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- The Office of Research and De\ielopment of the Office of Policy,

Evaluation and Pesearch, Employment and Training Administration,

.U.S. Department of Labor, was authorized flrs; under’ the Manpower

Development and Training Act (MDTA) of 1962, and then under the g R
Camprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) of 1973, to o S i
conduct research, experimentation, and demonstration to solve ' . R
social and ic problers relative to the employment and '

~ training of loyed and underemployed worked's. Research also - |
“includes national longitddinal surveys of age cohorts of i R

population at critical transition stages in working life wh;,ch T
examine the labor market experience of these cohorts.’ Studies ’ . R
are conducted on. labor market structures and operations, B - <
cbstacles to empioyment, mobility, how individuals do job ‘ ‘

~ searches, and various problems that pertain particularly-to S | R

disadvantaged persons. Experimental ‘or demonstration projects
may test a new technique, a different institutional arrangement™ Y
for delivery, or innovative: ‘ways ‘to ccn:bme resources. . - t .

. Analyses of the results. of the most significant of these sttxhes, :
. Gescriptions of process, handbooks of procedures, or-other

products. designed specifically for planners, admmstrators,l and -
operators mtheCEI‘A -‘system are issued as monographs in a <

‘continuing series. Information ccmcemmg all pmjects in pi:bcess

pr-conpleted during: the previous 3 years is contained in an annual | R .
catalog of activities, Research and Developments Projects. -This o .
publication and those in the nmqgraph serles may be obtamed

upon request, fmn
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This nnnogra;houthes the” fmdmgsarﬂ results of a series of

studies foqusing on strategies employed by prime sponsérs faor

. increasing the participation of private sector employers in local

- CETA programs. Data were collected from intensive’ case studies o
- in nine CETA prime sponsor locations with records of successful
- cooperation with business firms. © - Lo : )

-~

The xrbmgram'pointé Qut that the varmus strategies enployed by

“the prime sponsor to link CETA to the business comminity are very

- significant in getting private employer participation in hiring,
. training, and planning in the public enployment and training b

program. Emphasis is given to the need for reduction of . S

'redtape,” and the necessity of prime.sponsor coordinatian with
‘the local econcmic development effarts. e

— Gaservatim'am‘spef:ific recanmendations for n@e\/rmg prime

g sponsor activities with thé private business sector are included |

for review and recommendation. o S

R S | HOWARD ROSEN v
- - S Office of Research
. S - and Development
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in the private sector, constitutes a eritical element in the current legislation,:

. ) - “.__ " o . ‘ ) : .‘- ) . ‘c - " | -’ )
- Chapter 1 - . . . . INTRODUCRION AND SUMMARY =
‘ * . ' ' - Lo e . , E. . ) . - .
‘ . . -
) . - | ‘ ‘ - . - - .
‘The Problem . o . -,

v

Five ou"c of six nonfarm wage and salary workers in ’c.he ‘United States are i
employéd in the private sector. The federa.}_ly-supported employment and traine
ing programs, since their mceptmn, ‘have given a high priority to premring

' dlsadvanta.ged and unemployed persons to obtdin regular unsubsidized jobs with

private. employers.- Occupational tralmng,.remedlal education, placement assis~-

-tance, and supporting services have figured in national employment and train-

ing -palicy since the enactment oi’ -the Manpower Development and Training Act of )
1962, emphasm on training "for unsubsidized employment largely employment

the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. The CETA legislation shifts: the-

responsibility for these programs ‘to new local public bodies, the prime sponsors. |

This report represents the findings of & series of case studies of nine prime
sponsory undertaken by The ConferenceBoard for the.Employment and Tra.m:mg
Administration of the Départment of Labor. The stully seeks to assess the,
econanic, organizational, polltlcal, and soc:La:L factors facilitating the :Ln-

volvement of private employers in local CETA programs~. The objective of the

research has been to utilize this information to identify stgg.teg:.es that work -

“in mcreasmg the participation of the business cannmmty m»pla.nning 5 placement,
. a.nd tra.lnlng in these px:ogr,a.ms

L .
- . V“’

Statements of Aeglslatwe goals and: a.dmxmstra.tmn obaect:.ves, and in pr:une

. Spouscrs' annual plans, have all emphasued 'the importance of & Sustained effort °

to place disadvantaged persons in regular jobs, In recognition of this objecw

tive, the dollars spent to prepare CETA enrollees for unsubsidized employment -

have increased substantially in the past five years. . But, as unemployment rose:
in the 1974-1975 recession, and then declined slowly, tra.:.mng and work experi- .

- ence pr_pgrams have came to reeeive samething less than & predominant role in

most prime sponsors' programs. 'The major increases in CETA expenditures ‘in the
years before 1979 have. taken place in public servme enployment, The relevant
priorities show up in comparing CETA's program expendz.tures for,\flsca.l yeaxr l§78
with those in ‘the 197‘5 fiscal year (see Table 1. £

.15 ]

it



o SR
'}\ : . .

PR
Sy
.

Tab;e l
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. LETA Program Lx&Lndltures, Fiscal Years 1975 and l@?&

N Expenditures - S
. (tn millions Percent
- :. of aollgr_) - - Distribution -’

Prowram e . _212 .JiL.

Trmnmg R . o $ 752 41,648 o 2k,
00T . L ms 7 399 . 3
Classroam tralnlnb S 638 1,2k 20.

- . \
t v
. .

£

. work prbrlcnce 'f- | : -  : 1,355 | _2;023- ' Lk -20;9

Pubhc uer\(lcc mployment o 900 . 5,893 o 29.57 . 6D.0°
. . < . : ' .o N .
L owmbr 4 b 202 0 .5. 21 -
STORAL ¢ S $3,05% $9,67677 0 100.0%  100.0% 7

“

Source: Congrcs;ionai Budget Office, CETA Reauthorization Issues, 1978, P.5 R
‘. R oi 1] R ’ .- - ' " ‘ - . )

-

-

s

lhg dollar amountg spent for training programs more than doubled between
the 1975 anai§938 fiscal yesrs; but they declined fram about a fourth to ebout
& sixth of CETA program outlsys. _The percentage decline in the training
Progfams was concentrated in classroam training programs. SPendlng for the
different work experience progects also increased substantially in dollars.
However, the outlays for this program fell even more sharply as & share of the
3 total. DBy the 1978 fiscal year, primarily because of concern with cyclical |
unemployment three out of five CETA dollars werge spent for public service
o employment programs. The CETA resuthorizatiop)\legislation of 1978 and the -
. Administration's budget proposels for fiscal 1979 and 1980 have called for a-
- reversal of the priorities:implied by these es in expenditures by assign=-
ing a greater role to preparamlon for employmént in the private sector. The’ ,
impaortance attached to new strategies to attraet greater involvement by the , e
' business community in CETA is underscored by the inclusion in the 1978 legis~ ' “ii
lation of a new tltlc, Title VII, providing for the esteblishment of Private ".."?
Industry Councils in local f7mmun1t1es to serve as a link between prime spon- o

T L sors and prlvuie amployers 1 ‘ 3 _mu”@ e o , '"*“—““—_*457;
The prevalence of high unemployment rates durlng‘most of the 1970 s has |
frequently been cited as the major barrier to plécing a greater emphasis on* Lo s
- programs intended to prepare CETA clients for regular unsubsidized Jobs. The ..
* unemploywent rate is important because_}t &imits the options available to prime i

. W“*

- .
hod . - '
- . ‘ . .
, .
. L ‘ - - ~ " - .
‘. : - . . . ’

- At"
LR |

' %/ Title VII, Comprehensive Employment and Training Act Amendments of 1978. N
Q :‘; : o o ' L
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sponsors seekihg to place CETA clients in jobs in the pi'imté ‘sector. Tﬁe
extent to'which thege optmns are tokep advaptage of depends on the strat-
- egies used by prime sponsors to attract employers to their programs.. AS the .

- econamy-wide unemployment rates in 1978 and early .1979 have 8eclined. to levels
of six percent or léss, shortaeges have been rcparted in'many areas for elec-
tronic tcsh{ncxa.n.. maciiinidts,-in data processing occupations, for secretaries,
and for othars. These- developmentu, together with d larger role for. trgining

" more highly skilled workérs in CETA, as in the recent Skill Trajping  Improvement

Progran (8TIP), make it evident. t;hat o;pportunltle., now /ex:.st for substantially
more placements in unsubsidizéd employment than was the case two or threg years
ago.. The recent expansion in opportwrities for. prwate sector placements adds

* to .the importance of :.dentli‘ymg the strategies that work, a.rxd adapting and
ma}um use of them thrque,hout the C:ETA program : .

'l'he pers:wtence oi‘ high unennployment ra.te.; mnomg young people, bla,c:kg and
other minorities, or persons laclung &.high sghoal education suggests that pro-
‘granms aimed at preparing persons’ in these grgups for regular jobs will continue -
as an important aspect of national econamic policy in the decade ahead. ' The ,
presence of sharp inflationery pressurcs seds limits to the Federal Covermment's
ability to make use of monetary and fiscal/policies. to bring about the rapid
econatic growth -that ccu.ld lead to s;gmflca.nt ‘reductions .in unemployment for
persons in disadvantaged groups. -Moreover, econmic growth in the past has typ-
ically bypassed many of the individu&ls with lebor market handicaps. They are

_the individuals regarded as "strugturally unemployed" because they lack the Skiu;s; .
into jobs in the pri- |

the education, or the work experience needed to obtain entry
“vate sector. The ghanges in the maekeup- of the*labor force :vil the past decade
have increased-the repreuenta.t;on of the groups bypassed by growth. More effec-

tive strategies for &bsorb.t,ng the members of these groups into regular employment

‘serve their needs, and they he;lp to  overcaome tne personnel bottlenecks which

contr;bute, to mi'latlon. . : - . oy ,
£ - R Sy, ' : -
- -
b _
The Case Studles - : .‘ S 3

The overall bearing of titis report is that the strategles prime sponsers
- employ make o significant difference for their success in involving employers.
The Conference Board's survey of the experience of nine prime sponsqQrs‘sup-
plies the basis for this asseértion,  The survey identifies problems %o be over-
camg, and strategies that have worked in specific cases wh:.c.h are frequently

ﬁ;__un/"‘ repllca.ole s with adaptation to loca.l circmstemces, in nany other. areas.

lhe priume nponsors :,nclnded in the - case stm;.es were selected in consul-
tatlon with the Deparment of Labor. The’ loce.l CE‘IA programs represented are
as follows’ g .
,-Albuquerque—Bernall.uo County: New h{ex:z.co
. Cincinmati, Chie -
© ' Fort VWorth Conscrtium, Texes =~ -

e
T !
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. o . — .“.' L M%M&e C{)@tyj'? Wisconsin‘ " ".‘A'. . ; ‘ . ‘. * ff ‘ -
« 7 .« New Haven Consortium, Comnectdeut .~ .0 b e Ce
. v 20t e Pagéalc County,. New Jexrgey - . Lo 0 oo ot
S SR . " Sacramento-Yolo Conscrtium, Californis - R
: o0 4. . State-of South Carolima s . 0 T0 T
. ~ \‘ . ' Wichita, Kensas et o
‘ : o . ' . } | ) ' . . <N .-4“““ . .‘ - - ‘, ~ ‘. . .‘: ' | N - ‘. -
"« . . The'prime sponsqrs surveyed differed in their location; sizd, coamunity S
- and enrallee characteristles, and their-edonomic envirament, They included . . ;
~ cltywide prime sponsorships,(sugh as-Cineinnati), consortia,{(such as the ~ =~ = . .
* . Secramento-Yolo Consortium), and ‘a: statewide unit, South Carclira. The fuil .. . -
o .range of unemployment rates &t the time were : trated by the preas selected, . - -
Théy included Fort Worth and Wichita with ates Of slightly more than five per=. -

., cent,, and Albugyerqué, New Haven, and Passdic with rates smounting to 9.5.pex- -

cent or greater.  The economywide unemplofment rate was 7.6 percent. The dife
ferences in population charactdristics spanned a similar range. For instance s

rcentage for ‘the state of v

s

less than a tenth, 9.-percent, o:E'_the'-Milwwkee'e.(;: population were characterized |

.88 "économically disadvantaged". The comparable
South Carc was nearly a fourth, 24 percent. B |
' The nine prime. sponsors also ﬁi’rfe_red in the pribrities_.‘their placed en skill = .
. . training in preparing CETA clients for Jobs. 1In Wichita, for example, virtu~ '
+-ally all of the enrcllees in the Title I proghams inténded to lead to uhsiub- .
sid\zed Jobs.were either in ¢lassroam training or .in on-the-job training programs.. |
In Ne ven, to-cite another instance, about five-eighths, 62 percent, of the . .,
. Title I enrollees were participating in work experiexce or public servige em~. .

j . The dike study geproach was chosen for the study because in-depth inter-
- «views in the local prime sponsor's area, together with the data gathered at each
. site, make it feasible to focus-on the procegses invoived in prime'sponsor- h i
S business coammunity relationships. They make it possible to probe underlying
" attitudes of CETA staff and employers, to gain insight ixto the workings of
~ thé local CETA program, and to understand why prime spoxsors have chosen pars
ticular approaches in seeking to.involve local employers in their programs..
While the nine prime sponsors meke up a Judgmentally selected sample rather
- than ane chosen on & probability basis, they approximate a purposive sample
-~ illustrating the problems faced and the strategies employed in hany different -
,, | reas. - . ‘ AT - - . . ‘ [ :

o

. «
- . .

o

-

- -interviewing CETA staff, members the Plamning Councils, organizations
- perforning services for the prime sdonsor, political leaders, employers, and
leaders of local business organizations. Information was obtained at.each

A small ',’ceani spent s""'i'i:yeek or more. at each of the ﬁrime spounsor's siﬁes | . “ -

N 7 -'

site about the local program, lebor market, population and emrollee chaxse- - ..

teristics, placements, relationships with service déliverers and business .
~organizations, and.employers'perceptions of the local CETA program. Approx-
imately 275 different inf’?rgnatian sourges, including 68 employers, were inter-

4

., " viewed during the study.Z f

4 . -

-/ ‘ ey T T = :
. 2/ ;For a listing of the persons and orggniza.tﬁons contacted, see Appendix C.
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we.. 1. The ;;.eld resea:fch in the case stud;eé was done in the Fa.ll of 3.976 ‘

and in 1977. The data and findings- presenteq rafer to the experiences at =’
that ‘b.unerand to the legislative guidelines and categories then in.oper-

) &ation. "The discussions of programs), enrollmente, and placements freguent&y %

refer to Title I » the legislative title at the tlme including the training
and work- expericnce Programs intended to prepare CE‘M clients for unsybe=

v sidized employment. Title I has been superseded 'by Title II in the 1978 :

+ CETA legislation, and it has been supplemented by Title VII. However, the }

" .4, -issues comsidered and the strategies discussed focus on prime sponsors' %
| ‘relationships with the private sector, and they are genera.lly applicgble to

" current developnent., have, introduced new prospecté for attracting employers 3

R they receive consideration. . The vaete Industry Cowncils aestabllshed in
-~ T.xtle VII oi‘ the new CETA legxs}.a.tion represent an- instance, = .
’ Y : o . ] ‘ - . » - b . } -
4 - Sunthery of Findings ' S . 1
’ ‘ ’ . . . v . h e . . ' . ) ’. * f ’ . 1
L - - ) .\ .
. The case studles pom’c to a series of fmdmgs Whl(.‘.h were evident in'
. . most, although often not all; of the prime sponsorships surveyed. ' These
Lt f:.ndmgs showed”up with sufficient regulerity to assume that they reflect

.+ mobe - general tendenc:Les in loca.l CE'I‘A @rograms They are:

1. The local tmemploymeni‘. rate wa., only one among Severa.l J.mportant

ol factors influencing employers’ pantieipdtien -in CETA programs. ILow: -
A + rates were sometimes accampanied by limited employer mvolvement |
Y P wha.le high r&tes dld not pose an- msupera.ble barrier :.n ettra,ctlng'
-3 employexs. , _ o e

2. 'A large mejority of. the OJT amivlasé‘roan tra.z.mng placements took -
+ _Place in smalle establisiments. The larger establishments, those
“employing 500 or more persons, were serlouslv underrepresented
" in placements in most of the s::.tes visited. ,

‘- / ’ ) .

- 3. W}ule the Employment Service was mpertant in JOb a.nd OJT program
development in‘most areas, this organization was usually only one ’
among & number of sgenciés perfdrming thése functions. Community.-
based orga.mze.tmns, such as the Urban League, made up the largest

» o s:mgle grou;p of job &evelopnent ergam.za.t:.ons in the mtes vis:Lted.-

b

4. State and loea.l goverment agenc:.e—s together with ccnmnm:gty orgas-
' . nizations accounted for over half the membership of the plenning

" “councils in the nine” prime sponsorships. These organizations

. were typically actual or prospectlve recipients of local CETA

A T ﬁmds far performing sérvices. |
_ 5. There was consa.derable evidence of genrollee seledtwi‘by in the ,
i( o _Program involving the maximum en;pl er participation, -on-the~job -
IS traa.mng - Nonwhites and ecanamic dJ.Sedv"antaged persons -

¢ - frequently made up & smaller pei‘fentege of 1 OJ‘I «enrcl]ment th&n"
o m the 'I.‘;Ltle I progra:ns genera.lly .

e . *, - » TR ‘ 19
oo . . . . 3 )‘~ . - *
. ' . : _ o . .

_the experience under the new legislation as well.as to its predeceseer Where' .
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6. The placemcnts of enrgllees’ fallowin.g CETA sk;ll tra.ining e
. prografs were concentrated in selected -fields providing ‘ o

* +  many entry level positions, Slightly more than half the QT

. . enrollees p;Le.ced Touwnd jobks in operatlve -or ¢lerical posrbigns.
Over three~fifths of the placements followmg classroom traening
were m glerical oy opera.tn.ves jpbs.

R ’.E‘he Nationed Alliance of Businesk was typn.ca.uy in an’ ;Lna.ctwe
: i ‘relationship with the local prime sponsor. There were NAB. Metro
« ¢ offices in eight of the ninc sites visited. There was an gctive

husiness’ orgaml"a.tlon most likely to become .mvolved in a.n active -
&SSDC.L&thIl mth the prime nponsm"‘ E

8.& Pl&eunents folj.owln&, sk:.ll trs.:.mng in prime spon...orsh:.:gs with sw‘.‘:.:o.ngl
. linkages With their business campunity very largely took place in
- private~for-profit fz.::m.; ‘Prime sponsors with more limited ligkages
* + with the business sector placed a §ubstsmtia.l percentage of th ir:

*. skill tralmn@; enrouees in goverment agencxes or nonproﬁt or-
5am.ze.t3.on..~.. |
' '9.‘ The u.m‘ployers J.nterviewcd who had been 1nvolved in OJ‘I‘ programs

held a more favorable perception of" the CETA program than™ the -
employers” lacking an OJT involvement. Both groups were concerned

) -with the unfavorable effects of participafion on their firm's. . - o~
T ‘ internal operatz.on.. The large volume of paperwork i‘lgured p;‘an-,n

- inently. among, the unf&vorable ci‘fects.

. ‘ ¢
10, The employers holdlng OJT contracto who, were 1nterv1ewed cited ,
the subsidics or labor shortages as their primary incentives '
- for participation. Equal empleyment and _commundity responsibllity
- considerations were cited but they were min i‘ecto:rs in the’

demsxon to partie;p&:be.

li“. Greater sub51d:.es or tax mcent;wes were the employers prma.ry

\ recamgndations for increasing business® partiecipation in CETA .

training programs. OSmaller employers typically favored large.r
subsidies while large\employers emphasized greater tax incentives.

12, The poll‘dlea.l pﬁllos‘ophy of the local buSmess or “pol_itlc&l Y
leadership typically had little bearing on prime sponsors’ability
" to involve cmployers in their Pprogram. . Where prime sponsors .

o aaapted their programs to serve as a realistic source of trained
labaor for employers, couservative busmess ccxmnuni}nes supported

the local CETA effort. . - . -

‘I’he smmn&ry i‘.m ings omz.t severa.l elements whlch are dl;f‘flcult to- 1dent1f3r

" with specific responses| to a questlon in an interview guide or a specific item

* in a data reguest. For instance, one of the strdng impressions in most' of the

sites visited was a sénpe of the low visibility of the CETA program in the
bu..,inees campnunity. Th employers who were not involved in the OJT program
were usually only vaguely aygre,. if at all, that a CETA training program

. v_ex.lsted in the cammunigy whz.ch could help £ill their personne_l needs These

{- : T

2

relatmnehlp in three sites. Locgl Chambers of Commerce were the -, »
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.. employers vere more likely to identify CETA with public service employment - '
. or with the summer youth job’'program than with effomts to train and pfkce .
persons in regular jobs“in firms such as their own. y One of the J ant 3
- byproducts of the Private Industry Councils set up under the new\Title VII . = -
© . of ghe 1978 OETA l¢gislation should be to increase fhe visihility of the - G

Jocal programs in the business community, .

‘The Prototype for Successful Involvement ~ - ' | o
. " The survey of the nine prime spopsors suggests. that there is an under-’'
Y . lying prototype.charackerizing. the iqi;al CETA programs that have been more . ,
+. succéssful in attractifg private oyers to their prografns, The prototype © .+
r . can be considered in terms of*fouf agtérs that influenced employers decisions « - .
. to participate. They are the local’ ployment rates the prime sponsor's '
*  sensitivity to employers needs, inhovetians in job development, and the local )
CETA organization's active linkeges with community business groups. . The support
~of local political/,leadership was also important,but it Is not listed sepa~ - - &
' rately because in the sites surveyed, it coincided with active linkages by CETA' .

-

.. .with business orgamigations. . | . R ;
| . " " - " ’ - ‘ ‘ .. Q‘ ) ‘ . "‘ ‘ - . ‘ : ‘ ) ’ ..
.. Th¢ elements entering into the four factors, gther than-the unemployment . e
- rate, represent staff assessments ed on' the field research. To meke their . S
~.-content clear, all four arc defingd below., = A s o
o ‘ . - ¢ ' ‘ '.. ‘ | ' . . . * ¢ PP
Unemployment rate: . - . ' Relationship of the rate in the prime = ',
R sponsor's area torthe national average, . (. o

Sensitivity tg - S o . S
emplayers '&{s; -, Includes such factors as expressed-. = . - 7 ¢
) : " attitude toward participation by , o L
#  business, efforts to minimize "red R -

. o tapes’ for employers, use of marketing X .

; o , - and labor market analysis to identify . .

_ e and anticipate employers'.vacancies, 4. ' |
o ~ -t ) ' screening services performed for . | el
] i ok ° - employers, and efforts to tailor o
| : Y S training programs to meet employers' . ) .
. : . needs. - - . T,

-~

-

~ - Innovations in job : L : ' ‘&)
e . development: . “Use of new approaches by established - | -t
) ‘ o T ‘service deliverers, and use of new types

I o ' . of job developers such as unions and

' B trade associatiors, private fimms, or
z nonprofit firms other than community-

N : | based -organizations get up for job

' development purposes.
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.- Active linkages T v B Lo Ty : A

with business - - : : v .t e
arganizations: j ‘ Representat‘,ion of prime sponsor in

- local econcmic development organizations - F
or contractual arrangements w business ‘

: _ | - .groups such as the Cha.mber of’ merce or i}

. ) R . 'NAB to p:rov:ide .services. '

The influence of these fs.ctors is evident in the pe.rcentage of "indirect" .

pls.cements the placements of enrollees recelving services frap the prime e =

_ spansor, accounted for by on-the-job. treuning On-the-job traa.nmg makes up
& relevant indicator because the trainee is placed o the employer's' payroll
and trained at the worksite.. OJT, therefore, involves the most active par- o
. ticipation by employers in local CETA programs. The importance of the four — . .. .
factors alsc shows up in & rating of the access of eech prime sponsor to local ]

~ employers. This is shown by & Judgmental rating, oi a scale ranging from ome = -
to four, of the extent to which the local CETA: program had established its - -
credibility in.the business ccmmmlty, and had succeaded in involving emplo;srers
and business organizations ingplanning and public:.ty as well as in place.mént
A rating of this type ts significant because it represents an assessment of * . -
future potential in attracting employers, say, 85" unemployment rates decline, Co
as well-as an indicator of present perfomance %fferences -similar to the

" ones llsted for QJT are dlso evident_in the: percentage of Yndirect placements

made up of placements from classrqdn’ training. It is believed, although no '
separate study has been made, th&6 similar findings would show up if data were. )
available on the percentage of these placements represented by the adult wark '
expenence camponent of the wark e;penence programs (see Table 2)
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S . s . L T N Coe - e a ’ ‘ o . : : ,
T . Influence of Strategic Factors on OJT Placemepts .~ -~ =
» 7 - and Access to Privgte Emplo eJ)'a', Soe -
* - Mine Prime Sponsars, 1977 ‘.- .;
o ) i L a _ . _‘t.': o ’ .
_ . . R S g . . - .
’ e -7 Percent of Indirect \ o o
L ‘ L No.-of . Placenents Made Up =  Access Yo S
: - Factor ' : .. ;. Cases . . By QJT - . Employers (b) -
. Unemploymgz'xtﬂ Rate” - ~ - . ” a . L |
',  Below national.sverage ", Lo 29,08 . 2.8
S -~ Above national average , /-". -5 - 15.0 A 2.2
Prive Sponsor semsitivity . - - 'f/ o
; ~ to employer needs . o ’ | : : - |
. . L ‘ ' . o ! B ' ) © . R £ -
: Yes - ‘ - ko 25,0, - 3.5
0 _No -7 S 5 8.0 - 1.6
- '.Innovatiohs in job | - ,' L - A !  -_ —— - | ~
" development, s L. B § _ | s
! . . L £ . i . » ‘,.. ‘. ! - . “ N )
; NO o ‘\ - i " ; . “ . 1+ < -——“1660 . 118 -
L A T ) - ' ‘ f(‘ . ‘ . . T
. Active linkages with . . - ' ‘ .
busineds organizations - . )
R . ‘g ‘ . o t e, ’ . ) [ '. e .'S‘ i
S Yes . 8 B - N 3.2 - ¢
. No - L S L - 19.0 S o
4 - . . - to ' - ' . . : . . ““ . * .
(a) data listed for 1977 refers to period October 1, 1976 to Mereh 31, 1977.
(b) 1 ='low access; U4 = high access. = - - .
b K . . . . . . . « A r::l
' # It is apparent that no one factor daminated the more successful outcames: "4
< 'While below-average unemployment rates characterized most prime sponsors with '

. strong records of private sector involvement, the wnemployment rate; by itself,
\ ~did ndbt determine the weight of OJT in the total indirect placements., The - e
unemployment rgte was of limited importance in evaluating the prige sponser's .,

“access to the business camunity. Innovations in job development were of

y approximately equal importance to the unemployment. rate for .the OJT placements, "
and & greater influaz;cevion access to employers. ,censitivity to employers'needs %
and- linkages with business' organizations made a differen‘gé beth in & higher :

"’ -~ proportion of indirect placements. fram OJT.and, even mord, in access to employers. . T
) : c ,
[ -» 4 ‘
. ) ‘ 9 ~ . j‘ e -~
v . ~, 3. ' ‘ 1. |
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The exper;ence of the.Fort Worth and clnc;pnatl prlme sponaors 1llus-

" trates the contention that & low unemployment rate need not translateinto

& high level of prlvaxé\qsctor participation in local. CETA programs, and
that an abova aversge rate need not pose an insuperable barrier to involv-

ing private e@ployers in prime sponsors' activities, Fért Worth was tied  §

with Wichita the prime sponsor with the lowest unemployment rate among .
the nine surv yed.‘ At 'the time of the site visit, it was in the nelghborhood
of five percent. However, a large majority of the OJT placements in Fort
Worth were in|State and local government agencies or in non~prorit organi-
zations. - There was virtually no communication between the prime sponkor ,
and local business groups, such as the Chamber of Commerce. The unenploy -

' 'ment rate in ¢incinnati, when the field wisit was made was 8.6 percent, ..

typically

" ‘one percentag point higher than the national average The strong support

of the business community for the prime sponsor's pmogrmm was apparent in.
their active participation in the plamming council.. This suppoxrt was also
shown by the finclusion of CETA skill training programs as part of the puckage
offered\to persuade a large national retail chain to establish a regional
distribution center 'in the area. One of the inducements influencing .the
campany 's degision was the ability of local business groups to assure- the
firm that a ftrained work force would be available to them; a work force -
trained in good part by the rime sponscrs in the Cincinnati area. :

‘The fipld studiesshowedthat the prime sponsors who indicated Ravorable
responses one of the factors encouraging business participation also
howed favorable responses for the others. The four prime sponsors

generally the more successful ones in attractlng private sector
e Cincinnati, Milwsukee, South Carolina, and Wichita. .These

ors were credited with a favorable response on at least three of
, actors regarded as significant (see Table 3), | :

régarded

" Table 3 .o .

Straé—élc Factors Characterlzlng Prime Sponsors R N
Wlth More Successful Private Sectar Involvement, lg?f

Strategic Factor

Below-Average . Senmsitivity . Innovations Linkages with .
- Unemployment -~ = to Employer in Job De- Busingks

Prime Sponsor = Rate Needs - velommént OTgaan&tlonu-
Cincimnati No | - Yes - Yes . Yes
Milwewkee - Yes Yes . Yes  _ Yes _

. South Carolina f Yes . Yes Yes o | Yes
'wichita? o . Yes  Yes . Yes ~ lo
> 10 . .

2

Active Formal

-«
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- ,gz: who had never participated.

AJl four of the more’ successful prime sponsors indicated favorable responses -
on two of the strategic factors. They were the responses onsensitivity to- '

- employers' nceds and.imovations in job-develomment. Two of the prime sponsars,

Milwvaukee and South Carolina, showed favarable responses for all four factors.
While & "na" réspouse is listed for Wichita for formal linkages with business

" organizations, this prime sponsor was unique among the nine surveyed'in its - ., -

oftthe other Tive prime sponsors showed a favorable response ox mare tHan two.
stiategic factors, and four of the five disted only one' favorable response.’
It is o' same significancelthat two of the more Successful prime sponsers;

ei‘t‘ctive but informal association with the local Chamber of Camerce.  None

Milvadkee and Wichite, were distinguished by ® concentrdtion of large firms. . = -
with headquarters in their areas. : ' . " ) -

B “ N

. { .-
, e
. . - . o L .
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Employers! Attitudes '.’{‘oward the CETA Prog.'am a
A N ) ; g

v , | : S N o
] . S . . ' -. ‘ - . l“
I’}mi)loyei‘s%es ‘toward CETA have frequently constituted & barrier. .
to preater priva® sector involvement in the program. These attitudes . e
are of'ten colored by apprehensions based on newspaper or television reports N\ a

or by carlier experiences in employment and .training programs.  Interviews

» with employers suggest that the most widely.held apprehensions were a con-

cern with traince quality and & fear of unfavorable effests of participation
in programc such as "XJT on the internal operations of their firms. The :

‘interviews dlso showed: that the primary incentives for involvement were the

subsidies offered amployers who perticipated or- the inducement: created by -

labor shortages. . L .

. These rindings arc based on a series of questions asked in interviews with
68 awployers in nine States. The interviews dealt with participation in the
on~the=-job training programs. The interpretations g&ven to the responses should "
be qualified in the light of the small gumber of respondents #nd the method _
of thelr selection, Most were interviewed at the Pyime sponsors' recamendation
while others, generally larger employers, were included ut-the namination of.
the project staff. Allowing.fer these caveats, the frequeney with which similar

‘rosponses webe given by employers in different areas suggests that the responses’

reflect widely held attitudes in the husiness camunity. The employers who were >
interviewed inclyded slightly fewer then half, 30, who were ewrrently involved =
in OT progrdms, and somewhat more. than half, 38, who were not currently involved

Keasons for- participdation or"nonparticipa.tidn are evident in*the appre-

- hensions expressed by the employers abouyt the CETA programs. It is also. = _ ., ——

apparent froy the responses that there were Important differences in ‘the per-

. ceptions of,the CETA program held by employers who had participated in 0JT

and those who had not (see Table 4). o s . ,
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: ’ : . Emplo;us' Appre,heubmns About Partlcmpatlng in GE‘EA | ST R . _f
L [ B GJT ngrams, Nme Prme Spénsors, 197'7 D S
. N \"‘..' . 3 . , - s Y -
S - | | .- & ',‘ R z ‘ Y
- T L e Responses of Employers Who . - -
A Y - Had o+ THsd'Not o .77 \
o " Participsted  Participated ' = .-
. Apprehension - o o dn OJT o, L YA 00T . - Total.
- « s : . - ) ’.r’_-.;,. R “—“, . : Fl‘“"‘f":"

Excessive Progrem Cost Y T e Iy

' P Poor Tramee Quallty RS 15 f \; - 1 . 26 -1t

’ - “ . i L . ) “ . LA N - _"‘ " . ' . ' - P
N Puor Q,ue.l:.ty of. CETA oc T T e e SR
c : oemcer Dellvert,r ut&ff 3 Soo12 L a5

- . Unfavprable E’i‘i‘ects on , T e
' - - Employers ' Inte.rn&l e TLT e e e o k
y . Opc—.ra.tmnu R T < I * R A7

= .Excessi}re Govermment = . o o
Interfei*ence o . e 11 | |
No Apprehen.,mns T 7 ve 200 Ly
Total hespcmes T e s Lot L.

N' : ‘ s o S . -

o -

"Both employers with and without - -experience 1n OJT programs were com- - ,
cerned with the uni‘avcrable effects of. p&rﬁcxpa‘cmn on their fims' inter- ., \
‘nal operations., The meavurable effects could irclude & need for extra ° - .
facilities or supervision,’ additional record keeping brought about by mvglve- o )
-ment, or fears of possible campliéations with the unions representing their .
- employees. . The apprehensions did not focus on questions of excessive cost.
This was aone of the concerns expressed least frequentl;r by employers. - Both
groups of employers indicated & concerp with what they regarded as poor Ao
trainee quelity.  This apprehension referred to the traineés' motivation, . L e
work attitudes, absemteeitm, and basic academic skills as -well as to their - - :
. specifiec occupatmonal skills. But, in & separate question, a large majority
[ . of the emplaoyers' with & cufrent involvement in OJT evaluated then.r tre.inees’ ‘
S Job performance as- "a.vérage" or better.

e e

B L T e——— e e

. The nonpa.rtxcxpa.nts were. far more likely to be apprehens:wﬁ about CETA ,
. - staff quality than the employers with & record of involvement in the ‘program. .= =~ .-
- - Only four employers with OJT experience feared excesgive govermment intqr- ' .
ference because of the:.r participation. 'Eleven of the employers witﬁ'éutr
’ experience mth»a.n QJT program expressed this concern. The empioyers who had
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g . . . v - . . . ) . . .
& . PN ) ; . . ) -
. : y T ~ .
K " . : - >
. ¢ e - N
412 S
]
| »— 26
- . L] . -
ar < - . .




.7\ participated were considerably more likely to voice no apprehensions sbout -
~7 - QJT involvemernt than were the others.

L : Reasons for Participating in OJT” Prograus,

. Reasons for Participation

. *Total Résponsés g

-

-

‘ences in participation and apprehensions are associated with differences in
the cize of the employers making the responses. The large establishments,

. those with 500 or more employees,, were predaminantly in.the nonparjbicipat;.ng"
- groups of firms. They were the group who were concerned with the calibre of
. The smaller employers were more type

CETA staff or govermment interference.
-ically involved in QJT programs, and they made Up & substantial majority of
the group with f;vwer unfavorable responses.  ° ‘ o o

The interviews with employers currently involved ip OJT programs:.ndl«

‘ ‘cate,d. that their primary motive for participation was econcmic, FEgqual employ=--

ment or community responsibility consideratiomy were present, but.they were

~ (see Table 5).

- lgsser reasons for participation, or they supplemented the econanic -incentives |

i

.-

.Table‘s

Employers With Current OJT Contracts, -
o Nine Prime Spomsors, 1977

Number of Responges -

L

Finaneial B . | ' o .17
‘Lgbqr Shortagé __ ~ , ' | BN .19 '
-Comm:mity Responsibili%:y . ‘. - | “ | 3 .
Equal ‘mplome:nf-; Considefations - - . " '. 'Q’ 3 Q N |
‘Other | L . ' " 5 - :
’ ]

§

. " . .u. \ . . .
The subsidies were often especially important to smgller employers,

since subsidies ranging up to 50 percent of the yages paid OJT ‘enrollees for

as long as six months could ease their cash flow problems. The significance
of labor shortages as an inducement to employers underscores the need to

identify the occupations in local demend in planning CETA training progrems.

The shortages are frequently due tp rapid growth in individual local firms
or to overall economic expansion. Many shortages -came about as employers

 seek to replace losses due to deaths, refiréinents, ‘or other withdrawals fram

their work force. . In areas of slow growth, as in the older citief of the

- Northeast and Midwest, replacewbnt demand in strategic occupations can fre-

x4

To & considersble extent, the differ--

5" Ay

F



quently create. Job openings for trained warkers which of fer prospects ior
pl&cing CETA enro.l.lees. ’ ) L

. The importance attached to economic incentives by employers, and their
* frequent qpprehensions about participating in CETA programs, stress the fact
“that both employers and CETA clients must be served if -the business community
. is to became involved in prime sponsors' programs. It is’the responsibllity
. of .the CETA staff and the.organizations associated with them to think in terms
of Helping the disadvantaged. Accordmgly the objectives of these groups are =
generally defined in social terms. As government emplayees, the CETA staff are
wary of* Being "ripped off" by business firms or others, and they feel a respon-
8ibility Tor holding fimms strictly accountable for their uses of CETA funds.
The prime sponsors seek to attract private employers who are typically concerned
with employees' attitude toward work, with productivity, and with lowemng costs o
and increasing profits. The employers tend to be susplcmus of govermment in-
U volvement in their affairs, and they usually hold a different view of social L
- programs from the prevailing one held by the CETA staff. The local CETA programs ¢ -
among those surveyed which have been successful in attracting privete sector -
-support are those that have managed - -to orient their staffs to the employers' '
outlock and needs. They are also the ones that have tmea.uy supplemented
this effort by developing links with intérmediary organizatiomns, such as the
Chanmber of Ccmeree, to br;dge the. gap between the two 'L-ypes of mstitutions

. jg-,i}_'.;{;{. L
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. Chapter 2 ,  THE NINC FRIME SPONSQRS --~ CHARACTERISTICS,
% PROGRAM PRIORITIES, AND LINKAGES WITH EMPLOVERS |

3 o

Similarities and Dissimilarities == The Nine Communities

; ' g ‘ N ' - o
/‘ . - N . ’..;' . ] "

D
-

¥ ~ The prime sponsors included in the study diffevred substentially in their
' community and enrollee characteristies, in their prograus, and in their link~ . -
. ages with employers.. -As a group, they could be identified as prime sponsors
. with an above-average commitment to programs intended to prepare CETA clients

! 7 for regulyr jobs.- However,”the group reflected the range of favorable and

+_ unfavorable economic envirorments. The unemployment rates in five of the

, - nine were greater than the economywide rate at the .time of the field surveys,

s vhile four possessed rates below the naticnal ome. ' o

The veriety of social and economic characteristics distinguishing t&}e .
-nine arcas served by the prime sponsors are suumarized below. Since the in-
formation presented is drawn fram Census sources, -it refers to the Standard 'y
Metropolitan Statistic.Areas (SMSAs) in which the prime sponscrships were
located, or to the comparable counties or States, rather than simply to the
population in¢luded within the prime sponsor's area. - But a substantial ma-
Jority of the populations of the SMSAs or camparable units were within. all
of. the prime sponsors' jurisdiction. The most recent complete information on
all nine prime sponsors comes from the 1970 Decennial Census, and-the precise .
numbers in the tables, therefore, arg likely to have become outmoded with the |
passage of time. The relationships shown in the table are considerably less:

P h

likely to have changed then the mumbers themselves {see Table 6). §

-
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+ . Table 6 ‘ ) - . L ' . , L , ‘ _“:‘* :,

~

Selected Popg;ation Chardctéristics; I}Iihe Prige S;pohspr R%:rfgas,, 1970

R | - | o Percent-. of Population W}l“" Were __ N .
o o \ - Less than 4 Years Eeoncmic&ny . -
| , Nonwhite -~ Hispanic , at High School _ Disadvanta‘ged o
- beiquerque._ oo L.74 - 39,29 ¢ 31.8% (8‘)'_‘ 163% (h)
Cingimnati 281 0.6- Y ke e
. Fort Worth - w60 - w8 10.3 .
Milvaukee s LT .' ‘39;6‘ o o o9a
New Haven = . 12.3 1.9 ; "39 o- 98 o
Passaic - 1.7 k3 22 o 93
3 Sacranento Cer 101 b S 3L . . '1_1.;2 .
| Soxitix‘CaroJiﬁa . 30.7 h a Obr ' i . 5?'.3‘.' . . 23;97
Wichita " 8923 . BE T
 Aversge, Nine o T T
| Prime Spdnsors,(c} 4.3 4% R 1B
| gﬁfﬁ “ta.tes t 12.5 56 | TR © o _ - R

(a) 18 years a.nd over . o . '
(b) Refers to clvilmn noninstitutional populat;z.on ea:rnmg less thagn poverty .
level incames. : C
'f(c) Since one prime sponsorship, the State of South Caroline, is much larger
than the others, the average figures presented for the nine prime sponsors,
unless otherwise noted, are unw‘eightedvarith?etic nmeans .

L | ,
¥ R . \-l" : 2“ ) ' ' N .
- The. popﬂatimmtm& suggest ‘that the prime spond‘ars suvveyed ..o
served a population with & substantial representation of labor merket handi- .-

-~caps. For three of the four chargeteristics listed, the representation in

the nine prime spongor areas was greater than for the entire United States. - S
They,.were the percentages of their population who were nonwhite, Hispanic, : LR

or with'less than a full four-year high school education. -The r of dif-

T

ferences among the nine is also striking. The skare of the AlbuqueWue pop#-

&



. Services, and Govermment, *° . R o
PoT - Nine Prime ..Sponsor Areas, Selected Years, 1970 - 1976 -
.o ,‘ Year ; ,.; . - Percent of Toté;. Emplgymént in. o .

. e _ o ‘Manufacturing Services _Govermngni_:,’

- Albugquerque 1970. . T.6% 8.2 . 95k L p
Cincifnati 9715 297 2h8. 19.9{; o
Fort Worth S0 293 18.3  12.6

- Milwaukee o 975 . - 30.8 " - 23.2 12.0”
New‘Hlaven 1975 s | 25.9 23.7 ~ 12.6
Passaic 1976 . - 37.9. . 153 - 12.3

. - . o " ' : . -
Sacremento . 1975 * 7.5 ' 33.0 17.5
South Carolina 1970 - 35.2 154 1.7

Wichita 1975 26.3 = = 28,0 4.1
Average, Nine ‘ . ‘ R L A
Prime Sponsors - 25,8 o 2k.0 12,0

~Entire . . o S L
United States 1970 | - 25.9 , L 26,2 - 5.5
o o |

-
-

wlation made tip of Hispanic persons, ‘for insta.pée; Was nea;rly:-foizr times as

‘great as . the area with the next largest representation from this group,
- Sacramento. There were roughly two and & half times the percentage of

econamically disadvantaged persons in the State of South Cardlins than in -

Milwaukee. The proportion of the adult population with less than a high .
Schoel- education was the characteristic showing the least variation in the-

* nine prime sponsorships. .

L.

The variety in population characteristics in the ‘nine areas was accom-
panied by considerable differences in their economic nekeup. The differences
show up in the distribution of employment by industry in the individual areas.
Manufacturing was the leading source of enployment in most of the ‘areas served.-

by the prime sponsops, but employment in service and govermment combihed out- - |

. weighed manufacturi mployment-in two-thirds of the' areas (see Table-T).
. . . = IR . . . . L UK .
% . . se N
MapleT . . TN

-

. ..° . 7 Percentage of Total Employment-{n Manufecturing,

A/ 4
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The {r&nsiormamon which has been sh‘:.i‘ti.ng: the’ Ame.r:.can eccmany fran
a goods-producing to a service econony,” lncludmg the produc’slon od. govern~
ment services, was cvident in the nine areas. Govermment, in partlcular,_
was & more important source of employment among the nine than in the over-
all econuny The sighificance of the long~term shift to a service economy
for local CETA programs was that "thd blue-collar jobs as operatives or la=- ;
borers in manufacturing which in the past had provided the bulk of the entry-

“level positions for persons with limited job skills.or education had came to
represent an average of a fourth of the total employment in their argas. In o

) several areas in'which manui‘acturmé, was still the largest single source of

.CE’I‘A cllent.a would very la.r&,ely take. place

cumployment, "as in Pussaic or New Haven, losses of manufacturing industry in
the past two decades implipd that the job growth in the coming decade for
§g other 3.nd.ustr1es. .

-

The unemployment rates in the nine areas included a clo.,e approxma.tlon

' "to the full range of rates found in the econamy at the time. In Passaic ar

New Haven, high um.mplomncnt rates meant that the options availabNe to prlme"

~ sponsors$ seeking to involve private employers éncountered the bartriers of
-7 limited hiring and the |availability of experienced workers seeking Jjobs in

soame areas. In other greas, as in Wﬂ.chlta, overall labor shortages crea.ted

' a favorable, econamic e nromnent for skill training programs preparing CETA
_ elients for jobs in tHe private sector. The unemployment rates shown in the

table which follows arc those for the period in which most of the flel& work, )
' 'too;k. place, Oetober 1976 through March, 19{( (See Table 8. Y
A )

.A o | ' o "Pa.ble 8

’Ux;mnployment Rates, Nine Prme Sponsox. Areas, * - ‘
. . Oc’g,ober 1, 197¢ through March 31, 1977 T

Unemployment ARate

6""(},

'A.lbuqﬁertiﬁe‘ | S 9.‘5%”
i Clncmnatl S . 8.6 | o
Mwm:h 5.4 T
Milwaukee = ‘ 5,8 |
New Haven - | 9.5 - ) S
- rassdlc ' o 10.2 . - 9.
T | Sacrgaﬁento . S 88 | )
o South Caroline - 7.2 )
ﬁichlte. L sk -
Average, N:Lne ‘ ' . ‘
Prime Sponsors 7.8
Entire' - - =

United States 7.6
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CEE S O an ewerage, the unanplcwment rs.te in the nine prime sponsor areds .
. was slightly higher than for the entire United States, 7.8 as compared with
‘. 7.6 percent.. The rates included two of the lowest in the Vation, those in
o Fort Worth &nd Uichita, and also three high rates, Passa:.c, A.l.buquerque, and, |
New Haven. , < .

v ‘I’he econamies of .the mine a.reas constitute & microcosm of the large‘r

- econamy in their une.mpl ent rate and, to a somewhat lesser extent, in

~the industrial distributfon of their e.mployment They dtffer from the

national pattern in the | arger repmsenta.tmn of groups facing the labor

~ maxket’ barriers of d;xscr. ination and latk of education. The'se charac- *
te istics make the areaf good candidates for assessing the strategies used

ip local CETA programs to ~overcome the l&bor market ba.rmers faclng their =«

clients in a variety of enviromnents ' ’

¥ . s

. - '117‘“7’

-~
@

.. - ! - ...
b . 4

' Program Oriehtatigus - R A

»

.-
»
.

0

. All of the prime sponsors surveyed expressed an :Lnterest in attra.ctlng
more empioyers to their programs. But they differed in the.priorities they
assigned  to partlcipation by private employers, the funds they made available
for this purpose, and the strategies they used to attract employers Since
Title I at the time of the study was the CETA component .concerned “with Pre-g
» paring persons for unsubsidized employment, the priority for private. sector -
involvement is evident in the share of the funds available to prime sponsors ¢
'which were spent for Title I programs Program thrusts are’also evident
in the percentage of the Title I funds utilized for the skill training pro- x
. grams; that is, for classroom and on-the~job training. A striking featwre — -

;. of allocations of expendltnre was the small propartmn of the T:Ltle 1 funds
' ‘ utilized for OJT ,J ‘ R . ' . , -
' Th% funds available to CETA pr:x.me sponsors in 1976 a.nd 197‘?, other tha.p
_ those. for Title I, were the funds for public service employment available :
through Titles II and VI, The nipe prime sponsors, as a group, svent something
~ less than half of the funds available to them, 47 percent, for the programs -
intended to lead to unsubsidized employment.| The range in the individual
prime. sponsorships was more. significant than the average. " Both Milwaukee
and Wichita had similar unemployment rates. But Milwaukée spent less then
& third of the a.vai.able funds for the Title I programs while W:Lchzta spent
: near];,r three~four (se,e Table 9). _ |

S

i

C o



SN

¢
" Table 9 ', e
) i Spending for Title I Programs &s a Percent of Expendrtures o
) - - for Programs Funded by Titles I, II, and VI, Nine 35.5& o
PO Sponsors, October l, 1975 tth%h erch 31. 137 ~
R oy %
Tota.l, Titles I, IT and VI ‘ Title I as Percent
| A(in million of dollars) ~  _____ of Total
| - Albuguerque -+ g1 45.6%
N ‘ |
Cincimnati b 0 kg2
S T Worth | 2.4 57.4
" | § - Milwaukee . o £ 8.8 c | 31.8
_ : : ‘ A
New Haven * ks c b3, 7.
Pagsale .7 BRI - -
\ Sacramenﬁo oy 87 8 - 37,5 |
South Carolina 29.0 IR 2%
‘ 2 chhlta - f ! 0.9 a ‘ . . . 13.2° ‘L '
| \‘ " Avera.ge, Nine @ S -, . | ‘ : |
.. Prime Sponsors C 7.2 - o kels
v Entive - i : |
.~  United Stateg | 1,964 | 38. 5 .
. (2) Source: , Prime. Sponsor quarterly’ reports to the U.S,
R ' L Depa.rtanen't; of Labor,

, The nine prime Sponsors. spent & larger percentage of the funds a.vaa.l-
able to them cn Title I programs than the national aversge. However, the
public service employment Programs then represented by Titles IT and VI were.
responsible for more.than half of the expenditures .in. seven of the nine .

+ local -CETA programs. The concern given to attracting private anployers, and
: ‘the staff time and strategies used to attract them, were influenced in these
cammunities by the fact that the primary business of the prime sponsor- was

—— -——»——publz.e Sexvice emp.?.oyment e e

1

" Title I in the origina.l CETA legislation was made up of & mixtare of
: prcg:eeuns which dlffered m the trea.men’cs ;grovided enrcllees p.ncl in their

- '_-‘ [ . i T \

|
4




- objegtives. Similar programs have been carried over intoc the new title
~designations in the 1978 CETA legislation, especially in the new Title II.
w The programs focussihg on skill training, on-thesjob and classroom tralning
~ are primarily concerned.with employment in the private sector. Their ob-
Jective is to prepare persons for the entry level jobs expected to bé in
~demand in the local area. The other major components , the work experience
. programs, are a mixture of employability -development training orientation
- .%to the world of work, and inéome maintenance., The employers' meximum
- involvement in CETA programs takes pldce vhen they themselves provide the
training. This is the case in on~-the-job training programs and, in same
instances, in classroom training. The percentsge of the Title I outlays

and enrollments accounted for by OJT and, to a lesser extent, by classroau

training, therefore, supply & significant indicator of the prime sponsors'
emphssls on the programs likely to comstitute prepa.ratlon for a:@loyment _
in the pr:wate sector (see Table 10) ‘

Table lt\

. - . o

Spending for OJT and Classroam Tr&i.m.ng as a Percentage of Tltle I

Outlays, Nme Prime Spcmsars s Qetober 1, 1976 through March 31, 197’{

Title I Q/x/tlays o - Percent of Title- T Outlays for
" (in millions of dolla.rs) OJT Classroom Training
fAlbuquerque " o 1.9 s 3.0 o '.'1+8."7%

" Cincinnati ¢+ . . 2‘.0' R 76 R 39.3 -
Fort Worth Lh D aLg."l 2.7 o
Milveukee - 28 95 56.6 |

. New Haven 5 2;0 ' * '18.1{- | . | . 179;9
Passaic . . . - 8 . 169 k.o
Secreménto 32 | 27.8° . 23.9

- South Carolind ;;0.8 T 8.9 L1 i

. Wichita K S g 7.1 . 525
Aversge, Nline-.' . . ' : , o

~ Prime Sponsors - 2.8 | - -1h.5 . 39.k°

';f-;-_ ‘Entire B ’ o :, = = = =

. United States T55.7 . 9‘.6 39.1

\ . .
. g
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Spending for OJT . and classrpcm tminmg pregrams combined were respon-'

. 8ible for half or more of the total Title I ‘cutlays in seven of the prime -
spouscrships. Accordingly, in spite of the diffevent kinds of ‘prugrams -
included under the umbrella of Title I, a strong core of interest in skill
tra was evident in a large majority of the prime spcnsorships Expen-

~ditures for classroom training outweighed those for OJT by 4 substantial °
‘margin in all but two of the prime sponsorships New Haven and Sacramento.

R

. The pine prime sponsors as & group alloea.ted a consxdere.bly larger
' percentage of their Title I funds to QJT than was the case nationally at’
- the time, 1L4.5 percent as compared with 9.6 percent, - But the outlay for
JT amounted to more than a fourth of the Title I spending in only qone prime .
sponsorship, Sacramento.. Classroom training, as in Wichita and elsewhere, . I
can involve employers who supply facilities -angd instructors in CETA programs. = - ™
. But much of the limited interest of private employers in CETA prograns is !
"related to the m.mor role Wlthln CETA of the program mest a.qi:wely invol vm§ ' :

E emplowers,. JT .

¢ The priorities which show up in expenditures are also ‘apperent in the
" enrollments in the programs supported through Title I funds. - Enrollments in
an-the-sob training made up & seventh of the tota.l at the t:nne of the survey .
‘(see Table . | o .

L. . ‘ . . . ) i

. + .
- -

ST Teblell T u
. - : ' * ' IR ;o ) :
o . ) mf# A\rerage Distribution of Enrol_‘.!.ments in Title I Programs, '
IR . Nine Prime. Spcmsors , October 1, 1976 through March 19, 1977 o
e ST
’ ' \ Progrem - - - Percenﬁ of Title I Enroliments
| _Classromi Training L ‘ - ;Q o N
(h-the-Job-Traamng L v 1k '
Work E::q:emence S ? L B 32 . o S
Public Service Employment - 1 o . ]
. Total 1
Classroan training was the predominant program offered the Title I 4 ' i

- "enrellees. This training was frequently provided by local “vocational edu-
S ~cation systems. It was also given by other organizations including private
training schools, cambinations of trade associations and labor unions, or b
business firms, Something over a third of the classroom enrollees were enm
rolled in activities other than Jo’b skill training such as bas:x.c Engllsh for,

N Loe e

. - - .
. \ . N
: . B ’ ) . . ¢ .
- ¢ A . -
. . . ' “ 3 :
* . . Co ! . .
. . Lo . . \
) . . ‘ v .
§ . - . . ! . E . . . .
. . E - - . h * .
) .’ ' . oL e .. : . . ‘ .



“L"A. - ., : . ‘_ . ‘.‘ ) . ‘. ) . o a?zi ° :' | NI S | |
.  adults. Enrollees "in the -ne:?t largest component; work ‘experience, outntmbered
[ - those in by & five-to-two ratio. Public service employment-&s part of o (
- Title I was important in only one of they prime sponsbrshdps surveyed,-New Haven.

The ‘distinguigshing feature of the enrollees in the Title I Progrems was
© their econamic disadvantagement. Nonwhites or persons with less than four
.years of’ high school made up half or more of the. enrollees. However, the ine: o
dividuals in the OJT programs made up.a selected group-with fewer laebor market.: .
disadvantaged than the Title I enrollees generally. There was .evidence of N e
saue but lesser selectivity, in classroem training {see Table 12). : | AT
( ‘ .- . . ) o | ) , ‘ .-. R4 - . 1

/I.‘ . N 14 . )? :.Y . \ ‘ ) .
| PR . | Table 12 o B

dae -
.

6 ' N . - . ) ‘ . » . * ¢ . . ‘\ ]
-+ Comparison of the Disfribution of OJT and Clessroom - ,
- Training Enrollees with,All Title I-Enrcllees, Nine . R S
“Prifie Sponsors, October 1, 1976 through March 31, 2977(a)
. B . } By | ) | ) \\. i‘
: , S . Percent of Enrollees. in :
' Characteristic o - Title I . QJT Classroom Training

T sy 3w e .o
Under,&l" k ' . .'_‘50- .35' N ?1&2‘. | :

‘ Nonwhite

Less than 4 Years -~ = T ‘ . .

(of High School - . 50 .3 .. k1 v |

- Economically ¢+ = | | . . _ — '
Disadvantaged : 8- - 72 g2 .

(a) "refers to uhweighted \s.verag‘e diStribution for the nine prime sponscrs.

bR (\/ The differences between the 0JT enrollees and: those in Title I programs,
generally are illustrated by the data on educational attaimments Half of the
Title I enrolliees had completed less than four years of high school. Over -

- two-thirds of the OJT enrollees had campleted their high school education. .
Minorities, young persons, and econamically disadvantaged individuals were less - r
well represented in the OJT programs than in the overall Title I effort., Wnile %
differentials on the basis of race, education, or age also show up for the
classroom trainees, they are smaller than in the case of on-the-job {raining.

The differences in characteristics of the OJT enrollees frequently stemmed =~ .

“from an empnasis by prime sponsors on the high school diploma as the educa- . ,;
tion qualification necessary to successfully complete the rrogram. The lesser “

- concentrations of persans with Jebor market handicaps in the skill training ) "
- Programs in the nine. prime sponsorships suggests that thése individuals, are | %

_'substa’ntj;s.uy"concentz;aﬁed in the work experience component of the:Title I ,

. Rrograus, ' 7 . T

\
Y o
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- Planning Councils

- | f -
v  The nine prime sponsors® pricrities and their relationships with the
* 7 business comunity were influenced by their planning councils., The plamning -

- councils” frequently provided .support in upholding the decisicns of” the local .
CETA director and-staff, and they participated in approving, and often shaping,
L the annual plan which supplied the basis for requests for Federal support. * @ -
. " But the primary influence of the councils in most of the areas surveyed was '
‘ - . their influence -on the allocation of the prime sponsors:funds.

: \ : . ¥ , o
Groups with an interest in the alldcation of funds dominsted the members

ship of the planning councils in most of the Nine prime sponsorships. Community

organizations and govermment agencies, very largely ctate and local government
. agencies, made up more than half, 55 vercent, of the total membership of the -

-+’ nine planning councils (see Table 13).

“

'I'abie 13

Mskeup"of'_'Pl"é;ming Council.Membefship, I;Iine Prime Sponsors, 19?‘7‘}'/ |
- Source of Members - S .. [Percent of Total - ’
N .‘ ; _Busiz}ess‘ Firms - L ' 13.5% i ' .
| N Business- Associations - ’ .  ‘ ks . )
ERN Govermment Agencies Y osno
' | Comuunity Organizations R 18.7
i .‘T Labor Organizations . T 7.5 | | . o
. Privaxé‘Ciﬁizéns.' B S X
Total N 7 10000 @

: A major function of the councils in many of these areas, as described
" by a local CETA staff member, was “protecting the turf" of the different
, organizations, govermmental and otherwise, which were the recipients of
. _ funds fram the local prime spousor. _All told, eouncil members drawn from
, business firms or organizations made up less than a fifth, 18 percent, of
the membership of the nine councils. S ’ .

The participation of the business representatives on the councils in
" most of these areas was a nominal affair, In the two prime sponsorships
. *‘ . L .

s Tae
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thh the largest share of the membershlp drawn from the bu51ness ccmmunlty,
-Cinclmnati and Milwaukee, the business representatives were active in cduneil ’ o
affeirs, In Cincinnati, for example, the employer representatlves tock a : -
leadership role in supgprbing the decisions of the CETA executive to evaluate
‘the organizations delivering services -to the prime spansor, . and they erved.

as & liaison between-the local CETA program and the business e - The

- business repreuentatlves,' in these and other prime sponsorgﬁlps, often helped
" to publicize the CETA program.among employers. None of the business members
on the councils at the time of the site visitd, were fram firms thdng a
current OJT cgptract with the local prlme sponsor. :

Busxness representation on the local advisory groups has been given . -

nore speclflc recognition with the enactment of the 1978 CETA legislation. . .« (
- Title VII of the revised law calls for & new type .of community Planning group, e
. the Private® Industry Councils. The extent to which these new councils in-
crease the participation of local employers: will depend on the extent to which.
they sre given & role in shaping CETA programs directed at the business cammu- *
nity, and the authority to Qxercise an .oversight as well as an advigory func-
tion. The backgrounds ot the persons chosen for membership will also affegt
the success of the Inﬁustry Councils. Employer representatives on the pleanning
councils in the nine prime sponsorships were frequently campany public affairs
C‘officers. Their primary duties were to represent the campany in a vamety of
camunity and public service organizations and, offten, to manage corporate
- contributions.” The public affairs officers usually-had little influence on A
employers' decisions to participate in CETA. The Indusitry Councils are more .
Aikely to add individuals who are in a position to exert thig kind of" in=-
fluence if they attract sénior company officers or persons whose primary role -
in their company is in personnel rather than publlc affalrs

A

Job Develqpment Organizations = R

L 1

“ All of the prime sponsors surveyed had entéred into arrangements with

other organizations to serve as intermediaries in placing CETA clients or - S
in arranging on-the-job tralnlng programs. These organizations frequently s ‘
provided intake and tralnlng services as well as job development. The laygest %,
singlé group of job/development agencies were community—based organizations, * = . - .

- such as the Urban League or its Hispanic counterpart, SER. However, the employ-
ment servicé was frequently responsible for & larger number of piacements than-
any other local job developer . In same -areas business organizations such as
 the, Nat;onal Alliance of Business or the local Chamber of Commerce worked

with the prime sponsor as job a.nd OOT development orgam:atlons

TNd

The: CETA staff itself was involved in Job development in four of the nlqe
prime sponsorships. The employment service was the sole agency in one area,
in Fort Worth. The typical prime spensor surveyed made use of three organlza-.
tlans for Job development (see Teble lh)"

{
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) T;bie 1k ‘.; |
‘Typéé’qf Job Development Organizations Used, .
I Nine.Prhme_Sponscrs, 1977_;.
" _ije of Organization: B Frequency of Use -
* CETA Staff | L
) -Employment Service ‘ o a 6
%, Community Based Organizations _”\ T .
National ‘Alliance of Business . o 2 o -
CHamber of Commerce ‘- 2 S o
Labor Organizations {a) 2 .
. ' “Txade Associations , : 2 ¥
‘Private Firms - . | 2
- Toﬁél E "" '  ‘ ‘,;4~ o é? 7
- {a) includes a unionkmahagement jofht:organizatidg '
.;‘o A ’ o : | - o .

All‘of the prime sponsors but twe, Fort Worth“and Passaic, made use of
organizations other than the local (ETA or the employment service for job -

“development. The use of. these organizations ‘was often based on the belief _
. that non-govermmental sgenales would have hetter access to many local employers ’
. than the CETA or employment servite staffs. The Urben League, for instance,

was believed to have specisl entry to same local employers bgtause of contacts

~ developed in equal employment programs,. The,NAB or.-Chamber~of Cammerce could
‘be expected to have a special acc€ss to large employers and to local business
leaders. A ot . . : .

<. ~.

. e . .:‘ . = » . _ o

The linkages kith*thé_éommunit&*ﬁaéeifofganizations reflected the extensive

local political support these sgencies freqiently possessed and their ability

to reach out.and bring disadvahtaged perseéns info the CETA program. The com-
munity-based organizations were usuallyt-available when the_prine sponsorships
wepe first established since they had been involved.in the’ earlier feder 11ly-
funded employment and training progrems. Mqreover, the CETA legislationiiiip
support to a role for the community organizations since it stipulated that

exlsting institutions of demonstrated effectiveness should be used in local

L]

‘programs to the extént deemed feasibleg. - S .

The nine prime sponsors faced the choice of either méking use of a single

orguniza®lon for job devel

- .

-

} muent, usuelly the omployment service, or selecting
& number of different sgencies. Where a single organization wes selected, the

>
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s © agency could be undertaking s task, for which it was' not well equipped, or it
« might lack the flexibility to adspt to new problems. Where a number of different
“  agencies were selected, it often became difficult for: the prime sponsor to main-
tain accountability for their performeance. Where one sgency was given respone .
sibility for Job development, it often lacked access to many of the employers
~dn the area. Where nmany orbanlzations were. involved, .employers sometimes com~
pla;ned 0 oversollc1tat10n by campeting agencles.lb

The prlmL qupsors scmetlmeq relied on a biddlng process in selectlng the
organlpatlon to provide job development or other services. In other instandes
the contracts were negotiated directly with a single orpanization. The effective~
ness of these procedures depended on whether the contractor actually rerfomed -

' accordlng to the contract, and on the steps taken by the prime sponsor in the
event of nonperformance. Changes in funding levels provided by the prime sponsor,
or the prospecis of non-renewal of & contract, could make for msjor changes in

*~  the level of efrort and the nwiber of positions in a Job develomment organization.

 This was the case with the employment service in Albuquerque, for example, when

this site was visited. The political support enjoyed by many of the interw
mﬂdlary organizations often mude it difficult to hold them to-standards of per-
formance, or to,defund. them if they did not perform satisfactorily. In Cin- ’
_cinnati, to cite an ;nstance, & major political controversy sprang up in.1977
because the prime sponsoxr’ was planning to defund & conmunity-based organlzatlon.
which hud been evaluated as ineffective. : :

‘Many of the prime sponsors included in the study were experimenting with
new types of relationships with the organizations delivering services to them,
includlnb Job development. In Wichita the- camnunlty had been divided into
ueéflons and & different organizatiomn was assigned to provide services to
CETA. cllents in each area. The organization selectéd performed most of the .

- required services for CETA clients~including sereening, counselling, and place-
v ment.  This approach made it more feasible to compare the performance of '
different aﬁenc1es and maintain accountdblllty for them. Another variation was
represented by Sacramento. A different caununity crganlzatlon was selected to
provide services to each target group in the prime sponsor's area. .. The tdrget
group selected was often an ethnic group, i.e., Fliiplno—Amerlcans, or & group

,*- with a special problem, such as ex-offenders. The Sacramento przme sponsar
‘made use of iourtecn\dliierent cammunity organlaatlons in 1ts jois development .
- Program.

,The;primu sponsors werg also searching for new types of Job development . .
®agencies, OSouth Carolina contracted with an oufside orgenization, a private ,
- non-profit-firm set up for that purpose, to be responsible for the development K
of OJT programs in the State. Others have invelved trade associations and -
labor orgauizations as' job developers. Clnclnnati entered into a contract with
the United Auto Workers union in which the union agree& to axrrange OJT programs.

‘mal arrangement with the AFL-CIQ's Human Resources Development Tnstitute to -
refer CETA clients for apprenticeship openings, primarily in the construction-
trades. In Wichita, the trade ass&c1ation in the construction industry spon-
sored & program in. whlch eompany forenan provxded classrocm tralnlng to CETA

in a number of industries. The Fort Worth prime sponsor entered into.an infore.. -+
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enrollees who were then placed in on~the~Jjob tréing‘ The Big Step program
in Milwaukee represents a comparable situation utilizing another approach.
The unions and the trade association in the construction industry in Milwaukee
have jointly formed & corporation. The corporation supplies the, classrocm
training to CETA clients, and the unions and trade association arrange for
Placement af'ter training in apprenticeship Programs or & journeymen, o

. The prime sponsor relationships with trade associations or trade associa L
ation-union cambinations illustrate strategies thet could frequently be rep- t
" licated in other areas. Since the industry groups in these arrangements fre- - ' '
" quently provide the training, it is Alkely to be closely related to the actual
~ work situation. Employers are more 1ikely to hire CETA clients they have.
trained and learned to know than to hire persons whose identities and qualiw
fications are unknown to them. Part of the stimulus to the programs in the
construction industry grew out of the pressures to increase minority repres
. gentation in the building trades. ~A'linkage of this kind may provide an
/? alternative basis for a relationship with ‘thé business comunity £dr prime
sponsors when other business gréups, such as the Chambery or the National

4 w

ot Alliance of Business, are unavailable as job developers for the local CETA
' Program, B ) ‘ e - | |
: : : ' ‘ o ) . S B I . o ‘:.\3“"
R Other innovations in CETA relationships with organizations providing i

Placement services have taken place within the more established organizations,
such as the employment service. In Milwaykee, for example, the employment
service assigned the responsibility for servicing a specific group of employers
Yo.individual placement specialists., - In this version of the account executive
system, the plagement specialists became familiar with the needs of the com-
panies they served, and the companies would get to know a specific person in”’
the employment service who would be responsible for processing their orders -
for personnel thru the Job Bank system or Otherwise, CETA clients benefited ] .
- from this arrangement because the employment; service was actively involved in .
Placing CETA clients. L o - ' B
: B
- - linkages With Local Business.Organizations

¥
¢

/! " o F - I
a3 Prime sponsors. seek to establish relationships with private employers .
through intermediary organizations which are closely linked.with the husiness,
., community, The organizations most frequently encountered who were serving .
this role in the nine prime. spons‘orslﬂ” § were local econmie development
groups, the Chamber of Cammerce, or e National Alliance of Business. The
community business ‘organizations coly ‘d/help establish the prime sponsor's ..
. credibility emong employers, and they sometimes served as job developers under . R——
T v contract with the local CETA program, These organizations were frequently : '

-

represented on the Plamning Councils, and one of them, the National Alliance of & .
Business, has assumed a leadership role in setting up the new Private Indust.w '

Counecilsy

-
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‘ The field studxes showed the.'b there was' & potenti&l for a considere.bly

. more extensive relationship with business organizations than was the case
at the time. The prime sponsors surveyed were in an active relationship
with the three primary business organizations in half the cases in which the
organizations were present in their areas. An active relationship was. one
which involved the prime sponsor's representation in an organization, as in
economic development.groups, or & formal agreement to provide services, i.e.,
a NAB local office under contract with a prime sponsor to a.rrange for OJT
programs (see Table 15). , S

) N T&ble 15 . ,v o o e

Prme Sponsor Linkages with Local Business Qrganlzat:.ons, '
Nine ‘Prime Sponsors, 1977

oA

: : . Rela.tz.onshmp w:.th Prime Sponsor
-Organization no -

Type of Org_wiéation : Exlsts in Area 3.s act;we is ncmnal relationship _
Ecoronic Development L o . o
Organization = . ' | 7 R -2 1
_ ;- . Cha;nbér of éommerce . " 9 5 o - Y
_ Natior;a:t"mance of Busines.s 8 | 3 2 m o0  ‘3
Toﬁal_"- L ekl 1 IR -

Local Chambers of Ccmmerce were the business organlzs.tmn with the largest
nunber of active rel&tmnsmps with the nine prime sponsors. There was also
_an affiliation with econogic. deveYopment groups in over half the areas in
~ which these organizations had been established. There was & nominal relation-
ship, or no relationship, between the prime sponsor and the local NAB office
-in five of the eight areas in which the NAB was present. The absence of an
active relatlonship by the prime sponsor with any of the three organizations -
could reflect a variety of circumstances.  Differences in priorities of* the
: - two .types of organizations, the inaetive status of the business group, or an
' inadequate effort by the prime sponsor to establish a working relata.onship
could a.ccount for the a.bsence of ‘& strong l:.nkage.

. In Milwaukee and New Haven, the Chamber of Commerce was directly involved
in operating the NAB program. arrang:.ng for placements in OJT, This arrange-
~ ment was similar to the successful program conducted in Chicago under the -
Joint auspices of the Chicago Alliance of Buginessmen and,NAB. The Employment
Serviee i‘requently assigned staff members to the 1ocal NAB who made up the

;o
S T
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=
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. Specialized skills in ceses when shortages of skilled employees were encourag-

"g_?

s

‘permanent stafd 'supporting the loé.ﬁ executives provided to NAB on & tem-

porary basis by local employers. The joint arrangement- in which estab-
lished business organizations such as the Chamber were involved in.the
progran provided continuity and leadership in local NAB offices other-

- wise usually dependent on the loan executives to develop their progranms.

The field studies Suggest that business-sponsored programs, such as

" the Joint Chambexr-NAB effort, can be especially useful in obtaining the

- employer coePtration necessary in arranging OJT programs., In the prime
* . Sponsorships among the nine surveyed who relied mainly on business orga-

nizations or private-for-profit firms to arrange OJT progrems, OJT place=-
ments made up morc than a fourth, 28 percent, of the total "indireéct" place-
menis requiring some service fram the local CETA program before the client

" became availsble for a job. In the prime sponsorships relying mainly on
- non-business agencies, OJT made up about a seventh, 15 percent, of the in--

N
& \

direct placements. ' s :
Involvement in_ locel econamic development groups by prime sponsors was
importa._nt because develomgnt could lead to the creation of new Jobs, or it
could prevent the loss of existing job openings. These jobs could of'ten be
filled by CETA clients. Prime sponsors were working closely with economic

-develomuent groups at the time of the field surveys in Albuquerque, Cincinnati,

Milwaukee, and the State of South Carolina. -In Albuquerque, the Prime sponsor
was' invelved with business groups in planning the redevelcpment of. the core city.
‘The planning was undertaken with the aid of & grant funded jointly by the De-
partments of Housing and Labor and the Econcuic Development Administration.

An industrial park has been established in Albugquerque to attract new employers
to the urban area, and to provide facilities for existing fims to expand. .In
South Carolina, the CETA program has been operated out of the Governor's office ’
as ‘a statewide consertium, and it has functioned as part of the State's econamic

_developuent effort. The State's offer to train & work force to meet the indi-

vidual ‘employer’s nceds and to be availeble at the time the new establishment
begins production, has been one of the inducements held out to attrasct firms
to South, Carolina. The training is offered through e separate educational
network, the State technical education system. A substantial part of the

- funds supporting this program have come from CETA, and many of the enrollees .

N

are CETA clients,
Economic develom@®nt is 1ikely to be important for CETA in aresas where
develomnent offers. & realistic prospect for bri ing in new establishments

and creating new Jjobs. In areas ehar'acterizeci-%‘fr slow growth and substantial .
unemployment, the development programs are more 1likely to concentrate their
efforts on encouyraging employers already in the area to remain there. Im _
New Haven, for instance, the prime sponsor has undertsken to train workers in

ilng‘ employers to consider moving elsewhere. Progrems which have encouraged

“Prime sponsors to train their clients 'in more specialized $kills, such as the

recent Skill Training Improvement Program (STIP), increase the opportunities
for prime sponsors to become involved in development Programs aimed at pre-

venting the erosion of their area's economic base.

-

. / ¥
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. Business organizations were involved in & variety of other activities
which can assist local CETA programs. In‘Cincinnati, the Chamber has en-.

-couraged the prime sponsor‘to adopt. . screening p:rocedures to J.dentli‘y £n-

rollees who might be candidates for employment in particular firms. The
procedure has aroused the interest of employers in the |CETA program since
it saves firms time and Costs by identifying CETA clients with the interests
and aptitudes required for their openings. In Wichitafthe Chamber has undera-

taken to mail resumes of eligible CETA enronees Lo p:;ospective employers on

its own letterhead. The Chamber and other business groups in most of- the

- areas surveyed publicized the CETA program at their meetings and in their

literature. In some commuiities, the prime sponsors haeve regarded employers'
hostility to social .programs such as CETA as an important chstacle in attract-

ing private firms to their programs. Where local business organizations under-
‘tock an active role as intermediaries between the CETA program and employers,
they could help to overcane\th:.s hostility and establish the legits.macy of

the CETA effort in ‘the business community.
\

Public Relations Efforts

~ Most of the prime spénsors surveyed were involved in public relations
activities to jmprove their visibility among local employers, While all
nine local CETA programs had same kind of materials available describing

. their program to employers and soliciting their support, only a minority had
, demloped a sustained public relations program addressed to the private em~

ployers in their area. B I 30

: The ad hoc c.haracter of much of the public relatmns ef‘fort conducted ,
by the prime sponsors is Aillustrated in the ta.ble descm.ba.ng thelr actlntles
in th.ls field (see Table "16). ‘

Teble 16 |
, B 3 ‘ -
Public Relations Act:x.vities Directe& a.‘c Employers, -
Nine Pr:.me Sponsors 1977 ‘
_ Actiﬁtx B Present -+ - Absent
: Ocsaslonal meetings E t
with business groups 3 4 S 6
- . . . . Y
| Prlnted nendout materisls 7 - . )
,Reg'ulal‘ malllngg ‘ ‘__ . e o ( .- ,‘ .ox Ll . - ‘ e | PO
advertising A 3 , ' 6 '
| Ra.dio or TV 'p‘re‘se 1t;sd:im;x.s 3 ‘ .6 \ .
Public- relations Person ‘ T
on staff x 3. 6

31

%5
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The most frequent public relatians materials were printed handouts .
. évailable at CETA offices and sporadically mailed to emplayers. Virtually o
- all prime sponsors reported instances of elected officials; plamning council -
" members, or Chamber of Commerce persomnel who publicized the program among
employers., Some prime sponsors had developed mare highly structured public
relations programs. In Albuguerque, to cite an instance s the Mayor partici- |
rated in spot announcements over local television stations publicizing the T .
CETA program. -In Cincinmati, the CETA staff, "in cooperation with the Chamber of e
Gomerce, undertook a public relations caupeaign involving the preparation of | _.
film strips for presentation to local business groups. Several prime SPONSoOrs ,
&5 1n Sacramento, were sufficiently impressed with the importance of increasing
- their visibility in the commmity to have added a Public relations specialist .
to their staffs. o S

The prime sponsors’' public relations problems were campounded by the fact SR
that job develomment was frequently done by other orgsnizmﬁions under. contract s
with them. These orgenizations tended to publicize the services provided by -
- thelr own agency asmong employers rather than emphasizing that they.were funded

- and providing a service for CETA. This was less likely to be the case with
OJT programs than with placements following classroom training, since in QUT . -
& contract had to be signed by participating employers with the prime sponsor. .,
Aside from OJT, employers were more likely to be aware that they had hired a . -
person referred to them by the employment service or the Opportunities In- '
- dustrialization Center than they were to know that they had hired a CETA client.
 Similarly, in South'Carolina employers who hired a person trained in the special
- State technical education system would generally be unaware that they had hired.
& CETA enrollee. In decentralizing placement services in other organizations,
_the prime sponsors also dispersed much of the publicity surrounding their :
~services and what they could do for employers. = < =~ . -
s

~ .~ ' There was & relucthnce in many of the prime sponsorships to sperkl nore: _ )
than s minimum of CETA funds for public relations or to add & specialist in ST
this Tield to their staffs. It was feared that expenditures for public re- = - -
latlions would be regarded by the community and the political leadership as
Qiminishing the funds which would otherwise be available far services to
.enrollees. 'The public relations problem for. CETA anong private employers
was further camplicated because most of the publicity for CETA programs in :
the local newspapers or on television was concerned with Public service employ-

. ment, summer jobs for young people, or enrollees working in nonprofit organizae-

tions. The experience in the ‘nine sites underscores the prevalence of & major
. 'Problem in establishing the- identity of CETA in the business camunity as a '
resource for employers. ' ' ‘ S . . <.
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‘Chapter 3~ THE NINE PRIME SPONSORS ~e PLACEMENTS AND TRATNING

S

.

Placements by Size anid Class of Employer

* By

-

The nine prime sponsors concentrated their training and placements in .

. occupations in which short courses, usually under six months, could be ex-
- pected to prepare persons for semi-skilled entry level jobs. The placements

bore an overall relationshir to entry-level job opportunities in the local.

labor market although there was frequently an overrepresentation in cler:.ca.l h

- apd opera.tives occupations. Two distinguishing features of the' placements
- in'most prime sponsorships were the low percentage of placements in large
establishments, and the substantially higher placement ratios in OJT as _
compared with classroom trainipg. Plecements in govermmernt agencies and
nonprofit organizations were & major source of jobs for the CETA skill’

training program clients in two prime sponsorships, Fort Worth and Sacramedjo.

The plecement information refers to persons who found jobs after par-
ticipating in an OJT or classroom‘training program under the control of the
local prime sponsor. These placements made up close to two-thirds, 64 per-
cent, of all placements from thg Title I programs during the six~month e~ -

. riod ending on March 31, 1977. The figures fbr all nine prime sponsors,

unless otherwise noted, are presented as unweighted arithmetic averages.
This procédure @llows each prime sponsor to count as an instance of equal
importance with the .others. The unweighted averages dre shown because, other-
wise two of the e sponsorsh;ps, the State of South Carclina and Milwaukee,:

- would dominate the totals and any averages derived fram them. Together, they -

were responsible for seven-tenths or more of the placements. foi.lpmng c.].ass-

‘-roantrm;ngandm‘}?durmgthepemodofthesurvey r, f*, Y

Smaller este.blzslme‘nts were the primary source of placements m the
. private sector for the nine prime sponsorships. To illustrate the point, _
over a fourth of all nonfarm wage and salary employees in manufacturing -
industries in the mid-1970's were at work in establishments employing 500

~ or more pprsons.  This proportich was attained or exceeded in the place-

| _-m classroan trpining in onl,v one, Milwaukee (see Table 17).

ments fo:l.lowmg OJT in only two prime sponsorships., It was apprnxm&ted

[T
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A . Table 17 o
Pervent ‘of Placements in Private Estsblistments Employing 500 ar More
| re.rsmsé‘ Nine Prime : » Octaber 1,.1976 . Through March 31, 1977 v
‘ . . v 3 . . . ) . ' - : - ' | ' “\\'-“I‘ - C ':‘
- ‘ - - y ‘ B B ., - ‘.S" ) . ]
i " - Percent of Placements in Establistment . ¢
R Employing 500 or More Persons s
Prime Sponsor ‘ - OJT £'. - - Classroom Training R
Albuquerque . s S 7 S )
- . Cincinnati | S u o 38% o 12,5 o - SR
Fort Worta o 20,0 ¥ 176 | -
’ . o . ™ t ‘ ' % v . .. .
. Milwsukee | 414 o e2.9 S
 New Haven - | 8.3 8.0 %
Passaic -\ o 0 'é;;n - g SR { 7
§ sacramento’ , ' wL - “15.0 X 5
- South. Carolina - 9.0 T 12.3
. Wichita 86 12.3 "
Averasge, . . ‘ S . e o
‘ "SPQIISOI‘S . L 15.9 R L. ll."? | : . 1y -
(a) not availsble | : R |
o . - .
- ‘ .)‘ ‘ | ' - -‘ .. “ | | . ‘\
: On an .average, slightly more than a seventh of the Placements follow- -
ing OJT and a ninth of those following classroom training wexe in the large
- .establishments. There was also substantial variation in the. to which -
f"j individual prime sponsors were successful in placing persons in the\larger
L. canpanies: The variation suggests that a minority of the prime spopkors
. had gained access to'the large private employers in their arveas while a -
\ majority had not established this -dinkage. - It -is-also noteworthy that the — TR
ime sponsors with the high ratios of Placements in large companies, Wichita
and Milwaukee, were both characterized by unemployment rates considersbly
. below the' national aversge. The rates in both were below & percent as
1 - cowpared with a npational average of 7.6 percent. S
o - , . ¥ A ¥4
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N, i 5\ . ‘
omanyr. flm msw p;'ow@’e excellent tras.nmg and good jobs, and
trmnee yAin I 0dT Programs may qa.rzi hourly rates at least equ:.v*a.lent to ‘

those J.n'la.rger es tablmmncnts, However, the large firms make up "the | S
commandihyg heights" of the’ Amerlcan econany.  They are frequently firms _ _ 1
most heavily concerned with, tcc}méloglcal innovations, as in the aerospace - . o
or electranics industrieg. 'THe lsrgu campanies are more likely to possess

specialized training facxlxties afd formal programs for training and up-

grading their employees. The lm(\ penetration of prime sponsars' prograjus

among the large fims represents-a loss of potentla.l.w desirable employment i}

| oppcrtumt;e., for,uE’l‘A cllents ' - {

An establishment wzth 500 or mere employees ‘would represent a sizeable

.' enterprise in many industries, "It ;Lg likely that the CETA placements, esw

pecially from OJT, were concentratedslln firms with considerably fewer than

. 500 ewployees. For example, in all put two of the nine prime sponsorships,

South Carolina and Wichita, the median nwber of placements per employer
following QR ranged between 1 and 2y A similar conclusion was reported in
an independent survey of QJT placemeénts in the Chicago Alliance of, Business~-
NAB program in fiscal year 1977. The survey showed that only an .eighth of

-the OJT placemmts were ifi companies employing over 200 persons. Three-

fifths werc in flm., anploymng 50 or fewey persons

¥ -

| Placements in unsubsidlzed employment are usua.]_ly Ldentn.fled with a
Job in the privete sector, that is, jin a private~for-profit firm. CETA

placements in rment agencies or non-profit organizations have became -
identified wi blic service \qmployment programs involving temporary °
employment in State or local gov nt agencies or in institutions:siuch

as hospitals or schools. The experience of the nine prime sponsors shows
that in same areas the not-for-prof:r.t employers meke up an important source
for placements Tollowing OJT or classroam training., A large majority of

~ the OJT placements in Fort Worth, and a smaller maaorlty_ of the placements - -

of 'classroom trainees in Sacremento were in State and loc&l govermnent agencies 7 5‘}
ar in no?proflg, orga.n.lza,tlon., (see JPable 18) , _ K '
' . . d ,
: - . ' T x, *
3/ Unpublished report, S-0JT Evalustion Division, September 275 1977

However, a recent sufvey based on a national sample of employers ‘shows
that a large;c proportlon of establishments with 50Q or more employees. X
- hired CETA classroam training and OJT enrollees than did establishments v
‘with fewer than 500 employees. U.S. Chember of Commerce, A Survey of o
Federal Employment and Training Programs, September,- 1978, Pp.. 6,8.
However, these findings refer to,the mumbers of firms hiring one or ~
. _more persons who were CETA chents rather-than to the percentage of - R
enrollees placed in large ox smeql enterprises. . . . oy

‘;& * . . . ’ ) *
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: | Table 18- | ; )
Percentage of Placements Follawing OJT and Classroom Training _ X
in Govermment and Nonprofit Organizations, Nine Prime Sponsors, Y K
 October 1, 1976 = Throuch March 31, 1977 IR . §
. \ ) ¢ . . ) ) , . Y

‘ ~ : vPerce;ntage of Placements in Govermment 5 oo
— Prime Sponsor I . Agencies or Nonprofit Organizations - ‘

e - - oge - Clessroam Training

Smantapne

s Albugquerque . a . . 290%
| émcinnati - . 10.3% o 216 T
Fort Worth - - RS 7.2 -
Milwaukee o |  2. (§ | | _i0.0 | |
New Ha.ven ' R | lkB o - 324
- Passaic S LT 357 - 12,2 - ) .
‘Sacramento i B 9.7 - 51.2
sauth' Caroline | 0.4 N a ,éu.o | .
Wichits S 0 . | ,28‘.8\_ o
. Average, . = | AR Y " : \
Nine Prime - o o S
Sponsors . A . 22,3 .7 oal o
0.7 . 130 - ¥

>

- ’ Govermment Agencies

Ncnpa:ofit Qrganizatdons 10.6 S 12,1 Y &
".(g) not available s

State and local government sgencies and nonprofit organizations typi-
cally accounted for over a fifth of the placements after OJT and .& fourth
~ of the plucements for the classrooam trainees. For all nine prime sponsors, .
- the placements were sbout equally divided between the twq.types of prganie
‘zations, - o : DR { e
“ ‘ . : {
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The placements in the not-for-profit sector can provide unsubsidized .
Jobs for CETA clients but they raise several problems. This is espebiallyN
true for the OJT placements. OJT programs in govermment or nonprofit or-
ganizations have a higher average cost ver trainee'since these agencies’
are reimbursed on a different basis than private-for~profit employers, The |
not~for-profit employers can receive reimbursements equivalent to 100 per-
-cent of the Yrainees'wages and fringe benefits for as long as a ybar. This
© coupares with a reimbursement cejiling equivalent .to 50 percent of the trainees!
wages for up to six months in privete-for-profit firms. Fort Worth was the .
prime sponsor among the nine with the highest expenditure ‘per OJT enrcllee,
$1,627 in 1977. This compared with an aversge expenditure for the nine prime
sponsars amounting to $1,158. Fort Worth was also the prime sponsor with. -
the largest percentage of its OUT placements in goverment or non-profit or-
ganizations. There are also questions ‘about the extent to which the ogT
trainees in State and local govermment agencies substitute for other persons
who would have been hired in the absence of the program. In addition, OJT
~ enrallees in state and local governments, like others, must usually pass a -
competitive examination before being eccepted for regular employment of the
examination gequirement must be waived.  If the requirement if Yot waived
for positiops\n which an examination is required, there is no assurance .
- of employment r ‘training. I ) e b

. . . "
b | . , |
' Placements b Occupational Field -

__ The prime sponsors surveyed sought to train-their clients for semi-
‘skilded occupations in which substantial numbers of openings were anticipated.

These were the job openings available to persoms with Timited skills and
~education in areas frequently characterized by high unemployment rates. This
. approach explains the concentrations of placements in selected fields, such .
as Q.eric&l or operatives jobs. B , R _
. . ‘ i : : _ S . -
¥ The relationship of the placements to the antici ated job openings for
classroan training or OJT clients is. sumsxrized in ‘I‘abge 19. The estimates

of job openings are based on projections for the individual prime sponsor ,

areas covering segments of the 1970 to 1985 period embracing in edch ' case a
minimum of five years. B o ' ‘ S ,

. i
~ - { . . -9 : :
. . . . A - s
. . : 2o ' . ¢
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| | Teble 19 . '. B ’
Anticipat(&d Annual Average Job Openings and Placements Following OOT ‘
: and Classroan Training, Nme Pri.me Spcnsors, Selected Yes.rs .
A o *
- & ‘
Occupaticnal, Annual Average Job Distribution of Placements, .
. Group Openings, 1970 - 1985  Qctober 1, 1976 thru March 31, 977
> . ) ‘ : . ‘ OJT Cla.ssroan Training s
- Professional and : . . o . " e
Technical - 6.8 o 5.1% L 2.1.% .
Managers and - " , % . e
. Proprietors - 9.1 . 2.5 . R ’ AN
.. " Sales - B.9 ; 3.3 R % ¥
Clerical - %66 - 239 7 ks :
* Craft-related - 88 - 155 | 10.6 L
- Operatives ’ 10.1 | .0 2.9, - %
. Laborers, nmﬁ.‘m h 2.3 7, . o, | 3.8 . 2.2 v
CServices . .- - 1.2 < S T: X JE
| ‘Farh Occupations . = 0.3 " e o2 3
Unclassifiable ‘ 0 - . 0 0.3 o
Total % - 100.0 % ' 1000 - - 100.0 "
More than half the placements for OJT cliehts and close bo two-thirds |
. of the placements for clagsroam traeining enrcllees were in the clerical or
- operatives fields'. About three-eighths of the job openings were expected to’
T take place in these two groups of occupations. There were few placements in
. white collar fields other than in clerical positions. These are the occupa-
. tions in which education beyond high.school or lengthy training is usually |
. required for entry. There were same pla.cements in professional and technical
. fields for CETA clients as - drafters, employment interviewers, msiclans, or
o social work aides. e T
< . o U i
- A. 38 ' ‘ ’ \' | ;"
) N “\\ 5 : / .-
\.\ v 2 . % . ’/i ,
. ) a . " s : . ',
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v ., . Placements for QJT clients were more widely distributed by occupation ‘
\ than was the case with the placements for classroam training enrollees. ‘
‘ While the OJT clients -largely found jobs in blue collar fields with apparent
_ Jjob titles as operatives,- craftworkers, or laborers, the classifications repre~
- sented by the occupationsal gréupin,gs_ were frequently incomplete or misleading.
Many of the plagements listed in the crarftworkers' groups are more appropriately
regarded as in craft-related occupations, and the individusls placed in these
positions would require additional training or experience to qualify as full-
Tledged craftworkers. It is likely, for instadee, that some of the placements
for electriciands actually refer to positions’ as electricians'helpers. The
- Placements included in the laborers' category also frequently require interpre-
. tation. These placefients ineluded some Jobs in well-paid oceupations such
.88 construction labarers. : o . _
_ The averages for the°nine prime sponsors obscure the extent to which -
individual prime spofisors were concentrating their placements in selected :
fields. An ifdicatjon of this type of concenfration is represented by the
instances in which the Proportion of placements in an occupational group
was double or more the expected job openings in the same field (see Table 20).
~Table 20 . - B
. Y o _ |
o Occupational Concentrations in Placement, by Occupational Group,
Nine Prime Sponsors, October 1, 1976 Through March 31, 1977

Occupational Groups in Which Percéntage of

- . , o ‘ Placements was Double or More” the Percentage
,  Prime Sponsor of Projected Job Openings -
. 0JT : Classroom Training
M.buquerque , ~‘ ' - (8 clerical
" Cincimnati . - " crafterelated = craft-related
o, ' o “ -operatives
. ) ’
Fort Worth . B laborers operatives: g
Milwaukee o . operatives .- operatives /
. : ‘ ‘ - laborers &
. New Haven | L craft-related - craft-related - )
\ | N ' ' ‘ - . operatives : L '
c RV laborers -
Passaic . | -laborers o | operatives -
— — Sacramento -~ craft-related clerical B
, Ty _operatives |
‘k - South Carolina. . S éperatives * A '
®: Wichita .- . ' opérativeé- . qpera.tives
| - o laborers . laborers
. . 1 -
(a) not availgble ; A

e . . .
. . V N . .
;
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- cluded such jobs as assemblers, ‘checkers, garage workers, packersd, welders y

" with the proportion of' placements fq].‘l.gw:.ng classroon tra.lm.ng in elerlca.l

Y ) . *
- - ' ‘ﬁ . - \ ‘ -
. The overcencentrations of placements in relat:.on to anticipated job : o~ ‘
openings very largely tock place in blue co,ue.r fi 1ds, gspec:.a.ﬂy in semi- )

skilled operatives occupations. Nationally, for operatives are o 5
expected to account for a tenth of all job opem:\lgs in the 1970 to 198% S
period. DBut placements in operatives positions,on an aversge, made up

. about a third of the OJT placements and over & fifth ab the classroom train- .

ing placements, a.nd in individual areas these preportlons wede greater, The
operatives pOSlthnS frequently f‘lgurmg in placements- of CETA clients in-

o

bus drivers, route workers, or truckdrivers, In some greas, as in South ,
Carolina or Wichita, the focus on operatives: reflects the anphasz.s in plan- -

{ung CETA Programs on personnel: needs mloca.l :.ndustry Of at” least -equal

mgmf:.c » the operatives classification includes many fields in which
pr;xme Spons can readily train persons in short courses. While more CETA
classrpoom training clients were placed in cleuc&l than in operatlves job, '
this ‘concentration reflected the large ntmbey of opemngs anticipated for .

~ clerical’ workers. ‘Both na‘uonally and a:noyg the nine prime sponsors,

cleriecal jobs were the occupational ea.{:e with the largest nmupber of* pro-

- jected job openings in the 1970 to 1985 eriod. This was the case in el R

nine prme sponsor - aresas. - ,« -

c Enrollments in the classroom tra.ming programs in the n.me pm.me sponsor-

sh:.ps showed that the concentration areas in training were generally similar
to the placement concentrations other than in professional and techmical
fields. For example, slightly more than two fifths, 42.5 percent, of the
- classroam training enroliees were in'clerical courses. This was identical

gobs (see Taeble 21).




-

¢

e , Table 21

% | S ) -
Distribution of Enrollments in Classroom Training Programs and

~ Placements df Enrollees, Nine Prime Sponsors, B

X October 1, 1976 through March 31, 1977 . - .
. | Percent Distribution of

Occupa.tienél Gz;oup. S Eﬁrollmen%ls‘ L : Placementé 7
- Professional and o ' i L | o

- Teehnieal - - | 6.6% : 2.1% .

agement and o Lo s P

. Related ’_ J e 0.5 | - o.lg

Sales . . o5 11

Clerical ] | k2.5 o k2.5 S ‘. .
Craft-Related - T - 10.6 | L
Operatives | o g IVJ.O‘7.6 o 29 f
Laborers , Nonfarm L O.i - o - | 2.2,

e
»

. nments and

-were trained -in craft-related fields than were ‘placed in these jobs, while

‘Services - i S by ".,_"18'.7
.\ g .- . X . _f

Farm 0.2 . 02y
~Umelsssified 32 - . o3
Totel S . 1000 0 ¢ 100.0

A substantially greater percentage of the enrollees were trained for

professional, technical, or skilled craft positions than were placed in these

occupationa% fields. The relationships between the distribution of enrall-
oF

employment & a hospital attendant and -show up as a placement in w.service
rather than in a proféssional and technicel occupation. Placements at a jesser
Skill level than the training: probably explains why twice as many persons

twice as many persons were placed as operatives  than were trained for opera-

]

Placements suggest that _pe‘rson\izined in the more highly Skilled ' _
fields oftten found a job in s related-field ihvolving a lesser deggee of skill. .
A CETA client trained &s a'medical lsb ‘technician, for insthnee, might obtain

Lk



Hv‘. . ) . . : "

'tlves JObS Overall. the proportlon of classroam trainees placed in. craft-
related and operatives jobs was v;Lrtua.lJy identical with the proportion of
- enrollments in the two. combined fields. These:findings, like the relation-
ship between enrollments and placements. in clerical occupations, suggest )
that past experience with placements and subjective Judgments about the -
: local lsbor market rather than systematic planning or the utilization of
P occupatlonal demand projections were the crltical lngredlents used by prxme
sponsors ln selcct;ng fields fTor tralnlng ‘

-

Placement Ratiog
' - ) ° . .‘ , -" - ' ) lA

Placement ratios were higher, and usually substantially higher, for

. the cnrollees in on-the-job training programs in the nine areas than for .

' “those. in other employability development programs such as classrooam train-
‘ing. This differential was present in all the prime»spthUrships for which
placement information is available. The existence of the differential is

. also supported by the findings of & National Academy of Sciences survey of
"CETA programs. El;ﬁowever, the different programs ingluded under the.rubric™
.. of employabiliuy development are dissimilar in many respects, such as enrollee
 characteristics., Accordingly, differences in gross placement rates do not
‘conutitute a meaSure of program effectiveness. :
4 "‘ - The placement rate concept used for the ccmparison refers to a ratio
~ relating two flows during the same period. It refers to the ratio of place-
ments in unsubsidized employment during the twe guarters covered by .the
" survey data to the terminations in the same period. Since the persons placed
in one period may have temminated their training in a preceding peridd, the
terminations and placements need not refer to the same individuals. Allow1ng
for these limitations, the magnitude of the differentidls and the frequency
‘with which they occur suggest that they point to a genulne underlylng dif-
E Purence in placement experience (see Table 22) . .

) /

‘& . . . . F 3 . . '
.;/ Mirengoff, William and Rindlep, Lester, CETA: Manpower Programs. Under
ILocal Control, Committee on Evaluation of Employment and Training Pro-
grams, Assembly of Behavioral and Socxal Sclences, Natiunal Acadeny of:
Sciences, 1978, p. 229, . . A
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S : - Teble 22 ‘
Placement Ratios, OJT and Classroom Training Progrems, Nine Prime _
Sponsors, O¢tober 1, 1976 through October 31, 1977 )
o b e |
- Placement Ratios B ‘ SRS
OJT ) " Classroam Training L 1-;_’
_ Albuquerque L & A . 25.8% X
. . » a
. , ) B ) ] . w
Cineinpati - S R \ 15.6 ¥
. Fort Worth - R 56.6 | " 39.k ,
. Milvaukee . T70.6 . 385
New Haven - 38. 9 | .+ 18,0
JPassaic . 73.7 30.4 -
 Sacramento o - o675 . § 523 SR
- South Carclina c 0.2 . 25,9
Wichita : . 97.2. . 53.3 )
Average, «, o ' | . o .
Nine Prime o o . R S
Sponsors - - R 65.9 | . 33.2 . e
(&) not available | | “
- %
| Placements amounted to ebout two-thirds of terminations in OJT as
compared with sbout one-third in classroom training .~ The' ratios for OJT
were double or more those for elassroam training in four of the eight
Prime sponsorships for which information was available for both types of
training. The variation in ratios for classrocm training was also con-
siderably greater than for OJT, ‘approximately & 3-1/2 to 1 range for class= °
roan training gs compared wilkth & 2-1/2 to 1 range for OJT. The greater -
variation in placement ratios for classroom training is not sSurprising cone. 3
sidering the fact that a part of the classroom trainees, varying in importance
: fram-one prime sponsor to another, were receiving services other than-occu- = - (ﬁ
" pational skill training. Basic English for adults was the most important :
instance. Moreover, the classroom training is sometimes followed by other o




training such as OJT so that successful completion of the classroom campo-
nent does not show up a8 followed by & placement, In addition, it would
be reasonable to expect a higher placement ratioc in on-the-job training o
since the trainees are a.lxeady hired and on an empl%'er 8 peerron vhen t.hey v
‘ ,'begm trajping. . . ‘ . \ )

. The loeal unemployment rate influenced pls.cement ratios in the nine
: prime sponsorships. The influence of -the unemployment rate was xmre evi-
dent -in OJT than for clasarocm trsd.mnss {see Table 23).

‘/; ’ ‘ 'J | i . ‘ r’ ”v ) "‘.,:"‘ , "-.. 'N" %
. , . . ’ R =
o o : Table 23 N S :

¢ . . a,'

= : Average Placement Ratlos for OJT and Classroom Training; .
' Prime Sponsors with Unemployment Rates Above and Below
National Average, Nine Prime Sponsorships,

¥ . | OCtober 1, 1976 through March 31, 1977
R ‘APrime}/ Sponsors With - Avera.ge Placemeni‘, Ratio - -
' - Unemployment Rate | A ' _g_]‘_l‘_ : Cla.ssrocm Tra.ining K
Above National Average .. - 58.%%. - 28,44
Below National Average | 3. - 39.3

& -

A The prime spoﬁsors with below-a.verage unemployment rates ty'plca.l_'ly
. showed higher placement ratios for both OJT and classronm tra.lmng than
-~ 'the prime sponsors with sbove average unemployment rat®s. As & group, =
"< the prime sponsors with the lower unemployment rates showed & fifteen perw
‘ centage-point higher OJT placement rate va.nd. ten percentsge-point higher
classroom training rate. However, there was considerable variation within
the two groups. Passaic, the prime sponsor with the highest unemployment
rate at the time of the survey, also showed the second highest placement
ratio for OJT. Sacramento, a:locality with an above-ayerage unemployment.
T g's.te, reported the second highest placement ratio for cla.ssroan tra.mi.ng

The placement rdtios do not lend themselves to use as indicators. of -
the effectiveness of the different prime sponsors. The low placement ratios
in some prime sponsorships probably reflect the practice of concentrating
t:re.:.ﬁmg programs in the earlier part of the fiscal year and focusing on
placements in the later part. Prime sponsors engaged in a rapid program

~~- buildup, say in classroom training, would often have low placement rates
s . until sufficient time had elapsed for the persons terminating the program
777 Tto have been placed. Moreover, the placement data needed Tor program eval-
| uation should be obtamed from & study of the same mdividuals taking into

-

” ‘ A"- . . "‘.,‘ " ..“
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o

‘acegu;it their progran e;mérience, their work history before entering the

- be important to meke allowances for differences in enrollee characteris@ics
in an evaluation, i.e., in educational ‘attainment levels » Since these char-
acteristics have & bearing on Program results. The placement ratios do make

the point that the program with the high placement record, on-the-job train.

ing, 1s also the program which is only & minor component of the loghl GETA
effort aimed at preparing persons for regular jobg-in the mainstreim oF the
. econany . ‘ E . - : . . '

*
~

45

| Program, and their experience after canpleting the program. ‘It.WOU.ld.&lSO o

g
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Chapter b .  THE CASE SIUDIES -- PRIME SPONSORS WITH =~ - v
R - THE STRQNGER ACCESS TO THE PRIVATE SECTGR =+ L e
The Common :.Elements' . ) B . ' e

Lt ) . 3 B ) .
: . o Ky

. . P : .

.

. ‘The prime gponsors with thé stronger access to the buginess coammu-
nities in their areas were Cincinnati, Milwaukee, the State of South -
Carclina, and Wichita. Te a greater ‘degree than 4he other prime sponsérs,
‘the four hed forged strong links with their local business commiunities. |
They were alsQ characterized by their greater ‘tenddpcy to immovate in Jjob - o T
develomuent ; training programs, ' K ‘ o
' t ) ) ' g ‘ A . ‘ o
. Linkages with the business community among the four were frequently
‘ Tormal, i.e., contractual, or they could be informel and PJust grow"t  In
Milwaukee, for instance, the local Chamber of Commerce-was under contract -
with the prime sponsor to arrange cn-the~-job training programs. In' ’ - .
Cincifinati, on the other hand, the Chamber, before it was under contract .
*  with CETA, used its good offices to bring together CE;:Q Jjob devel opers and , ‘
- local businessmen. The critical element in both types of arrangements was
not so much the presence or sbs&Thce of a contract as a perceived community
of interests between the prime sponsor and employer group’sz{' SRR
: o, A - - . S ‘ .
A ThE‘prme sponsors with the stronger a'c‘cess_ to the business community
differed markedly in size, in their econcmic enviromments, and in theé T R
charactéristics of their elients. Three of the four were characterized by
unemployment rates below the national aversge, while one, Cincinnati, had S
- & higher then national rate.. The experiences of the four prime sponsors
are summarized individually in the chapter. - IR h :

-

3 ‘ . ’ . : -

[
.
-

Cincinnati = . o T A |
. The Cincinnati prime sponsor was distinguished by the strong. support- it ‘
received from the local business cammunity. The Cincinnati area is charac- -
terized by subspantial unemployment and a dee¢line in the importance of its '

major industrial sector, manufacturing. Cincinnati, therefore, iliustrates
potentials and problems for clder Midwestern and Northeastern cities which
have been undergoing structural changes involving shrinkages in their earlier
econmmic base. o Lo - 1 ' - '

Cincinpati, ﬁhe:{fhird largest city in Chio, is located on the Ohio River,

. adjacent to the State of Kentucky. Cincinnati hed & population of over 425,000
in 1975, a decline of nearly six percent fram 1970. The flight of the white

- v

.

/ . K"
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middle class to the surrounding suburbs hes left the central city witha - ' e
. concentration of the pooar, the aged, minarities, and female heads of house- . .
 halds, Cincimnati continues to remain one of thq Midwest's leading manu- .

- facturing centers, specializing in machine toolsy chemicals, jet engines,

- and soaps ,and detergents. Although employment has been deelining in manu- .
facturing, this sector still accoynted for rearly three-tenths of the tota.'l. e
employment in 1975 (see Table 21&)3 . e o SEN

‘ o o » . Taple 24 - : A
. | : , o 5. . L S
- Distribution of Employment by Industry, Cincinmati, 1975 .
o o, T , : . : (‘ | | B - 5 . . I
' Industyy S - Percent of Total Fmployment Lo
~ Agriculture B | - C (e R ‘-
wd Iﬁ om . , ' . R s
s Coustruction - S 2.1% : .
’ - Manufacturing . 29,7 )
: " Transportation, ' ' L : ‘ : S
¢ ‘Comsunication, and =~ = ' L) o IR ' : .
Public Utilities | - , - S T |
' Trade L S . 15.6 . - A
- Finance, "Insﬁra.ﬁce, . L L . . . . @
N .and Real Estate - o v 5.5, i _ . .
| Services o 24,8 s L
Govermment - -'-». - ' | “'19.9 ‘i o
Unclessified BT 0 :
' : : . _ * ‘ 3 . L
. Total . \ o 100.0 ., e i
" (a) less than 0.1percemt . : . ) | _. _
i ; ' ' . S : %
I - T . . ' IS - N . - * - - ¥
. The recéssion in the mid-1970's brought & sharp increase in unemployment ' |
in the eity, especially in firms manmufacturing durable goods. The effects of y
 the cyclical downturn and the changes in the eity's economic’ structure were :
- evident in an 8.6 percent unemployment rtte in-the two quarters extendmg through .
- Maxch 19{7 -About Lo pereent of the unemployed were minorities. - - ‘ R
The Cincimatl prime sponsorshn.p was formed cut of the- pre-CE‘l’A Campre- " o '
henswe Manpower Program (CMP), a.nd m&mr of the staff were ca:rried over f‘rom e
—_— .48_ ‘ s
v -
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' “this program to CETA, Political differences between the ‘city and surrounding

- county prevented a consortiug from becaming established, so that the prime
sponsorship is & eity unit,  Cincinnati is governed by a couneil-manager .
form of govermment with an appointed city manager who'is the chief adminis- °
trative officer and the person with qverall respansibility for the local CETA
program, o ¥ : : v o e : :

P TWR- |

o Since unemployment in Cincinnati falls so heavily on minorities, the
) priority in the Title I wrograms has been on gerving minorities and disadvan~
taged persans, frequently overlapping groups. The characteristics of the S
§ Cincinnati population, and of the persons in the programs intended to lead L

to unsubsidized employment are swmarized in Table 25,. | -

e ‘ Tabl'e‘.’"ﬁs o *.
s Characteristics of Local Population and Title I
o : . Clients, Cincinnati Prime Sponsqr
) . ‘ ‘. R " v ‘ ’ L3 B A //——‘ » . .

\ g _ ; o 4 ___FPexrcent of

=

R | ¥ Cincimnati . Title I Clients,  OJT Clients, <
- Characteristic =~ Population, 1970 . 1976-1917 C - 1976-1977

rﬁhcritieg. I o289 82.4g - 5% %

Under 22 - @9 () - so1 R-8 ()

22 A

Less than k4 years: of : : (B) B ] o . '
High School - T - k8.1 M | §hl’k3 o . 31.8
o ‘Econctpica.u.y disa&vaétaged (.c) 17.7 . k g 73.9 - -.6.2.6 o

‘\
(&) under 21 -~ © o

L. »

JESYS

-~

e ) i A ' ' A
R

(o) 18 years and older refers to S'bSA_,.-":Eather than only to Cincinnati.
> 48 . .

(¢) refers ﬁo civilian nmgiqstitutional‘populgtion earning less than
Tpoverty incomes. . I T

Slightly more than a fourth of the Cincinnati population were minorities,
in contrast to over four-fifths of the Title I clients. Pbout a =~ - |
. Sixth of the population were economically disadvantaged. A roughly similar *
~disproportion between local populg#pon and CETA clients was evident for -
econamically disadvantaged per,song . Miyoritie&and;disadya.gt_aged“ perseus . .. ... . L

. were wel]l represented in the OJTsas well as in the Title I, programs. T
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An c.mphasm on classroom traimng wag the dlstlngulshlng i‘ea.ture of the
‘Cincinnati programs intended to prepare CETA clients for regular unsubsidized
jobs. Nearly three-fourths of the-Title I -enrcllees were in classroam “frain-
.dng programs. Om-the-job training was a minor element in the Cineinnati pro-

gram accountmg to approximately cne out of 16 Tltle I ‘smrollees (see Table 6}

|
-

_— .« Table 26~ s *
Distribution of" Tltle I &.nrol;lments, Cmc.ums.ti _ ;
Prime Sponsor,’ October 1, 1976 through Marc.h 31. 1977 4\
N ' ‘\
. Progranm | t Percent of Title I Enronments .
~Classroam Training L . B o 73 % — v N
'On-thu-Job-Tra,imng s . ; - 6.4 - >
Wark premence ! Ty _ = 19.5
© % ’ - . &
blic Servie t SRR " 0, : . .
k}{ ic Service %éploymen o 0.3 ‘
/Other e o L L
'/ Totall o woo T
* / : | ”" o . “ ‘ ’ »

' g - The Cmc:.m;atl progrsm emphasmed flaJclh:Lllty in tralnmg arra.ugements
lassroom- training could precede or ruy concurrently w éh QJT., Classes could

‘be.given by the local vocational schools or on the employer S premises meking

Q { use of company supervisory staff. The prime sponsor alsa cantracted, with

" private trade schools to train CETA enrollees. The schools were required to
. guarantee placement of an agreed-upon percentage of ‘the students trained with
CETA funds. The prime sponsor adopted this approach. because it believed that

private schools could be held to. performance standards more rea.dlly than, for

‘instance, coamunity-based organizations providing similar services. The pri-
vate schools were also regarded as more attuned to the needs of employers
“than, for example, the local vocationgl educaticn.system. . .

Ehnployers or other representatlves of\t@@smess communlty were well‘"

L, LT

of the membership. This was the most substantial business representation -
-an any of-the nine planning councils mcluded dn the study. The more active
Sbusiness representa:twes were also active in the Chamber of Commerce. These.

‘mem‘ners served as a channel between the prime sponsor and local business orga-

nizations. The extent,of ithis relationship was illustrated by the presence
- ofan cconcmic consultant on t.he TA staf{ whose-time and cest;s were  shared
between CETA and the Chamber. t was alsc illustrated by the presgnce of a

_ marketing specialist from indujtry on the CETA staff m‘;h specla.}. respon-

siblllty for mprovmg, the tqarketmg of the program among pr,wate employers

~ ’ : 3

AP .‘f

L4

e
-
-

represented on the plamning council in Cincinnati, meking up &bout two-fifths

“ N

%

w
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The Cincinnati prime sponsor's interest in gaining access to employers ,
was shown by a client Screening test it adopted. The test assessed the vo- °
cational interests and’ aptitudes of CETA clients who were to be referred to -
‘coployers. Use of the device made it easier for employers to reduce turnover -
awong CETA clients they might hire by matchingyinterests and aptitudes with
~ the employer's job requirements. It also servel as a public relations tool,
underscaring the point to employers that -the prime sponsor was seeking to
" supply them with qualified cmployees. It helped clients by gaining con- *
slderation for them from employers who otheryise would have been reluctant
~to hire CETA enrollees. ’ L. S . -

i av

The resylts of the prime Sponsar's efforts to obtain the cogperation ' | e
of the business cammunity showed up primarily in the Chamber of Comme:c§l§ o
support for the local CETA program, The Chamber was instrumental "in en-— % - . .
.couraging the planning colineil to evaluate: the performance .of its programs o0 e
. and of the organieations providing services under contract with the prime - . '
‘Sponsor. The Chamber was a major influence in involving the prime sponsor o
~in local econamic develomment activities. A notable byproduct of this effort §
. was evident in the Chamber success in attracting a major national retailing }
chain to establish a regional distribution éenter in the area. The prime
Sponsors in the Cincinnati area were to be given an opportunity to train
over 1,000 versens.who would provide much of the work force for the regional
center, - ‘ ~ A o S
o ’ o //// ! S Z\ T
The Cincinnati prime sponsor has atiempted to involve many different
groups as OJI or job placemegnt organizations. The Chamber of Commerce has
recently entered into a c . : : v
L ployers. A local of the 1ted Auto Workers Union was also under contract -
\ to'develop OJT %rograms 34 the auto and other industries, While commudty-
: based organizations weref act in job develomment as in most other prime
a Sponsorships, there wasfno formal job development arrangement in effect in
.'\ Cincinnati at the time bf the Site.visits between the prime sponsor and the
\ enployment scervice. : - T g' . ' -
The liﬁkages #;th local industry were evident in the placements of QJT
\ and classroam training enrollees in Cincinnati. Placements in craft-related

-

- or operatives Jobs made up & significantly larger percentage of total place-
ments than of" the anticipated Job openings. Cincinnati was also ane of the
: \fewrprime‘sponsors which placed QJT clieg?s in nanggement.related and sales

|

ngsitions (see Table 27).

. - ..
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. .




" Taule 27

& ;Anticxpated Annual Average Job Openings, 1971-&-1985, and Placements

. _ - of Classroam Training and OJT Enroliees, Cincinnati L e
- ‘ . . Prime Gponsor, October 1, 1976 through March 31, 1977 \
“ A -
' ) . '
2 L Percent. D:.stmbutlon of
w - - - Projected SM%A
© Occupational . Job Openings
___Group L. 1OTh~1085
Professional and T
. Technical \ 1. 6% -
Management and = al | o
Related = 7.9 6.9 2.0
Sales 7.4 6.9 _ 2.6 oy
. Clerical | o 29.0 Yor.6. 23.5 o
A _— R ‘ . o e
Craft-Related : , - 8,6 17.2 Ry Y ¢
Qperatives - 10.6 - 20.7 21.6
. Laborers, Nonfarm 2.3 .0 o
" services . " ©19.2 i 207 19.6. - §
T . Farm ) ‘; o % o v o0 &% |
. o . _ :§;~ . : . |
- Total 100.0 ~100.0 100.0
“  (a) The job cpenings data refer to the SMSA which is substantla.uy larger
| b _than the Cmc:.nnat;x eity area. _ ‘
® g in most of the other prime -sponsorships surveyed, the placements from

~ -the skill trammg prograns ‘in Cincinnati were concentrated in smaller firms.
«+ _However, the period covered by the placement data, the,two quarters extendlng
through March 1977, preeeded the arrangement with the\retail chain to establish .
& distribution ceénter in the area. Approximately four-fifths or more of these
o _Blacements were in prlva.te-for-&fit firms (see Table 28)

—_
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T - Table 28 .

- Placements Following OJT and Classrom Training, by Class of Employer,
Cincinnati Prime Sponsor, October 1,-1976 through March 31, 1977

)

Percent of Placements - OJT T, Classroom Training

o

in govermment sgencies o . - 2.0%
in non-profit organizations  10.3% 1960

in large for-ﬁrdfit firms(a) 3-8' 2.5

(a) in for-proiit establishwents employing 500 ar more';e$30ns
. Strong linkages with the business community provided the Cincinnati

with the other prime sponsorships surveyed with similar high unemployment

rates. While this access had not yet been translated into many. placements

in the large establishments in the ares at the time of the site visits, the
~ potential for increasing the involvement of both large and small employers

in the -GETA program appeared strong. % : e : ' '

. A \ >
. %

- Milwaukee o - B \ |
, ) , . : e |

s e ey

The CETA Program in- Milwaukee represented a Successful program actively
“‘lﬁgqlving both the business community and the employment service in support~
: its programs. The Milwaukee prime sponscr was. distinguished by innova=
“tions in job development and training and by the high percentsge of its clients
placed in large firms.. | : - S : .

e

* Milwaukee is a manufecturing center which, like many similar urban areas,
~bas been undergoing a shift to a more service-oriented econamy. The Milwaukee
area is a leader in the production of electrical apparatus, gasoline and diesel
¢ engines, and automobile ‘parts Manufacturing is still the largest source of
" employment in the aﬁea,acCQunging for over three-tenths of total employment in
the mid-1970's {see Table 29). B ’ : C ‘
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prime sponsor with more extensive access to local employers than was the case -
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;‘ Distribution ‘ofAEn\ploymegt ?r Industq,:y, Milwaukee SMSA, 1975 _— - EE
Industry | ' Percent of.Total Employment =~ - e
o o | ' R A N ,
Agriculture 13 © 1.0 ‘ T
f P ! ' . ,‘ - . ‘ . Sy ea ‘.‘.
Construction _ Co2.8- :
Manufa.cturing 1 v 30.8. L
- ‘ o s ' s ‘ Y"i":;
Tra.nspo:z;tahbn, .- A\ - ¥
- Ccmmumc;a.txon, and - g . A U _‘ : -
' Public Ptilities e % %.7 \ .
«,.\13- ’ N A ) | -
I1‘.‘I'tsu:‘te ' o e | 20.4 ~
Finance, Insurance, | " | '
and Real Estatg ¢ . . . 5.1
N ! ,'Séi‘.j'ices | B - . ‘ 23.2
* Government L | | - 120 - I
‘Unclassified S ' DU s
Total e - 100.0 R ’ %
: " As a center of dursable goqu man&factur'ins', Milwaukee has been highly T
‘susceptible to cyclical shifts in employment and unemployment. The unem~ :
- ployment rate at the time of the site visits was 5.8 percent, a rate well
below the national average. However, in June 1975, & time of sharp cyclical .
downturn; the rate had risen to 9.7 percent. Because of this suscepbibility
~ to cyclical unemployment, a greater than average sharé of the total resources
&vm&ble to the prime sponser has been used for publa.c service emplqyment
The Mllws.mteeg prime sponsorsh:.p is . admmxstered by the county and J.t _
- includes the city within its area. .[The prime sponsor area includes 75 per- '
. cent of the population of the Mllwaukee SMSA. The County Executive has re-
garded the CETA programs concerned with preparation for unsubsidized employ-,
ment as an md in econmmic developnent - Accordingly, both the CETA program
and the Officé of Business Develomment of the county govermment are under the
,jm'lsdlctmn mf ~the Coun‘uy‘s Office- foq%; ﬁcommc Resource i}evelopmen‘b T T
’ L ‘ ' i o “ . x
| s
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© Milwaukee has a low
and young aduMs in its
these groups, especi
W a substantjal majori

+

" minorities and economically dissdvantaged
Wy of the Title I clients (see Table 30).

aa

‘%s , Table 30
“ Charactexistios of Local Popul?.tion. and
"Title I Clients, Milwaukee Prime Sponsor.

4.'

" Percent of

er percentage of disadvantaged persons, minorities,
population than in the United States generally. However,

.-

[

persons, made

N\

\

®

el

"

SMSA Population Title I Clients,

‘x

f

,OJT Clients

,chaéécter;sﬁic_ | . 1970 197621077 -
1034 - 60.3%
38.5 (8) 55.1 .
39.6 (®) 5.5
.9.1 - ‘

85.9

Minority
Under 21, |
Less than b Years of High School

Econamically Disadir&ntage'd .
=

ey

(a) under 21

ks -

.Q ¢

(b) 18 years and older " ™
Iﬁéseekin'g to make use of CETA to

. Milwaukee prime sponsor also served a :
with the most-eritical employient needs. For examp
disadvantaged persons made up less than s
constituted more than five-sixths of th
- closely involving employer participation,
were a selected group in terms'of educati
also apparent that economically

disadvantaged persons were well repre
in the program. P :

/

‘h'és.piacé_d its .ma.izi'“empl‘zasiéf on clés
d to lead to unsubsidized e;nployment’.“
were & minpr part oft the ém_follment’e’

Milvaukee, 1iké Cincinnati,
training in “the programs intdnde
the on-the~job training programs
- (see Table 31). o

el o

-~ "

.

Pramote local economic development, the
clientele -largely made up of the
le, although econamically

tenth of the SMSA poputation; they
e Title I clients. In the Program most
on-the~job training, the enrollees
cnal qualifications. and race

_1976-1977_

| | ul.b% |
530 (87
s
98.0
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‘s‘_C‘. o : Table | 31 o - -

. AR ’ - . _
B Distribution of Title I Enrallments, M;lwaukee Prime
£ Sponmsor, October 1, 1976 through March 31, 1977
{“.3 ?rggram ' SRR : ) Percent of Title T Enro;lments
‘.‘ : ‘ ' ! ! " ’ - . . ’ . - v' . .
' *Classroom Training =~ = = | 62&% . C .
On-the-dcb—'l‘r&:.niné_, ' K , | 7.7
Work . hxperlence . - - o .. 29.9 .
fPubl:.c bervz.ce EmPloyment o e 0
. , L _ o o’ )

 potel T . . - 100.0 -

. ) . \ ,
The hhlwaukee prme sponsor was attemptmg to :r'educe enrollment in the
work experience prograns with their frequent heavy emphesis on income main-

.‘tenance. 3By the time of the survey, .se¢ven-tenths of the enrollments in

Title I programs were in occupationad skill tra.uung or closely rele.ted prb;-
gr&ms, such as basic- Engllsh for adult.;. :

-t @c political as well as the ‘business leadershlp in Milvaukee supported the

loca.l BTA program and contributed to its success. . The County Executive in
Milwaukee. issués an annual "Community hepomt" and thls report hes -stressed

_importance of the CETA effort for employers. The business cammunity was well
) “-rgpresented on the plamning ecouncil, accounting for gbout & fourth of the mexber-
. sh:.p '.The involvement of the business comunity was illustrated by the con-

tract between the Assoeciation of Commerce, the local Chember of Cammerce , and

the prime sponsqr for the marketing of OJT programs. The full-time staff for

1s progwam had omgma.ﬂy Teen persons on loan. froam the employment service.
The AsSociation replaced the employment service personnel with its own staff.
It also absorbed the Natiomal Alliance of Business program in Milwsukee. ~ Other
significant illustrations of the role of the private sector inelude the Big
Step consortium of. building contractors and trade unions set up to provide

_tre.im.ng and placement for enrollees dn construction ocm@a.tlons

The employ‘ment ger\ricé was more important in the Milwaukee CETA prcgram .
‘than in most of the other prime sponsorships surveyed. It was: responsible

‘for screening and: referral of CETA clients to all, Title I programs. It was
. . &lso responsible For Placing t é graduates of classroam- tra.lmng pregrams ‘ _
— md, to a lesser extent, in de lopmng programs, - ST
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| The placements. of enrollees in OJT and «lassroom training programs were
heavily concentrated in blue-collar fields, especially in semi-skilled oper-
atives cccupations, with a secondary concentration, in clericel pasitions.
The emphasis on blue collar placements stemmed fram the importance of manu-
ggturing in the local economy and the support given CETA by the business

L commnity (see Table 32).
L/ . ' Table 32

< Antﬁicipa.ted Annual Average Job Openings, l%- to 1980, _ _
. and Placements of Classroam Training and OJT Enrollees, . - .
d Milwaukeg?rime Sponsor, October 1, 1976 through March 31, 1977

Ce . -l ' \ R . . : . ) ? - ., -
' . - - Percent Distribution- of - -
S _ © Projected SMSA Placements From
-, Occeupational : .Job Openings ‘ ' ~ Classroam '
. , Group. - ‘ 1970-1980 - ogT Training
v Proﬁ‘ess';ional and ., o | : . | ' S o
Technical - ¥ - 16.1% 1.0% § 2.0%4
: hiéxnagement and ) _ : PO :
v - _ ,Rela,ted_. o o | ' ' 8.3 o 1.0 0.6
_ Sales L o | | 9.0 - i o | 0.6
Clerical - - . 264 . 19.8 . 29,8 .

.t CrafteRelated |, o 8.6 - 89 106 .
Operatives _ . T , . 12,0 57,4 Lo.6
‘Laborers, Nonfarm ' 2.3 _ | 0 L6
Services . o . . 17.0 1.9+ 11.2 -+

) 7 - B? (.. ‘\" . . .l ’ . '0.3‘ . ' %- " ’ O .
B [ Totar Y . © 31000 100.0 . 100.0

, S < .
" The percentege of placements in crafif-related or qperati{es Jjobs was
-2=1/? times or greater than the percentage of Jjob openings anticipated in
- these fields. - Many of these placements were in large establishments. The

-»

L |
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- placements f

- .

owing OJT or classroom training were also very la.rgely con= .§» ‘
centrated ini\private-for-profit firms (see Table 33). 4

o A o - / &
. Plac ts Following OJT and Classrocm Tra.inlng, by Class ’Sf\&nployer,
Milwaukee Prime oponsor, October 1, 19“{6 through March 31, 1977

" Percent of Placeménts . - Coogm Classrcqmﬁfraining

QL |
in govermment ageneies . . . 0 L6
in non-profit organizetions  2.0%  § 5.k

in large for-profit fimms (@) L1k 2.9

(a) in for-profit _eStablishments eanploying 500 or more per.é.ons'
Mllwe.ukee WaS the prime sponsor among the nine surveyed with the hlghest
percentage of placeients in large firms. The concentration in the prwate-

Tor-profit sector and among large firms. reflects the prime sponsor's success
in. establlsh.mg, its crediblllty in the local business community. -

(.

-

_South Carolima - o .

uouth Carclina was the ‘one prime sponsor mc]nded in the study Whlch wes vy "

f "organmed. as a statewide consortium. For this reason, it was the largest pro-

gram among the nine. The major imnnovative element in. the South Carolina pro-

- gram was the linksge between the CETA program and ﬁfforts to create new Jjobs

throubh the State's, economlc development program. g

Repid econcmic growth in the past two or three decades has ‘significantly
changed the industrial and occupational strueture of Scuth Carolina. The most

- striking changes have been the shift fram farm to non-farm work, and the greater

importance of white collar employment. Manufacturing has became’ the principal
industry in South Carolina. While the textile industry has become relatively -
less important as manufecturing has became more diversified, textile mills still
accoupted i‘or one-seventh of all nonagricul’cural exmployment, in the State in the

——2
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| Distribution of Employment by Industry, South Caralina, 197Q - )
Industry - . Percent of Totul'Employment S
and Mining - | g |
Constructiop .- o 6.7 -’) s L ¢
Manui;qcturmé . o . 35.2
i Transportation, | ) - - E ‘ ' '
Communication, and . ‘ Co . -
Public Utjlj;é:ies | . | ok o PR
| Trade. . : | | SN 16.5 o .
! ' Finance, Insurance, ‘ R a o C
‘ and Real Estate § C e v 3.2 o
W ¢ " ' t s ‘ BN N
- Services, o | ' , 15.4 o]
\pbver'mnentg | \ ' S | | i
§ o . [ PR : ‘ S : o .
» . Y Unclassified - - 0 o - !
T V7 Total i o y 100.0 ' 3

The labor force employed in munufecturing or other nonagricultural in-
dustries in the -State has been three-fourths white. Unemployment rates in .
South Carolina in recent years have approximated the national average. The
7.2 percent unemployment rate at the time ‘of the survey was slightly less
then the patfonal average of 7.6 percent, o I -

, The CETA program in South Carolina evolved fram its predecessor, the
Comprehensive Manpower Program (CMP). ILike CETA, the CMP was a statewide
effort. In the CETA program, one prime sponsor embracing the entire- State -

. served the 13 areas eligible to become prime sponsors as well as the balance

%of the State. The State govermment has placed & high priority on econamic |
develomment, and humen resources development has been recognized ag an

- important element in the programs aimed at attracting -industry to the State.

/ The Governor's office has maintained a direct interest in the CETA program,

. ~and the program has been administered as part of the State govermmental . =

S . structure. The State Office of Manpdwer. Plaaning and Coordination {(OMEC) - - -  —

has been thd agency responsible for administering the CETA program,

o it

y
-
B 'y' \ +
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The CETA program in South Carolina has served a population with & larger
percentage of econamically disadvantaged persons, winorities, and persons with -
less than & high school e&ucat;on than any of the other nine prime spomsors.
These groups were heavily represented in the CETA programs included under the
rubric of Title I (see Table 35). " : |

e

Table 35 'v .
Characteristics of State Popwlation and Title I Clients,’.
' L) South Carolina Prime Sponsar B

-

" Percent oﬁ':‘ |

South Carolina Title I Clients, OJT Clients,

Characteristic Population, 1970 1976-1977 1976-1977

Minorities ~ 30:7Y% . - 70.-3% \ ©50.8%

Under 21 k3. (2) 535 ¢ 36
Less than 4 years of | (b) T . B

- High Schoql™ 5730 . 60.0 Lk, o .
Economically Disadvantaged | '23.9 C 877 - 8L.6

(&) under 21
(b) 18 years and older.

. Economically disadventaged persons and minoritieswere considerably more
substantially represented among the Title I enrollees thay in the State's . *
population. However, minoritiesor persons with less than four years of high o

. school education were considerably-less well represented- in OJT than in the
- overall Title I. . - o, ;

. As in Milwa.ukee,~the South Carclina CETA ;progrmn.wés seeking to inerease
enrollments in the skill training programs and to reduce enrollments in the
work experience programs. While work experience progrems were the largest .

Single camponent in the Title I programs at the time of ‘the survey, over helf -
~ ‘of fhe enrollments (in the programs intended to lead to unsubsidized employment
were in on-the-job or classroam training (see Table 36). .
— _ - T
. g L ,_
| ?:{ e .
y .
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Table 36 ”
‘Distribution of Title I Enrollments, Sowth Carolina
Prime Sponsor, October 1, 1979 through March 31, 1977

-

. w o . L . - Per'cer:ﬁ of 'fitle I Enrouments; .
P Ciéssrdmn,Tra.in.i_ﬁg,‘-:,. o S )-4-01% o | '\ B
| Work Wl‘iexm’e” - \ P 43.7
. . Public ervice Hmployment - o 0.2
other . N | - ] . . -
Chotel - | R .0

4

. South Curolina-exceeded the national figure for the percentage of enrollees
in the Title I programs in on-the-job training. The comparable figures are
16 percent for South Carolina as campared with a nationa} figure of under 1Y
percent) Part of the success of the OJT prupgrdm was attributable to thé .estab-
lishment of a private non-profit qrganization speeifically set up to arrange
ror:OJT programs. _ ' :

Because it was & statewide program, the prime sponsor's organization in
South Carolina was more “ecmplex than was the case with the other locsl CETA .

{4 - programs. The State is divided into ten districts for purposes of CETA plane ~
" ning. Each of the areas performs sdme functidns generally done elsewhere by

prime sponsors, such as preparipng o local plan. Fach area also has its own _——

planning -council. The State Manpower Services Councils (SMSC) serves as the
liarxon between the Joeal plamning councils and the Governor's office. Only
. one mémber of the State Council was drawn from the business cawmmunity, and
. th_is. organization played s minor role in pramoting CETA among private empl_oyers.

. The South Carcline prime sponsor's most important linkage witn private
cmployers was through the State's ec omic development program. One of the in-
ducements the State offered to dttracy new companies to South Carolina was '
the ‘availability of a labor force trained to the employer's needs and availe ,
able at the time the new esuablishmeg%dbegin. to operate. The training  »
was provided by the Technieal Education Cdgter System (TEC), a statewide tech-
nical education system, separate fram the regular vocational education system,
~set up for this purpose. -The South Carolina prime sponsor purchased training
slotg in the TEC sygtem and, in this way, it funded & substantial share of
T _the%stem's costs. TCETA clients who had been trained in the system would be
« referred to employers for jobs in the same way other traineecs /were referred.
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. The employer was usually unaware that he was’considering or hiring a CETA o

.

£

"~ enrollee. .

. The South Carclina prime sponsor was an innovator in othgr ways. The - ‘
. © establislment of a privete non-profit firm to arrange for OJT¥pwograms was : g
_ cne instance. This organization was respansible for developing QJT programs
‘in nine of the State's 13 areas which could have qualified ss individual S
Prime sponsors. The South Carolina prime Spongpr maintained control by L
| ~reserving the right to withdraw funds if quotas for OJT slots were not met o o
% B by the nonprofit organization. Community-based crganizatifs were also in- .+ .0
- ~ volved in training amnd in arranging job placements and OJT programs. The
~ Nationel Alliance of Business held a contract f£o develop OJT programs in
cne area of the State, in thé Greenville area.’ The employment, service was L
~involved in same job develophpent, but its primary functions in the CETA pro- o
gram were certification, sergening, and counselling enrollees. There was, a -
: degree of competition between the training activities of the dommunity-based
.  organizations and thosé provided by'the Technical Educational System, and :
§ between the placement sgrvices offered by %he %gmnumty crganizations and the o
' employment service. s . 7 . : '

=S

- _ The occupational concentrations in placements in South Carolina were -
#  influenced by the changes in the State's econ » the new jobs created by
the economic develomment program, and the mak p of:the client population.
' ‘Flacements of OJT clients.were heavily concentrated in semi-skilled operated
, ;. and craft-related fields. The two occupational groups accounted for -almost
) " four-fifths of the placements, South Carolina was also the prime sponsor
. . with the least emphasis on placing classroom training enrollees in clerical
positions {see.Table ,‘1"{), B *- ' S X
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" Occupational '

. Sales

'Clerical' T

reésponsible for nearly & fourth of the _
' .ing. AS in most of the other prime sponsorships, placements were concentrated
in sma.’Ller establishments (see Table 38). ° s ,

r-

% ‘ ’.92- ,

Anticipated Axmua.l Average Job: Open.mgs, 1972+-l985, and Flacements
' of Classroam Training and OJT Enrollees, South Carolina ®

/ PR

Prime. oponsor October 1, 1976 through March 31, 1977 Y
) , S & S K4
- I Percent ‘Disl‘bributicm of —

?rojvec‘:te(i State
~ § — 20Th-1985
S

Professional and - -
" ‘Technical o 0 13.4%

-

Placements Fram - ' _ .
Classroam ' ™ |
Training |

. SR

-2.0%

Group Q_JT.... |

Manegément and ., ' e

Related. -

10,7,
b | \

6.5

1.0 0

4.0 1.0

12,0 21.0

Cre.ft-Rela.ﬁed 2.0 17.0 w , |

26.0

C 1k
0peratimes o | - 15.5
] .f \ .. ) . o v

Laborerg, Nonfam IR 5.2,

540

L

3.0, 3.0 %

‘,Semces _ 6.6 2.0  30.0. \
jem e L b o VI

o :Lo'o.o' . 100.0 § 1.009
LR | | d %
hu‘hlle vn.rtua.uy all OJT placements in South Carollna. wae:re in pr:x.vate- -

for-profit firms, non-profit crganizations governmment agencies were
placements following classroam train-

4
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A . 4 e A\ : ’ Table 38 . . "

'Placuments Following OJT and Llassroam Trainlng, by Class of melqyer,

. -. soutn Carolina Prime Spmsor,—Oetober 1, 1976 through Yarch 31, 1977
§ ?ﬁ S | ?//-' | R | - ? o, : | ..\\f\_g :
J Percgnt ofgg;acements " .OJE ’ C;assroam.Training _—
- 'jin_government-ag;;cies 0 o % { - C6.5%
in nog—prof;t organmzat;ons - O 3 f_ | f 17.5 7 |
in large for-prcilt firms (&) | 9.0 'l';';'*'12,3'

(a)e in :or;p¥011t estapllshmﬁnts egploying 500 Qr;more perspns o

-~

:"‘The dlstxngulghlng features of the South:Carolina program which worked .
well in the State differ in the extent to Wthh they are likely to be rep-
lieable elsewhere. South Carolina was unlque in the statewide organization
.~ of its program, and this is a feature which would frequently lack appeal to
¥ - other prime sponsors concerned with the problems of ufpan areas and losses
. in.their econamic base. The close association of the CETA program with a
public economic development effort provides a basis-in experience which is »
more genera.uy applicable to areas seeking to attract new aniustry ﬂ )

T R 3 ' ‘ : T . t SO
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‘. Vichita N e ‘"

I S ) oy . L . : S
: \ ' . . : ' : :
The Wichita CETA probram cffers & good example of a prime sponsor who
has Succecded in bridging the gap between its role as a social program and
- its role as a source of labor for local employers. #ichita has been an -
Y . innovator in. attracting employers to make use of" their staffs and facilities
S in CETA clagsroom training programs. The success of the Wichita Program has
Been tacilitated by & low unemployment rate, and by the fact that
several large manufacturlng firms cooperatlng in the program are headquartered
in the area. o
- he Wichita prime sponsor serves the Cif§>of chhlta, & medium-sized
- city with a population of slightly more than & quarter of = nillior. - Manu-
facturing is an important source of employment in ‘the area, ahd Wichita has -
been a natlanal legader 1n‘the mass production of small aireraft used by pri-
. ~ vate campaniés and in general aviation. As in the Nation generally, services'
~——— -~ have came io represent the leading source of employmipt ‘The Importance of ~
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. services and trade attest to the role of Wichita as the hub of & surrowpd~ ] _
$ ing reglon as well as a manufacturing center (see Table 39). e oo T - -
. ye  rgple 30 - ;
Distribution of Employment by Industry, Wichita SMSA, 1975 "‘

Co ‘ ?D{ e R B ‘ ) , i o '

. Industry o I - Percent of Total Employment - -

. Agriculture - S | S 2,% - ¢
i, Construction | - o ' . 5.7 _ v
‘Mapufecturing : . . - . 26.3 ‘

. Transportation, =~ \} \j\ T N BN

F I . . Camunication, and - AN R Lo
, " . Public Utilities o ® : T 5.2 '

Trade - ".l __ - 23.3
Finance, Insurance, ~© . IR ’ 4 ¢ .
: ‘and Real Estate . o o ook | » "'i
| \  Serviees . - o - TN ~ .28.0- g ‘}
® Governuent - .- e S T (\\V"\._
. . ' ‘ \ '
Unclassified ‘ \ s | ‘ 0 \ . '
. Total N IO '100.0, |
‘\ o o _ -~ , : ‘5 - & ‘ ' ‘ \\
. At the time ©of the field surveys, in early 1977, Wichita ahd Fort Worth’
were the two prime sponsor areas with the lowest unemployment rates, 5.4 per- ‘ g‘
. - cent for each. As. indicated by the low unemployment rate » the Wichita ares R
. has been experiencing J‘gb‘pr shortages, especially shortages for skil‘.le‘d,'la.‘bo);.'
Wichita had payticipated in the federally-funded employment and training
Programs prior to the introduction of CETA. ° A municipal employment service ..
called Job Teams had been established in the eity govermient's Division of s -
Econamic Development in thé period before CETA. When CETA was -set up in —_ R
, Wichita, the Job Teams were incorporated into the existing structure of city |

o govermment. They became a major CETA service deliverer located at community “

__{,,_ — .- centers and focussing on servihg ecorinic&uy digsadvantaged persons: -~ —- ST
L o & b x
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. Wichita makes up about four-fifths of the populatlon cf
and. about seven-tenths of th; SMSA population.
- persons or nonwhites made up ‘s smalley percentage of the local population than
in most of the other prime spansorships surveyed or in the Nution generally.

edgew1ck County
Econanically disadvantaged @'\

-

While these groups were substantially represented in the programs reparing

fTor unsubsidized employment, econamlcally disadvantaged persons made up &

smaller percentage of the enrollees in Tiftle I program.; in Wichita th%m- ,

e

| Table Lo

' chtha Prlme oponsor

‘any of the other prime¥sponsors hl in the st (see Table L0).
: s

Lharagterlstlcs of Local Populatlon and Title I Cllents-

Percent of"

: . - \ : . o -
’ ( 4‘\ - - .
L . . : Sedgewiék County
Chardcteristic | Population, 1970
Ninoriﬁy , o o 8,9¢
Under 92 S (2)
Ugder 22 v - 40.9
lLesmm+ywhof‘ )
‘High School : 3k
‘ . {
. : _ ) 8
Ecqnomically‘Disadvantaged , S 10.h .
{a) under °1 ' 1

-

 (b) 18 years apd older

o

‘ Theru was gomc incaonsistent ev1dence of select1v1ty in the on-the-job .
training programs. . Persons who had not completed high schoo®# were more ;. “
substantially represented in OJT than in the other thle I programs.

Tltle I Clients,

07T Clients, |

1976-1977 1976—1977
. Cy \(
39.9% T\ b
b5, 4 .:~ 62.’@ _(a‘) ‘ |
5.9 - 53.0 ¢
63.5. e 52.0 .

N

ECcOow : g

nomically disadvantaged persons, and csp001allyﬂun0r1tiesn&re considerably

less well represented.

Wichita was distinguished among the nine prime sponsors by 1ts heaxy A %

“emphasis on skill training. Four-fifths of ell the enrallees supported by
.the funds available fram all CETA programs to the prime sponsor were in the

Title I programs lntended to prepare CETA cllents for regular employment.
All of ‘the Title I enrollees were either in classrocm or on-the~jeb training
programs, Wichite was the one prlme sponsor among the nine for whlch this

ey,

“\__‘“ . .
\&
. g, 4
R !
P .

e
g

wm_i;p_a_ case (see Table Ll).: : e
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B L Table L1 SRR - b :
' * h ¥ o ' ' o - g- [
Distribution of Title I Enrollments, Wichits Prime T
. upansor, Octobgr 1, 1976 through March. 31, 197?
Prgﬁr : ’ "i' o | Percant of Title I Lnro!hnents
~ C.‘Lassrocm Tram...ng, | o | : 71+ 8% | o
On-t%e-Job-Trainlng B | o252 R
. T , g§§ | . : T
‘Work_Experience ii i 2 0 ; .
Public Service Employment N : 0 -
- - ‘ : Y \ : - T
Other - ' T .0 - RS
: | ‘-;:";' % ) . T o ' : ’ i ’
~ Total L 100.00 B

The emphasis on skill tralnlng in the Wichita CETA program is illustrated

A by the OJT enrollments. The percentade of Title I endollees in QJT, the proe-

gram most directly 1nvolv1ng employers, was 25 percent of the total. This was

i__the hl&htat percentabe of OJT 1nvolvement for the\nLne prlme sponsors

| The success of the Wichita program hag stemmed fraw the prxme sponsor's:
ability to convince the business camunity that recruitment of dlsadvantaged

~and ninority-group CETA enrgllees can contribute to edsing labor shortages.

The Wichita program has 1 the farmal ligkages with business organlzatlons'

'.that have distinguished othe? prime sponsors, such as Cincinnati or M;lwaukee.

Several informal but active linkages have teken their place. Similarly, rep=
resentatives drawn from the business comunity made up & swmall minority of the
Plamning council membership, two out of fourteen.  But the chairman of the

council was a member of the business communlty who ac%xvely sollcited employers.

ta cooperate w;th the CETA program. .

. Although the Chamber of Commerce in W1ch1ta was not- under contract with
the prime sponsor to provide services, a close worklng relatlonshlp existed -

- between the two organizations. The relationship was facilitated because

the . Cham%gr s economic develomment activities were fuhded by the city. The
CETA program was regarded as an aid to development since.it could prov1de an
important source of recruits for firms seeking to expand or to become es- .

tablished in Wichita. The Chamber actively publicized CETA. It distributed

flyers to its members advertising the aveilability of CETA enrocllees 1nclud1ng
short resumes indicating their backgrounds, experience and training. Aside
from its 1ntercbt in CETA because of econamic development, the Chamber also =
malntaxned a strong ;ntere«t in upgradlng econcmlcalxy dlsadvantaged ‘Tersons.

:v';‘;_“ T
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It had- estahlished a M&upower Rescurces Office concerned with the employment

problems of minorities. The National Alliance .of Business office in Wichita
promoted OJT programs but it was less activve:ly involved in obtaining business

support for the loca.l CETA- e:t‘fo.rt I . Cx

The Wichita CETA progran extended its good reputation in the busmess

~ community by offering flexible training programs tailored 'to the needs of
- individuel employers. For instance. classroam training programs could be

conducted at the employer s worksite as well as at a local .training 1:1.,t1t,u-*
tions such ‘as the vocational edycation centers. Instruetion could be pro- '

~ vided by ‘the employer's supervisory Staff as well as by regular teachers
from the Yocal- school system. The clagsroan training might lead to Placement

after qanpletmn of the prcagrsm, or 1t could serve as a prerequisite for an
OJT program. For example, a group of construction f formed an association

' to provide instruetors for the orientation training conddcted at the voca-

tional| education system's skills center making use of CETA funds. The in-
structﬁ.un was mainly concerned with motivational end attitudinal ; tralnmg,
but it was combined with field work including some basic training in equip-
ment dperation. Graduates of this classroom program were often pla.ced in
regul#r QJT programs witlh member employers : o :

: he employment service in Wichita did not have an arrangemént to prov:.de
services to the prme sponsor, and its role was minor in dealing with CETA
clients. Many of the CETA-related functions perf‘ormed by employment services
in other arehs were done by the Job Teams in Wichita. . Four coumnumty based
organizations provxded services to CETA clients mcluding placerent services.:
These organizations were held to performance contracts requiring the place= .
ment of 25 CETA clients a year for each professional person on their sthff.
'Each of the arganizations served a separate geographic area within the citys
In 'effect, the individusl organizatmns concentrated their actintles on -
.dlffemnt target populations since the various ethnic group were su'bsta.n-

. tla.}ly separated gedgraphically withih the city . . ,‘ .t
The classroom treining' programs in Wichita. placed. one t.hu'd of their = //‘

graduates in clerical occupations, samewhat lesg than the typical percentage
of placements in this field by the nine prime sponsors: The placements.

' following OJT were hea.vihr concentra.ted in semi-skilled gperauves Jobs

/(see Table L2). ,, g

. e ' 3“"
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" Table k2 . o e
© . Anticipated Annual AVefgge.Jdb Open;ngs; 1975-1980, and‘Piacaments' L A
' _of Classroom Training and OJT Enrollees, Wichita - .. T
- Prime Sponsor, October 1, 1976. through March 31, 1977 T,
. . 5, " ‘. B ¢ . v . . : . c
o . _Percent Distribution of
3 L ' - ' o ~ Projected SMSA Placements From e .
-7+ Occupational o Job Qpenings Clasgroon | o .
| lFewp 7 1975-1980 - © OJT . - Training .
"3\Profession&l:and T : ~ L B e ;‘. o |
“Technical = - 2029 o .. 6.3% ,
Related . .98 L0 . 0 |
Sales o e 2.9 5.5
' E ' L . S tge .
. Clerical - o o re20 2,9 33,7
¥ Craft-Related B ©10.1 14.3 5.0
Operatives o 7.9 0 656 Ry o212 -
L&bofers, Nonfarm ' , 1.2 5.7 .- 8.8 . -
, ‘ ‘ N SR ‘ Coe ¢ . .
' Services L 20k v 86 . - 22,5 S
 Farm s <Y . o2 - 0o« o |
Total e 100.0 - 100.0 \ © o 100.0 e
- o 5 _ . : 7‘ L o ) " _
Nearly two-thinds of the OJT.placements in Wichita'were in semi-skilled
- operatives jobs. This represented & greater congentratioﬁ?in the operatives
field than among the other prime sponsors surveyed. Yet only sbout eight
- percent of the job openings in Wichita in the 1975 to 1980 period were ex=
pected to represent openings for these positions. [The emphasis on opera-
tives placements underscores the rolé of the prime sponsor & & supplier of -

¥

lebor for entry level jobs in local industry. The relativ large place~
ments of classroam trainees in professional and technical fields included .
placements for CETA clients a§h§g§;§g3g§:{g§sgét§nts ahd engineering tech-

“;“_"‘niCiaﬂS- - ' R . | v
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. The industry orientation of the Wichitd CETA progrem shows up more © .
clearly’ in the placements rollowing OJT than in those afiter classrocm train~
ing.. All-of the placements fram OJT'were in private-for-profit firms, and B
oves a fourth were in large establishuents (see_T&ble'h3).:- ' T

'
!

t Table 2{3 E : . - . o ': . \’“‘.‘\ ‘ T ‘|‘_ .

- ',‘.“ -. { )
~ Placements Following OJT and ‘Classrocm Training, by Class of Employer,
", . Wichita Prime Sponsor, October 1, 1976 through March 31, 1977

. "l‘ 8 \\ \ : DI ‘ . ) . . . .

- Percent.of Placements . . O Clessroam Training

. in goverment agencies_ S 0 L _ ..3.8%

" " in non=-prof'it Qrganizations ‘_ 0. - ..25.0
PR 4 " ) . ‘ ‘

“i

in.iarge for-profit firmms (a). B 28.6 - o, 18,3
' (a) in forsprofit establishments eﬁpléyingi500'or more persons

. ' -~
. . - . . .

.. A congsiderably smaller-proportion of ’-Che classroaw trainees were placed
“.in large establishments, and a 1; ger percentége were placed in govermment =
 ggencles or nonprofit organizegfons’. ~ To-a considerable exfent, the.differ-
ential in placements reflects /the prime spdusor's relationship with large
firms. The 'prime sponsor's oge t0 large firms was facilitated because
seviral of the Iarge émployérs in the area had,begun their operations in
. Wichita, and they continued to maintain their ®orperate headquarters -in the
arca.* This was particularly tru¢ of the manufacturers of small adr
'TV&"p&ime‘sponsor,‘&Qcordingly,,had access to’logal executives who RN
" responsible for the decision to partidipate in CETA programs) qften Prégrams
Combining classroom training and OJT at the employérs' worksitel. Ac eds to .,
large private employers.was less ‘available to the cdmmunity~based organizations
.thich'wereirequnsible for much of the placement of,CETA classmoom training =

. enrollecs.

. . R “ T, . - °
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Other Prime Sponsors - - -~ i

- pooe T T R T

. . . R ' C T . . pote T .
. Al fir of the local CETA programs with +the'stronger access to the ~° - * -
privete seefor were in cammunities charaeterized by relatively conservative "

- Puliticai‘ﬂdminiStratiOEsfana”businesg‘Qammuhities;-{Yét_in“all‘fbuf::thé“ ‘Mf"7’7"f7*
- e local govermhent administration and the business comunities supported the - A

effort to’inrolye_private employers in the priméﬂsponsqrs' Progrems ¢ This
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tion' afiapted to the needs of local employers. Implementing this- funetiaon-

experience shmrs that the politlca.l ccmplexic«n of the ccmmumty need not |

~pose & barrier to the developm.nt of, successi‘ul relatmnshipg with the -

busmess qmnnumty

-

The cmmon denmn.mator amcm.g, the foun prime sponsors was thelr def-

‘inition of objectives and the steps teken by them to implement objectives.
- A1l four sssigned a priority to placing their clients in the privats sector.

All four tailored their strategles so that they served a labor supply funce  a

typically involved the utilization of buulness\eorgmzatmns '8s interme- .
diaries togetHer with a willingness to innovate in tra.mlng program and

T ‘_ in the choice of organizations to deliver services in the CETA proérszn. These

innovations and linkages: were established by prime sponsors wz.th 8 prepony
derance of d:.sa.dva.ntaged and mncrlty-group cllents in their skill training
programs. Labor market handiceps and barriers to employment .based cn-.race

-or similaw considerations did not figure as a factor significantly limiting -

the ability. of these prime spox;sors to establlsh strong relationshlps with

loca.l employers ! .
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-, Chapter 5 'y THE CASE STUDIES - THE OTHBR FRIME SPONSCGRS N
.. I;trodudtion . | o L .T

- The other-rive primes sponsors inecluded in the study were Albuquerqgue,
. Fort Worth, New Haven, Passaic, and Gacramento. These local CETA PTOZrams
- were characterized by a more limited involvement of the loecal business '
camnu.ni‘ty in .their programs. h@:}a.l.ly, they also ingduded strong points.
- in their programs which indicated potentials for atfracting greater -support
from priyate -employers in the future. . i ’ . o
The prime sponsors with the less marked access to employers made up
a diverse group in their econamic structures and client characteristiecs.
They included camunigies, such as Fort Worth and Pessaic, in vhich manu-
_ facturing was.the principal source of employmedt. They also ineluded areas
* . in which service industries and. povernment were the primary employers, i.e.,
, Sacrapento. Three factors illustrate the differences bgtween the prime
. sponsers %ith lesser-involvement with business fram those with-the greater
Jinvolvoment. One was thei» higher unemployment rate. . The local unemploymient
rate exceeded the natianal aversge at the time of the survey in four of the?e
i fﬁ,vc_\axeas, in this group. However, the group also included Fort Worth, the .~
prime’ spomsor which tied with -Wichita For the lowest unemplcyment rate among -
~the nine prime’ sponsors. For another consideration s there was .a greater
~ cuphasis on placemgnts. in nonprofit organizations or im State and .local -
T povermment agencies in the prime sponsorships ‘with the Yesser support from -
~ business.” And, for a third differentiating factor, placements fram the skill
training prograns, from OJT and clgssroom training, made up a smaller per- -
“centage of the Title I piacements by enrollees receiving serwices fram the I
. Pprime sponsor than was the case with the other group. Placements folllowing
and classroom training, on an average, were.less than a third, 31 per-
cent, of these placements and compared with nearly two-thirds, 65 percent,
R for the group with the mome extensive involvement with the business cammunity.
All of ‘the five prime Sponsors included same elements in their progranms
aimed at strengthening relationships with employers. = Albuquerque, for ex-
- ample, was involved with the- local-business cammmity in an econamic develop~
" ment program irdtended to attrac¢t’more ihdustry to the area. In New Haven,
the Chamber of Commerce had entéred intdja contract with the prime sponsor *
" to pramote on~the-job training programs.\Isbor shortages in Fort Worth had
. V- created an oppartunity for the prime sponfor to increase its role 88 . &
' supplier of labor to local private employers. Changes in administration in
. the Passaic program since the initial sutvey have indicated a shift in prior-
mom=Thew . dtles, essigning greater importance to strengtheming linkages with -the busi-
‘- ness community. , The high ratio of placements to terminations in the OJT pro-
- 3 -+ grem in Sacramento.suggests that the develomment of stronger nelationships .
’ . ‘with thg bysine$s community could lead to a higher tplacement rhtioc for clients
" in-the _clasgroom-tra,jﬁing programs. ', ot T o
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The des1gnat;on of indzv;dual prime sponsors as those with "stronb
linkages" to,the business cammunity or as "other' refers to the experi-
ence in & Lel&tlvely narrow span of time, This was the six-monthn P&rlod o
s 2 extending through March 31, 1977, the basic period covered by the rield visits
. More recent changes in eConomic activity or in program administration and
‘priorities may well have shif'ted several of the prime spansorShlpu from

the " "other" category t0 the group with the stronger lxﬂkages with business.
However, the experience at the time of the site visits can provide insights

- and inflormation for improving programs and stratagies in thusz and. othar
~ local CETA" programs ¥

. K h
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,;\% ; . Albquergne ’ ' _ . : : o o o0

. . - ‘ ( -~ -
' Although Albuqucrque is involved in econamie development act;v;tlcs, .
" these efforts, at the {ime of the\ileld aurvéys, had yet to be translated -
into substantial numbers: of Jobs- for- CETA clients. A convergence of dif
ferent factors appears to have accounted tfor this result. They include a
hl&h unemployment rate, difflcultlep in selecting effective orbanlsatlono.
to provide services to CETA cllents lack of industry in the area, and

_ problems in making the- transmtlon from plannlng to 1mplement1n& develop- _
\_x - ment programs. : , _ v
A N : : : - : \

' <a ¢ .

The Albuquerque area is more heaVLlY dependent on serv1ce Lnduutr;cs
‘far employment than any of the other prime sponsor areas surveyed. . Jobs
) ‘ in services and .in trade have accounted for . over-three1;1fths of the total .
Y employment in the SMSA. Manufacturing is- a minor element in thé local - '
econany, and the percentage of persons at work id manufacturing has bees
\ less’ then a third of the mational average, about 8 percent for Albuquerque
\ as compared w1th 26 percent natlonally (see Table hh) '
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Table Ll )

bistribution of Employment by Industry, Albuguerque SMSA, 1970 -

. -

- Industry | f _— - _ Percent of Total Emp}aymerit ST
Agriculture " I A /1 | '
and Mining N\ R S r

Constyuction. R B 7.0 . e
Manufacturing > ' 7.6 o R
'l‘rmlspb‘rtatimi,m o ‘ . |

S ¢ ication, and ’ , L ]
. Public Utilities " S 6.8

‘Tra'd.e ‘ | . | : . [ ' ’ d 23.6 ! 3
Finwice, Insurance, - R -
and Real Estaté o v 5.9 S

- Services L .- .. 38.2: _ ' |
~Goverment - » ' [ y9,.5 ' ' ,

| . R e _ . . L Y

. Unclassified . o o C 0
Totel . - - 100.0

)

The s1igh concentration of service industries, trade » govermment, and

‘7 . R & D enterprises in Albuquerque creates a demand for professional and

technical , clerical, and service personnel which the econanically dis-
~ advanteged persomnel in the CETA Program lack the education and training

to fill. The area was chardcterized by & 9.5 percent unemployment rate

for 'the two quarters extending through March, 1977. This was & high rate

nationally, -and an umusually high rate far a city in the nation's "Sun ’

~

 Belt" region® | . S Tre—

: ~ Albuguerque has had extensive experience with employment and training |
- programs dating back to the Manpower Development and Training Act in the

- 1960's. The city was one of the £#st to establish a Concentrated Employ-

_ __ment Program (CEP) providing integrated seryices.to meet the needs of -the

- disadvantaged population in high unemployment areas such as Albuquerque, "
The eity was one of nine areas selected in the-early 1970's as.demonstra-
tion cities under the Comprehensive Manpower Prggram (CMP), the forerynner

- of CETA, The two programs provided Albuquerque with experience in admin-

t
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~ Ylstering locally contralled employment and ﬁramim_, ;progrsms bei‘ore the S . §
C\introductian of' CRTA. . '

\ Thu.&buqugrqm_\y{mc upOI'L.;OI'Shlp is a consartx.um cons:.stiné, of the ¥ , . {
ity of uquerque and“the balance of Bernalillo County. .The local CETA. 1
program 1s operated by the\City of Albuquerque's Office of Comprehensive

bwmployment and Training Admdnistration (OCETA). OCETA has received the
actlive gupport of the Mayor ardl City Counecil. Shortly after the site
visit .a new Mayor was clected ,%\ﬂid Ru’s’k, who 'had formerly headed the CEP
progran in Albuquerque . Nt ' ‘ :

M -

The Alhuqmra_ue populédtion was di tm{;ulshed by the high proportmn of

. its population with an Hispanic background. The city proper contained

about threc-fourths of the SMSA populatxoh\a Nearly two-fifths of this .
population had -2 Cpanish surname. Albugquer ue was also noted for an sbove- ,
- average percentage of young persons and econamjcally disad{rentaged‘persons o \ { :
in thc. local popul&mo’ﬁ (see Tuble hS) ' ‘ S ‘. ‘ .
. . ~
a Tuble L5
Lhm'acta.mstlcs of Local Popula.tlon and Tltle\l s
- , Lllcnts Albuquerqut. Prime &\ponsor o & .
. » L A -
(- i - s | 4 Percent of§
A o R R N [
- . - Albuquerque SMSA, . Title T €lients, OJT Clients, )
Characteristic *° - Population, 1970" 1976-19?7 - 1976-2977 .
Minuz'l‘j o o - i&."("% - ’ ' sv2l. 9% ;. . 13'.9%
'Hi:*,p.a.zx'ic‘ o ' 39.2 & | 63 Ll* o -(:i.) |
. ' » ‘-, ‘ ) !1 ‘ . - . ‘ 5
~ Under 21( - . _ S k3, o 51 1# o . 4.8
' o J ) . ‘ , . ' &
»Less than 4 years of ] | e : < N v,
High Scehool. . 7318 v ¢ . 55,5 y 32.9 o
Yooncwidally Dis adventuged 16.3 8.7 % 835 .‘ti '
(d.) not available. - o e | . | R
‘ . . AR S o ' ;' o ¥
° L ' é . ) . | S T
Albuquergue was the ore prime sponsorship amgng the nine:in which more a

than half of thé Title .L enrollees yere .of Hispanic background. Disadvantaged

"'personse' other minorities, young persons, and indjviduals with -less than a Tull. high

school gducation were also aubstantm.lly repx‘&ented, aelthough less so in OJT

thm in the other Title I, programs ‘ o
‘ L P . . . o . .
o L I . 3 A ! -
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Classroam 'tra;ini‘ng dominated the 'praéz;ams aimed at preparibg ”'persons
. ~ for regular jobs. Alb erque was the prime sponsor among the nine with i ;
' ' the smallest percentage enrollments in %)JT-'(see Table 40)., - _"" N
: L S . . B . . S
e, A o * . Table b6
. ~“ _ . |

Pistribygion of Title I Enrollments, Albuquerque Prime . .
R c - Sponsor, October 1, 1976 through March 31, 1977 . ‘

i
S ' ' S

e Program-_ L S . Percent of Title I Enrollments = - \\

. %L Classroom Trajning | . ' g1.5¢ | N

', On<the-Job-Training:«. o 6.0 o o
. ! ] {r" N . ! - C - ‘

. Work 'EXPérienc‘e‘ - | ‘ 325 - . '

Y Public Service Bmployment - 0

! . ) . X - N ! . . . "

Other ° .

C Total - ¢ | o - 100.0
< P i ¥ % . L

' '© . Only 6 percent,of the Title I efrollees were in on-the—job training.
. Areprans, -{(hls compares with an average of 14 percent for the nine prime
; - §po - Many of the enrollees in classroom training, over a fourth, -

- were in programs ofher then job trainipg which related to employability =~ -
~development. Basic English for adults. was.the major program. .. ‘
Lo ) o ¥ . . ¢ . L € »

PO

Jhe prime sponsor's involvement with the business community grew ou’t:\ e
. of. itg participation in the local econanicf development programs; and its ‘ L
‘ - relationships with the National Alliance of B}Isiness and:the Chamber of o
Ccm;me.rc;e. .Business participation on the planning council was nominal, and - 7
the council was daminated by representatives of State and local government ‘

c* .
B - .

~
& . "

. _agencies and community~

Sj o Adbuquerque was one of 10 cities selected by thg Federal Government
for planning gremts under the Community Etonomic Development Demonstration |
_ Program.’ The prograu was jointly funded by the Departments of Labor and ~
‘ - Housing and gn Development ‘and the Econamic Development Administration.

.~ The funds provided were to be used to coordinate State apd local econcmig |, B

_ develomment, efforts, and to encourage.Yhe private sector to join in the + . e ¥
. . _program. The availsbility of CETA treinifg programs were to serve-as part- ot PR
~ [ 'of the inducements to attract employers. - At the time of the site visits, S T
, in éarly 1977, the program was still largely in the Platning stage. Coor- . i'

- . ,-dination of cogmunity development and,trﬁning prqgrams‘_};&beeg‘tskj:ng : '

—r &
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.  place in Albuquerque independently of the Demonstration Cities Project, meking
use of other public funds., The Bagelas Industrial ParX was the major example
'E, of the linkege of -employmeént and training programs with econamic development-

in Albuguerque. The parkK isson & fifty acre site on the fringes of the city
near a low incame area. .The prime s or had esthblished an outreach center
in the ares to provide neighborhood,;:gdénts with information sbout job pos-
sibilities im the Barelas Park. The CETA-funded skills .center was also lo= .
cated in the park, and CETA offered to train &‘ts clients in.the skills needed
- to attract employers to locate in the area.
L Y located in. Albuquerque, for examp:;.g, & number of workers, ware placed in OJT
‘ fupded by CETA in the plaht. By Department of Labor regulations o
jning for sewing machine operatives could not be supperted by
» and economic development funds\were utilized for this' purpose. .
- O'millioh in public funds have been earmarked for projects in the
- Albuquerque Central Corridor, the major commercial artery and i‘@s;sux.rOund—.

T

‘ A should create an imporfant opportunity to make use -of econamic development
prograus to create jobs for disadvantaged persons. S

{ .

ing area in downtown Albuguerque. When these projects are implemented » they

(
™
ment in the redevelopment effort has provided it with access to busineSs . .
groups such as the Chamber of Commerce. - This relationship had led to the™ - -

’ Chember"s publicizing the local CETA program, and supplying leads to the =~ . .
.~ prime sponsor indicating prospects for placing emfoliees in jobs. * = =

| Placements for.CETA clients were arranged by community-based orga-

~ hizations, the emplbyment serv‘ice! and, for OJT programs aimed at larger .

-employers, by the National Alli'ance; of Business, The employment service,
‘had lost its exclusive contract to arrange OJT programs in smaller firms
in the 1977 fiscal year. whenr the prime sponsor shifted this aetivity to Bex
,\,eamumty-based ‘organization.. Disappointment with the performance of the™
community, organization prampted the lpcal CETA to shift back to the employ-
« ‘Tfent _serv\;ee' &t mid-year. Both th; camunity based organizations and the . . ‘
~ employment service participated iniplacing classrocm training enrollees.. _
. . * Since these changes in arrangements affectell funding and jobs in the arga-
») nizations affected, bumeasucratic rivalries were ar_epparent influence on
the operations of ‘the*loca.l_ CETA  program. . : ' "

. . . ) . l, .. . . B <
The d&‘a on~placements following OJT are inl‘omplete for Albuquergue.
The plecement information, therefore, is limited; to classroom traineeg.
- Nearly .three-fourths of ‘t’sé“placements were in clerica.}.'pos%tionsk )
) (see Table 47), " e o T
- . Ve N . &
— " -
‘ ¢ - ——
’l‘
’ w A ) . ¥ | \
,,‘ ’l - ‘e R L - o )
: N 78 90
e Y- ﬁ [y - «
- « S 'y . -

en a large garment manufdcturer

Aside from the potential for creating jobs, the prime sponsor's involve-

N
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. .?izhﬁﬂntlclpated ﬁnnuai Aversge Job Openzngs, 1970~1980 and Placements :

» A | o P[c;j Pla,cements From
Qceupational. . . v' © - Job, ngs Classroom
Group ‘ 3 .- 197 Training -
. Professional and o // ) o - s - o
. Technical L i 17.1% S 0.
Management and R T '
_ BRelateda I 3\.7\' 0
S&-LCS -‘” o - ’ _'.i . ,_‘, : ' uch‘ . . ‘ . | 0 = s ‘
Clerical - - , 28.5 Th.2
 Crafﬁ—Rela§Fd N -'\\\ e T
0Pera.t1ve° o - o ' o 8,3 | | 9-7 o o
[ [ . - . ) { RN
| - L
| L&horers(, Non;arm'.- : R N 1.8 — 0 ' Q_/ ,
Services - _ ..19.& ' 16.1
C . s 1‘ @ .
Farm ' - . ' 0 . | ‘o
- A -,
- Total :

reflects the absence of ‘& significant nanufacturing center in the local

. gtuns i’rmn the prime sponsor 5 lack #f access to the largest private en-

*of Classroom Trs.imné, Enrollees, Albuquerque Pr:tme i
Sponsar, Qetober 1, 1976 through March 31, 1977

,l S _' " _____Percent Distritution of .

10C.0 100.0

Albuquerque s concentratmn on placements 1n clerical occupatlons Was
considerably greater than any of the other prime $ponsors among the nide.
The limited number of ;placements in eraft-related or operatives positions

economy. The absence of a 1a:cger er of placements in these Jobs also

[y
i

A
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' ploye in the area, the andma Lahoratory, a iederally funded R & D orga~
\$~‘—/’f/)gxas£§gn coneerned w1th nuclear and other energy . o
sl 3 '

The ladk -of strong l;nkages thh the private sector shows up in the

: mporta&ts of' govermment agencies in the classroam training placements.

in these organizations was one of the xeasons for the concen-

tratien on training in clerical occup&tlons The placements that did occur - &\

in the private segtor were very ;argelyA;n.small firms ?able L8).

4

. Percent of. Placements

N

fl’a’ble K8

o {' !

"\ Placements Following Classrbam Training by Class of Employer,-; - l'- .

A,J.buquerque Prlme Sponsor, October l, 1976 through March 31, 1977

1").

o , Classrodm @réiﬁigg a

inm government agenciés. - '\ . : 29.6% | S '
- in non-pro:f‘rb organizations - o 0 o R o -
(in large ior-profit firms (a) o ':‘ vh.S

(a) in for~profit establlshmenﬁs_employ;ng,SQ%‘or}nore personé o 7'

N

~ Although the Albuquerque prime sponsor was an active part;éipant"in

& number of economic development ac@xvxtles, these activities had not

made their effects evident in emplovers' cooperation with CETA in planning,

placement, or training. Implementation of the economic develomuent pro-
grans, and & more workable relationship between the prime sponsor, community

basedoorganizations, and-the employment service should incresse the pros=-
pects. for attracting the business community-to the local CETA progrem.
Fort Worth i
E .
Fort Worth like Wichite, was outstanding for lts low unﬂmployment rate
It was also the prime sponsor most dependent on government sgencies and - R

nonprofit organizations for its placements following GJT. In the absence
of effective linkages with fhe private sector, a booming econamy in a ''Sun

Belt" coamunity was insufficient to develop substantial support for the local
CETA pro5ram Among, pr1V&te-for-profit employers. v ST T

n
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Fort Worth is part of t.he De&l&s-Fort Worth Metroplex, an area nm;ed
"na?ianal.ly for its rapid ecancmic growth. While the city was "known earlier
/& weat packing and shipping center for cattle, sercspace has ‘become the
domna.nt ma.nu.f‘act;m:-z.n@> industry inam area in which manufacturing is the N
largest single” source ‘of jobs. The Fort Worth prime sponsorship is a con-* '
sortium serving the City of Fort Worth and five surrounding suburban commu-
\n.Ltn,.. - The consortium area includes about three-fourths of the SMSA popu-~
lation, - The distribution of ennpleyment by industry in the Fort Wo.rth SMSA
in the ear.hr 1970 s is. described in Table 49,
.\'_ C s . 1. Table hg \\‘_' 1

I
{
i
1

Diutmbutlon of Employment by Industry R Fort Warth SBSA, 1970 .

t“

- . * . ) K ‘ /
‘Industg_ ' I Percent of Total Employment'
© T Agriculture o S -
and Mining -~ B | I v
Cohs'tructib’n o - 5.8
Menufacturing = e 29.3
; Transportation, : - . | A .‘ 3
-+ Comunication, and . . | . _ L .
) . . ’ : t B . ) . ‘\ 'j ’ - ‘\‘.?/1 -
) Trade E - 2L.3 °. '
| o - i
Finance, Insurance, . ‘ S . e
and Real Kstate - ' 5.1 T
. . . - . 'M..
Services : §¥ 18.3 C L
Government . ot S -3 T -
Unclassified ! - 0, ‘
%mﬁ.- . D ~ 100.0 S

(a) not available

‘ .

- _The unemployment rate in Fort Worth at the time of the survey was 5 4 per-. .

S ce.nt a rate matched only by Wichita. Yet, while Fort Worth -and Wichita shared
the same low unemployment rate, they had marked],v different experlences in '

their rela.tlonshlps with their business ccxmnunitles

4
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' As in mest other pr:.me sponsarshlps, Lconcxmcsdly d:.sa.dvantaged persona s
' ' 'young people, individuals from minority groups, and persoms with limited ',f'
educational attainment were well re sented auong the CETA clients in the ;

Fort Morth Title I programs. For ihst » the proportion of minorities ang

: d;.:a.dwgtaggd persons in the Drograms was six to seven times theu‘ percentége

in the: o\rerall population (see Table 50).

J | ' * ‘ ‘ ‘ _ o
| Table 50 U |
, \ 1\ Characteristics of Local Populatlon and Title I + _
. ) ' Clients, Fort Worth Prime Sponsor @ -
‘\. . . ¢
- N . - | L " Percent of
g ' | ¢ Tarrant County Title I Clien‘bs, - 0JT Clients,
| Characteristic B Population, 1970 __1976=-1977 . 1976-1977
Nonwhite . '}_ . ;L1.9%;‘ . 68.3% ) 370%
wowie 60 N s @)
Under 21 7 | Sy bkos k3 20.0
. . ; “ . . R
¢ Less than 4 years of . ' ' -
) - High School . o c B8 61.1 ek, 0
‘ , \ ' . o '
) Lcdnamcaa_w Disadvantaged 10.3 3 kT : - 53.0
(u) not available R - : ' A R
. . T R
y uelLCthlty in recruiting enroliees for OJT, such as ’an emphasis on
- educational credentials, made for a smaller representation of individuals
fram disadvanteged and ml“lol‘l'tj groups in this program ha.n in the overall:
" Title I. Minorities supply an illustration. They made/up over two-thirds,
. 68 percent, of the Title I enrollees, but cons tztuted onl}r three—
e‘ghth.;, 37 pcrcc.nt of the CJT. clients. . - .
| The programs in Fort wvorth concerned with prepazzatloq. for regula.r | . |
employment pleced a heavy emphasis on classroam tra}/mng However, a
-+ majority of the elassroom training enrollees,@?’ percent, were in activities
. other than Job training primarily in adult educa.t;ion programs _(see Table 51).
w T ey .‘/ ‘
¥ 3 ;4
; - . )
. \ » b
L _ . . 82 .
[ »
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* Teble S1. S
| _  Distribution of Title I Enrcllments, Fort Worth -
e ) - - . Prime Sponsar, Octobsr l, 1976 thrOu.gh Mar?h 313 1977 - P
S E‘gg_r_sm " Percent of Ti\tgle I Enroliments
Classroom Training R : ) . ? _‘ “ 52.0‘:,{3 ~
T S ’ A B ’ ." N ¥
On-the-Job-Training ' . . T ko
Wofk Experjence R - . T os3hko
| ‘Publi;: Service Ehvloyme ot o, .. | ' ‘0
. ; ’ ‘.\ . . . ’ ) } s:w\ " I
. ©. Other - v T 0
. Totel e, - 100.0

.-

The City/of Fort Worth-managed ‘the local CETA program for the entire
prime sponsor area. The Consortium Policy Camittee, coanposed of elected
officials from each of the commmities in the condortium, was established
a5 the executive comittee responsible for determining program priorities.’
Although representatives of the business sectox made up a third of the ‘
- membership of the Planning Council, the Council was daminated by State and *

local govermment agencies and caumunity organizations which camposed more than
three~fifths of the membership. ‘4 T : \ ‘

_ The distinguishing feature of the Fort Worth CETA program was its limited
relationship with the business cammmnity. The lack of stronger linkeges
Stemmed, in part, from a distrust of "pig govermment" and "big labor" in the
. local private sector. Fort Worth has held off from involvement in several
“federally funded social programs. In the past, the City Mad chosen not to
© participate in such programs as Model Cities or Urban Renmewal. The loeal “
CETA officials defined their objectives primarily in terms of providing
incame and services to disadvantaged groups with little reference.to the
wersonnel needs of private employers. Econamic development has tréditionsﬁuy
‘been fa private sector activity in Fort Worth, and attracting new firms to '
the area was regarded as largely a responsibility of the Chamber of Cammerce.
There was little in the way of & formel or infoymal relstionship between
he prime sponsor and the Chamber. The.local Chamber of Tommerce was uh- . -
faverably inclined toward participation in the. CETA Program, and its involve~
ment in employment and training progrems was limited to'support. for the . _
* . .Netional Allisnce of Business summer program. - Local officiels and business )
¢ leaders in Fort Worth did not view CETA as contributing to the hupan resources -
aspect of tk\xeir develomment programs. The N&t/iona.l Aliia.n‘cejof Business angd

4
i
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other employver representa.twes on’ the Pla.nn:mg Councn. were. given the re-

- sponsibility ror identifying suitable gceupstional areas for training. But .
.neither the NAB noy the Planning Council appeared to have & significant -

A\

-~ dmpact in overe ‘the barriers of distrust and lack of camnunjcation which

sep&ra.ted the prme spon.sor i‘ran the loea.l business community.

‘l‘hu Fort Worth prime sponsor very ;Largely relied on the Texao Employ~y
ment C'mmlissu.on, the State employment service, for job- placement ,ﬁmd oJT -
prcgrams The "Capmission was & Dpowenful force in. the State with many links
to employers, and with extensive experience in federally funded training '
-and placement programs before CETA. The local CETA progran made effective

- use of the HEmployment Cammission in plecing classroam trafining enrollees. . )

 These- wege the kinds of placements, not invelving any employer contact with
the prime sponsor, which the Commission was geners.uy successi‘ul in arra.ng-
1ng for CETA clients op others :

L

ThL ahsence of a close working relatlonshlp 'sqth the bus:.ness cummm.x‘g;r :

affected the occupations iny: whlch CETA clients were placed and the types of
oarganizations in which the pla.cements -were made. The placements follomng \

- classroam training weré similar to those in other prife’ sponsorships in.

‘their emphasis ongc.l.erma.l and blue codlar, especidlly semi-skilled opera~
tives, positions. These ple.cements reflected the shortage of workers in :
. local industry, the dependence on the Employment Camnission by CETA, and the
mportzmce of manufa.ctur:.ng in the' Jocal econcmy. , Placemenis following 0JT
T InTort Agrth on the other hand, were in a class by themselves smong the .
mne prime sponso®s, Slightly over- pa.;.f were in clerical occupe.tlons, ang

ovar & fourth were in Jobs relate:d tod pmfessiona.l and techglqa.l work o .
(see Teble 52). | SO | . N |
. . . " . - .'.‘ L
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Occups.tio.nai oo |
~__Group

rafessional and .

Technical '
Mansgement and -
* Related
Sales |

‘. @ Cle..‘ri‘cal‘ -

I

‘ éx‘,a.;t‘t'-Rele;téd

| 'Qpérativias'v
 Iaborers, Nontam
"'S‘exwicés |

“‘Fm ’

. e
Total ,

Table 52 |

-

g
F o
.

" Percent Distri'oution of

!

‘Anticipated Anmal Aversge Job Openings; 19701\19&{\@, Placements
of Classroom Training and OJT Enrollees, Fort Worth
~ Prime Sponsar, October 1, 1976 throughk March 31, 1977

@
: \
L] ’ \

‘ l"bojec'bed SMSA |

r

Placements From -

Job Openings .. Classrooan .
|, —3210-1980 . 2 Irelning
| 15.08 25.66 0 'y
1.8 . \o o
9.7 - o o
26.8 . , 5Ll k6.3
9.1 | 7.0 k6 .
08 (. o 203
" 26 I TR
b3 9.3 9.8
o o | -0 "
10‘0‘,.0‘_ . 195.0 " 100.0

. The high percentage of placements in professional and technical posi-
“tions included” placements for CETA clients as costume designers, actors, :

musicians, or social worker aides.
- cal: placements‘in Fort Worth parti

- of the OJT enrolieed.

nonprofit orgenizations in tr

. Lacking strong sipport from thexbusiness comunity, the ‘Fort Worth prime
or turned.to State and local goverment sgencies and nomprofit organiza-

It &lso.grm out gf

o8
tions for its OJT programs and placements.
following OJT took place in these orvganizations. Fort Worth ‘was unique

wong the nine prime sponsors- in its he

&
.

The emphasis on professional ‘and cleri-.
ally reflects the Ligh educational level

. ' i

the major role of ‘govermment and
aining and placing CETA OJT enrollees. ° -

Seven-eighths of the placements®

avy dependence on the not-for-profit « >
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E

Vsect.or -for placements following 00‘1’ The classram tra.lmng place.ments, . e

. .. . ) ’ .
‘ o . . . . . P ,

v el

the ones usually arranged through the Employment Comnissmn, were concentrated -

' amcng prlvate-for-profit éugployers (see Ta.ble 53).- o R -

7""{

“

e |
T, * | S ce h
< | * Table 53 ) g
Pla.cements Follomng OJT and Classroan Traimng, by c.la.ss of Ehnployer, A )
_ Fort Worth Prime Sponsor, October 1, 1976 through March 31, 1977 . I
. », ' gs ) . . . O .[ . . f
\ Percent of Ple.cements . oJT - - "Cie.ssromn.Tra;ining
" in govermnent agencies C o 46.5% D 98%
i non-profit organizs.b-ions : 1&1 9' - _ - 7?3
in large for-proflt flrms(a) 20.0 .‘ l‘? 6 _' S U

(a) in for-profxt esta.bllshments employlng 500 pr more persons .

/ ’ ','_ . .

The above average pércentage of placements. in la.rge prlvate firms
reflects the small number of OJT placements in private-for-profit em-
‘ployers. It primarily comes about. because of, '&he participation of seve
eral large firms in the tra.mmg Programs. W;;‘lle the cooperation ¢f govern-

. ment and nonprofit agencies created opportunities for trairing and place- .

ment, it also created problems for the Fort B{orth local CETA program. - For
one, it reduced ‘the incentives to establish ;strong lirkages with the pri-
vate sector. For another, it raised the cogt of training OJT enrollees,

. Since govermnent agencies and nonprofit sgencies participating in the proé- - | e

‘gram are reimbursed on & different and more generous bas:xs than pmva.te~far-
proﬁt employers .

' “ . ) i
. P t 4 k ]

The Fort Wcrth experience 1llustrates that lcw unemployment rates,
by themselves, do not assure employers cooperatipn iw local CETA programs.
'While the prime sponsorship appearéd to be well-managed, there was llttle

- evidence wat it had succeeded Ain ‘conveying to. employers that CETA was & et

source of labor to industry es well as a socidl program.  The end result ' .
was a limited effort, especially in OJT, in a camnunlty in which ma.ny types,
. of workers were in short suppl:,r '

- - . 3 . £
{ L]

L ) ) . ‘ "' .

—y

' New Haven

) ] . ) ' . s .' . ‘ -‘ ' . .
- . ‘ . . . -» .

The New Haven prime spansorship showed many signs of & successf’ul locs.l
+CETA prqgram with considerable sccefs to the business tommunity.  High un-
anployment rates and anfs.bsence of ﬁyhumic growth leadmg to the creation

2 ' -
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- of new jobs limited the a’bility of the prime sponsor o plaece enrollees
1n unsubsidized jobs in the private sector. Accordingly, New Haven was
- the local CETA-program with the largest propartlon of enrollées in work & .+

‘ vexpemence programs o o | _ :
: ‘\

, New Haven, like man.y older cltz.es in the Nurtheast and Middle West,
hag been experiencing s steady erosion in menufacturing employment, its .

-largest single source of "jobs. - While exployment has increased in retail
- trade, services, and govermment in the 1970's, these increases have ‘been
’ msui‘fq.ca.ent to offset the decline in manufactumng enrployment | ‘

(see Table 54). |
B T gble Sh

i

Dlstributlon of Employment by Industry, New Ha.ven SMSA, 1975

&

Thdus o ' ' Percent of Total Employment'
. ‘ . e, ) ")
‘\ . . . . . T . ry - P
Agriculture . o . . :
Construction - o 3.8
Mamufacturing / ) o 25.9 "
Transportation, ¥ | ‘ |
Communication, and | 0" o .
Public Utilities ¥ | 8.2 T
. / / L. H C . .-
Trade . . - ./ - /7 o030
Finauce, INSurance, ) / . R "
-and Real Estate - _f/ S 5,0
' Services s+ . - ‘«/ N 23.7
Govermment - e 7 126 |
Unclassified T/ X o
1 T/ s ) i ‘ ‘
Total . . ./ Ty 100.0 _
/ v |

' The decline in eﬁ{ployinent i manufaciuring, unaccompanied by.comparable
‘mcreases in other industries,h&s given New Haven one of the two highest

unemployment rates /m the nine/ local areas surveyed. The unempleyment rate

site. vis::b was 9.5 percent, nearly two points higher than

the national average / ' ' L C

at the time of th9

»
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The New Haven prime sponsorship represents & consortium made up of
+3 separate political jurisdictions. - New Haven is the principal city in the.
~ group, and half the population in the consortium are@d lives im the city. o
New Havet has been an active participant in the federally funded employment. .
- &nd -training and urban renewal programs over the past decade and lomger.
Because of this history of involvement, the clty possesses & cadre of .
experienced commnity-based organizations and local govermment staffs with = .
- experience tracing back to the anti-poverty programs of the 1960's and.: :
. -the precursorg of CETA. The prime sponsorship is administered by the City -
© of New Haven Manpower Administration, an agency with & staff of over cne
.- hundred persons. The relatively large staff has enabled the prime sponsor
. to provide many services to' clients which are contracted out in most other

prime sponsorships. coe . - : .
L e _ , _ | S Y,

. The New Haven consortium area included a large majority, 97 percent,
‘of the SMSA populetion. In spite of the high unemployment rate in the
arca, the prime sponsor served & population with a soamewhat smaller share
of econamically disadventaged persons than was the case nationelly. The
local CETA programs aimed at preparing clients for regular jobs targeted,
their efforts op the groups with low incomes and labor merket handicaps. .
| Améng;xtha nine prime sponsorships, the New Haven program had the highest
- -percentage of disadvantaged persons, and persons under- 21 or with less

than € full high school education (see Table 55). - c

4

-

: | | .~ Table 55
. ' y] : ’ : _ . ) N
Characteristics of Local Population and Title I
-~ Clients, New Haven Prime'Spansor o

T
v o0 - . | . ,?ercent of - | i
B = Néw Haven “ Title I Clients OJT‘.Clients;
Characteristiec . " SMSA Population, 1970 1976-1977 - 1976-1977
Nonwhite B o 12,3%- | I 59.8% . 56.0%
5Hisg§nic‘ a : L9 . . i9.6 ' -(a)‘
Under 22 ” ' %9,  ‘3 © 578 230
Less than 4 years of o T T
High School = ' 39.0 ° . 62.3 38.0 _
" Ecanomically Disadvariteged ° 9.8 . 888 80.0
(a) not availeble = . |
. f 1}
-,88'. 16 / .

BN



. . o : . y N . B .
¥ y A . | .
' & .. The New Haven prime sponsor made & determined effort to lnalude *
chsadva.ntaged and minority group enrollees in OJT as well as in the otyer
T:.tle I programs Accordlngly, the percentage of minority ‘enrollees in
. .OJT, 56 percent, was very similar to their overall representation in the
T ' T;Ltle I programs, 60 percent. . The. educational requirements for OJT often
s#{ - had the side effect of sha.rply reducing the representation of ‘minorities of
3  disadvantaged persons in that program. It did not significantly rRduce their
. representation in New Haven. But the program mix of the loecal CETA program

included a lesser emphasis on skill training then was the case in any oi‘ -
the other JDrime sponsors (see Table 56). -

. .‘ T
o F
' -«

Teble 56 o o

LTINS

Dlstnbutlan of ‘I‘:z.tle I Enrollments New Haven Prime
Sponsor, Octbber 1., 19?6 Through 1\a.rch 31. 1977

" Program = ' Hereent of Title I Enrollments
‘ , Classroom Training - B ' a1.9% . - h S :
1 ‘ ' ; . S ' ' I £
m-the-th-Tr%.m_ing o ' o 5.7 . B
Work Experience . ot - 55.5 N .o
Public Service Employuent T 6.8 ' '
« . Other ',' ‘ - L0
«,‘-‘ o , . ‘ . o . ) . o . 4
o - . 100.0

Total o, .

| ¢onducted by .goverrment agencies or nonp.roflt organizations. Only three~
eighths were in OJT or classroom training, the two programs most closely
asscciated wl’t.h skill training. This cmnpares with an average enrollment

of slightly’ more than two-thirds in the- nine prime sponsorships. New Haven
was &lso the one prime sponsor among the nine in whth public service employ-

ment was an mporta.nt aspect of the programs mtended to J.ead to unsubsidized
empioymcnt . - A

The New Haven prme sponsar possessed formal l:u;kages with- the ‘private
. sector, including relmtionships with the Chember of Commerce and ‘indirectly
- with the National Alliance -of Business. The Planning Council was unmporta.nt

ast & source of these llnkages

Pl

Over half the enrollees, 56 percen’c were in work experi.ence progrsms,




Representatlvesofthebusmessmmltymadeupasmallmmontymﬂme
Cowncil, 2 out of 16 members. Business crganizations were more closely
related to the local CETA program throuwh job and QJT development activities.
The Chanber, for exanmple, at the time nmu.nally administered the National
| Alliance of Business office in the city. The NAB marketed to erployers, -
alﬁtumedoverhkelypmspectsfarmTpmgranstothemmber The ,
- Chamber's operatlmal activities were carra.ed out by enployment service
* 0 .staff. Theé trade upions, the employment service, camumity organizations, -
and the CETA staff itself were alsp involved in job development and = ‘
- arrangement of QT proorams. Inthecaseofthemlms,theprm\espansor,
o hadenteredmtoacontractmmlocalsmthemadumetooltradestotram
middle-age workers.. Local unions were also participants-in the Negz Haven - u
Skill 'I’ralmng Improvement Program (STIP). However, the scope of this.
cooperation was limited beciduse of the extensive unemployment aman mmn
 menbers. Aside fram these relat.lonshz.ps with business and non-bus
~ groups, the prime sponsor was also informally involved in State and ¢
- economic develowent activities. However, economic devgzloptmt in New .
~ Haven, as in many other Nartheastern cities, primarily emphasized, the
retention of existing firms. This kind of development was likely to
create few nev jobs whxch could be filled by CETA clients. S
| L The array of ,job developnent orgamza.tmns undér contra.ct thh the
. prime sponsor in New Haven were seldam held to performance standards. The .
local CETA staff believed it would be difficult to define meaningful -stan- . °
. dards and invoke penaltn.es for. nonperformance in‘an enviromment in whlclg the
' - services offered by different organizations were d1331milar, since their -
elients often required dlf:f‘erent inds of services. Thé sta@ preferr A
to work out probilems mvolvmg formance throligh~individual negotiatfons

/‘ . rather than by the appllcatlon genera.l rules and performance crlterla.
" The coneentratmn areas .m acements m New Haven were repz:esented'
by blue.collar positions f OJT “clients and clericel and sérvice .
jobs for the classroom tra:m ' ‘The ﬂoncentratlons for classrodm trainees

reflected the ex ted gr0 areas in the local 'econamy. -The blue collar
placements for "c.:ue. 'GJT clients frequently st d from an effort to link,

A g ryra.anmg with ﬁbg,personnel needs of" loceal i:m (see Table 57). -

X o \ - ) . '
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Table 5? 7 o
Mntlcl;pa.ted Annua.l Average Job Openings, 1976-1980, and’ Placements -
/ g of Classroom Training and OJT Enrdllees, ew Haven ‘
- Prime Spcmsor, October 1, 1976 througfn ‘March’ 31, 1977
/' . L. B - )
| il £
, I " Fercent Distribution of . - C
L - Projefted SMSA .  Placemefts Fram ..
Occupational ' . Job Openings — . . Classroom -
_Growp - 1970-1980 o ‘Training | . -
. Professicnal and . B ) S ,‘ '
, - Techmieal - 1% o e
Management and - L A A e o
Related | <. 1.9 o L. 0 T,
ssles = ... 8.5 9 0
Clerical S 30.7 ° 2l.hk - k16 .7
' Craft-Related 51 - 167 0 1mitv
. . ' ' ' ' * X s ¢ |
~ Operatives B # 9.0¢. - ho.L 16.7
Laborexfs, Nonfarm N 1.4 o " 1@.8 R o " ‘
)  Services T : 5.1 ., ' :11.9 L 2%8' '
. . . z ' ‘ . ¢ r“. .
Fam -. - . , ‘ 0" . o o.' . i O .ﬁ ..
 Unclassified P T IR 2.8
Total ' | 'lOOO-*"lOOO .lOQO

‘ Ciose to three-flfths of t:ne OJT placements were in c;'aft-related or .
‘operatives positions. This was four times the percentage of the anticipated
total Job openings in the 1970's represente& by.the two occ:x,z:pa.tn.onal fields”

A in the New Haven SMSA, The largest-nongovermmental employer in New Haven is
S the Yale Umve);s:.ty camplex, including the hospital attached to the medical
_&chool. The presence ¢f this camplex helps. to explain the.high proportion

of pla.cements for classroam trainees in sexrvice oceupations. It con- *
. tributed to the substantial placements of the classroan tra.ln::.ng enro.uees :
co in non-prof:.t orgam.zs:tions (see Table 58). . . . L
. . ‘4 .) A . ‘ | . ‘ . . ',\:." ,'.. ' ) . ‘ . ¥-. .
[ T '
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| . The linkages which freqﬁently have made far successi‘ul involvements ' T,

camunity and the political leadership.
.working rela.tionshs.p with the employment gervice and-camiunity’ orgamzatmns

ness, perhabs. by an eccnamc development program creating new
- in the: unemployment rate, and an expa.nsion in the ra.nge oi’ skills in which

o

larger. percentage. of the wark foree were employed in manufacturing in .

. . oL - [ R - . 4 R 3 . ’ " - . ' PO » « v, N ‘ ; 4' "‘
I Table 58 L e e SRR
- "o ' \‘ c -t ' ‘ A . . ' N “’ . L N
l _Placements Fcllowmg OJT e.nd Classroan. ‘I‘rauung, b_v Class af Employer, - . 3 .0

New Ha.mn Pr:xme Spom%or, October 14 19?6 through March 31 977:

+
L . T \_,. -, . . - : . . : :
.o ‘ - N 4 . . ’ -
.

Cls.ssroan Tra:in:r.ng
'.4‘: “a - - -‘ 13 3%

in. non-prof;t organlzatlons L T2 R 19.1 ‘ .

Peréent of‘Placementé - e TogT

in gdvermnent a.genc:.es " T

A

ip large for-proflt ﬁles(a) . 83 o _‘{"3.’,0 e

-

\\ . : - ‘ . q‘-
li\(e.) in fo.r-p;?c;i‘it éstebiis'}:nnems 'employi'ng 500 ar mcmé ‘;pefsoﬁs' . R a

of prlvate employers in loeal CETA programs a.lreaﬂy exist, at least .
nomindlly, in New Haven. The program has. received support i‘mm the business :
" The prme 53] orenaoySaclase ‘ 5;

Realizing the ,poténtials forfa strong CE™~program oriented tows.rd the pri- ° : ‘
vate sectoris likely to involve activating formal relationship mt‘n busi- .
i/z:bs, a del«line SR

tx-amlng is- cf'i“ered

The Pagsalic prime. sponsor illustrates the experience of a loca:l. CETA
progran in a depressed Northesstern urban area with minimel linkages to
the business community. The prime sponsor's: problem§ in pla.c:.ng GETA o .
clients have been campounded by & high unemployment rate and: an sbsence oi‘ C s
adequate public trensportation linking the jobs available in one part of - ‘

* . the area with the dlsa&vantaged and unemploye& persons who are, co.ncentratea ‘

in other parts of the area. o _ | S

Ma.nufacturmg is the largest source of jpbs in the Pass&ic SMSA. A - . . 7

A e

Pagsaic thaxd in any of the other prime sponsor areas surveyed. The Passaic

' econany has been characterized by -a¥bss of manufacturing jobs which has . .,

not been offset by gains in other in&ustmes (see Taﬁle 59)
N



) r '- "V oy ] ¢ o % ;;.
» . . AN : 4 I » . . Yo N .\" v . - “:,{‘
* . . : = - s e, MW v -~
T A - . . - . S0y .
- » ’ \ \ ' - 4 N . N "3 «
. A \ N h I\ .~ 4 -
AR 4 Vs '\, S oty ! A oy
S T ‘0 mxe 59 . R AR I T
~ - - * . * ‘r ‘ kG .- R N -
L - ¥ . - . < - . o , . . . h s .
* . . - . .. .
‘ A . - ) ‘- [ N o o '. L
[, ' Distribﬁtian of Ehnplwment by Ind;mtry, Paskaic Ccmnty,- 1976 . e R e
“ ' a . . A wr
o _In_du_g_‘,tzx . ', . -~ ‘Percent of Total Employment . - - _ R
- R o e 3
v | .& ' : mlculture ’\‘ v “ . ~ - A' - " L) . - ‘. - ‘ - A‘ o .‘_ ' " [ ] .‘. . / . .
Ll and Migiig - T, R TR (O B R
'_ » ~ . Y e .. - . . - . . hd ‘ . . . . " N " .
| ) Constmc,tmn - R - 2ko e @
PR : . 0 » ) . ' . . ‘- v'-a
- . < - . a . . « . . . E
> b ~ ~ . L.
’ A 3 3 . “ ~ 0 : ' M [N . o .
.+ 7 TIransportation, __ . A S
: . Compunication, s.ndﬁ : R S
Public Utili‘ties ‘ S 3.3 T e
‘ . ‘ - LI - ' .’ ‘d ' A . - - ' ‘ . ' ,‘ ‘. ., . .
* ' . Trﬁe * ' »* - t : ‘ . - . ) o 2h L] 2 ‘ s “ ‘ - c T . ¢ '. - -
.!~ . . . e < LY — ‘ . . .
P . . . “& ) . i .
— NG Fma.nce, Insﬁz:&nce, e, S ' ] .
. « . . hi g - N
S .- .  &nd Real Estate‘\ A - 4.7 : ot
L ,~,\, T + c C ‘ - ) o o
- Services = ". o I . 15.2°
t' v ) ' ' - - - -+
.8 ‘. .
2 . 12.3 . |
N ) . - b N
N N 0,. . oy .
N ' RS
. ‘ * ) . v S N
- 10Q.0 - L ‘
B L - - Coae AN -
e . ‘.
. * . ' - N
\ - - .. " . . * » Iy N
' g LT < .

YLt v Plant closings. and relocs'bions have been eroding the loca.l econcmr s
.+ .« bage for, several dec&des. The unemployment rate in the area-at thé time .
.« of the surveywasl&&‘*percent This was the highest rate in any of the * =« & ..
.- nine prime ‘sponsor "areds, and it companed with an eccquwwide rate of o
| 176percentinthe sameperiod.. .. . . , |
. The prime sponsorship’ covers the Paﬁrsen-Pwsqia-ClifteaMA, ex- . ..
« . cluding the city of Paterson. The area embraced by the,prime sponsor ine.. '
- cludes” &bout 70 percent of an SMSA popul&tiib of about 325 000. Xa spite
, - of the ‘industrisal decline, the population in the area has grown ré.pid.]y in - .
Y __,%hse‘past =Horld War II period, rising by over 50 percent §ince 1950, The - - ~——
\ - 5 ‘papulatiod growth has been largely attributable to an outflow froem New York L
<= 7, - City. It accounts for much of the growth An Jobs in service industries and = °
. occupatians in Passaic County P
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. . The Fadsaic prime sponsorship was established by the-‘county governing .
. Yody, the Board of Chosen Freeholders. .It was set up with & minimm of, :
involvbment from community and target population groups. The Passaic Depart-
- ment of Employment and Training administers the CETA programs concerned with

- preparation for unsubsidized employment. o ] v

- -

ok

’

B ":\_ , ) .\ The majar concentrations of economically disadvantaged persons ixi;hhe

county live in Patersop, & city which is an independent prime sponsor. . Re-
flecting the population concentrations, the targeting on disadvantaged per- _

- _ - sons in the” CETA program wes' less marked . than in most of the nine prime
© - sponsorships. (see Table 60). = - - . . o
.. '-‘ - $ - ,- . . .‘,1-*‘ s "Tﬁble 60 -
. "3,;:- i ¢ '.... i -- N . ‘ - . ¢ - '. ". .‘ -
- , Characteristics of Local Population and Title I -
: . . | Clients, Passaic Prme Sponsor : -
| N Pércent of |
a N ., Pessaic County = Title I Clients, OJT Clients,
* *.  Characterisfic "~ -« @ Population, 1970 1076-1977 1976-1977
o « ’ | | . o - T | ) ] R
Minorities- . S .’Lf?% L 2h.0% ' - 16.0%
— ‘Hispanic - T U - N ) N
. Under 21 '- 72 I Y A . 25.0
. Less than -y Srea.rs of . o ' _- 7 .
High Schoel - ‘ 142‘.2' ' Ll 32.7 _ 23.0
Econdnicéu,v‘ Disadventaged = - - 9.3 _ ‘69.8 ; o kg.0
(a) not available . , | A |

The cauparison of the Title T clients with the arvea population is limited

~since the population figures incdlude Paterson, although Paterson W&s a separsate.

prime sponsorship., Including Paterson, the ares had & relatively low per-
centage of econamically disadvantaged persons. - This fact was reflected in

the makeup of the Title I emrollees. The tendency toward & esser concentra- .

. tion on persons with lsbor market handicaps was especially evident in the

on~the~job training programs. The propertion of minorities or of economically -
disadvantaged persons in the OJT population was the lowesk among the nine prime

sponsors. Fewer than h the OJT clients, 49 percent, were econamically.
- disadvantaged as compared with an average of 75 percent in the other eight -
prime sponsorships. ' ] - - - -

N




\ in spite of the high unemployment rate, the Passaic prime sponsor has
attempted to give & priority to skill training. About seven-tenths of -the
Title T enrollées were in classroam training or OJT programs. The classroom

. training was largely training in job skills and only sbout & seventh of the
\ .- classroom enrollees were in other types of training (see Table 61).

o

Sy Table 61

Distribution of Title I Enrollments, Passaic -
Prime Sponsoxf,‘mtober‘l, 1976 through March 31, 1977

'

: Program | .. . Percent of Title I Enrollments S

" Classromm Training - - IR -

~ On-the-Job-~Training AR & 7

- SR Co . lv ) )
Wotk Experience , . . : 30.1

. ~ Public Service Ehnpioyment_ T | Q. )
) Other ~ . .. coT "0

Total ’ oo oM. o 1000

[ . . ? .

~ ¢ t

i Y, . . st . .
‘ The emphasis on job-oriented training wes unaccampanied by strong
linkages with ‘the local employers who might hire the graduates of the pro- -
. ., grams. For. instence, at the time of the survey the,Passaic County Manpower
- Advisory Council consisted of twenty mermbers. Two were drawn fram the busi-
- mess cummunity. The State of New Jersey;, Passaic County,’ the City of
Passalc have all establishedeconamic develomment agencies. While the -prime
- " sponsor had iformal contadts with the City sgency, the local CETA was not
& participant in the deyelopment programs. The apsence'of mare formal pare- . s
ticipation partially stemmed fron the iractivity of the development programs. @
Among local govermment officials, ode member of the Board of Freeholders
. actively pramoted the CETA program among employers. The. local Chamber of
o+ . Lamerce also publicized the CETA program in its monthly bulletin. The
) Chamber was not-further involved in marketing the CETA program generally,
. or OJT specifically, among Iocal employers, -The sbsence of a NAB office.
in the area foreclosed an alternative chgnnel  to the busjness conmunity.

y oo ' .

R

o _ Job placement acti_:r\ities were cogpounded by an sbsence’ of adequate R
B public transportation. The bulk of the unemployed perSons ifi the'pfime - . 1 -4
‘ ! sponsor's area were located in the "down country". Only one-thdrdpf_ the o '
county's manufacturing and industrial employment is in-the seme area., The

| N
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county is covered: a netmkormoderninterst&tehighw but” ¥
;trmmgimrisx . ol ays but public

‘ . “ Absence of an adequate public transportation
system hds been a s : N eaionts |
R ¢ g : .\ R . ce

cant problem for many CEFA clients seeking jobs

- . Jobplacement \\gctf;fities.aﬂé'k arrangements for OJT céntracts were'closely
controlled hy the Passaic prime sponsor. The employment service was the ope
non-CETA organization under contract to place CETA clients and arrange for

- OJT programs. The. employment service representatives invalved in marketing. -

'OJT programs attempted to minimize paper work for employeds by alding them

: g zgzd‘ keeping and in cbtaining prompt payment for OJT reimbursements.

In addition to the employment wervice, the CETA staff was itself involved .
m pl&cement. R C ’I , . . - | ‘ .

RN The plécgnzgnts of* the blassréaﬁ training-and oJT clients in Passaic ;m-e
- .. concentrated in clerical occupations. Pass was also distinguished by the
g substahtlsl*pla.canents\ of OJT enrcllees’ in professional and technical fields

.
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Aixt.xc:.pabed Annual, Avera.ge Job Openings, 1975-1980, -and Pla.cement.s e
of Classrocm Traa.mng and OJT Enrollees,Passaie Prme Spansar, ..

e ' October l, 1976 through Ma.rch 31, 1977
. g‘ = -, \‘ ‘.‘ ' e . o ' " E M x .u. ‘ )
AT ,; ' e Percent Distribution. of ~
R g . _ Projected‘ SMSA - L islacémenté From .
_Occupgtional * = - Job Openings . ° . - Classroom . -
Group S 1975-1980 - 0JT . Training "
Professiomal and T~
. Technieal G L - R U B2
Management and - .o : | R . . »
Related B 8.6 o : 0 .. .0
Sales | 1000 I 5 N
- Cleriesl o 282 3o sL3
Crs.ft-%elated . L 6.5 9.5 ez
@eratives L - fl'.de-' o . - 19.0 ¢ 21+.1+
‘~La.borers\,\ﬂNonfa.zm .- L5 - L o
.. . o . W, L . "'\ A
" Services - 15.9 - ¥ 16.7 12.2
‘ . . % O : i s
Faim aE L .0 - Ro 0
Total 100.0 .. ©100.0  100.0
The hea.vy emphasis on:plecements in cler:.ca.l Jjobs refl cts the rapid -
- growth ‘in job openings Nn this field in the area. The professional and
technical placements for CETA clients inecluded positions as ticlans,
. drafters, and employment interviewers. While only about an eighth of the
~ Jjob openings in the 19¢5 to 1980 period were-expected to represent openings
for operatives or lsborers, about a fourth .of the CETA OJT and classroom.
traimng enrcalees who were pla.eed found .jobs in these fields. . R

The absence of business groups acting as.intermediaries in arranglng N
OJT programs in Passaic was & factor in the large percentage of placements

- following OJT -outside the prn.vate-for-profit sector, The la.c.k of these linke~ o

ages .also eontrlbuted to the concentration of placements in smaller firms

' ' ’ '“
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Passaic w&s the one prime Sponsor among the nine in whiah aJ.l of the class- '
. roam training and QUT placements took plsce in estab,uslments with fewer .. SR

) - ~than 500 mployeas (sge Ts.ble 63) o B }
_’?Ehble 63 ¥
' ¢ Placements Fallowing OJT and Classroom Training, by Classgef Employer, o
‘ Passaic Frine Sponsor, October 1, 1976 through’ﬂlarch‘ s 1977 - . D
.. . Dercent of Placehents . . ‘0T~ Classroom Training
| " in goverment aéencies - 1.0 o 7.3% |
L in non-prof:.t organizations ~ 16.7. . 4.9 .
ISR 5 . l&rge fur-proflt firms(a') i ¢ - O
’ ,_i:\ ‘.. . V ' kS
‘ (a) in for-proi‘it establishments anploying 500 ar more persons _
- THe fmd;ings about Passaic , like the otHer findings, reflect the , e

experience at the time of the survey, in 1976 and 1977. More ecently, S
e new CETA director has been sppointed in Passaic with a background in ine B :
‘dust¥ial relations and & marked interest in obtaining the cooperation.of . - . .
. local employers. - The Passaic prime sponsor, for example, has becoame invalved
% in the Paterson economic developnent agency. While the city of Patersonm is
, . ‘outside the Passalc prime sponsor's -area for drawing clients, the prime spon-
7 77 = sor is net similarly-confined in msking placements. As one result of thi@
- " Ainvolvement, 14 CETA clients have been placed in QUT .progrgms in one of |
e ' Paterson's le.rge employers. ,These developmeénts indicate potential for sub- = |
stants.a:t_'w greater private sector participation In the Passaic GETA program
tha.n» has been achieved in- the past , ‘

¢

—— e ey

‘ .

o o . . . " ? ~
Sacramento - - .
" The Sacramento prime spansor represents a8 loca.l CE‘I‘A program ina | L

' State capital apd service center for a surrounding area. While there was .
7 limited private sector involvement in the Sacramento program, the prime spon-
sor has’'shown considerable success in targeting on disadvantaged ‘clients

aaé pla.cing thm in ;,‘o‘ns with govarment agenc.tes or pz'ivate enxployers . *“" j — T
i The Sacramen.to ares is characterized by a low J.evel of employment in
Cof gaods -producing industries. - The percentage of the total employment in . ‘
o goverment, for example, was more than double the pereentage in mamufactur-
o ing A laa:ser fhare of the work force was. employed in service mdustnes
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in the Sacramento SMSA then-in any of the pther; arveas in the grioup surveyed C -
~(see Table 64). xz o ¥ -« T B , :
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 Table 6% W . w oo S
Distrittion of Employment by Industry, Sacramento SMSA, 1975 | |
- - N ) - . ) s v-' ‘h i . " .. .

' : b .

“Industry 7 Percent of Total Employment

| ot 5‘-5 - ‘ ' o

t . : _ N
7.5

,vTransporta_tiOn,‘ o . | - Yy |

Commnication, and ' o - ‘ . :

Public Utilities - | ., 68 ..

Construction

Manufacturing

Byoars

; Trade | . =0 e

{

. %and Real Estate = . B . I . .
" Services | | T o33.0 ‘

| "Unclassifiegl H | 0 S

Although Sacramento-is a.white collar and service'ares in its industrial . .

‘and occupational structure, the local population includes a greater percentage

of economically disadvantaged persons than industrial cemters such as “Milwaukee .

or Fort Worth. ' In addition, the unemployment rate in the Sacramento SMSA, "i‘:

© 8,8 percent,’ was substantially higher than the national average., As in other ¥
areas, the wnemployment was most pronounced among young people and minority ' '

. The Sacramento prime sponsorship is & consortimm made up of three polit- SRR
ical jurisdictions. They are the City of Sacramento, and Sacramento and Yolo

- counties.’ 'Nine-tenths of* the SMSA population lives in the prime spomsor's -
area. Sacrauento City and County had participated in the federally funded
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" enmployment-and training progragis before the establishment of CETA, With the S
> introductiaon ‘of CETA, the special financial incentives offered by -the Federal , 1
" ‘Govermment to locel groups Jjoining in §t econsortium led to this kind of arrange~
‘ment. Under the consortium agreement,:Yolo County, a more predmgnan’cly .
. rurgl area; was awarded- a fixed percentage of the total Federa.l gm‘nt and con-
“trol of 1ts programs - , , _ o
' 'l‘he prograns intended to prepare CETA clients for (regular Jobs in Sacramento .
' were targeted on the large econemically disadventaged population in the area. /
- They included a sizeable representation of persons :ﬁ‘rom a nu.norlty o I:i‘lspanlc '
bac.kground (see Table 65) .

. s’

'Ta'blé 65 N e o D N \
_ ‘. Characteristics of Local'Population and Title I - . ' . . - &
— Clients, Sacramento Prime Sponsor T ‘ o oo
;5 oy
. : ' T v . . | . A "A‘
_ _ o J : : . Percent of L . ‘ .
. & , S Sacramento SMSA, Title I Cl:.ents, «QJT Client.s s . ‘
Cherscteristic ., ' Population, 1970 1976-19?7 o 1976-1977 T
.. Minority = .t - 9.7 T 30.5% 35.9%
'Hispanic - B T - T -(a)l.,
Under ' k0.8 - . k56 -V 2237
Lesstha.nhyea.rsof : Y S e e
- High School. = = 31.8 . 37.3 0 1k
Econom:ma.lly Dlsadva.ntaged - 1.12 Y 0 R | 87.8"

() not aveilable

The focus.on disadvantaged and minority groups was especially evident in '~
~OJT. Sacramento was one of the few prime sponsors smong the nine in which
minorities and economically disadvantaged persons were belter represented in - :
"on-the-job training programs than in the overall Title I. Concentration on s 3
these groups went hand-m-ha.nd with an insistence on educational credentials .

I LA g;_h O O S

fqr admission to OJT :

: "The progrsms opera.ted by the consortium under the, umbrelle. of ’c.he then -
* Title I included a piimary emphaesis on skill training and employability .
develoment. ‘I‘b.e classrocm training was heavi];y focussed on ,job skill tra.lning

kd

-
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About three-~fifiths of the enrollees in the Title I .prdgram were in r_:ia.s_rs-- —

‘Toom or on-the-Job training (see Table 66).

. «
- .~ Tanje 66 . R L
~._‘ . : Distriﬁufion.af‘Ti;t;le- 'IEx';roliments,u Sacri;\mehto-_ '» .. o £ -
Prime Spanser, Octobed 1, 1976 .thrqu_gh-l‘&a:chSl, 1977, B e
o "- '\‘ ' . E ,\ ) - . ‘ - ‘-v ' R . )
- Program - B Percent of Title I EnrolJmenEvs . |
‘Qn'-the-Job-T'rginmg_?“ A | " -,{:_21.7 o L
" ?«Tork-,Exﬁérience ) SRCEE B 1{0.6
‘Pblic Service Buploymemt. - . -+ 6,57
’ lo'the.r . 2 . . o |
Total g - ”

- The programs in Sacramento were under the guidance of* & planning

- councll largely dominated by State and local govermient agencies. Only
two of the 18 counpil mémbers-were affiliated with the business sector while
half were -drawn from govermment agencies. The weak private sector represen-
tation on the council made it more difficult for the prime sponsor to estab-

f

13

, / . 1ish active relationships with the locel business camunity.

- - The Sacramento prime sponsor was unique in the extent to which it de-
pended on community organizations to perform services including job place-

- ment and OJT progrem development. In the summer of 1977 these services were
provided by 21 comnmunity organizations iunder contract with the local CETA _
progranm, The California Employment.Development Department; the State employ~.
ment service, did not participate. in placing CETA ¢liepts or.in arranging

~ OJT programs. . Many of the community organizations served a specific target
group such ad former drug addicts, or ap individual ethnic group, i.e., '
Filipino-Americans. There has been an attempt since to reduce the number of
these organizations in order to ease administrative problems asnd to reduce
the number of agencies Campeting for what are basically the' same job openings.
-The loeal political support frequently enjoyed by the camunity-crganizations

- ficult ome. . .

-1

- S .. ',.-‘ . ; _—
‘.’%.-

has made the task of reducing the agencies supplying services to- CETA-a aifs— .

‘-_‘q’; N



‘The organized business’ canmuni'by in Ss.c:camento has been rel&tl R

inactive in supportmg the CETA program. The National Alliance of B i- - -
*  ness had declined. to participate in a job developnent contract, a.nEi the - . ° - T

- Chamber of Cammerce has also decided to refmain on the sidelines. The - ‘
Chamber's "Wait and see" posture-has reflected a. concern with the prime
sponsor’'s management problems. The reluctance of the National Alliance of
Business "to participate in developlng OJT programs grew.out of the long- :
standing link of the NAB with the Californis Employment Development Depart-
ment, an organization then outside the CETA program, <Steps were under. . S
way at the time of the site visits to revive coopera.t:.on between the prme .
sponsor, the Ehnployment Developnent Departﬁent and the local NAB Y e

- .. The Sacramento CETA program managed t6 place nmmbers of classrocm S

training and OJT clients in jobs in the sbsence of large-scal¥ support ., - ° |

- from the. prlva.te sector. Placements were comgéntrated. in a NOW ra.nge .
of occupations. For mstance, five-eighths of the. classroom tr ining 3 - ° |

(~—piacements were in clerles.l occupgtions (see Table 67)

_ 5 Table 6?
A Anticipated Annual Average Job Openings, 1975- 98(;5, ‘and Placements o
| of Classroom Training and OJT Enrollees, Sacreamento I N
Pmn;e Sponsor, October 1, 1976 through March 3L, 1977 ' .
- Percent Distrlbutlon of
_ . o ] o P.roaected SM’SA - ’ Placements From - 'if :
SR Occupational - .Job Openin.gs . - %~ Classrom
- - . Group A 1975-1985 ' - 0T TIraining
Professional ang . ' . . T o e -
Technical - 7. yé ' o L2.0%
Management and . o S b ' _ o
- Related | ‘- 102 6.0 1.0
Sales | | 9.6 10.0 1.0
Clerical o 3802 0 25.0 . 62,0
Craft-Related " R, 2 ) 2.0
t ' . » e “ . o . . | - .
Operatives R 5.5 ' | 16.0 8.0
. Labarers, Nonfarm ° T 20 3.0 3.0 -
Services © - 16.9 < k.o 19.0
-Farm s 1.2 S0 2.0
N Total I 100.0 - 100.0 . - 100.0
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- orgenizatians (see Table 68).

o in" large for-profit fi;"ms(a) st 16.h ‘ 157 . }
\‘ L ‘ . ) ." L . . R . | .
o (aﬁ for-profit ‘establishments employing 500 or more persons |

. the proportion of placements of classroom trainees in govermment agencies
. Job openings in the area.

- active linkages with business groups such ag the

- Sacramento to attracting greater support fram individual privete employers.

. .

Although Sacramento is the service center for a .su;roundi:;g area,
there was an absence of placements in service jobs comparsble to the -
concentration.in clerical occupations. .The heavy empliasis on clerica¥ jgbs ™.
reflected the importance of classroam training placemgnts outside the /. e
,priv*a.te-i‘or-profjit sector, primarily in State and local govermment, agencies. - F‘ N
About half of .the placements folldwihg classroom training were in IR f

[ 2

™, Table 68
Placements’ Following OJF and Classroan Training, by Cldss of Emplgyer, -~ ° - 1 . »
Sacramento Prime Sponsor, October 1, 1976 through March 31, orT -

L4
. 3
. . : - oA
. ¥ . |

-

Percent of Placements ~ - Y Glessrom Téaining
139 uo,.gg,/:,, |
.in non-profit organization - = ‘- 6.6 \ o 10,3/ SR

. * ‘ Va .
“ /{n govermuent agencies .

W

PR N

e

While govermment agencies are a major émploy_ér in the Sacramemto ares, R ®

Vas more than double the percentage of tdtal employment /in the SMSA repre-

'v-sented.by.empl ment in govermment. Placements followi .on-the-job train- i ~

ing paraileled the experience of most other prime sponsors. Four-fifths of
these placements were in for-profit firmg. As in most/of the nine prime
sponsarships, craft-related and operatives occupationg were more -substantially
represented in the placements following OJT than they were, i‘n,-"'t'he brojected

o ’. "

. The Sacramento CETA program could bujld on the /results Already achieved = R
by expanding the number of private employers it dea,;/!.s with and the occupations - "
in which its clients are trained and placed. - Grow along ‘these, 1ines would o

mean & lesser dependence on/State and local govermment agencies in placements,

and a stronger role for the business community in/the planning councii. More

3 hamber ¢f Comerce or the

,lochl National Alliance of Business could -contribute sigdificantly in

- L v - ) e _ _
- ’ . )

Placements in For-Profit Firms as ay Indicator
- of Successful * Linkages With the Budiness Commnuni ty
" . . . ) h . ! " N ) ] .‘3 . . s ”

- K

The distinBuishing feature of the five pZme spcn’s.orséps sumerized in

this chapter, as canpared with, the ‘fmw\éons’dexjei earlier, was their more R

- @ , 3
Y “

I
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.lmit.e& access to their business ecmnun;tles The leséer support of the-

local CETA program by private employers in these five prime sponsorships .
shows -up in the smaller percentage of their placements foklowing ‘classroom
training and OJT which tock place in private-for-profit firms and the larger

- - percentage in govermment agencies or in non-profit organi;ﬁtions such as

hospitals. Each of the prime sponsors in the-group with-the stronger Iinkages

~ access (see Table 69) .

with employers had a smaller percentage of their placements outside the private~
for-profit sector than s.l}_. of the other five prime sponsors with the lesser

" g

. , . L ‘ .‘ - , -Tab}\e 69 ‘ ) - ‘ ‘ 5‘(:\

Percentage of Placements Following 0JT and Classroam Training in
.~ - Govermment- Agencies and Non-profit Orgenizations, Nine Prime ‘
' uponsors , October 1, 1976 through March 31 19'{7

’ Percent of OJT and ‘Classroom -

N " ¢ Training Placements in - -
m L R Govermment Agencies or | S
Prime Sponsor A o - Non=-profit (!ganlza.tions < ‘
Group A o - J o : h. : | -
South Cafrolma o ) o ™ o b
Milwaukee h LY 8 :
Cincinnati , - AT
. Wichita. S R . 20
~ Average, Group-A o 13
Group B . N
‘New Haven | . 2o
Albugquerque : 2L A
Passaic. y 2k - |
Sacramento S N \ 35 ¥ -
- Fort Worth ' . 5k : '
. Average, Group B = = 32

About one-eighth of the classroom training and OJT placements in the N
¥

R prime sponsorship with the stronger lirkeges with the private sector were.

in govermment agencies, usually State and local government. agencies, or in

' non-profit organizations. About one~third of the compargpble placements in the

prime sponsorships with the less strong linkages were in these organizations.
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. Chapter 6 - IMPLICATIONS FOR FOLICY 3 . \ ‘
' .+ . Factors Subject to Change S ..
' . . . . ’ ’ * . . . v - : ’ . ) v f 3 N -
. . ‘The case studies show that the strategies chosen by Prine sponsors can .

- make a significant difference in the prospects for attracting private em~ .
Ployers to participate in loeal CETA Programs. These experiences suggest a
Serles of changes in palicies apd practices i tended to increase employers'
invelvement in hir training -disadvantaged persons. Many of the changes
-1considered reflect st@ategies utilized by same prime sponsors which cem be
_replicated by others. The research also indicates potentials for emlisting
Ti  greater private sector support by changes in national. econagic policy or in.
' ‘Department .of Labor Regulations. O e . o %3 Sk
-+ Many of the measures which appear desirable in the light of the site
visits have been addressed by changes in Department of Labor Policies, while
others have received consideration in the 1978 CETA Reauthorization Iegis-
lation. The Skill Training Improvement Program (ST and the recent estab-
lishment of the Private 'Industry Councils in Y eas represent instances:
In addition, the Targeted: Jobs Tax Credit legislation enacted in 1978 intro-
duces a new rale for (ETA in offering incentives to cuployers to hire dis-
¥ advantaged Persans, S . ,ﬁ ‘ -
Ms.nyif‘actors‘ affect the extent to which prime sponsors are successful

. -in involving.private employers in their programs. - Scme are’more amensble -
‘ to change than others. The multiplicity of forces influencing the business -

\ . community's participation” can be reduced to- four groups of factors. They are: -

- S |
2. CETA enrollee characteristies: =~ . «

3. prime sponsor-employer nn/kages . .

L. prime sponsors' organization and program orientation

: " Prime sponsors are unable to influence cammnity characteristics, such -
. 88 the ipdustrial and occupational make up of the, local econamy or, the demow A

-graphic’ characteristics of the Population. The CETA Program can have same , -
influence in reducing the loeal unemployment rate by' training persons who would

R

e ———

A

1. . the cammnity socio-economic enviramgent - 0000 .. - ( o

characterized by above-average unemployment levels, by providing unemployed
persons with temporary public servics unegpployment. However, ¢hanges in the
unemployment rate over time, or differences, in the rates in different. areas, -
are more fundamentally. influenced by regiofial econoamic growth patterns, and = <
- by econamywide changes in econdmic activity as they are affected by cyelical . -

. . . . . ' - .
LA . - - : . &

s
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¢ % fluctuations, the Federal Goverment's fiscal ang mongtaty palicies, or by "
‘ . shiftq in finternshon&l econcmic rela.tionshlps . PR S

)

R Prime sponsurs simila.rl,v have a lunited influence an the cha.racteristlcs'
) the edrollees in the CETA programs expected to lesd to unsubsiﬁized em-
e pl yment. The »age, race, sex, of educational status-of ‘the CETA clients re--
flect the legislation and guidelines specifying the target groups for the o
- programs, and the commuriity's demographic make wp. Prime .sponsars can,meke . 4
their ‘clients more attractive to-employers, and thereby- increase .their em- . =
: ployabmw, by offering remedle.l programs to ‘change some charadteristics o
. Which may bar enrcllees from’'most: Jobs, "sugh- 88 basic English in-the case’ ..
“of educational ‘deficiencies. The current emphasis on CETA stresses its . ‘
role as. & program very largely intended for economically disadvanfteged .
' persons. Thbs makes 1t more difficult for prime sponsors tp appeal to em~
ployers by "creaming", that is, obtaining placements by supplyn.ng ‘firmg |
, with persans with .a m.n:lmm of" enmlo;re.bility ha.nd:.c&ps .

The two areas in which prime sponsurs haire the ma.jo:r options ;m 'intro- .
~ ducing changes to attract employers are in their organization and programs '
.ot " including their linkages with employers.. Prime' sponsors, for inst&nce » <81
- increase or decrease the representation &f the business camunity an the - '
- Planning Council, or the range of occupa.tio.ns in which training is offered,‘
or the role of the employment service and coamunity-based organizations as
~deliverers of services in the local CETA program. They can seek out qQrgani-,
zations such &s the Chamber of Commerce as job placement or OJT ‘program de-
velopers,  or they can'offer pore innovative training programs as an incentive
to employers.  CETA staffs chn seek greater access to employers by becaming -
pa.rticipants in econamie deveiopne.nt programs, or by sustained advertlsmg '
. . and public relations efforts addressed to employers. These changes in pr -
. gram orientation and linkeges with the business cm_mm:.ty make up the o .
o tegic factors providing prime sponsors with optichs in attempting ta ttra.ct . AR
»  employers to their programs. The scope of the options, in turn, is. signifi<
cantly influenced by the CETA kglslatlon, Dwmmt .of Labor guidellnes, | .
and. by national econcmic -policy. \ '

i . ‘\ ' ! ) . -.‘ -

A}

e . -

.. . | ) w | . t \‘-\ ' | . | - .‘,..‘

~ Employers' Recormendations for Increasing Business Involvement .

-

- '] L. .-

\ y phanges in stra.tegles to a.ttra.ct employers tcr beécome. par‘cicipants in
v CETA programs are more likel;/ to succeed if they. take into account the pref-

erences and recamendations of the employers who make.up the audience for

 the strategies. The employer interviews suggest that tax incentives have

~ greater appeal to employers, and especially t¢ large employers, then altier

native subsidy arrangements such as wage subsidies. currently offered as' re-
J.mbursement for the additional costs invalved pn train.mg | e

g . R ' R %
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The employers' recommendstions come out clearly In considering on-the-
job training since this is the program typically involving the meximum
participation by employers. However, similar preferences are likely to be,

- relevant in less highly structured programs involving private employers. =

- The recommendations of the employers ‘who were interviewed in the field .

. Surveys are swumarized in the table that follows. They include the responses -
both of employers with and without & current involvement in an OJT cantract

(see Table 70)..

. Table 70 R
| E‘Eﬂployers'.Recamnenda.tions for 'increasing the Pa.rticipatibﬁ of _
Business Firms in-OJT Programs, Nine Prime Sponsor Areas, 1977 .

_ '-ﬁ'\ ﬁecamn’enda.tion N g B Muaiber of Responses fram
. ' ' All Employers Large Employers Smail Employers
s Greater Tax Incentives : 20 S - R - 8,:
~ Increased Wage Subsidies . 13 '3 10
L«~ 3 Improved CETA Undei'bté.nding | : o -
| of-Business . | ' 15 T ' 8
N - Simplified Record Keeping -~ 1k - T 7
Iniproved CETA Trainee . | |
So_gzening : ' . 7 2 >
Upgrading 5 i L
A1l Othe , 6 2 L .
Total 80 + 3k | L6

The recctmendation most frequently. voiced by employers was for a greater

-reliance on tax .incentives -as.the inducement to employers. The two other
recamendations with the largest mumber of responses were the need for an
improved understanding by the .CETA staff of the tmportance of business ‘needs
to increase productivity and minihize costs, @nd the need for simplified
record keeping. The smaller employers were more conmcerned. with the need to

- screen CETA trainees more effectively before referring them to employers,,

_ and, again, the small employers were the ones primarily interested in exe

) . panding the\iange,qf skills in which CETA enrollees were trained. The

' financial jindentive to participation, whether tax incgentives or greater wage .

subsidies, was the major area in which there were sighificant differences
between the recamendations of large ‘and small employers. Large employers

-
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" favored’ greater tax incentives by a substantial maxgin., A ms.go:city of the
smaller employers pref‘erred the present wage subsgidy system but w:Lth larger
suhsxdié? . .

The impact of the f{inancial mcentives, whether in.the fomm of tax .
-credlts or wage subsidies, has been to make employers willing to take gréeater
risks in hiring persons who may frequently initially be low productivity Y
employees because the incentive payment reduces the net cost of hiring them._ -

" Small fimms typiecally prefer the present type of wage subsidy reimbursement - :
because it adds to what has frequently been & limited cash flow, and the .. ~~ = -y
tra.imng has usually been on a one~to-one basis eliminating the need for a o
special training facility. Large firms have looked less favorably on the

" wage subsidy for a variety of reasons. Involvement in the (T programs msy
require setting up & new training facility, adding to the trainm.g staff, - (
or changing the prevailing system of training and supervision. The large . xR

- mployers interviewed felt zhat the incentive effect of the cost reimburse- L

- ment subsidies were more than ‘offset by the complex contractual, record keep- _ :

- ing nd auditing procedures that tyylcallv went along with an OJT arrangement. o

. The presumed asdvantage of théx redits was that they were part of the J
regular tax process, and th ed less additional pger work on the part _
of employers. In addition, arge fimms expressed a preference for deal-
ing wmth the IRS rather than Wlth Department of Labor oi’flclals who were .
associated in their minds with OSHA a.nd affirmative a.ctlon program ccmplle.nce-v
procedures.

. Experience. in the recent past with the use of tax credits to induce firms
to hire disadvantaged persons suggests that the. credits have had a limited
Jimpact on employers'hiring policy. The WIN program tax credits aimed at.en- .

. couraging employers to hire persons who had ‘been receiving public assistance
congtitudes an important msta.nce From fiscal year 1973 through fiscal 1975
over half e milljon WIN program enrollees entered employment, bringing with
‘them & potential tax-.credit for their employers. However, only sbout 15 per-
‘cent of them were reported by the employers on their tax return in order to
receive the WIN tax credit. 2/ Similarly, the Jobs Tax Credit legislation en<
acted in 1977 has been widely regarded as. ineffective. The lack of a sig-
nificant impact has been partially attributed to a limit of $100,000 in tax
credits per firm, & provision which would make this mcen’clve genera&.]y un-~
attra.ct;ve o la.rger canpanies. : - : '

“

. The Ta.rgeted_ Jobs Tax Credit legislation adopted in 1978 represents a

new departure which should prove more attractive to employers than its fore-
. runners. . Unlike the 1977 Jobs Tax Credit, this measure focuses on the struc-
" turally unemployed. Employers. who hire persons who are members of any of , L

seven designated target groups-of disadvantsged or handicaspped persons are s e
‘ elifible o receive the credits. The credits amount %o 50 percent of the
T worker's wages up to'a ceiling of' $6,000 in the first year, and to 25 percent™
- of this wage.in the second year. To recem!e the credit, the employer must

.4

. L]

/

E/ See Hamermesh, Paniel, "Subsidies for Jobs in the Frivate Sector," in )
. Palmer, John ed., Creating Jobs: Public Employment Progrems and Wage -
Subsidies, Brookings Institution, 1978, pp. 95-%. S
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- Tegular jobs would gemerdlly b% eligible for the tax credifs.
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hire a persaon who has been certified by the sppropriste goverment agency
as & member of ,one-,gf;,the‘ target groups. -The disadvantaged persons who =
make.up the CETA clients -in" the pgograms intended to prepare enrcllees for

. ;"The targeted. tax &rédijcs‘-gould fi’e_e.d' to an :ihcr"éase in empioirme;nt in
the firms -meking use of them or to the substitution of certified disad-
vantaged persons for~.otheys in f£illing job openings. In some casés, the -

-~

,?. tax incentive may lead to an increase.in employment becddse it encoursges - |

~

- can be adequately assessed. The Department of Labor estimates that close
- 1o’ 100,000 persons will be hired next year under the new Tax Credit program.
' .The targeted tax credits suggest a new and potentially important role for

_ them. = '

staff. i

employers to hire more entry level workers with limited skills, - A COll=

struction fim receiving the tax credit, for example, could be expected to -

increase the rdtio of carpenter helpers to carpenters in hiring, since the

gest of hiring ‘the helpers is.offset to a considerable extent by thefcrec’x‘.it'.f

Or, a lddies dress factory in New York may expand its production and em-

. ployment because the credit mekes it feasible for.the firm to coupete with .
" lower wage establishments in Korea or Taiwan. In other instances, the.
. Timm's total employment would be unaffectef by the credit. The fax credit. . .

‘would .shift the incidence of who was hired, and, in -effect, it would "buy -

- & Job" for a nupber of disadvantaged: individuals who would otherwise remain
unenployed. The assumption .in these caseg is that', by the time the subsidy

- ran out the employse's productivity would have been increased sufficiently
so that the employer yould retain the individual without a Subsidy, or-the

person who had bgen»shb\sidiz?ﬁf could find employment elsewhere. - v - ]

. } i s ot Lo ] .
It will take several years before the impact of the new tax credits

local prime sponsors. .They are one of the agercies selected to certify
" persons as candidates’ for tax credits availsble to the Lemployers who hire,

s -

Greater use of the tax credits-{roul’d ease, 'but‘ ,not"'elim_ina.te, many

of the problems comnected with the need to simplify record keeping in order -

‘to receive an incentive payment for hiring disadvantaged persons. -It,would
still be necessary to ascertain that the candidatesrhired were properly
certified, and that the payroll records supported the income tax claims

for credits. . However, these procedures would involve cousidersbly less

- record keeping than in an OJT comtract, and they would minimize the need

for employers to became c¢los€ly involved wlt'n the CETA%or support:‘.ng agency

¢

Inplications’for Changes in Nég;gpq; ‘Policy

1

The Fe&era.l Govermment's primm.respoﬁsibility m encouraging pr:;vate

emis.'l.dyers to hire more disadvantaged persons fram CETA or other y.u-ces is

.y ¢ ~a L§

-
3

&/ ETA Interchange, February 1979, Vol. V. No, 2,4P. 1. «
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to creste an ecancmic enviromment which favors econamic growth and restrains

inflation. There are several more dpecific steps the Federal Govermmenit can

underteke, in addition to publicizing the targeted tax credits; to increase

employment prospects for persons whose labd markét handicaps of“ten'make, it -

: likel,y th&t they will be bypassed by eccmcmic growth _ They are:

- 1. The Federal Government, through the Department of Labor, should ,
. .~ establish an early warning system to supply information to
' prime sponsors six months or more in advance about the new
‘job openings likely to be -created in local cmmumtie.s be-
cause: of l&rge Federal procurement awards

2. The Federal Government should require pu’bllc bodles seeking .
' grants or guaranteed losns far econamic or communitgldevelop-
- ment programs to indicate in their proposals their plans to
hire disadvantaged persons in their program, inciuding their
1expected relationship with the loca;l. prime sponsar.

‘ Through its procurement' the Federal Government frequently creates sub- .
stantisl numbers of Job openings in loca.l areas whlch could be filled by CETA

- clients or other disadvantaged persons. Albuquerque provides an illustration’ '
" of the potential importance of an early warning: system. The Sandia Labora-

tory is the largest private employer in the state of New Mexico. It is a
federally funded R & D center outside of Albuquerque engaged in energy-re-

- lated research. Same 7,000 persons were employed at the Sandia Laboratory
~at the time of the site visits. Sandia frequently has job openings for tech~ -

nicians and skilled blue collar workers. The local CETA has seldan been in

" a position to f£ill these openings. Either their enrollees do not possess. the

skills required, or the prime sponsor did not have sufficient advance knowl-

edge of when and :m which ocmma.tions th& vaca.ncies would oceur to train clients B

for them

Six months or 1onger typics.uy elapses between the tine & 1erge Feders.l Q

contract is awarded and the time full-gcale productlon begins If prime
sponsors were given An equive.lent advance notice of the contracts which had
been awarded in their avea, and for what kinds. of wolkers, they could make

‘use of ' the lea.d time to contact the. employers and a.rrange to train CETA

enrcllees to fill same of the openings. At present; fhis information is -
amle.ble on other than an occasional and ad hoc basis. Establishing an

" early warning system to systematically monitor the award of large Federal con~

tracts would make it possible to supply useful information to prime sponsors,
Prlvate Industry Couneils, gmployment services,, and to CETA enronees. '

'l‘he Federa.l Government prov:.des grants-m-a&d or loan guarantees to State :

‘and local govermments and other public bodies for economic development programs, .°
-mass transit, highway construction and maintenance, hous:.ng, or for environe

mental facilities such a5 sewage treatment plants. Constructing Sa-main-
taa.m.ng these fe.c:lities often involves & slzeable nunbex of ,jobs -~ Many of

-~ . yo. ; - . 3 ) -
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- these Jobs could be filled by CETA enrollees who had received the appropriate
. training. Notifying prime sponsors in advance of the availsbility of these
S yobs would increase the likelihood of placing CETA clients. in’ them. The

~ agencies receiving thé grants-would be more interested in hiring CETA en-

" rollees if they were asked to indicate in their proposals what their plans
were, 'i1f the grant were approved, to involve the local prime sponsor "in
training persomnel to £ill jobs in the new facility. These positions fre-

‘ . Quently occur in censtruection occupations. Unions and management in the .
e - construction industry have often been seeking to train and Pplace more dis-
' - eadvantaged nonwhite or female workers as part of their affirmation actian

.('

| T

nd 'ngpliéations‘ for Changes in Deparmentiof Labor Poligy

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act provides for & decen-
tralized program, and the decentralization is greatest in the areas in-which
~ prime sponsors seek to attract private sector support. The Department of
" Labor, however, can influence prime sponsors through the guidelines -and regula-
tions it issues, its reporting and planning requirements, and the techmicel =~
‘assistance the Department makes availsble to prime sponsors. The cagserstudies
suggest & number of ways in which the Department of Labor can mske changes
in its influence to inerease the effectiveness of the local CETA_progrpms.’ They
: . 1., The Department of Labor should develop model OJT contracts inténded
- to minimize reporting requirements. by emplayers and the length' and
coamplexity of the contracts. : . : ,

- ‘The annual plan submitted by prime sponsors should include a separate
component indicating the activities to be undertaken during the com-
ing year and the results achieved in the past year in attracting pri-
‘vate employers' participutiom in placement, planning, end trajning in
‘the local Cwra program. S | - '

ro

+

3. The budget in the annual plan should include & public relations‘*and .
advertising companent including a special financial allotment to
inerease the visibility of the CETA program in the local business
community. , . ‘

L, The'gui_.delines sho.uid irndicate that the employér representatives on -
- ~ the Flanning Council ,or Private Industry Councils were to be persons
e -concerned With perfonnel policy in their firm or cammunity.

. . The Dépa.rﬁnent-' of Lebor should izic;rea.se the effectiveness of the
Federal representativestrole by reducing turnover and enphasizing

‘ their_\ role as providers of technical assistance to prime sponsors.

NN
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6. The Department of Labor should encourage prime. .sponsors to innovate
© in training and placement activities, dnd to qoord:{hate their eﬂfcx,ts ‘
w.th those of the State. Eq;ploymept Services. |

. One of the most- frequently voiced criticisms of the CETA OJT. arrange-
ments by employers concerns the complexity of, the contracts and the burden,
~of the reporting requirements. It would be a relatively simple matter for
‘the Department of Labor to create.a short, model OJT contract which minimized
the reporting and record keeping. While no prime sponsor would be required
to make use of the model, its availability should encourage prime’ sponsars

to i‘rmne thell‘ awn coptracts along s:um.lsx l:.nes. o

‘The prime sponsor s present reporting requlrmnents to the Deparment of

- Labor are based on quarterly reports organized aeround legislative categomes, -

primerily the different titles in the CETA legislation. The reports are
. intended to meet administrative requirements in accounting for the nunbers of
 enrolleps served and expenditures incurred in serving them. They are less.
. well suited to show the success of the CETA program in attracting employers ,
or in placing clients in regular jobs in the pmvate sect:or i , ‘

, In the past, the legislative titles concerned with placements in unsub~
sidized employment did ncﬂ* differentiate between placements in the private-
sector and those ts.l«..mg place in State and local government agencies or nom=-

_ - profit organizatioms. The data in the reparts referred to total enrcllments
and placements in all of ‘the activities included under the same legislative
title.. The sctivities lumped together under Title I included & veriety of
programs such as work experience, classroom training, on-the-job Jtraining,
and, occasionally, public service employment. These programs differ markedly -
in the extent to which they represent skill training and employability develop-
ment, or the extent to which they lead to placements in private employment. .
The Department of Labor, accordingly, has not possessed a continuous report- -
ing system focussmg on-its actw:.tiea ‘as they aﬁ‘ect the private sector.

The annual plan submitted by prime sponsors to the Depa.rtment of I..abor can
provide an adequate source for information summarizing the relationship of -
local CETA programs to the business community. The plan should indicate place-
ments in unsubsidized employment by class of employer, Placements in private-
for-profit fims for individual programs such as 0JT, ms.keup of the council
nmembership, and linkeges with the local business conmnmlty A separate chepter

" in the report could regularly be addressed to the prime sponsors' activities
involving the private sector -with an assessment of plans for the next year in
the light of the experience of the past year. .- :

. Prime sponsars are often reluctant to spend funds for public relations
. . or advertising since these expenditures may be regarded as & diversion of
————-—--—funds intended for-the services offered enrollees. -Yet the low visibility - -
- of the CETA employability develomment programs asmong employers has been a
najor barrier in attracting greater private sector participation. Specific
"mention in the guidelines of the need for budgeting for advertising and public
. relations addressed to the business community would extend a legitimacy to. '
these attivities which is often lacking smong prime sponsors. The Depa.rtnnent

L}
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‘ of Labor has made its interest in a greater public relations effort known
to prime fpomws without specifically focussing on reaching private employers.
The employer representatives on the planning councils and similar bodies

in the nine prime sponsorships were frequently campany public affairs offi-

~ cials with little influence on, or knowledge of, employment and training pro-
‘blems in their firm or coammunity. - The Department of Lebor could strengthen
the role of the employer representatives by indicating in the guidelines that
they should be selected from among the individuwls concerned with persomnel -
policy decisioms in their fimm or community. - . SR

The Federal representatives are tfie contact vpe‘rsons bletween‘the Depart-
ment of Labor's Employment and Training Administration and the prime sponsors. ,
In the prime sponsorships surveyed, !the Federal representatives were widely " }

PR P

regarded by the CRETA staff as int reters of camplex, sometimes ambiguous,:
and frequently changing Federal regulastions. . Frequent turnover was evident
among the Federal representatives in individual areas. Accordingly, Federal.
"reps" in an area were often in a poor position to provide the assistance
that could be useful to prime sponsors. CGCresater emphasis on a techrical

. assistance role for the Federal "reps" could increase the usefulness of the
- "reps" to prime sponsors by involving them in activities such as the planning
'Y to get up Private Industry Councils, establishing modern data processing fa-
| cilities, or in setting up criteria to evaluate the verformance of the ¢rga-
rizations under contract with the local CETA program to train or place people

in unsubsidized jobs. , , . % .
, .The -introdiction of CETA, in effect, ‘has led to the establishment of twa
major federally supported agencies conderned with plaging disadvantaged per-
sons in jobs, CETA and the employment service. Prime sponsor-employment ser-
vice relationships have varied markedly froam ohe ares to another. In scme
. areas, as 'in Milwaukee, the employment-service yas regarded by CETA as a major
‘resource in seeking new approaches in placing enrollees in jobs in the privete
sector. In other areas it was expluded fram the CETA program, or the employ.. "
ment service played a minor role, or its presence in the CETA progrem was due -
to the insistence of the Regienal Office of the Emplcoyment and Training Adminis-
‘tration. As the major publicly funded lebor exchange, the employment service's
priorities and activities-extend considerably beyond those coneerned with the
need to serve CETA clients. The effectiveness of the CETA program in most
. of the comunities surveyed would have been increased by a stable relation-
' ship between the two organizations involving coordination of their activities
and & specific function for each in arranging for training and placing CETA
clients, | ' | ’ ' . o

t

Changes Prms.ri]g Involving Prime Sponsors' Initia;gi&e L r-
L) N . .

{ o L y
. Many of the changes intended to make local CETA programs more attractive
to employers can be introduced at the initiative of the prime sponscors. Others *7
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include such measures s:

e

are . likely to represent loca.l responses taQ cha.nges in nat;.on&l policy or in’
Department of Labor g:.idelines and recamendations, Prime sponsors can ‘
undertake to defund contractors performing services for them who are unsat-

isfactary at. their own discretion.

Gr, the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit legis-

lation provides prime sponsors with a new strs’cegy for invalving employers
in on-the-gob t;:s.ining programs. - . ¢

o/
Chs.né,es whioh could be implemented at the prme sponsor's initlatn.\ne

1.

4

L

The Plaming GO‘dIICllS in many prime sponswshlps should be re=

structured to include greater budiness representation and to
meke them less susceptible to -domination by- orgamza.tlons with

»

& d:.rect mterest in the s.’llocstlon of funds. A

The new Private Industry Councils should have a clearly defined

role indicating their relatiofship to the Planning Council and
including an oversight responsibility by the Private Industry
Councils for the programs unde.r their sponsorship. ,

Prime sponsors should experiment with new types. of a.pprooohes
and’ organizations in job development or in arranging OJT. pro-

R grams making use of trade associations, Chambers of Commerce, '
‘private comtractors, or unions as wyell ag the -employment service

and coummmty-bas ed organizations.,

Prim sponsog's should involve the Ns.tiosal Allience of Business

- in tReir programs, especially in OJT develommuent, and they can_

involve them more effectively by encouraging established business

' organizations, such as the Chamber of Cammerce, to take an active
vrole in the operatlons of the local. NAB

. 'Prme sponsors should become active pa.rtlc:.pants in local econamic
development programs as part of their strategy for linking CETA .

training snd placements with tho new jobs orested m their areas.

- Prime sponsors should shli‘t more of their resources to on-’c.'ne-.job L
“training programs, and to clsssroom training provided by employers

at thelr works:.te.-

Prime sponsors should experiment with v*anable rates of rembursement
in OJT programs which tapered off during the course of training to
compensate employers for the high turnover and low producti\rity of
tra.mees in 'hhe early phases of training.’

' Prime sponsors should assume an active ro.le in tsking advsntsge of .

the new opportunities for plmacing disadvantaged persons in the 'm’.‘l-
vate sector by publicizing and proanoting the Ta.rgeted Jobs Tax Credits
among employers.
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- in the past has sauetimes led to an array of "paper" camittees with little

o
\ | : . | Y L
. There are many adwisory camuittees that have been set up in comnection
with local CETA programs.. They have included the Planning Councils, Youth
Advisory Councils, the Industry Advisory Committees established under the
STIP program and the Private Industry Councils. Mfitiplying advisory groups

influence .on programs, and it has encouraged & diffusion of responsibilities
-and functions among the advisory groups. A first step in strengthening these
groups is to change the makeup of the major plenning body, the Planning Coun-
cil,/so that they no longer serve to."protect the turf" of the organizations

- recelving funds by the local prime sponsor. The success of the Rrivate In-

dustry Councils will be significantly affected by the extent to which they

.. have a staff of their own, and a whll-defined function within thé loeal CETA

program, including oversight authority over the programs conducted under their
sponsorship. o o o SN B

- Trade associations, Chamber of Commerce » unions, and combinations of

trade associations ‘and unions were often among the most successful inter-
mediaries in the areas surveyed in obteining job or OJT placements. Thege

~ groups have more options when nmumbers of new jobs are being created, as in

many..economic development programs > or when the local National Alliance of
Busing€s has Jecome revitalized because a more established business group
has assumed an active role in the operations of the NAB office. These con-

- Siderations suggest that prime sponsors -should seek to immovate with <¢he
~ types of organizations involved in placing clients in.the private sector.

The innovations adopted showld alsd include making usé of the intermediary
organizations to relieve employers of much of the paperwork burden imposed
an employers in QJT contracts ;

The: case studies show thit placement rates were consistently higher
in OJT than in the other programs intended to lead te regular jobs. Yet
enrollments in OJT in the six months extending through March 1977 dmounted
.to only- about 14 percent of the total enroliments in the nine prime sponsor-
Ships in the Title I programs preparing clients for unsubsidized employment. .
Nationally, spending for OJT made up only slightly more than L percent of all .

" CETA progran expenditures in fiscal year 1978. 7/ The field studies suggest™

an effectiveness comparsble to OJT for classroam training programs conducted
by employers at their place of work. The emergence of bottlenecks for skilled

-

. workers in many fields, and the potentials for training CETA clients in morec

skilled occupations through STIP and similar programs, underscore the importance -

- of & higher priority‘i‘or OJT and related training programs ‘conduected by em~

e

ployers ’

A change in the inethod of reimbursement could alsc help mske cn-the.-job-

training programs more attractive to employers. The current OJT contracts

reirburse for-profit employers for what are regarded as the excess costs

of training,  These axe generally treated as the equivalent of ‘50 percent ~ — — —

of the wages paid trainees for up Six months. The productivity qf en=
rollees is usually low and turnover“high in early months of training and
then diminishesr#The flat 50 percent subsidy-rate means that costs are
frequently incurred by employers that are not offset by the wage subsidy.
Yor this reaso, the present subsidy system often serves as a disincentive

- -

77 Congressional Budget Office, CETA Resuthorization Issues, 1978, p.5

-« - . | o ‘ ) A 117

12 . ‘ o



 paid in}theé-first month of train

‘ 3 employers .rather than an {ince;ntiire to par'bicipate. It could be rennedn.ed

te rate of reimbursement .were lyﬁ.ghe jat the beginning of training and them = -
Rhed. For example, the. subsidy might amount to 75 percent of the wages '
inz d /then taper off gradually, say to 25
percent 4 in the final mon The &Wrage subsidy(paid per enrollee need be
no greatdr under this arr ement/ than irit.h ’c.he flat 50 percent reinbursement.

)

¥gons in wnsubsidized jobs. Local CETA' o ~

] place disad taged
ProgranB-taplay & major role in cizing the tax eredits among em- :
ployers, and \}b certifying indivi - &3 persons for whom employers can claim
the credit. . its ctn be p&rtic:ul&rly important as a way of placing ‘

disa.dv&nts.g_ed ‘.f‘tep large firms, which are reluctant to enter

or to train or ‘hire CETA clie.nts

'S
. »
{‘- There is no cme . , 8§ th case studies show, for- success:t‘ully involve gs -
ing private employers/in local ‘1‘4 programs. -Strategies require adapta- | ‘
tion to cammunity enviromments which differ in their industrial and econamie
structure, the char t.emstics of their popula.tmn, and the support of the
local business and pplitical leads rsh:.p All prime spounsors face conmon pro-
blems in seeking to’iqcrease e productivity and employebility of persons
with lsbor market h : ‘substantially overrepresented among the
- clients of the tr " Technological changes, foreign competition,
collective bargai , : nm wege laws have eliminated many of the °
lowly paid. jobs wifich in an/earlier period were filled by persons with Limited
work skills and education. Ending the structural wnemployment created by these
changes for CETA/enrcllees /means inereasing their productivity. This process
involves t.he {ut t}ne business camnm:xty .
t ¥
N . o ¥
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" APPENDIX A e B | |
THE FEDERAL CEIA REBOR‘i‘ING SYSTEM o e A
. Introfuétion R S
The purpose for exanining the exist:iﬁs- CETA data reporting 153”3“#1.1 wea X0

to ascertain whether or not it was useful in CETA planning.to increase pri-
vate sector involvement in CETA programs. The examination was also intended
'~ to show the extent to which the reporting system could contribute: to under-
standing the influence of factors such as local unemployment rates or types
. of clients served on local CETA program pricrities and placements of en- -
rollees in unsubsidized emplgyment. . - L , o e
- = . The national CETA dats base consists primarily of information on enw Y
* rollments and expenditures by activity, and placements and client charac-' - . o
teristics. for all CETA participants. This data is supplied by local prime . -
spansors to the Department of Labor on & quarterly basis. It is reported by - ooy
- legislative titde. The data used in this analysis were reported for Title I,
"+ the major CETA component concerned with wunsfbsidized employment. This Title
- includes the activities now found primarily in Titles II and VIT of the CETA
- Amendments of 1978. . | o | ; R
£ The existing CETA reporting system provides & simple mechanism for hald- .- .
ing prime sponsors accountable for the use of Federal Tunds. The system col- =
lects the data intended to show whether or not. prime sponsors are serving the = o
. target populations specified in’ the Act, are camplying with the limitations PR
. of the use of funds (for example, the 20 percent limit on administrative S
A“costs), and are otherwise meeting the goals set in the prime sponsor's plan
which was the basis of the award of CETA monfes. . o |

_ The results of the analysis of the CETA Title I data indicates that the
.. types of information collected in the quarterly reports were useful for these : 'y
purposes. The data in the reports are less than adequate for monitoring . = = - ®
pPrime sponsors' program pricrities and performance in attracting private em- o
- Pployers to hire or train CETA enrollees. \ - . L

A more adequate data base would provide quarterly data by legislative =, &
title on enrollments; expenditures, terminations, Placements and types e
of clients served by activity. -Distinguishing between placements in pri- ‘
© vate-for-profit’ employers and govermment or none-profit employers would pros S
vide an additional dimension to the program data in monitoring the perfor- . ~
- mapce of prime spansars in involving the business cammmnity in their programs.

-~ .- Double Counting and Indicators of Prime Sponsor Priorities. —The quarterly — v T
: - program and financial status reports for Title I provided information on en- :
. ‘Eellménts and expendi_tureg in prime sponsor classroa training, vocational

!
IS .
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in identifying

- concerned with si

_edut.:ht;ion classroom training, OJT, public service emplcymeﬁt, work experi-

ence, and "oth&r activities." This type of information should be useful
ime sponsor priorities. The proportion of all CETA en-
tures devoted to the individual programs within Title I
111 training - OJT, or frequently, clessroam training -
§ of the prime sponsor's priorities fin seeking to attract .

rollees and

provide indiecato

" private employers\amd to emphasize the programs involving active employer
‘cooperation with CETA. ’ S e

The quarterly i)prt_é fi‘e@uenﬂy do not prcvidé the infbrm@tion. nec~

' essary for this typs of assessment because double counting raises questions

- . rollees were cCounted
. transfer of enrollees f

of the data. In camparing classroom training enroll-
ment data collected Wy The Conference Board in the case studies with those
reported to the Department of Labor, it became clear that in Fort Worth,
Passaic, and Sacramento, for instance, all CETA vocational education en~ .
rollees were provided same CETA service and were counted in both prime spone
sor and vocational edugation classroomm training enrollments (see Table 1.
In Milwaukee, however, \not all CETA vocational education enrollees were
receiving CETA services|and only 65 percent of the vocational education en-
jce. . Double counting also occurred because of the
m one activity to another - fram classroom training
to-0JT, for example. In|these cases, the douhle counting would be present

-_~‘for both programs. In Wichita and South Carclina it amounted to 125 percent

or more of .the actual vocgtional education enrollees. New Haven provides
an exemple of another varfation. New Haven reported enrollees to the Depart-

.ment of Labor rather than|enrollments. The proportion of CETA énrollees who

~ are double counted, thereffore, varies from one prime sponsor to.another.

Accordingly, data on enrolllments by activity for individual prime sponsors
fram the quarterly reports|lack comg‘rability. L o '

LT
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e ‘Table 71 o -
+ Comparison of CETA Classroom Training Enrcllments ' T
Reported to The Conference Board and to - S
U.S. Department of Labar, Nine Prime Spousors, R S e
Oetober 1, 1976 thru Maxrch 31, 1977 ' ' O\ o
- - . ‘ \\‘
\
\\ ‘
o Total, o T ' L A .
s ~ Nine Prime Albu-  Cincin- Fort - Mil- New * - Secra= South N
Sponsors  quexrque nati Worth ~ Waukee Haven Pagsaic mnmento Carolina Wichita
~ Total Classroom Train- - ‘ N - - , o \ )
— ing Enrollments Reported o . - } S R A ‘
& to The Conference, Board C 9197 591 1,236 508 1,804 380 286 758 . 3,231 403
. » / ’ ’ A IPER . . . . A . . :
Total Classrocxn T a.m- . AR , o L@
ing Enrollments Reported o , ' . ' ' T L CL ‘ ‘
to U.S, Departmenti of . o ‘ ' ) L e
- Vocational Educati ’ ' | i ? . )
Classroom Training| . i S5
Enrollments Reported e ' ' ‘ . ' AR . .
§ to U.S. Department|of = o ) A - . o o . ‘ S _ \
. 7. Labor’and Included |in i 1 ~ o o A‘ _
____Tnt.s.l Classroom. Traige - o - S - . — = : e -
ing Enrcliments 2 1497 - 238 128 162 - 581 - 151 138 265 742 92
- Enrollments Reported to . ‘ o A S _
U.S.,Dep&rment: Of I&bm‘ ’ . * ’ v * "‘. ' T . ., . o R L
in Excess of Those Reported o c o o : S L,
© tQ The Conferenge Board . . 2,324 el 148 0 162 375 =68 . 138 265 - 938 1125
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Employment‘_a.nd Training Administration, and Local Prime Sponsors RO




« ~ . . ) ) '.,v

o Similarly, the total expenditures b goverment agencies for vocational
' education classroam training provided td“CETA enrollees are scmetimes unders
stated. This ocours in cases where the prime sponsor does not report the
Costs of classroan training provided by existing public educational insti-
tutions that-are supported by regular State and local revemues at no cost
..~ to the local CETA program. In Cincinnati, for example, CETA enrallees who
e could meet the entrance requirements were trained tuition free at loecal

. public colléges and post-sec schools, The costs reported for train-
'  ing these enrdllees could be ¢ iderably lower in Cincinnati than, for
. instance, in South Carolina where CETA funds were used to pay the costs of

~ training enrollees at the public vocational and technical schools.  Again, -
it capnot be assumed that the deXa from one prime Sponsor ere comparsble
with the data fram o prime sponsors. A .

- Assessing the Placement Dyta. While the quarterly program status reports
provide data on placementsVand terminations, thé double counting raises ,
serious questions in seeking to generate an accurate count of the enrollees .

~ Serminating from a CETA activity and entering private or public employment.

7 Moreover, some of those leaving the program will not be availeble for em-
-~ ployment, e.g., those who return to school full time. Without an unduplicated
- count of enrallees available for placement, no accurate placement rate or :

- index can be computed. However, it could be argued that a placement rate
or index, even with double counting, would be & better measure of placements
than the positive results rate currently availsble. . S

: A placement rate is a necessary measure because the positive results
- rate is likely to conceal clanges in the success :of CETA in placing partic-

" ipants in uhsubsidized employment. As an example, in a period of rising

- unemployment there might be only mincr changes in the positive results
rate although there were significant change in placements. Declines in N
Placements would be offset to a considerable extent by increases in the num-
ber of trainees, often young trainees in programs such as work experience,
who return to school and are counted ag "other positive terminations."” This
would hide & substantial decline in the proportion of CETA participants placed
in unsubsidized Jjobs as job opportunities in the private sector became harder

- to find. The placement rate concept, therefore, is an important ingredient

" in assessing prime sponsor performance in translating employability develop-
ment into regular jobs. : . ”.ﬁ,' ' |

An added problem in measuring placements is that the data reported for
. enrollments and placements frequently represents a mixture of two cohorts -
~of CETA participants. Flacements for any given. period often inélude partici-
pants who'completéd training during the prior peried but who were not placed
in employment tntil after the beginning of the current period. This overlapping
. .of cchorts can influence the placement rate and can be important in instances.
77777 “where there are major changes in enrollment levels fram one period to the next. U
~ To cite & strong hypothetical exsmple, if 100 trainees participated in class—
- roam training in fiscal year 1977 and 20 were placed during the fiscal year,
‘ | | R




. the placement rate would be 20 percent. If another 20 were placed during - :
fiscal year 1978, while the classroom program was reduced to 50 trainees . -
(all of whom have campleted ‘or dropped ocut of the ram but none of =

- whom have as yet been placed), placements for fis vear 1978 would be 20
and terminations would be 50, resulting in a plecehent rate of Lo percent.
for fiscal year.1978. To be meaningful, placement] rates should be based
on placements and terminations in the same cchort.| - 3

. _ * More.accurate data are provided in the quartgrly report 'gn client:
" 7. characteristics but these date are not reported by activity within Title I.
~ The field surveys showed that the characteristics of enrollees in OJT are
Tréequently different fram those enrcllees in o activities included ih .
the same legislative titde, such as classroam and the placement ' 3
rates in'QJT are substantially higher. Placement rates and the targeting on -
disadvantaged clients, therefore, should be shown for the separate programs .
within the title so that the success of each a&ctivity can be campared with
. other activities or with CETA goals. ' ) T

-

RS

Problems in Assessing CETA Priorities and Placements in the Private Sectar. -
 -A better understanding of the factors jnfluencing local program priorities ~7
- .and placements are necessary to assess the performance. of local CETA pro- S
grams or to suggest areas for improvement. These factors inelude the local

economic enviromment, client characteristics, and prime sponsor organization, °

It would make litile sense, for instance, to. expect a prime sponsor with &

. high proportion of clients. who were high school dropouts to repdrt OJT pro=-
gram enrollments comparable to that of prime sponsors whose enrallees in A
programs intended to lead to unsubsidized employment were Jargely high school o

- . graduates and, therefore, mare Job ready. ‘ . . -

- . .

The project has expermented wit'hl meking use of the Title T data .in the :
CETA quartexly reports for all prime sponsors to see if* the data could be ‘*'m .
used to provide insights: into the effects of socio-economic variables and

client characteristics on program priorities and. placements. .Regression .~

analyses were conducted using the Title I <ross sectional data. The Qe~ . R

pendent yariables used in the regressions were the percentage of Title I '+
enrollments and expenditures for classroum training and OJT, the major em-

ployability development activities. These were wSed as surrogates for-prime o 'Zé;'

Sponsor priorities. An effort wds made to use the positive results rate as.
. & measure of Program success.. S T e - o

€

© The independent vﬁriables were the local unemployment rate for 1976, and '
the proportions of young, educationally handicapped; egonamically disadvantaged,

and minority-group persons among the local CETA clients. 'Additional dummy variables .

were ihcluded to measure the effect of prime sponsor Qrgani:zs.tiari- (city, county, {
© + cansartium, ‘or balamce of state) e:%d regional differences. ° : - |

- - ) . . o . - ‘ ) ‘
3 - o ‘ o i
) K '

N e S _

. The regression analyses did not reveal a strong relstionship between the -
~8ocio-economic and organizational factors ‘and the distribution of enrollments -

o
.
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¢
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. ar expenditures ,.‘or'the ‘pos'it‘ive'results rate. The independent variables

. - '
.

-

taken together explained sbout 27 percent of the varistion in the dependent
vaxiables’A(see{Tame 72),  Most of the - values, however, were signifticant . -
at the 95 percent confidence level. This shows what would be expected..

Classroam training and OJT enrollments and expenditures as well as the pos-~°

itive results rate were related to the.level of unemployment, client charac-

“teristies, or prime sponsor type and location. With the possible exception

of the age factor, an examination of -each of the explanatory variables indi- |

vidually also failed to show & substantial impact on the positive results rate

or the proportion of Title T expenditures or enrollments in classroan training
or QJI; Surprisingly, the local unemployment rate bad a very small impact an
these dependent variables although conventional wisdom and the data fram the =
nine prime-sponsorships surveyed would suggest otherwise. . A mumber of the =~ =

~ coefficients, however; were statistically significant. -

4




Table 72

/ Summa.ry of Title I Regressiml Resulta,
Factors Influencing. Enroliments, Expenditures,

Do . and Positive Results Rate, 1975-1976 .
e WA | Percent of Variation in Dependent Varisbles.Explained by: | N
e . - "Client Characteristics 1/ - Prime Sponsor
Dependeht ’ A1l Independent _Unemployment ., Eeonommic L Educational S
Varighle ‘ ___Variables Com_h;ined ‘ Rate Age Disadvantagment Race: Attaixment Type Region .
Percent of enrollments | C26.9% - 1,19 . 180% o 1.0%. 0% (2 7 L6t (2
incla.ssroantraining‘ | e g _ TR B

o o ‘ L oW o T - L L
Y Percent of enrog.meuts‘ S 13.1% - 0.5% - (=) &) 3.3% ket 2. 17T

. Percent of' axpanditures S L 0 0.8 17 . 1.2 8.3%  (2) 2.5 (2)
inclassrocm tra.i.ning ' L | o o L AR L : o
Porcedt Of expenditures 6.9 () (2} (2) @ @ (@ @
‘¢ in OJT programs . & ‘. . . . : S
- ».Po.s‘i‘t;v\s' results rate . 17.6% (@) 110,29 - @) (2 138 2,19 2.
JAllTitleI ents R o o . .
_/ Qmiybed because Bot stamticamr signii’icant ce e S - e

A

Note. Au regression results spec:.ficall,v usted are st&tistj.cmiv significant at the 95 percent eonfidence .'Levul

Source Prime Zponsar anrter;x Reports, October 1, 1975, "thru September 30, 1976, and Bureau of Labor‘statistics, .
\.‘3% Div{sion of Local Aree. Unemp.lwment Sta‘bistics : _ , o ' S , 13Q o
. o : . . - . 'k v . . u P A

st . N . .
o, : . v
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Because of the inherent weaknesses in the data in the quarterly reports

‘It is not possible to assess the underlying relationship between the socio-

economic factors and prime spons lorities or program results. The re-
gression results may refléct the data problems already described rather than .
& lack of influence of these factors. Similarly, the.data in the reports -tell -
1ittle about the influence of prime sponusor strategies on CETA placements. A
CETA program in an area with many large employers headquartered locally might

- be able to reach those campany decision-makers whose cooperation is necessary

for establishing OJT programs. A prime sponsor needing approval .from company .
executives stationed in other cities wowld Probably have a less successful OJT
Program although the unemployment rates in the two areas might be similar.

Murthernore, both relatively successful and unsuccessful programs may do
more poorly in periods when unemployment is incressing and unsubsidized jobs
are becoming harder to find, and they may do better when unemployment is de-
clining and private sector job vacancies increase. The impact of differences
in client characteristics may show & similar influence. Regression analyses
using cross-sectional data would fail to reveal any strong impact of the local
unemployment rates or types of clients served but these factors could, none~

_ theless, be highly correlated with changes over time in enrollment and ex-
- penditufre patterns and placement rafes. Under these circumstances, time series

(rather than cross-sectional) data might give better results.  Such an analysis

‘would be complicated by the fact that the changes in the dependent variables

v Local Plamning.for Private Sector Involvement

the

could be concurreht with the changes in unemployment rates and client charace
teristics or lag them by an unknown period of time. However, the use of time

ﬁseriz;Ldata-wculd be likely to disclose relationships'which are cancealed by

ssegsectional data.

.

“Data and conceptual problems such as those deseribed help\ﬁo explain the

- importence of the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey (CIMS) utilized by

- the Department of Labor. However, the longitudinal survey cannot be expected

to take the place of the quarterly reports in monitoring local CETA programs
nor does it focus on helping prime sponsors in plamning strategies to involve

Private employers in their programs. This type of planning and monitoring

- would require more detailed and accurate program data on enrollments, expen~

ditures, terminations, placements (particularly placements in for-profit -
firms,) and client type by activity. These kinds of data would permit the

development of indicators which would show the degree to which individuasl pro-

gram components contributed to the achievement of objectives for involving.
the private sector in local CETA programs, especially in placement. Wsgys of

~using the indicators to improve program planning are illustrated below.

iThe simplest indicator is the number of placements in unsubsidized em~

-ployment from each activity. Since this figure would be influenced by the’

size of the program or activity, for evaluetion purposes it should be transliated
~ into a placement rate,

, The placement rate is simply the percentage of those
individuals available for employment Guring the period, say the,fiscal year,

who were placgd-in jobs. The number of CELA elien?s available for employment ,

L
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includes all campleters and drop-outs except those who returned to full time
schooling, are ill or institutionalized, or have otherwise left the civilian
labor force. To focus on the private-for-profit sector, the plecement rate

should further be presented as a proportion of available completers and drop-

outs placed in fore-profit firms.

. Other types of indicators can be prepared to focus on issues that are
artant to*the individual prime Spansor. For example, indicators can e

- dgveloped to highlight unit costs ‘per placement by diffierent service de-

liverers, average earnings for persons. placed from different activities, or

- changes in placements by industry or occupation over time. An illustrative

camparison of indicators showing the outcomes of programs conducted by dif-
ferent service deliverers is presented in Tgble T3. : . ‘ :

-

Table T3

Placement Indicators, Job ‘Develop'ne-.nt Organizations,
' Classroam Training Enrollees, Fiscal Years 1977 and 1978

o R . Organization A ' (rgenization B
Tten - o LT I - 1917 1918
Enrollees availsble o ' ' .
- for placement - - 100 150 200 200
NMamber of placements, . 50 60 110 120
Nunber of placements : e - S
“dn private firms - . Lo L x 110°
. Placement Rate 50 ko 55 60

Private sectar o y |
placement rate . - ko 30 L5 55

- These indicators show that Organizetion A has substantially increased its

enrollments, but with a less than proportionate increase in total or im pri-
vate sector placements. This suggests that Organization A may be facing pro=

" blems in verforming at the higher sctivity level which require the attention

of the prime sponsor.

- Organization B; on the oﬁher hand, has maintained.the same lewel of acw-

tivity but its placement record has improved both in numbers and in the place~

-——-——— —ment rate particularly among private firms. This orgsnizetion's performance

&

suggests possibilities for expanding its activity level in the coming year.

> - B
. ‘ R " ’

&
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A more comprehensive data system would also allow prime sponsors to

-+ identify which type. of service is most successful in their area for dif= | s
ferent types of clients as in Table Th.. - = o - . ‘ s
Table & | o

Illustrative Use of the Private Sector Placement Rate for, =~ v

Different Types of Clients Receiving Varjous CETA Services

;‘ L]

Intensive Classroam

‘until it is too late to carrect them. . These output indieators, therefore,
- Should be supplemented by indicators which can be developed on & more current
" basis. | . - '

unsubsidized jobs, ,can be treated similaxrly.

S - . Cownseling, Skill Intensive i
Prime Sponsor Target and Classroom -Training  Counseling OJT
Population Priorities Skill Training Only : and OJTY __Only
- Minority clients o o B ' | .. , ' . T | ol
" under 22 years of age 30 25 50 35 N
Minority clients - . | |
over 22 years of age 35 30 . 65 60

This b'information would indicate that OJT was a'more successful prqcr,ram

- than classroam skill training for both older minorities and for minority youths. .

Comseling appears to be an importent adjunct to both groups,: suggesting that

clients not receiving counseling (presumably because. they do not need. the B

service) might benefit fram it. _ 4 : , . _. i

' While the indicators Shw relate to the final outputs of the program, st
fiscal year data on results will frequently not be camplete until after the S
pProgram year has ended, meking it difficult to identify problems in an sctivity

.:;-ﬁj :

. Mzmy of the output indicators can be calculated on & periodic, say quartei'ly,

basis which can provide prime sponsors with early warnings of program wesknesses. -

These indicators can be compared with the figures for the prior year &s in Table’
A=5 or with elapsed quarters of the current year. Other employability develop-
ment activities, such as adult work experience programs designed to lead to

»

130 1A
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CTgble 15 o o i
h
Camparison of Pirst'Quarter Fiscal Year 1978 and Fiseal
1979 Classroam and OJT Activities = .

lst Quarter 1st Quarter
Fiscal Year 1978 Flscal Year 1979

\

33‘ : Classromn Trsu.mng

Ehro.llees

Actual N T ko . 500
Planned - . 400 / | . 520 ,
Inmlied Ebcpendltures per enrollee . . T -
~ Actual \ 2750 L8850,
Flammed - . 700 o $750
$ ' ¥ : y %
i 0JT_ |
%0 s T
- , ‘
550 - $700
0 L x$6oo

(4

' Wh:l_le program outccmes c&nnot be estimated f‘ran first q_ua.rter data.,

- they can indicate how well the progran is doing campared with & prior period.
. A comparison.of actual and planned enrollments is also usetul for monitoring -

the progress of the local employability develomment effort. The failure to

“achieve the first quarter plé ed enrollment levels as in Table 75 may be the

result of poor performance by a service deliverer or changes in local econamic
conditions since the Dlan was adopted. The prime sponsor examining the first
quarter datq has advance warning _that the plan may need revision or that special
efforts will be required to ha,te service cieliverers nsake. up the shortfall dum.ng

- the remainder of the fiscal yea:r. . y , »

¢ The increased cost per enrollee may reflect the msing costs of tra.lm;ng

__ due to inflation. In the case of clasgromu programs, however, it 'may mean
& shift has taken ;pls.ce to more expensive training facilities or occupational.

areas. The higher OJT costs may signify that the fiscal year 1979 OJT con-
tracts are for higher paid jobs or with better paying fims or that a higher -
proportion of -OJT slots this year are with govermment and nan-profit e.mplqyers :
for uhcm the reimbursement formula is more liberal. :

-

. | ¥ o143 0 0y
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Whether the hisher unit costs, wi]l reault m fewer clients being served

in training activities or require a shift in resources from public service o

employment or work experience are issues which will have to be dealt with R

as the fiscal year progreésses. However, these probleqns can be anticipated T
by an examination of the f:i_rst qu&rter dgte,

o Program planning, however, a.lso requires- infcrma.tinn about vhy pa.rtieular
programs of service deliverers are performing poorly. A decline in placement
due to the referral of clients to training options which do not match their - :
interests or aptitudes would require changes in counseling staff or additional SN
staff training. ILow placement rates caused by poor training, on the other hand, ‘
-might call for changes in the curriculum or in the length of training., In other
words, the indicators are useful for highlighting potential wesknesses in the
program but they must be interpreted in brder to idanti.fy problems and to de-
s:l.gn aorrective measures. ‘ :

i

The indicators can become, an imgortant element in the prime %sponsors'
management infarmation system to be viewed periodically by the plawning
staff and used as & basis for develo the annual plan. Many of the
indicators mentioned are already pre s,in one form or another, by numbers
.of prime sponsors, However, they can be more systematically and, therefore, =
':ef‘fective]y, used &8 a way for ldentifying: strengths and weaknesses in local. -
and national CETA planning in attracting private an;:loyers to these progra.ms
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B . Table 76 = : : . ot | . .
Ly R L E
| -  Distribution of Employment by Indusury, United Statesand - (- " . " .
- co o  Nine Prime Sponsor Areas, Selected Years, 1970-1976 N Lo
B - . _ __ PercemDistibution . —

Average, .
‘ S Nine Prime " . S , | : . . . L
ny ' o7 Sponsors, ' ‘ - Fort . - New - South N

- - United States Selected  Albuquerque Cmcmnati Worth, Milwaukee Haven  Passaic Sacramento * Carolina Wtehm
{1970} Years® ﬁ97Q) (1975) {1970} {1975} ~{1975). . {1876} {1975) — (1970) - {1975)

Total,Ail, . A o ‘ o . . | | | |
Industries -~ = - 100.0%  1000% . 100.0% 1000%  100.0% ° 1000%  100.0% 1000%  100.0% 100.0% 1oo.oT

. ~ *
. . o 3
S . S e - ¢+

Agriculture , : . : . e
snd Mining 45 . A7 e o 1.7 0. 07 b = 34 a2

1 ' i i o : ‘ .

Comsruction .~~~ -G8 - . 46 70 21 B8 28 36 . 24 &S 61 " 57

CGET

Manufsctuing 268 . 256 78 297 293 - 308 268 378 75 32 263
Transportation, . | - o . o ,‘ o |
and Public Utilities 68 53 68 24 g9 47 82 33 68 41, 52

Tede 7 20 08 286 . 156 23 204 203 242 220 165 233

‘Finance, Insurance ~ R ’ S £

¥ and Real Estate T 48 58 -85 7 54 X T Y 47" ~43 32 47

4"%&&_"’ . T

L] - . —— e =

Services 62 244 382 248 183 232 237 © 152 330 154 280

Government 85 - 128 95 188 126 120 126 - 123 175 147 41
" 'thmnqhtedmmmticlmaoe S S I T . N T
bumﬂunom | S - < | |

8 | ‘ | ‘ | ‘ ) ‘ |
l . v . S o ' . . . ¢
. 3 . B
.
. ‘
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> ]  Table 77 - T hato e
Distribution of E_mpioynwmbv()empation, United States and . S | S
: Nine Prime Sponsor Areas, Sclected Years, 10701975 | Lo o L
‘ | " Percant f‘)istributibn‘ -

Averags, S : ‘ . N N
Nina Prime o S o v | L ‘ v

, - Sponsors, Fort . New . © ‘South -,
Uaited States  Selected  Albuquerque  Cincinnati ~ Worth  ~ Milwaukes  Haven  Passsic  Sacramento  Carolina’ Wichita
Occupations {1920} Years - (1970) _(1870)  (1970) (1870) (1870)  {1970) {1976) ., (1974) (1820)

? | )
1000%  1000% 1008%

Occupations  100.0% "1000% - 100.0% . 100.0%  1000% 100.0% 1000% .~ 100.0% -
Professional - _ ' o | - ' : , R i , . ‘
sndTechnicsl 148 = 170 224 - 167 165 150 . 188 175 195 118 158

-..'nn‘m. nt . ~ - , ) . - ‘ “ : ° ) ., ' ) " ;
Belaed T 83 81 100 64 84 72 85 "2 w1 86 102 |

Seles 73 76 85 10 82 . 78 11 . 82 18 654 72

LClricl 178 182 . ., 188 ° 2200 195 188 201 28 218 ° 128 182

) :.g::ttqd 139 132 7 122 . 98 - 138 1380 132 134 121 155 146 |
~ Opentivs 12§ - - 157 88 77 - 188« 199 187~ 152 . 84 237 138
,__;;f——&fyice 's.?.a‘ o 128 - 139 173" 2z 126 s 88 w3 21 1S 0 o
 Laborer a5 42 40 a8 ta1 a0 . 36 20 36 63 42 |

Farm 3 w1 o4 02 03 08 o4 0.2 22 30 21,49 -

Source: Local Prime Sponsors
. LY
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. Teble 78 .o - )
\ _ .Projected Ayerage Annual Job Openings, Dcsmbumn by Occupatwn United Statesand
! ' Nine Prims Spon'sor Areas; Selected Years, 197&1985 .
’, , “ , 4 ‘ ' -
“‘\j - i N § : Percent Dnstr’ibution i ’
Averuge, | :
‘ - Nine Prime - . | |
o ; » . Sponsors, - , Fort . New ) . South -
o - “United States Selected  Atbuguerque - Cincinnati  Worth . Milwaukee Haven  Passaic. _Sscramento  Carolina  Wichita
" Occupations (1976-86) _ Years  (1970-80) _ (1974-85) (1070-80) (1970.80) (1970-80) (1975-80)  {1975:80) *{1974- asmeyssor
" Total, All o o ‘ i S ' o . o e
Ocmpamns ©1000%  100.0%  1000%  100.0% 100.0% - 'mo 0%  1000%  1000%  1000%  100.0% 100.0%
t B - : /‘ ‘ . ' N o ' !
meessmnol and L , oy S % e ‘ . A
‘ Technical #F 14,9 < 168 174 ¢ 146 150 161 183 182 173 134 201"
— - Management - . o o d o _ : L :
W Related 8.5 81 3.7 79 118 . . 83 108 86 | 102 10.7 28
| Sales 6.0 8.9 114 74 8T 80 85 - 100 - 98 &5 83
Clarical : 28.1 266 285 . 290 26.7 " 26.4 30.7 28.1. 30.2+ 170 220
Craft B . . ' | | \ | -
* Related” 98 7 88 9.8 86 9.1 86 61 65 - 71 141 104
Operatives, g 101 83 .0 106 108 120 . .90 12, 65 155 18
Service, " 184 132 184 192 W3 170 151 158 %68 6g 204
T Tlabored T 28 07 23 TUhg T a3 o 23 PR Y 2007 52 . 12
Farm  * 0 0.3 N.A; 04 o 0.3 1.2 i.o - 02
. X ) l . . A ' "
. . e o
State. Empleyment Security Agencm 151

15“

-
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, ‘ . Table 79
. 3 o |
K o I Sdomdi’opumidnw:ﬁu.
: ™ . . -, . Nine Prime Sponsof Aress, 1970 -

4

. L . Parcant of Total Population

» Z .
- D
LRI TR ST T, I T I

‘' Prime o Undar Less Than Highd * Economically©

- 21 Years

CAversge,
"Nins Prime
Seonsors
Albuquerque
: .
'Fort Worth

Milwasukee

New Ha\f;tn .

Passsic
,Sa:nkmm
SoumCa_rdinl

Wichita

348 years and over.

-

bRefers to ciiuim'nmin'm’tutiqnﬂ

_ Non-Whits

» .

© 143

/ \‘.7

119
108
123

11.7

-

. fer

SR ¥ ¢

. 89

Hispanic

74

392

as

80
3
1.9-

4.3

101

0.4

‘Source: U.S. Census of Populstion, 1970

~

- 138

‘0.9

Schoal Education

41.0

4.
448
308
300
322
318 -
§7.3

34.0

PORUIATION samning less than powarty level incoms.

©ome

Disadvantaged

13.1

163 .

SRV §
- 10.3
9.1

0.8

9.3

11.2

239

10.4
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‘Table 80 S : b
’ . : . ‘ -
: Angual Average Unamployment Rate, L e T : N
United Statss and Ning Prime Sponsor Arsas, 1 9731977 : :
- ) .

. » R ’ Gmnbu“l,is}s
- Prime . ' R , thru P _ o : . . ‘
Sponsors March 31, 1877 1977 1976 1976 - -« 1974 1973 .

United States - § 76% 7.0% 77%  85% - 6.6% 4.9%
Average, T e . o | - - ‘ v i
Nine Prime " B ' . . : i
Sponsors S 78 7.4 8.0 8.4 68 5.8
. Albugierque -9.5 481 88 - 97 17 66
Cincinnati - 86 . 723 . . 83 87. 59 6u:
Fort Worth - 54 58 . NA. | NA NA. . NA
v Milwaukee . - o 5.8 . 46 L ONAY T NAL NA. NA
’ e - . Y*- .. e ‘ ‘ . : v : CT ‘ ‘ R

* Naw Haven Y- 81 99 81 £1 - 62

Pawic 102, g5 15 ' 108 ' NA. . NA .

<

Swamente 88 86 884 87 .75 . .27°

South Carclina - 72 72 64 8.7 5.9 ‘41

- ."Wichita ' . B4 5.0 2 58 3.6 35
-‘\- ) ‘ . . - t B : . '
* s . f ) .
. Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Lsbor Statistics
/.J)/ - ) . ' ' . v .. . \.‘ ! .
: | ‘
.A<-*‘r " ' _—— e —— — e — - — e — ——— - . —_ —— J '——— ———— e
\,/
\i ‘ %, ‘ ‘ . . ‘ .
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Tsble 81 . - . T
. , CETA E‘:mounrwu'otsa Tmesl i, and\!l and Title 1, bv Program Actmty ' . : , ot
T ‘ o Unmd Sutes and Nine Prsme Sponsors, October 1. 1976 thru March 31, 1977 '
Nine | | - . -
: United Prime ' - Fort " New ' South -
Enrollments: N States Sponsors . Albuquerque  Cincinnati Worth ~ Milwaukes Haven  Passaic  Sacramento . Casolina  Wichita
Total, ‘ : S - - ~ o S o ,
' Tttlesl Nand \N . 1,456,758 43,476 2,636 2,869 1,896 5,746 2,456 1,253 4897 . 20,851 878
" . P . ( W ' N ' _
Tittef .- ) 785,680 - 24,042 . 1,362 : 1.874 1,289 3494 1424 751 T 2,748 - 10404 306
- Title Envoliments | o . — : o | - ' T )
o as:apefcemof ﬁ : co e A . ' , ‘
g Titles '. ‘ ' ) . " ‘ . . . S
" H,and VI o ‘ 53.9% - 6).1&6‘ 51.3% 65.3% 68.0% 60.8%  58.0% 59.9% 56.2% - 49.8% 80.4%
. t: . ) . EE . . » ‘ .
Percent Distribution of - . .
. Title | Encoliments _ ' - g : , _ - v
‘ by Activity | ' . . ‘ ‘ |
Total ; 100.0% 100.0%  10Q.0% +100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% _ 100.0% 100.0% . 100.0% 100.0%
Classroom Training =~ 425 53.3 = 615 739 52.0 62.4 219 - 565 372 . 401 - 748
Q4T ‘ 10.8 140 60 6.4 140 7.7 187 134 217 16.0 25.2
. Work Experience 406 - 318 3256 19.5 340 20.8 §5.5+  30.1 40.6 437 00
Public Service o . | : o . ‘ P
Employment *~ . 40° 09 0.0 63° 00" 0.0 6.8 00 - - 05 02 00
Other Activities . 29 0.0’ . 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.0 00 00 - 00
o ‘tnciugfgg only CETA pamc&pants enrolied in program activities. S
5 , NOTE: Dasta are as reponed to the Department of Labor on Prime. Sponsos Quanertv Reports. Since Quarterly chorts mclude doubile coumxng in some activ-.
ities, data may not agree vmh enroliments reported to The Conferem.e Board used elsewhere in thns study . , , o 1 5 5
154 | | o e | |
. source: U.5. Department of Lebor, Empioyment and Training Admin: -ration
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- Compsrison of CETA Classroom Training Enrollmcnts o o - - ,

| Reparted to The Conference Board and to - b o | o .

I S— L U8 Departmient of Labor, Nine Prime Sponsors, - ST o L _ I
T . e Octobc:l !97611uu M.m.h:il 1977 o | ' |

- Nine Prime ~ Ffor " New. B . South - .
VI A v Sponsors _ Albuguerque _ Cincinnati . Worth  Milwaukee Ilaven _ Passuic  Sscramento (‘gmlmg Wichit
Total Classroom Traimng R . : S , o . o
EmulhmnuRaporwd‘tom | . | s A » -
- Confgrence Board : 9,1%7 - 591 1236 508 1804 380 286 = 758 3,231 403 B
Total Classroom Tralning - - _ : _ L .4 3 N y o
Enrollments Reported to U.S, - . , 5 ' . IR . B o e
Departmicat of Labor 11521 832 . ¥ 1384 6w 2479 312 424 1,023 4,169 ' 528 .
Addiu’uiiai Enrollments . ) o 4‘ AR R ! B v | |
~ Reported to US. Depamnent : co o | ' . N
wof Labar. _ T34 4 148 162 315 . &8 A38 265 938
0-__*—\!0@:{011&! Education - e S R L o % o

 Classroom Trainmghmunnwnts . | Ly e o _ ‘ S
Reported to U.S, Department ST . . : - ' -

oflabor . - C2s91 s ;128 ' e oS8 s -'--438 o265 M2 e e

] . . . . : ' ' : It . o . r;
Vo SO'E.I‘LE. U.S. Department of Labor, Ehnployment and Training Administration, a.nd Loca.l Prime §ponsors N "‘ S
| ‘ ‘ : _ ‘ | . . ’ ‘ | l . - { i . s 157 : .
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i
e



R R TR O A Rt
E' ‘ &s'.' . . . . »
. . P s &
\S- :{ X . 4
" v 9
: - - B . .~ -
R R ] . 2 :
. Teple 83 - -, . . O
* ) -~ CETA Expenditures, Titles 1, 11, and Vi, and Titlke i,by‘Progra‘m Activity, . X
United States and Niac Prime Sgponso;s.ﬁctober 1, 1976 thru March 31, 1977 N
S | Nine . FUR .
. Lxpenditures: - - Unlted Psime - " Fort : " New Y South ‘
{(in 000's of dollard) - Stales Sponsors Albuquerque Cincinnati  Worth  Milwaukee  Maven  Passalc \Sacraiento  Coroling  Wichita .
— — e s — —— — — s = &
L Titles L, 1L, and VI $1964,435 $64,671 ° $4,107 - $4487 . 32415 - $8842 34,512 §1,702 38,661 329016 . a1 |
2 Titleh 755658 . 25596 L 1872 . . 2026 1387 2813 1970 838 - 3247 10762 68O -
S S “ o iy _ \ e : B -
o Tiﬂcl'aspcmmof, : ‘ _ L S SRR b = , - P
. Tillesl Mhand VI | 3B5% - 46.8% 3 $9.6% L 452%  4574% . 31B8%  437% 492% 5% ik 12
. /. o ‘ ‘ v .' : : ‘ . ' Y
» v . *{ » . "‘ 1 3 __
Percent Distribution i . X - -
* - of Title | Expenditures. ‘e T - g
by Activily: ‘ [ A S
¢ Total ./ 1000%  1000% ,1000% ' 1000% 1000% .1000% 1000% 1000% 1000%  100.0% 1000%
¥ Classroom Tralning J 391 394 487 3 327 566 . 190 400 = 239 414 . 525
QY 9.6 145 32 1.6 212, 95/ 184 #69 . 218 89 1L
_Work Experience 339 2277 198 25.7 46 - 265’ 3By 220 284 296 - 0D
" Public Service ¥ { S R | B A A
& " Lmployment. 13 25 6o-  15- 00 00 177 00 21 ' 1 o0
”_ T Scrvicesto Clients T AN 203 283 259 3i5 74 67 210 135 '!8.3\ 204,
- Other Actlvities 10 06 /[ 00 0.0 00, ©00. 00 00 46 06' 00 .
-~ - % Source: U.5. 'Department of Labor, Eriployment and Training Administration ‘ * e
‘i »,‘ | | g ‘ "'é * t » | . y ) : .
) | ‘ vy - \"J | | ‘ | i
' ’- S b | N Sy
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=~ - 7 Table 84 - o B o "
o FOR L Selectad CETA Client Characteristics, Titles 1, 11, and V1, and Title 1 * - ot
‘ S United States and Nine Prime Sponsors, Octabes 1, 1976 thru March 31, 1977 . , -
g ' ) L ) ‘ Y - . v v S o
& ‘ Nine : , : . v ‘ '_ o ‘ ?.
‘ United Prime ‘ ' Fort ' New T ‘South
;- . : States ~ Sponsors  Albuquerque Cincinnati Worth  Milwaukee Haven . Passaic Sacramento Carolina  Wichita
~ Titles b, M and Vi # * | . | . -
- ' ‘ ‘ ) - o o . i . o : . . . o
Numhq of Clients § 1,421,346 48,302 2729 # . 4,323 2,533 5570 2,523 2,087 7,385 21,085 1,067
’ . » ¢ . : i o ’ ' . ‘. ’ ‘ *
N Pescent of cliants: | ‘ ‘ o | o S :
> . ) ) E . . ‘ B -, ) - ! l_ ;. :
Nonwhite : ' 38.7% - 450% 172.7% 77.9% 653% - 51.1%  443% = 184% .. 315% _ 66.0% 42.4% v
- Hispanic : ¥ . 128 152~ 58.2 o 0.2 154 - . 97 - 128 6._9 7 06 115
& 21 Yearsamd . . ' : B - S ' /
Ul}dﬂ' . 373 . 387 . 339 - 427 388 40.1 37.7 26.9 378 . 313 . 41,
Less than High T T T 7
* School Educ‘atiun‘ : 30.7 13856 35.2 ‘ ¥ 385 538 385. 436 ° - 248 29.7 : 44.9" 7.7
Economically v ! : _ . o : | ~
 Bisadvantaged : 650 - 655 770 696 667 708 707 350 758 - 630 611
- . i '_F
Title | 3
 Numberof Crients -+ 808,282 28,784 . 1445 L3328 1926 3318 1491 645 5242 10484 895
St Percent of clients: A ’ o . : - Coe : ‘ ' : : :
~ Nonwhite 420% B08%  219% - 824% 683%  603% | 598%  ,240% ‘305% . 70.3% 39.0%
- Hijpanic = - 139 . 175 624 62 165; - 134 176 122 220 . ‘05 126
: 21 Years apd o - | | ' ; o
o under - W8 498 B4 807 - 431 - 561 BI8 447 455 T35 454
(. School Education 508 - 497 855 ' |/ 413 61 565 623 327  -313 600 419
- Econamically o 1 | . : . , . | )
 Disadvantagsd | 82 798 88.7 73.9 W7 359 888 608 838 . 877 635
"o Source: U.LS. Uepa.rtment\oi' labor, Empluyment a.nd Training .A;hni.nig “ration ’ ‘ '
1w L !
oy S 161
ST i . L.
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i Selscted CETA Enrolies Characteristics, .
. Classroom Training and OJT Enrolless, '
. §iNina Prime Sponsors, October 1, 1976 thru M 31,1977
| ‘ . € Under 2t Lass Than High Econemically
: Non-White - Years of Age School Education Disadvantaged
g — -
¥ : , ‘ﬁ *
oo -~ ~ Percent of Total C]awgpm"fraininglinmuus .
Avarage, Nine s ' o . ! .
Prime Sponsors 49.3% §20% - 81.4%
AlbuGuarque | 210 48.1 1 91.4
Cincinnati: - 85.2 536 82.1
Fort Worth ~ 60.4 422 72.7 . 659
Milwakes . . 61.0 lase . 400 800
“New Haven 60.0 . 410 60.0 990
Passaic . @ . 410 190, - os0
Sscramanto Y s10 36.6 © 282 %63 .
] ; « S :
_ South Carolins 56.7 . - 334 439 82.1
© . Wichita " 25.0 450 19.0 T
. : * . . . .
: Percent of Total OJT Enrolises -
) : 3 *
Average, Nine k | L, . -
Prime Sponsors . 385% 38.9% 31.8% | 718%
 Albuquerque 139 463 328 ‘ 815
~ Cincinnati . 187 08 ° 318 62.6
) ’. é .
Fort Worth 37.0 200 § 24.0 534
Milwackes 410 530 250 980
- . -
New Haven "86.0 ' 230 380 80.0
 Passaic | 16.0 ‘ 250 23.0 49.0
Sncnmc‘ntg . 35.§ 22.3 o147 87.8
Snmhﬂlmh%_ SR 7 _ 508 .. 316 - — . 440 8t -
Wichita & w0 620 ' 530 % 620
Source: Local Prime Sponsors : . -
& . lkh T‘/ "‘ *
.\ g
! - f . o
. : 2 ; ;
18p 4
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T&ble 86

-
-

.- o -, + Diswibution of CETASkm Training Classroom- Enrotlmentsby Ocmpaun{\ s N - -
- A . Nu\ePrimnSponso;s.Qctober‘l 1976 thru March 31,1977 ° 5‘" L
) X . . ‘ \:" ) . .

e S ' N : s Percent Distribution
P

PN Avefagc, ‘ : Fart B New - ‘ o - South+

(33

“Qccupations

7 Nine Prime Sponsors Albuquefque Cincinnati . Worth  Milwaukee Haven  Passaic  Sacramento  Caroling Wichita
Y Total f, - 1000% 100.0% 1000%  1000%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% = 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% ‘;
N -t : . . ) . CC " ‘. . . . - ! S

& o .

= | ‘E'rofczmaiv'dmduﬁw 88 58 .81 o ' 30  os" 28 121 36 1456
| _WWm;nt'rehted' o 05 '0  : 28 o - 02 o o o o1 0.7 ‘ '
 Sales o ', o 05 0 . 03 40» Lo o 0-] a 2;4 10

" Clerical - : 425 | . 00 387 _1945,‘ | 36 | 566 64.4_' 428 28 34.5

Caffrelated = ° 211 g7 6. B88 204 . 199 68, 105 - 215 . 139

Operatives B [T Y R 82 140 162 0 65 170 200 31

Service | | 147 58 ., 166 . 77 ., 31 13‘7 184 87 . 284 a@E.

L L B Y N B L S 05 o
i ',.Fatm o2 | o - : 0" 0 o o 038 08 o
. Unclassifisble * vy' a2 e f 128 35 0 e/ 83 21 0
T asaes and clerial repbrted combiped., * | e o 4 - {

e 4 ! : : . . N .
. , o, . - . .- " )
a ' S , . . . o . ‘ : : e
- . ] ) : 3
: : Lo : ' O
. .
S

< {’.
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‘Classroom Training Enroliments in Programs Other than Qccupational Skift Training, : ‘
‘ ‘ - Nine Prime Sponsars, October 1, 1976 thru March 31, 19778 e w : «
. A ‘ ) . . . N ‘ . : ) - ' ‘I . A ' | >
‘ C : . Enroliments’in . Parcant of Classroom
‘Total Classroom - "« Nona-Job Skili _ Yraining Enroliments
Training Enroiiments _Classroom Prodrams In Non-Job Skill Programs
< \. Total,Nie -~~~ . S N o i - N -
' Prime Sponsors A 9,197 i . 3,366 35.6% .
“ Albuguerque : 591 I Y 272 T
" Cincinnati . et28 T - s | 40.0 ~
FotWorth - . 508 . 2870 o . 565 o
Milwaukes 1804 T §4 L
New Haven = g0 56.3
Passaic ‘ 286 38 B X B
. Secramento - 78 e 3 4.6
. *a - . e . ) x ] . . . ' ‘ R . *
" South Carolina 3 : 988 ( A + X - B ’
Wicnita - ¢ 43 e e b B ~ms
-Ancludes such programs as basic educatlnn for adults bdingual education, high schooi cquwalencv prbgrams or gob interview ' r
tr‘lnlm ' . j oy MM—I‘ ; ) ‘ R
h o i o
bExciudcs‘}S classroom snvoilees qmal!ud in bx!mgud job training pfogtams. St ' e )’ . g
~ Source: lLocal Prime Spomsors L ' ' B Y
/ . &
F ,
L :‘ - ‘ _ o _r ) 7 x§ 4 ; & -
l . » W e - - ' v *
i . * - ' \ -
5 ) oo N * ' .
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- Table 88 .
i
kabuﬂon of Ptum-ms ot Chwoom Training Eriroliess by Oa:upotm.
Nin-PrimoSpomon Octobui IQ?Bthrthrd\ 31,1977
- .
A A
3 F_m:nnt Distribution by’ Ocmmtion
. v Nine Prime , . Fort New - - . South
- Occupations Sponsors T:&buquuqm Cincinnati  Worth  Milwaukes Havan Passaic ~ Sacramento  Carolina Wichita
. H . by - . . ' |
Total 100.0% - 100.0% - 100.0% . 100.0% . 100.0% 100.0% ° 100.0% 100.0% IN.O% 100.0%
Ptofuaondlnd ' X i \ ; T
“Technical -, 21 [ 38 e 20 0 24 20 _20 63
' Management : ' y , S 3 % ‘ . e
" Related 04 0 20 - #) Qe 0 ‘0 10 0 o
‘ % : ‘ - . B ‘ ’
Sales -1 R 0 20 o 0.6 0 24 10 1.0 25
- R ; s, ] . -~ .
* Clerical ‘428s 74.2 235 46.3 208 416 b13 ‘62.0 210 -« 337
. \ ; . "l‘v “ - ' H., \ | . | l X
 Craft Related i 106 0 274 - 14.6 106 1.1 73 20 170 60
- Dperatives O LToae 9.7 216 1293 40.6 187 244, 80 260 212
Service - 87 16.1 196 68 - 112 278 122 190 30.0 26
- Laborer 22 o o 6 - —48 - -0 — 9 — 38 U T30 B8
. | a B
Farm 0.2 <0 0 0 .0 o 0 20 o0 0
- Unclassitiable o3 - "o, 0 0 o 228 o o .o . 0
' Source: Local Prime Spansors | . ' ' .
. 1 . (
- : - ¥ 157
1606 % '
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Oompnidm
Total

Technical

Manaoemn nt

Related
Clerical

Craft Ratated

" Operatives

‘Serviee  §

" Laborer

1

F-‘wfn,

~ Source:
€N

-

Professional and

e N § ' “&f‘ ‘,,, «‘,.gszgf,»;
s ° . . -
. / . o .
~ Table 89 ' o "/“‘ o
2 ) : o . ] : . ‘ ‘% :
| ~Distribution of Placements of OJT Enrollees by Occupation, } -
Eight Prima Sponsors, October 1, 1976 thru March 31, 1977 o
Péroent Distribution by Occupation ) |
Average, o e ' o
-Eight Prime - P - Font L New - , . - South o
 Sponsors Albuquerque  Cincinnati Worth  Milwaukee - Haven Passaic  Sacramento Carolina Wichita -
1000% . NA. 1000%  100.0%  1000%  1000% 1000%  1000% = 1000% - 100.0%
81 NA 0 %6 107 .0 143 0 0 0
- 25 NA. ¢ 68 0 10 48 0 . 80 - 16 0
33 NA. . .68 0o - 0 o 24 100 40 28

239
165
34.0

119

N.A. 27.6 51.1 198 - 214 310 26.0
NA. 17.2 7. 8. 167 85 260
NA. . 207 ‘o 574 04 190 | 160

NA. 207 983 . M9 me. . 187 140

NA. 0 7.0 0 - 48 717 30

E:L

120

240

54.0

29

143

65.6

NA. . 0 0 o0 w0 0 0
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¥ = Classroom
s = gbuanh
~ N0 :

" Classroom Training

Private for Profit
- Now-Profit -~
Government

CoJT .

oL ‘Priuu-fo;-Ptbﬁt g
" Non-Profit

S,ou_rce.

— . 10. 1&'---;

¥

78.7%% |

1200 i
130

»

0

19.6
200 |

§

.
. 89.7%

10.3

N.A.
N.A

10.6%

'ﬂctm to cwt prime mmo.rt for whbh data m lvalhbh

I‘..oc&l Prime Sponsors

- 11.6%

_..,_._0 e .

Y54

Hﬁ

73
9.8

19.1
13.3

* . ‘3
- 73

98.0%
41.9 20 7.2
5 0L

16.7

 85.7% 643% .

S, 3180 «

e S “:‘,i . EIERY “ (\'.“41‘ w P o ‘ ;“ «. , “j‘,‘agﬁy‘ AR Y \. e \ :.};"_n ,2‘:: Ty
m 5 - o e 4 r" q: . A ’ “ " S
‘ R . _‘. ; ; ‘. t‘: » . - . ’,/ ‘ . l‘ «'--;
- ‘ ‘ $ | ,‘ ‘l. |
- ' | o Y 7 .
v N ~ 2 ‘ \3 v » : g | ¥
| ) - Table 90 ‘
gw-u' MmTrmmwTﬂmnuby - M , L \
Typcofﬁmpbw N&nﬁhnSporw;,Octobnn m‘lsﬂwllud::ﬂ 1977 } ~ | N
BN ? R x; | -
| N , ! . —
Average, . ™ I . ; o \3 o \ 2
Nine Prime oo Fert New ' south
Spomou Mbuq:mmn Cmcmto Worth  Milwaukes  Haven - Passaic  Secramento Cuolma Wichity -
Wof Phc-monts '
. *f : , ' -
: - 31 51 1 37 s 123 448 80 e
. NA . ®w 101 2 & 137 680 . 36
: Puelnt Dmnbutton of Phcumnts
™ . i , — : T
- ‘ - - ‘ ¥ 8 ‘ . n : .
,.}», L . ) ' = - -
| 743;\‘4 o 710% L TBA%  820% 800%  67.6% +87.8% 488%  76.0% 712%

103
L X

1726  -260 .
66 +~ 38

99.6%
03 "o
o1 g

80.3%
68
13.1
-®-

-7
¥
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. Table 1
_ * 7 Classoom Training and OJT Placements in Private-for-Profit Firms, by
o0 - stablishmant Sizs, Nine Prime Sponsors, Octobar 1, 1976 thur March 31, 1877
" Tow! - - Percent of Placements in oz

| S Private-for-Protit o Private-for-Profit Establisiments with: -

* Prime _§pgmor L - Macements ‘ 500 :g{r More Employess - | Under 500 Employeas
(v Albuguerque 0 N\ T T
# .. Classroom S . 2 R 4.5'76',' oL o " 95.5%

-

'
f
.. P X . . E
‘A . . . . . - . - ! A . RIS
‘ nati NEEETPRIN : . \ = x :
. . ) . e . . . . .

f . - q‘. ’;h I . L}
‘ Clussadbm' ~ " ¥ : 178 ., ,\, . 824
- A i SR 24
/ !‘ . ‘ '. A . :
' * M“Wluk" . © ‘ ' '
Classroom © . 314 o L . .229 I /R T
- QJT 1 . 899 T 414 § 58.6
_' 1. ..Ncw‘quqﬁ. , \ k o | B *‘ :
Slouse N ' ¢80 C T o0
' QT - \38 83 ., ¢ , 917
‘A; - Pmlic ) ' o ° \ [ ) ’ .
/ Classroom 6 - | 0 1 1000
o - a - 6 100.0
| \ 5 10€

e

Classroom ‘ R ‘3 . 180 St . 85.0. N

y o odr 110 S - T 83.6
e f : ~> . . ' :
| South Carolinal . S RSN

;/ Clissroom ' . 340 - ' BRI " 12.3 - , 877 °

- ' 1 R - .
»' Wiﬁ’ﬂt‘ L ' . .. ?
Classroom .81 o123 : 877
oJT L -3, - - 288 g . 714"
. LA B ) .(_ i L ;
B ; - Avarage, Nine Prime Sponsors ‘ ) )
* LN . } ,- . “~ . ) ) - . . . . ) ¢
Classroom 7 R s N7 - 88.3
SN T W 7111 S .. 168 . L 84.1
Based ona ampu o‘flt,r"ﬁnm tecminating training.- - - ‘ ’
BRefers to sight prime:sponsors Tor which dats ware available, '

Soure\'é‘:‘/j Jocal Prime Spons:grsv - 150 ,""170" B

-
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Lo ) . - r- \ , Ta‘ble 92 /’. ' :.,
,‘(u—“\ 3 y ) N . . v N | ) .. j’ . ‘ j ‘ ’ }\kn ’
k i 1 } 5 . Clasaroom Training and OUT Placements® as a Percantage of Terminations = %
.t . . \ .

et oy o Total Number
o vV of Placements

Nine Prime Sponsors, oi‘om 1, 1976 thryMarch 31, 1§77

Terminations Fram
Program Activity

-

i/

~ Placsmantsasa
Parcent of Terminations

QJT .
- P ‘ &

~ Towl Nina
~ -Prima Sponsors

1.1080

?

3911
v

' Albuquerque - . - NA. 120

¥ R 2 326,
A e ' - ) o
B Ly e @ 104
B 39 o1 .. 906
Lk | h S
37 2 . 206

42 135

. a1

4

Classroom

1

o -

QJT ° Classroom olT

1,6470 33.2%  859%°

-

NA, 258 NA.

56 - 16.8
' ’ v A\
76 24 566 N
143 . 385 -

I 3,.0‘ : -"

30.4 737

-

* Secramento T R E B R 205 523 675 - -
South Caralina . 448 680 § 1,729 868 §£25.9 702 '
,Widf"' B - 80 7. a8 150 s 533 ¥ 972 -,
. #Reters 10 placement in unsubsidized smployment, o .
bRefers to eight prime spansors for which dita were #asilable. ' -
.. . ..; . .“ . ' i . _ : -
3 . . ) » .
' Source: 'L;ocgl Prime Sponsors L \
. o I . ¢ A b
fl/ : . : q
‘ : Lo ¥ * ¥
Dl -L . A .“ '
{ ) .;‘“- j oo
| r LT | | :
‘ -~ \\\t » -
‘ |' ) ‘ . Y"‘ ~, .
3 , 151 T
| L 3 k] |
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- Affiliation of Planning CumniLHnnbm,_*
e NklPrmSpmt.’l‘n W

L R | Perosnt Distlition S ‘
‘ Totsl  Business '&nm " Community? ~ Statesnd Local - . GcnualPuhhcand

/" Prime Sponsor | Nimbu‘r Fims Amchtiom ' lzations GommmntAgtmm Oq_.lgi m m

i

133

Seonos Tt W8 136w AB% SETC SR v_s?.asr""‘ S 2 1 7 |
Aftnqmu e PLE A & . ®mo S ar 83 Voo

3 cm-n S 2 %% a5 a8 w2 s - Ctae o
- FotWarh 26 M5 15 V08 R T T as, | |
Mitwoukes n - we 48 - T ' T w3 B e

| TS 62 - &2 s \253: - o '_6.2“- EETY |
. Pemaic g = &7 . o 2o \ o '413.7;, - % s
 Sacramento - LI 56 " 5.6‘ T DR 0 . ”*:x 68 - - 188

q, SothCaolins . 2% a8 o . 11  ws " as

Wichin = 4 143 'o ST T 7T B Y R 17

L oane,

_ - S O ——— e i e e ) g g 0 Uy S VU A PR JE— - ) e

Fd

T
,




¥

-~
L
)
_ -
AN
!
»
- .
.
e
B

X N§ - e i ' ' ' ,/“:' i ‘ .
S . ‘ ) i
Y . - o e {
{ D . e /
- Table 9k L ( ¥
p ‘ ' Types of Job Developmant Qrganization Used, ' ' \ o
‘o o Ning Prime Sponsors, 1977 1
\ ‘ ' " Fort . Naw - Sos‘a,w <
- Albuguerque Cincinnati Worth Milwaukee Havan Passaic Sacramento Cargﬁna Wichita Tatal
Employment Service X -X- X X X X 6
| , |
"CETA Statt - . X b & X ' 4
. _ ) - ;
Community Based . ‘ .
Organizations SR X X X X i 3 X 7
NAB X . , , X 2
‘ ‘ - ‘ . . F ! ) -
thﬁ'ber of Commerce _ o X X 2
\Privafe Firms o - X X 2
' ) . : R x“‘ . ‘: -
. Labor Unions X . X ' 2
TradeAﬁsocia:iun . - .
and Industry Groups o ’ X ' - R ' 2
. Total S L. 4 2 1 4 3 2
. . | . : © ., , . . . . W
N . ‘ N . : i
Source: Local Prime Sponsors N ‘ | LU
o o / | , Y.
: - Table 95 - 'y SR
! o . v o . [
*Prims Sponsor Linkages with Local Busingss Organizations,
: } Niqg Prime Seonsors, 1977 .,
- v i é P Number of Prime Sponsors in Which: |
t Organization/ *CETA Reiationship. . CETA Participatioh
o : - Existsin Prinr With Qrganization With Organization
Qrganization Sponsar Are s Nominal 1 Is Active No Rg*tionship
& - : ,‘ . h 5 . .,‘ ~ A . ‘ o,
Deveiopment i b . .
Organization 7 -~ 2 . R 4
Chamber of o S ~ b T ' .
Commerce _ - B T o> ' 5 :
" Offics | 8 ) 2 "3 |
Tots! Fy 24 - 4 12 \
4 ¥ :‘. (JI _: &
Source: Local Prime Sponsors 153 = . ' ' ‘
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‘I‘able 96 " EE
N Employexs imemcwcd With and Witheut Current' CGETA QIT .‘
. . « Contracts, by Estabhs}unent Snze me-ane Spon;ors. 1977 P
e S L) 4,‘
o DTS : Number.of W.ith OJ,T \Vi&hout. _ ’ |
. | .- Prime Sponsor Emplovers .__Contracts OJT Contracts Lagged . Smal?
* o .. " - . - ) | ’
G nu® Towl - 68 . .. 30 S\ 38 kil [ 36
. . Albuguerque .10 5 5. s 4 6
. | . o k Lo - . ) ; .
C - Cincinnati 1o W 2 8 8 j 2
-~ L RRN . : . 3 - :
Fort Worth 10 - 4 Y- 4 6
- Milwaukee 8 4 4 6 2
. - e “ V. .
«  NewHaven 7 . 4 3 2 5
. Passaig =~ - . 6 2 4 » 2 s
. ' Sacramento 5 . 2’ 3 3 4
‘South Carolina 6 e 4 2 9 0 5
_ - N _'chhna ;6 : -3 3 < 52 4
* . T ' - . ) - - - .
: o :‘Luge e np!oycxs refers to esmbhshmcnts mth 500 or more employ;es; smali employers refers to thosz with under $00
cmpiayees - o ) S T . .
. Y . ! - * * B . - A
/ ¢ S'o_u:ce:, The Confersnes Board cese--studies e T o
h L R - ‘ ‘ ’ : o
o Table 97 - :
\ \ ' s
. Reasons for Pnrtxc:pa.tmn inCETA O.IT Progmms‘ ‘N
N ) ;% Nine Prime Sponsor Areas, S k
' Empioyers With Current OJT Contracts, 1977 .

. . * Reasons for Participation o B . Large Emplovers Small Emplovers
-" " ‘ \‘. ‘ ‘ : R ‘ ‘ ; . . ‘.,‘ ) . ‘ .
o . Finmcial.~. ‘ - 4 - . T3
. L - ¢
) Labor Shortages ' - 3 ‘ RS (-
B S - . R
, Commumty R(sponsxbxhty ‘ 1 A
. - ’
T EEO@Prwrm e - . - 3. - E .4
. .. - . - . ) P'
o /;ther N o 0- _ 5
. ' -, . « } - ¢ - \ , )
Fa Toml Responses’ SN 10 , 37
PR x Po ‘ q - Y ' - o ‘ . ‘e .' '
; . | o ‘ _
Beard case studies o |
O L Tt SR ) 5\
. : e H - ) i .
‘ . . 1 v ()‘ - I
X a . '.‘ : \ . -
[ ) . S
: -
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. 4 Table 98 ' .
“ ’ [ ] 4. - "
R L ) lndustrv Dmnhutnon All lntmmwad Emplayers, and
= 2 4 : . Employers With Current CETA OJT Conmcu, o )
- . chane Spon’ors.w?? R
- L § .
R 2 ! . ’ Number in Each Industry : '
- . S < -, , " Transportation, Finance, .
. Towl - - Agriculture - ‘ Communication . Insuranceand ~ * - -
SN Neimber andMiniqg Mmufactungg _Construction”  Trade . and Utilities - Real Estate ' Services
h J . M { . ) . . . N
- g“ \ ’ . ' _ . . { ) !
Towummmm sa e .39 -2 3 7, N T
g’ WlthCunmtOJT S S ' "_ . ‘ - ,\' R | o ‘ o
Contracs® ~ - 30 . -~ 0. . 16 . 1 2 . LI § 10
'3Incmdcsonlvmmu for-proﬁummoyors. D N "R m .
. \{E Source: The Ccmfer!nce Board case studies . T~ -«.-Qr ]
] F _ - !
s .. v $ * ‘,| ) .
: - Table 99 s
} o - Dustnbutm of CETA 4T Trainees. by Establi'shmmt &u o .
- ‘Employers Interviewed With Current OJT Contracts, 3 N
e I : Numem&)omors 1977 - ' . . / /\
' Y ‘ ) o -
r __Establishment Size - ‘
' um T 2 i - . - 1,000
! - . 0 1049 - 50249 250499 6500-899 or move
i Total Workers ' . Workers Workers Workers' Workers ___ Workers
. S e : T T ——— —— ~ —
R R R . SR L L
Employers With Current OJT Contracts’ < I 1 8 . & 1 L oA
Number of Trainess | 223 By 2 s 122
" 3includes only priva‘tc-for-pmﬁumpk‘ngs.‘ 5 ) “ . - ¥
o | v L . . ‘ . o
. . ' s e S 4
- , Source: Local Priume Sponsors ) s 2
; _..;’ - :,', . . 1 s § i . | )
I . . . A ,,1’? 8 K
17 - c L e
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|  Table 100 L T
_ | B | . ‘ . N
Apprehensions of Interviewed Employers Concerning Participation . S A L -
~ in CETA OJT Program, Nine P\rinmSmnsors,)Q']\? B Y
s PN L o : ) _ - Employers Without Current co ¥ .
‘ : ‘ : " Employers With Cugrent Employers Without Current ' but With Past .
Apprehension’ OJT Coiitiacts - _OJT Contracts = . OJT Contracts, Tota‘i' .
“Excessive Program Cost 2 2 ¢ 0 ) 4
~ Poor Trainee Quality ' | 12 : 1 3 . , ( ) 72'6 .
. ‘/"‘ \ i ‘ . - a;: - W ' E
Poor Quality. of CETA = . - d " o ‘
or Delivery Agent Staft 1 2. 2 7 15
v ' R -
Uifavorable Effect on T
Internat Employer . ’ ) .
Operations ' ( 8 9 0. g 17
Excessive Cuvem\{mnt T . o ‘ . .
Integference, | 4 - . 0 3 15
No Apprehensions | 10 7 T ? . 120
Total Resptmses \\\ 37 ‘52 "8 97
: L ) . } L a ‘ - _ — I _ ‘\_—:/AA_.__
Source: The Conference Board case studies o , '
| 4 K 50
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R . Table 101 L -

AN : N\ RttinaofTuinmJobMormmvamiovmlnwvhwdf, T T
e | A With Current and Past CETA OJT Contracts, |
- S © . Nine Prima Sponsors, 1977

, - | o S e Rmnlgf Tulnu ng Pnrfomant:c
Empiov«s With Currant AR .. " Above . Below ' o e

" and PastOJT Contracts .~ . Amw Aversge Total v
Alhuqucrquc ' . \’\ ' S R o 2 ' : .

‘Cmcinmts R | 1' _

N8N
o

Fort Worth . - 2
Milwaukes P o oy

. New Haven = . o 1 0

2 o
. Passaic - o a 2 I D | 3
" Secramanto . 0 -2 o 2 Z
‘ CQ\, Wichia ‘ 1 2 o - v 3\
. Tou - - T BRI T S o
. "Slmai nmptovm with reca LgJT eontncts did not have suffu:icnt cxp«icm wit\h oJT tmmu to rate ﬁwm
‘Source : The Conrﬁrence.Bcv.rd cue studies . o ‘
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" Table 102

C

quh.-v

Recmmwnduums of lntcmewad Employers fPr lncremung Business I’arlicxpauon
m oIT ngrams Nine Prime Sponsor Areas, 1977

b

]

All

Employers With Currcnt O:IT Contracts

Large -

. Small

P PEE
.
- .
- J
. N
- . A
* -
.
Yo
*
- ;‘\

. NoCurrent OIT Contmcts -

L‘Lugz:

‘t' mployers

T

i Grcater Tax ixléeulives .

ot
\n
Co.

‘Squrce: ';I.‘he_ Con.feregce“\;s_oard e

lnuuscd W.qge Shbud*e % .
Mo quuuioas for Upgmdtns '

Simphﬁcd Rccu:d Keepmg

: lmpruvxed CETA Staff - e
Business Understanding
Improved CETA Trainee | -
Screening. - '
Ouner ‘

P

) Employers |

" e
At

ase studies
¢ .

Employers

4.

~ Employers -
6
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4
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CAPPENDIX ¢ . -

NAMES AND AFFIKIATIONS OF PERSONS IN
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A APPEN}IXC- o

#3 .

K Names &nd. Ai‘fllla.tmns of Persons Iptervlewed

/ . PO o . S R "’,
\ . . - . -d . - Y
PLI‘..;OIL: mternwed mcluded the . 10].10wz.n3 rcpre.aents.tlveg oi‘ the .
Federal Goverrment and orgsaniza:tlons J.nvo.lved w:Lth CETA priva,tc ,:éctor

eoordin&t\io.n at the na.twnal level g A
: . ‘ . - . : ¢ § s .
seo _ o ‘

)

L 4

\

- .. ' ' ) p- . .‘ ’ o .", . ‘ ' ‘ ’ ) ‘l ; ‘s v fe - :\ '
' vecierq.l Govqr'nment T ', . P A : S
\ e i - . S . . - I . . ' -
" Seymour an.ndu;.m, Dnscte; 5 Oi‘x ice. m‘ ;Prof*rm L\raluam oL, E.‘rﬁpla:,mnt B .
ad Trainmg Adminis tratlon, y, S Departnnent of h&bor, ‘,Ia.;h:m@’con, D.C.

Annamtlna Ermson, Ass:..,tant to the Dlrector, OJ.Iz.ce of Lanmunlty Emplmrment |
" Development, Employment and Training Admlm.;tratlon, U.S. Depar’cment o o
of Labor, Wa.sbnmcn n c. . P A

« - e e .;‘ . . o o ;
. -0 ‘-

* Robert Jon,es, Dlrc_ctor, Of.t‘me of Commumty Employmen‘c Pxograms Of‘flce of

Compr;.hz_n.,,we Employmeht Developnent Emplqyment and 'Tx:a.mmg Adm.lnis- -
utxcm, U.S. Depa.rtment of Labor, Washwgton, b.C. Lo o .

Charlc.., Liberty, Oyiica of Na.tmn&l Programs, Ekn’oloyﬁent aml Tra.mmg ﬁdmms- _
tratlon, U.S. Department. of Labor, mashmgtovx,#n €. | |
Robert | J McCcmnbn, Deputy As.,a..,t;mt Secretm*y for Etnnlogmept and Tra.mmks, \ L
Employment and Training A@mls’cra.tmn, .8, Departmert oF, m.bc;r, | - | /Q P

) Wa..h;mutm,l}c . . » S et

.
- A .q- . ‘ . § ‘s . A -

" Jack Newma{x, Oi‘i‘;ce of. Pollcy hvalu’ztlon ‘and. Resea.rch E}nploymenu and Trmmng
: .‘}d.mim.a ur&mon, U S. Department Q:E‘ La.bor, Wﬁshmgton, D, C :

t

Janét Pca.,e "Assiz ta.m. S0 the Admmlstrator R Oi‘flce of. Combrehen.;lve Employ“wnt ‘ -
’ Develogment Employment and Training A&mm:.stration, U 3, D&partment of , . . _‘

Q

'i TLabpr, Wa hm.gton,DC e ) T

PRE
¢ ~

P:Lerée Qumla.n, Admimstrator, Gi‘flcé of Comprehens:.ve -Em'olq;fment Development s

SR thplbmenb and: Tra.ming Aﬁ.mmstra.t;mn, -U.8S. Depaz"mnent of La.bm:, Wash:.ngton, D.C.

Lo

-

J*s.m, .Ra.wl.mapOi‘f;ce of }Erogram Evaluatmon, Iknployment a.nd Lra;ém.ng Admlnlstra.txon,
< U. S Deparment of La.bc;r, Washlngton, D.C. .

Harold Ro.e'.-vc,~ Offlce of Nationa&. Progranms , Ehnploymenuan& Tra.a.rp.x% Admmstr nio‘h ,':

'~_'r of Labcr Statis¥ics, U 8. Department of Labcrr, Washington,. D. c.

U S. Depa.r’cms.nt of Ls.bor, Washlngton, I) C o ‘ .

Rlcha.rd Rosen, Eeon -st ' Division of Loca.l Area Unemployme.nt SU&tlStiQS, Buresau

Al

Jaﬁme ‘Salga.do, Program Anahrat Office of Program Lva.luatlon, meloyment and o .
i‘ralninu Adm.:.m,stratxon, Uu.s, Depa.rtment Qf Labor, Washmrton, D.C. R

W;;llmm Shicklx_i", _Offn.ce oi‘vAdmlmstratlon a.nd Ma.na.gement, mmployment and
v Traimn{, Adnumstratlon, u. S Department of Labor, -Washn.n*ton, D .C..

N - ¢ .
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- a ¢

N “- ‘ . . .
¥ederal Govermment (Copt'd) |
3 N N ) ) .

-

. - /{ J : : . ’ o ’
- Joseph Seiler, Deputy Director, Office of Program Evaluation, Employment and. . * -
. Training Admir 'gtration, U.S. Depavtment of ‘Labar, Washington, D.C.

s agY: 1B

- r oo - A
Ernst Stromsdorfer, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Research and Evgluation, .
. U.5. Department of Lebor, Washington, D.C. . ' R !

H ' ) . « \‘

ey e i Bgt

- Vil.ham Throckmorton, Office of Policy Evaluation and Research, Employment and"
’  Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, D.C.

Riche.rd’Wagner', Assistant to' the Direcﬁor, fo'ice 'of'Canp;*ehenSive‘ Ehnploymeilt ‘ | ‘
' Development, Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of - s
Labor, washingtm’ Dvcc o | SR ;’. : s N N ¢

- -

-

Netionel Organizations . e

Vietor Hausner, Project Director, Council for Urban Economic Devélbpnent,
Washington, D.C. ' . ' :

Joserh L, O'Brien, Vice President for Government Relationms, Natiopel Alliamce =
of Business, Washington, D.C. . . . . : '

'J'e'fff ‘Parker, Deputy Director for Manpower .Programs, National League of Cities
~ United States Conferencé of Majors » Washington, D.C, = .

M

.

Delmar Thibodesu, Manager, Planning and Evaluation, National Alliance of.
- Business, Washington, D.C. : ' _ .

Fred R. Wentzell, Vice President for Operatians_,, Planning andCopmunication;
" . National Alliance of Business » Washington, D.C. e

.

L
] .

y T ‘

In addition, the foJ.lowing persons were interviewed in each Qf_the | .
- case study sites: : ) ' '

’ . .
¢

CINCINNATI, QHIO, PRIME SPONSCR

Federal Govermment | _ L : e

]

Connie Duffy, Federal Répresentativg, .U.S. Department of La.bo:r,' . K
' Chicago, Illinois _ . . g : , o | Ly

State Govermment == 00 . . S S P

- Maryann Vennemeyer, Local Office Manager, Chio Bureau of Eknploymenb Services,
Cinecimnati, Chio - e ‘ S v

* - .
! .
T - s A}

£




Local Governm.en4~ and CETA Related

Cameron Beaxers, Supervlsor Planninh Unit, Manpower SerV1ces Division,
Clty of Cincinngti, Qhio

il

—~———

~ | o . i |
Henry Cristmon, Dlrector3,Manpower Services, City of Cincinnati, Chio——-——-

William Fioretti, Prlvate Sector Lisison, Manpower Serv1ces D1v131on,
e City of Cmcmnat:., thio . | e

Re:l,p}cx rieme, Economic Devels t Consultént Department of Developne‘ nt
{ ity of Clncggnatl,nghi pmeé ‘ ) PERATH *
Larry Mannix, Training Section Supervisor, Manpower Services DlVlSlen,

City of C1n01nnati tho .

- .

- Dr Saul Pleeter, Consulting Urban.Econqmlst Manpower Services DlVlSlon, '

T . City of Cinéinnati,-Ohio .
Betty Terry, Manpower Infunn&tlon Serv1ees, Manpower Services Division,
Clty of Cln01nnat1, Chio A
to . ! ‘ PR 1
? z,v: | CommnnltxrBased bervace Dellverers " ' “\\\\g .

- Dewey Fuller, Executive Dlreetor, The Urban Leggue of Greater Cln01nnat1,
Clncinnatl, Ohio :

«Sue Padway, Jdb Developer, Camunity Action Cqmm1351on, Clncinn&tl, Chio

‘ Raymond thte, Executlve Directer, Seventh Stép Foundamlon of Southwestern Chio
S - ClﬂClnn&tl, Chio '

.+ . 'Private-gector = - |

§ : R --ﬂ\ R LT -

'Garslan Alexander, Reglonal Servlce Manager, Volkswagen of Rmerlca
' Columbus, “Chio - : :

i

‘James Atkins, Betz Business College, Clnc1nnat1,’0hlo

. Robert Bowep, Metropolitan Dlrector, Natlonal Alliance of Busmhess
: Clnclnnatl, Chio

L ] : ) ) __‘; - ’ .‘

Bruce Crutcher, Greater Cincinnati Chamber»of_Commerce, Cincinnati, Chio
Maureen Donahue, Persondyi Mansger, Cinéinnati Enﬁuirer, Ciﬁ!innati, Chio
S—— Jamas“Grewer, Pre51dent D E Inc ’ Glnclnnatl, thio — s

Robert‘Haake, United Auto Workers AFL - CIO, Clnclnnatl, Ohlo,

. Charlee ﬁenke, Assistant Personnel Manager American Laundry Machlnery,
’ Clncinnatl, Chio




o

*

'_.James Knox, United Auto Workers, KFL - cro, gmcunnatl, Chio - ¢

Eugene Scrogglns Cmmnnati Bell Tz.lephone ) Cincmnati Oth | -

4. Wendelker, Ass:.stant Personnel Ma.nager, General Electrlc » Clncz.nna.tl s Oh.m

=

« -

o4
Bl
'

- Private Sector (C,ont‘d)‘ . o .

E. Grant Hessey, b{k_tropolitan Chairnan, National Allisnee Gf Business,
Cmcixmatx, Guio £ & .

Theodore Hyde, Personnel M&nager, American Laundry Machinery, Cmcinnaiu, Ol.uo _

Gearge J&eger, Personnel Ma.na,ger, Cincinnati Mll&cron, Clncimza.tl Qh:.o

< .
Dons.ld Jones, - Vice President and Per*cnnel D.u'ector, Flfbh Third Bank, .-
Cmcnma.tx, Chio - . - ‘ ¥ e T s

~~

Willian Killens, Area; Development D:Lrector, Cincinna{::j. G_as and Elect;jic,
C:anixmata., Ohio ~ '

Robert Lmrd, Dlstrlct Servxce Manager, Volkswagen of Amemca, Co.yambus s Ohlo

/

Freeman I\ rgan, Senco Products » Cincinnati, Oth

‘Don&ld P&lo, Personnel Manager, Tni-State Foundry Cmcmna.tl ; Ohlo } -

‘James Patrick, Sernce Ma.nager, Patrick Tool, Cl{xﬂnati Chio- ‘

James Perc:.v&l, Personnel D:Lrector, Proctor«& Gamble, Cmcznna‘ti, Ohlo

Wen Phllllps, Personnel Memager, Amerlcan A:.rlmes, Clnc::.nnatl, Ohlo h

Ralph Story, Personnel Director, General Electrlc, Cmcmnati Ohlo | -~
.

Wllllam chtor, Vice Pz‘esxdent for Personnel, Cincmng‘tl Beil Telephone,
C:anmnatl s Ghio

Robert Waddell, M&nager, Manufacturlng & Plant Englneermg, General i]leéﬁric',
' Clnclnnatl, Chie -

‘s

Ch::les Webb, Greater Cmcmna.tl Chmnber of Coamnerce ’ Cmclnnatl s Chio

v’

Ted Wil‘corne, MetroI)olltan \Dlrector s Na.tlona.l Alliance oi‘ Busmess,
- Cineimnati, Chio . .o

6 18y

i
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" &1 Kinney, Assistant to the Mayor ;t‘br Eccmcmic Developnent ’ Clty of”

Ay

‘ ”‘\‘ o " . “ ;' R \1 J.." ‘ c

ALBUQ,UERQUE BERNALIILO C(IJNI‘Y CONS@?‘IIUM, KEW MI*D{'IC'O Pﬂm SPONSOR

| Hem'y Ga.be.ldon, CETA OJT Contract Coerd;n&.tor, New Mexico State

2o Modie, CETA Coerdluetmn Unit Supemsor ’ New Mex:.co State Ehnployment

_Leuis~Tap1n3~CETA OJT Contract Coordlneﬂﬁr New Mexico State Employment Securlty |

Dr. Ma.nuel Ferran, CETA' Plaanipg Bqard; AJbuquerque-Bema.li:x__io County

'Ha.rold & Kinney, Mayar City of Albuquerque, New M&XICO I - e

AT

State Gevernmen\h ‘

-

3

-
. A

Enmloyment Security Ccnmission, Albuquerque, New Mexico. - . . -
Carol Meyer, Executive Secretary, Export Marketlng Seetloq, Economle -
Development Division,  New Me.xico St&te%nep&r‘hnent of Development, . :
Senta. Fe, New Mexico o . PR \# Y

Security Ctmm.ssmn, Albuquerque ’ New Mexlco

Commissian, Albuquerque » New Mexico | . . } .

< .
" . B . . ¥

Locsl Govermment & CETA Related = SRR o

'C&rlos Duran, Chlef, Youth Dw:.sien; Offlce of CETA, Al‘ouquerque-Berual:.’Llo ~ 3:

County Consortmm, New Mexico- Q : ‘ .

. -

P

Consortmm,;New Mexico e " . _ e T e
‘ . ~ L ~ - B o . ‘

Ll

L 1)
-~

Albuquexrque, NewMexlco e AN . T A

.].

| I}r Max Leavitt, Dlreeter » Skllls Center, G:gt;r of' Albuquerque, New Mex:.eo

© James MacAleese, Federal Program COOrdma‘sor s.nd Director of Adult Treamng, p S .

Office of CETA, Albuquerque-Bem&llllo Cou:x’cy Consortlum, Nevf' Mexico .

' Rcbert Chman , Planner, Oi‘f:.ce of CETA s Albuquerque-Berna.llllo County ‘

Ccnsort:um, New Mexico

f

is Saevedra., Vlce President, Technlea.l e.nd Vocatmna.l Instltute,
Albuquerque New Mexlco o , :

Av ) * \ . ‘ .
ls.ndo Sedi.u.o, Mayor's Assist&nt in Cha.rge of CETA; Director O’fflce oi‘ S
' (IETA > Al’buquerque«-Bernallllo County Censortmm, Albuquerque s New MEXI.GG‘ .

Joseph, Trujillo, Assistant to the Maycr, Clty of Albuquer’que, New MEXI.CQ

. R . o - - — ) U

A~
(o
O -

j



'Zeke Durs.u, Executive Directur, Jobs for ogress ,k Inc, Al'buquexq_ue, .

" Dorinda hkxpinosa, Econcmic Opportunity Boa.rd, A.I:puquerque , New Mexico |

Judson McCu_L'Lum, Persannel Dlrector, levi Strauss, Albuq_uerq_ue, New Mexlco

" Frances Welty; Federal: Representatwe, U.8. Depa.rtment of Labor, Dallas, T

{

b

Ccnmunity-Base’d Service Deliverers : ' " o

New Mexico | A .
- J * ‘

| b

Pri'mte bector | | o o

i

- Egma Holllngswurth, Supervisor, Persm:mel and Enployment Dz.vision, = IR

93 Sandia Laboratomes, Albuquerque, HNew Mex:.co ' o s

...Edwin Jacua, Vice Pres:.dent and Duector of. Personnel, The Bank of

New Mexico, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

'Ls.mnce K;er, President, KJ.rk Enterpr:.ses, Albuquerque, New Me,mco .

“'Oscar La.ckey, Dlrecto.r of Ehnployee and Camnum.ty Réla‘blons,pGenera.l Electrlc

~Albuguerque, New. Mexico - o ) §

Vletor Le.r$&naga., Mansger, L & M Dre.fting Semces Albuquerque, New Mexico

John Marshall, Assistant Directar of I.nﬁ.ustrla.l Rela.tlous G.T.E, Lenkhett

Albuque rque, New Mexico T .

Damel Mowery, Owuer, Bader Awning and Upholstery, Albuquerque, New Mexieo ' - ‘

'Linda. Rhcdss, Owner, Adobe Press, Albuquerque 5 New Mexz.co

John Ross Sanchez, Ma.nager, Haircraft: Internationa.l, Albuquergp.e, New Mex:.co E R

L4

Joseph Zanetti, Publlc Sernce Corpora.tmn of New - Mexlco s Albuquerque, N -
New Mexlco ‘ , :

¢ 1]

. ce e . ’
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. FQRT WQRTH TEXAS CONSORTIUM EMPLOYMENT & TR.AINING PR(I}RAM
PRIME SPONSOR

Y

.y .
- . . ¢

Federsl Government S
p

‘-Vernon Walllng, Federal Representatlve, U S. Department of Labor, Dallas,

Texas = o

-«

Texa.s -
e co. . B —— »
.State vaernment ) ‘ 2 . ‘ S oy R
Qo . - . v Cae
Charles Crockett, sttrict Manager 5 Texa.s Ehnploymen’t Ccmmss:.on, Fort Wgrth,

Texas o - . Y -
. ‘ ‘166 ‘v 190 . & N L A

, - \ s | é

- ‘ .
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Sts.te Govverrment (Cont d) . . -

Jahn Kheel, mployment Counselor 3 Texas Emp_loymant Comlss:.on, Fort wOrth
: Texas _
'!. L v . ' ' . -
Vlrgmia Ma.rt:.nez, CETA OJT Contract Sernce Repmsentq.tive,' Texas Employment
- Ccmn:.ssion, Fort Worth, Texas : o '

-

Frank Moss, Manpower Planner Narth Central Texas Council of Governments

'~ b Helen Van, Ceordlnator, CETA Employment Programs, Texas Ehnployment Commsswn,
Fort Worth, Texas . .

- Local Govermment and CETA Rel&ted

Tm BsJ.dwm R Ma.npower Informe.tion Specia.llst Fort Worth Consortlum
Ehnplment and Traimng Program, Fort Woz'th, Texa.s

M.H. Brewer, Dlreetor, Skllls Center, Fort Worth, Texa.s
Ld Burda, Superv1sing Tea.cher, Skills Center, Fort Wor'th, Texas

: r
Compmuni ty Based Service Dellverers ‘ . - ..

¢
Jose Gonza.les , Dlrector, Fuerza de los Barrms Chj.ca.no s, Fort Worth, Texas

Henry Jones, Cocrdmator ’ Opportunitles Industrls.llzatlon Center, i
Fort Worth, Texas .

' Private Sec’cor

' Chris Cooke, Personnel D:..rector, Lone Star Gas, Fort Worth, Texas

| - )

BradeCorbett President, Robmtech, Fort Worth, Texas

Vo B . .
P&I‘IS Cnutris.ux, Manager, Emplpyment ?elations, The Fort Worth National Bank, .
Fort Worth, Texas - | ' ' . e ' 1 o

Henry Gray, Chief Accouhtant,' Pataina Corpbration, Fort Worth,'Texas | .

Fra.nk c. Gready, Manager,‘Manpawer Developneht National A:Llia.nce o:t‘ Business,

; . Fart Worth, Texas . .
L} N f : s

Andrew Jm.mez ’ Pres;Ldent, La IJ.a.var Products, Fort. Worth, Texas

\.

o “Laryy Kina:rde D;Lrector of Personnel, Texas Electric Service s Fort Worth

X' | Texas ' ' ' ' - L
. Mlke Monrce, Urban Develcnpment D:Lrector, Fart Worth Ch'axﬂber oi‘ Cmmnez;ce,
Y -~ Fort Worth, Texas - - o ,
- John Padgett, Mﬁna.ger, P_ersonnel Relaﬁions, Texas Eleci:gic Service ~.7'
- Fort - Worth, Texas - = . . : : , -
.8 ’ .

S v el
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*

o SR | s S |
Private Sector Kﬂont ay ) . e e L
. # '

. Jerry Pikulinski, (Dire’ctor of Perscmnel and Man;power Rela.tions, General .

Dyna:mcs, Fozé WOrth, Texas DR | .

k

J. M;lnur Rudclph Presxdent, Compadre Gre.phlcs Fort Horth, Texas '

Bill 5. Shalpag,

"Hugh Sloan, "

. Edward Rupel, 'Vgﬂfﬁ Preside.nt, Roblntech, Fort Worth, 'l‘exas

- Jay oandelln, V:Lce Pres:.dent ’ The Fort Warth National Bank, Fort Worth, Texas

t
3

;w

"‘:,‘"Exeuut:xée Vlce Presadent Fort Worth Cha.mher ft ce, Texas

i )

Dug’wr, Sloan Co., Fort Worth, Texas

ott Starnes,;‘;,Assistant, Manpower Development National Allla.nce of Business,
. Fs),rt WGrth, Texas : S

Gaz:field E«[ pson, Area Representatlve » Human Resow:ces Development Institute,

B ‘AF - CIQ, Fort Worth, Texas - L

aG. pVoyles aner&l Dynamlcs Fort Wor’ch, Texes | , . .  ‘_

L

v
Steve Boehrér, Acting Assmsta.nt Area Director, Wlsconsm Job Serv:'.ce,

Phillp G. Waéhel, Equal Employment Opportumty Ma.na.ger, Bell Helicopter, Lo

Fort Wgrtlx » Texas

'L‘

Bl
}r
t

MITWAUKEE COUNTY, 'WIs‘c-omsiN,‘ PRIME SPONSOR

Federal ‘Govemment

-

w;:l.bur WLser s Feéeral Representa.tlve, ﬁ S. Depa.rtznent of Labor s Chicago, Il_hnois

Sta.te Gayenment - ' o - . ‘ S

-

mlwaukaé Wisconsin ;‘{ ,

_W:leen Broaks, Local. - Office Ma.nager, Wisconsin Job Service, Mn.lwa.ukee y Wisconsm

‘Robert Geme.ine ’ Opera.tlons Support Director, Wisconsm Job Service, Milwmzkee s

wlscqnsin

. " |
- ARarl Heise, és..s:.sta.nt Area D:.rector, Wisconsin Job Service s Milwauke’e s Wisconsin '

0.J. Rippens CETA "QJT Job Representa.tive , Wlsconsin Job Service, Mllwa.ukee, '
Wisconsm ' . ) _ : .

e 199

Ralph Wa.gnerg, Assxsta.nt Director of Personnel, General Dyna:mcs, Fort Worth, Texas

pr—t
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Local Govermment . a.nd CETA-Rel&ted

Paul He.nsen, Director ,‘Skllls Center, Milweukee ’ w:.soonsi.n

H&rvey Hohl, Economic Development Dlvisz.on, Office of the County Executive,
Ma.lwamLeE , Wlsconsm _

4

William F. O Donnell, County Execu-tive Milwaukee County, M:.lwaukee, Wisconsin

Mery Ellen Powers, Director, bg.npower DlViSlOn, Ms.lwaukee County, ' '.. - o
Milwaukee, Wisconsin : < AR
¥
Don Sleske, Business Coordmator, Executlve Office oi' Econmc Resou.rce
- Development Milvaukee, Wmsconsin |

Py

- chmnumty B&sed Serv:xce Dellverers h

PN

Elmer C Anderson, Deputy D:.rector, Urba.n League, I\hlwaxﬂcee, Wisconsin

Roberto Diaz, SER, Jobs for Progress, Mllwaukee, W:Lsconsin

: Ca:rl Nelson, Deputy Da.rector, Opportunltles Industrle.lizatlon Cen’cer,
Milwa.ukee, Wlsconsm _ | o o
Abel Ortlz, SER, Jobs for Progress, Malws.ukee, Wlsoonsm S R k L
Alfredo Zono:re, D:.rector, Jobs for Prog:;ess Mllwaukee W’J.sconsin B k
 Private Sectar “f" - | e ~ . %

,,1,"

© "Azie Bonds, Director of Training, Rexnard, Milwa.ukee3 Wisconsin g

Frank Churchll s Training Manager, Allis-Ch&lmers, Milwaukee, Wisconsm , : .

)
¥ohn Dunca.n, Executive Director, Metropol:.%an M:Llwe.ukee Aesocia.tion of -
Cammerce, Milweukee, Wisconsin . ’
@eorge F\z.'u.erton, Director of EmPloyee Rela.tlons, Wlsconsin Gasket
Mllwmﬂ&ee, Wiscons:m ' : A :
James F "Guinan, Executive Viece - Preszdent, The Boston Stores, Mnlwaukee, .
Wisconsin , . _ _
, .
Joseph A, Kiefer, Ms.nager of Ma.nufacturmg Training, Harm.schfeger, K T
e Milwa.ukee, Wlsconsin _ R R N
- : -
Jen Lenz,” Clerical Treumng Coordinetor, Flrst Wisconsin National Bank, B
o Milweukee, Wmconsin : . S
S - ' :
Jeck Ridings, Area Pla.nning Coordinator, Milwatncee Rs.:.lroa.d, Mllwe.ukee s . N
o W:.sconsin _ . . S , N
. E . } v‘ | : . | . _‘ . N
Y ' 169
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2 Private Seetor (Ccmt‘d) P ‘-" Y Vf‘
o David Seitz, Director of Ma.npower and Apprenticesh:.p Tra.ming Allied Constructmn ,/.- P
‘ Employers Association, Milwamtee, Wisconsin . | /
. e 3}
.Coleen Stenholt Ccmpens&tiqn Mana.ger, Cla.rk Oil & Refining, Mllweuﬂcee, W:,scon{ in
- Hilda Heglund, Dlrector of Specia.l ProJeets, mtropalita.n Milwa.ukﬁe Assocle.tion
-of Commexrce, lwa.ukee, Wisconsin = ‘ o
' '
: . ‘Dennis Valenti ;) mnager, Educe.t:mn a.nd oJT Programs, Metropolltan illwaukee /
~ N, ~_ Association Camnerce, Milw&ukee, w:.sconsin ' . 3 oo / .
NEW HAVEN, CONMECTIOUT AREA LABOR MARKET CONSORTIUM, FRIME SPONSOR + . -+
Federal Government D . o _‘ /\ .
Arthur Ds.wson, Feder&l Representative, U S Depar’cment of Labor, Boston, - ’
Massachusetis . ' .
’State Governmen"t oo ' ot £
?, *g wn i . . . ) )
. Thcma.s Gagllar'? Lcca.l Office Ma.na.ger s _Connecticut State Employment Semce 5
> .New Haven, Connectlcut* o .
Local Govemment ancvcETA Rela.jzed . L o
| James  Begin, Pla.nner, Manpower Admimstration, New Haven Ares La:borc Ma.rket
Consortium, New Ha.ven, Connec‘cicut \ | N | S
John Ca.m}é.ro,{ Job Developer, Central Job Development Unit, Ma.npower Admm:.s-
tra’c;a.on, New ,Ha.ven Area. Labar Me.rke'l: Consortium, New Haven Connecticut
/
- Thomas Cors::, Dlrector R Manpower Admimstra.tion, New Haven Area Labor Market
' Consoytnm, New Ha.ven, Connecticut
] .
Ste.q.ley Gu.llen, Director, Econcm:.e Developnent Admmstr&tlon, City of
f_ o New aven,’ Connecticut ‘ | _ A
Don&‘i.d ;Lmenstemg D:.rector » Central Job Development Umt, Manpower Admims-
' . tzyatn.on, New Hewven Area, Labor Market Consort,unn, ew Havena Connectlcut o
g Le;.urf. Flelshman, Planner, Manpower A&mmstrat:.on, New Hs.ven Area Labar Market
_,A_'M‘ o emsortwm, New Haven, Comnecticut - : | s e

’ J "e Resnick, Dz.rectar of Planning, Manpower Admmis’cra.tion, Nefﬂa.ven & *
Labor Ms.rket CQnsortlum, New Ha.ven, Connect:.cut :

Vi, . * .

fokn Veich, Job Developer, Centra.l Job Developmént Unit, Manpower Admmis

’ tratian, Tew I{a.ven Aree. Labor Market Consortlum, New Haven, C/o-mectlcu’r,

R

. o 170 .,_\194'




: Jea.n Cherry, Assista.nt Dlrector, Urban le&gue New Haven, Connecificut .

. Myron Robmson,v Executive Directar, Urba.n‘_‘Ieegue, Negﬁ Haven, Connecticut o

John Du.tm, Federal Represeptative vU.S. ”Dfeparment of La.bor, New York, New York -

" Beatriceneg.hoff, Employment Supervisor, New Jersey State Employx'nent Service,

q . . . . *

Comunity Based Service Deliverers | o

'Dorothy Barlow, Admmmtraf:we Assistant Opportumties Industrlallzatiun 2

Center, New Ha.ven, Connectlcut

»
-

‘_ Ric.he.rd Frs‘/,zer, Orientation. Counselor s thtles _Industrializationf

Center, New Haven, Cdnnecticu’c

| Wendell Harp, Ds.recto.r, Black Workshop, New Haven, ‘Connectn.cut

~ Rev. Robert Jones, Executlve Director, Opportunitles Iniustr:.aliza.ta.on

Center, New Ha.ven, Connecticut - TS ’

Robert Tayler, Job Developer, Opportunities Industrialization Center,
New Haven, Connecticut : ‘ R e

Prlvate Sector o o . Lo o - -

} - ]

John Ca.l:.stro, D:.rector of Industma.l Relatlons ', MITE Co., New Haven,

Cannectlcut , , N e -

N

‘ We.lter Coleman, President, New Ha.ven Chamber of Cmmerce s New Ha.ven, Connec‘catt
E 2

Ra@rmond A Dahman, Pres\)ient Schutz Eiecﬂi"ic, New Haven, Con:r:a’cticut

Joseph Ellls s Rersormel D rector, Sargent New Ha:sfen, comecticut

Payl Loamis ,- Direc.tor Industri&l Relations, G&o Manufa.ctur:.ng,
New Haven, Ccmng Lcut ‘ :

Mary Aﬁn%iller, Dlrector of Nuxsing ’ w Haven Conyaieécent Hospi‘éal,\
New Ha.ven ) 'Connecticut '

£
-

" Donald Qlds, Oﬁ‘me Memager . Pet Car Products New Haven, Comnecticut
L ' .

Edward Zadreac, Director of" Employee Relatz.ons Olm-wmchester, } .
New Haven, Tammecticut | o o ~ .

"PASSAIC cozmry\aésw JERSEY, FRDE SPONSOR . T

Federal Govermnent .

_' State Government ‘\ | . S ' .

- R

b
>

[
‘ e

Pat;ersofz New Jers ey
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Stste Goverment (Cont a) SR . " ‘i .

‘Ed Frontera., Local Of‘ffice Ms.nsger, New Jersey State Ehnployment Semce s

Pa.terscm, New Jerse.y : ' ._ v N
- A - - . " - o ',“" f‘\a.‘
. Toby Kra.mer, OJ‘I‘ Centract Nego’q:.ator, New Jersey St&te Ehnploment Semce, RACE
S Cl:.i'ton, ‘New Jersey e o | o N ‘ e
) ‘l‘hcxnas Phllllps, Manager > New Jexsey Sta.te Employment Sernce, Cllftons:l |
) New Jersey d ) , ) = - o -
‘ ’ I ) ‘ . =T bt

Q.Lex Pn.karsky, Assistant Local Offlce “Manager, New Jersey Sta.ie Ehmloymenb '
o Serv’:.ce ’ Paterlon, New Jersey B :

'.<_> . : . -
X b . -

" \Ran Schrleber, Specl&l Program Off;cer » New Jersey St&te Employment Serv:.cg:v s
- \ Paterson, Ne‘ﬁ Jergey L . o | _ ,
Local ‘Govermnent a.nd GEI‘L& Related ' > ' | | .

George Ds,qey,Dmgtor, Employment\and Tra.m:.ng Adm:.niﬁrat;on, P&SS&::.C
~ County, New Jersey e .

Passalc Counw, New Jersey - : o SIPEEE .

.
Louise Fmedma.n, membe;', Board of, Chosen Freeholders, Passzuc County, New Jez-seyg

b
!
|
x
f
§

P A Pa.ssaa.c Cmnty, New. Jersey . A : .

r- Robert White, OJT Coordmator,:}';}mployment and Traﬁningﬁdministpatlon, -
\‘;';"Q : Passaic County, New Jersey . ., .

T Pr:.va.te Sectar - oo o F T

L S I
i Robert Buda.; Bichard E. Browne Associates, Wayne, New Jersey v

..

1 Andy Cmmc:.l, Personnel Manager, Smger-Kea.rfott Wayne, Nev Jersey

. George C. Hcmcy, Execytive Vice Pregldant, Chamber of“Cczmnerce, Clif'bon,
« New Jersey y N . .

* -

M&rvin Jasmell, { o-Owner, Interior Space Spec:.a.lists, PassaJ\c 3 New Jersey S

Dougla.s Johnson, Presmdeni: Desc&*ipt:.on Design and Develtzpment, Passs.:.c,
New:Jersey ‘ N . .

i

|  Gary Kowl, Director  of Develomment, Ré& M Co.), 'wme, New Jersey

-

Walter J..Davison, Jr., former Director, ;Ehnpioymeﬁt and 'I‘ra.uung hdnfinistrétion;- K

A

4|,

Alice Maca&.uso, Coordinator of Tr&unng, Employment and Traa.ning Admmistrs.tlon, )

James Dean, Vice Premden’t for Personnel, Shulton, Wayne, New - Jersey ’

Benry Hempa&.l, Co-Owner, I.nter:.or Space Spec:.a.lists, ’Passaic, New Jersey e

5 . ) ) N " . . -

‘e
RN :



John E. Reynolds R Executlve Vs.ce President, Pass&xc Area. Chamber of* Commerce ,
| Passa.ic, New Jersey S ,é ,
-t "_ \ . . . X ’.
' Dan Wehr, Eurcha.smg Departznent . Shu.‘!.ton, QIifton, New Jersey
iy
s SACRA.}-IENTO YOLD COUNTIES CALE‘ORNIA/CQNSORTM PRB&E SPONSQR .

e Feders.l chwernment

H R }
N . .

An.n Marker, Federa.l Represente.‘tlve U S Dep&rtment of Labar, San Francisco,
N . C&hfornia A e

\‘ ' e X

. C&hforma. AT S .

Beryl McCort, Federa.l Representa.tlve 2 UL S Dep&r?eﬁt of Laboz_',_»Ss.n Fra_ncisco‘_, 4

B Sta(ce Government .

Robert Hs.wkms Dlstr:Lct Admnistrator, State Department Aof Rehabilifaé:ion,‘
' Sa.cramento, Callforma. ' ‘ S

-

RN m North, Assistant Zocal Qf‘flc.e Ms.na.ger, Employment Development Depsxrtment,®
Sa.cramento, California ‘ \/ . T

Loc&l Government and CET‘ Related'

. | ¢
- Brian Bates, Public Informatton Officer, Saeramento-Yolo Enrploymeht a.nd.
: 'I'r&ming Agency, Sa.cramento, Ca.llforn‘la

. Terrie Garbo, Manpower' Specmllst, Sacramento-Yolo .Employment and Training N
~ ~ Agency, Sacramento, C&llfornla, : ’ . \

Ruben Leon, Program Monitor,- Sacramento-Ydlo Employmen‘t and Tra.mmg Agency,

' Sacramento, Cmfernia‘ ; _

. *h,. ._‘\* r . I
Elza H. Minor, Jr: » Executive Dzr ector, Sacrmento-Yolo Ehnployment a.nd

‘Iraining Agency, Sacramento,’ Califqrnia, = . _

Sylvia Navari, D:Lrector- of Plannmng, S&cramento-Yclo Ehnployment a.nd Trsumng N
Agency, Sa.cramento, California ‘

- Ann Rudm, Chmrperson, Sacramento-Yalo Employment and T_ra.ining A}gency Juintl. B
‘ Powers Authority,Sacramentos Cs:x.:.i"ornia, L ¥ : )
. Harry Shim, Assistant to the D:Lrect-or Se.crs.mentorYolo Employment a.nd Traa.mng
‘ A,c,r,e'.nc;:l Sacramento, Calz.foi'm.a. G e . _ K :

' Les Whealy, Manpower Informatian Seﬁrices,, Sacrsmento-Yolo Emplqymenﬁ and .
Tra.lning Agency, Se.crament.o, Califorma : _

Hilliam White s Member, Se.crsmento-.xolo Eﬁnployﬁient; end Trmmng Ageney Planming
C . Counc:..l, Sacrement'o, Callfo;rma'. . o , ‘m




Community B&sed Service Dellverers | | S Co.

Thcxnas M. Alves, Director, State Fa.lipmo-Amerlcan Coordinating Cunf‘erence ;. ‘
Sacramento, Ca.lifornia. | . ‘

Dr. Hcrmenebilda G fMarbate, Coordinatar, State Flllplno-Amerlc&n Coordmatmg
Coniarence, Sacra.mento, Callfornia .

Melvin N OJT Project Director s Sacramento Area Eccmcmic Op;portumtw
Councik, Sacramento, California . o
Tony Ortiz, Director, Concilio, sacramenfo,‘ Califernia - IV

Don Prlce .QJT Dlrector, Urban L,se,gue > Sacram ‘bo, Ca.liform.a

Priva.te Sector' o .
* Kenneth Fava.ro, Owner, Professmnal Vlllage Dental Laboratury, Saeramento, '
Callforma. 3 . .
' A

R%er Haqkney, Sacramento Met.ropol:.tan Chamber of Commerce, Sacramento, Ca.lli’erma ‘

John Ha:l.ey, Personnel Ma.nager, Campbell Soup, Sa.cramento, Callfarma.

Paul Houghton, Pér*onnel Representa.tive Aerojet Liquld RocKet, Yolo County,
B Ca.hfornla. .t . 1__

A

ohnt T. Kehoe, Executlve Vice Preszdent Sa.craanento Metropol:.ta.n mber of
Cozmm,rce, Sacramento, Ca.llfornla

&Jillia.m E. Qs_terlle, Manager, Ma:gé)ower Developnent, Natmnal m.liance of BuSmess,
Sacramento, California.

—_—

Robe.rt Taylor, Personnel Ma.nager, Paclflc Gas a.nd Electrlc, Sacramento, Califorma'

B {:brdon Temple, President, Ca.llforma Custam Casting, Sacramento, Ca.l:.férme.

o : ‘ i | | | ‘ ) .‘ {
' STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, PRIME SPONSCR |

Federal Government | " S =D et

~P&ui Kennédy,' Féderei’Representatiirez U.S. Depar*t:ment of I%bor, Atlanta, Georgisa

o Sta.te Govermment . ... . - . . . o
— m—
Thoma.s Bryant, CETA Title 1 Director , Manpower D:w::.sxon, Office of the . Governor,
Columbia, South Ca.rolina i . ) -
~— . « \ :

Dr Raymond Ca.rson, Curr'
South Ca.rolina.

um Superv:.sor, .".Cechmca.l Educa’cion Center Col\mbia.,

"Mlcha.el Ds.ll, Manpower D.w ion, Oi‘flce aof the Governor, Cclumbla, South Carolm&

b

Y . - ‘ . C g

S



.

Sia.te Goverment (Com¢'d) . .

Howa.rd Folldian, Ma.na.ger, M&npower Resources, South C&raline. Sta.te Develoment
- Board, Culmnbia, South Camlina . : .

\ : ' )

o) ' .
- W D. Getty, Local Office Ma.na.ger s South C&rolina. Eknployment Se‘curity Comiss;‘.on, )

Colmnbi&, South Carclina - . SO /

James Hlll, Superv:.sor of CETA ations, South Carolma Ehnployme.nt Secumty

Conmission, Cﬂxmbla, South C o:L.ma. B ' , .

.
-

\ DsL McCloud, Jr., Division Dlrector, South Ca.rolina. Employmept Secumty

\

f

Ccmniss:.on, Colmnb:.e., South Caro&.:ma )

Charles Mmshew, Director, ManpoWer Dz.v:.s:.on, Office of the G’overnur,"Colimbia, |
South Caralina - . : o oo -

.-

~

"T.0. Reynolds Director of (IE‘I'A Opera.txons, South C&rol.ma Em;iloyment Sécuriﬁy :
chmm.ssmn, Columbia, Sohith Ca:rollna _ ' '

D.C. Roundtree ’ Manpower Specialist, South Ca.rollna. Employment Security Conmis-
s:.on, Columbia, South Carglina e , . \ .

¢

Victor Sampson, Directar, Tachn:.ce\l Education Center, Coltnnb:.a, South Carolma

Loea.l Government and CE‘f'A Related - * . !

A

Helen Sloan, Director o:f.’ Manpower Programsg.cETA Clty of Columbla., Soq%h Carolina

Camnunltx Based Service Del:.verers o . .- : | ;o

.

Boaker Counts, Operations Mansger, Ur"oa.n Leagua, Colmnbm, South Canol:.na

John C Hudson, Director of OJT Progects Urban League, Colmnbla, South Ca.rollna.

anate Sector - ‘ s . , .-
\ : SN
Jahn Beck, Owner, Beck 's MEW‘G&S Sales & Semce, Colmbia, Soruth Ca.rol;ma

Mllton Kempson, Executzye Director, Community Relatz.ons Councz.l, Grea.ter
Coltmbla. Chamber of Cammerce, Coliumbia, South Carolina

| Wllllam King, Manager, Manpower Developnent Nataonal Allience of Busmess,

-

GrE'equ_‘Le » South Carolina 1 o
Fre& McConnell, Owner, Kodaro Csmem Repair, Coltmbza, South Ca.rol:.na o

Ben Peoples : Mer, Ada.ms Tailomng, Coltmb:.a, South Ca.rollna. ' ’

! L
——

Oscar Prioleau, Traa.mng Ma.nager, Daniel Construetmn, Greerm.lle s South
Carolina, . , o

John Scott, Metropolltan Director, Natlona.l Alliance of' Bus.xness, GreEHV1lle,
South Ca;rolina. . . '

- o e e
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. Private Sector (Cont'd) | ' | |

'Adriah-Shelley, President, A&ritm Shelley & Co., Roc.k Hill, South Ca.r(:lina‘

,henneth Uhlig, Seniar Phnpl*oyment Representative, Na’cional Cash Register s
© Columbis, South Caralina _ | | o

4

David. Zeller, Owner, Columbia Auto Sprin.g, Columbiax Sout.‘u Caro.’i.ina

A ‘  WICHITA CITY, KANSAS, PRIME SPONSCR

,r

Federal Government

R . . - . .

Woodrow Austin, U S Depa.rtment of I.a.bor, Kansas City, Missouri

State Govermaent T " N S | o
, - _ ‘ .
Pa.ul Cougher, Local Office M&na.ger, Kansas Depa.rtment of Humsn Resources s
' Wiohlta., Kansa.s ‘

c-

Max Pierce, Assistant Loce.l (‘Et‘fiee Manager, Ks.nsas Department of Human Resources s
Wichita, Ka.nsass oo :

Lpcal Goverment €4 CETA Related o : e
* N : .

Dean Cla.y, Cha.rman, M&npwer Area Planning Council, Wic.hita, Kansas

4
. Tim Kohl, CETA Title I JEmployment Developgot Director s Cmprehensive Ehml.cament A
‘ and Tra.ming Program, Wichita, Kansas* ‘ \ A . -
Don.na. Leutters, CETA Administrative Assistant s Cm;prehensive Employment and
Training Progranm, chhita, Kansas

Imogene Pa.trick, Employment Developnenﬂ CoOrdma’cor, Ci‘by of Wich:.ta Job Teams s
. Wichita, Kansas

James Ruberson, CETA P.rogram Supervisor, School of Continuing Eduos.tn.on, |
- Wichita, Kansas . : B . ST

-

Dan Sm'fset, Member, Manpower Area i’la._nninghouoo?ll, Wichita, Kansas = - | t

'Com"ﬁu.n:'i.;y"Based Sérvice Deliverers

W Jerry Ad.a.y, Ms.npwer Adminlstrator, Mid Amrica.n A:Ll-Indian Center, e TR e
Wichita, Kansas , - )
Don Cruz, Job Counselor, Jobs for Progress, Wiohita, Kansas

Sue Rosenstem, JOb. Developer, Jobs f'or Progress ’ W;z.chita, Ka.neas

-
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’ ’« ~ ' A -
‘Private Sector - . S |
John F. Allen., Owner, A:Llen Ga::_lery and School of Art, chhita., Ka.nsas |
Lee-Bq.tt, Maneger of Training, Gates-Lear Jet, Wichita, Kansas e
| Larry Chambers > President C &S ~Indus£xyies 3 Viola.-,‘ Kansas A . "
Harley R. Cheever, bmnager, Manpower Developnant » National Alliance of Business, =
. Wichxta, Kansas ‘ ‘ o . . '\.'}. '
. . . L , t 4 . -
T Trmr:s Goclsby, Presxdent Wichlta. lenb:.ng, chhlta, Kansas
Larry Landreth, Co:cpora.te Personnel ager, Coleman Co., Wichita, Kansas ) IR
Ken La.udek, Vice Président, W.B. C % consmction, Wichita, Xansas |
W&yne Maxfleld Forema.n, Wiclita . Plumblng, Wlehlt&., Kansas TR
W&lter Nelson, Personnel Admmstrator, Kansas Gas\& Electr:.c, W:.chita, Kansas :
 Clgrence masley, Manager, Comunlty Develoment Deparmegt Wmh:.ta. Chamber - .’ -*Qﬁ |
" of Commerce, WlChlta., Kansas o .
A . ' . . : ‘ . . .
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Fg,r more tnfonmatmn Qn L*‘-.md other programs of research and deva!o;)ment funded by the Emptoyment
!

and Training Administra

— K

- John F. Kennedy Bfdg.
Boston, Mass. 02203 °

l,ocatiuh A

1515 Broadway .
New York, N.Y. 10036

PO. Box 8796
Philadeiphia.'Pa* 19101

13714 Peéchtree Street, NE. _
Atlanta. Ga 30309

-

. 230 South Dearborn Street
“ Chicago. il 60604 -

-

911 Wainut Street
Kansas City. Mo 64106  °

Gritfm;Squaré Bidr,
*  Dalias, Tex. 75202

© 1861 Stout Street |
Denver, Colo. 80294

I N

450 Goiden Galg,Avenue -

San Francisco, Calif 94102

809 First Avenue
Seatlle, Wash 98174

} contact the Employment and Trammg Administration, U.S. Department-of
. Labor, Washington. D.C. 20213, or any oﬂhe Reg;onat AdmmxstratorsforEmptoyment and Trammg whose
- -addresses are'listed below, .

oy

} >
. - - = ‘. .. " " R .« 3‘. .— ' .

" States Served’ <§ C
Conné'cti.c'ut} New'Hampshire . - U -

- Maine Rhode Island
Massachusetts: -~ Vermont -

- New Jersey Pqerto Raco ‘ S ' .
New York. - . Vu'gm !stands . o
Canal Zore -« " oA B
Deiaware RCT O Vsrginia‘ - . :

_ Maryland West Virginia ‘ S
Pennsylvania Dnstrsct of C bia . -;-“_;

o ) D w\ g
. i o : g“ P
~‘Alabama - ' ' Mississtppi ' '

~ Florida ~ Narth Carolina .

Georgia South Carelina =

Kenfucky . Tennessee ‘ R
inois " Minnesota

Indiana Obio, = .

Michigan ‘ Wzsconsm o

iowa ‘ ':. : 4 Mlssoun ' .
Kansas L Nebraska . |
Arkansas Okiahoma - o
Louisiana Texas S
New Mexico '
Colorado South Dakota -

Montana ' “Utah
. North Dakota § 'Wyoming ’ )
Arizona ~« American Samoa
Califorria- . Guam ‘ L
Hawaii Trust Jerritory
Nev’ada ) c
~ Alaska Oregon W e
ldaho Washington . T
’ . . - - ‘*‘I
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