long r will the

;k,1",Comprehensive. Manpower Servies spenO hei4r' ime finding em oyers whde

, dO
,are interested in participating in th kind of a program.

Since this on-the-job training rogram is experimental, it is

being privately implemented and evaluated by the Miami based onsulting

82
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tirm of Systems.in Education and Training., Inc. This program will not

be completed untiZ next year, so-the results cannot be included in this

V
report.

F).

'4$
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HILfSBOROUGH COUNTY
Ji

As in Pinellas and Hernando Cfteties, the primary concern in

Hillsboreugh County is with the classroom aspects of the vocational edu-

cation training delivered to the citizens whO' participate in the pro-

gram. The same general methodology used to deve1op.jthe analysis for the

two above mentioned jurisdictions is uied in this secèlon.

The organizational structure in HilisborougheCounty is headed by,

the prime sponsoring unit, the Tampa-Hillsborough MApower Consortium.

This agency is responsible for the allocation of CETA, Title I funds.

This organization came into existence through financing from,the

Manpower Develdpment Training Act.

The primary training agent in Hillsborough County is the Tampa

Skills Center. The Skills Center received funds. from three sources in,

the past fiscal year. Tables 15 and 16 below itemize these revenues.

They were a CETA-Title I blockgrant,,CETA-Title,I discretionary funds,

and funds from the Hillsborough County Board of Education. This last

. funding was primarily for salaries and fringe benefits of c unty em7

ployees based on the time devoted to the Skills°Center.

In or4er for the Tampa Skills Center to operate, it receives

clients (students) by referralsand seeks help in the placement of it

graduates. Two reierral agencies perform these services: lithe Tampa

Opportunity Center (TOC) and the Hillsborough/Takpa-Comprehenive
,

-Employment Program (TCEP): The former is an agency of the Florida

Stare Employment Serviee and the fatter is supported by the U.S. Depart-

ment of Labor, This is the crux-of the organizatIonalstructure in

}Hillsborough County.

84
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,)- TIME 15

11

If 44,

1

ICtTA,.TiT11.;:EXPEilDITURE& FOR HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY - JULY. 1, 1975 TO JUNE 30, 1976

.(Expeaditures.b/ Program Caiegory for Each Organization) ,

W

I 7,

Organ'ifian

, ' ,

, ,.,,

, 'Hillnborough/Tamps.,

tomprehensive
el. , .

Employment ,

" lfr' ,

Nillsb*oroqghtiampa

Compreheniive

EmploymentOSEI

7
'

:14pUtilr . 4

Planning

Dfpartmeth

! Tampa,Skills Cent,

'.fampa Opportunity Ctr.

,
T6,tal

, Classioom On7the-Joh' Work i,Service to

Training > Experience Participaas

4

4 e

Vocational

. Funds ', Education

I

Public

'Service

Employment

Other

Federal

Fonds

d

042,141,701,00

.

J

469,183.12

r/

231,416.32

,
$1,024,090.00

87 145.67

I ,

$252,175.00

0

. 12,198.08

,

-0-

4 30,900.2-J

$560,287.00

40,575.40

, -0-.

'41

-0-

A

'

c$307,149.00
p .

$469,18'3.12

V

60,596.91

.

-O-

.7

771,675.11 615,90041

178,614.00 -0-

-0- -0- 4155,775.00'

ti

-0- -0- 178,614.00 -0-

o,

% Neighborhood Youth 529,236.80 .

CORE/In School )

1

Neighborhe Youth 313,924.00

CORE/Out of School

re

Human Resource 74,818.00

Development Project/SE

First Quarter Programs 453,516.80

-0- .-0- 529,236.00
, -0-

159,542.00 -0- 108,768.00 45,614.00 -0-

-0-
.o. -0- 53,366.65 ' -0-

apAN,

TOTAL
V

$5,/66,084.35 $1,886,677.78 $264,373.08 4668,964.26 4878,457.05 $155,775.00

1 74,818.00 -O-

P

400,15045 -0-

$1,311,897.18 $147 3$2.00
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TABLE 16

CETA, TI EXPENDITURES FOR HILLSBOROUOH COUNTY - JULY 1,. 1975TOMBE

(Expenditures biCost for t 4ach Organizatio:

e'te A

Organization

\so/
s

1

Allowance Wages 1 Fringe Benefits Training Seryices

Total AdministratIon to 9ken5 Clients to Clients .Cost 'to Clients

..,.

Hillslibrough/Tampa

,Comprehensive

Employment

tillsborough/Tampa

Comprehensive

Employment PSEI ,

Manpower

Planning

Department

co Tampa Skil1kenter-1'

ON.
.

Tampa Opportunity Center

Neighborhood Youth

CORE/In School

Neighborhood Yo

ICORE/Out of Schoo

Human Resource

. Development Project

First Quarter Programs

TOTAL

$2,143,70110

, 4

.

$261,077,00

. ,

r f

69,183.12 '2,708012 2

231,416.32 231,416.32/

771,675:11 196,637.69

.

178,614.00 19,90140'
ir

529,23600 27,166.010

3)3,924.00 30,42 .00

74,818.00

453,516.80 12,035.03

$5,166,08405 e$781,366.16

)/p/9,1,775,00 $278,008.00

462,896.40

203,533.00:

ii

4'

$1,358,204.40

'406,795.05

1

$59,679.95

$376 518,00 036,3240

4

92,732.58 19,408.44

432,537.00 2,949:00 .

,

\\.... 4,405.00 ' 5;235.00

74,385.00 433.00

393,427.76 6,722.39

$1,585,152.81 $74 '34 $474,485.58

158,714.00

66,584.00

e

70,325.00

41,331.62

$892,686.06
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However, in addition to this structurre certain'on-the-job train-

ing is conducted at-Brewster-Tech and t4mpa Bay Tech And are also involved.
4

Table 17 indicates that,the Tampa Oliortunity Center refeired all of 41'

0

the clients to Tampa Bay Tech and Brewster Tech, while both the. Tampa

0 .

Opportunity Center and HillsborougA/P4ppa Comprehensive Emplo ent

"
, Program were inyolved in the on-the-job train/ng service.- Table 15

,

0
contains the financial 4ata pn the on-the-job training aspects.

N
- The Skills Center,however, remains the primary training agency

for HillOorough unty. Table 18 indigates that it has in the past...,
. o. . v

year Con cted five training kograms: welding, air-cOnditioning, auto .

,
P

iteeha ics, and clArical. The fifth program, sales/stock, has seen dis-

'cont ued due to a lack of demand.''

The Skills Center also operates a trainee vocational interest/ap-
.

v titude evaluation program which all trainees attend before training and,
,

A
a survival skilIs,progranfof appropriate job behavior after' aining.

The Skills Center, In oUr effort to provide AS comprehensiv service

,as possible to ita clients, attempts to aid'in the placemeatwf.its

graduates. It might be added that the Tampa Opportunity Center and

the Tampa Comprehensive Employment Program also participate in this

..phase of emplOyMent referral.

Before moving oti the analysis of the data contained in this section
4-

.of,the report it seems appropriate to discuss some.of the detail con-

tained in some of the-tabled,included here. They fall into three main

categories. tables 15, 16 and 19 are the financial data for the county.

Tables 17, 18, and,20-24 contain the data for client attribuies and

training purposes and Table 25 tabulates the wage data for those cliInts

who found employment.
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_../\ TABLE 17

TAMPA OPPORTUNITY CENTER PROGRAM ENROLLMENT1
JULY 1,. 1975 - JUNE 10, 1976'

4._Program
Total Carryover Preser4 '-',Number Drdp

Enrollment From.1974-75 EnroliMeny dOipleted-

.-,- Welding _ 89 22 23 42 17

Air Conditioning 44 24 18 18

Auto-MgEhanics 49 J14 14 118'.

Clerical 47, 31. 34 43 24

Sales/Stock Ilk. 14 10 .0 4, 10

Brewp4r-, :40 '4 19 710 11
Tampa Bay Tech.

LPN'.

Electronic Tech.'

Drafting.

Business Ed.

10

6

5

1

5'

5

) b

0

9

,

1

C441.cing 1 1 0

Certified Lab Asst,
%;,-,

3 .
2. , 0

Oprometric Asst. 3 ° 3 0 o

Nurses Aid .,,. 5 ', 0 4 1

Cosmotology 1, 1 0 0 .

Operating Room Tech. 1 0 .0 ,1

Dental Asst. 1 0 . 1 0

Data Processing 3
.

1 0

TOTAL 330 105, .98 135

OJT 36 1 7 13

from TOC.. Ylt*

etpfy-twoof these were for positive reasons, such as "pining'the armed services
Or knrolling in school.

43
Two, of these were for positive reasons.

,88
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TABLE f8

TAMPA/HItftBOROUGH PROGRAM ENROLLMENT1
JULT1: 1975 - JUNE 10; 197til

f illi : , ,..

. Total Carryover Ptesenk,

Program ( Enrollment From,1974A5 Enrollmen
I-r

/11 tt

Welding. ,.. 114 /
r

24

Air Conditioning ,71 ,
/ .14 ---...:

Adto Mechanics 66 15 0
-

Clerical . 135 47
'4.

Sales/Stock 10/ 0
i.

Brewster-' 4r 46 19
. ?

Tam0a Bay Tech.
.

\

TOTAL 436
2

1243

--
1
Data from Tampa Skill Center.

'2
,Includes fourteen Non-CETA trainees
trainees.

. ,
3
Only total available.

*/

119

Number
Complete

Drop
Outs

/

0 ,.38

37, . 20 .

28 c-,..19

,48 11

9

10

'.,
1.

11

177 . 120

from Migrant Program, and s x other non-C1TA

,!89

1 5(
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TABLE 19

-14.2

TAMPA SKILLS CENTER - LpE.ITEM EXPENDID'ES FOR 9
AND TITLE 112 ANDS - JULY 1, 1475, 0 JUN 304

r

CAssroom
Tr ining

Exp ndltures

0 TRAINING

1Vocational
Education

Funds

Administrtion.

//Salaries''Fringe Benefita

_I
Travel 7

Equip/tient

Rent .

Supplies
Indirect Coet
MisdellaneOue:

6:
.:-

A

Allowances
Developmental Skills
Indirect Costs

Training
Staff Salaries
Fringe Beneff.ts
Travel
Equipment
Supgies
kiece1laneous
Indirect Cost
Tuitidn
OJT

Services

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL

a.

e:

$ 19,811.32
'3,566037

191.50
796.19

25f229.61
2,733.04'

26,682.68
11 634.12

$ 9o,b4443

,

$456,438.63
6,457.77

61

$462t896.40

4
$ 21,781.95

3,702.45
260.38
76.15

19:157.12
5,042.92

568.19
1,546.13

10,223.39

$ 62,358.88

$615,900,11.

$ 30,373.70

$ 19 408.44

$155,775.00

$771;675;11 -

90

116



CETA, TITLE I E1CPENDITURES

Tables 15, 16dpnd 19_have be9g.developed to present the total r

expendXure picture for Hillshorough ounty for the period under study.

Table 15 presents all-CETA, Title I ex enditures by program category.

\
. These expenditures are completely broke down as to agency or organi-

c",
4

- ..41,..
- . . .,.

zatfon involved and as to the use
N

the fupds. litis table,readily

identifies ex0enditures for classroom training, on-theob training,
,

. o
eto., that are necessary to complete the benefit-cost portion of the

...

study that is to followl
to A

( Jr
Table 16 presents all CETA, Title I ex enditurft by cost category.

This table completely ident4ies all cost categories attribu;able to,
18-

each agency orforganjiatiofi participatin

.-This table readily identifies costs of

etc. _

ttlis portion of the funding.

ittration, training costs,'

.
Li

%

Table 19 presents the line.item exptpditurebk,for the Tampa.Skills
_

Center for the.period under'question. It allows for a partial break-

doWn.betweert classroom training expenditures and vocational edULttion

funds
t

pend tures from Utle.112.
Vir

These three,tables present aIl-'of the data nedessary to perform

.
the cost side pt the benefir-cost analysis that is to preceed the,work-

ready presented in the above narrative. While it is realized that

/ese_tables are more comprehensive tBan,necessary to perform the

nalysis required under the conditions of this report, it is felt that

having a complete and comprehensive picture of all CETA, Title I

expenditures, instead of just vocational education expenditures, helps

the reader in thFee ways. First, it allows fOr a cursory analysis of

the role of' and the relative nature of vocational education funding

in Hillsborough County.- Second, it specifically allows for an

91'
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examination of the Tampa Skills CenteAelative to the rest of the

,

county on an.aggregate basis and from the standpoint of a line' item
et

eoendiitu*.e basis as concerns the center. ThiNd, it allows a compari-
.4

son of the Skills Center relative to any other participating organiza- ""--;

tion .as to type-of expenditure, cogt category, nd relative role of

the function of the unit. While all these are secondary tO the purpsitse
6

of this"project, they seem,to be important in the overall of

C'EA, Title I as it affects_Hillsborough County and as the colty is

a part of the State of Florida.

Table 20 is 'presented to inform the read,,,RA, to the characteris-

tics of the Student/client population in Hillsborough County. Oftthis

group, 11 percent were male a 54 ercent were white. Also to be noted
4

are that 41 percent weie high school graduates and 42 percent were under

21 yeap_of age. Of interest, especially from the standpOint of voca-

tional education services is the factkthat 82 percent of this popula-

tion wer classified as economically disadvantaged, and 87 percent were

unemployed.

Table 18 gives the totaT466ollment at-the Tampa Skills Center by

program. It indicates, for example,:that 71 have been enrolled.during

the stUdy pe iod in the air conditioning program/ Table's 17 and 21 indi-

'cate how these program enrollees were referred to the Skills,Center by

If the Tampa Opportunity Center and by the Tampa Comprehensive Employment

Program.

Table102-24 present the employm lacements for the clients

engaged in the training program in Hillsborough County. Table 22 for

example, lists the employMent data for the Skill/Center, while Tables

23 and 24 list the breakdown of that data from the Tampa Opportunity

Center and the Tampa Comprehensive Employment Program. These tables

911 8



TABLE 20

TAMPA/HILLSBOROUGH TRAINEE CfiARACTERISTICS

.JUI/Y 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976 /7
/

. c

Characteristic Total Number Percent

Sex' Male
Female

268
168

61

39

Age .18 and Under
19 - 21
22 - 44
45 - 54
55 - 64

. 65 And Over

9

33

t 54

3

0

Education 8 and Under
9 - 11
High School Graduate
Post High School

20 5

152 35

222 51

42 10

Family AFIN 65 15

Inc me Public Assistance, Other, 9 2

Economically Disadvantages 358 82

Ethnic White 237 54

Black 189 43
Other 10 . 2

Spanish-American
Limited English Speaking
Migrant Farm Families

15 3

17 4

19* 4

Veteran Special Viet
Other

52 12

44 10

Handicapped 14

Full-Time Student
3

2

419



L

TABLE 20 CONTINUED

Labor
Force
Status

Underemployed
Unemployed
Other

Receiving Unemploythent Inguran

TOTAL

35

381
20

- 18

87

5

16

436

°

4

NOTE: Percentages were rounded to.whole-numbers and may notin some cases,
sum tNexactly 100 petcent.

5,4

.94
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\
,TAMPA COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM ENROLLME&T

JULY 1, 1975 - JUM 30r 1976 '.

'TABiE 21

--, Total .., Carryoyer Pi.esent Number, -Drop,

Program Enrollment.,,, Frbm 1974-75 Eftrol ment Completed ,R.lits

Welding\ 14
, l ,

6

-L

Ai tioning .11 5

uto-MeChanics . 10 4

Clerical 8

OJT

TOTAL 58

i
. 1 .

.

1Data,j-except for totals, calculated by subtracting TOC figureS from Skill Center)

,

. ,.

figures, . 1 -

3

5

5 1

27, 15

45 10

-4.

121
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a

' .44

TABLE 22 .(1

TAMPA/HILLSBOROUGH TRAINEE-EMPLO NT 10
Y.-AT TIME OF COMPLETED TRAINING

JULY 1, 197 - JUNE 30, 1976

Program Emploxed

Welding:

Air Conditioning

Auto Mechanics

Clerical

4

Sales,& Stock

Brewster/
Tampa Bay Tech

TOTAL

-

29.

9

115

1
Data from Skill Center.
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TABLE 23'

TAMPA OPPORTUNITY CENTER TRArNEE EMPLOYMENT1
-. JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, i976

(Program

Training
Related

Nontraining
Relaied

E4loyed

PoSitive
Termination

.4

Welding. 23 10 3

Air Conditioning (:."' 18 7

Auto Mechanics 2 7 V
, 5 8 -

Sales & Stock 2 0

:Brewster & 9 0

Tampa Bay Tech.

LPN 4 0 0

ElectroniC Tech.. 1

Certi4ed Lab-Asst.

Nurse's ARP' - 0

Dental Asst. l 0

, Data Processing 1

Job
Search

'5

4

LO

4

TOTAL 77 46 20 -28

OJT 11 5 2 2

TOTAL WITH
OJT 88 .22

.

1

1
Data from Tampa Opportunity Center

.97

1.2 3



TABLE.24

TAMPA COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM TRAINEE EMPLOYMENT

JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976

Employment
Training Training ,Job

Program - Related Unrelated Search

Welding

Air Conditioning

Auto Mechanics

Clerical

Sales, and Stock

TOTAL°

OJT

-
16

3

9 10

)

98
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aie also important because they break down the employment by training .1

related vs. non-training related. This breakdown is necessary for the

'thenefit-cost analysis that follows.
s.%

Table /5 presents the wage data for those clients,who obtained

employment after their experience at the Skills Center. As in all

the other tables, the data is separated by referring agency. This

separation is necessary in order to calculate the weighted avetage mean

incremental wage rate for clients. This mean marginal wage then becomes

of'*timary interest in daterminint the benefiis for the next section of

this report.

BENEFIT-COST CALCULATIONS

As in the primary methodology developed for extlansions to the

Pinellas County,School Board in an earlier part of this report, the same

assumptions inherent in such a scheme are eXtended to the Hillsborough

County School Board - Tampa Skills Center. The average daily enrollment

figure for the TSC for the period under study was 124 persons., .If this.

A
figure is divided into the tOtal amount on classroom training of

$771,675.11, this yields an estimate of $6,255.44 per client for one

year in the program and $521.29 per client for each month. This is

noted as AIWA cost estimate because it it comput1 ed directly from

amounts reported as CETA program outlays by the agency. It may be pos-
.

sible at a later time to consider other CETA outlays associated wibh

this program.
6

In actuality, 177 were'terminated from-the program in the period

Uhder question. This number is arrived at by subtracting the number of

people who complete4.the ,training but never were placed from the total

number of 297 furnished by the Skills Center less the number of drop

o9ts. Since we know that the average daily census was 124 people and

99
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1.4

TABLE 25.

SALARY COMPARISONS FOR TAMPA OPPORTUNITY CENTER AND
TAMPA COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM TRAINEES

JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976

Hourly'Wage

$0.00 - $1490

$1.00 - $1.99

$2.00 $2.99

$3.00 - $3.99

$4.00 - $4.99

$5.00 - $5.99

$6.00 or More

Salary Increases (N)
Salary Decreases (N)
Unchanged (N)

,

Mean Entry Wage $2.15/hour $2.82/hour

Mean Exit Wage $2.77/hour $3.28/hour

Mean Difference $ (.62/hour $ .46/hour-

Median Entry Wage $2.44/hour $2.50/hOUr

Median Exit Wage $2.67/hour $3.00/hour

Median Difference 4 $ .23/hour $ .50/hour

TOC1

Number

Entry. Exit

TCEP
2

Number

Entry Exit

9

.11

'0

0

.0

2

0.

o

65 72 17 17

10 16 1 14

2 8 3 4

1 ' 2i 2 0

0 0 0 0

77 19

13
,

5

8 1

1
Data from Tampa Opportunity Center

2
Data from Tampa Comprehensive Employment Prograi
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that the average time in training Was 30 weeks, this yields age

time spent in training of 6:9 months.

.Appiying the $521.49.thenth4,cost to carry a gient in the program /

tim-s the 6.9 months yielda a Cbst for.the average time in the-program
/ '-

of $3,596:90. If we muiti'ply'thel$3,596.90 times the 177 clients we
,

..;

arrive at $636,651.30 not $775,675.11. This is true because our cost
0-

data are for a full year and oui average cost data are for only 57.5%
'

of=a year. By annualizing theSe figures we wil.12: find it possible to'

eStimate ge benefits receive4ifor the full year's expenditure of

$775,675.11. This is accomplished by using the ratio pf these two cost'

figures. That is, if $636,651.30 provides x amount of benefiti, the es-

timatf of the betkefits from the $775,675.11 expenditure can be achieved

by multiplying x benefits times $775,675.11.
$636,651.30 /

Of the 177 people terminated fram the program, they can be categor-

fZed as follows: 88 training related and 51 nontraining related.from

the Tampa Opportunity Center; 1;6/training related and.9 non-training ,

related from TCEP and 10 in/job search; and 3 OJT from TCEP. 'These are

the Hillsborough group/from which we wish to estimate the benefits.

The methodology foi doing this is similar to that contained in the

Pinellas section of the report.

In Iorking toward a specific benefit-cost ratio for the Skills

-Center, the assumption is tbat the proper indicator of benefits is the

incremental wage for clients obtaining related,employment. All of the

mitigating circumstances described earlier are assumed to d here.

Using the further assuMption of the $0.17-adjustment factor for the

incremental wage rate yields a training related weighted average incre-

mental wage rate using TOC and TCEP data in Table 25 of $0.60 perhour.

Thith is arrived at .by computing 88/104 (.62) + 16/104 (.46) - 0.17.
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Note that the $0.17"is the same figure used for Pinellas County ender

'our assumptions:i It was necessary to use the same figure because

no comparable data was available in Hillsborough County. It is not

believed that using the same figure will distort the analysis to any sig-

nificant dezree.

Using the annual growth factor of 5.5% and the "Work Life Expectancy

Tables" referred 'to above in this report, and the median age of 25,18

years as computed from the data presented in Table 20 above, we arrive

at an extended work life expectancy of 37 years. Applying to this the

8% discount rate.and using 2080 hours as the work yeai we arrive at ,the

present value of incremental wages over the nekt 37 years as $29,898.71.

All payments for incremental wages were-assumed to occur at the end of

the year which will slightly understate the true valOe ofithe benefits.

Following the same procedure aswith the Pinellas data, we assume

a 12% discount rate and a 10% unemployment rate, the present value of

the.benefits will be reduced from$29,898.71 to $15,598.78. . Using the

131/2 percent discount rate and assuming unemployment of 15 percent--

results in a further reduction in the present value of the benefits to

$12,491.03.

Of the 177 clients terminated in the study period, 104 found

training related employment at a weighted average incremental wage of

$0.60 per hour. These 104 can expect to return respectively in present

/glue benefits $3,109,465; $1,622,273; and $1,299,067. Based on the

total cost of $771,675.11,these figures result in benefit-cost ratios

of 4.02:1; 2.10:1; and 1.68:1 respectively.

Without proceeding to analyze any of the non-training related

clients who obtained jobs and thus may have indirectly contributed to

the benefits or any of the job search category who may eventually

102
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'obtain employment and:also contributed benefits, let s return to-

Table 15 and look at the.classroom training category expenditure ex-
.

cluding the neighborhood youth core out of school pr gram. We have in

addition to thé-$771,675.11 attributed to the Tampa Skills Center,

$1,024,094 f;Om:H/TCEP and $87,145.67 from Manpower, yielding a total

of $1,882,910. If we used this figure as the total cast of traiiiing our

benefit-cost ratios woad

This is quite a different

above. The point is that

be 2.65:1; 0.86:1; and 0.69:1-respectively.

picture from the first set of ratios presented

one believes some portion of these expendi-

tures are vocational education. related, but it is impostable to deter-

mine what portion, at least to date.%

An analysis of Table 16 in an attempt to determine what poriion of

the total is attributable direttly to vocational education'leaves one

with no less an insecure feeling. .It is impossible from the cost cate-

gory training to adequately determine what are the true costs of sup-
I

porting vocational education from the other supporting categories.

In Hillsborough Coun'ty, it is believed from the analysis above that

the Tampa Skills Center does a cost effective job of providing voca-

tional education training to the cammUnity. Of its expenditures, ap-
...

proximately 25% goes to administration and-75% goes to'clients directlY.

.This,seems to be quite an adequate distribution of funds available.

The frustiation in such a scheme arises in the inability to ade-

quately isolate other-direct costs that might be associated with

vocational education. This only emphasizes a direct data limitation

from the standpoint of this portion of this study. The methodology

incOrporated in measuring the benefita is sound and.widely a9cepted in

the benefit-cost literature. The concept of using differe t discount
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rates can be traced all the wayrback to the original Corps of Engineers

studies of the,1930's and 194s.t, least for a state, the biggest

data requiremene for a study such as this-is to be able,to adequately

assign costs to programs instead dt agencies.

L
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METHODOLOGY

4.

, One of the reasons for conducting this study was to ?lop a

methodology which would be applicable to evaluating programs in other

coupties at future time periods. This methodology has been primarily

evidtnced abfAre in the field tes5s, but it is of value to set itt down

by itself. The method of testing the success of CETA, Title I Voca-

tional and Technical Education training is divided into two parts.

The first is that of "data gathering" and the second "data evaluation."

DATA GATHERING

The goal of a study such as this is to finally come to grips tith

the question regarding whether or not the Money spent in the CETA;=

Title I program is being spent in'a manner which maximizes the desires

_Jotf society. In oider to do this, a vast amount of data is needed.

The place to' start is with the manyreports which are filed monthly and

Auarterly such as the Office of Manpower Planning Participant Charac-

teristics; Dtscriptioft of QuarterlyVarrative Reports; Office of Man-
. . .

power Planning Program Budget; and Office of Manpower Financial Trans-

actions. Once the data is coilected, it must undergd'further analysis

and summarization in order that it may be presented in a manner con-
.

ducive to an examination of benefit-cost considerations.

In addition, theu.eports which are rally availab e do not

contain all the data necessary for a complete analysis. The researcher

should plan to spend considerable time working with the people who are

responsible for the CETA, Title I programs themselves, as well as those"
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who are in charge of recordkeeping. We wish to stress that the above

statements should not be construed to mean that we are of the opinion

that some of the program directors attempted to furnish us with

incorrect or partial data. This is not the case; everyone did their

best to help us and provided us with all the data we asked for if they

had it. But, information which they view to be important may not be

of much value for a benefit-cost study's point of view and vice versa

it took time for the irivestigators to learn what type of data to re-

quest.

,

One example should be enough to emphasize
4
this point.

, Pinellas and Hernando cOunties the information rega

time each client was in the program was not read

Both in

g the length of

ly available. At ihe

start of the study it was not realized how important

Also,

this data was. When

it was discovered that this was necessary data, it was provided by the

Pinellas County School Board officials and in Hernando County we were

allowed to go through the files and collect the data ourselves.

DATA EVALUATION

Once the data are

be easy to do. This is

for evaluation of CETA,

gathered, it Would seem that the evaluation would

not,the case. The development of a metho ology

Vocational Educational programs is complicated

by the very ongoing nature of theyrogram. The complication arises

because an ongOing program has .clients at different degrees of training.

Thus .for anytime.period selected, there will be some clients who have

completed the program; others still in it; and still others who are

just entering the program.

view, is

than one

training

that the costs of

fiscal year while

What this means, from an evaluation point of

-students in a program are spread over more

the benefits are evidenced at the time

related jobs are obtained. 132
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In this study three key methodological steps were delieloped so thai

benefit-cost ratios could be calculated. The first key element was to

devise a method to calculate average cost per client. This was neces-

%try because information regarding the Full Time Equivalency for CETX

participants was not available. One method was to go through the files

of each client and extract the starting and ending dates in thelPiogram.

This was done for Hernando County because it had a relatively small

number of clients (see Table 13). But for large counties this would

have been too costly and time consuming. Thus, it was decided that an

acceptable method was to calculate average daily enrollment per year

by using the listed enrollment at the end of each month as reported on

the monthly reports. Refer to Table 7.

The second element was to determine the benefit sample and the bene-

fits to be attributed. ihis problem has a number of secondary problems

which compouid the issue. Clients who were receiving training during

c-f

July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, could not be used because many of them

were still in training. The sample-of. final dispositions could not be

used because they were more heavily weighted with individuals who had

completed training, and this would have produced too large a benefit.

The clients in holding had a much smaller percentage of training com-

pletions. The methodology developed here was to compare the percent

of those completed with final dispositions with those without,4nal

dispositions since completion of training seemed to be the most iMportant

factor in clients gaining training related jobs.

The final element was to calculate incremental wage increases. The

factors of inflation:increases in worker productivity, and minimum

wages must be considered. During the.period of this study, there had
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been,an increase in the minimum wage and an above-average increase in

the Consumer Price Index. Thus, if the gross difference between wages

earned before training and after training were to be used, this would

probably over-value the return to the program. The method constructed

for solving this problem was to use those clients who accepted unrelated

employment. First, we made sure that these individuals did accept

unrelated jobs as far as their training went. After this had been

done, the increase in their wages was assumed to be a function gf non-

training economic conditions such as inflation and the minimum wage.
'

By'subtracting the difference between the increase of wagea,for clients

in unrelated jobs fromt1ite increase of clients with related jobs, we Are

_

able to determine the i cremental wage increase"attributable to the voca-

tional education received.

Once these three major methodological problems were.solvedi it was--
, .

necessary to project the benefits into the fut4re and:then determine.
. .

capitalized values (in current dollars) for cohparison.with program

costs. This has been evidenced in the field.tests above.

-
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4

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATI6NS

This study had two major goals: the development of a methodology

-to evaluate the effectiveness of CETA, Title I Vocational and Technical:

Educat1onS4 classroom training and the field testing of the methodology,

This has been done with three-field tests having been conducted. In the

*
process of completing, the study, the authors halie formed a number of

conclusions and recommendations which may be of value to the futurS

iiMplementation of the CETA, Title I program in Florida.

CONCLUSIONS

The principal conclusion of the study is that when measured on

economic grounds the CETA, Title I programs are marginal. The benefit-cost

ratios as calculated in the body of this repcilt were -constructed in such

a fashion so as to give the benefit of the doubt to the program. But even

with this favorable treatment, the benefit-cost ratios range from being

slightly favorable to below the break-even point (a benefit-cost ratio

of less than unity). There are a number of explanationitfor this. The
_

two most important are that ale program itself is designed to try to

reach the most unprepared, untralned clients possible. The benefit-

cobt ratio would be more favorable if those individuals who were more

job.qualified were taken into the training programs. The second explana-

tion may be tied to the dismal performance of the state's ecbnomy. The

authors have examined the effects of the levels of unemployment in

other states and its impact upon the rate of wage increases.CETA

trained clients receive when they enter the job market and it seems con-

siderable. Personal interviews with directors of five Skill Centers
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.in three other states with lower unemPIoyment than Fiorida's indicated higber

benefits to clients completing training and gaining employment than to clients

in our field tests.- Unfortunately, there was neither time nor money

to do.a statistically vatid comparison study.

0 'If more than pure economic data is included, the benefit-cost

ratios may rise considerably. We do not know how td measure the psychd-

logical importance of the greater...feeling of self-worth the clients

gain fxom being in the CETA, Title I program instead of being on welfare.
a

The authors are positive that most sociologists and psychologists would

// consider this to be very important. Also, many of the CETA clients

would have been on some type o'f welfare and thus would have i'.epresented

a cost burden to the State in this way. Once again, it is impossible

to'know how many of the CETA clients would have been on welfare.

Another problem that the current study could not come to grips

with is the future impact of the training upon the clien:ts two, flve,

or ten years from now. Since the program is an ongoing one which is new,

the data base is restricted. Our study ib more of a cross-seofional

study and not a longitudinal one. The measurable benefits used are

primarily entry level wages. It would be very valuable to know what

.1)

happens to the real wages of these workers over the next decade. Also,

not taken into consideratiOn, is the impac

members Of the client's family. If the cli

of the training upon the

, because'of the training,

is able to acquire.and keepa higher paying job throughout his lifetime,.

this will'increase the probability that his children will also_haye

greater lifetime earnings. Thus,..,secondary and tertiary benefits might

)
well make the benefit2oost ratio very pos,itive: Another point to keep..

in mind is that if the training enables the client to earn more money

over his life time he will probably pay more taxes.
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The authors caution the reader to remember that the projections

-
of this study are of a long'term nature while 'being based upon shOrt

term data. This admonition should not be construed to mean that the
.m

,

.
validity of the -report is weak, instead it should be taken to indicate

4

that we wish to be fair to kl partieg; the workers, the clients, and

the readers. In our opinion, the most reliable data possible were.

collected during the field tests and used in a methodologically proper

fashion. But, n netheless, projecting into the future from a short

term data base Aoes contain risks.
1

A final consideiation has -to do with the short and long run prdlb-

lemszof distribution of FTE dollars generated by the CETA,ptle I

Classroom Training programs. From our study, we have discovered.ihat

CETA generated FTE's are pot sepaiated from regular FTE's. Since

in the counties we have examined, pays for all training costs.except

county supplied office space and utilities, those counties (school

districts) and community .colleges with large CETA programs are gaining
A

: a greater percentage of the state's education 'dollars than counties with
_ _

'small or no CETA programs. Thue, if sometiMe in the future the CETA,
r--

Title I program wouldpe discontinued the state would,find,that there would

be a distribution'problem regarding the allocation of state money,to the.

different counties and school districts.

RECOMMENDATIONS

After conducting the field testa, we feel that it is possible to

t

make a number of ipprovements, especially in the area 4of usable record-

keeping. \Most of the needed data is currently being gathered but it
.,

it on a number of different.forms collected for many agencies and thus

difficult to pull together.
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The first recommendation is the development of an information

form patterned along the lines of Table 9 of this study. A form of

-this nature would bring all of the important economic and educational.

data together in a usable fashion. It is very important that the
,

following data be collectedy Entry and eXit datea; last job and rate

of pay before starting the program; the exact course of study; and

final disposition including the new job andmage if employment has been

gained. 14

The problem of-the generation of FTE's should be faced. It is our-

opinion that FTE's generated by CETA, Title I clients should.be counted

Separately (especially class size programs) if for no other reason than

to know who is generating what. But the need for breaking out the

.CETA, Title I, FTE data is greater than that. Education dollars are

allocated by the state to the counties (school districts) and community

0
colleges on the basis of their total FTE's. This means that those

locations with a high concentratio of CETA clierWs will receive more

money than locations with low CETA e rollments. Since class size CETA

6
,programs do not require the same county expenditure, it seems that there

is a distribution problem which needs to be faced. School districts

and community colleges with a.large number of CETA dtuients are

effect, getting double suhort for these students. Is e most

optimal way to allocate Florida's educational dollars?. Also, what

"pens to those employees of the program if(he,CETA, Title I money is.

discontinued Sometime-I the future?

We also recommend that, in order to have a more definitive measure-

ment of the economic success or failure of CETA, Title I classroom
a

training, long run monitoring of clients be mandatory. AB was mentioned
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above, this study is "based uponshort run, entry level data. If a more

meaningful benefit-cost ratio is desired, it is necessary to know what

happens to the clients over time. Such asi have they kept their jobs;

moved to a "better" or "worse" line of work; is die new ob, training

related; and what has,been the pattern of wages? Dat of this nature

-

is not currently being collected.

<0.

1
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APPENDIX I

TABLE'2A
ON-THE-JOB TRAINING PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

OR EACH CONTRACTOR OR SUBCONTRACTOR
(Expenditure's by PrOgram.CategOry)

Total
Classroom
Training

On-The-Job
Training

Plasti Kraft
Goodwill
Family Counseling(1)
Sonic Sound Music (1)

$ 2,769.00
7,613.00
2,363.00
3,901.50

$ 290.00
1,313.00

378.00

$ 2,479.00
6,300.00
1,985.00
3,901.50

SO. Kumfort Deli 570.00 ? 570.00

Suncoast Landscape 3,097.00 3,097.00

Professional Prop. Maint. 1,960.00 1,960.00

_Sun News 989.00 989.00

Cystic Fibrosis 940.00 940.00

Royal Dental Labs 324.00 324.00

Jas. Enterprises 12,671.00 2,536.00 10,135.00

Lindsley Lumber 7,522.07 2,357.35 5,164.72'

Gene Creel 14,805.00 14,80500
Williams & Milton 1,119.00 1,119.00

North Pinellas Gen. 1liosp. 7,025.00 7,025.00

Pinellas Concrete 17,874.00 6,i41.00 11,133.00

ITT Thermotech 2,904.00 2,904.00

Family Counseling(2) 1,789.00 579.00 1,210.00

Goodyear Rubber Prod. 230.00 230.00

Sonic Sound Music(2) 4,570.00 2,580.00 1.990.00

Elliott.Drug Co. 185.00 185.00

Subtotal $95,220.57a $16,774.35 $78,446.22

Subcontractors' Administration 9,411.56 1,656.43 7,755.13

Contractor's Administration-
Suncoast 1,770.38 -311.59 1 458.79

Total $106,402.51 $18,742.37 $87,660.14

aThis subtotal and the figures in the column above it do not agree with those in
the first column of Table 310, because subcontractors' administrative expenses are
not included in the totals given for each firm in Table 2A.
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APPENDIX I CONTINUED

TABLE 2B .

PINELLAS MUNICIPAL WORK EXPERIENCE PROGRAM EXPENDITURES FOR EACH MUNICIPALITY,
FLORIDA STATE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE, AND PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD

(All Expenditures are in the Work ExPerience Program
Category. Expenditures are by Cost Category.)

Total
(Work Experience)

Adminis-
tration Wages

Fringe
Benefits

Belleair $ 3,885.43 $ 3,466.19 $ 419.24
Belleair Beach 454.80 414.00 40.80
Clearwater 51,383.99 48,544.15 2i839.84
Dunedin 54,037.35 50,038.48 3,998.87
Gulfport 10,676.41 9,780.69 895.72
Indian Shoree 1,056.00 1,056.00
Largo 26,049.17 24,135.77 1,913.40
Madeira Beach 1,430.80 1,301.43 129.37
Oldsmar, , 2,161.03 1,896.38 264.65
Pinellas Park
Safety Harbor

18,677.81
5,418.57 4110

17,238.42
4,838.68

1,439.39
579.89

St. Petersburg 167,708.00 $7,308.00 145,628.00 14,772.00
St. Petersburg Beach 1,950.00 1,950.00
Seminole 1,412.04 1,200.00 212.04
Tarpon Springs 7,230.99 6,834.32 399.67
Treasure Island 17,357.47 16,398.18 959.29
Florida State

Employment,Service 13,025.49 13,025.49
Pinellas County

School Board 32,822.91 32,822.91

Total $416,738.26 $7,308.00 $380,566.0,p $28,864.17
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APPENDIX I CONTINUED

TABLE 3A
ON-THE-JOE TRAINING PliOGRAM EXPENDITURES

FOR EACH CONTRACTOR OR SUBCONTRACTOR
(ExPenditures by Cost Category)

.Total

411dminis-
tration

Training
Costs

Servites
to Clients

Plasti Kraft $ '3,046.00 $ 277.00 $ 2,199.00 $ 570.00 .

Goodwillt 8,368.00 755.00 6,650.00 963.00

Family,Counseling(1) 2,603.00 240.00 2,251.00 , 112.00

Sonic Sound Music(1) 4,291.85 390.35 3,901.50

So. Kumfort Deli 1 627.00 57.00 570.00

Suncoast Landscape 3,406.00 309.00 3,177.00 (80.00)

Professional Prop. Maint.- 2,156.20 196.20 1,960.00

Sun.News 1,089.00 100.00 954.00 35.00

Cystic Fibrosis 1,034.00 94.00 940.00

Royal Diental Labs 357.00 33.00 324.00

Jas. Enterprises r3,915.00 1,244.00 11,377.00 J 1
9
294 00

Lindsley Lumber 8,274.68 752.61 6,804.87 717.20

Gene Creel (Est.)r6,277.00 1,472.00 14,720.00 85.00

Williats & Milton 1,230.90 111.90 1,087.50 31.50

North Pinellas Gen. Ho'sp.(Est.) 7,720.00 695.00 2,553.0D 4,472.00

Pinellas Concrete- 19,620.00 1,746.00 13,981.00 3,893.00

ITT Thermotech 3,195.00 291.00 2,904.00

Family Counseling(2) 1,955.00 166.00 1,393.00 396.00

Goodyear Rubber Prod. - (Est.) 250.00 20.00 195.00 35.00

Sonic Sound Music(2) 5,013.00 443.00 2,580.00 1,990.00

Elliott-Drug Co. ' 203.50 18.50' 175.00 10.00

Subtotal $104,632.13a $9,411.56 $8.0,696.87 $14,523.70

Contractor - Suncoast 1,770.38 1 770.38

Total $106,402.51 $11,181.94 $80,696.87 $14,523.70

aThis.subtotal and the figure's in the column above it do not agree with those in the
first column of Table 2A becadse subcontractors' administrative-expenses are not
included in the totals given for each firm in Table 2A.
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APPENDIX I CONTINUED :

TABLE 4A

PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD CETA, TITLE I BUDGET AND EXPENNTURES BY LINE ITEM, JULY 1, 1975-JUF 30, 1926

(Line Item Budget Figures are for Classroom Training and Work Experience combined. Line Item

Expenditures are for each Program Category separately and are also combined.a) o,

:

Cost Category.or

Line Item/ Title 1 Budget (Regularb)

,

$100,360,00

18,410.00

7,600.00

13 800
!
00-_-1-----

$ 140;170.00

558,795,00

157,150.00
I

12,880.00

79,560.00

14,170.00

1,650.00

8,000.00

2 500.00

Classroom Training

Expenditures (Reguyrb)

'$65,620.97

12,116.95

4,586.49

10 807159 .

,

Work.Experience

Expenditures (Regularb)

$27,866,02

5,192.99

1,965.64

2 789.35

Total

Expenditures (Regularb)

$92,887.07

17,309.94

6,552.05

13 596 94--.11.-----

$ 130,346.00

532,538.00
4

155,594,00

6,933.00

ip
.

73,188.19

12,970.00.

376.25

6,289,63

2,541.73

Administration

Salaries

Fringe Benefits

Travel 4

Other Costs

(telephone, utilities

supplies; postage, etc,)

Total Administration

Total Allowances

to Clients

Total Wages to

Clients

Total Frfnge Benefits

to Clients

,

Training Costs

Instructors' Salaries

Fringe Benefits

Repairs and Servicing

Instructional Supplies

and Materials .

Laundry Service

Total Training Costs

Services to Clients

Salaries

Fringe Benefits

Travel ,

Child Care
$

Tuition and instructional -

Supplies

Medical

Total Services to Clients

Total Budget or

Expenditures

4

$ 92,532.00

48,041.00

. .. ,
,

73,188.19

12,970.00

376.25

6,289.83

2 541.73

4
0

$ 37,814.00 ''

4,497.00

v

155,594.00
I

6,933.00

22,119.59

3,623.60

5,991.81 6

105,880.00

81,670.00

14,410.00

14,300.00

3,000.00

. .- .

9,000.00

1,000.00

95,366.00

52,237.61

9,669.25

4,562.39

1,061.40

. . ,

3,331.85

133.50

95,366.00

74,357.75

13,293.02 ,

10,553.46

1,061.40

. ...__. . .

3,331.85

133.50

123 380.00

...,

70,996.00 31 735.00 102 731.00

$1,098,255.00

,

$786,935.00 $236,573.00

,

.

$1,023,508.00

aExpenditure figures include encumbrances as well as actual cash outlays.

bSection 112, CETA, Title I funds are not included in the budget or expenditures.
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APPENDIX II

upply and Material Costc for Slot-Ins

Tom]inron Adu!.. Vocational Center

Certified Labcirat'ory Assistant 160.00

Cosmetology 115.00

Derital Auxiliary 121.00

Licensed:Practical.Nurse 116.00

Madical Assistant 119.00

Business Education:

Accounting Clerk 89.40

CIarkHTYpist. 42.75

General Office.Clerk ,53.25

Receptionist 48.75

Secretary.. 58.70.

ranscriptionist 41.75

-Certified Laboratory Assistan .145.06

Commercial Art I 0.00

COO
.6P

Commercial Art -.Rep duction 0.0(Y'

Cosm ogy 112.00

Dental Au ary 114.50

Drafting 35.00

Licensed Practical Nurse (Men) 68.90.

Licensed Practical Nurse (Women) 107.50

Medical Assistant 109.el

120
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APPENDIX II CONTINUED

5127:p ani! G;sts for I:let-Ins

. , .

4 'Pinellas Votationaj. Technical Irtitute

Watch Repair

,Radio Television R-nair Technology

Air Conditioning Technology

6 Architectural Technology

Auto, Bpdy Repair Technology

;.*."
F7-76

Automotive Technology

Building Maintenance

't Business Education

Carpentry

Civil Technology

(Oren Douglas Ctr)

(Oren Douglas Ctr)

3107.15

167.45

253.94

187.90

246.22

707.27

16.00

61.10

50.75

223.02

Culinary Arts - Conking and Baking

Diesel Technology

Drafting and Design Technology

7deotrica1 Wiring (Oren Douglas Ctr)

Electronics Technology

Horticulture Techology

Landscape Maintenance (Oren Douglas Ctr)

License Practical Nurse

Major ppliance Repair

Plum ing (Oren Douglas Ctr)

MachAO-Trades

(Oren DOUrlas Ctr)
:

MotAtle

Nurse Aid (Evening), Women

OrderlyI(Evening), Nen

Welding 54.00-

51.45

192.95

87.35

29.85

164-79

255.olp,

11o.4o

13.50

150.00

307.98

148.00

47.84

11.50

223.10

37.50

32.50

80.45.

148
Cosmetology 90.00
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APPENDIX III

Slc.ction Comm,ttrr.

R3'ina Crlteria

1. Education

Grade Achieved:- 12 11 10 9 8 or less
Rating: 0 1 2 3 . 4

For-8 or less, there must be expectation that person
can perform with or without educational support.

2. Economically Disadvantaged 7 l'

3. Degree Of Economic Disadvantagedness

% Range Below Poverty: 50-7-5i0 25-50% 0-25%
Rating: 1 2' . 3

4. Head of Household - 1

S. Length of Unemployment/Underemployment

Length of Time: 15-39 wks. 39 wks or longer
Rating: 1 2

6. Veteran Preference

Vietnam Era (Special) - 2
Other - 1

7: Older Worker Preference (45+.yrs.)

A
8. Significant Segment Metl:r Preference -

9. Work/Tr, !ning Experience (including military where
. transferable to civilian)

g:.

Length of Experiehce: 2 or more yrs. 1-2 -rs. 0-1 yr.
Rating: 0

10. i'ositive Staff Comment - 1

, .150
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VENDIX III CONTINUED

SELD27 I COflr.1.IT1'Et

RATING CRITERIA.

aa

Percent Range Below Povertx

NO1N-FARM FAMILY

Tekly Size 50 - 75% - 25A

1 . $1295 ,-.. 1942'. $ 647 - 1294 $0 - 646
2 1705 -.2557'- 852 - 1704' - 851

. 3 '2115 -.3.17:2. 1057 .-, 2114. 0 - 1056
4 2525*- 3787.- . 1262.- 2524 0 - 1261'
5. 2935 7 4402. 1467 - 2934 0 - 1466
6 3345 '- 1672 - 3344 0 - 1671
7

1)
. -3755 5632 , 18. - 3754 \O - 1876

8 4165 -'6?47 2082 - 4164 10 - 2081
9. 575 7 6862 2207 - 4574 0 2286

10 . 4985.- .74746 2492 - 0 s- 2491

For family units.with more than 10,members, compute percents
from Pover4 Incbme qtAidelines.

FARM FAMIL

Family Size 50 75% 25 - 50%, 0 - 2

1-

2

3

4
5

6

)

$1100 - 1650
1450 - 2175
1800 - 2700
2150.- 3225
2503 - 3750
2850 - 4275

$ 550
725
900

. 75
1250
1425

- 1099
- 1449'
- 1799 .

."=. 2149
- 2499
- 2849

,$0

0

0

0

0

0

- 549
- 724
- .899

- 1074
- 1249
- 1424

For family units with more than 6 members, compute percents
from Poverty Income-Guidelines.

O.
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APPENDIX III CONTINUED

(First Selction)

---vG C 1.7

--
, .

. 4
.

e

.Atii; , arid SOCIAL SECURITY 0 '

(If Needed)

f-0
-4

( 4 j
fa
0

i EL .1,

.
C....

N

, IV
0

44.ya
C.".

o
ii0.1

r:
Ai

` :0
61

44 4 1i/0 ...4a
C)
(1)

/4 r.:o o
C4) 4. ?I

0
VI
...;

0
:4

114

0
rI
RI
0

4.3
C.:_ 0

''. '-,
4) (.)
[ i f-1
.A1 C.
0 i i

0.-1 4)
- r14 1 4

..1 0
4) tog

0
0
0
14

0
114

0
14

04

4)

-4)
,,+.1 c.J

/ 4 0p c:
:::: 11

,-4
14 0
0 144
rd Gi

$.4

0 CI4

.4 J
r:
(11

0)
(CA ed

1:
4)

/14 / I .
-1 el)
C. I4 4

01 4.)
,-+
CA 04

01

. I

rt.1

C.....
14

0
.4.:

II
41 4

.%10

..1 1

4 1 4

,1 I
01 i
o (

C:i4 C,

Iii....-...... 6

'
4 nommi

\I

........

1

$

...."....... 4

I

..wounr...4 ormnimaNIN

'..".".
i......"/

. 4
..

_I

1

I

1

1

I

...m ..........

.n.

- .......

.

!

-

i

I

. I

1

,

q`

........
I

I

I
1

5 e
1

1

I

.
1
I

I 1

!

I

1 1 C 0
.

.............
, '

I 1

i
it

-
,

,

125



r--'

4.

or

APPENDIX IV

153



APPENDIX IV

GiZANT 1.121,0Y2,E3 nov[pc;c SUPPO:a TO CZTATZ.S STA27
AT NO COST.TO TUE Pazaz SPONSOA

E7plovee Title
Aeaioximate- Percent of Total

Ti=e-Ievoted to CETA Activities

:!:!nar, St. Petersburg 207

Secretary to Manager, St. Petersburg 15%

Clearwater

Spcial Services. Supervisor, St. Petersburg

Special Services Supervisor, Clearwater

57

'30Z

152

Area LabOr Market Analyst -10%

An:fa Training Instructor 6%

Test Administrator 35%

1.1try Services :!epresentative 57,

3 aacption Control Stations .10%

1 7:,2cept4on Control Station 50%

Telephone Cperators 5%
L

Data Console Operat.orl 5%

!t':tditional InformatioA

12%1975 FY, Bud;eted State Administrative Cost (Tallahassae)

1977 FY Propos-A Administrative Cost

1975 FY Premises Rent Budgeted $9,353.00

Projected Cost 1976 & 1977 7;372.00.
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