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AN ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF CETA, TI:%F I CLASSROOM
TRAINING ON VOCATIONAL AND TECHNIC EDUCATION

_ (October 1976) o

Though Florida has become increasingly 1nvo¥ged 1n manpower’ programs
through the Comprehens1ve Employment and Tralnlng Act (CETR)., there
has been, until now, no systematic attempt made tofassess the impact
of CETA fundlng on vocatiohal and technical educatlon in Florlda

A~ S
Y4 .

" This study represe@ted an attempt to develop a methodology to evaluate
the effectrvengss of“CETA, Title I vocatlonal and technical education
classroom tralning, and the field test1ng of the methodology develoged

The project staff limited its study to onk area‘of the state, which f
included two prlme sponsor counties and one county under the sponsor—:
ship of the Gorernor (a "balance of the state" county) . /
: {
jData gathered froA the prlme sponsors relat1ng to the CETA tralnlng
¥ programs werelused to derive benefit-cost ratlos, to the extent 7,
possible with); data for short run benefits. A detailed description )
¢ is given in the: ‘report of the procedures used in arr1v1ng at bFneflt—
cost calculat%ons,forxthe CETA programs. : )
e . ) :
i The pr1nc1pal‘conclus1on of the study is that when measured on .
A *mhcpurely economlc ‘grounds, the CETA Title I vocational training pro-
grams aré Margidal. -Even though the benefit cost ratios were
conservatively calculated in the report, the ratios ranged from
being slightly favorable to below the breakeven point (a befiefit-
cost ratlo of less than un1ty, or costs exceedlng beneflts) -

Pl Theresearchers offered a number of explanﬁtlons for. their findings.

o The two most important explanatlons were: (1) The program is designed
to try to reach ‘the most unprepared, untrained clients possible; an
(2) The recent dismal performance of the state's economy. The authors
R  examined the effects,of the levels®of 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. _ <

The study also v01ces the belief that the 1mpact of the recession
upon CETA, Title I programs has been negatives The recession in
Florida has increased 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 ¢ 74.k Also, since the people trained by the CETA, T&tle I
’ 'lprogrcm are basically #nterlng the labor force, their wages are
- . entry level wages only, and these have been pushed up y the incréade
in the minimum wage. There is no way of telling what thé~waq9/ 5
would have been in the bsence of the forced wage increase br ght

about by the minimum wage.

‘ ' k
.
. .
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The study authors point out ﬁhat 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 a longitudinal one.
Finally, the study brought out the point that.full-time équivalent
(FTE) vocational students receiving CETA funding support were not

separated for accounting purposes from regular, non-CETA FTE'S. .



"PREFACE
P
. ’ - .
The general scope of this study was - first suggested by a request °

4
for a research proposél circulated by the Florida State Advisory
E o
Council on Vocational and Technical Education. se ‘to this ©oo

request, a research proposal'was submitted and accepted.-

selected for the field tests; each provided d ferent problems and

challenges which resuIted in using the methodology in slightly different

J
1 -

ways.
‘In Pinellas County the data were gathered by working froﬁ CETA
reports and through close contact with a number of the officials
responsihle for the programsm’\In Hernando Cdunty'the data were col-
lected directly from the files of the clients'with‘the assietance ofi
the office personnel of the Hernando County Comprehensive Manpower )
Services. In Hillsborough County most of the’ data were extracted and.
compiled from the many reports~reIeased by the Tampa Skills Center,
Tampa Comprehensive Employment Program, Tamba¥bpportunity Center, and
Manpower Planning Department. :

{ . -

This study 1s the product of a research ‘team at the University

"v _

of South Florida. All members of this group participated in data

)

gathering. Different individuals\:jfffe;,/are responsible for the

compilation and authorship of specific sections of the ‘report.
. ) 2 . . ",
144 R
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‘with the Economic Enviromment section. o -

- .
. \‘
,

Dr. Thomas Curtis, as principal investigator, coordinated the

’

~

activitieﬁ of the group and provided consultation when necessary. In

»addition, Dr. Curtis also authored the Introduction and the Economic

Envir7nment Hernando County Field Test, Method ogy, and Conclusions '

and Recommendations sections. Dr. Richard Moss a sisted Dr. Curtis
£

"

i

- Mr. James Spence szil?ped the basic nethodofogy for the study by

completing the first fleld test for Pinellas County. He authored this

'section of the report and provided consultation to Dr. Curtis for the

_ - S|
Methodplogy and Conclusions and Recommendations sectionms. . g}. -

Dr. lhomas Johnson was primarily responsible for the compilation

and authorship of the Hillsborough County f;}ld test. Dr. Paul Spector,

who served as Graduate Assistant for the project, aidedaDr. Johnson in
/ \¥

~

these efforts.

’

The study would not have beén-possible}without the cooperagfon_of //’

CETA program administrators and their office sttaff. We would like to/
take this opportun1ty to express our gratitude to those wha‘.pntributed
numerous hqurs ‘hel\\with “this investigation. In Pinellas County we

would like to regognize the assistance of Mr. Edward L Lachman,
P S
Coordinator Manpower and Criminal Justice Planning Units and Mr. Fred

z

Matz, Accounting Coord1nator, Pinellas County School Board CETA

<

Project. " These two gentlemen spent many hours helping us. M;é’—Gladys

P

Bfown of the Hernando Com gehensive Manpower Services and her staff.

were Very helpful. In Hi 1sboroug County the former Manpower,Director

of the Tampa Hillsborough npoyer Co\sortium, Mr. Janes-Simmons,

prov1ded us with aid during the first part of the étudy. Mr. Allen Benz

’\ . . o ;..:- ) \\ ‘ 2
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4 . N . :
and Mr. Robert Keables<of-the Tampa Skills Center answered qﬁestions

-

and provided data throughout the duration of “our research. Mr.

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

. 4, ‘ )
. i » , .
~ance. Fini}yé, Mr. Charles‘Dunn, the Acting Manppower 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,

4

' ¥

and Kathy'Schqonmakér for ﬁefitorious typing efforts above and beyond

any normally egpectéd effort! ‘
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INTRODUCTION * "+ . TN

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (hereafter

Y . . .

referred to as CETA) transferred controi over a 1arge bortion of federal

revenues to@%tate and local jurisdiction for flexible use in lieu of a
variety of categorical federal manpower programs. Title I of CETA

established é prograﬁ of financial assistance to state gnd local govern-

Y R ~

ments (prime sponsors) for comprehensive manpower services.1 The prpgram

.

includes the creation and development of job opportunities, training,

» education,and other eenvices_needed to enable individuals to secure and

v

retain employment.

The impact of CETA, Title I funds upon,vocational and technical
. LI < . &

g

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,
. YL e e
this is the basic problem to which this study addresses itself. As stated
i B} ; .
A _ . : : b
in the ibJS Annual Report of the Florida State Advisory Council on

Vocationd#l and Technical Eéazétion, "Florida is becoming increasingly
o involf}d in manpower prograims through the'ComﬁrehensivefEmployment.énd
Training Act; there has, however, been no systematic(attempt made to

assess the imbact of CETA.funding-onnuocational andlteohniéaligzucation

)2' ) . N\ P
in Floridd.? L This means that there haséoeen no systematic attempt to

e—

lations greater than 100,000. Units of local government with populations
=~ ' less than 100,00Q are considered to be “balance of the state"
state being the prime sponsor,and their funds come directly from the

T state. J ) -
¢ 1975 Annual Report (Florida State Advisory Council on Vocational
- and Technical Education; 1975) p. 4.
i

Q ' N Sk ) Nt




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

unit cost of this 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 ‘ o

The objectives of this study are to develop a methodology which will
énable one to come-to grips with the vast quantity of cost and benefit
data aﬁd the gifferent ways in which these data are categorized.~ Secoﬁd
to ase the data tc,derive benefit—cost ratios, at least 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 sapport services for

-the' CETA program and the distributional impact with respect to State

\(pepartmeht of Education funds when Full Time Equivalencies are generated-

1

by CETA trainees._3 Fourth, to conduct a field test in Hillsborough,

i

ﬁiﬁellas, andeernando Counties, with the former two being prime sponsors.

v )
ernando being a "balance of the.state" county. The period usedas

the data base is July 1, 19%5,through June 30, 1976. Finailly, :6~;?§vi<§

.the reader with a bibliogfaphy of material directly and indirectly
A
re1ated to the,general probhkem area.

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA R

What are the general eligibilitg;'”
1 program? The F ?ral Government has established specific criteria, and

it will be ‘helpful to the readers of this report if they will take the
’ ) AR .
3, - o '
State Department\of Education funds’gre distributed on the basis of
the number of "full time equivalent students" E
LY T, ,
. \ 2~° :

zj S | 10 s

T

"



L4

“time to become, familiar with thésq'réquirements. ¢

’ .

+ To be eligible for services and activities under the CETA program,
. P /~ .
a person must be: -

1) A member-of a significant segment of’the pogulation as defined
below: s S '

a) High schobl»dropout regardless of age who is not currently -

=

enrolled in an academic or vocational institution.
’ b) Sixteen through, twenty-four year olds 1aéking work
experience. o .
j' c) Vietnam era veterans who served in Qfetnam, Korea, or &éters
adjacent thereto between Aagust 4, 1964,ané January 31, 1973, -~
with honorable discharge.
d) Female heaas of houseﬁobd.

e) Persons 45 years old or over. .

, 4 - i
¥ f) Potential high school dropouts who are economical 7k
l A N ! N : .
_ ~ disadvantaged.
g) . Thg.prime sponsor may make exceptions to the above criteria.
2) And be'either:
a) Economically Yisadvantaged and unemployed, or;
b) Economically disadvantaged and underenfployed.

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

.berhaps, the most basic idéa.underlying g;é CETA, Title I program is.to

r

e

provide econopié assistance to individuéls'who are both economically and

educatibnally disadvantaged, with the hope that CETA,'Title I training

. ~ ‘\ -
wa}l enable the person to move ‘into a higher skilled occupation which, -

-

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

/

P
~ ) - S

3
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Lloyd G. Reynolds, one of America’s best-known labor economists, 2

T a bas examined this very problem in qa‘.of his books. Reynolds points.out

1

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

\
e answered is, who 1s to bq trained? If it ds assumed that funds are

' insufficient to train everyone, where does one styrt! "Should one
y - »
" .deal from the top of the_deck or the bottom?"4 On th® basis of.efficiency,

. , . ‘
it might seém that one should start with the most trainable becatise their

. ) . 3 ) : ’ ’ . . P
ratio of future production gains to training costs is highest. They will

" 'aggo probably be generally;more qualified, younger and healthier than‘
¢ the other unemployed. But the argument can be made for starting vith tyﬁ
most disadvantaged because to 1lift people up from poverty by.increasing

. their life time earnings and thus reduce present disparities in*income ° .

< L

distribution, is a valid social objective 3 One can go on to argue that

b d

" this group offers the greatest long term benefits because the returns from

training the most~disadvantaged are potertially very large when one -
- [ . .

’, el s

considers the possible impact it may have uporm the children. Children of

this group duite often. become disadvantaged themselves. If through

~

training the parents, the cycle of poverty is bxoken, the gains‘will be -

1arée.6-¢This study will not go into;tnese aspects ‘because attempts to ;3_
" ’ N . '. ‘ P ' M
measure them are extremely difficult and data for a long period are ré~

quired. Nor will this study attempt toﬂmeasure any psycholggical benefits-

<
>

resulting from training. ; .- ‘ ‘ o L
o : . L\ ' = : by - - ' - : ’ '_“
. 4Lloyd G. Reynolds, Labor Egonomics and Labor Relations, sixth ed.,
' (Enggewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prenﬂﬂoe-ﬂall Inc.), p. 153, L
N
5 s

On the other hand, it can be argued that:it is more economically
- .efficient ‘to train the most qualified and througn/transfer payments” Teffect

a more equitable distribution of income. o S R
6Reynoldg{, p. 154 ' S . -
.‘ . PR ' '4 . . i e~ .
49" /— . ©
T2 . \

.
o . . i




,' ‘. v'; ' h: ¢ [l ‘. = *
oo - B , . . i
T e T e ot ,
-7 Rey‘nolds also points out one of the problenms whfé}?'arisé in making -
suéh- pro rams" e f ctive l . /h ' : | -
é { .- . : _
' ,;fu\" Not all of those wlo start a training program T N
=N 4 fihish 4t, and not all o those who finish get prqcisely A
gﬂz . the jobs for which they ere/trained e \%; Lo
) - B e N
i Wg found shis to Ke one of the problems with which we had to déal . A ,//€
- number‘of the cLients either droPPEd out of {he program, accepted un~ ’
' related }obs, or were "in holding 'The term, "insholding" is used to N

’-\

: P 4
?'ﬁescgibe‘;hose clients who have terminated from training but hdve not yet

-
¢ -

been terminaQed from CETA programs per ge» abecause they are still receiving

-‘. N

Y . -y N g N
epployment services. - : o — o .
] - . s . . . . - .
o N . , . , - .,Lf
. . . . . .
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2 B T L ECONOMIC."ENVII{QNI'“I.E_NT ‘g\\ N . "&3' ,

" - _In order~to gave the<neéessary perspective for qnderstanﬂing the

" economic impact’oﬁ fhe’CETA; Title I programs,—dne musthbe fullyiaware'of.
. Florida' s‘economic struéture in general andﬁthe three te:t countiés»in

’ - ° . n\‘&‘ PR
-~ : -

-« particulér. The economy of Florida,is not ﬁased upon hedvy industry when
s~

-
-

e ",compared to the Midwest- or the Northeast sectors of the United States.,
Instead, Its basic eqpnomic activities are in the areas .of agriculture;’
tourism, service industries, and éovérnment. Historically, wages;in

o " * ;

Florida tend ‘to be lower than wages found in the more\industrial states. '

This is true of most of the.Soﬁtheaster/ﬁ\éction of the country

The econom&c_bases of the test counties are as follows. Hillsborough

\ 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, \ourism, and port traffic. -

The county ‘has also experienced a 1arge population growth in the first
o

half of this decade; The U. S Commerce Department estimates that popula-
tion has increased by 95,700 from April 1, 1970, to July 1, 1975. "l‘h.e
diversified economic base and the rapid“population growth has contributed

—

to the past éﬁgnomig stability of the county. Pinellas County has a more

limited econé/ic base which historically has been built arouné:tourism

and retirees. The county also has had a great %eal of construction

. \ N . . S
activity. UOther major contri‘.tors to the ecorfomic foundation of Pinellas

Zounty are government, service, and education. From April 1, 1970, to
-8
July 1, 1975 Pinellas County's population grew by‘iig,aoo individuals.

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

k3

- D U ,
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» . , "%3'. - T C
L4 — ’ '

and government service. Th%; county is:the most rural of the three and

<

luwrhad a much slower population g( wth. It is estimﬁted that the
L T

~ o

county s total population on June 1, 1974 was 26, 537 Because of this;,
d ~ -

-

' th% construction\industry las not. been as impoftant to Hernando County

/ 5 L .
s u 4 ‘ .. v TN

as it has to the other two. - 4 - -
e & — - ‘ % L Al . "
T . Since the end of World War Tf Florida h experienced very rapid ,ii
" economic and populdtion g owth. This conqinued with only minof inter- \
r%ptions, until. the latter part of 1974 when the economy turned}down
- < \ _;
Oof coursehjtt is now kpdwn that the whole country was enteging into the
/
VA

most severe recessio “since the 1930;3. The economie downturn of 1974-'

1975 was even more severe in Florida than- 1t was for the nation as a .
!

whole. The two principal caused’of Floridd's recession were\the slow-

’ 24
z

down in the numb r of people moving into the state to establish residency
and the almost;total collaps; of the construction industry. Obviously,
J'-.. these two causes are’ closely related. The construction industry was
especially‘hard hit because of the decline of net in-migration and the .
n squeeze upon constfuCtion profits because of rising interest rateB ang =
. othér costs whicPtgok place simultaneously. Today, there is still a &
l*rge supply of dwelling units for sale, and interest rateg and ‘construc=
“tion costs have remained_hlgh Thus, most economists feel that Florida ,
.can not expect*renewed rapid growth until the large inventory of
apartments "and condominiums is reduced. It is now obvious that much of
the state's economic boom of the late 1960's and the earf; 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 l summarizes the unemployment data for the United ‘

~7 - - v

15
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. ‘TABLE 1 s W
) [
‘) MONTHLY PERCENT UNEMPLOYED - IN THE UNITED’ STATES FLORIDA* .
- AND- HILEgé?R@UGH PINELLAS, AND HERNANDO COUNTIES, §
o - JANUARY, 1974 - \AUGHST 1976 _ :
, = = — -y —
(D ; P S 3 3 4o h
«, “Ddte _U.s.”,» Florida’ Hillsborough Pinellas Hernando -
¢ — -~ : . : N
' " . . . ¢
1/74 5.2 5.1 1 “ 3.6 4.0, 6.9 -
- 2/74 5.2 - 4,7 3.7 4.4 . 6.2
37747 5.1 4.9 3.8 * 4.7 6.2 3
: - )
4/74 5.0 5% 4 - 3.8 - 4.5 5.8
: 5/74 " 5.2 5.4 g Nl %.8 . * 6.3
‘h 6/74 . - T 5720 g 5.1 }- -, .15.0 4.6;3 . 6.3
7174 5.3 5.6 4~ s e st 9.8
_8/14 5.4 . 6.3 . 5.2 5.0 , © 7.2
9/74 - 5,8 . 6.9 [ 5.5 . 6.0 76
10/74 . .0 8.0 ~ - 5.5 © 6.2 7.6 .
11/76° .6\\ 8.8 AL 66 . 8.2 8.6
‘12/_74 2 "™ 10,0 S > 6.5 9.6 11.9
C o115 7.0 & 92 8.1 8.6 “11.6
. 2/75 8.0 .92 ~ 8.6 9.0 10.8
. 3/75 © 8.5 - 9.8 9.1 9.4 11.7
4/75 8.6 « 40.2 9.2 10.2 . 12.5
5/757 ., 8.9 10.1 __ -, & 9.6. , 10.2 11.8 i
8173 8.7 11.1 9.6 9.7 13.2 _
7/75 8.7 11.2 : 8.9 8.7 13.1
8/75 8.5 1145 12.4 10.1 14.8
9/75 8.6 - 11.8 12.9 10.4 “14.5
- 10/75 8.6 . 11.5 12.7 - 9.9 17.4
T 11/75 8.5 11.4 - 13.7 10.3 . 19.4
12/75 8.3 11.0 12.6 9.8 21.0
1/76 7.8 11.0 12.3 9.6 16.9 - o
2/76 7.6 11.0 12.6 9.6 18.4
3/76 7.5 11.0 13.2 ‘9.2, 4 20.3
4/76 7.3 11.0 13.5 9,3 19.7
5/76 7.5 14.9 . 13.8 ¢ 9.1 20.1
6/17 7.8 .6 12.5 8.2 25.2
7/76 7.8 . 7.2 N.A. N.A. N.A.
- 8/76 7.9 N.A N.A. N.A. N.A.
. - ) :
New seasonal adjustments started in January, 1975 }
o " 2pata beginning with April; 1976 -will be revised at-least one more.time-. .
3Dat:a beginning with January, 1976 will be reviced one more time:
4A11 data are unadjusted : |
Sources: U.S. Survey of Current Business and State of Florida Department of
Commerce Labor Market Trends. '
Q .- 8 16 . - '
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States, Florida, and Hillsborougﬁ, ?inellas, and Hernando'Counties. By

-
—~— -

‘ assembling all of this data iﬁ»ohe*gable’the reader is'bettér'able to &
T ;comparerthe performance of one to tZe other. In January,'lf74, the‘. ‘
‘natjon had an unemployment rate’oﬁ;S.Z percent,but Florida's‘whs even
below that with an unemployment rate of only 4.7 pércent; By July, the
. . il

. situafion had changed Florida' avunemployment rate was greater than ST \g

” g,;

the national unemployme&t rate,.and it has remained that way to, the
¢

? ' present. At,the be

‘It rose to

ning of 1534, national unemployment was 5.2 percent.

<@

eak of 8 9 percent in May, 1925, and is currently 7.9

,'v

FYPN

Florida s unemployment reached a high of 11. 8‘$ercent in

tember 1975, and»declined to only 10.2 percent by July,.l976
Y L -
The three test~counties shoﬁban even greaterddegree of|increasing

unemployment7 In Hillsborough County, the unemployment rate was 3.6

percent in‘January, 1974, but rose to a high {f 13.8 percent in May of §
1976. It is obvious that Hillsborough County has not come ?§€ of the
receasion. This county has. depended too much upon the construction
'industry and has been slow recovering due to continued sluggishness. Qn
the other hand, Pinellas County's economy has performed a little better.

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

4percent in Séptember,-lQ?S. The June unemployment rate was down to 8.2
perdent. Whthas 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 g‘reat,ly__,affected by economic reqe,s_gi_ong ,T(di\(ide_nfds, inte.res.t\,_

private pensions, and government retirement programs exemplified by

b - Social Security). A second strong support of the Pinellas economy 1s the
] ,

Q o ”> K. ].7




N :.' N - - . . . i , .
tourisfxindustr . In sﬁi€;<gfjfhe regession, the state has had two

/ \ N N o v . .
N very -good tourist seasoné%\and the sand beaches of Pinellas County have

‘
.

once more proved their/value to the area. Hernando County has the

/ ' .. ' ’ - v

I s

greatest.unemployment problem. The latest dat howian“unemployment

gh unemployment

‘rate “of 25 2 percent in June of 1976 This unusually
figure.éfs been neither adJusted nor revised. When, the darta are adjusted

forly X - :
and;;esfgisze may find that unemployment decreases. Even if thié?is

~

the case, Table Bclearly indicates that the level of unemployment in

»

;T\JEA.‘ndo Countx,is still,expandiné and three times that of - tﬁe national

economy. PThe economic base of this county is-not growing fast enough to
- . ~ ‘- . . . L 1 o
-
absorb the expanding labor-supply." pany of the unemployed workers in\<

4

this county are looking fér jobs 1in Hillsborough County.8

What has been the mpact of the recession upon the CETA Title I
vocational and  technical education program in Florida° From the supply B
b} .o A :
side of the picture,_ t has increased the number of individuals eligible

}
‘

ay have upgraded the quaiity of the average

for thelprogram. l‘hir
.nm' '

‘student as some of the jmore recently unemployed (perhaps cyclical

.

unemployed) workers Ltempt to learn new skills, and at the same time,

réceive -an allowanc .f;On the other hand; se newly unemployed workers

may be squeezing out ome“pfrthe‘veryvpeople- e program~was intended

to help S those withilittle or no work experience and no employable

i t .
5 [ -

skills. It should b noted that those administering the programs seem .
to. have made an earndst effort to adopt procedures designed to accept

H";fthose applicants who%e qualifications c01ncide with the Act's. intent. .

&

.(Perhaps they have b n successful

e i

.,‘A o ' -
8Interview wdtz Dr. Robert Westrick, Dean of.the Nerth Campus of
the Pasco-Hernando Community College,.August 30, 1976. '
':i " 10 : "

exdc i’,‘ SR / 18 L
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On the demand side, the number of jabs has,gsclined. -This is - .
: . i - _
E e
especially true for those'who are eligible to receive t{ainiqg. The -
impact of this is that money waggs have probably not increased very-much

during this period. When the inflatiqp factor is consi ered we ‘can
ﬂ 4
éfb that real wages have dfclined. -For example, in P ellas County
v - N

he average weekly earnings of the "All Manufacturing ategory intireased

A

-
from 3155 22 in May of 1974, to $l7l 97. by pril of 1976, for an 11 percent
el

*
increase' but during the same period t
-, - . )
- 16 percent.9 Thus, in real purchasing power terms, t%f~workerts earnings
0 . . ‘ " C‘\( .

Consumer Pr1ce Index rose by
~a i . ' 1

b

vdeclined‘by S percent. Q;f‘ T o T
~4

Another problem created by the receSsion has Hhen“that of’ detQ{mining |

what skills should be taught. For example (ﬁhe decision to teach a
< -0
_Partiéular skill is pade far in advance after a great deal of. labor market
. . . N ’ & )

L

. curriculuxn is developed and the first course goffer’ed. '_I‘h',e problem .

. here is oﬁ%;ai\tigipg. The recession came omrt g0 faSt.aﬁd"Eiii such’

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

// ~ analysis has been,conducted. Once the need.hasteen determined, the

1974 and early 1975 may not have been needed by the middle Jf l975 Th?%

is one of the problemé%&aced when one tries to ‘anticipate the future job

needs’ in the relatively unskilled areas.
- ‘. . N v v . . S . ‘ . . ' s
It is byr professional opinion that the iﬁ%act of the recession uponh v

the CETA Title I program has been negative. The recession has incgeased
*J
LN

the supply of trainee aﬁ:licants while reducing the demadd for them. The

recession has retarded the growth of wage levels to such dn extent that

’

_in many cases real wages have d#lined since May of 1974.. Since.the . . ..

.8 Deparvment oif Lahor, Thtk(‘LﬂnP' P.J(c lnch U.S. Dept. of
Labor, Burean.of Lahor Srati stlis,?June 1974 and May 1976

fIK: ..‘ -' . L:'.'
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people trainéd by ‘the aETA Title I program are basically embloyed in

i ¢ ~ R
entry level p031tions, their wages are entry level wages only, and these

-

have probably éeen increased by the highe{ minimum wage. Wages, for

Ve
f N .
entry 1evels /would prébably have been even lower in fﬁe bs®ence of the
legislated wage increase brought about ;by the minimtln wage.. A
In_éummary, the\ recession has placed a butﬁe 'Efon the CETA, Title I\\\\
program which has, prdbably,—loyeged the benéfits of the traini the
individual and society. In otheer states where the impact of the reoegsigﬁ e
Sl }
has nét been as great, entry level wages for CETA trainees have been m 1f\>
higher than;those in Florida. Q It seems probablé ‘that as the state
economy improves, entry level .wages will rise and'f‘j 3 '
‘/ ¢ . T
from vocationalnand technical education pr
: e )
s -", . B
» - ?M
. Q e '
" - e .
'.': . ’ A \ Toe” \_3
- A . Ny
".'/\ : v "( ¢ ’
: 0 * _\‘
R o
- ) »@ i ; -
.. N »
r 'b
i
4
J_O ' : “. ‘ ' . ] .

Interviews with Director of Skills Centers in Ft. Worth, Texas;
San Antonio, Texas; Oklahoma City, Oklahoms; Phoenix, Arizona; and
Tucson, Arizona, August 16, 17, 19 and October 14, and'1l5, 1976. .Also,
interviews were conducted’with members of the CETA, Evaluation Staff and the
Office of Planning, Evaluation,.and ‘Research for the Title I Program in
Washington; D.C.; October 13, 1976.

re
.9
. -2

.r-_-.' ’ ‘ '12 f

‘ . : 20 .




- \ ' __FIELD TESTS t e
This section of the study is based\updn data collected by "in\thF

fieh?" resegkeh methods. It 1s the\most importanqesart of the study

\

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

" ‘“tional ang technical education is assessed. Benefit and “cost data are

-

coliected ang:pyc into useable form so that, mhere possible, benefit-

¥

‘ - . v X
. cost ratios can be deveﬂpped. -/ o ( /// o7 r . f
" . ~ : ~s o { ] )
¢ ’ - ’ ‘ . B '.. *_ @ “' -

PINELLAS COUNTY - ' X .
N 7 ‘ . o T Z

' /4 CETA, Titlé:i-fugés allocated to Pineltaﬁ;coﬁntyfare channeled

through the Pinellas County-St. Peters:JFF‘Manpower €onsortium. Although .

P . A
both Pinellas County and the City of S ) Peter urg are eligible ‘to 1

L receive financial assistance as CETA'priﬂE sponsors {each Yigh a popu-

‘lation exceeding 100 000 persons), they elected to form a consortium for
. !‘
@urposes of\iQe Comprehensive’Employment and Training Act. This procedure

-was adopted order to’!ggress the labor market needs of Pinellas County

- v

ot
id a co;prehensive manner. 3 . )
N ] l ~

3

Primary administrative'responsibility for manpower Programs -was
legated to the Board of County Commissioners by the consortium agreement
. 4
which was executed in April, 1974. Consortium employees, although paid

by 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 the \execution of such documents.

’
SN

~ | 2t
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. The Board of County Commissioners has appointed a twenty member

. w “q

advisory gouncil which meéts monthly to discuss recommendations to assist
-

-

:tha consortium in developing a "responsive plapt" It should be noted

i

here that the consortium is involved in the admiyistration of programs
’ P >~ : ' .

funded through several different titleswof the mprehensive Employment

g

and Training Act. _ i’ ; ,l

°During the year ended June 30, 1976 the consortium-ogeggg;;>CETQ?
! : Lo

‘\
Ti;&e I programs under a delivery system composed of coordinated but-~

separate public and non-profit organizations. The consortium awarded .

grants go the public agencies involved and arrange&’delivery agent

contracts with the ndn—profit entities. 11 ) L §

i

A

,&%j TaﬁYe 2 contains a breakdown of CETA, Titie I‘exoendi;ures,by program
cdkegory for eacn organization for the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1676, time
period. Tabie 3 is a breakdown of Title 1 expendituree by cost category \
::>'for each organization for the same timd period.12 In addifion to |
"regular"'yitle I funds, $96,735.07 of Section 112 (of CETA, Title I)

i funds for vo ationalleducation were also expended in Pinellas Q unty
during the year ended June 30, f§¢g: As indicated in Table 2, this amount
was_spent for\programs at the Finellas County School Board, and although
reported as a Separate program category expenditure, the funds were

-

dispensed as part of the classroom training effort.

11The Pinellas County—St Petersburg Manpowér Consortium, "The

Compfehensive Employment and Training Act. (CETA) in Pinellas County,"
Mimeographed report. from the Pinellas County-St. ’?ktersburg'Manpower
Consortium, 1975 p. 13.

7

12Tables 2A, 2B and 3A in Appendix I provide the reader with a greater

breakdown of expenditure data. TN

- ' .. 14 ‘ o~ ) C
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TABLE 2 . ) (
\‘ CETA, TITLE I EXPENDITURES FOR PINELLAS ‘ \
. ' COUNTY, JULY 4, 1975-JUNE 30, 1976.
(Expendituresibuvtj/ogram Category * ’
6 Fot Each Organization)?
v ' ) i
N -.") - W
~— Y :
, L - e, Vacqtional
(Lagsroon 9n-The-ﬂob,' Hork Services o Bducatipn.,
AOrganization Total " Trainfng Training Exﬁerfg}ce Participdnts Funds”
* Maellas County (/ : /
Opportunity Counil, Ine. -+ 39,086,353 ¢ \\ 59, 084,53
Florida State T ' ‘; . |
Eployaent Service 161,13%.00 S 161, 13.00
. ' [ " ' ’ 4
Pinellas County o \ o | r |
b’ _gr‘x-Thc-Job Ttaindng — - '
rograp’ - 106/402,31 18,762, 37 87,660.14
Opportuni¢ies ‘ J , ' e
Industrialization Center 92,2040 . 48,044.26 i}
Pinellas Munfcipal . 7 ‘ “ i
Work Experienc Progran 416,738.26 ' i16,738,26 .
. , ‘
Gulf Coast Carpemter's ‘ « |
Unjon Progtam 16,609.50 ° ' 16,479.50 '
Pnellag-t. Petersburg o . , g '
Yanpover Planning Unit 33,526.04 18,340.08 1,857.73 13,755.06 5,973.11 -
" Total . 2,011,812,03 888, 541,21 89,517.87 667,066.32 269,951.56 96,735.07

8ALL figures include encumbrances as well as actual cash outlays,

bsection 112, CETA, Title I funds,
CSee Table 24 in Appendix- jor breakdown of these expendit
d5ee Table 28 in Appendix for breakdown of these expenditures among 16 municigall

School Board.

. —
! o

ures among‘ contractor and 21 subcontractors, - ' |
ties, Florigié State Enploynent Service and Pinellas County

24
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R mEy . 3
: b o CETA, TITLE T ENPENDITURES FOR PINELLAS, B
ol ©COUNTY, JULY 1, 197S-JUNE 3D, 1976 ‘ ,
. A (Lspenditures by Cost Cateogry ' \ d ‘
) For Each Organization)? P ‘ y
1 . ‘) A j ’ ]
N 7 Iy
3y ’ - —
iy y Sy Fringe
. . Mlovances - Wages Benefits ~ Trdlning “Services
Organization Total Asinisteaflon . to Clients to Clients to Clieats = Costs to Clieats

. Plne 1123 County .
Opportunity Council, Inc,

\\I

59,0865 " 17,2068

\%
3
' )

[}

v

A . . | .
¢ e b Ty

L] N ‘
'
\

i, 860.7

CSee Table 34 in Appendix for breakdown of these expenditures among con
d5ee Table 28’ in Appendix for breskdown of these expenditures among, 16 municipalities and Florida State

Enploynent Serv1c7{ineilas County ,
. YA -

 School Board,
7

)

I
|

b

Florida State w - ' ) N -g'\ C
Enploynent ervice 161,136.00 & * 20, 260.00 PR D 133,870.00
3 . . o " ‘ L} - .
Pnellas County ’ . L \(\ -_'-.‘ \) , g..a <
b L120,263.00 LI 195,50.00  6900 - 1SJLI, 14,5008
yt"/ @ . . A ¢ LA
b Tralping ) U "' 3 ‘- I
06,0005 ALY | T aeen o e P
) ’ ." k! . -% I e
Oprortunit{es : L ‘ P , T ..J/ .o :q
Industrialization Center . 92,204.10 24,021, 84 19,069.38 16,963,96 . RMER 0
~ ; B L N, -
pifelias Hunicipe] | B o N *
Work Experience Progran - 416,738.26 7,308.00 360,566.09 . g8 e417 oM
" Gulf Coast Carpenter's C " ‘ S e
*Union Progran 16,4750 Lo T
. i’inellas-St. PeteThurg
Manpower Plagning Unit | 39,526,04 39,526.04 S
j . ) »-. i ‘ . ) v, K
Totald L8203 256,060.66  SSL6O.JE . 536,160.0 35,190.07 / BALS AT
. . ’ ‘ ' L {\. T o -‘"‘ o \
811 figures include encunbrances ag well as actual cash outlays, | |
bhese figures include Section 112-Vocational Education funds expenged. ‘ .- .
tractor and 21 subcontractors, p
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L.
<If Section 112 monies are included, the total CETA, Title I

expenditure for ‘the year is $2,011,812.03. And if "112" expenses are

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

which;is 49lpercent of the total. This is ‘the program.category of primary
.

importance in: this investigation. ) . .

PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD CLASSROOM TRAINING PROGRAM'

£

In focusing our attention on classroom training, it is obvious after
an examinatign of the tables of'expenditures that the Pinellas County -
School Board 1s the major factor in the administration of these.programs., \\

* of the $985,276.28 spent on classroom training (includihg Section 112 - .

vocational education funds), the school board was responsible for
oy

$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 dmong those

:administering these prqgrams that "their basic ‘intent is that of a stopgap

measure to provide employment and income for particular segments of the

R I e

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

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

served, types of jobs providéd, and the limited employability results
J4 ’
will be discussed below in conjunction with the Pinellas Municipal

Wwork Experience Program. . o ' ‘ 5

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

’ 17 » o "

27 . . '



BHIBIT 1

e ORGAVIZATION CBART OF PINELLAS CONTY
. '.‘SCHOOL BOARD CETA UNIT ‘\ '
f) R

]

: CETA
Project Director

- Secretary II

f , c v
Accounting Coordinator | | Supervisor  Brogran | Guidance :
o X ' Supervisor Counselor
. TN
o [ o e e e - - = = = = |
w , | ’
C Accounting Clerk 1
, e |  Full-time - Pull-tine | DPart-time
‘ g- ' - Tn School | | Institutional Skills| | Coordinators
Allowance 1 (letk Typist I Coordinator | | Training Progran (10
| Payment o S (1) Coordinators i
| Coorddnator -} | | _— . ) |
Clerk Typist Th—2n | Clerk Typist I




L TABLE 4 , - C

' ~ PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD CETA, TITLE I BUDGETS. AND : e
\‘ - - EXPENDITURES, JULY 1, 1975-UNE 30, 1976 . o
SO (Expenditures by Cost Categoty fo§;€fch
‘  Progran Category) ‘s
o B .
D T
Classroom
- Training
| Title I Expenditures .
p - Budget (including =
TtleI = (Vocational . Vocational Work
Cost Budget Eﬂuqation Combined Education  Experience Total
Category - (Regulat) funds) Budgef funds)ad. Expendituresd Expenditures? ,
1 ; . “( ) ' ’ ) ¢
Adninistration 140,170.00 140,170.00 92,532.00 “37,814,00 . 130,346:00 :
. I,«.L | / " .
Allowances to ' ' . S .
(lients " .558,795.00 558,795.00  528,041.00 4,497.00 1532,538.00 -
S\Wa es to Clients II%PO.OO 157,150.00 155,594.00 : -155;594.00
Fringe Benefits c - - |
to Clients - 12,880.00 12,880.00 6,933.00 6,933.00
. . | .
P : .
“Training Costs 105,880.00 74,890.00 180,770.00 153,331.17 153,33L.17 -
Services ﬁo Clients 123,380.00 '39,000“00' ]162,380.00 109, 765.90 31,735.00 141,500.90
“Total | 1,098,255.00¢ 113,890.00d 1,212,1&5.00e 883,670.07  236,573.00 1,120,243.07
0 ' . /\ ,

3pypenditure figurgs include encumbrances as well as actual cash outlays. : \ .

b$57,965.l7'of Training Costs, $38,769.90 of Services to clients and $96,735.07 of Total repregent Section 112,
Vocational Education Funds expenditures (basically for the work evaluation progran and purchase of equipment for classes)
CProgran category breakdown is $831,985.00 for Classroon Training and $266;270.08, for Work Experience. '

“"dV6Edtibﬁal'Eﬂucation~Funds~budget«hag.béen.planedmin-th?,Qlﬁgsngquygqﬁg_gg_??Ogr a_cdtegory for purposes of this-

analysis o / et e €
eProgram category breakdown 1s $945,875.00 for Classroom Training and $266,27

BN

o
'

0,00 for Work Experience.

. : 31
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expended have been included under ciassroom training. Table 4 also

contains-a cost category breakdown o§ expenditures at the Pinellas -y
County School Board for youth work experience programs .

¥

The.budgetffigures included. in prle 4 are broken down by cost

. . ., . ; . ye & . . . o
] categories, but only the’?gtal amountg are separated for classroom training

and work experiénce.~ This separation”is indicated in the footnotes of the

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

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

IablefﬁA in Appendix I. The figures presented. there dre by line item

)
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 descriptiontgf‘the delivery system

~ for the‘programﬁis necessary. Basicaliy,.it involves two types of class-

room sit ations and many different types of’training. Table 5 contains

ng of the different types of training in which school board clients
part cipated durin the July 1, 1975 - Jung\BO 1976,” time Period and in

which they were .enr lled'on August 18, 1976.

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

7"hymthe'school'board:ash"élass size"”progfams; These are programs where the

\

: S
school board CETA unit originates classes exclusively for CETA® partici-
pants. Classroom space 15 provided at no‘charge}to the program by county

s

vocational and technical schools, and instructors for these courses are )
. . 2
hired through regular school board procedures. These instructors are

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

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

'prouided, ekcept_in.the-case of some of the general office clerk’classes

held at the St. Petersburg Vocational and Technical Institution.' In this

case, thére is no charge for utilities. 0

.- 3220 T



@
: - : . TABLE 5 : :
PINELEAS‘COUNTY SCHOOL BQARD: PROGRAM MEMBERSHIP DATA FOR
CLIENTS TERMINATED, JULY 1, 1975-JUNE 30, 1976
(Program Data for those still 'in training pn
- August 18, 1976 are also included in the ' 4
_‘last column) - »%\ ’

d ‘ T . . Classroom
) s Hours
Completed Terminated: = Required Attending
Training ' . Training - Training - For ° ‘on
., Program ) *  Program Incomplete Completion?  August 18, 1976P
Clerk, General Office | - 25 12 1,080 33
. Auto Paint & Body Repair 9 . - 5 ‘ 2,160 9
Cooking & Baking - 2 12 . 2,160 cooking 12
. o, - 1,350 baking
. Auto Mechanics , 10 2,160 9
. Diesel Mechanics 1 '8 . 2,160 A - 10
La Bookkeeping 6 1,080 ‘
Licensed Practical Nurse 3 1 .1,350 s 11
Cosmotology y 4 1,200 .5
Data Processing 3 1 1,650 . v
Welding 3 . 2.
Keypunch i 2 3
Nurse Aid 1
¢ Masonry 1
Commercial Art : ‘ 1 1
Accounting Clerk? 1 1
Horticultural : . 1 4 1
,Lands Maintenance 1 AR 2
"Electronics 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 ' 2
Work Evaluation _ o 37 -
Total - 54 98 N/A T 129

30nly noted for classes organized exclusively for CETA trainees-and for other
programs which produced at ‘least one completion during the year ended
June 30, 1976. This information was not readily available for the accounting |

glerk training program. .
Clients attending Work Evaluation on August 18, 1976 are not included.
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\\911 other training prograﬁs liﬁted in Table 5 and others available

Cor

‘f' 1‘ :
to CETA clients at various county institutions are referred to as §>
"glottin" programs. These are regular classes already*in existence-at
. I . R .‘%‘ . .‘
county schools, and CETA clients are accepted into suéhumlasses on a o

yfpace 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 availabie at different
vocational apd technical schools in Pinellas County. These fees range

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

" one year (four'éﬁarters) of classes (for the classes noted in Table 5).

Only one program, commércial art, was iisted at no charge.
j : .

An examination of Table 5 also reveals'those training programs which '

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

vclassrcom hours required for_cohplqi:on of the more popuiar programs.

These classroom hours required for c mpletion may be compared with the
State Board of Edncation's concept of Full Time Equivalency‘(FTE), for
schcol districts, which is 900 classroom periods (hours) for the chooi
year (180 class days during the nine months x 5 periods per aay).
Class size training programs nsually involve BR‘hours per week 1

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. ’ . N
e N

: 13See Appendix II for supply and materfal césts for slot-ins, FY-76,
*for Tomlinson Adult Vocational Center, Pinellas Vocational Technical
Institute, and Dunedin High School Night Program. -
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Trainees receive a basic allowance equal to the minimum wage of

LI g/

™

"1

$2 30 per hour for the number of classroom training hours validated.
%&his normally amounts to 37% hours per week. If a clio&t also recclves

unemployment compensation, however, this amount is deducted from his
’

K basic aliowance.} For exampl if a client receives 50.00 a week
qngmployment compensa%é:gﬁﬁﬁd éoes to school 37% hours in the program,

? tée amount ?f his basic allowance is $86.25,-but the CETA program will

¢ only pay $36.25 of this total.
Participants who receive Aid tor‘Dependent Children or other public

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

+ allowance from CETA; they. do not receive the basic hourly allowance.
vAlthough the school board does not adjust its payments to those who »

y

receive food stamps, administrators oflthe food stamp program check with

- the school board concerning amounts food stamp recipients are paid by
the school board. .
.fy Clients qualifying for %he basic allowance may also receivé‘$2.00

per day each for some dependents. It does not apply to_the first two
,unvvf! dependents or any beyond the sixth. A daily transporgation allowance of
“}fi’ $2.00 is paid to all 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
, Fiorida‘State Employment Service offices in Pinellas County (St. Petersburg
‘and Clearwater). These units are financed by bETA, iit1e>I funds to

provide "intake assessment (eligibility determination), employability

B

-
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assessment, orientation, job counseling, testing, selection.and referral’
to training, jéb development and Qirect piacement services, . . . to parti-
cipants of all ﬁanpower programs of the consortium."y

Eligibility is determined by the criteria n;ted-in the introduction
.of this stpdy above. In addition, howevér,_applicapts are rated to
determine the priorify of those who are &ligible for admission intdlfheu
program. These rating.criteria and a saéple Ebrm useé féf this evaluation

are included in Appendix III;‘ Clients are also referred back to the

Florida Stéte Employment Service-CETA unitsvupqn;termination;from the

1
s

training program for job placement services. Aféﬁhmary of client char-
'acteristic§ is provided in Table 6 for the 306 partigipants served by the
school board in the year ended June 30, 1976; 68 clients who were

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

v
.

employment.

. In addition to the Florida Staﬁe Employment Service units, another
o}ganizatioq partially finahced by CETA, Title I funds was involved in ‘
the'select;bn of glients for the.échool board. The Pinellas Opportunity

Council, Inc., a pfivéte, non-profit commuﬂify actipn agency in Pinellas
County, provided‘"outreach ¢(recruitment); coaching and follow=up ser— - -
. vices. . . . 1n behalf of aﬁdncoordinated with tﬁe other manpowér programs

of the consortium."15

After an examination of client files at the school
board, it was found that 49 of 360 séhool board clients were originally
referred to the empioyment 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.
L bid., p. 4. ) ‘ :
- : - h /
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 6
PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOI. BOARD: SUMMARY OF CLIENT. . ~
! . CHARACTERISTICS, JULY 1, 1975-JUNE 20, 1976 N

— e
’ : Total Clients Clients .
. Served Clients Employed
(Includes those Terminated After .
Characteristic carried over) ~ From CETA?  Termination .
Total ' 306 ' 68(80)b 3337
Sex Male 159 . 32(40)b 11(12)b *
Female 147 ' 36(40)b 22(25)b
18 and under 42 7 3
19 - 21 . 89 17 11
Age L 22 - 44 , 146 ©. 34 , 15 .
45 ~ 54 T 19 7 3
55 - 64 10 3 1
8 and under 22 5 ‘ 3
9 - 11 140 19 -9
Education  yyoh School Graduate o ‘
or Equivalent 129 . 42 oy, 20 .»°
Post High School 15 2 L 1
™ N f
Famil Aid For Dependent Children 30 6 o2
wlngomz Other Public Assistance 18 3 .
) Economically Disadvantaged 287 \ 60 30
White : 213 48 25
Ethnic Black 9% 18 6
Group . American Indian 1 1 1
Other - 2 1 1
. §pan£§§‘American - 1
Limited English-Speaking Ability ¥ 3
Migrant or Seasonal Farm Family Member 1 .
Recently Separated B
Veteran Special i 5 3
Other 14 2 °
Handiéébpéd . ' B S 34 o 8 - 4
Full-Time Student » 14 2 - 2
Offender ! 29 11 4 2
Labor Underenployed 18 7. g, b
Force Unemployed T 281 60 . é’ 28 '
Status Other 7 1 1
Receiving Unemployment Insurance 26 2 2

3peflects the number of clicats that terminated from both the school board's
training program and the Florida State Employment Service--CETA Units,
between July 1, 1975, and June 30, 1976.
bFigures in parentheses reflect an additional twelve clients terminated from
the sciiool board program between July 1, 1975, and June 30, 1976. Information
regarding their final dispositions at Florida State Employment Service-~CETA
Units was not availuble at the time that the School Boatd completed its sum-
mary of clicnt 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 rervices have affected the school board program.

When clients are refgrred to the school board from the employment

service units, they are usually pléced in a work evaluation group where, -
four different areas are assessed. Social and behavioral fﬁnctioning
and work habits are evaluated throlgh the observation of work samples:
and ﬁesting. Test results indicate academic aﬁd 1;érning skills; and"

\> tests, together with medical questionnaires, are also administg;gd to

'
)

determine medical and physical condition.

- ]
iy

If a client attends work evaluation sessions on a deL-time’baSis;

it requires 10 class daYé or 50 hours at the rate-of 5 hours per day{
' ’ ¥ .
4 -

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

»

This, of course, meaﬁsnfhat_these clients will be in work'evaluation for

approximately one month. It may even require sligpééy longer since thqfe'
. X ‘ P £ e A

QPP

may be a problem of when a particular examination .is, ‘scheduled to Be

offered again. At
. . ™
i

Those administering the program state that eight percent_of the*clienﬁs

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

4

_are normally not. rejected because of a.c_ade_mi.c_..4@&?9@%9.&: _ Of course,

tion that they do not

some clients may déffé;)during or after work evalﬁ '
N o ~

desire to enter the program. As inﬁicated id)one of the footnotes to .

Table 4, the work evaluation program was one_of two purposes for which

Section 112 funds were primarily expended during the yéar’énded June 30,

1976.

. ) . . »
School Board Classroom Training Program Benefits and Costs

With some understanding of the de&i?ery §yétem fqr'thg classrqom

‘training program at the Pinellas Co,pty‘SchOOl ﬁoérd& it is now possible
. . J B 'K_, .

26
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Aﬁkills Training Program--including thpose who only received work evalua-

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

“L.& J

to proceed to some comparisons 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 spgp,* ¢ 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, &

was4866 as indicated in Table 6. This figure, however, does not indicate’

“q v

1 ¢ : ! .
the number in training throughou% the entire year'.in,addition,iit '

'y o
-
N

represents the groii number enrolled in the scﬁ%ol board's Instityputional

4£ion 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, “1: -
1976. It should be noted that some who were carried over from the pre:f '
-vious year‘may still have been enrolled on June 30, 1976. Of course, .
with 306 enrolled during the year (including carry overs) and i54 still

in the programlon June 30, 1976, the togal terminated during the year

was 152.

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

R B R IR I I I I SO

.- sidered with proper allowance, of course', for the portion of the year . ))

that each was served. This is hecessary because we are dealing with - 5

{ . o
cost data ¥for the complete year. When looking at benefits, however, we

must concentrate on the smaller sample of 152 who teiyinated from the
‘ . S

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

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

dispositions reported for 70 of these panticipantsiprovidé'readiiy .

measurable results: for this group. ihese 70 either obtainéﬁ~cmployment or
27 - | |
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Al : ) “\ N . “
terminated non-positively, the other 10 were reported as other positive
. i ’ g
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
-~ = w . -

- ' \
final dispositions have been reported.

f ' .
At first glance, it might seem appropriate and convenient to only

use tne group of 70 who obtained’employment or‘terninated non~positively
.for'a_benefits sample. Tnis would not QL a valid indicator of'oenefits
which could be used to project expected results for other groups, how~
ever, since it would be weighted more heavily in favor of ciients who
completed training than the 1arger sample of 152 who terminated. ’Any
sampie of ggli ciients terminated from the employment service would
probably be weighted . irf favor of those more employable, with those who ’
=2

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 exagrhed however,__

3

!

to determine the factor or factors most responsible.for gavorable out=-
comes,’and then results can be estimated for the'remaininghéroup of 82
~ (the 72 still "holding" plus’the other 10 oositive terminations) based
on 165 characteristics compared with those Sf €hé group of 70, “TRIS -
should provide a sample which yields a result more acceptabletfor use

: as a general indicator. Of course, any .a tempt to, use the entire 306

- - F\ ~
b

’

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

fits for the 154 still in traininé on June 30,‘1976, would have to be )
estimated from results and characteristics of smaller samples_'f
In examijing the sample of 152 terminated clients, ne should note
. \\\ tnat; for some, ‘a percentage of their training occurred during the year

28

0 -




ended June 30, 1975. ‘It is oniy important, however, to note the timg
Ehat each spent in Ehé program.x IE%yill then be assuﬁed that be;éfité
for months spent in the priEFam By each client during the July. 1,”1975 -
June 30, 1976, t;melperiod will be t?e same as those resulting from¢'
the months spent in tr;ining by thé group of 152 wﬁé terminated. Once
the cost of one month ih the program is determined, benefits pg;'month
can; of course{lbe coﬁverted intdtbenefits per dollar of cost.

As noted qﬁove, the total 306 clignts served must. be conéidered in
arriving at an estimate of thé_cost gﬁ’carrying a client ;3 the school
board program during the year ended June 30, 1976. In order to take:
broper account of the length of Eiﬁe each of the;e clients spént in the’
_program, the éverage dai%y enrollment in the prdgram has been'calculated., 3
Table 7 has been prepared to facilitate an dnderstanding of this calcﬁt_
1gf&on. a . .

Through the procedure illustrated in Table ‘7 we arrived at én eqroll;
ment figure which we can treat as being the number of clients in the'prd;

“gram (including work evaluation and those a'y&é' iting classcs) continuously
throughout the one year period.‘ irue, this is only an average figure for

\ . -the year, based on mean fiéﬁ;es for each month. With enrollpent‘numbers
for the beginning and ending of each month, however, it is a faifly

. reliable average. .

We should point out that clients awaiting class;s'require& some

ser&ices from the school board and were legitimately includep ?s eq;dlled -
Yn.the program. Clients who had terminated €raining andfqgfe still not
terminated from the Florida State Eﬁployment Servioe—dEiA‘uﬁits were

2 properly not included as enrolled. The employment serﬁice is continuing

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

with the training program.
29
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TABLE 7 , .
¢ PINELLAS COUNTY SEHOOL BOARD: MONTHLY ENROLLMENTS
‘ IN INSTITUTIONAL SKILLS TRAINING PROGRAM
(Includes clients actively involved in -
Classroom Training, in Work Evaluation,
Holding and Assigned to a Class,’ and
Holding and Not Yet Assigned)

-
« "~ Number Enrolled . Average Daily
" Date in Program . Enrollment _ Month
~ June 30, 1975 123

July, 197"-'\

July 31, 1975 - 115 ‘ _
August, 1975

August 31, 1975

September, 1975

September 30, 1975 ,
October, 1975

Octobgr 31, 1975
November, 1975

November 30, 1975 ;
: December, 1975

December 31; 1975

et -Janvary, T197677 7T

January 31, 1976 8 ' .
' ' - : " February, 1976
. February 29, 1976 ‘ _=:::::::;§ﬁ=—
: 150 March, 1976
March 31, 1976 ’ 164 : . o
’ 165 * ‘ﬁvril, 1976
April 30, -1976 166 : ’ ;
: . ~ 167 May, 1976
May 31, 1976 « 167 —
A :jiffi::::::=;161 . June, 1976
June 30, 1976 - 154. : )
Total of Average Daily Enrollments 1,622

-

+ Average Daily Enrollment
for Year Ended June 30, 1?76 (1,622 =+ 12) 135

30.
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We can: at this point, make an estimate-of the CETA cost of. carrying
a cliéﬁt in—the school board program for ohe year by dividégg the average
// daily ehrollmentifigure of 135 into the total amoént spent on classroom
training of $883,670.07. This,;ields‘an estimate of $6,545.70‘per client
for one year in the program and $545.48 per client fqr,each month. We
haoe noted this as a CETA cost estimate because it is computed directly
from amounts reported as CETA program.outlays by the school hoard. Later,
we shali want.to consi#der other CETA outlays associated_with this program
as well as related couhty expenses.
An examination of data received for the 152 clients terminated from
> ' . the school board progr:; 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. ' e o A

Applying the $545 48 monthly cost to carry a client in the program,

.o’

we can estimate the average cost of carrying the 152 clients in the school
L board program Eo be $4 036.55. We must remember, howeven¥ that this is
igxestimate of what it cost per client to provide 7.4 months in the

« Pprogram--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
E clients for an_average o} 7.4 months 1is only'69 percent of 133. cliénts

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

16This"was derived by working through the filles of the 152 clients
and rounding the data 'in order to approximate the time spent in the
.. program by each individual. .

" 1
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smaller than our cost sample. This 1s necessary because our cost data

2 . ‘

N .
are for a full 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.

LA

After calculating the benefits Qf the sample of 152 for comparison
withdthe cost of $613,555.60, Qe can then. estimate b;nefits achieved
for the full year's gxpehditure 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‘with the calculations necessary to quantify the .

i

benefit per client achieved through school board programs, we .can pause
at this point to present several tables which should prévide the reader

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

10 presedt data which indicate the benefits resultiﬁg from $613,555.60
of the $883,670.07 spent on classroom training by the school board in
thi; time period. As noted in the preceding paragraph,:benefits to be
expected from the larger expenditure for the full calendar year could be
projeited. \
In order to get a clear picture of benefits from the tables
mentioned aPove, 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 thertwo groups.

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

for the group of 70.
. . 32
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TABLE 8 .
PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD: STATUS OF CLIENfg
TERMINATED, JULY 1, 1975-JUNE 30, 1976

x L
Terminated:
. Training
Terminated: " Incompléte—- Work ,
Completed Training Four ot Evaluation
Status 7 Training Incomplete Total More Months Only -

Tefminated from o
School Board - 54 982 152 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 Plécementd 3 3 3 L
Other Positivee ' 2.5
Termination 5 5 10 . 5 , ?@ﬁﬁfv
Non-Positivef ) o
Termination 3 30 33 - 19 8

Holding with , ! .

Florida State S v -

Employment Service

AThree were back in training program on 6/30/76.

bSome of. these placements Sgre effected by the Pinellas County School Board.
Those who obtained employment have been placed in this category 1f not placed by
Florida State Employment Service--CETA Units.

CThese clients were placed by Florida State Employment - Service--CETA Units after
recelving training beyond Work Evaluation. .

dThese clients were placed by Florida State Employment Service--CETA Units after only
receilving some portion of Work Evaluation.

eThese clients were terminated from this CETA program to enroll in an activity

£funded 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. .

~CETA Units . . 21 " 518 . .72, 20 ... 2% .. ...
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TABLE 9

PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOBL BOARD: EMPLOYMENT DATA FOR CLIENTS
TERMINATED, JULY 1, 1975-JUNE 30, 1976

/. ) ay
Py
o pan -

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

' Approximate
Time in Relationship,
. New Training . 0f New
Last Previous Wage Occupational Wage Sex of Type of ! Program? Type of Occupation
Occupational Title Rate Title Rate Client Placement (*Completed) Training To Trainirg
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 Femlale Self-Placement 8 monthg Cooks uand Bakers " Unrelated
® 4, Cook 1.85 Car Clean Up ;Z.zﬁigr Male Indirect 8 months Auto Paint & Body Repair . Unrelated
5. Barteander 2.00 Receptionist 2.30 Female Self-Placement 9 m(;?nths* Clerk, General Office Related
6. 3ookkeeper 2.25 Clerk, General Office 3.00 Female Self-Placement’ 9 months* Bookkeeping Related
7. Waitress N 1.35 Clerk, General Office 2.50 Fema&e Self-Placement 9 months* Clerk, General Office Related
8. Clerk, General Office 1.85 Teacher's Aide - 2.20 Female Self-Placement 12 days work Evaluation . Unrelated
9. Ion Worker 3.50 “Iron WOrkerr~ - '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 Mecharfic Unknown
12. Cashier 2.00 Clerk, General Office 2.30 Female Indirect 1 year* Clegk, General Office Related
13, Barmaid & > 2,85 “Laborer 2.30 Female Direct . 9 days Work Evaluation Unralated
14. Cashier 2.00 Teller r2.50 fnale Self-Placemeht 1 year* ¢ Clerk, General Office Related
15, Cashier 2.00 Kitchen H'elper. - 2.30: Female Tadirect ‘ 1 year Cooks and Bakers " Related
... .16, _Shipping.Clerk .. .. 1,90, _ Mail Teller .. 230 Female . Self-Placement. 1 year* . Clerk, General Office, Related
17. Assembler 2.00 Clerk, General Office 2.30 Female Self-Placement 1 year i Keypunch . Related ,
i
’ .
6 ;
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“TABLE 9 CONTINUED

L

' , . / ‘ Approxinate { 4
| Tedn . Relationship
. New trinkg O 0F New
Last Previous Wage Occupational Wage  Sex of Tyfe of - Program £ Type of Occupation ,
Occupational Title Bate‘ - Title Rgtg Client ?lacemgng { (*Completed) L" Training To Training
18, baftress 170 Laundry Wotker 2,30  Femle | Tndirect 1 yeart gj Clefk, General Office Unrelateﬁ
" 19, Sales Tralnee 2,25 . Mechanc 2.%0 Hale Sélf-Plagement ] yeart Diesel Mechanic JRelated
A, Yurse ide .00 . Licensed Practieal Nurse 2;85 Female seli-Placenent yeart . Licensed Practical Yurse Related
20, burse Alde 2.64 \','Licenséd Practical Nurse 3.0  Female Indfrect 1 year! Licensed Practical Nurse  Related
2, Casnier . 10 Lkmwdhuﬁmlhme}ﬂo Fenale  Self-Placenent L yeard Licensed Practical Nurse  Related
13, Yaid .00 Cleaner 2,30 TFemale Indirect %ﬁ nonths  Burse Alde nrelated
24 Lauwndry Yorker L Ciérﬁ, Ceneral Offce 2,80  Fenale  Self-Placenent Phi& months® __Clerk, General 0ffice’ Related
25, Pupliy_ Ciecker L10  Secretary 3.00  Pemale  Indirect 14 monthe* _Clerk, General Office Related
26, Drafsoan 3.00 _ Office Horker 3,06 Male Self-Placement 10 months*  Bookkeeping Realted
20, Yaid L0 Offfeeforker 200 Penale_Seli-Macement 15 nonthet Clerk, General 0ffice Related
8. §§gggnlgqg§qrm~___' Ll LAAVWatchman 230  Male  Direct _ lodaps_ Vork Bvaluation Unrelated
29, Cosnstoloaist 2,00 Accounts Payable Clerk 295 Female  Self-Placement 11 nonthet Clerk, Geseral Office _Related
30, Tray Line forka) R memm& 2.00  Femle  Self-Placement _ 15 months  Data Processing Related
3. Plece torker_ 150 Clerk, Genersl Offiee  3.00  Fenale  Self-Pacement 16 months Bookkeeping Related
32, Cosstrucilua Laborer 2,89 Auto Body Repair 250 Male Self-Placement 1 year® Auto Paint 6 Body Repair  Related
33, Servies Staticn Attendant 2,75 Auto Body Repait 3.00  Malé  Self-Placenent’ 17 monthst  Auto Paint § Body Repatr _Related
34 Mater 341 huto Body Repalt 300 Male Self-Placenent 17 munths*  Auto Paint § Bodf Repair  Related
3. Comstouelion Labares | 200 Auto Body Repair L0 Male Self-Placement 17 months®  Auto Paiﬂ% b Body Repair . Related
3, Cashoo 110 Crecit Clerk 280  Fenale  Self-Placement 17 months*  Clerk, General Office Related
31, Rezenational Aideb L9 Velder 146 Hale jjﬁelf-Placement ' 17 onths*  Welding Related
/ .

%mnmmmmmmMan&hmmMﬁmMmMMhmkamnmmwTM@mﬂmmmhmmmmMMHMnmm
were actually savolved 1n Classzoom Training,

Tois orteome 5 somevhat exceptional, congidering the high new vage rate obtained, and its affect on averages in Table 9 may cause ¢

higher than can e expected in

the future.

Y
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TABLE 10

PINELLAS COUNTRY SCHOOL BOARD: SUMMARY OF WAGE CHANGES

o 3 FOR CLIENTS ENPLOYED  AFTER TERMINATION
- | - (Clients Terninated, July 1, 1975-
‘ Jte 30, 1976)

27 Clients Entering

1) Clients Entering

';‘ 37 Clients
Entering Employment Related Employment Unrelated Employment
Hourly Co
Mage Before Upon Entering Before Upon Entering Before = TUpon Entering
A Participation® / Employment®  Participation®  Employmentd  Participation®  Employment?
$,00L99 . 13 1b S ! ;, 5 LA
- 2.00-2.99 0 21 17 19 3 § -
¢ -3.00-3.99 3 . -2 7 1 ‘ 1
4,00-4.99 1 : l .
5«00‘5&99 ' l
6.00 or more - . | o 1
“ 'L
m ' v
o . , 37 Entering 27 Entering 10 Entering ]
| Additional Information Categories Employment Related Employment Unrelated Employment
Number of Salary Increases ) 25 7
Number of Salary Decreases : 3 " 2 1
Nunber With No Salary Change 2 2°
Mean Entryd Wage. §2.15 ; $2.12 SRR §2.23
Mean Exit Wage §2.7%¢ "~ $2.86 Lot $2.40¢
Mean Difference § .58 § .76 SIS IV
Meadian Entryd Wage §2.00 $2,00 M, 95f
Median Exit Wage $2.50° §2.80 S §2. 30°
Median Diffﬂerence' | I .. S .SOC b e s e e e .$ ..80 O P .._._$ 35(! f e e e e o ey
®oes not include wages in the form of tips where applicable i . '

‘ bRepresents hourly wage for client receiving §7-§10 per car for car clean up in new employment. ‘
CClient 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 ast previous wage before entering program.
* ®Includes one client whose type of employment is unknoim,’
fAverage wage of ‘3th and 6th clients was used for the median.

Q
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Thirty-seven of the group of 70 obtained employment, while the
remaining 33,werenreported-aslnon—positive terminations by the employ-
ment service—Zi”A units;' It' is assumed that no measurable job benefits

will“ﬁ%ﬁrQe tb these 13 clients. Of the 37 who obtained employment, 27

‘¢ » ) .
. 6?ggfi gm yed in jobs related to their training

f4‘=v N

‘New jobs andkwages obtained are listed in,,=_ :3 " ;Ihe types of
Ay

’

_ “iné¢luded. It shoufd be remembered that approximately 92 percent of

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

'ininngsee Table 6). As the data in Table 10 indicate,”the increase
: inuthe mean wage (from the mean wage in the last previous employment)
for the 37 entering employment was $.58. The average inerease was only‘
$.1l ror the 10 obtaining unrelated employment, however, compared with
i» $.74 for the 27 employed in related JObS.
The group of 70 contained 28 clients. who completed training programs

e

and only 13 who received no training beyond wprk evaluation. TIwenty-

. 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.

Setjnty—two of the 152 clients terminated from the school board
program’/are still holding with the employment service, and 10 were
reported“ﬁ% other positive terminations. In this group 0§A72 21 com-
pletediggﬁining, and 24 received no training beyond work evaluation.

. Five ofbthe 10 other positive terminations were clients who completed
training, while all of the remaining five received some -training beyond

work evaluation. P

37
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In determining direct economic benefits for trainees,tchanges in

-

wages are the primary consideration. lt has already been nbted above

_». + that most participants did not have a job when enteringpthe training

-

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

o -

in the new employment is a benefit resulting from the traihing--ifuthe a.

employment is training related Another approach would be to assume that ?;

o -

most trainees would have found a job similar to their last previous
employment within the time period required for training. . Although it 18~ -

not likely that this would have o?curred for everyone, some aouldehave‘

no doubt found similar employment much earlier. On the.average, this
appears to'be a ufre.reliable approach than assuming that-all partici-
pants would have remained unemployed indefinitely without training.

If it igi therefore, assumed. that incremental"wages are the proper

-
» -

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

wages for previously held occupations would:also have increased during -

v

‘the time period elapsed. If this is true,_any calculation of incrementalf

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,sl976. Furthermore, it can be noted in Table 10 that the minimum’
wage for those obtaining unrelated?employment‘increased by $.17 per hour.
.vfhere is not too much doubt about training.being of little importance
gin the ability of these clients, to find new emplo&ment. Five“of the . °

10 received no training.beyondlwork evaluation.
At this point, we may want to estimate employability results for
the 72 clients still holding at the employment service.and algé 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 baseﬂany_
such estimate on a comparison of_the'characteristics and results of the
70 clients obtaining'employmentvor 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‘
benefitseas those who are holding—-adjusted,‘of course, for differentes'
in trainee characteristics. Actually, their benefits, if achieved

will probably occur later due to their participation in other activities
at the current time. v

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

o

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

completed training and 24 (29 percent) who have completed no more than
work evaluation. This compares with 28 (40 percent) completions and

13. (19 percent) with only work evaluation for the other 70 clients.

With regard to employability (benefits) resulting. from training, the

group of 70:1s supé ior in both aspects.

~

'An examination 6f Table '8 shows that 25 (68 percent) of 37 who ™

obta1ned employment completed training, and data in Table 9 indicate
that 24 (89 percent) of the 27 clients entering reldted employment .

- completed. .Clearly, the completion of training is an important'factor
_1in obtaining employment fparticularly when related), sinoé those who
completed training only represented 28 percent of the 70 clients for
which final disposition; 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 relited employment since, by definitidn, any joh

obtained by these clients_should be desiiséyed‘as nnrelatéd to'training.

8
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o “‘jfg' .
Since the sample #‘!‘ 70 is superior in b% 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 v
70. How far do we expect results to fall below this !

gﬁé sample o

amount? A generous approach is to ignore the percentage differences in

"work eva uationsf for the two groups and concentrate on the difference in>
‘ thé“proporsions of those who completed training. v ‘
L;¢}//V ~ We. can then assume that benefits for the 82 wIil he equal to
82 x 32 or 94 percent of the’ benefits for the 70 because,.although the
:gmpliois larger (82 versus 70), the proportion of those with training

T completed % smaller (32 percent versus 40 percent) Of -course, to

determine the total benefit for the 152 clients terminated from the school .

board'training programy. thée benefits for the two ‘groups will have to‘be
added togeth . / |
In other words, 1f the reader makes a subjective valuation of the
benefits for the group\\ﬁ 70 from Tables 9 and 10, he can extend.this
to the sample_of 152 by adding another 94 percent of this valuation.\
It should be emphasized that this ma; 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
expected benefits‘for thgt group. It can also be argued that even “
ﬁ%hose who have completed training in. the group still holding.at the
employment service arevnot as potentially employable as othe;s who ”
completed training,jprecisely because they are still engaged in.job
. search-‘ Some trainees are able toeobtain employment which begins upon

their termﬂnation from training.

40 -
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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 discussip:

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

CETA reported expenditures. By necessity, this will require’ that

additional_aséumptions be made with regard té the continuation of benefits

for thbse trained. It is realized—that numerous assumptions have already

been introduced in order to proceed this far. And it is certainly valid
- -
that the use of such assumptions qualifies the measurement results derived.

L .

Since the'fhture must be considered, héwever, ;E/arriving at any
meaningful results, this procedure is required. Ig should be emphasized
that perhaps the most valuablé aspect of this study is the develé;ment

P .
of a logical framework to be used in thinkipg thgpugh'tbe problems of
benefit—cost:detefminatiop. Diféerent readers will, of course, .disagree
regarding which assumptions are the‘post proper, but each may then uge
the framewovk in coqj:gction with his own assumptioﬁs in ordgr to weigh

-

the programs involved. ’ ' ,
E

Schoél 3oard Classroom Trainihg Program Benefit-Cost Ratiog.

-y« In working ‘toward specific benefit-cost ratios for tﬁ?ischool board

T
' _program, we will assume that the proper indicator of benefits is the

. ® {ncremental wage forpeach-i&;ent obtaining related employment--with the
wage received 1n the last previous empioyment édjﬁsteé upward somewhat..
As indicated previously, thislupward adjustment appears.justifiea on
‘the bases of increaées in minimum wagés, ménufacturing wages in Pinellas
Coﬁnty, and thé ability of clients entering unrelated employment to
achieQe higher wages than in their pfévioujﬁ?gﬁs;

One possible reason for. an upward bias in ﬁages of trainees

is the relatively low age .group involved. For example,

.
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younger workers may benefit some in wages they receive nnd types of
employment they obtain due to the development of better work habits as
a result of general maturit& factors. This'can be an important element
where potentiai employers are concerned. In addition, newly‘acquired
knowledge regarding the availability of employment servicec provided

by the Florida State Employment Service and the job market in general

may be a factor inyounger enployees obtaining better jobs without training;

At any rate, we feel it is appropriate here to use the $.17 increase
g‘—the mean wage for those‘receiving unrelated employment as an indica-
i N . B - %

!tion of the amount by which wages for those receiving rehated employment

\would have increased.without training Although the $.17 Waverage increase
\§\derived from a very small sample, we think this methodoldgy is a good
one for future use, providing that care .is taken to make sure that the

Y

JObS included as unrelated are ind%ed that.17 The procedure noted above
S

will reduce the mean incremental wage resulting from training, for those
r

receiving related employmeng, 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 costéhof training represent current outlays,
benefits must be cabitalized andtexpressed in terms of their current

~Velue in order to allow a proper comparison. In other words, emounts
<receiued in the future.are currently wortn whatever amount must be

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

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

3

17One could possibly argue that such clients.are somewhat more
employable than others (without training) since a large percentage found
jobs while still in work evaluation.

42

o7 -

-



And given positive interest rateé, this present value will, of course,

{

be smaller than-‘the sum of the future stream of benefits.

In order-go esgimate the future flow of benefits, we must first
determine whether the best procedure is that of éssuming increments in
wages due to training will remain constant, increase -at some rate over
th; years, or decline. Then;.work life expectancies may be used to
estimate the length of time these incremental returns may‘be.gxpected
to continue. | ‘

One method used by economisté to project future income, when called
'uﬁon to give eipért testimony as witnesses in wréngful dgéth and injufy
suits, 1s to calculate a growth raté’to apply to the last previous l
income of thé party involved. This i1s done by adding the average‘rate
of growth in the consumer price index and the average rate of growth
of labor piéhhctivity.ls-bTypically, the most recent 20 = 25 year time
beriod 1s used as a basekfor fhe calculations. of such averag;s. Although
we are dealing here with an ;ncremént in income rather‘thaﬁ.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 anq labor productivity will also result i; the same
percentage growth in the waggﬂincfement..

The methoddlogy outline&\in the previous paragraph‘yields at this
time‘an annual growtﬁ factor of 5.5 percent. This is baSea on the labor

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

index for the 1948 - 1975 time pe‘riod.l-9 The respective growth rates

in these indiceswere 2.08 percent and 3.43 percent.

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

e o
19Economic 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 coqtinue.20

Althougﬂ precise agé 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-
e

ment were 21 Qr yaungef, 45‘percent were 22 -.44 years of aée,_and 12
percent were.45 - 64. The decision was; therefgre, reached to ﬁse

age 28 as the mean age for those trailnees who obtained felated 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 futuré\ﬁenefits
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

-

-td maturity) currently ofiered 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 perigdf'

. _ S
by simply retiring the bonds currently and thereby avoiding thgwﬁéture
. ;’3 -

payments to bbﬁdholders.

If Federal Govermment dollars spent currently will not provide future
o returns which represent at least this percentage yileld, then on the basis

of income alone, those who aré-expected to benefit from the exﬁenditures

20vp Table of 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 making 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

;
5

each client obtaining related employment is $26,941.32., “This is based(l"

on 2, 080 hours of-work per year which is “the fggure used by the u.s.

3 '

Department of Labor as the average number of hours ﬁer year worked
» v

(40 hours‘per week times 52 weeks) The incremental hour1¥ wagq used

Yo

for the first yeaf\was the S 57 not?d prevdousﬂy and.the 5 5 percent e

1 no"’ »’ ;.- a

. J >,
P A':{'increases were aéfumed effective at gh § beginning of each succeedi%g
ﬁ{ fyear All paymentsuforo%ncrementa1QWages, however, wgre assumed to L oag s
.o N - N T
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weoo s e
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Another_a?qaﬂdn which the present vaiue calculation above was
generous was in the assumption of full employment thgoughout the work
lives of trainees. It would perhaps be more accurate to reduce the
average number of hours worked perﬂyear by a percentage equal to the _
average rate of unemployment experienced for some representative base
period in the past. Furthermore, it can be argued that.avérage rates
of unemployment will be even higher for these workers due to personal ’
cﬁaracteristics and the types of empioyment obtained.

U In order to demonstrate how some of these variations in our

previous computation can affect the present value of benefité‘for trainees,
we can, at this point, present éome alternative estimates. "First, we

will assume a 12 percent discount rate (instead of 8) and 10 percent
ﬁnemployment (rather than zero). This reduces the current v#lue of
benefits from $26,941,32 to $14,486.78 for each cliént entering relatgd
employment. A still more pessimistic estimate can Be obtained by using ,

a 13% percent discount rate and assuming unemployment of iS percent

per year on the average. This results in a capitalized value of future

returns for'traineés of $11,676.85 each. In both of these additional

s

calculations the growth rate in incremental wages was assumed to be 5.5

-

percent, as before.
At thiS'point,'Ve should recall the cost per trainee previously
calculated for participants who terminated from the Pinellas‘Cdunty School

Board during the period July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976. ‘This figure was

- =3

$4,036.55 for each of these clients, with each one averaging 7.4 months
in the school board program. We can not directly compare this émount,

however, with any of the above benefit per client figures to get a

final

-

representative benefit-cost ratio. Only 27 of 70 clients for which

L]
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dispositions have been determined obtained jobs reiated to training.
This means 43 of these trainees contributed $4,036.55 each to costs but
inothing 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 tho results
will be equal to 94 percent f82 x 32) of those obtained for the 70
with final oispositions{ Tﬁis72as ggsed on the relativo_sizes of the
two groups and the relative percentages of orainees who completed training
within the groﬁps. 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 fo their training. Benefits are also eXpectod to be

the same for each of these as for each of the 27 who actually obtained

employmenf. In other words, 52 of 152 clionts who terminated from the

vy

"school board program either have obtained.or are expected to obtain related
employment. The methodology eibla;ned E;eviously can be used to estimate
the benefit from training for each of these 52 (the actual benefit amount
depending on the selection of discount and dneﬁployﬁent ratesj. However,
- 100 either have tefmioatod from the employmént service with no benefits
or are expected to terminate without moasurabie benefits. And eéch of
these 100 contributed an average of $4,036.55 to program costs just os
the 52 for which benefits are expected.
Since only approximately one out of three trainees is expected to _
yield the present value of benefits figure selected, the one must carry
the cost burden of the expendioure for the other two. Tﬁis will bring

the cost per client obtaining related employment to $12,109.65 and allow
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N :

a cémﬁérison with the present ;alue of bepefits estimate selected for
each of these clients. This calculation is necessary'if we are,;o
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
tﬁo ito make the comparison with the full benefit amount, we could have
accogﬁlished the same thing by comparing the $4,036.55 cost for each of
the 152 clients with one-third of the benefit amount selected for the

_ 52 who obtained or aré expected to obtain jobs related to their training.

-~ . Oof cdurse, multiplying the cost per client'by three or dividing the

benefit amount for each of the 52 by three-is only an approximation, since

2y

52‘isbéiightly more than one-third of 152. We have ignored this

£

diffefénce to facilitate the explanation of the methodology.
If benefits are stated now in terms of one doliar of cost, and the
threé present-Qalue 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 E number of assumptigps, but
they have also been computed without any consideration of_costsyother
than those reportgd as CETA expenditures by the Pinellas County School °
Board. In order to develop benefit-cost comparisons which reflect more

accurately .the total cost incurred to obtain benefits, a further discussion

of costs for the school board program is now, included below.

Benefit—Cost Effects of Other CETA and Non-CETA Costs , .
We mentioned in the deséription'of the school board delivery system
that two other organizations (Florida Staﬁé Em;ioyment Service and
. Pinellas Opportunity Council) re;eiVed CETA fupding in order to aid the

school board in the selection, counseling, and placement of clients
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recelving classroom training. It must Be noted, therefore, thaé thg

benefit estimates calculated previously cannot be attributed t; the

classroom training expenditure at the school board alone. .A portion

of the amounts éxpended for "services to particibants" by the employment

service and the opportunity council (see Table 2) must alqg be includgd
“as costs of achieving these expectéd benefits.

Although not noted explicitly in the schédl board delivery sistem
discussion, the Pigellas-St. Petersburg Manpower Planning Unit was also
involved in the overall administration of the school §oard program.
Therefore, a percentage of the planning unit;s CETA, Title I outlays

(seé 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 diffef{from thoSg Title I expenditures
reported;-thisAmaj require additional cost adjustments for the school
board program. Aé the minimum, it will fequire som; qualificationsvbf*'
‘the cost estimates used.

The Florida State Empldyment Service's reported expenditure for
services to éll CETA,uTitle I clients in thé 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,
couﬁseling, and placement only) with these funds. An examination of |
emgloyment servige CETA;;Title i reports foy the July 1, 1975 - June 30,
1976, timegperiod sﬁ;Q;4f2;é98 totai participants and 1,697 new clients
dur%ng the year. Thesevsame cgfegdries for the school board program were
306 and 183 respectively. Therefore, school board total p;fficipants
were 13 percent 6f those at the emp;oyﬁent service, and new enrqgllments

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. Administrators estimated a.somewhat higher percent-
age range of 15-20 percent, however. For one thinga a verf high percent-
age of the total Title I clients served by the employment service (perhaps
as high as 80 percent'adco;ding to one administrator) ettempted to enter
the school board program. These testing and counseling services regarding
classroom training were. a cost of tﬁat progr;m, eJ;i though the tlients
were not accepted for the program.

Administrators at the Florida State Employment Service have also
queétioned.whfther the $l6l,134.QO amouﬁt for thelr total CETA, Title I
effort 1s reflective of the true cost. Although that figure includes
an.indirect cost percentage of 12 percent for employment service overhead,
the 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 1s contained in Appendix‘IV.
Becadse.ol the above factors; we feel that 15 percent of the $l6l,134.06
or 524,170.10 is ; conservative estimate to use in our’cost calculations.

The Pinellas Opportunity Cohmtjl's reported expenditure for services
to‘all CETA, Title I clients intﬁﬁ!year ended June 30, 1976, was
$59,084.55. Once again, we cannot attribute all of this té the school
board'pfogram since some of the :gPomtunity council's CETA, TitlebI“
clients did not enter classroom training but received other Title I

services from the Florida State\Employment Service. According to infor-

mation received from the opportunity council, 228 of their refefrals to

the employment service were found eligiblle for Title I services.
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As noted in the school board delivery system discussion, an exam-—
ination of participant files ;t the school board showed 49 of 360
(1% percent) were originally referred to.the employment oogvice by the
opportunity council. Although this does not reflecf year ended

June 30, 1976, activity, per se, it does give us a percentage figure

1

-based on a rather large samplé.

- The opportunity council did not have-data regarding what‘percentage

of its Title I clients went into classroom training. We know, however,

_ that the school board enrolled 183 new particé¢ipants during the year, and

if we can assumo?ia percent (26) were from the opportunity council, ‘we
can compare'the 26 with the 228 opportunity council olients accepted at
the employment sefvice. (These 228 will have to share the cost of those’
npt accepted.) By this process, we con 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

counseled regarding the school board program but not acgg

.

11 percent may be too 1ow‘for ptorating the total expense for this
reason. In addition, the totai expense. reported to CETA may be oome—
what too low because tnere was no CETA, Title I'charge for indirect costs
of 5&? oppottunity council,'althoughféone were probably warranted. For

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 innolved in Title. I opportunity
council activities without é compensating charge. For these reasons,
we will use zo'Percent of the E?ported CE?A, ?itle I exp?nditures of the 4
opportunity council in estimaé%ng the total school board program cost.

This amount is $11,816.91. 60
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The Pinellas-St. Petersburg Manpower Planning Unit's reporfed
Title I éxpenditurg for the July 1, 1975 - June 30,.1976, timg perio&
. was $39,526.04. This am&unt was appoftioned to variou; Title I pgogfamé
by the planning unit on the basisnof the rglative expenditures (see

’

‘Table 2)., There was no apportionment for Section 1lé expenditures, however.
The total manpower planning unit expenditu;e'allocated to classroom - ‘
training w§$~$18,340.08: but this includéd classroom training other than
.§.- the school béard program. The schoql board progrém share of this émount
was $16,506.07 (90 percent).
There was no CETA, Title I charge for indirect costs at the manpower
» planning unit fo; fhe'ygarhended June 36, 1976, but in-kind contributions
provided by the Board of County Commissioﬁerg included épéce,.utilitiesh
and data processing, purchasing, and accounting suppoftive services. We
wegg tol& that an indirect cost plan will be developed during the 1977
-fiscal year. These county exbensés will not be included in ;ur cost
figures for the school boa;d programlsince dollar amounts are unknown.
We will nete, however, that the txpense fﬁ;luded fo£ the manppweraplanning
unit is once again a conservative estimate.
We must now return to the Pinellas County Schdol Board to determine

if CETA, Title I expenditures reported’by that organization represented

the total speﬁ% during the year for attaimment of the benefits noted.

w
o

There was no charge for school board indirect costs included in the CETA;
Tital I expenditures reported for the year ended June 50th. Like the
manpower planning unit, however, the school board is involved in develop—»
ing an-i;direct 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 $8§3,670.07 of Title‘i fundé’
. ‘ "
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‘spent onlthe classroom training effort by the school board, the charge
for indirect costs for the year would be $39,411.69.

!. In our final cost calculation we will include this amount. to
indicate the expenseuto the county during the year for administrative
overhead’associated with the attainment of the benefits calculated ,
.previously. School board employees involved in tne CETA classroom

training program did require some supervisory and coordinative support

.

from other school board empLoyees not paid by grant funds. In addition,'
CETA funded employees Were 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 waf

]

not and will not be made), there is always some question of whether a

marginal cost actually occurred in the short runm. 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

costs would have occurred without the CETA program is not necessarily

’

X
a rationale for assuming no marginal cost in the short run. Thére may

e

still have been a short run marginal.cost as a result of opportunities
foregone. In the case of suppors\employees, tHey could have perhaps
perforned other functions,kylelding other benefits if not required to

aid in the CETA effort. “In the case of other in-kind contributions like
building space, or computer time, 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 correct:that the same costs
would have occurred without the CETA program. For example, another support
employee may have been required because of the program. o
‘ nd ‘ Sk
Ay Faleald
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The Pinellas County School Board provided other in-kind contributions

to the CETA ciassroom training program beyond the administrative overhead
mentioned above.' First, no rent was charged for office facilitieS‘used
'oy.the CETA .administrative unit. Second, no rent was charged for giass- -
siée program claeses 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’

. . £ ‘ - o
at county vocational aand technical. institutions. There were no payments
. ’ ~

. @ - . -
for in—kind contributions to these trainees in the form of instructor..'

’

eervices or classroom facilities.

It is probably correct that the three types of in~kind contributions

R

4

mentioned above involved little additional county expenditures for the

relevant time.period and also little loss of opportunities. If school
S .
Qf board planning is based on a continuation of these CETA activities,

”

however, these contributions will represent marginal costs in the long
run since the school board will have time to‘adjust the number of

fac%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, then these in-kind contributions will represent narginal costs
for the longer time period during which these inpute are variaoie.. This

R _ : & ot
does not mean, of course, that such additional expenses,are‘not warranted?

N

or beneficial. The same types of in-kind contributionsfare basically g4

available to other students.at county vocational and technical inStitu—

tions. : T B ‘

‘&

3 D

At this point, we must also mentioné%épouple of factors whichbcould

| . A

be used to justify minor reductions in the cost of training calculations

™~
o L
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for the school board. These adjustments Will not se made, Q9wever, on -
tbe_sasissghar they are.minor and that eaough'of setting adjustments
in theaother direction have been ignored. 2?

: 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,means the amounts reported as.Title‘I expenditures for
thelr salaries were somewhat higher than the true costs associated‘witﬁ

their Title I efforts. The schoel board is developing a method for

< apportidning these personnel costs to the different CETA titles in the.

:geeéﬁa, approximately $36,000;00 of equipment with a %feful life
longer than one year was pu..hased during the year by the‘school board,
primarily froﬁ Section 112 funds. Throughout this sEde we have used '
the capital budgeting teehniqué of taking accountlof expenditures as ~
"costs'" when they occur.22 These de not corfespond to cecsts (e#ﬁbﬁses)v
for one year in income statements of private enterprises, where bnly'

-

some fraction (for depreciation) of.capital expenditures are,ipcluded.
The capital budgeting techniques used hgre also take accoﬁht of all

future benefits, however, whereas income statements do not consider

returns to be received beyond the one year period.

21Title 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

.. g ures were assumed to occur -when funds were encumbered
iﬁ'cases wi'J_'cash outlays were delayed until after June 30, 1976. )
The assumpti®h is that the slight time difference has no significant *.{ R
effect on the present value calculations used:’ RO

Expf
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We correctly applied capital budgeting techhiques in using all
current expenditures as the costlfigure with which to compare the
present value of all future incremental benefits, regardle8s of when
recéived.‘ (The capital 5eing purchased with curreﬁt éxpenditd}es
is in' the form of the human resdurceé developed, aAd thggé are expected
to provide long term benefi;s.) We only assumed, howeﬁer; that futuré »
;ﬁcremental benefits will accrue to thgﬁe trained'during.tﬁ; year

ended'June»BO, 1976, as a resulé’of expenditures during that year. -
This is not correct@;f one:considérs thatvequipmgnt purchased during
ktij time.period will result in incremental benefitS<;p clients
recdiving training in future periods. l B

Of course, it is also ;orrect that some ﬂenefits expected to
.accrue to those trained during the year eﬁded June 30th (and as a
result of training recé;ved duriné Fha;,time‘periodj did not result
from the expenditures reported forljhat year. Approximately $25,000
of equipment purchased with Title I and other Federal funds in
previous time periods was also utilized during‘the year énded June 30,
19;6. Because ﬁhe amount~of equipmenf purchased in that year was
large relative.to the total amount utilized, however, it has
probably resulted in a slight understatement of future benefits fof
the total amount spent. In other words, the incrementaa benefits to-
gg'deductedwfrom the recent trainees for past.expenditures‘ére pfo—
bably less than those which should be added for future trainees as a
resﬁlt of expenditurgs'during the July 1, 1975 - Juné‘30, 1976, -

time period. This is the same as a sliéht overstatement of costs

3
P
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for the benefits used in our calculations.

With this discussion of other CETA and non-CETA costs édmpleteé?jﬁ

’ R T
the adjustments noted in the preceding pages can be made and nggfité"

s . 7. L ‘\‘:.:\: I
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 Schéol Board ($39,411.69)
.are added to the CETA repo;ted,expenditd?é of $883,670.07 for.the
school board, the total cost of the program becomes $975,574.84:‘

. .
Dividihg the program's average daily enrollment of 135 into this
adjusted total cost figure yields a new cost per client of $7,226.48
fG?\Qgg year in the program. On a“monthly basis this is $602.21
per trainee.

When the monthly cost is multiplied times 7.4 momths, we arrive
at a new average cost of $4,456.35 each for the3152 clients. who
terminated from the school board program during the ye;r. This
amount must then be multiplied by three to compensate for the apéroxi-
mate two out of three participants for whom no futu;e benefits ére
expected. The resultant éost of $13,369}OS canlﬁe compared with
the three ﬁ;egént value of benefits estimates made prévibusly
(326;941.32, $14,486.78, and $11,676.85). And if these benefits
are stated infterms of one dollar of the new cost, the benefit-cost‘
ratios are $2.02;\$l.O§, and $.86 respectively to one dollar. The

‘first two estimates yieldxbenefits greater than costs, while the

last one shows costs exceeding benefits.

57
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By expanding these ratios we are now able to estimate total
beﬁefits 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 forAfhe total $975, 574.84 spent during the year are
$1,970,66} .18, $1, 053 620.83, and $848,750.11 respectively. This
$975,574 .84 figure represents the expense of carrying 135 hypothetical
clients for an average of one year each in the program (equivaleqr
to 219 clienrs fer rhe 7.4 month averege of those who termiqated).

Of course, a small amouht of each besefit estimate must now
be attributed to the county overhead (insirect) cost imputed for the
school board CETA unit. Since the benefit-cost retiqs developed

apply equally to each dollar of cost, the total benefit estimates

!
n

above can easlly be divided into benefits expected from this rounty
cost and benefits'expected from QETA expenditures.

Although other in-kind eontributionsAof the Pinel;as County
':;iSchoor Board wergidiscussed,'only the 4.46‘percent for adminis- N
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 ::‘EEe way of 1ncre-
mental costs for the county during the time period examined. As

f

noted previously, however, these in-kind contributions will repre-
sent marginal costs of the county in the longer.zun if the CETA \\

program and its partieipants (for example, FTE's\ generated by CETA v
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" We began w1th CETA classroom training expenuitures reported by

the Pinellas County School Board for the year ended June 30, 1976,
($883,670.07) and information regardiné the number of.nef?icipents
N 3

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) od.
one year ($6,545.70) in the program} .

~ Benefits could not be directly determined for all o( the train-
ing which took place within this time period, however, since many
of those trained were st111 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 year. 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)
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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 gotal expenqiture for the year.
Actually, threeﬁdifferent 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 reméinder of this summary will be devoted |
P :
to some of the procedures and assump;ibhé'ﬁsed to arrive at these estimates.
First, however, we should notf;}hat these benefit-cost ratios were only
preliminary. They were based only on reported CETA expenditures by the
" school board. The analysié 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.Jﬁne 30, 1976,
benefits were first estimated for only 70 clieﬁts. A percentage of the
bengfits estimated for the group of 70 was then imputed for the other 82.
Thié percentage'was based on the Felative sizes of the two groups and
the relative percentages of¢c;ients in each groupnwho Eompleted training
i

(32 percent in the group of 82.Qérsus 40 percent in the group of 70).

.- (|
The benefit-cost ratio for the smaller group of 70 alone would not have

v

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 important !

in ability to obtain related employmené. . ﬁh

This technique for projecting resul;s for those without final - ﬁg
aispositions was probably a generous one. Only the smailer percentage
with ;raining completed was allowed té reduce expected r;sults. 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. 1In addition, projections were not lowered on the basis o{'thosé
in this group being generally less employable--a possibility suggested

by the fact that theyéwéfe still seeking employment whereas some trainees

obtained employmehﬁ immédiately after termination from the school board

~

program. L
2

o

Benefi%s fof the }0 clients with final dispositions were based
on th%fﬁrésent values of future 1incremental wages for those who OBE;;ned
related'employment.; Iﬁcf%mental wages were de;ermined by the differ2§§es
between the c¢lients' wages in their last previous employment (adjusteé
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

. X .
those obtaining unrelated empfoyment were not Included as benefits,

—~
N\

. and the mean inc;ease for thisugroup was used as the upward adjustmeng
factor mentioned above for‘those recelving related employment.
Incrementa; wages fof those receiving jobs related to their training
were projected throughout the exggcted work lives of the trainees, wiph
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
61
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T

oh a d;ffe;ent discount rate ;pa a différent ;ssumption regarding future
unemployment for trainees. Thesé were noted as only examples of the

' mapy”different ratios posSibleAwith different discount and unemploymenﬁ
rate ass?mptions. By showing more than one example, the. importance of
small absolute changes in thése 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 (;ee footnote to Table 8) added approximately $.19 per hour to -
average incremenﬁal hourly wages fo; clients obt;ining related employﬁent. ¥
Without' this one client, benefit—éost ratios would have been significantiy}d‘
lower.

9

School Board Classroom Training Program Conclusion

In concluding our diséussion of the sc¢hool board's class?oom training
program, we believe it is importa#t to mention some different perspectives
for evaluating the benefit-cost ratios combuted. These ratios w;rg
developed to indicate direct economic benefi:s (for traiqeés) per dollar
of total costl

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.studyj ‘of the CETA classgoom

training prograﬁ BTl v

L]

. 14
used for this measurement was e economic benefits expected for CETA

participants. Although this may aaf\be~ghé only impact, it was assumed
to be the primary purpose of the program. For this reaSon, and also

/r " because of more difficult problems of measurement, psychological benefits
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of training were not considered.‘ In d%termining the overall desirability -
of the program from the county or staté's perspective, however, these
additional economic and psychological benefits may belimportant.

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-tgathe program wére
for trainee subsistence allowances and supply and material fées.norﬁally
paid by vocational arid technical institution students theﬁselves, the
ratios developed in this study are more reflective of the true total cost
involved in obtaining vocational and technical education benefits. kThe
point we are making is that the personal costs which stu@engs would incur-
without Federal assigtance have been included here. Therefore, eveﬁ if
the benefits per dollar‘of county cost are less for this program, the
benefits per dollar of cost torthe‘county and its residents_may be greater

|
because residents trained avoid some personal éxpgnses. Many of these.

=)

residents would not be able to obtain training othérwise. This is another
~consideration in determining the‘desirabiiitj of the pfogrém from the
éOUnty or state's point of view.

Second, since only short run marginal costé were considered in the
calculation of our ratios, the value of some county in-kind contributions
to. the CETA effort were not included.in the total cost figure used. It
Vaé conciuded that théy represented little in the.way af incremental

expenses for the county‘in the short run. As mentioned, however, this
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will‘not hold true iq;the longef run if CETA participants are éilowed to
affect requirements fér 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 tét{l’cost will be lower.

It should be remembered thét, basically, these in-kind coptributiong
are the same as»those for regular students at county vocational and
technical institutions. When classés are origin;ted for CETA participants,
these county contributions areﬂéctually somewhat less since CETA funds
are used to pay salaries of instr;ctors. In these cases, the prbblem
of eqﬁity in the distribution of state funds ariées;

In‘Pinellaé County, the number of FTE's (Full Time Equivalent
Students) 1is currently calculétea without. a separate catego;y‘for CETA
students. Since FTEﬂs genera?ed from these classe; originated for CETA
clients do not require the normal expenses for the county, the amount of
state funds received exceeqs that which is necessary. Those counties
with large CETA progr;ms 6f this type will benefit more than others froml
this disparityQ |

A separate accounting for FTE's generated by all CETA participaﬁts

'is also desirable for planning purposes if total FTE's are the basis
for determining future requirements for instégﬁtors, bﬁi;ding space,
etc. It should prove an aid for decision making if planners are able
to project future needs separately for regular programs and CETA
programs. An estimate of the.loﬁg run marginal cost of the CETA
program could then be ﬁadé. |
OTHER TITLE I PROGRAMS IN PINELLAS COUNTY .,

In order to provide a comprehensive view 6f the CEIA;-Title'I

effort in Pinellas County, a brief description of other programs and
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N
expenditnres will be presented here. The previous section dealing with
the Pinellas County School Board classroom training program also contained
information regarding programs and expenditures for the Pinellas |
0pportunity Council and the Florida State ﬁmployment Service - CETA
units. -Although all of their expenditures were reported asl"Serwices to
Participants" in Table 2, some of theiservice activitiesnof 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 expendituresbf
wereolisted for three other organizations-in Table 2, Actiwities 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 board Manpower planning unit activities were, of course, associated
with all of the Title I programs in the county, with the total administrative
.

cost of $39,526.04 apportioned to each on the basis of the relative

&
sizes of their expenditurés.

On-The-Job Traini;gﬁProgram, Opportunities Industrialization Center,
Gulf Coast Carpenter's Union Program g : ‘

v

The total Title I expenditure for the.On—The—Job Training (OJT)-
v 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

T the remaining $87,660.14 expended in the "On-The-Job Trainingu .program

i category ' o * : .

The type of classroom instruction varied with the different

s Q

subcontracts. Table 2A in Appendix I contains an expense breakdown by

subcontractor for bothsprogram categories. (See Table- 3A 1in Appendix E

-
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for a cost catégory breakdown for each subcontractor.) In some cases,
instruction was contracted with private firms, while in others it was
providediby employers. The classroom training segment of this program

was either a prerequisite for the OJT involved or a supplement to dt.

1

ot The delivery system for the OJT effort was adminigtered through

Suncoast Metropolitan, Inc. until October 11, 1975.’»Thr6ugh a contract
with the_manpbder'cogsortium, this private, non-profit corporation

agreed to markét and administer OJT subcontracts in behalf of the consortlum.

3

The program, in this form, was not considered succ‘isful, and théjéonsortium

assumed direct administration of the OJT effort on January 1, 1976.
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.

It was reported that 127 participants terminated from the program

during the year, with 41 éntering employment. Chanégs in wages from
last previous employment werg‘only repoyted'for-3§~bf the 41 who entered
employment, and thgsé changes;were in terms of-wage ranges. The égg
effect was that 9 of the 36 ﬁoved iﬁto higher saiagy ranges in th;&r new
employment whereas 3 received lower ﬁaggs.f Withvthe information

feadily available it is difficult to deter;ine if tﬁié is\a'significant'

improvement in wage levels. Of course, it should be noted once again

thi‘ka very high ﬁercentage of these trainees were -unemployed when -

’

entering the program.
The Opportunities Industrialization Center (OIC) was a .program

e
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-

. designed to provide tra1ning, job development, and placement services in
Pinellas County. The $48,044.26 classroom training expenditure shown
in Table 2 for the July 1, 197% - Juné 30, 1976, time peridd was basically
: for_vocational'training in tzping and Keypunch. Instructors were employed
for these courses on an hourly basis. Some motivation training waﬁaalso
involveQ‘in the overall effort of this organization. Including the
,$44,159.84 expenditure in the "Services to Participant;" category, the total
Title I cost during -the year was $92,204.10. o,
The 0IC program’was not in operation on June 30, 1976: It was con-
sidered ineffective by the manpower consortium and was terminated'
April 24, 1976. Ddring the time.of operation in the year~epded June 30,
1976, 178 participante were servédlby 0IC. -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.'ﬁFor these «
reasons, employment statistics forIOIC clients will not be included.
. The entire Title I expenditure‘of $16,479.5q.for the Gulf Coast
Carpenter's Union program appears‘ﬁn the "CEassroom Training" category
in Table 2. This is a new program which only began March 12 1976. The

train1ng provided is in welding, with Participants being prepared for the

Certified Welder examination. One instruc

for alcontract"total of.$9,000.00, and classroom spacd&\has been donated
by the Gulf Coast District Council of Carpentere.

The prime sponsor (consortium) has waived the economically dis%d—

“

vantaged eligibility criterion for this program. Partdcipants, however,

. | ; ' 67
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must still be unemployed or underemployed Seventeen clients were en-
c P
‘rolled in the program during the period ended June 30, 1976, with two termin—

+°

" ating non-positively and 15 ‘still in training on June 30th, With no one

—

 completing iraining during the time period examined, there were, of course,

'

no _employment results to be reported. ’ S ‘ .
. : 2 A‘ ?-
Pinellas County Work Experience Programs \ " ol ! :
— . _ L e
The total amount of CETA Title I funds spent for work experience

programs in P1nellas County was $667 066 32 (see Table 2) Excluding the

P

'maﬁpower planning unit allocation for administration ($13 755.06), these @gﬁ
\.‘
expenditures came from two sources. The Pinelbas Municipal'Work Experience

K3

program aceounted for&$4l6 738 26 of Title L, spending during the* July'l 23975 -

s -

' June 30 1976, tdme period, and_youth work experience programs at tgzl*inellas

Co.nty School Board added another $236 573 00 . - - L

. ;“ Table 2B in Appendix I contains a: breakdown by cost category for the
o . -
‘different municipalities who participated in the municipal work experience

grogram. The Florida State Employment Service and the Pinellas County ‘*_j\

'are-also showr’ by cost c tegory in this table All expenditures were for’

- 0
S T

wages or fringe benefits for clients, except for $7, 308 00 of admfnistration
r , » /

-

5

o

# expense 1in St. Petersburg All subgrantees probably made in-kind cont{izutiods

to the program, but no cost estimates are available for these. A;he prdgram

v
-

no longer exists under,Title.I in Pinellas-County. Some segments were s
% * )
" g : ’ - -
terminated as early as August 31, 1975, and all were terminated by September 15,

L . 3 - . . N ~f . e g
Cad . N

Thisaefﬁgrt was designed to provide a large number of short term

emergency job opportunities in’ the public sector. A total of 463 R

. . r,"..

"participants were served during the year ended June 39 1976 with types of

. - .
. . . P
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h_gmom laborers to clerk typf@ts4§nd accomlfants.
AN vy “ ) i -/"‘_.-' ‘(")éi - .

Of the 463-served *55 were yted a{ gn;eringJem Lo ent after termination e

< ,;'

_from the program aBO were listed as nbngpositi ,,‘Eghinations, and 32&

JObS provided: rang

i"/'

«.5 )

iwere indicated as=other positive terminations;w

.J‘ % “.‘

- 'were transitioned into programs funded by other CETA.ﬁitles.
e : Wi
L The Pinellas County School Board also conductylifﬂﬂitle work

..\

r

‘ost of the latter category

.

aged yduths. The

experience efforts&designed to aid economically d

7y
Vo iy ,',

'Neighborhood‘Youth Corps—Ianchool program is for those stfl&,enrolled in

—public schools
; _Neighborhood:_ ;fiﬂi
hage whoigéedhig'
‘ror worhﬁpxperieﬁce programs at the school board during the year ended
L ‘June 30 119;6‘:;:A§hown in Table 4. Wages and fringe benefits for clients
. re;uiréggéng' GO (69vpercent) of the total expenditure.
B fkyf Ddinngiehe ’uly l“ l§7§ - June 30, 1976 time period 4?0 youths were
,%'served”byut{ e programs. Jobs which were provided ranged from fpod service
- IR T S

f_ s aids to_teathﬁrs alds and clerical aids. OnH§ 20 of these entered

4“ -

;pon termination from the programs, and°for 15 of them, wag"
g N . ~ 23 v
‘Wweré the..sdme as i:\\thve\.'luagx.te‘)previous,45-::lmployment.v..~

o ’ Jo

l;f,'f"i" B ' ‘ A
S
/\. K. T . '
~
23 A \ . ) '% v .- ~‘ ~ 7. "“. “
The Pinella$ County—St Petersburg Manpower Consortium, pp 8,  ®

and correspondence with Mt. Edward L. Lachman, Coordinator Pinellas County \’
_ Manpower and Criminal Justice,Planning Units. .




»l

HERNANDO COUNTY

Hernando County was selected for g&is study bgcause it is a

"balance of‘%he stase" county. Thls‘means that Ehe population of the
county 1s.too small for it to be a prime sponso;;t Therefore, the

statéﬂof Florida fs-the'prime sponsor(—nd—‘
hensi; Manpower Services is in charge o

come into the county. The Pasco-Hernand “Commun,ty College also
recelves Section 112 (of Title I) fundsidirectly from the sgate.

\

,Tables 11 and 12 summarize the expendituresfby program and'cost cate-

gorles “for Hernando County. ;“W[ o N
» # o ’:' b '
"The organlzatlonal structure of)the CETA Title I Program is very.

/"
A
straight forward. The flow of funds is to the CompreEfnsive Manpower

Servites or the Pasco—Hernando Community College." The funds go directly

to the. agency Or the College and the report% 8o back to the Std%e .

Offlce of Manpower Planning, with reports also being made to Hernando

{

. County'Commissioners and the appropriate school officials. "The, em-

T

L’"\-/*p1§Xees JT the Coﬂpregsnsive Manpower Services are considered to be
employed by the .county but paid out qg the grant._ Hernando County
S % . .

- proyides in-kind serviceg to the Comprehensive Manpower Services iﬁ &&
. ':hg,v /o , 28

{ form of‘rent—free_qﬁﬁdce space,,gater, and e}ectricity. The office
. , R (4" R s ! :

equipment was acgq d from government:surplus, Title I and Youth

’

N Seyrvices funds. _ R

4

\\‘\; v Since‘the primary ¢oncern of our invest&gation 1s.classroom train-

. ~ ‘Q LA
\ ‘ing the funds whlch we are interebced in are‘glassroom education and

M

Section 112 funds. In Hernando County this totals $72,049.35., During

the time period of our study ‘(July 1, 1975 - June 30 1976) the program-

~
. *was just beg%hnlng. JThe first clients were admitted into the program
CoL v - A '
_ , . ) * _ .
o0 . vy R : 70 — . T k"'
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% (g, TITE T REROITRIS IR HERNANDO B -
o COINFY, JULY 1, 1975-T0RE 30, 1976 | -
! (MWMWWHW%WWW e R
for Each Organization) S Y’
: h Vbcationél
o Classrom ~ Onthedob - Vork - . Beatin
\ Otganization - Total Tradnlng Training | Experience“"‘F Funds
- , o AA o
Comprehensive Nampower  $124,333.82  §57,289.31 $25552.84- - $64ihéi.6]ﬂ‘ ’~'$ﬂ;;;)q\{‘, ";; i'
Services : , L ";" CULr | ! - 4

’
| \'
. b 4y
. i
\
v‘ R L
'
¢ ' ) ', !
. ey

Pasco-fernando © . ]A,?ﬂLOA -
Comnunity College

o 0139,093.86 1&9.31 |




SRR &,
g v /
, ; |
" TE 2
, | oo (EM, TITLE I EXPENDITURES FOR HERNAIO
) ©OOTY, JIY 1, 1975-IU88 30, 1906 e
- ’ * (Expenditures by Cost Category SN
~ for Each Organization) L
—— +
) | o
y Fringe
Mt Allovanges  Tages to | Beefits  Tralning  Service
Organization Ttal fstratin  toClents  Clients  toClients  Costs o Clients
P -~ ' I |
3 ' ‘ = *, /. ""
Comprehensive  $104, 3.2 0,009 9,600 §7,95501 §1,18.90

N fepover
?\\\*\gsfvices o

G5,005,55  $1,75%.58

Pasco:ﬁéngggdo 14,76Q%,?’ l3652.ﬁb - - L 1L,LE - L8
Gpmaity\ - L - SRR
Colle/ge \\ - v . / §

m }139@86 WS WLIRS L% 6800 SO S8




J

There were 11 carry-overs from a previous three

J

September 1,.d47@%”
county cooperative program who were brought into the new program on’ _

[ ) i.
that date. The portion of. expenditures for 5y3“:wo month period ap-

plicable to Hernando County has not been included in the tables

mentioned previously or comnsidered in this sfudy‘ Because the program .
in Hernando County is small it was decided to gather pertinent informa-
" ‘ tion directly from the clients' files. This enabled us to derive the

total amount of client trainin® time received for the money spent. The
P )
employﬁenu and training data are illustrated in TFable 13. This table

is important because it.summarizes the before, during, after school,

»

and employment data of:all the clients %ho were in the program through-

Gy, out-"the period under investigation. n essence, this table indicates
e . .
the results or benefits of the expenditures shown in Tables ll and 12.
Files of 72 clients who had entered the program between July 1,

L f) .,

1975 and June 30, l976“Were viewed, Of the 72 clients, 36 (50 percent)
“ (\
‘I'\l'

" »
-.> . were still in the p ogxam on June. 30 1976 26 (36 percég%) were non-

positige termlnations, 8 (11 percent) were employed and thefe were 2
(3 percent) dnter—governmental transfers. };Itgwas noted, through the
~ e ‘f - i
S examination of the files, that a large percentage of the non—positiye _
! o "'l'.__l'- ‘{' . % ..?1 5 v

.g-73 terminations were due to clients moving out of the area. This may indigt -

Qcate thatvé higﬁ percentage of the cliengs served ip this county are in

’i-

Y ‘Q

% " a transient category. ~None of the.Qight who found jqbs can be clas— -
?’ 8= . S

vé:age 1en§th °f stay in the Pr°8fam by thas,e/ who  got Jobs Wa""
i} "

with'&'of the 8 staying Just l montHs

AT

Therefore, it

. is doubtful "t:-ha'

‘ more data were available.

t

et
V"“-./'
"";" - ,._'__._.A,',_.r,__ T
. . B e ‘ .

/(7 ' [ o
L .




TABLE 13
EMPLOYNENT AND CLASSROOH TRRINING DATA FOR
CLIENTS TN THE HERNANDO COUNTY COMPREHEM-

7L

—

L SIVE WARPNRR SERVICES PGS

JULE 1, 1975 « JUNE 30, 19761

a sy
/ SR Approx, S
. {w Economic Tine, {n |
last Previous Wage New Wege  Characteristic | Training Type of Type of -
Occupatfonal Title Rate Occupational Title's Rate  Upon Entrr Dates in Program  Program Training Terafnation
1. Cashier . 1.5 Disadvantage"d 011 76 06/30/16 & U3 mos  Secretarial Seience 3
. Office Supplies Sales 1,00 l}nemployed 03/29’76 06/30/76 3 nos ' ! ' f
3, Vaitress 15 . " Cmnesns 5 s v v
B Sender a0 - L W s ws " v
St T . WG 1w Csmetalgy |
G lecher'shd 0 , S 0TS 0B306 9 ms Adult Edvcation
"1 Caser 2.10 \ | ‘ i Di's(acmantaged Q18/76-06/30/%6__4 1/2 ws _Secretarial Science ’
§. Maintenance 2.5 3 ] Studaa\t 02/17/76- 06/39/76 [ 1/2 pos  Construction Trades "
G, Nolerk bistory - lnetplojed __0Q(18/76-06/30/15 4 1J2 mos _Adult Bducation i
Mg G ' OOUT6060/76 5 e Sectetardal Sctence
1, \I'ﬁbvté:" . 210 " 02/02/ 16-06/30/76 5 mos #Construction Trades
12, Sotial Hork - 1,60 41 : 02/(22/76 06/30/76 5 meg - _" "
13, Cook A T 4oL/ 16-06 3 ms Sectetarial Science :
16, Mo Work History - . : \ Part-tine F:mp 02/18/76-06/30/76 & 1/2 mos  Adult Education
15, Linch Ad 2;16 KUnemployed 03102/ 76-06/30/76*‘L mos" Secretartal Science i
16, Nurse's g LYY’ VX, P s
. Cek'sd 000 . W 5 ws 8 'L v
8. Blecteictan's helper 3,75 LT /jtlaoai 04 o ewriity
19. %o Ho‘rk Bistory -- S 09/01 ?5-&&31/752 o ,m@ ' Secre;a;ial Science ' Fon Posltlve |
20._In Coder Opevator 2. N /1/?6~0& Rl w " " Inter CETA Trans,
. 2 | T , z :




S L

1, b otk llisjtm - nenployed  02/20/76-06/31/76 & 12 s Adult Bducation "
2. Sevlng 5 K 00/01/15-06/21/%62 3 mos  Secretarlal Sclence
1. Cat Dotat ork L% Rart-tine Enp. 09/01/75- /19’/7 312 mos A A, Depree ‘ n.‘Jdn‘l’qsiti’ﬁe
2, Teachet's Atd 1.80 Unemployed 'ﬂ 2/03/76- 6/30/76 5 mos Secretarial Science .
15, _Roof Man _ 1,85 ! 09/26/75-00/05/78 3 mos* Construction Trades  on Fositive
2, Pnnter'a% .05 ! < 02/03/76-08/30/ 7% 5. ms - Secretarial Sclence
2. Matatenance X v M Uim Costetin oo Posie
2. Laborer 3.8 ! 02/02/76@‘18/?6 llé - None ‘ Non Positive .
19, Stock Girl L10 . 03075813 ek 9 Secretarial Science |
30, Laborer 225 o 03/29/76-06/30/76 3 - o Constructi(r)nw T T
I ol g L) ' WSS 5 ws Kbk Bt __on po;jﬁve”‘ .
3. Sewing Olgerator L0, " QYT 1 m Sone. Q Non l’osihve
33, Sales Girl 1,00 3 " 4,10/26/75 06/30/76 8 mé Secretarial Scienc“?-j |
3._Housekesper - " ©OOURIG006 5 mog " " _
35 _Waityess 2,00 ' sl 10 m, "' rMbleside
3%, _Cashler 200 " 10/00/75-06/01/76 8 mos _ Adult Education “ Yon Positive
37 Maintenance Ald . .10 ! 03/01/76-05/17/76 2 1/2 mqﬁiﬂstruction ___Yon Posfrive
B Hushroon Mekir .00 " 12/01/75-03/26/76 & mos tAdult Education”  Mon Bositive |
0. Waitress 2,00 ! 09/0275-03/22/78% 7 mos Secretarial Scfence " "
oy Innkeeper ] 4 i 92#?{[75-12/31/75 4 mos  Secretarfal Sclence " "
il Jabor g o LIS T e b b D
. Habitenance Md 'VZJ.le | ! 02027 6-05/18/76 3 1/2 mos  Construction Non Positive <
43, Truck Debver 200 "o o9/oz/75~09,u/752 33 s@mmm et
| - .9
N v x . .

TABLE 13 CONTINUED
Approx.
Economdc Time in |
Last Previous Wage  New Wage Characteristlc - Training Type of Type of-
Occupational Title Rate Occupational Title  Rate  Upon Entry . Dates in Program  Program Training
\ \

Terninatith




oL

b ‘ . ’",a
' L TEED OMIND v. .
g e |
e gy } :
“ApproxX, - ,A(m J Yoo
, , Economde ' Time in . F'w S0
Last Previous Wage New . Wage Characteristlc . Tralndng Type"o’ ' Type of
| Occupational Title Rate . Occupational Title .  BRate’  Upon Entry “Dates {n Progran  Program Training Termination
.M"’Laborer LY ‘ : Unemployed 03/01/76 06/30/16° &  mos _Construction L "I
(5, Asst. Store Mampe: 1.0 ’ ! e 1w ' Non Positive 5
b, Bpoof opebitor 2% o OIS 2w Secretrtal Selewce " "y
T, Tk bver 1 L3 s 1 we ety o
@ Cook  f 200 o ' LS/T50L/30/76 L 12 os' Dats Procdssing "0 " )
49 Food Caterer 100 e \ | " OO0 1w LawEn[orcement_:#:; M
\-.J‘ ' .
5. Afd . s L0 N L 0k09/78-06/30/76 2 2/3 mos  Secretarial Science
Sy baid 168 A 02/18/76-06/30/76 & 1/d mos Secretarial Science ‘ L
5. Janltor 200 N A v 03/23/76-05/20»7.6 (1 oo Comstruction . NonPositive
. \ ! ‘ ‘ .
3, None. S * X" _ QOI/T606/%/16 2 mos Adult Edueatin - ' ",
44, Laborer Y o e060/T6 6 12 0s  Construetion
—~ . . [
5, Yurse's Aid 3,50 " 05/13/76-06/30/76 ~ 1/2mo~ Cosmetology =
‘ — : ‘ \ \
5. Inserter 1.65 '-_T ' " L0l L mo Adult Education : Non Positive
57. Hosoital Worker . L6y - o R [ I 0/0/506007% 8 ms " & ‘ ’ )
T "icker L , ! 0620160613006 2 1/3n0s Comstruction | | '
, . ‘ A -
59, None - et 09!0 U5-10/13/152 2 1/2 nos Secretardal Sclence  Yon Positive :
£0._Yone - Lo e QA8 2 oos Conserctih o
," ™ i . . o v - ] !
61, Handyman L. " : " 0L/22/76-06/30/% 5 mog " ,
62, Mangover A4 10 L o 04/07/76 0/39/76 123 mos Secretarfal Science ﬂ ' .
) y K ‘ W ' v
63. Cachler . .0 | L R U T "l Posttive
gh, Rock Industry 2,00 Rock Ihdustrf Yo e 3 04/08f76-05/03/76 1 w0~ Construction: “ﬁ' Found Eaployoent
83.. Maid o e Mald AL \ 09/01/75-10/03/ 152 1” 'm0 Adult Education ~ " !
, . : . , { . .
69, WeighMaster ¢ 260, Laborer .58 i - 3 T5-0113 0/76 o " !
- IR I ) ) ;" .
‘ l’%‘ = . ] \ [ [
95 .“.'.'. o 1 B ! 3
4 ‘ "‘i')“”“:‘ ¢ e \ ! 96
| .o /
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I | TABLE 13 CONTINUED | ;o
‘ ‘ Vo i
r I
o ‘ ‘ L /7 . )
r i } o ‘elp ' ' ’ \\. ' L ' ' Approx. | ‘ )
' ! .o r o Bononle. Tine fn K : '
-Last Previous Waee Nev age . (hatacterste ) . Tradning Type of e of
. Occupatio:al Title Rare‘ Occupational Title Rate f Upon Entry ~ Dates in Progran ° Progran Tratning | Ternination
‘ " a0 ‘ II ‘ ) ‘ .
| 81, Lashier L1 ! ! Unemployed' 0’/1072‘0 [, 1f0os Construction  Found Foployeent -
B8, Snipptng Clerk, Ao no ! " '09/0 Ljos1s 1 nos - Welding [nter GUV‘trTfa@
69, Cab Drlver k L0 Laborr aN " UT-10/0805 b o "/" | Found Ecplogtent
" 0. Look RER Y N W S {50842 we e Bhwtion 1
. L ~ K D
1. Waitress o] | ?] ! WO e Secretarial Sclene "'
70, ook M / v 09/0L/15-10/08/75 1 113 bos ‘Secrerarial e " " 1'
r . . )

lThe number of clients represented by thls Table is slig\ ydifferent fron the data presented by the ProgrameParricipaﬂharacrersitscs reprts o

Thig has probablv been caused by the fact that when we took our data from the £l les, some of the clients' folders were i the desks f the employerrs. L
Throughout this teport we:shall use the nunber of 72 because * most fatrly represents the progran. | @J coo
X Cov L o
Mhere vas a s‘mall, program‘with three county.participat'ionruhich ended August 25, 1975 and eleven clients vere cartied forward and placed In the ).

U 0gral, ' ’ ‘
cureet CTH roge 3 o \ ]
\j ’ I ‘
N | ’ f / o -
’ \ ' Y /
\ ' " . M 4 !
i I N f " , \
' 1
p { | ( |
,. ‘L -
' 1 ' 'C)';'
\ .' ‘ ! [ .’ ! [ ‘
. 4 ’
, ] ! \ , , ‘Y
4 )i / . ' 9
n ' ] ”I P -
L ! |
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o . 4
.;) The cost data per client month is of interest. Dur®ng the time

period of our study the Comprehensive Manpouer Services delivered .

. : o
258.52 client months of training. Thus, the 4verage length of time

5: YJ Af_or'each client in the programbuas 3.59 months. Of courseyit'is_
ekpected that a large percentage-of'the 3§:who were in the'program on
:June¢30,.l?7§,and are now iniholdingiwill continue with their vocaf
v L tional training‘as new grant funds become available. (Nonetheless, ' S

'~ since we know the amount of money/spent to ‘train these clients“n ) . ¢
the time in months of attendance, we are able to devise a cost per per-
son and’; cost per client nonthg;\The average cost oer person in the

' program nas_$l,000369; while the average cost per client month was

$278.70.

fd} The clientrcharacteris cs includiné educational data are,p:;‘ , N

sented ip Table 14.. Thif table shows that 49 or 68 percent of the 72
. a o~ - . -

clients ﬁere\beéb. This differs from the PinellasﬁCqunty'School Board -

»

! L ~
¢ where there were more male clients ‘than women. The majority of:the
clients were?black; 41 out of the 72, with 35 of the blacEggbeing
fémale. The aées'apd educdlional levels were close to those found in

Pinellas County. 0f the 72 clients,- 39 or 54 percent had‘completed
o 1 ¥ .
high school or the equivalent. Only one of the clients was over 44

years of age and 25 wepe below the age of 22. . ‘ \\

0

aIt is impossible to derﬁfe a benefit-cost ratio for Hernando
v ‘County. The costs aéSociated with training the 72 clients are known

' > .
. -

<,and have been detailed above. The only addition to these would be the ///
o
g imputed ‘value of the "in kind" services provided to the Comprehensive/,/-

- ; Manpoger Services by the county. These in kind services would increase
@

.costs by only a small amount./ But the benefits are not known and the

!’

. sample is too sdhllq'.Only 8 clients who have been in the program have

| <78 “,99/
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TABLE 14

! CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS AND EDUCATIQN DA -
FOR HERNANDO COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE, P
MANPOWER SERVICES PROGRAMS ' - &
JULY 1, 1975-JONE 30, 19761 . .
: 1 2 t“wi - I
—
| Sex of Client . L@e ﬂ"f Race L Education
1, B 20-4d B __High School {
2 T ' P . HighSthool
3 - F &2-&& W Bth ’grade or under
3 ¥ i 3 High School
5, F -4 B L.
Y ; T noo
1 N W ¥ 0 vt
. . \
8, - N 1801 W oo
3, 3 " y0-bis B Gehllth
. 10. . o B0, W " . High School
‘ 11, LN 2-id\ k W "o
. 3 ¥ ~
12, ) 7 22-44[ | B A
s i g N B IR
16, B -4k B ] 9th-llth
15, F b Ty
| 6 F 80 . High School ©
1, P ad 0" e
8. N 18-21 E thellth .
19, P 20-44 W Bth grade or under
' 10, ¥ 20144 B High Sthool
! ¥ sk ¥ Yllth
o | ¥ B0 B  gthellth.
| 2. : B 204 I High School.
ERIC Pt m L.
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\
X “TABLE 14 CONTTNUED

AN \ ' i

S , — !
: Sex pf'Cli;:Er‘“ﬁ‘- kge Race‘ - Education ;Rf

50, | : T

- B High School
s, CLF L 18-l p 9th-lith _
52. ” M | g 3 High School
s w ; geh-LLth
5., iM o 244, B ‘ 8£h grade or ﬁnder_
55, | P L -l W ' High School
56. | F %ﬁ 18-21 ‘I/ \I B\\“J ' 8th gradg’or under |
57, F e S N geh-lith
:‘58. ” N 20-44 - \ W 8th grade or uhdé?j
59, 3 1-44 ; thllth L
@ 60, R S () } High School
6L Wl peu W Bigh School
62, 1 18- B oo '
) 63. T 18-21 sy " /
( o, X 18-11 3 L |
65. F 20-44 W 8th grade or°under ,
k ;6. M 20~ W . High School |
) M 18-21 W , "o
/ A 68.. M -4 : W '9th-1%th
. 69. M 22-44 W 8th grade or under
0 3 g B ge-L1th
| IL F ‘ 3-44 L 9th-11th
12. F 20~44 B High School
IThe tumbers correspond to the emplo;ZZSt dataof/;he*previous Egble. | '&4 . | 3

o L 18
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Y h ' ThBLE 14 CONTINUED 5 S
| f,/ - ,/. _ L
L .
| Sex ?\fv Cligat Age Race . Edu'cati'or/f )
B et 22-'4'4 ~ w7 Y
| %, " F 22k “ B .High School
. N 1801 W v
2, v 181 I Othellih
29, RN ' F | .w 2-bh ' 8th‘gﬁr/ar1le or under
0. M 18-21 W . JHigh School
., P 18~,21 3 phellth
32, T Jﬂl»‘ B Cowellth
33, ‘ F ' 2@4‘4‘ ‘ B * _ High School
3, | F ,'.15;2'1 ’ B W N
b3, | T N 18-21 . W Sthwgrad\e or under
3%, P 244 '3 Oth-llth
.o X :f£18-21 B " Bigh Sghool_
iR F 22 b W~ Sth-lith
oy, ¥ ﬂzz m W Y+ High School
40, P 22 Ty B 9th-1th
Y ' ¥ 18—21 B High School
42, M - B L
. Sy 7‘1* "22 4 W 9th-I1th
4, N Yoy L 18-0] W gth-Llth
' 5. L g )22 m Ly 9th-11th
""" 46, LT i B _ High School
o Y , C/ M ‘ ‘:2'2.—44 K} i . Bth grade or under
| ' 48. . F 22{’-:44 B High School
o & M 18-21 W L
' v

v
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_ found employment. - Of the 8, it is clear that 4 were emp]bved‘in occu-
. : ) : i N \ :
pations which were not training related. In fact, 2 of the 8 raturned

to their old occupations after having been in the program for only a

month! Also, there is previous and current occupation data for only 2
*\\of thé 8, and neither of these is in'training'related Jjobad

The abpve should not be considered to mean that the Comprehensive
— ) . . .
Manpower Services has not been as successful as other CETA, Title I

. r .
training programs. The fact is, at this time, there are no measurahle .

economic benefits: The teader will recall that in the analysis of the:
N\\\\ benefit—-cost ratios of the Pinellas County School'Board it was empha-’

'sized that there 1s a time lag between benefits and costs. A number

<

of'the clients in Hernando County's program from Jdly 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- N

'

\fthe job training is that the Comprehensive Manpower Services is using a
voucher system. Instead of the Comprehensive Manpower Services finding

the olient a job which may not be in the area of his)gg“her interest, -
(_’ o
the client is given a voucher and finds a job in an area and company

where he\wishes to work. The voucher guarantées the employer a cer;T?}\\

amount of transfer payment for providing the on-the-job training. This

k_ﬁtng of a program seems to have a number of good points. FirSt it

\\\\\~allows the individual to learn and do the kind of job he wighes.
/o \\,
Second it may well reduce costs of'Poh placement. No longgr will the

Comprehensive Manpower Services spend%_heirj\ime finding employers who®

4

.are interested in participating ln4th -kind of a progran.

rogram is experimental,|it is

Since this on-the-job training

v

Vf be1ng privately implemented and evaluated by the Miami based onsulting

v

-
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©

Firm of Systems'in Education and Traiﬁing3 Inc. This program will not

be completed until, next year, so the results cannot be included in this

o b v
report. . . \ .
.
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY

- -l ‘

* . As in Pinellas and Hernando Cémties, the primary concern in

k\‘ HillsborOugh County is with the classroom aspects of the vocational edu-

oation trainiug delivered to the citizens who participate in thebpro—

gram. The same general methodology used to deve;op<tho‘analysis'for the «

two above mentioned jurisdiotions is used in this seotion.4< ‘. ' '
Tﬁe oréauizational structure in Hilfsborough’County'is‘heaégd by. .

the primé sponsoring unit, the fampa-ﬂillsborough Mﬁhpowér Consortium.

. v : : . e
This agency is responsible for the allocation of CETA, Title 1 funds.

- . Cm
! Ihis organization came into existence through financing from, the .[

-

Manpower Develdpment Training Act. : . '
The primary trainiug agent in’Hillsborough County 1is the Tampa
Skills Ceuter. The Skills Center réceived 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.‘ his 1ast
. fuuding was primarily for salaries and'fringe.bonefits of\>&unty emf.
ployees based on the time devoted to the Skills‘Center.
In orgér for the Tampa Skills beuter to operate, 1t recelves
clients (students) by referrals, and seeks hélp in the placement of itg
_graduatos. Two referral agencies perform these services: he Tampa
0pportunity Center (TOC) -and the Hillsporough/TaMpa.Couprehensive
:Employment&Program zTCEP)~ The former is an agency of the Florida
State Employment Servi€e and the 1atter is supported by the U.S. Depart- ‘
ment of Labor, This is the crux of the. organizat}onal structure in

) PR | i - / .
Hillsborough County. : . .

i
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vt vy ‘ - o ’ lc b { J "7»Q U R
»- .‘| ‘.‘ * . ! \1 t l a /‘““ .
(‘ 'l‘\ 4” ¢ N '\ - o 4t ’ ! " \, - l;f
1 wodd e oy \ , ' '
p v | Q d . /t. TABLE 15 . i
)' - ) ¢ ‘e “' * » ' | .
oo, " CE, m’ﬁg\&mumrms FOR HILLSBOROUGH coum JULYl 1975 10 JUNE 30, 1976 p\' 8 L
b C ? (Exp?ﬂditutes 'bz Program Category for Tach Organization) - .
: " y P "q 8, i ‘
_&;_,'j ‘;} . — n' ' ’ : ’11 — N - ‘ 7'"__.
‘ ! o ! " y ‘.’, / ! ' o N - ‘ .
“,; H " ¥ f" re 4 o ¢ 4 - o 4 dublic . Other
o «‘,,“ " . Classr’oom On-the-Job™ "~ .+ Work 4 Service to Vocati}qhﬁ |  “Service Tederal
. Organi%tiop A T6ta1 / ‘fra‘inirlg Training Experie'me //Participan.ts . Puds * Bducation  Fmployment  Funds
I X T ,p\ 1 a N ~ * = 3 . . v .,
Hillsborough/Tampa 'sz m 0L, oo §1,024,090,00 szsz,ns.oo -7 $560,87.00 0 - - s A0 -
Comptehensiye o L SRS ' o Y
Enployment Ty s E v L o o
P ! . ! "y . e R T '
Wllsorough/Tanpa  469,183.12 . . 0~ 0, g ; “u- e ¢ 546918302 w0 ,.
‘ Compreheniiye / . o ‘ L , : y
EmploymentpPSEI' o - SN Co v |
' ’ ' ) . | : ‘ ' 0 ‘
:hmpg:gr "y 21,416.32 B7,45.67 . 12,198.08 § 30,900,286 40,540 ! 0 , 60,596.91 R
. Planning ) N ) h ' Ky |
- Departament W S L Yo o | |
! aaa Sl Cenggl.‘ m, . s y N R - 4
V e . ' ] v 'y
,"uTampa Opportuhity Ctr, 178 614 00 (- -0~ K 178, 614,00 ~)= Iy o{- “{0-
Dt L - b :
,.hei'ghborhood Youth 529,23%.00 . -0- - 529,236.00 ) 0 .- o{- g
* CORE/In School A \ R ' ’ -

‘ oo \ o | ' . | ; | ‘ \ .
Neighborhged Youth 13,92,00 199,542,000~ ... 108,768.00 4},614.00 =0- , 30- (-
CORE/Out of School Y - e T ' -

‘ ' ' - ' \ ' ' ,J."- ) . o )
~ Human Resource 74,818.,00 (- B - 0- voo24,818.00 0.
Development Project’SE : ‘ . TP , - : -
First Quarter Programa 453,516, 80 = -0- I 53',366.‘6'5 R 600,150,850~
| Ao .
TOTAL 5,166,086,35  §1,886,677.78  §264,373,08  $068,906,26  §878,457.05  $155,775,00 §1,311,897.18 §147,382.00
\ R -
" ™~ . ] ¢ .
: : ‘ “ ‘ ~ ‘ \
, \ , .
§' \ ‘ A ' "
) ' . N : ! / ", ' p 1
' - . / .



i ! ' ' . .% \
! ’ ] \f' I | L’ . )
4 “ Lol co , ,
AL g "
, MRELS
£ ( v
4 ' D o o
F com, eghf EXPENDITIAS FOR BILLSBOROOH COTY - JIY 1, 197510 N
(Expenditures IZCCO“ Catego? for Each Organization) oA : ‘
h' \A 5 X g ‘ ’ * ]
¢ * 7’ _A\\ Tt i L .\n
' ! / i 4
\ ( ’ Allow/gnc«;y Wagestq Fringe Benefits ' Training Services
Organjzation \ Tota) Administtatflm to .C}/ien s ' Clients . to Clients -Cost}/ ‘to Clients
E o N . L ' A :
. - S~ y : . W ¥ 1 , ' )7 (.
Rillsborough/Tanpa §2,143,701,00 §261,077,00 ?/6/’91,775;00 $278,008.00 ' §376(518.00 3,536,32330
. Comprehensive . 3 T g ) Ly -
Eaployment ", ' ’ » ‘W - ‘, ' : .
'y L “ . . . ' ' " " ’ )
" Hil1sborough/Tanpa .@9,133.12 - '2,708.02 L *406,795.,05 §59,619.95 o b \
,  Comprehensive ’ : g )V s
v ' Enployment PSEI’ \_/‘\ C C . '

S ‘ ‘ ' . “l‘ ) \? ;’.. \/ | .‘
Hanpower | 231,416, 32 231,616.32;’ | ‘ ¢ L
Planning . i ! ‘

Department | .

g Tanpa Skills Center = ML 6606 46640 . | - 0I5 19,4084

Tazpa Opportundty Center UBGLI 15,9000 \F/ - 158,724.00
' ' ;“ ! ’ ' ¢ | v l J .

Neighborhood Youth " 526,2%,00 me600 G0 90,00 - 66, 584,00

CORE/In Schaol -- /’ A ¢

5 ' v ! ."v ' 4 N -' : . o [
Netghborhood Yo o800 0,426,00 208,5%.00. k GLAs.00 - 525,00 10,325,00
CORE/Out of Schaol o / .

Now ;
Hutan Resource %,818.00 - 74,385.00 433,00
. Development Project P . '
' : ; '
Flrst Quarter Programs : 453,516.80’ 12,035,03 . 39'],427.76 N (060
. LI / ' ) o C ‘
o $5,166,086,35 . AST8L,366.06  §1,350, 206,40 $1,585,152,81 sn,y;g;’sa §476,485,58  $692, 686.06

1] ' l~ A
. #

, , \ \ .
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e 4] . N . .
* Opportunity Center and Hillsporougﬂ/ﬁappa Comprehensive Emplo>mfnt

fog Hillgborougb'

.phase of employment referral. . ' L

P - S ' . g

However, in addition to'this structuq§? certain“on—the—job train-

o
s

ing is conducted at - Brewster‘Tech and Tampa Bay Tech and are also 1nvolved

% . Yoo

Table 17 indicates that .the Tampa 09@ortunity Center referyed all’ of .¢

[o]

the clients to Tampa Bay Tech and Brewster Tech, while both the Tampa

-

~
‘--.

Program were inVOIVEd‘in the on-the-job training service;v Table 15
~ . . 2 Lol .
. . . - -« .
contains the financial data ¢n the on~the-job training aspects. . \;\

o . . .

- The Skiils Center however;’remainsrt?e primary training agency

unty. TaBle 18 indirates that it has in the’past~; -

L

year-cony cted fiye.training programs: welding, air-conditioning, auto .
d ~ . . » ) ' A s

H

mechanics, and cleriCal. The fifth'pfogram, sales/stock, has been dis-

" contifwed due o a lack of demand o ) Y

The Skills Center also operates a trainee vocational interest/ap—

titude evaluation program which all trainees attend before training and,

: . , N ;
a survival skills ptogram’ of appropriate job behavior aftergfgaining. ’

The Skills Center,.in our effort to provide as comprehensiv service

as possibie to its clients, attempts to‘aid‘in the placementaoffits

o

graduates. It might be added that the Tampa 0pportnnity Center and

C e

tne Tampa Comprehensive Employment Program(also participate in this

d

Before moving on the analysis of the data contained in this section

e

of the report it seems appropriate to discuss some. of the detail con-

tained in some of the tables 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 attributes and

training purposes and Table 25 tabulates the wage data for those cliLnts
L'y

who fiound employment.

\
\
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/N amE 17 o

TAMPA OPPORTUNITY CENTER PROGRAM ENROLLMENT o ’

&

JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976° oot , '
. - i . ‘ﬁ C ) ".- l ' N
- -7 G Total ~ Carryover Present Number Drop
J;Program ,ggﬁ}; > Enrollment Fromb1974-75 Enrollment ° Ggmpleted Outs -
. > BV ) i . o
. o ' * : . i
L 4 ) . . . . !
+ Welding - .. 89 . 22 © 23, a2t 17
: . - . . ' R S ‘
Air Conditioning = 3 41 ' 24 s 8 o 18 18
. . . -t 2 . . . . . ‘ . %37 a
Aupsxﬂegpanics - 49 o L J14 o 1? . - hg - . S5
Clerical oL . 107, - 31, ©34 . . 43 0 24 "
Saleg/S‘tocic - ‘ ‘ ;. 14 ) ” (&10 : | -0 4 ) 10 "
Brewster-, ! ,40 ™ s 19 To-10 N1l i
Tampa Bdy Tech. o S . I . s
LPNe. ' 10 5 5 .00
'Electronic Tech 6 1 . 0 5
: > g
. Drafting 5 5 0 -0
Business Ed. _ 1 / 0 0 1
'Comﬁércial Cégking 1 R 1 i 0 0
" . Certified Lab Asst 3 T2 . 0 -1 (
Optuﬁetric Asst. 3 - 3 0 0
Nurses Aid - 5 . 0 4 1
~Cosmotology . 1 1 0 0
Operating Room Tech 1 0 “‘0 ¢ ol
Dental Asst. 1. 5 0 "1 0
Daga Processing n 3 1 0 2
TOTAL o 330 : 105 .-.98 135 K 852 . #%
0JT - © 36 1 A A .13
Y M -
,,,”3 ~,_-D - T

or

Two. of these were for positive reasons.

ty—two of these were for positive reasons, such as joining the armed services
qinrolling in school. ’

-

3
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. . . .
. .
[ , . .- . .
. ’ .
. * . .

) TABLE 1‘8 o °
‘ ' TAMPA/ HIT.'ﬁSBOROUGH PROGRAM ENROLLMENTl
\ . ‘ JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 197% C
L N : s o
Ry il - . _ /-‘ - L
tr 4 . . N . : Tt
. ‘ { - Total Carryover . Present’ Number\ - Drop
Program . ¢« Enrollment From 1974-&5 Enrollmen COmplete\ Outs
I o i’ : .
| AT "X
Welding. ‘ « 114 / ) t 24 45 38
. VAR N '
Air Conditioning 71 . / A 14 37.. . 20
~ Auto Mechanics - 66/ R 15 28 ;9.
4 . \./‘ , . -
Clerical - . 135 .7‘ . 47.\ 448 3
N . ~,
'Sales/St:ock 1o / ' ' S -_’_*‘“& 0o 9 K 1
Brewst:er— o < 46 . . 19 . ,° 10 11
Tampa Bay Tech . o L , L
. - LT : L ! ,_‘° . L 3 ‘
7 LT k
T v ! -,;_l,/". 2 » 'f,f, 3 . ; .
TOTAL 1 VA 436" . - 124 ] 119 177 . 120
Data from Tampa Skill Cent:er ' - - : \'\;

L.t . .
o -

2Includes fourt:een Non—CETA t:rainees from Migrant: Program, and six ot:her non-Cm‘A

t:rainees o i
30n1y total available. e
. v’
/-.' | s
J { v

‘\ T
N 3
3 - .8




j" _ o " TABLE 19
d TAMPA SKILLS CENTER - LYNE. ITEM EXPENDITURES FOR G
AND TITLE 112 FUNDS - JULY L, 1975 0 JUNR 305

%%MINING

.
7
. - . { ] . v -
/' f - Cl&ssroom / “4Vocational
;. o < Training - o Education ™\,
’ . Expenditures Funds
Administration . . : _
Salaries™ : Lo $ 19,811.32 .
Fringe Benefits : *3,566.37 - a
Travel - E ) © . 191.50 o
Equipfient . ' 796.19 '
Rent : ' S\ 8.25,229.61
~.Supplies - . -0, 2,733.04
Indirect Cost = °* . 26,682.68

 Misdellanegus ' . 11,634.12
§ . o o \\\ Mv——*L——————

‘s $90,544083
e

Allowances ' ot e .
Developmental Skills -$456,%438.63
Indirect Costs . 6,457.77
. N S
$467,896.40 7
. Wi v . . .
- Trainiﬁg R Py ‘ . oo
~ Staff Salariles -3*h _ - $ 21,781.95 - ' ,
,Fringe Beneﬁits LN 3,702.45 B _ s ‘ B
Travel ' 260 38 : _
Equipment \\\ o 76.15 f
Supplies - 19'&57 12 . S
Mi'scellaneous - 5,042.92 . . .
Indirect Cost , - 568 39. - '
Tuition = . F e 1,546.13° .
0JT ) 10,223.39, . o
ot s 62,353.88' R $ 30,373.70
~ . o T '
Services . ’ o : ' ~$ 19,408.44
SUBTOTAL . $615,900.11 N
' ' LT e T r"f' ' ”'$1552775;00" ;
TOTAL . S o | $771,675.11 -,
| 90 L7
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CETA, TITLE I EXPENDITURES - >/ Y

. ( Tables 15 16 ,and 19 ‘have bee& developed to present the total s
expend\ture picture for Hillsborough/QZunty for the period under study.
Table 15 presents all’ CETA Title I exiznditures by program category

! “ -These expeng}tures are completely broken down as to agency or organi-
- ¥ ) ’ . R T

zatfon involved and as to the use 6€ the fupds. ubis table readily

N . . 2

1dentifies expenditures for classroom training, on-the4§ob training,

» . . . 2
_etg., that are necessary to complete the benefit-cost portion of the -

~ _"/(
study that is tc}‘ follow\ | -’ N { / r
' -
Table 16 presents all CETA Iitle I ex{enditurqa by cost category.

This table completely identi;ies all cost categories attribugable to. : ‘Y
a e i

-

each agency or{organiZationh participatin this portion of the funding.

istration, training costs,

{h : 'j X

. N . ., B i
Table 19 presents the line item expﬁ?ditu for the Tampa'Skills

~

" 'This table-readily*identifies\coSts of a

\. ete.

Center for the period under’ question It allows for a partial break-

-~ +  down between classroom training expenditures and vocational edhhation

L s Bn
o funds pend tures from 'I[‘le 112

These three, tables present a11~of the data necessary to perform
. the cost side‘ﬁT the benefit-cost analysis that is to preceed the work
ready presented in the above narrative. While it is realized that )
ese tables are more comprehensive tﬁan 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 vocati0na1 education expenditures, helps

the reader in three 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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v oy
examination of the Tampa Skills Center/;elative to the rest of the

P

county’on an,aggregate basis and from the standpoint of a line‘item

- » #

'expenditure basis as concerns the center. Thiygd, it allows a compari-
RiY . » :

‘son of the Skills Center relative to any other 'articipating organiza~
r . Ed . . —
tion .as to type of expenditure, co§t category, gnd relative role of

the function of the unit. While all these are secondary to the purp?se

- [}
of this” project, they seem to be important in the overall/7€EE;;)of

CE*A Title I as it affects‘ﬂillsborough County and as the co&hty is

A\ 4

a part of the State of Florida. . _ - C

~

Table 20 is presented to inform the readf_/gi'to the characteris- d

ﬂr
KQ;? tics of the student/client population in Hillsborough County. Of‘this

group, ®l percent were male\and\iﬁ/yercent were white. Also to be noted_

are that 41 percent were high school graduates and 42 percent were under
21 yeags of age.’ Of interest, especially from the standpoint of voca— ™\

tional educdtion services is the factéthat 82 percent of this popula-

‘

)] . .
tion wer{\:lassified as economically disadvantaged, and 87 percent were

unemployedn - s ' \j)

Table 18 gives the totaréggrollment at the Tampa Skills Center by

[

prggram. It)indicates, for example;fthat 71 have been enrolled during

the study period in the air conditioning prognam.' Tables l]’and 21 indi-

‘cate how these program enrollees were referred to the Skills Center by

w the Tampa Opportunity Center and by the Tampa Comprehensive Employment
A L : ~ (

-

"7 Program. ”*g\\ A ,
:f ) ) e N ) [} -

Tableiv!2—24 present‘the employment_placements for the clients

engaged in the training program in Hillsborough County. Table 22 for. .

example, lists the employment data for the éiillﬁubenter, while TablesrA
23 and 24 list the breakdown of that data from the Tampa Opportunity

Center and the Tampa Comprehensive Employment Program. These tables

Py - . . " o
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- s
TABLE 20 - C
‘¢ Q\ - . b . “\\/\
& TAMPA/HILLSBOROUGH TRAINEE CHARACTERISTICS .
'JU}Y 1, 1975 - JUNE 30,. 1976
— l.c' ' - -
S v
% Characteristic :\ . ) Total Number Percent
N -'u \ N "" " . 3
Sex Male o - 268 . 6l
- ) Female - 168 ) 39 (
P { JL - > . . '
“ Age .18 and U‘n’giér s . 39 . > 9
‘ 19 - 21 - .o - 145 . 33
‘45 - 54 \ - : 12 ~3
55 - 64 ' () ‘ {5 ¢ ' %_\_
65 and Over . o Py O' . '0 o
Education 8 and Under ' . ' 20 . 5
. 9 - 11 ' , 152 ° : , 35
High School Graduate 222 ] . 51 °
-Post High School - Y ) 10
Family ~ AFDE . . .. 65 , 15
- Incopme Public Assistance, Other - 9 L 2
! /%-\ " Economically Disadvantages 358 : 82
| . * l ‘
Ethnic White 237 54
.| Black ’ . 189 43 |
10 ) Other 10 - . 2 ‘
Spanish-American . , 15 3
Limited English Speaking i 17 4
Migrant Farm Families 19p 4
' Veteran Special Viet 52 - 12
: Other . - 44 v ‘ 10
Handicapped - ' Lk, ' 14 i _ 3
Full-Time Student o ' -9 S L2
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L P {
A B
. . . A ,
LN TABLE 20 CONTINUED f' -

Bl ’ & N\ ' - k .

e A ' R R
Labor Underemployed o35 8
Force - Unemployed |, ‘ 381 { : 87
Status Other _ 4 ;o 20 (. .l v S

' » . . ‘ . . .w: N ‘
Receiving Unemployment Insurange’ - 16 - - . -
S C'S ~ i : r o

TOTAL | . ‘ o ‘ P 436 | i
: . <. A /

NOTE: - Percentages were rounded to whole.numbers and may not,,in some cases,
sum to\exactly 100 percent. : ‘

f |
A\
» ° -
‘ . . .
N 3 —
- .
.

N\

~J
£
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A T F /§ '
o . . v - ;
. »
. ' : y: ‘ :
R o * TABLE 21
- \4"?“‘ ~ s ' . R r X
' TAMPA COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM ENRoyLMEN'rl S 4
o | : | JULY 1, 1975 - %30,~ .1976, i L :
. 'Qr»d\
’ ' ~ . - . . : . SN
) ~ . Yotal © 4 Carryoyer . Pxesent Number . -Drop N %
Program Enrollment,, \ From 1974-75 Enrole,\ment: Completed Quts:
) YA P .
Weldin"\‘ G, 1 7 6
A c/o‘ﬁ\dgionihg ' 11 - ey 8. 3.
/‘"W——;,,. . . . N [ - )
uto-Mechanics w10 7 ' 7 5
~! Clerical 8 5 1
0JT o 27, 15
- TOTAL ] 58 45 10
L ) ‘ | e 4
Data,rexcept for totals, calculated by subtracting TOC figures from Skill Center
figures. h 7 L L - . ‘ .
o : - "\ S
< . . .




- , L A4
. b J L
'-) ~ ) . ~ = < . -" .
s’ _ TABLE 22 ) ; 4
TAMPA/HILLSBOROUGH TRAINEE- EMPLOYMENT *,.
#" AT TIME OF COMPLETED TRAINING 4
JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976 D
' S " Program - ‘, ' ' o Employed N
) A X Air Condint:\iening T - - .11 »
: C d Auto Mechanics SR Y I
=g - h « Clerical = a}m coo T 29 .
+ o ) . . " ) . § ' . '\'ub
rem Sales & Stock : , 9
: s - e 1 : o
Brewster/ ‘ - 13
Tampa Bay Tech: - L -
[ i 3 . N . N .
i , 57 . . B
FEEC N TOTAL . T 115
o,',;llDat:a from Skill Center.
£ . . ' ’
§ - v e
.
5. v
l(.. G

96
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1I~ . N 4
TABLE 23°
“* TAMPA OPPORTUNITY CENTER TRAINEE EMPLOYMENT'
BT . °.JuLy 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976
- - . * l\‘J ™ l.(,,‘ s - = -
b : , _ . :
s . Et_rélozed ’
L Training Nontraining Positive Job |
[Program T . Related Related Termination = Search (
P & 4 v
Welding: ' ' 23 10 - 3 ) b
Air Conditioning B 3 '}' 18 . 7 - *5
Auto Mechanics ; 2 7 bz : 4
Clerical ' . 3 .5 8 . 0 .
Sales & Stock S B 2 o 0
. . - e :
+ Brewster & ' , 9 o 4 " -0 4
Tampa Bay Tech. . . ' o
LPN T > 0 - 0 R
Electronic¢ Tech. o R S 2. ' s 1
. Certifjed Lab-Asst.’ o ST . 1
Nurse's AidF - 3 Y ‘
Dental Asst. 1 .0
Data JPrecessing' ] , < o 1l 1
- TOTAL - ., | oo 46 20 ~28 .
oJT - ' ., .1 5 2 2
TOTAL WITH S | . )
0JT .- T 88 5. .7 22 30
1D:'at:a from Tampa Opportunity Center . .
# -aq [ ‘
» ..97 , I*




TABLE 24 . T

N

TAMPA COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM TRAINEE EMPLOYHENT
JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976

e, . Employment .
S . Training ' Training , . Job
Program * Related Unrelated ~ Search
Welding JOT R N : ' : -~ .
Air Conditioﬁing’ : \\\\ .
Auto Mechanics ” ' i
- “Clerical
Sales and Stock ’
TOTAL® i 16 » 9 10
0JT : 3 ’
e 3
L)
»
. ' AY !
E
i -
J
L A
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are also important because they break down the employment by training -,
related vs. non—-training }elated.- This breakdown is necessary for the W

*benefit—-cost analysis that follows.
; - . N K

" Table 25 ptesenté tﬂe wage data for those c¥1éhﬁsfwho¢?btgined
- employmgnt aftef‘their experience at the Skills Center. As in all
the Q;her tables, the data is separated by referring.agency. _Tﬁis !
séﬁa;ation islﬂecessary'in_prder to calculate the weighted avetage mean

. incremental wage rate for clients. This mean marginal wage then becomes

) oﬁpﬁ&imary interest in détermininflthe benefi%s for the next section of

this report. ; D
‘. ' .~ ,
BENEFIT-COST CALCULATIONS - * . | . - \

D

As in the primary methodology developed for extensions to the

Pinellas County. School Board in an earliér part of this report, the same

_assumptions inherent in such a scheme are extended to the Hillsborough
- - - *

County School Boafd - Tampa Skills Center. The average daily enrollment

'

figure for the TSC for the period under study was 124 persons..  If this’
a o '
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 ané $521.29 per client for each month. fﬁis is
no;?d aé a’I’A cost estimate becauée it 1s co;nputled directly from
amounts reported as éETA progr;m outlays by the agency. It may Qe pos-

sible at a later time to consider other CETA outlays associated with °

tyis program.

In actuality, 177 were’ terminated from the program in the period'
under question. This number is arrived at by subtracting the number of

people who completeﬁgthe,craining but never were»placed from the total
' “rt [y . ‘ N
number of 297 furnished by the Skills Center less the number of dpqp

oyts. Since we know that the average d&ily census was 124 people and

w -
. »
e

A
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. TABLE 25 N
. . ‘ i . L
SALARY COMPARISONS FOR TAMPA OPPORTUNITY CENTER AND - .
TAMPA COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM TRAINEES

JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976

Y

- ) R ' h TO& ) TCEPZ
: Number ¥ Number
4 Hourly Wage ‘ Entry Exit Entry " Exit
$0.00 - $1.00 9 0 0 0
$1.00 - $1.99 -, . 11 ' 0 2 0
$2.00 ~ $2.99 'giﬁé 65 72 »7 17
$3.00-;’$3.99 10 16 1 14
$4.00 - $4.99 2 .8 3 4
$5.00 - $5.99 1 - ) 2 0
$6.00 or More 0 0 0 0
Salary Increases (N) 77 19
Salary Decreases (N) 13 N 5
Unchanged (N) 8 1
Mean Enffy Wage $2.15/hour $2.82/hour -
Mean Exit Wage $2.77/hour $3.28/hour
Mean Difference $ /.62/hour $ .46/hour-
Median Entry Wége $2.44/hour $2.50/hétr
Median Exit Wage $2.67/hour $3.00/hour
Median Difference 4 $ .23/hour $ .50/hour

1D‘at:a from Tampa Opportunity Center

Zhata from Tampa Comprehensive Employment Program
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that the average time in trainihg Gas 30 weeks, this yieldé*a&_ageragi

1
time spent in- training of 6 9 months -

‘Applying the $521. 29 monthly cost to carry a c%ient in the program

-

tim-s the 6.9 months yields a cost for the average time in the program

&

of $3,596.90. If we'multiply'thej$3,596.90 timeswthe 177 clients we
arrive at %636 651'30 not §775, 675 11. This is true because our cost'
¢ data are for a full year and out average cost dafa are for only 57.5% .

of{a year. By annualizing thééi figures we will find it possible to

)

eetimate tﬁe benefits receive§,for the full year's expenditure of

LR . - —t

’ $775,675.11. This 1is accomplished by using the ratio of these two cost,’

. figures. That is, if $636,651.30 provides x amount of benefits, the es-
tihate of the behefits from the $775,675.11 expenditure can be achieved

by multiplying x benefits times $775,675.11.
$636,651. 30 E

Of the 177 people terminated from the program, they can be categor-t

1zed astfollows: 88 training relatedtand 51 nonftraining related'from
the Tampa Opportunity Center; tﬁ“training related and.9 non-training .
related from TCEP and 10_}9/5;b search; and 3 0JT from TCEP. ‘These'are
the Hillsberough groﬂp/from which we wish to estimate the benefits.

The methodologyygor/doing this is eimilarrto‘that eontained in the

-
|

Pinellas seetibn of the report. - %
,'r'fy/ ! "

xpjﬁerking toward a specific benefit-cost ratio for the Skills

© - 4

uggﬁter, the assumption is that the proper igdiCator~of benefits is the

a -

//%%' incremental wage for clients obtarn}ng related- employment. All of the
mitigating circumstances‘described earlier,are assumed to Kgid here.
»” -Using the further assumption of the $0.19'adjhstment factor for the’
. incremental wage rate yields a training relatea weighted‘average incre-
mental wage rate using TOC and TCEP data in Table 25 of $0.60 per. hour.

" “'Ihig 1s arrived at by computing 88/104 (.62) + 16/104 (.46) - 0.17.

g7

{

s



"{ﬂoté that the $0.17'is the same figure used for Pinellas County tnder

‘our assumptions?z It was necessary to use the same figure because

no comparable'data was available in Hillsborough County. It is not

believed that'usiné the same figure will distort the analysis to any sig-

,3-nificant degree. ;;()

Using the annual growth factor of 5.54 and the "Work Life Expectancy

Tahles ‘referred.to above in this report, ‘and the median age of 25$18

‘»

. years as computed from the data presented in Table 20 above, weé arrive

T . - ' . p -
at an extended work life expectancy of 37 years. Applying to this the

>

8% discount rate .and using 2080 hours as the work yeat we arrive at .the
present value of incremental wages over the next 37 years as $29, 898 71.

All payments for incremental wages were. assumed to occur at the end of
e

™S
" -~ the year which will slightly understaté the true vaE@e o? the benefits.

Al

Following the same procedure as’with the Pinellas data, we assume
a 127 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
13% percent discount rate and assuming unemployment of 15 percent4'
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'
%i&ue benefits $3,109,465; $1,622, 273 and $1,299,067. Based on the
total cost of $771,675. ll, 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
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_mine what portion, at least to date.,

L)

‘obtain employment and also contributed benefits, let fis return to

-

Table 15 and look at the.classroom training category expenditure ex-

cluding the neighborhood youth core out of school prpgram. We have in

addition to thé-$771,675.11 attributed to the Tampa Skills Center,.
$1,024,094 from H/TCEP and $87,145.67 from Manpower, yielding a total
of $l,882,910. If we used this figure as the total cest of training our

benefit-cost ratios would be 2.65:1; 0.8611; and 0.69:1-respectively.

* .

This is quite a different picture from the first set of ratios presented

above. The point is'that-one believes some portion of these expendi-

tures are vocationgl education related, but it is impossible to deter-

3

An analysis of Table 16 in an attempt to determine what porfion'of
the total is attributable directly 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-
,.

porting vocational education from the other supporting categories.

In Hillsborough County, 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 community. Of its expend;tures, ap-

proximately 25% goes to administration and'75% goes to clients directly.

. This seems to be quite an adequate distribution of funds available.

The frustration in such a scheme arises in the inability to ade-
quately isolate other‘direct'costs that might be—assooiated with
vocational education. This only emphasiaes a direct data limitation
from the standpoint of ‘this portion of this studyf The methodology
inc6rporateo in measuring the benefits is sound ano,widely accepted in

the benefit-cost literature. The concept of using d‘iffere?(f discount

103
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rates can be traced all the wayrback to the original Corps of Engineers .
studies of the-1930's and 1940'S.“*%E‘ieaét for a state, the biggest é§

~ data ;equirement’for a study such as’this'is to be ab;é\to.hdequately

éssign costs to progréms instead of agencies. : .k A
\
]
}’\
L 13
(-4
e .(\. D S

»
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PR ST METHODOLOGY . ’ sL

."-‘ . ~.

 One of the reasons for conducting this study was’' to diyﬁlop a
methodology which would be applicable to evaluating programs in other
couﬁiies at future time periods. This methodology has been pr%marily '

by . . 8y . ‘
evidenced above in the field tests, but it is of value to set At down -

. J - o

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 gatliering" and the second "data evaluation."

°
.

B
0

DATA GATHERING o , ~ . ‘

[

T The goal of a study such as this is to finally come to grips %ith
the_question'régarding whether or not the ﬁoney spént in the.CETA{z
Title I pfdgrém is béing spent in a2 manner which maximizes the desires
{ﬁf soclety. »in o?der to do.this; a vast'amount of data is neéded,‘
lIhe place to start is with the many reports which are filed monthly and

huarterly such as the Office of Manpower Planning Participanf Charac-

’17‘ i . . * .
teristics; Description of Quarterly Narrative Reports; Office of Man-

power Planning'Program.Budget; and Office of Manpower Financial Trans-

K

actions. Oﬁéé the data is collected, it must undergd further énalysis
apd summari;ation in order that it may be present;d in a manner con-
ducive to an examination of benefit-cost considerations.
.In addition, the:reports which are ?engrally available 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
0 : - . Y
_had it. ‘But, information which they view to be important may not be

.

of much value for a benefit-cost study's point of viewland vice versa. Also,

y

it took time for the idvesfigators to learn what type of data to re-

quest.

One example should be enough to emphasizeiihfs point. Both in

» Pinellas and Hermando cdunties the information rgga ng the length of

e .

time each client was.in the proéfam was not readily available. At the

start of the study it was not realized ho& important this déta was. When
~‘itﬁwas‘discovered that this was necessary data, it was provided by the

Pinellas County School Board officials and in Herﬁando County we were

allowed to go through the files and collect the data ourselves.

DATA EVALUATION

Once the data are gathered, it would seem that the.evaluation would

be éasy to do. This is not, the case. The development of a methodology

-

for evaluation of CETA, Vocational Educationél programs is complicated

by the very ongoing nature of the program. The compiication arises

because an ongaing program has clients at different degreee of training;
period selected, there will be some:clients.who have
' .

completed the program; others still in it; and still others who are

Thus for any time.

just entering the program. What this means, from an evaluation point of
{
view, is that the costs of -students in a program are spread over more

. A
than one fiscal year while the benefits are evidenced at the time

y

training related jobs are obtained. 132 ,
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In this study three key methodological steps were developed so that

’

benefit-cost ratios could be calculated. The first key element was to

:Qevise a\me}hod to calculate averége'cost per'élient. This w;s nece;—
v;"1"sl;'.5lry because information regarding the Full Time Equivalency for CETA
participants was not available. One method was to go through the files
of each client and extract the starting and ending déteé in the‘.rogrgm.
This was done fog Hernan&o County because it had a relatively small
numbéf of élients (see Table 13). But for iarge counties this would

have been too costly and time consuming. Thus, it was decided that an

acceptable method was to caléulaté average daily enrollment per year

by using the listed enrollment at the end of each month aslreported on
the monthly reports; "Refer to Table 7.
The second element was to determine the benefdt sample and the bene-i

? .
fits to be attributed. This problem has a number of secondary problems

which compog?g the issue. Clients who were receiving training during
July 1, 197§i— 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 mo;; ﬁeavily,weighted with individuals who had
_ completed training, and this would have produced Fqé‘iarge aﬂbeﬁéfit.
The clients in holdiﬁg had a much smaller percentage of training com-
pletions. The methodology developed here was to coﬁpare the percent |
of those completed with finai dispositions with those without‘ﬂ&nal
dispositions since completion of traihing seemed to-be the most impdrtant
factor in clients gaiﬁing t}aining re;ated jobs. ’
The final element was to calculate incremental wage increases. The

factors of inflation,'increases in worker productivity, and minimum

wages must he considered. During thelperiod of this study, there had
. ; 107
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been .an increase in the minimum wage and an above-average increase in

the Consumer Price Index. Thus, 1f the gross difference between wages
\ . -
earned'before training and after training were to be used, this would

probably over—valne the return to the orogtam. 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 theii training went. After-this had been

done, the increase in their wages was assumed to be a function of non-

training economic conditions such as inflation and the minimum wage.

. \
B

By'subtracting the difference between the increase of wages/for clients

.
Y

) 3
able to determine the irdcremental wage increase ‘attributable to the voca-

»

in unrelated jobs from§§ﬂe increase of clients with felated.jobs; we dre

tional education received. - o - .

Once these three major methodological problems were solved it was:;
) ’ 7 -

(4

necessary to project the benefits into the futyre and then determine-

capitalized values (in current dollars) for comparison with ‘program

costs. This has been evidenced in the field. tests above. ) e
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, . o
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . ’

-

This study had two major goals:‘ the development of a methodology

T -to evaluate the effectiveness of CETA, Title I Vocational and Technical®

'lEducationhQ classroom training and the field testing of the methodology.. é;

-

This has been done with three field tests having been conducted. In the’

process of completing the study, qbe authors have formed a number of

9

conclusions and recommendations which may be of value to the future .

implementation of the CETA, Title I program in Florida.

. |
CONCLUSIONS ' hd

L
4

The principal conclusion of the study is that when measured on fgi;g%.‘ '

economic grounds the CETA, Title I programs are marginal. The benefit-cost

ratios as calculated in the body of this repott 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 faoorable to below the.break-even point.(a‘tenefit-cost ratio
' of less than ohity) There are a number of explanationgbfor this. The
two most importantuare“tnat tﬁe program itself is designed to try to
reach the most unprepared, untrained clients possible. The benefit-
cost ratio would be more favorable if those individuals who were more
job.qualified were taken into the training programs. The eecond explana—

. tion may be tied to the oismal performance of the state's economy. The

authors have examined the effects of the levels of unemployment in |
other etates and its impact upon the rate of wage increases'CETA‘ o

trained clients receive when they enter the job market and it seems con- .

siderable. Personal interviews with directors of five Skill Ceﬁters
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_in three other states with lower %Bsggﬁgyﬁent than Florida's indicated higher
‘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 vadid comparison study.

-

4 “If more than pure economic data is included, the benefit-cost

.

. ratios may rise considerably. We do not know how to measure the psycho-
- ! o

logical importance of the greater feeling of self-worth the clients

gain from being in the CETA, Title I program instead of being on welfare. ;g
The aﬁthors 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,of welfare and thus would have represented

N

a cost burden to the State in this way. Once again, it is impossible.

N

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 1is the future impact of the training upon the clients two, five,

[N

or ten years from now. Since the program is an ongoing one which is new,
the data base is restricted. Our stndy is more of a cross-sec@ional

- study and not a longitudinal one. The measurable berefits used are
o

primarily entry level wages. It would be very valuable to know what

’.

. . .
happens to the real wages of these workers over the next decade. Also,

not taken into consideration, is the impac of the training upon the

members of the client s family. If the cli nt because’ of the training, '
is able to ‘acquire- and keep'a higher paying job throughout his lifetime,.
‘this will\increase the probability that his children will also have

greater lifetime earnings. Thus,isecondary and tertiary benefits might

well make the benefitlcost ratio very positive! 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 #0 remember that the projections

AY

of this study are of a 1ong term nature while being based upon short

term data. This admonii&on should not be construed to mean that the

\
. validity of the réport is weak instead it should be taken to 1ndicate ﬂ

s

that we wish to_be fair tq all parties; the workers, the clients, and

3

the readers. In our opinion, the most reliable data possible were.
collected duringjthe field tests and used in a methodologicglly proper

fashion. But, nbnetheless, projecting into the future from a short

. . 3
term data base goes contain risks.

A final consideration has to do with the short and long run proL-

i

{ .
1ems]of distribution of FTE dollars generated by the CETA,‘;itle 1

Classroom Training programs. From our study, we have discovered. that

CETA generated FIE's are not separated from regular FTE's. Since CE%::

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

b -

“
‘a greater percentage of the state s education dollars than counties with

“small or no CETA programs. Thus, 1f sometime in the future the CETA, ~

Title I program would be 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 . ’ ‘ o ~\\‘ -

“ After conducting the field tests, we feel that it is possible to -
/ .

make a number of E?provements, especlally in the area bf usable record-
-keeping \\ost 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. _ /

A -
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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 thatvthe
following data be collected:' Entry and exit dates; last job and rate :
of pay hefore starting the program; the exact course of study; and
~ final disposition‘including the new job and wage if emoloyment has been
. . 4; ‘ .

The problem of the generation of FIE's should be faced It is our="

gained.

opinion that FIE's generated by CETA Title I c1ients 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
aliocated by the state to the counties (school districts) and community
colleges on the basis of their total FTE's. This means that those
locations with a high concentratio of CETA clienf; will receive more

) money than 1ocations with 1ow CET;Réhrollments Since class size CETA

.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 étu%enta are, N
effect, getting double support for;these students. Is’thio—fh//;ost
optimal way to allocate Florida's educational dollars? Also, what
happens to those employees ot the'program if(Ehe:CEfA, Title I money ia
discontinued sometime -inf the future? ‘

We alao recommend that, in order to have a more definitive measures

ment of the economic success or failure of CETA, Title I classroom

training, long run monitoring of clients be mandatory. As was mentioned
112 - {
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-above, this study is based upon.éhort run, entry level data. If a mare.

meaningful benefit~cost ratio is desifed, it is necessary to knqﬁ.what

HaNErY

happenésto the clients over time. Such as} have they kept their jobs;
moved to a "better" or '"worse'" line of work; is the new bb, training
" related; and what has, been the battern of wages? Datg/of Ehis naﬁure

is not currently being collected. <

.s
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APPENDIX I

. , &
TABLE 2A | L
ON-THE-JOB TRAINING PROGRAM EXPENDITURES ‘ .
OR EACH CONTRACTOR OR SUBCONTRACTOR
rﬂ (Expenditures by Program. Category)
. Zlassroom On-The-Job
: Total » Training Training
Plasti Kraft . $ 2,769.00 $ . 290.00 $ 2,479.00
- Goodwill 7,613.00 1,313.00 6,300.00
Family Counseling(l) : 2,363.00 378.00 1,985.00
Sonic Sound Music (1) . 3,901.50 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 v 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 %
Lipdsley Lumber . 7,522.07 2,357.35 5,164, 7234}
Gene Creel 14,805.00 14,805,00:" ¥
Williams & Milton 1,119.00 C, 1,119.00 -
North Pinellas Gen. Hosp. 7,025.00 ; 7,025.00
Pinellas Concrete 17,874.00 6, 1.00 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 : $95,220.572 $16,774.35 $78,446.22
Subcontractors' Administration 9,411.56 1,656.43 7,755.13
Contractor's Administration- :
Suncoast ‘ o 1,770.38 . 311.59 1,458.79
Total $106,402.51 $18,742.37 + $87,660.14

4This subtotal and the figures in the column above it do not agree with those in
the first column of Table 3A because subcontractors' administrative expenses are
not included in the totals given for each firm in Table 2A.

/
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APPENDIX I CONTINUED A , E

TABLE 2B D

PINELLAS MUNICIPAL WORK EXPERIENCE PROGRAM EXPENDITURES FOR EACH“ﬁﬁNICIPALITY,
FLORIDA STATE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE, AND PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD
(A1l Expenditures are in the Work Experience Program

Category. Expenditures are by Cost Category.) o
Total Adminis- Fringe
(Work Experience) tration Wages Benefits
Belleair $ 3,885.43 $ -3,466.19 $ 419.24
Belleair Beach 454 .80 g 414.00 40.80
Clearwater _ 51,383.99 ‘ 48,544.15 2,;839.84
Dunedin 54,037.35 50,038.48 3,998.87
Gulfport - - 10,676.41 A 9,780.69 © - 895.72
Indian Shores 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. . .. SR 2,161.03 1,896.38 264.65
Pinellas Park ~ * , 18,677.81 - . 17,238.42 1,439.39
Safety Harbor : 5,418.57 » . 4,838.68 579.89
St. Petersburg ‘ 167,708.00 $7,308.00 145,628.00 14,772.00
St. Petersburg Beach X 1,950.00 ' 1,950.00 -

Seminole 1,412.04 ’ 1,200.00 212.04
Tarpon Springs ) 7,230.99 6,831,.32 399.67
.Treasure Island 17,357.47 . : 16,398.18 959.29
Florida State , ' s
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 $380,566.09 $28,864.17

/\ N ,;)&r
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' APPENDIX I CONTINUED
¥ ’ ° -
TABLE 3A
ON—THE JOB TRAINING PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
FOR EACH CONTRACTOR OR SUBCONTRACTOR . e
" (Expenditures by Cost Category) '

’

. dminis- Training Services
-Total tration Costs to Clients
_Plasti Kraft o - $ °3,046.00 $ 277.00. .~ $ 2,199.00 $ - 570.00 -
Goodwills o 8,368.00 755.00 - 6,650.00 963.00
Family Counseling(l) ~ " 2,603.00  240.00 - 2,251.00 -, 112.00
Sonic Sound Music(1l) _ 4,291.85 390.35 3,901.50 .
So. Kumfort Deli - . 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 ‘ N ' 1,089.00 100.00 954.00 35.00 -
Cystic Fibrosis o ' 1,034.00 94.00 940.00 ' T
Royal Diental Labs - o 357.00 33.00 324.00 :
Jas. Enterprises Y Y 1'3,915.00 1,244.00 11,377.00 SO 1,294.00
Lindsley Lumber’ ; 8,274.68 752.61 6,804.87 5 717.20
Gene Creel = - : (Est.)16,277.00 1,472.00 14,720.00 85.00
Williams & Milton : ©1,230.90 111.90 1,087.50 - 31.50
North Pinellas Gen. Hosp (Est.) 7,720.00 ~ 695.00 2,553.00 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(Z) . - 1,955.00 -166.00 1,393.00 396.00
Goodyear Rubber Prod. = - (Est.) 250.00 20.00 195.00 35.00
Sonic Sound Musié(Z) L. 5,013.00 443.00 2,580.00 1,990.00
Elliott- Drug Co. ' . - : 203.50 18.500 175.00 . 10.00
Subtotal v $104,632.13% $9,411.56 $80,696.87 $14,523.70
Contractor - Suncoast T 1,770.38 1,770.38
Total S = $106,402.51 $11,181.94 $80,696.87 $14,523.70

aThis .subtotal and the figures in the column above it do not agree with those in the
first column of Table 2A becau%e subcontractors' administrative-expenses are not
1 included in the totals given for each firm in Table 2A.
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APPENDIX T CONTINUED

TABLE 44

[ 3

L]

.
’

PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD CETA, TITLE I BUDGET AND EXPENDITURES BY LINE ITEM, JULY 1, 1975- -JUNE 30, 1976

(Line Ttem Budget Figures are for Classroom Training and Work Experiece combined. Line Item
Expenditures are for each Program Categoty separately and are also combined.?)

0.

Cost Category or
Line [temy

Title I Budget (Regularb)

Classroom Training
Expenditures (Regu%prb)

Work: Experience
Expenditures (Regulard)

~ Total
Expenditures (Regularb)

Adninistration ‘
salaries
Fringe Benefits

Travel 4

Other Costs
(telephone, utilities
supplies; postage, etc.)

Total Adminlstration

Total Allowances
to Clients

Toral Wages to
(lients

Total Fringe 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 Benefics
Travel

© Child Care

- Tuition and Instrhctiona1~.

Supplies
Medical

Total Serv{ces to Clients

Total Budget or
Expenditures

$100, 360.00
18,410.00
1,600.00

13,800,00 ‘

$ 150;,;.1,70‘._00
558,795.,00
 157,150.00
12,880.00

L 79,560.00
16,170.00
1,650.00

§,000.00

2,300.00

105,880.00

81,670.00
14,410,00
14,300.00

3,000.00

9 000 00

1,000,00

123, 380.00

$1,098,255.00

$65,020.97

12,116.95
4,586.49
10,807.59 -

I

$ 92,532.00

5‘%,0&1.00

13,188.19
12,920.00
376.25¢

6,289.83
2,541.73

95,366.00

52,237.61
9,669.25
4,562,3%
1,061.40

133,50
I ™~

70,396.00

$786,935.00

3,918

4,497.00
155, 594,00
‘ 6,933.00
2,118,
3,623.60
50080 @
31,735.00

§27,866.02 B
5,12.99
1,965.64 ,&

,189.35 ’

$ 37,814.00

-$236,573.00

3,391.85 -

$92,887.07

117,309, 94

6,552.05 = "
13,596, 94

§ 130,346.00

. 532,538.00
155,594.00 .

§,933.00

73,188.19
12,970.00
376,25

6,289.83
2,541.73

95,366, 00

14,357.75 :
13,293,02 .
10,353.48

1,061.40

133,50

102,731,00

$1,023,508,00

3Expenditure figures include encumbrances as well as actual cash outlays.
PSection 112, CETA, Title I funds are not included in the budget or expenditures,
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APPENDIX II -

Cupply and Material Cocte for Slot-Ins

FY-70

Tommlinson Aduli Vecational Center

2

Certified Laboratory Assiuvtant 1(0.00
Cosmetology o 115.00
Dertal Auxiliary '_ ' 121.00 *
Licensed Practical Nurse - 116.00
Mzdical Assistant .. ' 119.00
Busihess Education: _ ) | «
Accovntlng Clerk : _ 1 89.40
Clerk Typist - o s 42,75
Genera] Offlce Clerk” : . 53.25
Receptlonlst T - 48.75
Secretary R 58.70°
Transcriptionist I ’ k1,75
. Certified Lavoratory Assistant ~ ) ‘ -14?;00
Commercial Art I Lo O OO
T T T  Commercial Art ITC T o h’” 0% 00 e
Commercial Art - Reppbduction 0,08
Cosm 112.00 2
Dental AuXxiliary 114,50
Drafting - . i 35.00
Licensed Practical Nurse (Men) 68.90
Liceﬁsed Practical Nurse (meen) 107.50

Medical Assistant . _ 109.59
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APPENDIX II CONTINUED

Suvpl- an \i.terla1 Costs for flct-Ins

A T 5 g SR
sﬁgféﬁrﬂp;noWIas Vdéaﬁigﬁa} Teché&cal Institute e o
§£g§,. Watch Repair Tech*>lo ;?%k¢.ﬁ $§HO7.15
/ ;a . Radio Talev151on Renair Technology ",,:ja:" %67.%5

" Air Conditioning Techiology - . 253.94
« Arch1tectura1 Technology : »187.90
Autc. Body Repair Technology ”§. T . - 2u6.22
" Aatomotive Technology ) 707.27
, Building Mairtenance (Oren Douglas Ct:r) 16.00
A Business Education ' N . ' 761,10
Carnentry (Oren Douglés Ctr) 50.75
"e - Civil Technolozy ) 223.02
Culinary Arts - Corking and Baking 51.45
Diesel Technology : . _192.95
Draiting and Design Iechnology a c 87.35
%lectrical Wiring (Oren Douglas Ctr) - 29.85
lectro_ncchanical*Technologyw_ﬂwym-mwwuhﬁnv,“““*MQIQE:?QUMN
Electronics Technology ‘ '255.39;”
Horticulture Techclogy v : ) 110.40
Landscape Maintenance (Oren Douglas Ctr) 13.50
Licensed Practical Nurse - e : 150.00
Major Appliance Repair . ‘ 307.98
Plumbing ~ (Oren Douglas Ctr) 48.00
MacngggtTrades ' . ' k?,Sh
Mg (Oren Dourlas Ctr) 11.50
. Motofldycle | . 223.10
Nurse Aid- (Evening), Womem | - 37.50
Orderly, (Evening), Nen ) . 32,50,
Welding ) : © . 54,00~ 80.45 -
Dunedi:. {
148
Cosmztology ) ' 90.00
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APPENDIX TIT -

. ) \
Selection Commnctten

, Rating Crateria : .
r - - . .

1. Education
' Grade Achieved:r 12 11 10 9 8 or less
Rating: | 0o .1 2 3.4 , -

For 8 or less, there must. be expectation that.peréon
can perform with or without educational support.

2. Economically Disadvantaged é 1 ' 'j

3. Deéree of Economic.Disadvantagedness .
% Range Below Poverty: 50-75%  25-50% - 0-25%
Rating: . - 1 27 ‘ L 3_' .

4. Head of Household - 1 | v S BT .
5. Length of Unemployment/Undercmployment’

Length of Time: 15-39 wks. ¢ 39 wks or longexr -
Rating: ‘ 1 2

.
t
3

" . 6. Veteran Preference

Vietnam Era (Special) - 2
Other -1

7. Older Worker Preference (45+. yrs.) -1,

: . . A ﬁ“ o o
8. significant Segment Memk ‘x Preference - 1
9. Work/Tr: 1ning Experience (including military where
« transferable to civilian) B ,

Length of Experiechce: 2 or more yrs. 1-2 -'rs, 0-1 yf;
Rating: ' . 0 1 2

10. bPositive Staff Comment - 1 é@?
. : »

. 150 B -
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v AQPENDIX III CONT INUED\

L/ > SELH TION_COMMITTEE °

RJ\TING CRITERIA_

! .. - Percent Rangc Below Poverty

NON-FARM FAMILY
i

>

?gmily size 50 - 5% 25 - 50% ‘0 - 25%
% 1 $1295 = 1942 - $ 647 - 1294 $0 - 646
2 1705 - 2557 - = B852 - 1704 ° 0 - 85

3 © 2115 - 3172 1057 ~ 2114 . 0 - 1056

4 2525 = 3787 - . 1262 .- 2524 0 ~ 1261

5. 2935 - 4402. | 1467 -~ 2934 0 - 1466

6 .~ 3345 - 50177 1672 ~ 3344 0 - 1671

7 . 3755 -~ 5632 . 181?5; 3754 ‘\o - 1876

8 4168 ~ 6247 2082 - 4164 0 - 2081

9 . - 4575 - 6862 2227 ~ 4574 0 - 2286

10 : . 4985'—174L§ 2492 - 1984 ., 0 - 2491

For family units:with_more than 10, members, eompute percents
from Pover.y Income Guidelines.

EO

«.. v

FARM FAMILY -~ ., Y S o \
Family Size _ 50 = 75% . 25 - 50% 0 - 25%
1- , $1100 - 1650 $ 550 - 1099 ' .$0 - 549
‘ 2 1450 ~ 2175 725 - 1449 0 - 724
: 3 ' 1800 - 2700 900 - 1799 . 0 - 899
-4 . 215D, - 3225 . )75 = 2149 . 0 - 1074
5 »° 250> - 3750 - 1250 - 2499 G - 1249
6 2850 - 4275 1425 - 2849 0 - 1424

. 3

For famlly unlts with more than- 6 members, compute percents
from Poverty Income’ Guxdexlnes.

’

~
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APPENDIX III CONTINUED
(First Selction) )

14

SELECINAN CONIITTER
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) : APPENDIX "IV

LY

EASE GRANT :MZLUYIES PROVIDLNG SUPR0ORT %ERVICE TO CETVES STAGT
AT NO COST 10 TilE PRTME SPONSOR '

Approximate Percent of Total
Emplovae Title Tize Eevoted to CETA Activdtizs
Mirnager, St. Patersbury : 207
- Spcratary to Manager, St. Petersburg K ) 15%2 '/
. ‘ * ) N .
Yinnzer, Clearvater ' _ _ - . 5%
Saacial Services Sugerﬁisér, St. Pe;ersﬁurg : o - 307 ) .
Snacial éervices Supérv;sor, Clearwat%r ) : . 157% *t
srea Labor Matrket Analyst - ' ; - -10%
Area Training Instructor . ’ 4 ' . 67
. S : | !
Tast Adolaistrator . ] - 35%
’ Iudustry Servicas Depresentative . p 5%
3 Pacaption Control Stations /10%
1 Lecestion Coancrol Srtation ' . 507
Telephon? Cperarors 5%
Data Cunzole Opéra:orn | _ | 5%

>

Mditional Information o

19756 FY Budzatad State Administrative Cost (Tallanassia) 127

1977 FY'PropORedbAdminiatrative Cost _ 8.5%. <f’\\
1976 FY Premiszes Rent Budjgeted o . $9,253.00
Projacted Cost 1976 & 1977 ‘ 7,372.00

.

- 127




SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

155

S
el
PR



- SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY
Booics i

Azzi, Corry F. Equity and Efficiency Effects from Manpower Programs.
) - Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1973. '

- i

Borus, Michael E. and Wm. R. Tash. Measuring the Impact of Manpower Programs:
A Primer. Institute of Labor and Indust:rial Relations, Universit:y of
Michigan-—Wayne State University, 1970, _ v

Brecher, Charles. Uggrading Blue "Collar and Service Workers. ‘Bal].t:im‘ofe:
Johns Hopkins Press, 1972. R

Burt, Samuel M. Industry and Vocat:iona'll'-TeEhnical Edﬁca on'°.7A Studs' of ,
Industry Education-Advisory Committ:ees. New York: McG;:aw-Hill 1967 ¢

Cochran, Leslie H. " Innovative PrOgrams in Indust:rial Educé on; MCKn‘ight

& McK.night: '1970. . S , te.
’\_. . - : { /‘ voe S LA
Davis, Ronnie J.- and‘xJohn °‘F. .Morrall, II% Evaluating Educat:ional Inves méent.
Lexingt:on Mass.a\,g Lexingt:on Books, wls P e @ ‘
Dawis Rassell G PjLannfng ‘H,'ufnan Resouy de D.evelopment:*-~.-E'ducat:idnal' Models- s
and Schemaﬁa., Chica;o., Rand McNally, 1‘966 ST S e
",', ,~‘ Y . $,ﬂ" t; "' “f.
. 'Eyans, Rupegt Nelsbﬂ'."?" Foundat:ions of !Lopé‘tiona_;nEducat:iQn'. ' C” rMerrill ‘%‘
[ 2. Pub. oy 1971, f' S 2
. W }' y ‘&7/‘ ‘*‘,‘. o L I d o e ) .

z’*r" . | ‘ : . {

F'ryklurra*, Verne Charle,‘s. Analysis J?Qchniques for JAstyp i:ors.* M_irlyzaukée:’ ‘

AR "\{ruc /Pub o -, 3.965 j ‘ . : LLtE T s
o ’ y -“ﬁw ,”‘ ' I "‘.
Ginaﬁtg, Eli. .vaa\:ﬁ Ees r(:esf The Weﬁlt:h of a\@at:ionf‘ Wegtport, - *’,;'? A

A Connect‘lcut:' qGreer\xwa'od Press ;.9'73 . o e
it v § ’ ,_/_% 5!-4' ‘ \/ . . .(
. Hecht Miriam. Alt:ernatfives to- Cd_'l.lege:~ Ne%vavor’k thM 1lan Isaformation, _
‘&974& ‘ USRS o _ hY e e
) , . 2 . s ;.5 & K ’. " ” J @ .‘u . . {'
PR ﬁn_/g ta Richard V Emuyﬂ;ent: E}pansion and Me!wtopolitan Trade.. New York ‘
. ~P ae ger“, 1969. -~ - T, . ) - CoT A P
. 9.. - ‘:: 2 vf " .Q") é R . P 'l ’ '?.‘ ? - 4 F - o f . .'» ',
“ ’Lazerson, Marvin and. W. Norton ‘Grub ,,eds. Ame;\ic@ Ed('acat:‘ionn and¢ PER
: ‘Vocatfonglidm: . A, Docum&tary'ﬁistory, 1870 ~ "T970. NeW-ggp,r\k.'.' ‘Teachers' . *
NS I College gress, Columbia_ Uniy rsit;y Press,.19'74 " e
AT TP S S el el
&Lecht Leonard—n Manpower Needs' "Gdr“ﬁat:ional Goals in t:he 1970'8., %Yo@k‘l .
e~ Pg:aeger 1-969 S T _ e _ , \f B S
. - = e
e . : . AN
- > : 3 g™ R .x +
! ‘)1; ) M - x ) v % ‘{ « ol ¥ . :
LR ¥ Voo _ PR e A




rJ

Leighbody, Gerald B. Vocational Education in America's Schools: Major
Issues of the .970's. Chicago: American Technical Society, 1972.

Levitan, Sar A. and Robert Taggart, III. Social Experimentation and Manpower
Policy: The Rhetoric and The Reality. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
1971. N S .

Levitan, Sar. A. and Garth L. Mangum, Ray Marshall. Human Resources and Labor-
Markets: Labor and Manpower in the American Economy. New York: Harper
& Row, 1972. ‘

Menefee, Sheldon Cowles. Vocational Training and Employment of Youth. Da
Capo Press, 1971. (

\\‘f
Mestre, Eloy R. Economic Minorities in Manpower Development. Heath Lexington
Books, 1971. ’ ‘

Nadler, Leonard. Developing Human Resources. Gulf Pub. Co., C1970.

Ritterbush, Philip C. ed. Talent Waste: How Institutions of Learning Misdiredt
Human Resources. Acropolis Books, 1972.

Roberts, Roy W. Vocational and Practical Arts Education: History, Development
and Principles. New York: Harper & Row, 1971.

Russell, Max M., ed. The Blue Book of Occupational Education. CCM Information
Corp., 1971. ' '

Ruttenberg, Stanley H. Manpower Challenge of the 1970's: Institutions and
Social Change. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1970. :

Seidman, Lawrence S The Design of Federal Employment Programs. Lexington,
Mass.: Lexington Books, 1975.

Sewell, D. Training the Poor: JA Cost-Benefit Analysis of Manpower Programs
in the U.S. Antipoverty Program. Industrial Relations Centre, Queens
University, 1971. :

Staley, Eugene. Planning Occupaticnal éaucation and Training for Development.
New York:, Praeger, 1971.

Ulman, Lloyd, ed. Manpower Programs . n the Policy Mix. Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins Press, 1973. '

Wenrich, Ralph C. and J. Wm. Wenrich. Léadership in Administration of Vocational
and Technical Education. Columbus,/Ohio: Merrill, 1974. -

Wolfbein, Seymour L. Work in American Society. Scott, Foresman, 1971.

'Wykstra, Ronald A. ed. Human Capital Formation and Manpower Develgpment.
Free Press, 1971. ___ - ,

2iy. N

130

- .,1‘57



v

Journal Articles

Ashenfelter, 0. '"Manpower Training and Earnings, Monthly Labor Review, IV
" (April, 1975), pp. %6-48.

Dainovskii, A. "Reductions of Labor and Expendftures on Personnel Training,”"
Problems of Economics, IX (February, 1974), pp. 58-72. '

. 4
Freeman, R. B. "Occupational Training in Proprietary Schools and Technical

Institutes,” Review of Economic Statistics, III (August, 1974), pp. 310-18:

Gunderson, M. "Impact of Government Training Subsidies,” Industrial Relations,
I1I1 (October, 1974), pp. 319-24. Y

. "Retention of Trainees: A Study with Dichotomous Dependent

Variables," Journal of Econometrics, I (May, 1974), pp. 79-93.

3

"Training Subsidies and Disadvantaged Workers: Regression with
Limited Dependgnt Variables,’ " Canadian Journal of Economics, V
(November, 1974), pp. 455-66.

Guttman, R. "Intergovernmental Relations Under the New Manpower Act,"
Monthly Labor Review, VI (June, 1974), pp. 10-16. B

Hamermesh, D.S. and H. Pitcher. "Economic Formulas for Manpower Revenue
Sharing," Industrial Labor Relations Review, IV (July, 1974), PP 511-24.

Killingsworth, C. C. ''Manpower Evaluationms: Viiinerable But Useful,"
Monthly Labor Review, IV (April, 1975), pp. 48-51.

Kotliar A. '"Certain Aspects of Keeping Youth in Production," Problems of
Economics, X (February, 1974), pp. 44- 59. ,

Ma ev1éh E. '"Ways of Improving the Utilizatlon of Manpower,l Problems of
Economics, IV (June, 1974), pp. 359-71.

ary, H. J. '"The BLS Pilot Survey ‘of Training in Industry,” Monthly
Labor Review, II (February, 1974), pp. 26-32.-

Niland, J. "Retraining Problems of an Active Manpower Policy," Australian
Economic Papers, XXIII (December, 1974), pp. 159-70.

0'Boyle, E. J. "The Problem of)Evaluating Institutional Training Undér the
Manpower Development and Training Act," Review of Social Economy, I
(April, 1974), pp. 32-48. : .

Paul, R. J. '"Training the 'Hard Core' Unemployed--Some Thoughts Based on
* Research Findings," Marguette Business Review, IV (Winter, 1974),
pp. 181-88.

Shchetinin, V. '"The Cost of Labor Power and Expenditures on Training,"
Problems of Economics, V (September, 1974), pp. 83-91.

, 131 - , .4 1
s .

. O



2

Somers, G. G. and M. Roomkin. ''Developing Reiiable Data on Training in
Industry," Morthly Labor Reviet, II (February, 1974), pp. 33-37.

Government Publications

.

'

An Interim Report to the Congress of the National Commission for-Manpower
Policy: The Challenge of Rising Unemployment, Report No. 1, February, 1975.

An in;erim Report to the Congress of the National Commission for Manpower
Policy: Public Service Employment and Other Responses to Continuing

Unemployment, Report No. 2, June, 1975.

Annual Descriptive :Report. Division of Vocational Education, State of Florida,
- 1975. - .

13

[2

1974 Annual ' Report. Florida State Advisory Council on Vocational and Technical
Education.

I3

i 1975 Annudﬁ Report.. Florida State Advisory Council on Vocatiénal and Technical
Education.

The Business Sector Role in Manpower Policy, Special Report No. 4, November,
©1975. . :

v 1

Commissioner of Education Pupil and Financial Data,.Staté of Florida, 1975.

{ Directory of Vocational Programs in Florida, Tallahassee, 1972, (Florida
Department of Education Bulletin,.1972, No. 70C-3).

First Annual Report to the President and the Congress of the Nationgl Commission
for Manpower Folicy: Toward a National Manpower Policy, Report No. 3,
October, 1975.

' Fiscal Year 1976 Comprehensive Manpower Plan. Pinellas County - St. Petersbu}g
Manpower: Consortium, 1976.

Florida Cooperative Area Manpower Planning System Quarterly Review.

Florida Division of Vocational, Technical, and Adult Education. ,Work
\\\ . Experience Program Standards. Tallahassee,-1970, (Florida Department of
Education Bulletin, 1972, No. 80H-3). ’

Florida State Manpower Council. Florida. State Manpower Plan for Fiscal Year
1974. Tallahassee, 1973. 'S

. Florida State Plan. for the Administration of Vocational Education Under the
- Vocational Eddication Amendments of 1968. 1973-74. Part II - Annual and
Long-Range Program Provisions, Department of Education, Tallahassee,

Florida.

Florida Vocational Educaiion: An Overview. Florida State Advisory Council on
Vocational and Technical Education.159

® | 132




Handbook for Members‘of CETA Planning Advisory Councils, 1976.

Manpower Program Coordination, Special Report No. 2, October, 1975.

Proceedings of a Converence on Public Service Employment, Special Report
No. 1, May, 1975.

Recent European Manpower Policy Initiatives, Special Report No. 3, November,

y 1975.
ot ]
Report of the First Annual Vocational, Technical and Adult Educators' Conference,
Tallahassee, 1969, (Florida Department of Education Bulletin, 70E-17).

r

1976 Special Grant to the Governor, State of Illinois, 1976.

Vocational-Technical Education in Humgw?Resource Development in Florida:

Statewide Evaluation. Recommenidations of the Florida State Advisory
Council on Vocational and Technical Education, Department of Educgtion,
Tallahassee, 1970. ‘

Work in Florida: The 1976 State Manpower Services Council Report to the

Governor of Florida, 1%76.

N

[

160

. | » 133



