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AN ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF THE CETA, TITLE I
INSTITUTIONAL SKILL TRAINING PROGRAM
IN PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In 1973 the Comprehen§ive Employment and Training Act
(CETA) established a federal revenue-sharing system for
manpovwer programs designed to meet local needs. The basic
objective of this legislation is ". . . to provide job training
and employment opportunities for economically disadvantaged,

unemployed, and underemployed persons, . . ol

Title I of
the Act provides for the establishment of institutional skili
training programs by local governments qualifying as prime

sponsors.

Purpose of Study

The following statement appeared in the 1975 annual

report of the Florida State Advisory Council on Vocational

1Comgyehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973,
Statutes at Large 87, sec. 2, 639 (1973), U.S. Code, vol. 2,
sec. 601 (1975).




and Technical Education:
Vocational and technical education in Florida is becoming
increasingly involved in manpower programs through the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA); there
has, however, been no systematic attempt made to assess
the impact of CETA funding on vocational and technical
education in Florida. '

It was in response to this problem that the present study

was initiated. It is an attempt to assess the impact of the

CETA, Title I Institutional Skill Training Program (ISTP) in

Pinellaé County, Florida, and provide a methodology which can

be used in the analyses of similar programs in‘other locations.

The Pinellas County ISTP is primarily concerned with

the development of specific vocational skills through classroom

training at various county institutions. Some classeé are

composed solely of CETA trainees. In othér cases, clients

are enrolled in regular classes at vocational and technical

schools when space is available.

t ‘ Title I funds allocated.to Pinellas County are channeled
through the Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower Consortium.
Although both Pinellas County and.the City of St. Petersburg
are eligible to receive financial assistance as CETA prime

sponsors (each with a population exceeding 100,000 persons),

they elected to form a consortium for purposes of the Act.

2Fla., Department of Education, Advisory Council on
Vocational and Technical Education, Annual Evaluation Report:
Fiscal Year 1975.(Tallahassee, Fla., 1975), p. 4.




This procedure was adopted in order to address the labor
' 3

market needs of Pinellas County in a comprehensive manner.

Methodology and Scope

On-the-job vocational training programs are also
administered through the Pinellas County-St. Petersburg
Manpower Consortium uhder Title I of CETA. This study, however,
will only examine the Title I ISTP effort in Pinellas County.
Moreover, this analysis will focus on benefits and costs for
clients terminated from the program dufing the year ended
June 30, 1976. .

Michael E. Borus and William R.'Tash have noted four . |
sepérate viewpoints for the examination of manpower prbgrams:

", . . society as a whole, participants in the program,

employers, and the government."u Benefits and costs will be
examined in this study from the societal point of view. This
region of interest suggests concern with changes in aggregate
income (production) and/or changes in personal income distribu-
tion resulting from the training program. The major effort of

this analysis will be devoted to aﬁ examination of changes in
the‘aggregate productipn of goods and services which have occurred

or are expected to occur in the future due to the training of

3Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower Consortium,
"The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) in
Pinellas County," Clearwater, Fla., 1976, p. 2. (Mimeographed.)
uMichael.E. Borus and William R. Tash, Measuring the
Impact of Manpower Programs: A Primer (Ann Arbor, Mich.:
Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, The University of
Michigan/Wayne State University, 1970), p. 7.




participants terminated within the July 1, 1975 -~ June 30,
1976, time period. An.asséssmehf of the personal
characteristics of clients served by the program will also be
included, however.

The time devoted to the collection of benefit and cost
data for this study was extensive. These data alone, when
presented clearly and concisely, should allow some assessment
of the impact of the Pinellas County ISTP effort. Benefit-~
cost ratios will be computed tovaid in the analysis and
evaluation of the program. It is intended, however, that
these fatios will only provide a starting point for an
investigation of the benefit\and cost data presented. - Many
assumptions will be required in order to make these calculations,
and éhanges in these assumptions will yield different ratios.

Benefit-cost computations will also be restricted to
direct and tangible benefits and costs; Direct benefits and
cosés are defined as ". . . thbse related closely to the main
project objective, . . ."5 it wiil be assumed that the primary
project objective for the Pinellas County ISTP is increasing
the productivity (ihcome) of the clients in&olved in training.
Although indirect (secondary) benefits and costs may accrue
which are in the nature of by-products of the program, they
will not be included in benefit-cost calculations. Intangible

benefits and costs will also be excluded. These are, of

5Richard A. Musgrave and Peggy B. Musgrave, Public
Finance in Theory and Practice (New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc.,
1973), p. 142.
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course, difficult to measure since they are not valued in
the market.

In his book, Cost-Benefit Analysis and Manpower

Programs, Steve L. Barsby summarizes some of the possible
indirect ("non-measured") and intangible ("noneconomic™)
benefits of manpower programs and points out that they have
been excluded from benefits estimated by researchers for
practical reasons. .

Researchers have followed the practice of estimating
the economic benefits of government programs by
calculating the increases in income that may be attributed
to them. "As a practical matter only the earnings of
program participants are included. It is recognized,
however, that this measure of benefits probably excludes
significant unmeasured economic benefits. Some of. these
benefits may accrue to society (and to the individual)
through reductions in crime, increased productivity
because of improved health, increased earnings of the
children (the intergeneration effect), increased nonwage
job benefits, and increased productivity of other resources.
Lack of good data for measuring these benefits has
discouraged their inclusion in most studies, although
often these types of benefits are recognized as existing.
and possibly quite large.

In addition to the often nonmeasured economic
benefits noted above, significant benefits may exist
that do not lend themselves to quantification. Several
more obvious "noneconomic" benefits are: (1) consumption
value of the training and education. (Many people
enjoy the training and education process itself, and
thus derive benefits simply from participating);

(2) benefits society may receive from its citizens
participating more in public affairs (assuming that
those with more education and income do more of those
things included under "good citizenship™); (3) the
individual's satisfaction in being successful in his
chosen vocation; (4) value of options to the trainee
of further education and training made possible by
- participating in any one program; and (5) value of
redistributing income in a more "equitable" manner.

6Steve L. Barsby, Cost~Benefit Analysis and Manpower
Programs (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath and Co., 19727,

pp. 19-20.




Basically, the practice which Barsby indicates has been
followed by other researchers will be utilized in this study.
Benefit estimates will_be based on training-related
incremental Wagés for clients who have obtained, or are expected
to obtain, jobs related to their CETA training. The possible
existence of other benefits noted by Barsby (and also indirect
and intangible costs not mentioned iﬁ this quotation from
Barsby's book) represents an additipnal consideration in the
overall‘evaluation of the program and further explains the
limitations of.the benefit-cost ratios which will'be computed.

Pinellas County School Board records indicate that 151
clients terminated from the bETA, Title I Institutional Skill
Training Program during the year ended June 30, 1976. Thirty-
seven of these, however, were only involved in work evaluation
and did not actually enter any type of vocational training.
This leaves 114 trainees with the possibility of benefifing by
obtaining employment related to their training;7 A gréat
deal of effort has been devdted to examining post-training
employment results for these 114 participants. In order to
estimate program benefits, these results will be compared
with information from CETA intake records regérding trainee
wage rates in their last occupations prior to training. Wage
rates for these last pre-CETA occupations'will be adjusted

upward to allow for the general upward trend in money wage rates

7It is possible that some type of benefits will accrue
to the 37 clients only involved in work evaluation but an
attempt will not be made to quantify any such benefits in this.
study.
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during the time between pre~CETA and post-CETA employment
before these comparisons are made.

Training—related incremental wages will be projected
throughout the remaining average work life expectancy
for those trainees with expected future benefits. It will,
of course, be necessary to discount estimated training-related
incremental earnings for later years to their present value
on June 30, 1976, to make them comparable with costs incurred
for the ISTP effort involving the 151 clients terminated
during the year prior to that date.

Data concerning post-training employment results have .
been obtained from CETA termination records and interviews
with trainees. Some of the 114 participants obtained employ-
ment at the time they terminated from the training program.
Those who did not find employment upon termination from
training were referred to a CETA unit of the Florida State
Employment Service for help in locating jobs and were not
officially terminated from CETA until a later date. In
either case, the employmenﬁ service CETA unit was responsible
for completing termination records for participants.

Where employment was obtained upon terﬁination from
CETA (either at the time of training termination or at a
later date), termination records indicate the type of job
obtained, the beginning wage rate, and whether it was judged
by the employment service to be training-related or training-

unrelated. Some clients were terminated by the CETA unit



of the employment service without obtaining employment of

any type. Even in the latter cases, these termination records
are an important source of post-training employment
information; the fact that the employment service was unable
té verify or provide employment results must be considered

an indication of the employability of thése participants
following CETA training.

In addition to the employment data obtained from CETA
termination records, 35 of the 11U trainees were interviewed
personally, or by telephone, and information was obfained
regarding their employment and salary situations approximately
one to two years after leaviﬁg the program. An attempt was
made to interview all 33 clients whose termination records
indicated they found initial post-CETA employment related to
their training. Twenty-seven of these 33 trainees were located
and interviewed. Data from interviews should provide a basis
for longer run estimates of employment results.

CETA termination records were -not available for 22
of the 114 clients, and 20 of these could also not be located-
for interviews. Training records for these 20 clients have
been examined, however, and post-CETA results for other
participants (from the group of 94) with similar training
histories will pro#ide a basis for imputing results for the
group of 20.

Bepause of the societél point of view adopted, it should

be emphasized that the possible elimination of future welfare
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payments to CETA participants will not'be considered in benefit
estimates. Since these payments represent possible future
transfers only, their payment or nonpayment will not directly
affect future aggregate output and income. If the government
point of view were adopted, these transfers would be an
important consideration, but then future increases in output‘
would only be important to the extent they resulted in increased
government tax revenues. This is not to say that the government,
as an instrument of society, is not cdncerned with changes in
future aggregate economic activity. The "government viewpoint,"
however, requires the treatment of the government as a
separate entity. |

Before concluding this discussion of methodology and
scope, a brief outline describing the manner in which the
investigation will proceed in the following chapters is iﬁ
order. The remainder of this chapter and Chapter II will be
devoted to general background information. The relevance
of human capital theory to the study.will be explored in this
chapter's final segment, while Chapter II will deal with the .
historical development of.féderal manpower programs and will
also briefly review the findings of other researchers who have
recently examined federally funded institutional skill training
programs. '

Chapter III will provide background information relating
specifically to the Pinellas County ISTP by exploring the

delivery system of the program. The explicit CETA expenditures
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associated with the group of trainees examined in this study
will also be noted in this chapter. Chapter IV will be
devoted to estimating the economic cost of training this group
of clients.

In Chapter V, trainee post-CETA employment results
will be presented and compared with pre-CETA employment data.
The data provided in Chapter V will be utilized in Chapter VI
to estimate training-related economic benefits for the group
of clients investigated. Chapter VII will consolidate the
estimates of costs and benefits from Chapters IV and VI,
respecﬁively, into tables containing benefit-cost ratios.

Chapter VIIT will include client characteristics,
as well as a summary of their participation in the various
types of vocational training available. This information
will be provided for different CETA termination groups to
engble the reader to obtain some insight with regard to client
characteristics and types of training which led more or less
frequently to economic benefits from the program.

Chapter IX will be the final chapter of the study and
will contain the author's conclusions regarding the Pinellas
County ISTP for the period examined. Factors related to
these conclusions but not considered in benefit-cost
calculations will be noted here. For example, some of the
possible indirect and intangible benefits and'costs of
training will be discussed, and thé economic environrment
at the times participants terminated from the program will

be described. Some of the characteristics of the general
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population in Pinellas County will also be presented and

compared with trainee characteristics in this concluding chapter.

Relevance of Human Capital Theory to Study
Much has been written in recent years concerning'the
theory of human capital. This theory provides a foundation
for government manpower programs which involve investments
in human resources through skill training for various occupations.
It can be argued that these programs are productive in terms
of incremental future output or consumption and also provide
an efficient method for reducing inequalities in personal income
distribution.
The essence of the human capital concept was sﬁccinctly
stated by Theodore W. Schultz in his presidential address
to the 1960 meeting of the American Economic Association:
Although it is obvious that people acquire useful
skills and knowledge, it is not obvious that these
skills and knowledge are a form of capital, that
this capital is in substantial part a product of
deliberate investment, that it has grown in Western
societies at a much faster rate than conventional
(nonhuman) capital, and that its growth may well
be the most distinctive feature of the economic
system. It has been widely observed that increases
in national output have been large compared with
the increases of land, man-hours, and physical
reproducible capital. Investment in human capital
is probably the major explanation for this difference.
As inferred by this quotation from Schultz's address,

manpower investments can be viewed in much the same manner

8'I‘heodore W. Schultz, "Investment in Human Capital,"
The American Economic Review 51 (Mar. 1961):1.
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as investments in physical capital. Although some economists
have expressed cgncern'that people would find it distasteful
to treat human beings, or their skills and knowledge, as
capital, Schultz feels that restricting the concept of capital
to material objecté has contribﬁted to the ". . . widely held
popular belief that economics is materialistiec . . . .“9
Because human attributes can be treated as capital,
however, it does not follow that the value of these attributes
is dependent only upon their future productive capacity.
Capital is not always defined as producer goods. Some forms
of phyéical capital have present values based upon their
abilities to provide future éatisfaction directly through
their use. Houses are a typical example.. Schultz has been
careful to point out that investments in schooling can enhance
future consumption by providing satisfaction directly when
skills and knowledge are utilized (for example, "increased
capécity to enjoy good books") as well as through increases
in future earnings and production; Both types of future
consumption benefits represent reasons for investing in human
capital. Schultz has also noted that there may be some
current consumption benefits from schooling for those who
10

obtain satisfaction from the learning process itself.

This current consumption value of training and education

9Theodore W. Schultz, The Economics of Education
(London: Columbia University Press, 1963), p. X.

10

Ibid., p. 8.
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was listed among the possible "noneconomic" benefits mentioned
by Steve L. Barsby in the quotation included previously in
this chapter.

It should be stressed at this juncture that investments
in human capital are not restricted to those.for the develop-
ment of skills and knowledge (education). Human capital
expenditures are also made for improvements in health and
mobility. The mobility category includes expenditures on
job information, placement, and migration. In discussing the
treatment of migration expenditures as investments in human
capitai, Schultz has explained that ". . . analytically a
misplaced resource is equivaient to a less productive .resource
properly located."ll

This study is, of course, primarily concerned with the
education or training category of human capital investments.
Nevertheless, investments in human capital through expenditures
for mobility are also involved. If we are to consider
incremental earnings of ISTP participants as benefits, the cost
of resources devoted to the placement of clients in post-CETA
jobs should also be considered a partia; source of these
benefits. It would be difficult to separate the'incremental
earnings provided by these investments in mobility from those
resulting from educational (training) expenditures. As indicated

previously, the Florida State Employment Service devoted

11‘I‘heodore W. Schultz, "Reflections on Investment in
Man," The Journal of Political Economy 70 (Supplement:
Oct. 1962):2.




14

resources to the ISTP effort in P;nellas County through a
special CETA unit involved in counselling and placing program
participants. Some Pinellas County School Board personnel
were also involved in placement activities.

Although expenditures for health improvements are not
a part of the Pinellas County ISTP effort, it should be
pointed out that benefits from ISTP investments in training
and mobility have probably been affected by expenditures
' elsewhere for health improvements. Longer life expectancies,
for example, have provided the opportunity for benefits from
trainiﬁg and mobility expenditures to accrue over a 1onger'
time period. The future conéumption component of these human
capital investments should certainly be enhanced by the
longer life expectancies. The trend toward earlier retire-
ments, however, has prevented an extension of benefits expected
to;result from incremental earnings since these must be based
on remaining average work life expectancies. Nevertheless,
it is possible that without longer life expectancies workers
would now be retiring at even earlier ages.

Burton A. Weisbrod has emphasized the importance of
the interdependence of different types of human capital
investments as well as the interdependenée between human and
non-human capital investments. In addition to noting the
effect of health improvement expenditures on the returns from
human capital investments in education, Weisbrod points out

~

that, "Investment in education expands and extends knowledge,



15

leading to advances which raise productivity and improve
health."'?

It is not the purpose of this study to measure changes
in the distribution of personal income resulting.from the
Pinellas County ISTP. The CETA legislation which led to the
program's creation, howéver, was designéd to directly benefit
that segment of our population described as "economically
disadvantaged." It should pherefore be emphasized that human ~
capital theory, to some degree, provides an explanation for
existing income inequalities and a basis for arguments that
programs of this type may be capable of reducing these income
inequalities. ‘

Campbell R. MeConnell has.summarized the viewpoint of
human capital proponents regarding this issue: "According
to human capital theory, noncompeting groups--and therefore
wage differentials--exist to a large extent because of differing
amounts of investment in human capital."13 McConnell also
notes that ". . ., both natiﬁe capacity and the opportunity
to train oneself are unequally distributed, causing the wage

differentials of noncompeting groups to persist."lu

12purton A. Weisbrod, "Education and Investment in
Human Capital," The Journal of Political Economy 70 (Supplement:
Oct. 1962):106.

13Campbe11 R. McConnell, Economics: Principles, Problems,
and Policies, 7th ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1976),
p. 64d.

14

Ibid., p. 6U47.
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The fact that the market system may fail to provide
aqual opportunities for training or education and therefore
lead to wage differentials and income inequalities may be an
argument for government action to eliminate inequities in
the economic system. It has also been argued, however, that
the market system will not providé the optimum (efficient)
resource allocation for the development of human resources
because of the financial inability of many individuals to
invest in their own education (training) and the inability of
employers, or future employers, to restrict benefits to
themselves.

Both the equity and the efficiency arguments have, of
course, been used to justify government participation in the
area of human resource development via the public education
system. John Kennéth Galbraith apparently 4id not believe
that this effort was sufficient to provide the optimum
investment in "personal capital" when he wrote the Affluent
Society which was published in 1958. He included the following
comments:

The same forces which bring us our plentitude of
private goods and leave us poverty-stricken in
our public services also act to distort the
distribution of investment as between ordinary
material capital and what we may denote as the
personal capital of the country. This distortion

has far-reaching effects, One of them is to _impair
the production of private goods themselves.15

155onn Kenneth Galbraith, The Affluent Society (New
York: The New American Library, Inc., 1958), p. 212.
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Proclamations of this type by well-known economists probably
helped to bring about the growth in p.ublic manpower programs
which occurred in the 1960s and has continued in the 1970s.
The development of these programs will be discussed in the

following chapter.



CHAPTER II

FEDERALLY FUNDED INSTITUTIONAL SKILL TRAINING PROGRAMS:
A REVIEW OF HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENTS
AND RECENT EVALUATION STUDIES

This chapter is included to provide the reader
with a historical perspective regarding federally funded
institutional skill training programs (ISTP's) and to expose
him to findings of other researchers who have examined programs
of this type. Before proceeding, two methodological notations
are in order. First, it would be difficult to provide the
desired historical perspective by examining the development
of ISTP's alone. Therefore, the first part of this chapter
will contain a summary of how federal manpower programs in
general have evolved. Second, an exhaustive review of ISTP
evaluation studies (even those completed recently) is not
possible here. The second part of this chapter will, however,
inclﬁde a discussion of two recent efforts to.e&aluate ISTP
(classroom training) results for- participants from a wide

range of geocgraphical areas.

18
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Manpower Program Development

When discussing the origins of present day manpower
programs, authers usually point to federal legislation enacted
in the early 1960s. The following statement by William
Mirengoff and Lester Rindler is included in their published
report dealing with the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act of 1973: "The antecedents of manpower programs can be
traced to the 1930s and earlier, but the current emphasis
dates from the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 and the Manpower -
Development and Training Act of 1962 (MDTA).'“1

The federal government was involved in several types
of earlier manpower efforts, including temporary job creation
(emphasized during the 1930s) and matching grants.to fhe states
for vocational training in specific occupetions (the Smith-
Hughes Act of 1917).2 Although the system of state-federal
public employment services (established during the 1930s) may
also be considered a part of the federal government's eai-lier -

manpower policies, only training or direct job creation efforts

are generally referred to as manpower "programs."3

1William Mirengoff and Lester Rindler, -The Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act: Impact on People, Places, Programs

(Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences, 1976), p. 1.

2Garth L. Mangum, Employability., Employment, and Income
(SaILLlZ Lake City, Utah: Olympus Publishing Company, 1976),
p. L ]

3Dave M. O'Neill, The Federal Government and Manpower
(Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute for Public
Policy Research, 1973), p. 61.
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It was through the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 (ARA)
that the forerunners of present day institutional skill training
programs were initiated by the fedéral.government. These
programs were originally designed to provide training for
technologically unemployed workers in depressed areas of the
country. When technological unemployment 4id not increase
to the extent expected in the early 1960s, the Manpower
Development and Training Ac? of 1962 (MDTA) expanded the target
population for these training programs to include ". . . groups
discriminated against and persons who were poorly équipped to

4 The MDTA

function successfully in the free labor market."
(and its amendments) also added basic education courses for
trainees who lacked the proper preparation and providéd an
alternative to institutional skill trainiﬁg‘in the form of
on-the-job training (OJT) programs.5
In addition to the Area Redevelopment Act. of 1961 and

the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962, Garth L.
Mangum also credits the Vocafional Education Act of 1963,

the Civil Rights Act (Title VII) of 1964, and the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 with putting ". . . in place the basic

legislation and the basic tools of the manpower policies of

the 19605."6 Referring to the Vocational Education Act of 1963,

uPaul A. Brinker and Joseph J. Klos, Poverty, Manpower,
and Social Security (Austin, Tex.: Lone Star Publishing, inc.,

1976), p. 294.
>Ibid., pp. 295-96.

6Mangum,'Employability, p. U6.
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Mangum observes a change in emphasis with regard to federal
vocational education 1égislatidh: "Not.the skill needs of

the labor market but the employment needs of people was the
new focus. Rather than occupational categories, the Act

nl

prescribed population groups to be served. These comments,
to a great extent, describe the focus of federal manpower
programs in general since the early 1960s. This, of course,
does not mean that manpower programs since the early 1960s
have ignored the skill needs of the labor market when attempting
to serve the needs of economically disadvantaged groups.
.Much of the emphasis of the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964 (EOA) was placed on solving the employment problems
of joung people. The Neighborhood Youth Corps and thé Job
Corpé programs were both created as a resﬁlt of this legislation.
In addition, the EOA established a work experience and training
program for welfare recipients.8 Welfére recipients (through
the‘Aid for Dependent Children program) were also the target
population group for the Work Incentive Program (WIN) which was
instituted in 1967 by amendments to Title IV of the Social
Security Act.9
The focus of federal manpower programs on the employment

needs of people has continued throughout the 1960s and thus

far into the 1970s. Mirengoff and Rindler, however, have

- TIbia., p. A4b.

81bid., pp. 45-16.

90'Neill, The Federzl Government and Manpower, p. 6.
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suggested that the early 1970s did bring about some shift

in emphasis from efforts to solve labor market structural
problems (through training or work experience programs) to
more counter-cyclical (direct job creation) programs. They
point to the Emergency Employment Act of 1971 as the beginning
of this change in focus and to the change in the economic
climate as the primary cause.10 Although counter-cyclical
programs have indeed received more attention during the 1970s,
this does not imply that manpower training programs have received
less. The increased emphasis on direct job creation type
programs has added to the overall manpower effort.

One result of the acceleration in manpower legislation
in the 1960s was an increase in the number of governmént
agencies dealing with manpower prograns of different types.
Paul A. Brinker and Joseph J. Klos have enumerated those govern-
ment agencies involved in a 1967 attempt to form a coordinated
manpower system (the Cooperative Area Manpower Planning
System--~-CAMPS):

The multiplicity of agencies dealing with manpower
programs caused seven federal agencies in 1967 to sign
an agreement to create a workable and comprehensive
manpower planning system. The seven agencies involved
were the Department of Labor, Welfare Administration,
Vocational Rehabilitation, Vocational Education, the
Office of Economic Opportunity, the Economic Development
Administration, and the Department of Housing and Urban

Development. Within a year, four other Federal agencies
had joined the system: Bureau of Indian Affairs, the

1OMirengoff and Rindler, The‘Comprehensive Employment
" and Training Act, p. 1.
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Water Pollution Control Administration, the Department
of Agriculture, and the Civil Service Commission.

The CAMPS program was not successful in providing the
comprehensive manpower planning system desired, and the
problem appeared even more critical at the end of the 1960s.
The status of the federal manpower effort at that time is
described in the following comments by Mirengoff and Rindler:

By the end of the 1960s, there were more than 17 programs,
each with its own legislative and organizational base,
funding source, and regulations. Out of these so-called
categorical programs flowed 10,000 or more specific
manpower projects, often several in the same community
competing for the same clientele and resources. These
programs generally were conducted through public and
nonpublic aﬁencies but not through the local governments
themselves. -

At the same fime that coordination of manpower .efforts
had become a major concern because of the .number of government
agencies and programé involved, it was also being argued that
manpower policies were not adaptable to local needs because
of too much federal control through categorical programs
with specific designs and standards. Congress attempted to
provide more flexibility at the community and state levels
through amendments to thé Economic Opportunity Act in 1967
and the MDTA in 1968. It was in December of 1973, however, -

when legislation was passed which more effectively provided

1lprinker and Klos, Poverty, p. 336.

12M1rengoff and Rlndler, The Comprehens1ve Employment
and Training Act, p. 2.
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for decentralization and decategorization of federal
manpower programs.13

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973
(CETA) was also designed to allow more effective coordination
at the federal level (by the Department of Labor). Programs
previously administered‘under authority of the MDTA (for
example, on-the-job and institutional skill training programs),
the Economic Opportunity Act (the Job Corps program), and the
Emergency Employment Act (public service employment programs)
were consolidated under CETA. When enacted in 1973, CETA
had six different titles, but that number was expanded to
eight through amendments in 1974 and 1977.

Title I of CETA‘allows the greatest degree of flexibility
at the state and local levels by authorizing federal funds
for "comprehensive manpower services." Loecal goverﬁments
with populations of 100,000 or more may qualify as prime
sponsors and become eligible for funding under this title.
State governments may serve as prime sponsors for other areas
unable to qualify separately.

Although Title i céntains a list of different programs
and activities which may be provided, prime sponsors are not
limited to these specific examples. At the same time, state
and local governments are not allowed complete discretion

when designing Title I programs. The Secretary of Labor must

approve each prime sponsor's comprehensive manpower plan, and

}3Mangum, Employability, pp. 68-69.
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that plan must contain assurances that, "to the maximum extent
feasible," those who are most in need will be served.lu
Thus far, most Title I funds havé been utilized by prime
sponsors to operate institutional skill (classroom) training,
on~the-job training, and work experience programs. Only a
small percentage of Title I funds has béen;devoted to public
service employment programs. )

CETA public service employment programs have been
funded primarily through Titles'II and VI of the Act. Title II
was included in the original CETA legislation and provides
for trénsitional public service employment in areas with |
substantial rates of unemployment. Title VI was added to CETA
by the Emergency Jobs and Unemployment Assistance Act.of 1974
to pfovide public service jobs in all areés of the country as
an emergency counter-cyclical méasure.

Title III of CETA authorizes federally supervised
manbower services such as training, employment, and job place-
ment for special population groups (youth, older workers, Indians,
etc.). Title IV provides for continuation of the Job Corps
program, and Title V established a National Commission for
Manpower Policy. Title VII (previously Title VI in the
original Act) contains general provisions which are applicable

to all CETA programs and activities. Title VIII was added to

CETA through passage of the Youth Employment and Demonstration

luCOmprehenSive Employment and Training Act of 1973,
Statutes at Large 87, secs. 101-6, 840-46 (1973), U.S. Code,
vol. 2, secs. 811-16 (1975).
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Projects Act of 1977 and established the Young Adult
Conservation Corps. Participants in this program are employed
in useful conservation effofts or other public projects on
public lands and waters.15
As indicated in Chapter I, the Pinellas County ISTP
was operated under the authority of CETA, Title I during the
July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, time period examined in this
study. The discussion of CETA's enactment and provisions
therefore completes, with one exception, the historical back-
ground section of this chapter. The one remaining historical
detail to be noted here is that an institutional skill training

program was administered in Pinellas County under authority of

the MDTA prior to the effective date for CETA legislation.

Review of Recent ISTP Evaluation Studies

In general, researchers have attempted to evaluate
federally funded institutional skill training programs in
two respects. They have examined the efficiencies 6f programs,
usually through computations of benefit-cost ratios, incremental
training-related earnings,‘or costs per training-related job.
placement. And they have investigated the degree to which
these programs have served specific population groups, by
examining client characteristics. Particular attention, in

this regard, has been devoted to determining if those most in

15U.S., Department of Labor and Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Employment and Training Report of the
President: 1978 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing
Office, 1978), pp. 39-41.
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need have been served. It is possible to make a program
mére efficient, from a benefit-cost viewpoint, by engaging
in a practice referred to as "creaming" whereby clients with
greater potentials for benefits'(but perhaps less in need of
training) are selected. For the two studies discussed in
this section, emphasis will be placed on efficiency measures
which were computed. '

Garth L. Mangum and John Walsh reviewed studies of ARA

and MDTA training programs in their book, A Decade of Manpower

Development and Training, published in 1973. ' Although noting '

the generally favorable evidence with regard to MDTA programs
at that time, they emphasized the inconclusive nature of this
evidence:

MDTA's worth remains unproved after a decade of
experience, not because it has never been evaluated
but because none of the existing evaluations--nor
all of them in aggregate--have ggoved the program's
worth beyond logical challenge.

In their discussion of early manpower program evaluation
studies, Mangum and Walsh pointed}out some of the methodological
shortcomings of these investigations and stressed the need for
longer-term data:

Since no study of substantial size has ever produced
an acceptable control group for any manpower program
evaluation, it is only a matter of supposition that
this can be done. Yet uncertainty will end only

when such a study is made, accompanied by long-term,
longitudinal follow-up.?2

16Garth L. Mangum and John Waléh; A Decade of Manpower
Development and Training (Salt Lake City, Utah: Olympus
Publishing Company, 1973), p. 19. :

- 171pia., p. 23,
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In an attempt to provide an evaluation similar to
that suggested in these comments by Mangum and Walsh, the
Employment and Training Administration of the Department of
Labor has entered into a contract with Westat, Inc., a private
research firm, of Rockville, Maryland. The objective is to
obtain a continuous longitudinal manpower survey (CLMS)'for
CETA programs of different types, including institutional
skill (classroom) training. The current plan is that three
follow-up interviews will be conducted with trainees, in
addition to the initial interviews, which are held during the
first three months that clients are enrolled. The three
follow-up interviews are to come approximately 8, 18, and 35
months after CETA entry.18

The Bureau of the Census is involved in the CLMS
nationwide sampling effort and is also to provide data for a
control (comparison) group from its Current Population Survey
(CPS). At the time the first CLMS follow-up report was prepared
(in July 1978), the control group had not been developed,
however, and therefore training outcomes included in this
report only indicate the gross impact of programs (for example,
changes in earnings of participants between their pre-CETA and

post-CETA time periods). Later CLMS follow-up reports will

18Westat, Inc., "Continuous Longitudinal Manpower
Survey: Follow-up Report No. 1," prepared for Office of
Program Evaluation, Employment and Training Administration,
U.S. Department of Labor, Rockville, Md., 1978, p. 3-3.
(Mimeographed.)
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show net impact by comparing earnings changes of trainees with

those in the control gfoup‘who:did not participate in

training.lg
The first CLMS follow-up report (July 1978) contains

characteristics for ISTP trainees who entered CETA during

the January - June 1975 time period and characteristics; as

well as pre-program versus post-program experiences, for trainees

who entered during this period and terminated (either complete

or incomplete) at least threé months before the second follow-

up interviews were conducted. These second follow-up interviews

were héld during the July - December 1976 time period,

approximately 18 months after the participants entered CETA.

An estimated 73,700 classroom training (ISTP) particiﬁants

had been out of the CETA program for at léast three months

at the times of these second follow-up interviews. Characteristics

and pre-program versus post-program 1abor market experiences

are‘also presented in the first CLMS follow-up report for a

smaller, subgroup of 47,600 ISTP_frainees who had been

terminated from CETA for at least 12 months when second fcllow-

up interviews were conducted.20
It should be noted that pre-CETA versus post-CETA

comparisons for these large groups of participants are based

on interviews with a smaller number of trainees who are part

of a sample group. It should also be pointed out that the

91p34., pp. 1-13, 2-5, 2-6.

201bid., pp. 7-44, 7-47.
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ISTP participants examined 12 months or more after termination
were only involved in the training program for a relatively
short period of time, a maximum of six months. Those who
were interviewed af least three months after terminatioﬁ
could have been in the training program as long as 15 months.21
(It should be recalled that second follow-up interviewsAwere.
conducted 18 months following CETA entry.)

For the estimated 73,700 classroom training clients who
were terminated at least three months whén second follow-up
interviews were held, pre-CETA versus post-CETA changes in
labor market data are computed in the CLMS'for two different
intervals. First, changes between the quarter prior to CETA
entry and the first quarter affer CETA termination aré calculated;
then, changes from the fourth quarter preéeding entry to the
first quarter after termination are computed. Changes noted
in the report for the first péfiod mentioned are as follows:

An increase in average annualized earnings of $1,520.00; an
increase in average hourly wages of $.25 (for those who were
employed); and an inerease in average percent of time employed
of 19 percentage points. Changes for the 1atter interval are
as follows: An increase in average annualized earnings of
$450.00; an increase in average hourly wages of $.29 (for
those who were employed); and an increase in average percent

of time employed of one percentage point.22

°l1pid., pp. 1-10, 3-3, 3-A.

227p34., p. 7-Ub.
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For the estimated U7,600 classroom training clients
wﬁo were terminated at least 12 months when secénd follow-up
interviews were conducted, pre-CETA vérsus pcst-CETA labor
market data changes are computed between the first quarter
preceding CETA entry and the fourth quarter following CETA
termination and also between the fourth quarter before CETA
entry and the fourth quarter after CETA termination. Changes
reported for the first of these two intervals are as follows:
An increase in average annuélized éarnings of $1;860;00; an
increase in average hourly wages of $.38 (for those employed);
and an increase in average percent of time employed of 27
percentage points. For the second period specified, the changes
are as follows: An increase in average annualized eafnings
of $740.00; an increase in average hourly wages of $.41 (for
those employed); and an increase in average percent of time
employed of eight percentage points.23v
The average annualized earnings and average percent of -
time employed data show more impressive results from classroom
training (for both groups of cliénts) when the quarter immediately
preceding CETA entry 1s used for comparison with the relevant
post-CETA time periods. As indicated,in the éLMS report, this
was to be expected since the clients considered had a rather
low employment rate just before entry.zu

The changes in average hourly wages show more "impressive"

results for the program (for both groﬁps) when the fourth

23Tpid., p. 7-47.

214, p. 3.
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quarter preceding CETA entry is used for comparison with
post-CETA experiences.' This is also not surprising since the
calculations of average hourly wages only consider those
participants employed. And, as noted in the report, wage rates
in general advanced during the time spans invoived. Moreover,
higher wage rates during later time periods could be expected
for participants, even if they had not entered training.25
The fact that no adjustments were made for this general

upward trend in wage rates is one qualification mentioned in
the report with regard to the data presented. This problem
should.be eliminated when a proper control group is available
for comparison in the future. Wage rate changes for a valid
control group should reflect more correctly (than a géneral
wage rate index) the changes which would ﬁave occurred for
clients without the benefit of training. Although the general
increase in wage rates during the pre-CETA to. post-CETA
intervals appears to provide an upward bias for classroom
training (ISTP) results shown in ﬁhelCLMS study, the change
in the nation's rate of unemployment may have prevented more
favorable outcomes:

The improvement was accomplished despite more difficult

economic conditions in the postprogram period which

may have restrained the gain. (The national unemploy-

ment rate in the preprogram period was a bit over 5%, 26
while in the postprogram period it averaged around 8%.)

25Ibid., p. 3-8.

26Ibid., pp. 1-2.
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The focus of this‘investigation'wili shift at this
point to a study of CETA programs prepared in 1978 by the
United States General Accounting Office (GAO). This report
to the Congress by the Comptroller General is the fourth and
final report of a series dealing with the Department of Labor's
implementation of CETA, and is entitled, "Job Training Programs
Need More Effective Management."

The GAO study utilizes-a sample of over 2,000 CETA
classroom training clients from 12 prime sponsors in six
different states (California, Illinois, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Nevada, and Wisconsin). The participants éxamined all terminated
from ISTP's during the 1976 fiscal yea’r.27 Basically, program
results are measured in the study by post-CETA p;acemént
rates, six-month retention rates, and costs per placement and
per training-related placement. These results'are‘included
for each of the 12 prime sponsors, as well as for the entire
sample. A control group is not used. |

The percentage of clients obtéining training-related
employment upon termination rangéd from a high of 48 percent
for Boston, Massachusetts, fo a low of zero percent in Lake
County, Illinois, where 88 clients participated in classroom
training, and none obtained training-related jobs. A total
of T40 participants from the group of 2,043 examined at all

locations found training-related employment (36 percent).

27U.S.,- General Accounting Office, Report to fthe
"~ Congress: Job Training Programs Need More Effective Management,
July 7, 1978, p. i.
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The percentage of clients retaining training-related
jobs after six months ranged from a high of 30 éercent for
the Hampden County, Massachusetts, Consortium to a low of zero
percent for Lake County, Illinois. (A notation in the GAO
report indicates that, "Lake County primarily operated a

28) In all, 424 participants

prevocational training program."
from the group of 2,043 retained training-related positions
after six months (21 percent).

The cost per training-related placement ranged from a
high of $27,567.00 for the Las Vegas-Clark County, Nevada,
Consortium to a low of $3,658.00 for the Madison-Dane County,
Wisconsin, Consortium. (No training-related placément cost
was calculated for Lake County, Illinois.) The avefage cost
per training-related placement at all 12 iocations was
$10,157.00.29 Cost calculations include trainée allowances,
as well as costs of facilities, instruction, counseling,
administration, and assessment services.30

The Comptroller General's report also included comments
regarding the reasons why CETA classroom training was not more
successful. One of these comments stressed the need for better
labor market surveys in order to determine occupations with
good job prospects:

CETA requires that classroom training be designed for
occupations in which skill shortages exist, and that

281p44., p. 50.

291bid., pp. 49-50.
301pi4., pp. 9-10.
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participants not be referred to training unless the

prime sponsor has determined that reasonable employment
opportunities exist in the occupation for which they

are being trained. However, some prime sponsors continued
offering courses with unfaggrable labor market demand

and poor past performance.

311pid., p. 15.



CHAPTER III

PINELLAS COUNTY DELIVERY SYSTEM
AND CETA EXPENDITURES

The first step in examining the economic cost (from a
societal point of view)-of the.finellas County Institutional
Skill Training Program (ISTP) is to determine the inputs
provided. This chapter, by explaining the delivery system
of the Pinellas County program, will disclose the different
organizations involved in the administration of the program,
their purposes, and their relationship to each other. The
CETA expenditures reported by these organizations will also
be noted. The economic cost of all resources contributed
to the Pinellas County ISTP effort will not be analyzed until
Chapter IV, however. It must be emphasized that the following
description of the deliver& system is for the July 1, 1975 -
June 30, 1976, time period.

As indicated previously in Chapter I, CETA, Title f
funds allocated to Pinellas County are channeled through the
Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower Consortium. Primary
administrative responsibility for manpowgr programs was delegated

36
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to the Board of County Commissioners by a consortium agreemeﬁt,
which was executed in April 1974. Both the Chairﬁerson of
the Board of County CommissionersAand the Mayor of the City
of St. Petersburg, however, must approve all grant documents
from the Department of Labor and the State of Florida. The
county and the city also share equally the legal responsibili-
ties associated with the execution of such documents.
Consortium (manpower planning unit) employees, although paid
by grant funds, are employees of the county.

A twenty member advisory council is appointed by the
Board of County Commissioners and meets monthly to discuss
recommendations to assist the consortium in developing a
"responsive plan." It should be noted that the consortium is
involved in the administration of programé funded through
several different titles of the Comprehensive Emplo&ment and

1 An organizational chart illustrating the

Training Act.
administrative relationships mentioned above is included as
Figure 1. |

During the year ended June 30, 1976, the consortium
operated CETA, Title I programs under a delivery system composed
of coordinated but separate public and noh-profit organizations.
Thé consortium awarded grants to the public agencies involved

and arranged delivery agent contracts with the non-profit

entities. Table 1 contains a breakdown of CETA, Title I

lPinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower Consortium, "The .
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) in Pinellas
County," Clearwater, Fla., 1976, pp.-2-3. (Mimeographed.)
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FIGURE 1

ORGANIZATIONAL CHART OF THE PINELLAS COUNTY-
ST. PETERSBURG MANPOWER CONSORTIUM
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Source: Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower
Consortium, "FY 1976 Comprehensive Manpower Plan," Clearwater,
Fla., 1975, p. 43. (Mimeographed.)



TABLE 1

CETA, TITLE I EXPENDITURES FOR PINELLAS
COUNTY, JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976,
(Expenditures by Program Category

for Each Organization)@

Vocational
’ Classroom On-the~Job Work Services to Educatign
Organization Total Training Training Experience Participants Funds
Pinellas County
Opportunity Council, Inec. 59,084,55 $ 59,084.55
Florida State
Employment Service 161,134.00 161,134.00
Pinellas County
School Board 1,120,243.07  $786,935.00 $236,573.00 $96,735.07
On-the-Job Training '
Program 106,402,511 18,742.37 $87,660.14
Opportunities :
Industrialization Center 92,204.10 48,044,26 iy4,159.84
Pinellas Municipal
Work Experience Program 416,738.26 416,738.26
Gulf Coast Carpenter's
Union Program 16,479.50 16,479.50
Pinellas-St. Petersburg
Manpower Planning Unit 39,526.04 18,340.08 1,857.73 13,755.06 5,6573.17
Total 2,011,812.03 888,541.21 89,517.87 667,066.32 96,735.07

269,951.56 -

Source:

Compiled from U.S. Department of Labor CETA Financial Status Reports and accounting working pabers

supplied by the Pinellas County School Board and the Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower Consortium.

211 figures include encumbrances as well as actual caéh outlays.
PSection 112, CETA, Title I funds.

6¢
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expenditures by program category for each organization for
the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, time period. - Table 2
provides a breakdown of Title I expenditures by cost category
for‘each of these organizations for the same time period. |

In addition to "regular" Title I funds, $96,735.07
of "Section 112" (of CETA, Title I) funds for vocational
education were also expended in Pinellas County during the
year ended June 30, 1976. As indicated in Table 1, this
amount was spent for programs at the Pinellas County School
Board. Although reported as a separate program category
expenditure, these funds were dispenéed as part of the
classroom training (ISTP) effort by the school board.

If Section 112 monies.are included, the total éETA,
Title I expenditure for the year is $2,011,812.03. And if
Section 112 expenses are added to regular classroom training
expenditures, the sum is $985,276.28, which is 49 percent of
the total. This is the program category of primary importance’
in this investigation. More.specifiéally, however, this study
' is concerned with the classroom training program (ISTP)
administered by the Pinellas County School Board. This
program was responsible for the approximately.QO percent of
the classroom training expenditures, a total of $883,670.07
(including the $96,735.07 of Section 112 funds).

As noted in Table 1, the school board also expended
$236,573.00 on work experience programs. These programs aré
intended to provide job ftraining in a very general fashion

but are mainly a stopgap measure to provide employment and



TABLE 2

CETA, TITLE I EXPENDITURES FOR PINELLAS
COUNTY, JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976,
(Expenditures by Cost Category

for Each Organization) .

Fringe
Allowances Wages Benefits Training Services
Organization Administration ' to Clients to Clients to Clients Costs to Clients

Pinellas. County
Opportunity Council, Inc. $ 17,216.84 $ 41,867.71
Florida State
Employment Service 27,260.00 133,874.00
Pinellas Cougty '
School Board 130,346.00 $532,538.00 $155,594.00- $ 6,933.00 $153,331.17 141,500.90
On-the~Job Training
Program 11,181.94 80,696.87 14,523.70
Opportunities
Industrialization Center 24,021.84 19,069.38 16,963.96 32,148,92
Pinellas Municipal
Work Experience Program 7,308.00 380,566.09 28,864.17
Gulf Coast Carpenter{s
Union Program 16,479.50
Pinellas-St. Petersburg '
Manpower Planning Unit 39,526.04
Total® 256,860.66 551,607.38 536,160.09 35,797.17 267,471.50 363,915.23

Source: Compiled from U.S. Department of Labor CETA Financial Status Reports and accounting working papers

supplied by the Pinellas County School Board and the Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower Consortium.

Note:

ap11 figures include encumbrances as well as actual cash outlays.
brhese figures include Section 112-Vocational Education funds expended.

The column indicating total expenditures for each organization has been omitted here; these totals
are the same as those shown for each organization in Table 1.

h
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.income for particular segments of the population (in the
case of school board programs, economiéally disadvantaged
youth). These expenditures will not be evaluated in this study.
Expenditures by three other organizations included in
Tables 1 and 2 were related to the school board's ISTP éffort,
however, and the inputs represented by these expenditures
must be considered in the evaluation process. The other
three organizations involved were the Pinellas County Opportunity
Council, the Florida State Employment Service, and the
Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower Planning Unit.
The Pinellas County Opportunity Council, Inc., a
private, non-profit community action agency, provided
", . . outreach (recruitment), coaching and follow-up services . .
... in behalf of and coordinated with the other manpower programs

n2 The Florida State Employment Service

of the Consortium.
provided ". . . intake assessment, orientation, job counseling,
testing, selection and referral to training, job development
and direct placement services . . . . to participants of all
manpower programs of the Consortium."3 The Pinellas County-
St. Petersburg Manpower Plénning Unit was, of course, involved
in the administration of the school board program and was, in

particular, responsible for coordinating the program with the

Department of Labor (see Figure 1).

°Ibid., p. b.

31bid., p. 4-5.
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To facilitate the analysis of the schooi board's role
in the ISTP delivefy s&stem in ?inellas'County, an organiza-
tional chart of the school board CETA unit is presented as
Figure 2. School board classroom training expenditures by
cost category are also shown separately from work experience
expenditures in Table 3. (Again, Section 112 funds expended
have been included under classroom training.)

The budget figures included in Table 3 are broken down
by cost category, but only the total amounts are separated
for classroom training and work experience (program categories).
This séparation is indicated in the footnotes of the table.
For a further analysis of school board budget and expenditures,
see Table 14 in Appendix 1. The figures presented there are
by line item within each cost category but do not include
Section 112 funds.

Basically, the Pinellas County institutional Skill
Training Program involves two types of classroom situations
and many different types of training. The different types
of training in which school board clients who terminated
during the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, time period were
enrolled are shown in Table 4.

The first five training programs noted in Table 4
are referred to by the school board as "class size" programs.
These are programs where the school board CETA unit originates
classes exclusively for CETA participants. Classroom space is
provided at no charge to the program by county vocational and

technical schools, and instructors for these courses are hired



FIGURE 2

ORGANIZATIONAL CHART OF PINELLAS COUNTY

SCHOOL BOARD CETA UNIT
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TABLE 3

PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD CETA, TITLE I BUDGETS AND
EXPENDITURES, JULY 1, 1975 -~ JUNE 30, 1976,
(Expenditures by Cost Category for Each
Program Category)?®

Classroom
Training (ISTP)
Title I Expenditures
Budget (including
Title I (Vocational Vocational Work
Budget Education Combined Educatiq? Experlence Total a
Cost- Category (Regular) funds) Budget " funds)®s Expenditures™ Expenditures
Administration $ 1b40.170.00 $ 140,170.00 $ 92,532.00 $ 37,814.00 $‘ 130,346.00
Allowances to . .
Clients 558,795.00 558,795.00 528,041.00 4,497.00 532,538.00
Wages to Clients 157,150.00 157,150.00 155,594.00 155,594.,00
Fringe Benefits '
to Clients 12,880.00 12,880.00 6,933.00 6,933.00
Training Costs - 105,880.00 $ 74,890.00 180,770.00 153,331.17 . 153,331.17
Services to Clients  123,380.00 39,000.00 162,380.00 109,765.90 . 31,735.00 141,500.90
Total 1,098,255.00° 113,890. 003 1,212,145.00° ~ 883,670.07 236,573.00 1,120,243.07

Source: Compiled from Department of Labor CETA Financlal Status Reports and accounting working papers
supplied by Pinellas County School Board. *

aExpenditure figures include encumbrances as well as actual cash outlays.

b$57,965.17 of Training Costs, $38,769.90 of Services to Clients and $96,735.07 of Total represent Section
112, Vocatignal Education Funds expenditures (basically for the work evaluation program and purchase of equlpment
for classes).

Cprogram category breakdown is $831,985.00 for Classroom Training and $266,270.00 for Work Experience.

d
Vocational Education Funds budget has been placed in the Classroom Training Progra .
of this Anaiysie. £ p g Program category for purposes

Cprogram category breakdown is $945,875.00 for Classroom Training and $266,270.00 for Work Experience.

Sh
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TABLE 4

PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD: ISTP MEMBERSHIP DATA FOR
CLIENTS TERMINATED, JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976

Classroom
Hours
Completed Terminated: Required
Training Training Training for
Program Program Incomplete Completion

Clerk, General
Office 25 12 1,080
Auto Paint & :

Body Repair 9 5 2,160
Cooking & Baking 1 13 2, >160 (cooking)
1,350 (baking)
Auto Mechanics 9 2,160
Diesel Mechanics 1 - 8 2,160
Bookkeeping 6 1,080
Licensed Practical )
Nurse L 1,350
Cosmetology 4 : 1,200
Data. Processing 3 1 1,650
Welding 3
Keypunch 2
Nurses' Aide 1
Masonry 1
Commercial Art 1
Accounting Clerk® 1. 1
Horticultural 1
Lands Maintenance 1
Electronics 1l
Work Evaluation . 37
Total 54 97

Source: Pinellas County School Board "Terminated Client
Stagus Change Summary Sheets" for Months of July 1975 - June
197

aOnly noted for classes organized exclusively for CETA
trainees and for other programs which produced at least one
completion during the year ended June 30, 1976. This
information was not readily available for the accounting clerk
training program.
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through regular school board procedures. The instructors

are paid, however, by CETA, Title I funds. Payments are also
made from grant funds to the county schools for utilities
used in the classrooms, except in the case of some of the
general office clerk classes held at the St. Petersburg
Vocational and Technical Institution.

All other training programs listed in Table 4, and
others available to CETA clients at various county institutions,
are referred to as "slot-in; programs. These are regular
classes already in existence at county schools, and CETA
clients are accepted into such classes on a "space available"
basis. The charge to the CETA program for these trainees is
only a flat fee for supplies and materials. The school board
maintains a list of these charges for the various programs
available at different vocational and technical schools in
Pinellas County.u These fees ranged from $11.50 for masonry
to $255.00 for electronics for one year (four quarters) of
classes (for the classes noted in Table 4). One program,
commercial art, was listed at no charge. These, of course,
were the fees in effect for the 1976 fiscal year.

An examination of Table 4 reveals those training programs
which were selected more oftfen, those which produced more

completions, and the classroom hours required for completion

of the more popular programs. These classroom hours required

uSee Appendix 2 for supply and material costs for
"slot-ins," FY-76, for Tomlinson Adult Vocational Center,
Pinellas Vocational Technical Institute, and Dunedin High
School Night Program.
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for completion may be compared with the Florida State Board

of Education's concept of full time equivalency (FTE), for
school districts, which is 900 classroom periods (hours) for
the school year (180 class days during the nine months x five
periods per day). "Class size" training programs usually
involve 30 hours per week in classes dealing with specified
types of training; in addition, participants receive credit
for some hours spent in supplemental classes. For example, it
may be necessary for students to attend basic education courses
in conjunction with both "class size" and "slot-in" training
programs.

Trainees receive a basic allowance equal to the minimum
wage of $2.30 per hour (in 1976) for the number of classroom
training hours validated. This normally amounts to 37.5 hours
per week. If a client also receives unemployment compensation,
however, this amount is deducted from his basic allowance.

For example, if a client receives $50.00 a week unemployment
compensation and goes to school 37.5hours in the program, the
amount of his basic allowance is $86.25, but the CETA program
only pays $36.25 of this total.

Participants who receive Aid for Depeﬁaent Children or
other public assistance (other than food stamps) are only paid
$6.00 per day incentive allowance from CETA; they do not
receive the basic hourly allowance. Although the school
board does not adjust its payments to those who receive food

stamps, administrators of the food stamp program check with
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the school board concerning .amounts food étamp recipients are
paid by the school board.

Clients qualifying for the . basic allowance may also
receive $2.00 per day each for some dependénts; .It does not
apply to fhe first two dependents or any béyond thé sixth.

A daily transportation allowance of $2.00 is paid to all
clients the first 21 days. After this initial 21 day period,
the daily transportation allowance ranges from a maximum of
$2.00 downward. > '

All clients accepted into the school board classroom
training program are referred to the school board by CETA
units in two different Florida State Employment Service
offices in Pinellas County (St. Petersburg and Clearwater).
These units are finapced by CETA, Title I funds (see Tables 1
and 2) and provide all of the services noted previously. The
two major tasks performed by these CETA employment service
units are those of selection of clients for the program and
placement assistance upon términation from the program.

In the selection of clients, two basic requirements
determine eligibility. A person must be economically disadvan—

6

taged and either unemployed or underemployed. And a person

5Pinellas County~St. Petersburg Manpower Consortium,
"FY 1976 Comprehensive Manpower Plan," Clearwater, Fla.,
1975, p. 44, (Mimeographed.)

6Some clients were admitted to the training program
under special provisions, although not economically
disadvantaged. Primarily, these were participants who were
either Vietnam Era veterans or handicapped.
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must also be a member of a "significant segment™ of the
population. Definitions of significant segments are presented
in more detail in Appendix 3. Basically, there are five
categories: high school dropouts, persons 16-24 years old
lacking work experience, Vietnam Era veterans; female heads
of households, and peréons 15 years 0ld or ovér.7 ‘Applicants
are also rated to determine the priority of those who are
eligible for admission into the program. These rating criteria
and a sample form used for this evaluation are also included
in Appendii 3. A summary of client characteristics is provided
iﬁ Table 5 for the 306 ISTP participants served by the school
board in the year ended June 30, 1976.

In addition to the Florida State Employment Service,
the Pinellas Opportunity Council was also involved.in the
process of providing clients fbr the school board program
through its outreach activities. After an examination of
client files at the school board, it was found that 49 of 360
clients were originally referred to the employment service
CETA units by the Pinellas Opportunity Council. Although
these 360 ciients were not all in the program during the time
period under investigation, this sample does}indicate the
extent to which the council's services affect the school board

program.

7Pinellas County—St;.Petérsburg Manpower Consortium,
"FY 1976 Comprehensive Manpower Plan," pp. 14, 33.
(Mimeographed.) ‘
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- . TABLE 5
PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD ISTP:

SUMMARY OF CLIENT

CHARACTERISTICS, JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976

Total Clients
Served
(Includes those

Characteristic carried over)

Total 305
Male 158

Sex
Female 147
18 and under 42
19 - 21 89
Age 22 - 44 145
45 - 54 19
55 - 64 10
8 and under 52
9 - 11 140
Education High School Graduate or Equivalent 128
Post High School 15
) Aid for Dependent Children 30
gifiig Other Public Assistance 18
it Economically Disadvantaged 286
White ) 212"
Etkhnic Black S0
Group American Indian 1
Other 2
Spanish American 1
Limited English-Speaking Ability 3
Migrant or Seasonal Farm Family Member 1l
Recently Separated 6
Veteran Special 9
Other 14
Handicapped 34
Full-Time Student 14
Offender . 29
Labor Underemployed 18
Force Unemployed 280
Status Other 7
Receiving Unemployment Insurance 26

Source:

U.S. Department of Labor Quarterly Summary of Participant

Characteristics for July 1, 1975 -~ June 30, 1§76, time period (supplied by
Pinellas County School Board).
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When clients are referred.to the school board from
the employment service CETA units, they are usually placed in
a work evaluation group where four different areas are assessed.
Social and behavioral functioning are evaluated through the |
observation of work samples and testing, and work habits are
assessed in the same manner. Test results indicate academic
aﬁd learning skills; and tests, together with medical
questionnaires, are also admihistered to determiﬁe medical
and physical condition.

If a client attends work evaluation sessions on a full-
time basis, it requires 10 class days or 50 hours at the rate
of 5 hours per day. Some participants, however, can only
attend sessions for 2 hours each night. This, of course,
means that these clients will be in work evaluation for
approximately one month; It may even require slightly longer
since there may be a problem of when a particular examination
is scheduled to be offered.

Administrators of the program state that only eight
percent of the clients completing work evaluation are not
accepted info the program, and theée are normally not rejected
because of academic deficiencies. Of course, some participant;
may decidé during‘or after work evaluation thét they do not
desire to enter the program. As. indicated in one of the foot-

notes to Table 3, the work evaluation program was one of two
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purposes for which Section 112 funds were primarily expended

during the year ended June 30, 1976.8

8Interview with.Fred Matz, Accounting Coordinator,
Pinellas County School Board CETA Project, St. Petersburg,
Fla., Aug. 15, 1976. .



CHAPTER IV
COST OF THE PINELLAS COUNTY PROGRAM

With some understanding of the delivery system and
reported CETA expenditures for the Pinellas County Institutional
Skill Training Program, it is now possible to proceed to an
analysis of the econbmic cost of this program from a societal
point of view. As always, when examining economic cost, we
must focus on the opportunities foregone--the real goods and
services which were not produced as a result of the resources
devoted to the program.

We cannot use the reported CETA expenditures for the
Pinellas County School Board for the year ended June 30, 1976,
as a measure of the total economic cost of the program. The
task is not that simple. As already noted in the pre-
ceding chapter, other organizations also incurred CETA
expenses in order to get the trainees into the program and
into employment following termination from the program. In
addition, thére is the question of whether non-CETA expendi-
tures were made in order to aid the program. There is also,
of course, the more fundamental question of whether any

54
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expenditure made (CETA or non-CETA) representéd an opportunity
(economic) cost for society.

Even beforelapproaching these questions, however, the
reported CETA expenditures for the school board will reguire
some adjustment. To be consistent, school board expenditures
should be calculated only for the 151 clients who terminated
during the year ended June 30, 1976. This is the sample
group for which benefits are to be estimated. As indicated in
Table 5, the total number of clients participating in class-
room training at the school board between July 1, 1975, and
June 30, 1976, was 305.

The figure of 305 does not indicate the number in
training each day throughout the entire year. Of the 305
who participated, 123 were carried over from the year ended
June 30, 1975, and 154 were still enrolled on June 30, 1976.
(It should be noted that some who were carried over from the
previous year may still have been enrolled on June 30, 1976.)
Of course, with 305 enrolled at one time or another during the
year and 154 still in the program-on June 30, 1976, the total.
terminated during the year was the 151 figure mentioned
previously.

Since some of these 151 clients were in training prior
to July 1, 1975, there were expenditures associated with their
training at the school board not reflected in the $883,670.07
amount noted for the year ended June 30, 1976. Furthermore,

part of the $883,670.07 expense was related to the training of
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the 154 trainees still enroclled on June 30, 1976. If it can

be assumed that a month of training for a client cost the same
prior to July 1, 1975, as it did for the year ended June 30,
1976, however, the expenditure data for the latter time period
can be used to estimate school board CETA spending for training‘
only the 151 clients terminated.

In order to estimate the expenditures for the 151 clients
in this way, it is first necessary to calculate an average
daily enrollment for the program during the year ended June 30,
1976 (to take proper account of the length of time each of the
305 clients spent in the program during the year). Through
the procedure illustrated in Table 6, we can estimate this
averagé daily enrollment figure, which we can then treat as
being the number of clients in the program continuously through-
out the one year period. This is only an average figure
for the year, based on mean figures for each month. With
enrollment numbers for the beginning and -ending of each month,
however, it is a relatively reliable average.

"It is now possible to make an estimate of school board
expenditures associated with carrying one client in the program
for one year by dividing the average daily enrollment figure
of 135 into the total amount spent on classroom training at
the school board of $883,670.07. This yields an estimate of
$6,5U45.70 per client for one year in the program and $545.48
per "client month." |

An examination of data received for the 151 clients

terminated from thé school board program in the year énded
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TABLE 6

PINELLAS COUNTY ISTP. ENROLLMENT AT END OF EACH MONTH,
JUNE 30, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976, AND AVERAGE DAILY
ENROLLMENTS FOR MONTHS AND YEAR

Number Average
Enrolled Daily
Date in Program Enrollment Month
June 30, 1975 123 '
119 July 1975
July 31, 1975 115
114 Aug. 1975
Aug. 31, 1975 112
111 Sept. 1975
Sept. 30, 1975 110
115 Oct. 1975
Oct. 31, 1975 119
121 Nowv. 1975
Nov. 30, 1975 123
' 129 ' Dec. 1975
Dec. 31, 1975 135
135 Jan. 1976
Jan. 31, 1976 134 : :
135 Feb. 1976
Feb. 29, 1976 136
150 Mar. 1976
Mar. 31, 1976 164
: ' 165 Apr. 1976
Apr. 30, 1976 166 :
167 May 1976
May 31, 1976 167
161 June 1976
June 30, 1976 154

Total of Average Dally Enroll-
ments . . . . . . v e . . . 1,622

Average Daily Enrollment
for Year ended June 30, 1976
(1,622 « 12) . . . . . e o . 135

Source: Pinellas Couhty School Board CETA Unit
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June 30, 1976, provides an approximation of the average time
each spent in the training program. This figure is 7.4 months.l
The fact that 37 of the 151 participants were only involved .
'in work evaluation contributed to this rather low "average
time in the program" calculation.

Applying the $545.48 monthly cost to carry a client
in the program, we can now estimate the average school board
CETA expenditure for carrying each of the 151 clients who
terminated from the program. The resulting $4,036.55 is an
estimaté of school board CETA expenditures for one client for
7.4 months in the program. If we multiply $4,036.55 times
the 151 cliénts, we arrive at a total CETA training expense of
$609,519.05--not $883,670.07. In other words, 151 clients
for an average of 7.4 months is only 69 percent of 135 clients
for an average of one year. Our expenditure data are for a ful;
year, but the benefit sample of 151 cliehts terminated during
the year does not reflect the full year's effort for the school
board training program.

Before addressing the question of whether expenditures:
are répresentative of economic costs, the analysis will continue
with an examination of other relevant CETA and non-CETA
expenditufes. It was noted in the descriptioh of the school
board delivery system that three other organizations (Florida

State Employment Service, Pinellas Opportunity Council, and

Irhis was derived by working through the files of the
151 eclients and rounding the data in order to approximate the
time spent in the program by each individual.
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the Manpower Planning Unit) received CETA funding in order to
aid in the administration of the institutional skill training
program in Pinellas County. If incremental wages in training
related jobs are to be used as an indication of benefits, all
costs incurred in order to achieve these wages must be
considered, including the cost of selection, counseling, and
placement of clients, as well as classroom training.

The Florida Sfate Employment Service's reported
expenditure for services to all CETA, Title I clients in the
year ended June 30, 1976, was $161,134.00 (see Table 1). This
total amount cannot be attributed to CETA school board trainees,
however, since the employment service aided other types of
Title I clients (for example, on-the-job tfainees and many
for testing, counseling, and placement only) with these funds.
An examination of employment service CETA, Title I reports
for the July 1, 1975 - June 3d, 1976, time period showed
2,298 total participants and 1,697 new clients during the year.
These same categories for the school board program were 305
and 182 respectively. Therefore, school board participants
were 13 percent of those at the employment service and new
enrollments were 11 percent of those at the employment service.

Ifkthese ratios were used to prorate Fiorida State
Employment Service expenditures for the year to the school board
program, we would multiply $161,134.00 times 11-13 percent
approximately. Administratofs at the employment service

estimated a somewhat higher percentage range of 15-20 percent,
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however. For one thing, a very high percentage of the total
Title I clients served by the employment service (perhaps as
high as 80 percent accqrding to one administrator) attempted
to enter the school board program. Related festing and
counseling services regarding CETA classroom training represent
an expenditure for that program, even though the ciients were
not accepted for training.

Administrators at the employment service have also
questioned whether the $161,134.00 amount for their total
CETA, Title I effort is reflective of the true expense.
Although that figure includes an indirect cost percentage of
12 percent for employment service overhead, the manager of the
St. Petersburg employment service office believes this may be
too 1ow.2 Because of the factors noted, it appears that the
allocation of 11-13 bercent of the reported CETA employment
service expenditure to the ISTP effort is too low, and an
estimate'in the 15-20 percent range suggested by administrators
at the employment service seéms more appropriate.

In the interest of providing consérvafive benefit-cost
estimates, the larger, 20 percent figure will be adopted here.
It must be remembered, however, that we are wdrking with a
benefit group which is only approximately 69 percent of the
full year's effort. The $161,134.00 CETA expenditure for the

employment service for the year ended June 30, 1976, must

2An estimate of the time devoted to the Title I program
by non-CETA employment service workers is contained in
Appendix 4.



61

therefore be multiplied by 20 percent and the product of this
calculation must then be multipiied times 69 percent. The
result is $22,236.149.

The Pinellas Opportunity Council's reported CETA
expenditure for services to all CETA, Title I clients in the
year ended June 30, 1976, was $59,084.55 (see Table I).

Once again, we cannot attribute all of this to the school
board ISTP effort since some of the Council's CETA, Title I
clients did not enter classroom training but received other
Title I services from the Florida State Employment Service.
According to information provided by the Opportunity Council,
228 of their referrals to the employment service were found
eligible for Title I services of some kind.

The Opportunity Council did not have data regarding what
percentage of its Title I clients entered classroom training
at the school board. As noted in the discussion of the ISTP
delivery system, however, a sample of 360 participant files
at the school board showed 149 of 360 (14 percent) were originally
referred to the employment service by the Opportunity Council.'
We also know that 182 new participants were enrolled in the
school board program during the year ended June 30, 1976. If
we can assume that 14 percent (25) of these were from the
Opportunity Council, we can compare the 25 with the 228
Opportunity Council clients accepted for Title I services to
get some basis for apportioning the douncil's CETA expenditures

to the ISTP effort. By this process, we determine that
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approximately 11 percent of Opportunity Council clients
accepted for CETA, Title I services entered the school board
classroom training program.

The 11 percent figure is probably too 1ow'for prorating
the Council's CETA expenditures, however, since many of the
Council's clients were no doubt counseled regarding the school
board program but were not accepted and only received other
Title I services from the employment service instead. In
addition, ac with the emplo&ment service, the total expense
reported to CETA may be somewhat low because of understatement
of overhead costs. Unlike the employment service, there was
no overhead cost at all included in reported CETA expenditures
by the Opportunity Council, although some were probably warranted.
For éxample, there was no charge for office space used, and
a small amount of office equipment purchased with other funds
was utilized. A small amount of personnel overhead was also
involved in Title I Opportunity Council activities without a
compensating charge.

For these reasons, an apportionment of 20 percent of
reported CETA, Title I expenditures for the Opportunity Council
also appears warranted for the year ended June 30, 1976.
Again, however, it must be noted that our sample is only 69
percent of the year's effort. Therefore, the 20 percent
apportionment must be multipligd by 69 percent to obtain the
CETA eipenditure relevant fto our‘sample for this organization.

The result is $8,153.67.
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The Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower Planning
Unit's reported CETA, Title I expenditure for the July 1,
1975 - June 30, 1976, time period was $39,526.04. This amount
was apporticned to various Title I programs by the planning
unit on the basis of the relative expenditures (see Table 1).
The total Manpower Planning Unit CETA expenditure allocated
to classroom training was $18,340.08. This included classroom
training other than the institutional skill training program
at the school board, however. In addition, Section 112 expendi-
tures by the school board were not considered in the apportionment.
When these expenditures are considered, the school board ISTP
share of the $39,526.04 expenditure is 4U percent or $17,391.46
for the year ended June 30, 1976. |

There was no CETA, Title I charge for indirect costs
(overhead) at the Manpower Planning Unit for the July 1, 1975 -
June'30, 1976, time period. "In-kind" contributions were provided
by the Board of County Commissioners, however, in the form of
office space, utilities, data processing, purchasing, and
accounting supportive services. An indirect cost plan was
to be developed during the 1977 fiscal year. For the year
ended June 30, 1976, an implicit charge of 10 percent has been
added to the $17,391.46 apportionment for the ISTP effort.
‘This yields an amount of $19,130.61; but again, we must only
use 69 percent of this or $13,200.12 as an expenditure associated
with our benefit sample. | . |

In our discussion of the three Pinellas County support

organizations, mention has been made of expenditures other
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than those financed with CETA monies. Since the program
evaluation is being doﬁe from QBSocietai point of view,
thesé are also relevant, if they represent opportunity costs
for scciety. We must now return to the Pinellas County
School Board to determine if CETA, Title I expenditures
reported by that organization represented the total spending
during the year for the benefit group noted.

There was no charge for school board overhead costs
included in the CETA, Title I expenditures reported for the
year ended June 30, 1976. Like the Manpower Planning Unit,
-however, the school board was involved in developing an indirect
cost percentage to charge in subsequent time periods. The
pércentage currently used (1976) by the school board for other
fedefal‘grants is 4.46 percent. If this were applied to the
$883,670.07 of Title I funds spent on the ISTP effort by the
school board, the charge for indirect.costs for the year
wouid be $39,411.60. We will use 69 percent of this amount
($27,194.07) as an imputed expenditure associated with our
benefit sample.

The.MfHG percent currently charged to federal.grénts
by the school board is basically for administrative overhead.
School board employees involved in the CETA classroom training
ﬁrpgram did, in fact, require some supervisory and coordinative
support from other school board employees not paid by CETA
grant-funds. In addition, CETA‘funded employees were paid

through coﬁhty payroll facilities, and county accounting and

data processing services were provided in this manner.
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Beyond the administrative support mentioned above,
however, the Pinellas bounty School Board provided three
other types of in-kind contributionshto the CETA classroom
training program. First, no rent was charged for office
facilities used by the school board CETA administrative unit.
Second, no rent was charged for "class size" program classes
held in county facilities (and no utilities for one particular
class). Third, only supply and material fees (see Appendix 2)
were charged for CETA trainees attending regular classes at
county vocational and technical institutions. There were no
chargeé to the program for in-kind contributions to these trainees
in the form of instructors' services or classroom facilities.

Before discussing whether these in-kind contributions,
as well as the others previously noted, represented an economic
cost to society, we must also mention a couple of factors which
could be used to justify minor reductions in any estimate of
the’economic cost of the training program. First, some
school board employees paid from CETA, Title I funds devoted
part of their effort to CETA, Title III programs at the school
board.3 This means the amounis reported as Title I expenditures
for their salaries were somewhat higher than the true costs
associated with their Title I effort.

Second, approximately $36,000.00 of equipment with a

useful life longer than one year was purchased during the year

3Pitle III of CETA provides funds for youth summer
employment programs and other employment programs for high
school and college age students.
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ended June 30, 1976, by the -school board, primarily from
Section 112 funds. This eguipment should also result in
benefits to clients receiving training after June 30, 1976.
Of course, it is also correct that some benefits~expectéd to
acerue to clients as a result of training during the year
ended June 30, 1976, are due to equipment purchased with Title
I and other federal grant funds in previous time periods.
School board records_indicate that approximately
$25,000.00 worth of equipment purchased in previous years
was utilized during the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, time
period. (This amount represents the cost of the equipment
used and not the depreciation for the year.) Because the
amount of equipment purchased in the year ended June 30, 1976,
was large relative to the total amount utilized, however, the
total school board CETA expenditure for the year overstates
slightly the spending for training for that time period alone.
The discussion has, to this point, been concerned with
the question of what expenditures benefited the sample group
of ISTP clients who terminated from the program during the year
ended June 30, 1976. An attempf has been made to consider all
substantial expenditures related to the ISTP éffopt in Pinellas
County. Some minor expenditures related less directly to the
Pinellas County program have no doubt been omitted. One that -

immediately comes to mind is a charge for overhead expenses
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within the U.S. Department of Labor national offices.” The
pfoper charge, in this particular case, would have been
difficult to determine and, it is believed, would have been
small relative to total Pinellas County program expenditures.

Attention must now be directed toward the more pervasive
question of whether the expenditures noted should be considered
economic costs for society for purposes of ocur analysis.
Typically, only those expenditures which represent marginal
social opportunity costs sﬁ@uld qualify. Payments for the use
of uhemployed resources would therefore seem to be excluded.

Whereas there may have been no alternative use for
particular resources during a given time period, however, the
question remains as to whether a zero marginal soclial cost
should be attributed to thesé resources in benefit-cost
comparisons to be used as a planning guide where allocative
efficiency is an issue. Moreover, the question of whether
there was no alternative use in the short run'just because the-
resources would not, in fact, have been utilized may require
further consideration.

The most obvious example (in this study) of an
expenditure which should be questioned on the.basis of economic

cost is the $532,538.00 amount paid out by the Pinellas'County

uMichael E. Borus and William R. Tash, Measuring the

Impact of Manpower Programs: A Primer (Ann Arbor, Mich.:
Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, the University of
Michigan/Wayne State University, 1970), p. 53.
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School Board as "allowances .to clients" (see Table 2).5

This was by far the largest single expenditure for the ISTP

effort in Pinellas County for the period examiﬁed ang,

explicitly, represents nothing more than a transfer payment.

It can be assumed ﬁhat food, shélter, and clothing were pﬁrchased

by CETA participants with these funds, but these costs to

society would have been incurred without.the programvand

therefore do not represent marginal social opportunity costs.
The proper economic cost to be considered for engaging

clients in the training~is the foregone earnings (output),

if any, of the trainees due to their unemployment while in

the program. Although most of the participants were unemployed

when entering the program (see Table 5), some would undoubtedly

have been employed during the time they were in training.

If it were assumed that all of the trainees would have been

othérwise employed full-time at the then existing minimum

wage, the $532,538.00 expenditure for client allowances

could be used as a measure of foregone earnings and output for

society. Of course, the relevant cost for this item for our

sample group would be 69 percent of this amount or $367,451.22.
If it were instead assumed that all of the trainees

would have been unemployed throughout their time in the program,

. 5Note that all expenditures of the Pinellas County
School Board shown under "wages to clients" and "fringe
benefits to clients" were for the work experience program.
See Table 14 in Appendix 1 for further clarification.
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for society. Even if all of the participants would, in fact,
héve been unemployed, however, there may still be a basis |
for treating the $367,451.22 expenditure as a reflection of
foregone earnings for long run (planning) purposes. An
argument for this treatment could be based on the assumption
that alternative government programs, perhaps public works
projects, can be developed in the long run if the resources
are not employed in the private sector (also a possibility,

of course). Indeed, it coﬁld be argued that such alternatives
were available in the short run, and therefore the opportunity
foregone was not zero (even for that period).

Two authors of a well-known public finance text have
included the following statement in their chapter dealing
with expenditure evaluation:

Using unemployed resources poorly may indeed be betterl-
than not using them at all. But it is not as good as
using them for a superior purpose. Unless there are
political constraints which permit only one use, cost-
benefit analysis should apply the concept of opportunity
cost even where resources are otherwise unemployed."

Burton A. Weisbrod has suggested an approach to
'edqcational program evaluation which considers fhe potential
earnings of students (rather than actuai earnings and output;
which may be affected by unemployment):

it seems to me to be analytically unwise to mix study
of allocative efficiency of additional expenditures

on education with study of the efficiency of monetary
and fiscal policy in maintaining full employment. I

6Richard A. Musgrave and Peggy B. Musgrave, Public
Finance in Theory and Practice (New York: McGraw-Hill,
Ine., 1973), p. 161.
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would like to urge that .in looking at the question of
whether to invest more in education, we consider what
students could earn and produce, not what they might
actually earn or produce, as affected by unemployment.

" The efficiency of educational expenditures in dealing
with unemployment is a quite different question from
the efficiency of education as an allocation problem.
Although there might be short-run transitional
unemployment associated with some movement of students
into the labor force, the basic issue of investment
in people through education is of the long run.’

Of course, it can be argued that the unemployed clients
whom the CETA program is designed to benefit were unemployed
due to structural reasons and therefore would not have been
affected by more "efficient" monetary and fiscal policy. Still,
it is more than possible that their productivity would have been
greater than zero in a different‘type of effort sponsored by
the government sector.

‘An argument could be made here with regard to the
value of foregone leisure time, but that is an intangible which
would only add to our measurement problems. This is not to
say, however, that the argument is without substance. If the -
maximization of satisfaction is the objective for society,
rather than output alone, it is an important consideration when
leisure time is valued more highly than the immediate consumption
benefits of training. It should also be noted that when
unemployed resources with zero opportunity cost are assumed to

exist, it can be argued that part of the foregone earnings

(output) due to otherwise employed clients entering training

7Bur'ton A. Weisbrod, "Education and Investment in
Human Capital," The Journal of Political Economy 70
(Supplement: Oct. 1962):123.
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may be offset by otherwise unemployed persons moving into
their jobs. This is referred to as the "vacuum effect."8

When benefit-cost ratios are calculated for this study,
two sets of calculations will be made. One will include
as an economic cost the $367,451.22 expenditure allocated
to our sample group of traineés for "allowances to clients,"
and the other will not include any of this expenditure.

This will provide the two possible extremes for reader
evaluation. It must be stfessed that, when included, the
expenditure is being viewed as representative of foregone
earnings and output for trainees.

At the beginning of this chapter, it was estimated that
the total CETA expenditure at the school board>for our sample
of 151 clients was $609,519.05. Deducting the $367,451.22
expenditure for client allowances, leaves a remaining expense
of $242,067.83 to be examined. These funds were spent for
"administration," "training costs," and "serviees to clients" -
as indicated in Table 2 and Table 1L in Appendix 1. (Table 14
also reveals the expenditures by line item but does not include
Seection 112 funds spent.) Approximately $36,000.00 of these
funds were expended for equipment, which will be used, to
some extent, in subsequent time periods.

In addition to school board CETA expenses for the sample

group, other non-CETA, school board expenditures were also

8Steve L. Barsby, Cost-Benéfit Analysis and Manpower
" Programs (Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath and Co., 1972), p. 15.
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discussed previously. A $27,194.07 amount was imputed for
administrative overhead at the school board, and it was
indicated that additional in-kind contributions were involved
to some extent. Finally, it was noted that some school board
CETA expenditures apportioned to our sample group benefited
other groups (CETA, Title III clients) or should benefit other
groups in subsequent periods. (Although some expenditures

for equipment in previous time periods benefited our sample
~group, it is believed that equipment ekpenditures for this
time period exceeded equipmént dépreciation.)

All things considered, if the $27,194.07 administrative
overhead apportionment is added to the $242,067.83 reported
CETA expenditure an estimate of thé economic cost (exclusive
of earnings foregone by trainéés) at the school board is obtained
which seems relatively accufate; The assumption here 1s that the
$242,067.83 expenditure ﬁas for resources which would have
been émployed elsewhere and, based upon the further assumption
of competitive conditions, is reflective of the value of those
resources in alternative uses. As indicated in Table 14
(Appendix 1), a large portion of this amoﬁnt was spent for
salaries, fringe benefits, and traﬁel for those employed in
providing administration, training, and services to clients.

The $27,194.07 charge for administrative overhead at
the school board, if not an accurate reflection of marginal
social oppqrtunity cost for‘the shorf—run period examined,

certainly appearé to represent.a program-related cost
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which should be included when benefit-cost comparisons are
used for determining what programs are selected in the future.
Even for the long-run, however, the apportionment of overhead
cost on the basis of average (per unit) cost may overstate the
true marginal cost if economies of scale are involved.

Some of these same points can'be noted with regard
to‘the other school board in-kind contributions noped previously.
Here, it is perhaps more evident that these resources would,
in most cases, not have been utilized during the period
examined, however. -For this reason, and partially to offset
expenditures included but which aided or will aid other groups,
an additional cost was not imputed for these other in-kind
contributions.

It is also believed that the expenditures previously
apportioned to the Pinellas County ISTP effort for'the three
support organizations are approximately reflective of the
social opportunity cost of the resources used. Again, there
were some overhead expenses included in these estimates which
perhaps do not accurately represent marginal costs to society
in the short-run period under examination. Still, in the long-
run, alternative uses should be available for these reéources.
(This is not to say that there were no alternative uses and
marginal social opportunity cost for the period investigated.)

The estimated program costs to be used for the Florida
State Empleyment Service, Pinellas Opportunity Council, and

the Pinellas County-St. Petersburg Manpower Planning Unit
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are $22,236.49, $8,153.67, and $13,200.12, respectively. When
these are added to the $269,261.90 estimated cost (exclusive
of trainee foregone earnings) for the Pinellas County School
Board, the total estimated economic cost of the program
becomes $312,852.18. If we then add the $367,451.22 amount
for trainee fbregone earnings, the estimated program cost

is $680,303.40.



CHAPTER V
PINELLAS COUNTY BENEFIT DATA

In Chapter I it was noted that benefits would be
measured by estimating training-related incremental earnings
for the group of 151 Pinellas County ISTP participants who
terminated during the yeaf ended June 30, 1976. In this
chapter, the necessary employment and training data for making
benefit estimates for this group will be presented. The
analysis and estimates of benefits, however, will be reserved
for the following chapter.

It is only necessary to examine employment and training
data for the 114 clients who actually entered vocational train-
ing in order to estimate training-related incremental earnings
for the entire group of 151. Thirty-seven of the 151 clients
were only involved in work evaluation and cannot benefit by

obtaining employment related to training.l The cost of

lIt can be argued that some benefits may accrue. to these
37 clients as a result of their work evaluation experience.
Although an attempt will not be made to quantify any such
benefits, the possibility of their existence will be mentioned
as an additional factor to be considered in evaluating the
program in the concluding chapter.

75
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providing work evaluation for these 37 participants, however,
represents a cost of 6btaining'whatevef benefits will accrue
to the_groﬁp of 151 and was therefore included in the cost
estimates in the previous chapter.

In order to estimate training-related incremental earniﬁgs
for the 114 trainees, their employment situations before
entering the program must be compared with post-CETA employment
histories. Where post-CETA employment data are lacking,
information from CETA files regarding client training histories
will also aid in estimating benefits. Information relating
to clients' last employment before CETA was obtained from CETA
intake records and provides trainee wage rates in their last
previous employment, as well as the types of occupations.
Post-CETA émployment data were obtained both from CETA termina-
tion records and from client interviews.

Participants were not necessarily terminated -from CETA
upon their terminations from the institutional skill training
program at the Pinellas County School Board. If employment
was not obtained when the client terminated from training, he
was referred to the Florida State Emﬁloyment Service CETA unit
for help in finding work. In any case, it was the employment
service that assigned final dispositions for the trainees and
completed CETA termination records.

Basically, four types of final dispositions were assigned:
positive;,training-related; positive,.training—ﬁnrelated; non-

positive; and "other positive." Table 7 provides a breakdown



TABLE T.

TRAINING AND CETA TERMINATION DATA FOR CLIENTS TERMINATED
FROM PINELLAS COUNTY ISTP, JULY 1, 1975 -~ JUNE 30, 1976

Terminated: Terminated:
Training Training
Incomplete-- Incomplete—-
CETA Termination Completed Four or Less Than
Status Training More Months Four Months Total
Positive, Training-
related 29 : 3 1 33
Positive, Training- .
unrelated : 6 - 5 1 12
Non-positive : 7 23 6 36
Other Positive 6 T 0 13
Termination Information
. Not Available ) 6 10 ly 20
12 114

Total ' 54 48

Source: Pinellas County School Board CETA Unit, "Terminated Client Status

Change Summary Sheets," July 1975 - June. 1976, and information obtained firom

interviews with Pinellas County ISTP clierits.

Ll
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of the number of trainees assigned to each of these four
categories. Terminatibn inforﬁation is not available for the
20 clients included in the fifth category shown in this table.
The positive, training-related group contains those
participants who obtained employment related to their training
when terminating from CETA. Clients in the positive, training-
unrelated category obtained employment upon termination from
CETA, but it was not related to the training received. The
non-positive category includes those for whom the employment
service could verify no positive results within a reasonable
period of time. There were numerous reasons for this assignment.
Some clients would not respond to employment service attempts
to aid them in finding jobs. Some moved to other locations,
and fhe employment service was unable to trace them; a few
became chronically ill or died. The "other positive" category
represents those who terminated from dETA to enroll in an
actﬁvity funded by another CETA title or a manpower program
not funded by CETA, to enroll full time in academic or vocational
schools, or to join the military service.
Twenty-two of the 114 clients with possible benefits
were never assigned final dispositions by the CETA unit of the
employment service. Their records were transferred to the
émployment service when they terminated from the training
program but, for some reason, the employment service failed
to officially terminate them from CETA. -Two of these unassigned

clients were interviewed. One had been unemployed for the
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entire two year period after leaving the training program
and has been treated as a non~§6éitive termination for purposes
of this study. The other had been employed in two unrelated
occupations following training and therefore'has been: treated
as a positive, training-unrelated termination. Twenty of these
clienté, however, could not be located for interviews and
are therefore included in the."termination information not
available" category in Table 7. This table also contains
inTormation regarding éime spent in training and program
completion for trainees ip each termination category.

.The importance of program completion will be discussed
more fully in the following chapter. At this point, if can
be observed from an examination of Table 7 that 88 pércent
of clients who obtained jobs related to training upon termination
from CETA had completed their respective training programs.
Fifty percent of those obtaining unrelated employment and 46
peréent assigned "other positive" dispositions completed
training. On the other hand,.onlj 19 percent of the trainees
in the non-positive category and 30 percent of those for whom
termination information is not availaﬁle completed training

programs.

Positive, Training-related Terminations

Thirty-three of the 11l clients with possible training
benefits were assigned positive,Atraining—relatéd dispositions
upon termination from CETA. A major porfion of the effort

involved in this study was devoted to finding and interviewing
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these trainees, whenever possible, in person. Through persoﬁal
and telephone interviews, information was obtained from 27
of the 33 participants regarding their employment and salary
situations approximately one to two years after 1eaving
training. It is believed that this information will provide
greater credibility for estimates of long-run benefits.
Only a small number (approximateiy 10 percent) of clients
from other categories were interviewed, however, and therefore
CETA training and termination records must also be utilized
in order to estimate benefits_for the 114 participants.

Table 8 is presented here to provide a summary of the
employment and training data obtained from' CETA records and
interviews for the 33 trainees who initially found related jobs
when terminated from CETA. For the six trainees who could
not be located for interviews, initial post-CETA occupations.
and wages indicated on CETA termination records are shown in
parentheses in place of occupations and wages at times of
interviews. Initial post—CETA employment data are omitted
for the 27 clients who were interviewed since the more recent
and important information regarding their occupations is
provided.

Training records of the 33 clients who obtained related
jobs upon tefmination from CETA revealed very few negative

comments. This was to be‘expected, of course, since 29 of the
.33 completed training programs. Tweive completed clerk,

general office training. Five completed the auto paint and



: - TABLE 8

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING DATA FOR CLIENTS WHO TERMINATED FROM PINELLAS
COUNTY ISTP, JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976, AND ENTERED RELATED
OCCUPATIONS UPON TERMINATION FROM CETA

Last Wage Weeks Occupation at Time Lasc Age Previous Months Relationship
Occupation Rate Unemply. of Interview (or at Known at Education in ISTP of "Interview"
Beforg Berovs Berorg CETA Termination, Wage CETA (grade (*Com~ b Type of Occupation
CETA CETA CETA if not interviewed) Rate Entry Sex Race completed) pleted) Training to Training
1. Waitress $1.60° 21 Clerk Typist 19 $2.78 19 F W 12 6* Clerk, Relatead
Gen. Office
2. Secretarye 1.60¢ 20f File Clerk 3.07 23 . F W 13 U Acctg, Relntedr‘
Clerk
3. Bartender 2.00° 52 Apartment Manager 3.25 4y F W 10 g lerk Related
Gen. Office
4. Bookkeeper 2.25 1, Not interviewed 50 F W 12 % Bookkeeping Not
(Clerk, Gen. Office) (3.00) intervieved
5. Waltress 1.35° Yy Clerk, Gen, Office 2.67 22 P W 11 9% Clerk Related
Gen, Office
6. Cashier 2,00 ] Secretary 4,32 42 F W 12 1246 Clerk Related
. Gen, Office
7. Cashier 2.00 52 Receptionist 2.75 L3 ] F W 12 12% Clerk Related
Gen., Office
8. cCashier 2.00 2 Janitorial Work" 2.4h0 24 F w 12 12 Cooks & Unrelated”
: Bakers
9. Shipping 1.90 52 School Book 3.32 Lh] F W 11 11% Clerk, Related
Clerk Store Manager Gen, Office

18



TABLE 8-Continued

Last Wage Weeks Occupation at Time Last Age Previous Months Relationship
Occupation Rate Unemply. of Interview (or at Known at Education in ISTP of "Interview"
Before Berors Before CETA Termination, Wage CETA (grade (*Com-~ b Type of Occupation
CETA2 CETA CETA%  if not interviewed) Rate Entry Sex Race completed) pleted) Training to Training
10. Assembler $2.00 16 Piling & Making 1 $2.30 59 F 8 12 Keypunch Unrelated1
Eyeglass Patterns
11. Sales 2.25 523 Boat Mechanic 3.25% 20 M 12 128 piesel Related
Trainee Mechanic
12, liurses' Aide 2.00 1 Licensed 3.50 21 F 12 12% Lic. Pract. Related
Practical Nurse Nurse
13. Hurses'! Aide 2.6l 0 Licensed 4.40 2l F 12 12% Lie. Pract. Related
Practical Nurse Nurse
14. Cashier 1.90 5 Unemployed ——— 21 F 12 12% Lic. Pract. Unemployed
Nurse
15. Laundry 2.25% 12 Unemployed ————— 20 F 12 1% Clerk, Unemployed
Worker Gen, Office
16. Public 2.10 12 Secretary 3.28 19 F 121 UL Clerk, Related
Checker Gen., Office
17. Draftsman 3.00 1 Unemployed —— 27 M 12™ 10% Bookkeeping Unemployed
18.  laid 2.00 28 Customer Service 3.65 31 F 13 15% Clerk, Related

Representative

Gen. Office

Continued

c8



TABLE 8~Continued

Last Wage Weeks Occupation at Time Last = Age Previous Menths Relationship
Occupation Rate Unemply. of Interview (or at Known at Education in ISTP of "Intervieuw"
Before Before Befor CETA Termination, Wage CETA (grade (*Com~ Type of Occupation
CETA2 CETA2 CETA if not interviewed) Rate Entry Sex Race completed) pleted) Training to Training
19. Cosmeto- $2.00 2 Accounts Payable $3.11 43 F W 12 1148 Clerk, Related
. lozist Clerk Gen, Office .
20. Tray Line 1.90 8 Unemployed ——— 20 F W 12 15% Data Unemployed
Vorker Processing
21. Alterations 1.50 52 Unemployed ——— 37 F W 12 16% Bookkeeping Unemployed
(fiece Work)
22. Construction 2.85 52 Auto Body Repair ~ 4,00 20 M W 12 1 Auto Paint Related
Laborer & Body Rep.
'
23. Gas Station 2.75 3 Industrial Spray 5.00 20 M W 9 17* Auto Paint Related
Attendant Painter . . & Body Rep.
24, Flater 3.42 1 Auto Painter 4,00 24 M wn 12 1T Auto Paint Related
: & Body Rep.
25. Construction 2.00 24 Not interviewed 17 M W 8 17% Auto Paint Not
Laborar (Auto Body Repair) (2.30) & Body Rep. interviewed
26, Cashler 2,10 8 Credit Clerk 3.60 29 F W 11 17 Clerk, Related
. Supervisor Gen., Office
27. Recreational 1.94 2 Welder® 459 21 MW 12 17 Welding Related®
Alde

A Continued
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TABLE 8-Continued

Last Wage Vieeks Occupation at Time Last Age Previous Months Relatlionship
Occupation Rate Unemply. of Interview (or at Known  at Education in ISTP of "Interview"
Befovs Beforg Before CETA Termination, Wage CETA (grade (*Com~ b Type of Occupation
CETA CETA CETA%®  Af not Interviewed) Rate Entry Sex Race completed) pleted) Training to Training
28. Proofreader $2.20 15 Not interviewed F W 12 g# Clerk, Not
(Clerk Typist) $(2.65) Gen. Office interviewed
29. Salesperson 2,00 26J Not interviewed ur F W 12 13% Data Not
(Bookkeeper) (2.50) - Processing interviewed
30.. Painter 3.50 8 Not interviewed . M ‘W 11 17# Auto Paint Not
(Auto Body Repair) (unknown) & Body Rep. interviewed
31, Book Binder 2.50 §2 Not interviewed . M W 8 2 Welding Hot
(welding) (8.75) intervieved
32. Real Estate Comm.P 42 office Nurse 3.32 43 F W 12 12% Lic. Pract. Related
Sales . Nurse
33, HMNurses' Alde 1.65 13 Hair Stylist 4,50 18 F W 11 13% Cosmetology Related

Source: Compiled from Pilnellas County CETA intake and termination records and information from interviews with Pinellas
County ISTP clients.

81ast occupation, wage rate, and weeks unemployed before CETA training have all been taken from CETA intake forms, Some
clients gave different responses when interviewed. In most cases, however, these olients admitted that, due to the time elapsed,
they were not sure about the before-CETA employment information given in the interview. It 1s also possible that clients worked
in different occupations between the dates of the intake forms and the dates they started in the program. It was also found,
through these interviews, that when a client is listed on the intake form as unemployed for 52 weeks, it may mean longer than 52
weeks, sometimes several years. Clients with designation of 0 in the unemployment column were working at the time of the intake
but were considered underemployed.

Continued

18



TABLE 8-Continued

bCiients who completed training are noted with an asterisk. Some clients interviewed did not believe they had completed
even though shown on school board records as completed, and some believed they had completed but were not shown as completed.
Records of the schcol board have been used here 1n designating those who completed, except for one Licensed Practical Nurse who
obviously did complete--contrary to notation in CETA records.

®Does not include tips recelved according to client's response in interview.

dPublic service job financed by CETA. Client also believes that pre-CETA experience provided adequate skills for her to
perform current duties.

€Client worked as secretary for father and received room and board in addition to $1.60 wage.
. f‘Clzlem; was in school as full time accounting clerk trainee before entering CETA. Although current employment i1s related,
the ability to perform current duties is somewhat attributable to previous expcrience, working as secretary for father for 3 years,
and also to previous schooling.

€poes not inelude time spent in CETA training during a previous enrollment period. This previous training may have been
in a different area. .

hCurrent occupation is only part time for 20 hours per week.

iClient indicated in interview that current job is no more than marginally related to training, and hours worked per week
are currently only 25. *

JClient was a full time student when entering training.
kCIIent indicated in interview that he also earns commission on some jobs.

1Also completed one semester of junior college.

Mp1s0 completed two or three years of drafting classes before CETA training.

"Spanish American;

%Client is in U.S. Air Force in addition to working as a welder 40 hours per week in the private sector. He will be
Sizghgiiggt§?on since the Air Force has not provided the welding job he was promised when he enlisted (according to interview

Pciltent worked on commission and indicated in interview that she made as much as $9,000.00 one year. She also noted,
hovever, that earnings were much below this rate at other times. ' .

a8
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body repair program, and four others graduated from the
program for licensed pfactical:nurses. ' The remaining eight
completions were from programs for bookkeeping (three), data
processing (two), accounting clerks (one), diesel mechanics
(one), and cosmetology (one). The four clients in this group
of 33 who did not complete training were enrolled in cooks
and bakers training (one), keypunch (one), and welding (two).
Three of these four clients were in training for 12 months or
longer. One of the welding trainees was only in the program .
two months.

.Five of the six participants in this group who could -
not be located for inter%iews completed training programs.
Two were enrolled in auto paint and body repair training; one
was in general office clerk ftraining; one was in bookkeeping;
and one was a data processing trainee. The other student
who was not located was the one enrolled in welding training

forﬁonly two months.

Positive, Training-unrelated Terminations

A summary of employment and training data for the 12
clients who obtained unrelated jobs when terminated from CETA
is supplied in Table 9. Only initial post-CETA employment
information (from CETA termination recéfds) is shown in the
body of the table. For the two clients in this group who
were interviewed, more recent employment data are'provided in

the footnotes to the table.



TABLE 9

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING DATA FOR CLIENTS WHO TERMINATED FROM PINELLAS
COUNTY ISTP, JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976, AND ENTERED UNRELATED
OCCUPATIONS UPON TERMINATION FROM CETA

Last Wage Weeks Wage Age Previous Months Relationship
Occupation Rate Unemply. Initial Rate at Education in ISTP of Initial
Berorg Before Beforﬁ Occupationa After CETA (grade (*¥Com- b Type of Occupation
CETA® CETA8 CETA After CETA CETA Entry Sex Race completed) pleted) Training to Training
1.  Waltress®  $1,00° 0 Teacher's Aide® $2.50° Y F W 10 8 Cooks & Unrelated®
: Bakers
2. Cook 1.85 |l Car Clean-Up $7 - $10 22 M B 9 8 Auto Paint Unrelated
per car & Body Rep.
3. Duct .00 10 Not shown in 2.50 26 M W 12 12 Diesel Unrelated
Installer records Mechani¢’
s, Waitressd 1.70 ] Laundry 2,30 17 F AId 1 12% Clerk, Unrelated
¢ Worker Gen. Office
%, HMaid 2.00 -3 Cleaner 2.30 éo F AB 11 ] Nurses! Unrelated
Alde
€. Salesperson 2,00 36 Sales Clerk 2.30 19 F W 11 g% Clerk, Unrelated
Gen. Office
&. Seamstress 2.25 8 Waitress 1.00° 30 F L) 12 g Clerk, Unrelated
Gen. Offlice
8. None none HNo wor¥ Shipping Clerk 2.40 18 M W 10 12% Auto Paint Unrelated
exper, & Body Rep.

Continued

L8



TABLE 9-Continued

Last Wage Weeks Wage Age Previous Months Relationship
Occupation Rate  Unemply. Initial Rate at Education 4in ISTP of Initial
Beforg Beforg Berorg Occupationa After CETA (grade (¥Com~ b Type of Occupation
CETA CETA CETA After CETA CETA Entry Sex Race completed) pleted) Training to Training
9, HNursery $2.10 1w Store Laborer $2.40 18 M W 10 12# Auto Paint Unrelated
VWorker & Body Rep.
10, Machine 1.80 36 Community 2.84 - 19 F B 12 14# Data Unrelated
Operator Worker Processing .
11, Waitress 758 32 Custodian 2.79 28 F W 9 5 Clerk, Unrelated
Gen. Office
l2. Cashierh 2.00 48 Cashierh 2.10h 22 F B 10 10 Cooks & Unrelatedh
Bakers ‘=

Source: Compiled from Plnellas County CETA intake and termination records and information from interviews with Pinellas
County ISTP clients.

qrast occupation, wage rate, weeks unemployed, initinl occupation after CETA and related wage rate have all been taken from
CETA infa/e and termination records (with exception ot initial occupation after CETA and related wage for c¢client on line 12; see
footnote ). Client with designation of 0 in the unemployment column was working at the time of the intake but was considered
underemQIOJed.

bcnent;s vho completed training are noted with an asterisk.

SThis client was interviewed and indicated that $1.00 wage rate in last occupationbefore CETA does not include tips received.

At the time of the interview, the client had returned to the same waltress job she held before training and stated that she was
carning approximately $2.50 per hour, including tips.

97nis client's race is American Indlan. When an interview was attempted, it was found that she 1s now deceased.

eHourly wage without tips,

f.'I‘hfls cllient was a full-time student at the time the intake form was completed.

Continued

88



TABLE 9-Continued

. 8This was the hourly wage shown on the intake form., Although not specified, it can probably be assumed to be without
tips included.

hThis client was interviewed. Since she was not officlally terminated from CETA, the information regarding her initial
occupation after CETA and the related wage rate were obtained through the interview. At the time of the interview, she had also
had a second unrelated job as a part time teacher's alde in a nursery school at $2.30 per hour. When interviewed, she was
unaisployed and recovering from a broken ankle. When the ankle healed, she hoped to return to the nursery school job--perhaps
full time.

68
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Training records for these 12 participants included
few negative comments, although only six were successful in
completing training programs. Three of those who completed
were trained as general office clerks. Two finished the
auto paint and body repair program, and one was a data
processing graduate.

The two clients in this group who were interviewed were
previously enrolled in cooks and bakérs training, one for
eight months and the other for 10 months. Neither completed
training. Ong had returned to the waitress job she held prior
to CETA training, and the other, who had worked in two un-
related occupations following training, was unemployed and |
recovering from a broken ankle.when interviewed. The other
four trainees who did not complete training (from this group
of 12) were enrolled in auto paint and body repair (one),
diesel mechanics (one), nurses' aide training (one), and general
office clerk training (one). The general office clerk trainee
was only in the program for.approximately one-half month, and
the nurses' aide trainee was enrolled approximately four

months.

Non-positive Terminations

Rather than include data for these 36 clients in
tabular férm, the relevant information will be presented in
the discussion which follows. Post-CETA employment data
were not availablé from CETA termination records for.thesé

trainees. Non-positive dispositions were assigned by the CETA
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unit of the Florida State Employment Service when employment
or other positive results could not be verified for participants.
These dispositions, because of their nature, however, provide
some basis for evaluating the program's effect on this group
of 36 clients. Moreover; additional pést-CETA information

is available for five trainees from this group who were
interviewed, and CETA training records will reveal further
useful data for estimating benefits for the 36 participants.
Neither the information obtained from interviews nor from CETA
files suggest an optimistic picture with regard to expected
economic benefits from the program for the 36 clients. This,
of course, was basically the message conveyed through the
assignment of non-positive termination dispositions for them.

Six of these clients were actually involved ip vocational
training for only two months or less. One of these six was
interviewed and was the only one of the five interviewed
(from the group of 36) who was employed in an occupation related
to training. His CETA file indicated he had received previous
training for this occupation (welding), however, and it is
difficult to attribute much of any benefits he may derive from
the job to his short period as a CETA trainee.

Six others from the non-positive termination category
were in training from four to five months but did not complete
their programs. One of these six is now deceased. Two were
terminated from training dué to poor attendance and unsatis-

factory progress. One changed from cooks and bakers training
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to auto mechanics during a four month training span and then
quit because he was "undecided." One, who had a nervous disorder
thought to be a result of training, was to have returned to
training but never did. And one, who was a "former offender,"
was in the training program only four months and could not be
located when an interview was attempted.

Fourteen of the 36 were in training six to 16 months
but failed to complete programs and, for one reason or another,
appear to have little chanée of benefiting economically from
their training. Five of these were terminated due to attendance
problems and/or becaﬁse of unsatisfactory progress or lack
of interest. Two others were terminated for lack of cooperation.
One had personal and health problems as well as some problems
in class, and another had excessive absences before being
terminated from CETA when he was incarcerated. One terminated
due to illness and tried to re-enter the program but was
rejected on the basis of the work evaluation report. One was -
noted as being unable to "cdpe in this technology." The
remaining three in this group of 14 were interviewed. Two
of these had not worked at all since training (for one, it had
been approximately two years), and the other was working in
an unrelated area, with no plans to use his training skills
in the future. .

This leaves 10 of the 36vdesignated as non-positive
terminations who appear to have more than a negligible chance

of benefiting economically from the program. Séven of the
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10 completed traiﬂing (the only completions in the group of
36). Even here, however, expected benefits are questionable.
It must be remembered that all 36 clients in this category were
terminated without verification of any positive results. In
most cases, the time between termination from training and
termination from CETA by the employment service was several
months or longer.

One of these 10 trainees was interviewed. She completed
general office clerk training but was assigned a non-positive
CETA termination disposition by the employment service when
she became pregnant and was not seeking employment. It was
learned that she was unemployed for approximately one year
after her CETA termination before she started her own day-care
center for children. She indicated that she might possibly
return to office work after having a second child and seeing
it through the pre-school years.

Another one of the 10 trainees completed training
(bookkeeping) in only six ménths, possibly because she was
enrolled in the program in another time period, according to
the CETA intake form. If this client were to obtain related
employment, all of the benefits coﬁld,not necéssarily be
attributed to expenditures included for her in our cost data.

The other five, in this group of 10, who completed
training programs were enrolled in general office clerk
training (three) and cosmetology (twd). The rémaining three

participants in the group qﬁit béfore completion. One left



94

the auto>mechanics program after 16 months; one terminated
from cooks and bakers training following 10 months in the
program; and one, who is now 56 years old, quit general office
clerk training after 16 months to stay home with her ill

husband.

Other Positive Terminations

Data for these 13 participants will also be presented
without the use of a summary table. It was previously noted
that this disposition was assigned for any of three reasons: .
the clieht enrolled in an activity funded by another CETA
tit;e or a manpower program not funded by CETA; the client
enrolled full time in academic or vocational schools; or the
client joined the military service. Four of the 13 clients
whc were assigned this disposition belbng in the first of these
thrée categories as a result of obtaining CETA financed jobs.
Seven were assigned this disposition for the second reason,
and'two entered fhe military service. Six of the 13 participants
completed training programs.

All four of the clients who obtained CETA financed empioy-
ment completed training. Three of these four graduated from
the general office clerk program and went to work in CETA
financed jobs which were related to their training. The other
trainee completed the bookkeeping program and obtained a CETA
funded position as a night watchman; One of the three general
office clérk trainees was interviewed and was still in the same

clerk-cashier (CETA, Tile VI) position with the City of Dunedin,
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Florida. She was earning $3.66 per hour compared with a wage
of $2.90 per hour as a grocery store cashier before CETA
training. At the time of the interview, approximately two
years had elapsed since she had completed training.

Two of the seven participants who enrolled full time in
academic or vocational schools completed training programs.
One of the two graduated from the clerk, general office
program, and the other was a bookkeeping trainee; The other
five of these seven clients did not complete their programs.
CETA files indicated that instructors believed one of these
could not cope with the public and could.not be employable.
Another of the five was terminated from training due to lack
of progress and attendanée problems, and two others, who were
in training approximately five months each, were noted as having
attendance problems before they terminated. The remaining
client in this group received a federal grant to attend junior
college after approximatelj_one year as a general office clerk
trainee.

Neither of the two cliehts who entered the military
service completed training. Information from CETA files
indicated that both had problems with absenceé, punctuality,
and indifference before terminating. One of the two was only

in training approximately four months.

Termination Information Not Available

The 20 trainees included in the final category in

Table‘7 were not assigned dispositions by the employment
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service CETA unit and could not be located for interviews.
In spite of the lack of post-CETA employment and termination
data, an attempt must be made to éstimate benefits for this
group. Training data for these clients will be summarized
in the discussion which follows and utilizeﬁ in the following
chapter for benefit projections.

It would not be proper to reduce the sample under
consideration from 114 to 94 by eliminating benefits and
costs for these 20 participants. There is no reason to assume
that benefits per dollar of cost for these 20 will be the same
as benefits per dollar for the other 94 trainees. Eliminating
these 20 from consideration could therefore bias benefit-cost
comparisons.

There ma& be reason to believe that benefits per dollar
of cost will be lower for the 20 clients in this category.
It can be noted from Table 7 that only six of the 20 trainees
(30 percent) in this'group qémpleted training whereas 48 of the
other 94 (51 percent approximately) completed their programs.
In addition, four of the 20 (26 percent) terminated in.less‘
than four months without completing. Only eight of the 94
(approximately nine percent) terminated without completing in
such a short time. It should also be mentioned that evidence
seems to indicate the employment service tried unsuccessfully
to achieve and verify positive results for these trainees
for an extended period of time.

Two of the 20 clients were in training only one month

or less. Two others completed only approximately two months.



97

One was in the program just over.four months and was noted

as having trouble with absences. Two were terminated for

poor attendance, and another'was terminated for'unsatisfactory

progress. One was in training approximately five months

and had problems with attendance, punctuality, and attitude.

One completed two months of auto paint and body repair training

and then transferred to landscape maintenance for four months

before termination. One te;minated after six months of auto

mechanics and was cited for poor attention and lack of progress

during this period; and one, who completed cooks and bakers

training, was deceased at‘the time an interview was attempted.
Five of the remaining eight participants in this group

completed training (two in the general office clerk program,

two in auto paint and body repair, and one in cosmetology).

The other three terminated in seven months (horticulture),

10 months (clerk, general office), and 17 months (cooks and

bakers). CETA training files seemed to indicate the client

who terminated after 17 months of cooks and bakers training

had completed the program. Other CETA records, however, suggested

otherwise. There was also some evidence in the files that some

of these final eight clients obtaiﬂed related'employment,

but that information was not complete.



CHAPTER VI
PINELLAS COUNTY BENEFIT ANALYSIS

The presentation of employment and training data in
the previous chapter should.allow some assessment of the impact
of the Pinellas County'Institutional Skill Training Program
for the time period examined. To further aid in the assessment
of program benefits, an analysis of that data will be presented
here. This analysis will lead to numerical estimates of
economic benefits for the program. Numerous.assumptions
will be required, however, in order to arrive at these estimates.
As a result, they cannot be stated without qualifications.
One objective of this chapter is to make the reader aware
of these qualifications due to the assumptions required. With
this knowledge, the benefit estimates can serve as a useful -
tool for evaluating the impact of the training program.

The 114 clients with possibie training benefits can
be divided into three classificétions with regard to our
knowledge concerning their post-CETA employment histories.

First, there are those who were interviewed one to two years

98
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following termination.from the ftraining program;_and therefore
for whom we have more recent, longer-term employment information.
Second, there are those for whom information is only available
concerning their initial employment upon termination from
CETA. And third, there are those clients for whom no post-
CETA employment information is available. The latter group
includes trainees who were not interviewed and also were not
assigned final dispositions by the employment service CETA
unit, as well as those who were assigned non-positive or
"other positive" dispoéitions and were not interviewed.

Our task, in this chapter, is to estimate benefits
for the entire group of 114 participants. These benefits will
then be compared with estimates of training costs in Chapter VII.
It should be emphasized that benefits for the 114 trainees
will be examined from the societal point of view, aﬁd we are
therefore. interested in the value of training-related increments
in earnings and output for the economy as a whole. The
possible elimination of welfare (transfer) payments as a result
of training is not a consideration when this viewpoint is adopted.
As noted in Chapter I, indirect and intangible benefits from
the program will also not be conéidéred when benefits are
quantified. These other factors will be mentioned as additional
considerations in the concluding chapter. Benefits will be
quantified in this chapter by estimating the value of training-
related incremental wages for ISTP clients. Wage rates

received pfior to CETA training will require an upward adjustment
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(fo allow for the general upward trend in money wage rates)

before training-related incremental wages can be calculated.

Benefit Analysis: .Clients Assigned Positive,
Training-Related Dispositions

Benefits will be estimated in this section for the
participants who obtained training-related jobs upon termination
from CETA. Some post-CETA employment information is available
for all 33 of these clients (see Table 8). In addition, 27
of the 33 were interviewed, and data regarding their employment
situations one to two years after terminations were also
obtained. Twenty of the 27 interviewed were still employed in
areas related to their training. Five of the other seven
interviewed were unemployed, and the remaining two trainees
were working part time in unrelated Jjobs.

One problem in projecting benefits for this group of
33 trainees is that of deciding how to treat the six who could
not be located for interviews. All six obtained related
employment at the time they terminated from CETA, but information
from the 27 interviews suggests that 100 percent cannot be
expected to retain felated jobs. Only 20, or 74 percent, of
those interviewed were still in ocdupations related to their
training one to two years later. Moreover, one of these
(client number one in Table 8) was working in a CETA funded,
public service job and stated that she believed her pre-CETA
experience had provided adequate'skilis for her to perform the

duties associated with that position. She will therefore be
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treated as an "other positive" termination for purposes of our
benefit analysis.. This reduces the total in the group currently
under examination.to 32, the number of these interviewed to

26, and the number in related occupations when interviewed to
19. The percentage still in related jobs when interviewed now
becomes 73 percent.

There is also some question about the relationship of
post-CETA employment to training for one of the six clients
who could not be located for an interview. The participant
shown on line 31 in Table 8 was only in welding training for
two months approximately before obtaining a related job at
$8.75 per hour. Because of the short time spent in training,
and also because of the exceptionally high wage rate relative
to others in the group, this client will be treated as a
positive, training-unrelated termination for purposes of
benefit estimates. Otherwise, the incremental wages for one
participant, with questionable benefits from training, would
have a substantial effect on estimates of training-related
benefits. The treatment of this client further reduces the
number in the group currentiy being examined to 31 but does
not affect the percentage of those interviewed who were still
in related jobs (since this client was not interviewed). It
does, however, also reduce the number who were not located for
inferviews from six to five.

It appears that the mést appropriate assumption regarding

these five who were not interviewed is that 73 percént were
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still in related occupations when interviews were attempted;
To avoid working with a fraction of a client, 73 percent of
five will be rounded to the nearest whole number, and therefore
four of the five trainees will be treated as being in related
jobs when interviews were conductéd. As indicated previously,
19 of the clients in this group (reduced to 31 after subtracting
the two trainees changed to the "other positive" and training- |
unrelated categories) were working in related occupations
when they were interviewed.

This leaves only eight clients in this group who will
not be treated as working in related positions one to two
years following terminations from CETA.  One of the eight is
the one not located for an interview and assumed not to have
been in a related job when the interview was attempted. The
other seven were interviewed and were either uﬁemployed or
working part time in unrelated occupations. It will be
assumed that these eight participants will not return ﬁo related
occupations, and therefore that none of their fgture earnings
can be attributed to their training. Some training-related
earnings could be estimated for the eight clients for the
time between CETA terminations énd:interviews, but these will
not be included in our benefit calculations because of the
relatively small amounts involved.

If interviewed -at a subsequent time, it might well be
found that some of the eight clients wére back in related

employment. It is also possible, however, that some of the
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other 23 will move out of related occupations permanently in-
the future. Since we will assume that these 23 will remain
in related jobs throughout their remaining average work life
expectancy, we will also assume the eight trainees will not
return to related employment. Based upon information from
interviews with seven of the eight, this latter assumption
does not appear particularly unwarranted. | |
One of the two who were working ﬁart time in unrelated
areas was 62 years old when interviewed and was planning on
retiring and receiving'social security benefits. The other
one, wﬁo was trained in cooking and baking, had not been able
to function in jobs related to her training. One of the five
unemployed clients had.only been employed a short time following
training and had been unable to find another job, probably
because of discrimination due tozaphysical handicap. Three
female trainees had stopped working because of having small
children at home, and another female participant was cdntemplating
attending college after recently being married.. |
Benefits will be estimated for the other 23 trainees
for both the period between CETA terminations and interviews
and the period represented by the femaining average work life
expectancy from the times of interviews. The bénefit period
between CETA terminations and interviews will be treated as
18 months in duration because the actual times between termina-
tions and interviews ranged from 12 tb 24 months for the 23

trainees. For the remaining average work life expectancy
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period, it will be assumed that training-related incremental
wage rates increase at the beginning of each succeeding year.
It will be assumed that incremental wage rates‘are constant
during each 12 month period, however. The basis.for the annual
incremental wage rate increases will be discussed mcre fully
at the end of this section. For the 18 month benefit period
between CETA terminations and interviews, tfaining—reiated
incremental wage rates will'be held constant when benefits are
estimated. i

As mentioned previously, before initial post-CETA
incremental wage rates are calculated, some adjustment is
probably warranted for wage rates received by the 23 clients
in their last employment prior to entering the training
program; Wage rates in these same occupations would undoubtedly
have increésed due to the general upward trend in money wage
rates. Therefore, it would not be proper to assume that'the
amounts by which post-CETA wage rates exceeded pre-CETA wage'
rates were all attributable fo training. In order to determine
the correct adjustment for pre-CETA wage rates, it is first
necessary to calculate the time which elapsed between pre-
CETA employment and initial post—CEfA occupations. It is
important to consider the periods of unemployment before
entering the program and the time periods between training
terminations and CETA terminations, as well as time.spent in
training. When all three are considefed, the average time

between pre-CETA and post-CETA employment for the 23 participants
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was approximately 16 months. (The average time in the training
program was approximately 12 months.)

Although all 23 clients did not leave training on the
same date, it will be assumed that all 23 terminated from the
training program on December 31, 1975, for purposes of adjusting
pre-CETA wage rates. (All 23 trainees, of course, did terminafe
from training sometime during the July 1, 1975 - June'30, 1976,
time period.) Since the average time between training termina-
tions and CETA terminations was approximately one month, it
will also be assumed that the 23 clients each obtained initial
post-CETA employment on January 31, 1976. With an average
time between pre-CETA and post-CETA employment of 16 months,
we are therefore assuming that pre-CETA wages were last earned
by the 23 trainees on September 30, 1974. The avefage wage
rate for manufacturing employees in Pinellas County increased
by 9.7 percent during the 16 months between September 1974,
and January 1976,l and pre-CETA wage rates will be adjusted
upward by this percentage before initial post-CETA incremental
wage rates are calculated for the 23 participants. Further
evidence of the general upwafd trend in money wage rates during
this period was the increase in_thé federal minimum wage rate

from $2.20 to $2.30 per hour on January 1, 1976.

1Fla., Department of Commerce, Division of Employment
Security, Pinellas County Labor Market Trends, Nov. 1975,
p. 4, and Tampa-St. Petersburg SMSA Labor Market Trends,
" Mar. 1977, p. 7.
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It could be argued that a larger upward adjustment is
justified because some clients would have returned to previous
occupations during the training period, and the added work
experience would have resulted in promotions to higher levels
(and wage rates) within old occupational categories. Further-
more, some of the younger participants might have found better
paying positions after another 16 months (without training)
as a result of considerations given to the maturity factor by
employers.

It could also be argued, however, that we should not
assume all 23 trainees would have been employed at times of
CETA terminations (and subsequently) if they had not participated
in the program. Most of the 23 clients were unemployed when |
entering the program (see Table 8). It could theréfore be
asserted that all of the wages received in post-CETA occupations
should be considered training-related incremental earnings fqr
most of the 23 trainees. This would certainly be an extreme
position and will not be assumed in this study. Nevertheless,
it does call attention to an important consideration in the
evaluation process. It is possible‘that some clients who
found related jobs wouid have remained unempléyed without the
training program.

The arguments noted above may very well offset each
other. If this is the case, the most appropriate adjustment in
pre~CETA wage rates may be the one based on the increase in the

average wage rate for manufacturing employees in Pinellas
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County. Incremental wage rates based upon a larger (15 percent)
upward adjustment for bre—CETA'wage rates will also be
calculated,'however, to allow the reader to judge the sensi-
tivity of benefit estimates to assumptions of higher rates of
~growth in pre-CETA wage rates.

Although an appropriate control group is not available
for comparison, the data presented in Table 9 for thevl2
trainees who obtained unrelated employment when terminated
from CETA may provide some indication of the ability of clients
with similar characteristics to obtain higher wage rates,
after é similar time period, without the benefit of training.
These clients did receive training, of course, but it is
difficult to see how it could have aided them in obtaining
the unrelated jobs shown. There are two other problems in
using this group as a standard. First, the clients were in
training and therefore did not obtain additional work experience
which might have resulted in higher wage rates. Second, alli
of these 12 trainees did obtain some type of employment or
they would not have been included in the positive, training-
unrelated group.

A mean incremental wage fatelwill not be calculated
for the 12 participants in Table 9. It-can be noted, however,
that most of them obtained post-CETA jobs with approximately
the same economic status as the last positions held prior to
entering the program. Moreover, with'the.exception of the

trainee shown on line 10, the largest percentage increase
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from pre-CETA to post-CETA wage rates for any of the clients
was approximately 15 pércent. (It does not appear that
percentage increases were larger than this for.the participants
with either pre-CETA or post-CETA income from tips or for the
client whose post-CETA wage was designated as $7.00 to $10.00
per car.) The wage rate in post-CETA employment was $1.50

per hour lower for one Qf the trainees, shown on line three in
the table.

Rather than compute an initial post-CETA incremental
wage rate for each of the 23 participants, the mean entry wage
rate will be calculated, adjusted upward by either 9.7 or .

15 percent, and then compared with the mean initial post-CETA

wage rate for the 23 clients. The mean initial post-CETA

incremental wage rate determined by this procedure will then
be used for all 23 trainees in further benefit caléulations.

As a result of information obtained through interviews,
it was discovered that the last previous wage rates shown on |
CETA intake records for three of the 23 clients did not include
additional compensation such as tips and room and board (see
footnotes to Table 8). It was also discovered that the last
previous wage rates indicated for ﬁwo other trainees were those
received many years earlier and therefore not reflective of
what wage rates would have been in these jobs at the times they
entered training (or shortly before). These two participants,
for whom data are shown on lines seveh and nine of Table 8,

were housewives and out of the labor market for long periods
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before entering the program. Furthermore, the client noted

on line 32 in Table 8 was previously involved in real estate
sales and the last previous wage rate was only designated on
intake records as "commission." The federal minimum hourly
wage rate at the times these six clients began training ($2.20f
will therefore be used for them in our computationé of the mean
entry wage rate fdr the 23 participants,2 In addition, the
average pre-CETA wage rate for the five of the 31 trainees

not located for interviews will be used in our calculations

for the four who»were assumed to have been in related occupations
when iﬁterviews were conductea.

After making the substitutions indicated in the preceding
paragraph, the mean pre-CETA wage rate for the 23 clients is
$2.28 per hour. If this mean entry wage rate is now adjusted
upward on the basis of the average increase in hourly wage
rates for Pinellas County manufacturiﬁg employees’ during the
Sepfember 1974 -~ January 1976 time period, 9.7 percent of the
$2.28 figure must be added. The édditional $.22 per houf
yields an adjusted mean pre-CETA wage rate of $2.50 for the 23
trainees. If the mean entry wage rate is, instead, adjusted
upward by 15 percent, the adjusted.mean entry wage rate

becomes $2.62 per hour.

2It was assumed that no time elapsed between pre-CETA
jobs and training for these six clients when the average time
between pre~CETA and post-CETA employment was previously
calculated for the 23 clients.
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The mean wage rate in initial post-CETA occupétions
for the 23 participants was $2.87.3 When this amount is
compared with the $2.50 adjusted mean entry wage rate, the
resulting mean initial post-CETA incremental wage rate for
the group is $.37. When the mean initial post-CETA wage rate
is compared with the higher adjusted mean entry wage rate of
$2.62, the mean initial post-CETA incremental wage rate for
the group is $.25.

It was mentioned previously that the benefit period
between CETA terminations and client interviews would be assumed
to be i8 months long, since iﬁterviews wefe conducted oné to
two years following terminations. It was also noted that we
would assume incremental wage rates for the 23 participants
were the same throughout this time period as they were at the
beginning of the period. If it is further assumed that each
of the 23.trainees worked 3,120 hours during the 18 month period
(uo'hours per week multiplied times T8 weeks), the total of
training-related incremental wages (for all 23 trainees) for
this time period is $26,551.20 when the larger initial post-
CETA incremental wage rate is used and $17,940.00 when the

smaller incremental hourly wage‘rate estimate is substituted.

' 3This amount was computed on the basis of information
from CETA terminations records. This information was only
included in Table 8 of the previous chapter for the clients
who were assigned positive, training-related dispositions but
were not located for interviews. (Wage rates were shown in
Table 8 for jobs held at the times of interviews for the
other clients.) The average initial post-CETA wage rate for
the five participants not located for interviews was included
in computations for the four assumed to have been in related
jobs when interviews were conducted.
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Although all of the training-related incremental wages
for this 18 month period were not received at the same times
that training costs Weré incurred, it will be assumed that}
each dollar of benefits for the 18 month period is equivalent
to one dollar of coéts. Actually,'some incremental wages for
clients who terminated and obtained related employment before
June 30, 1976, were earned during the time that costs included
in our estimates were incurfed. In addition, the assumption
that initial post-CETA incremental wage rates did not increase
during the 18 month period somewhat offsets theifaét that part
of the incremental wages were earned after June 30, 1976.
(Clients' wages were higher at the end of the 18 month period
when interviews were conducted.)

When estimating benefits for the period represented
by the remaining average work life expectancy of the 23 clients,
however, it cannot be assumed that dollars of training-related
incremental earnings are directly comparable with dollars of
economic costs which were iﬁcurred many years earlier. Due
to the length of time involved, there must be some provision
for converting incremental earnings info benefits which are
comparable with costs. | |

If the resources employed in the training program had,
instead, been devoted to an alternative investment project,
an addition to the human or physical capital stock would have
resulted. The alternative addition ﬁo the capital stock would

then have resulted in additional production in subsequent time



112

periods. Since this alternative investment was foregone, it

is these subsequent fofegone iricrements in output which represent
the economic cost to society. The evaluation process must
therefore account not only for these amounts but also for the
times when they Would'have occurred.

Typically, incremental returns from the program being
evaluated are converted into benefits which are comparable
with costs by determining the dollar ouflay (at the time
costs were incurred) which would have been required in the
best equivalent, alternative investment in order td»generate
the saﬁe future returns at thé same times. This dollar outlay
required in the best alternative investment reflects the market
value (referred to as the present value) of incremental returns
from the program being evaluated at the time costs were incurred
and is therefore comparable with these costs.

The size of the required dollar’outlay in the best
alternative investment depends upon the rate of return which thé
foregone investment would have provided. The higher the alfer-
native rate of return, the smaller the present value of
incremental returns from the program in question (since a
smaller outlay would have been fequired to achieve them). The
alternative rate of return used to determine the present value
of incremental returns from a particular project is normally
referred to as the discount rate. Selecting the proper

discount rate is obviously an important decision in the
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evaluation process and is the subject of much debate in
economic li’ce:r'atur’e.Ll

The procedure outlined above for converting incremental.
returns to dollar benefits which are comparable with costs will
be utilized here. Moreover, it will be assumed that all costs
occurred on June 30, 1976, and incremental returns estimated
for the remaining average work life expectancy period will be
converted to their present ﬂmarket) value on that date.

The starting point for estimating pfogram benefits for
the period represented by the remaining average work life
expectancy of the 23 participants is the determination of the
training-related mean incremental wage rate when interviews
were conducted. This wage rate will be used for all 23 clients
when calculating thelr training-related incremental wages for
estimated hours of employment during the 12 months following
interviews. As indicated previously, this incremental wage
rate (at times of interviews) will be increased annually by an
appropriate percentage (to bé explained below) in order to
arrive at incremental wage rates to be used when computing
incremental wages for subsequent years of the average work 1life

expectancy period. Training-related incremental wages estimated

uIt should be noted that if it is assumed that the
resources employed in the training program would otherwise have
been devoted to the production of consumer goods, it is still
necessary to "discount" subsequent incremental wages attributed
to the program to account for the time preference of consumers.
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for each year will, of course, be converted to their presentv
value on June 30, 1976, by the procedure explained previously.5

Before the training-reiated mean incremental wage rate
in initial post-CETA occupations was determined, the mean bre-
CETA wage rate for the 23 trainees was adjusted upward by 9.7
percent to compensate for the general upward trend in money
wage rates Which took place during the 16 month average time
between pre-CETA and ihitial post;CETA employment. In addition,
a higher, 15 percent increase in pre-CETA wage rates was also
used for a separate calculation, based upon the assumption that
CETA clients would have received percentage increases in hourly
wage rates (without training) which were larger than the increase
in the average houfly manufacturing wage rate in Pinellas'

County for the relevant time period.

Since interviews were conducted approximately 18 months
after clients obtained initial post-CETA employment, it might
appéar that the figures resulting from these pfevious adjustments
will require further upward adjustment before the training-
related mean incremental wage rate at times of interviews is
computed. According to the Flbrida Department of Commerce,

however, the average hourly manufacturing wage rate in Pinellas

County decfeasedv3.2 percent .during.the 18 months between

5Although incremental wages will be earned throughout
each year, the normal capital budgeting technique of assuming
all incremental returns for each year occur at the end of the
year will be used when converting incremental wages to their
present value on June 30, 1976. '
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January 1976 and July 1977.6

(It has been assumed, as before,
that all 23 trainees obtained initial post-CETA employment

at the same time, on January 31, 1976, and most of the
interviews were, in fact, conducted at the end of this 18
month period, during July and August of 1977.)

The adjusted mean pre-CETA wage rate based on the 15
percent increase in pre-CETA wage rates ($2.62) will not be
adjusted downward to account for the 3.2 percent decline in
the average manufacturing wage rate in Pinellas County. ‘The
previous 15 percent upward adjustment was based on the assumption
that wége rates for clients would have increased by a larger
percentage than the average manufacturing wage rate (if they
had not entered the training program), and it will now be assumed
that clients' wage rates would have remained unchanged during
the 18 months when the average manufacturing wage rate decreased
3.2 percent. The $2.50 adjusted mean pre-CETA wage rate (based
on the 9.7 percent increase in pre-CETA wage rates), however,
will be reduced by 3.2 percent to $2.42 before it is used for
calculating the mean incremental wage rate at times of interviews.
This means that the $2.42 fully adjusted mean pre-CETA wage rate
will be based on the assumption that clients' pre-CETA wage rates
would have changed at the same rate as the average Pinellas
Cbunty manufacturing wage rate during both the 16 month and 18

month periods (if the clients had not entered training).

1F1a., Department of Commerce, Division of Employment
Security, Tampa-St. Petersburg SMSA Labor Market Trends,
Mar. 1577, p. 7, and Sept. 1978, p. 7.
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The next step is to calculate the mean wage rate for
the 23 participants when interviews were conducted. Four of the
23 trainees were not located and were only assumed to be in
related jobs when interviews were attempted. Before the mean
wage rate at times of interviews can be computed, "interview"
wage rates must be estimated for these four clients. Actually,
a total of five trainees from the group of 31 were not located
for interviews. Their initial post-CETA wage rates will be
adjusted upward at the rate that the mean initial post-CETA
wage rate increased for the 19 clients who were in related jobs
when interviewed (25 percent), and the average of these five
adjusted post-CETA wage rateslwill be used in further calculations
as the wage rate earned by the four participants when interviews
were attempted. The result when this methodology i; employed
is a mean wage rate at times of interviews for all 23 trainees
of $3.59 per hour. When the two fully adjusted mean pre-CETA
wage rates ($2.42 and $2.62) are subtracted from this $3.59
hourly wage, estimates of $1.17 and $.97 per hour for the mean
incremental wage rate at times 6f'interviews result.

It was noted previously that, due to the length of time
involved, it would be incorrect to compare incremental wages
for the remaining average work life expectancy period directly
with program costs. It would also be incorrect to assume that
incremental wage rates which existed at the times of interviews
were unchanged throughout thé average remaining work life

expectancy of the 23 participants. Wage rates for workers in
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the United States have increased in the past and can be expeéted
té increase in ﬁhe future as inflation and productivity gains
continue. If it is assumed that the adjusted mean pre-CETA
wage rate and the meanlwage rate in occupations at'the times of
interviews will both increase at the same specified rate through-
out the remaining average work life ekpectancy period, the |
training-related mean incremental wage rate will also grow at
this rate.

The increase in compénsation per hour for the United
States nonfarm business sector during the 10 year period between
1966 and 1976 was equivalent to an annual growth rate of 7.4
percent.7 This annual rate of growth will be applied to
training-related incremental wage rates for the group of 23
clients throughout their remaining average work life expectancy.

Since the remaining average work life expectancy for the
23 trainees is substantially longer than 10 years, it could be
argued that benefit projections for this period should be based
on the past growth in compenéation per hour over a longer time
period. The discount rate which will be used to convert
incremental wages to their present value on June 30, 1976,
however, will be based on interest rates (rates of return)
available on that date. Richard A. and Peggy B. Musgrave- have
included the following comment in their well-known public finance

textbook: "In the current setting, the high level of interest

YEconomic Report of the President: 1978 (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1978), p. 300.
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rates is a reflection in part of anticipated inflation. If
thése high rates are used for discounting purposes, the same
expected price rise must be reflected in estimating the dollar
value of the benefit stream."8 The growth rate for compensation
per hour during the recent 10 year period will be used for
benefit projections because it is believed that increases in
compensation during this period were based on a rate of inflation
more reflective of the anticipated rate of inflation incorporated .
in interest rates available on June 30, 1976.

The growth rate in compensation per hour for the United
States non-farm business sector is being used instead of the
past growth'fate for wage rates in Pinellas County for two
reasons. First, in the longer run, trainees may migrate to
other areas of the country (some already had at times of
interviews); and second, data for wage rates in Pinellas County
are not available for the entire 10 year period between 1966
and 1976, and a shorter period is not believed- suitable for
determination of a proper,gfowth rate. It can be noted,
howe&er, that the increase in the average hourly manufacturing
wage rate in Pinellas County during the eight year period

between January 1969 and January 1977 was equivalent to an

annual growth rate of 6.4 percent.9

8Richard A. and Peggy B. Musgrave,'Publid'Finance'in
Theory and Practice (New York: MecGraw-Hill, Inc., 1973), p. 154.

9Fla., Department of Commerce, Division of Labor and
Employment Opportunities, Florida Labor Market Trends: Pinellas
County, Mar. 1970, p. 8, and Fla., Department of Commerce,
Division of Employment Security, Tampa-St. Petersburg SMSA Labor
Market Trends, Mar. 1978, p. 9.
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The average age of the 23 participants for whom benefits
are being estimated was 32 years when interviews were

conducted.10

A table of expected working life caleulated and
published by the United States Department of Labor indicates
that the remaining average work life expectancy for men of this
age was approximately 30 years in 1968. 11

A table based on work life expectancies for men4and

women in 1970 was published in the February 1976 issue of the

Monthly Labor Review, but this later table only included

remaining work life expectancies for selected ages. Ages 30
and 35 were included but not ages in between. A comparison
of the 1968 and 1970 tables does revéal, however, that there
was no change in the average number of remaining years of labor
force participation for males at age 30 between 1968 and 1970.
Moreover, the change at age 35 was only from 27.7 to 27.6
years.

The 1970 table also indicates very littie differences
in remaining work life expeétancies at ages of 30 and 35
between men and women who were single, divorcad, widowed, or

separated.12 Most of the women in the group of 23 participants

loIn computing the average age for the 23 clients, the
average age for the five trainees not located for interviews
(from the group of 31) was used for the four who were assumed
to be in related occupations when interviews were attempted.

lyoward N. Fullerton, "A Table of Expected Working
Life for Men, 1968," Monthly Labor Review 94 (June 1971):51.

12Howard N. Fullerton, Jr. and James J. Byrne, "Length
of Working Life for Men and Women, 1970," Monthly Labor Review
99 (Feb. 1976):33.
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can be included in one of these categories. Because of the
small differences just noted and also because the remaining
average work life expectancies for age 32 are not ineluded in
the 1970 table, the best estimate of remaining average work
life for the 23 clients appears to be the 30 years shown for
males of age 32 in the 1968 table.

One major task remains to be completed before benefit
estimates are computed for the remaining average work life
expectancy of the 23 participants. The diecount rate for
converting training-related incremental wages to their present
value on June 30, 1976, must be determined. Actually, three
different discount rates will be selected and used in our
calculations in order to demonstrate the sensitivity of
benefit estimates to different assumptions regarding the proper
discount rate. In addition, a different assumption regarding
the annual rate of unemployment for the 23 trainees during their
remaining average work life expectancy will be -coupled with
each of the three discount retes selected.

Two different mean incremental wage rates at times of
interviews ($1.17 and $.97 per.hour) were computed previously
to demonstrate the variations resulting from different assump-~
tions regarding the increases in pre-CETA wage rates which the
23 clients would have received without entering the training
program. When each of the three discount rate-unemployment rate
combinations is coupled with each of the two mean incremental

wage rates,.six different estimates of benefits will result.
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In all six of these calculafions, the same annual groﬁtb
réte (7.4 percent) for the training-related mean incremental
wage rate and the same remaining average work life expectancy
(30 years) will be used. Moreover, as mentioned previously,
it will be assumed that the mean incremental wage rate increases
(by 7.4 percent) at the beginning of the second and each
succeeding year of the 30 year-period. Training-related
incremental wages for all estimated hours of work during each
interim one year period wili therefore be based on the mean
incremental wage rate effective at the beginning of the year.
Full employment for one client will be assumed to be 2,080
hours for each year (40 hours per week multiplied times 52
weeks).

It is not the purpose of this study to deal thoroughly
with the theoretical problems involved in the selection of the
proper discount rate. Some justification is required, however,
for the range of discount rates selected. It is because of the
uncertainty regarding the best choice of rates within this
range that three rates will be.used instead of one.

The lowest discount raté which will be used in our
estimates is the yield which existed for 1ong¥term United
States Government bonds on June 30, 1976. At that time,
treasury bonds maturing in the year 2005 were priced to yield

approximately eight percen‘c.13 This interest rate represents

131211 Street Journal, July 1, 1976, p. 28.
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the cost to the government for obtaining the funds used to
finance the training program, if thé funds were obtained through
borrowing rather than taxation. It might therefore be argued
that the gofernment had to pay this rate at that time because
private investors believed they could earn approximately the

same rate of return on riskless capital investments. This |
rate would therefore serve as a reflection of the social cost

of capital (the rate of return which could be earned in the best,
risk-equivalent alternative investment)..

With regard to the use of'the long~-term government bond
yield as the discount rate for government projects, however,
Richard and'Peggy Musgrave have included the following statement
in their public finance textbook referred to previously:

Investors, in choosing between government bonds and
corporate investment, equate the bond rate with
corporate returns net of corporate tax; but it is the
corporate return before tax which is indicative of the
social return. It is appropriate, therefore, to gross
_up ?he bond Eﬁte to make it a better proxy for the
social rate.-
Musgrave and Musgrave also note that a risk premium must be
added to the investment cost if the riskless discount rate is
used and the public investment involves risk.15

William Whipple, Jr., director of the Water Resources

Institute of Rutgers University, has also commented on this

latter issue:

However, Federal investment is not without uncertainty
as to its future usefulness. It is subject to the

14Mu$grave and Musgrave, Public Finance, p. 155.

o1bia.
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possibility of destruction by earthquakes or other
unusual events, and, what is generally more important,
to possible technical obsolesence . . . . A risk
premium to compensate for these net risks should be
included in returns from government investment, but
there is no suig component in the rate of interest on
Federal bonds.

It could be asked, at this point, if there is any
justification for using the government bond discount rate of
only eighﬁ percent for even one set of benefit estimates.
Musgrave and Musgrave also discuss arguments put forth by
advocates ¢f a social discount rate below ﬁhe private mcrket
rate of return in their public finance textbook. One argument
which is mentioned is that individuals tend to underestimate
the importance of saving relative to present consumption. This
results in a time discount which is too high, énd therefore
the government should apply a rate below the private market
rate to correct this error.

- They also point out that some advocates_of a social
discount rate (below the private market rate) argue that
some external benefits from investment are not taken into
consideration in private market rates of return. This leads
to something less than the optimum amount of investment for
society, and therefore the government should use lower discount
rates in e%aluating government projects-in order to increase

the amount of investment taking place.17

16William Whipple, Jr., "Principles of Determining a
Social Discount Rate," Water Resources Bulletin 11 (Aug.
1975):812-13.

17Musgrave and Musgrave, Public Finance, p. 152.
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The arguments put forth by advoca;es of a social discéunt
rate lower than the private market rate of return may offset
the tax factor mentioned by Musgrave and Musgrave and the risk
factor noted by Musgrave and Musgrave and by Whipple. As a
result, the eight pefcent government bond rate may be the
most appropriate for discounting training-related incrementai '
wages for program participants.

Some readers, however, may feel that a higher discount
rate is required because the arguments for a lower social discount
rate do not completely offset the tax and risk factors. Two
additional sets of benefit estimates will therefore be computed,
based on discount rates of 12 and 16 percent. The 12 percent
rate incorporates a four percentage point premium (above the
government bond rate) in order to compensate for tax and risk
factors not offset by arguments for a lower social discount
rate,~whefeas the 16 percent rate incorporates an eight percentage
point premium for this purpose. | |

Three different annual rates of unemployment will be
coupled with the three discount rates selected. These assumed
annual rates of unemployment will range from a‘historically
low three percent rate to a historically high rate of nine
percent. A moderate rate of unemployment of six percent will
also be used. The lowest assumed rate of unemployment (3 percent)
will be combined with the lowest discount rate of eight percent,
and together they will yield the highést benefit estimates.

A rate of unemployment of six percent will be assumed when the
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12 percent discount rate is used in calcglating benefits.
And the nine percent assumed rate of unemployment will be coupled
with the 16 percent discount rate in benefit computations.

If the $1.17 per hour estimate is used as the training-
related mean incremehtal wage rate at times of interviews, |
the three.resulting estimates of benefits for the remaining
average work life expectancy period are $1,392,343.10 (when
the eight percent discount rate-three percent unemployment rate
combination is used); $731,539.27 (when the 12 percent discount
rate-six percent unemployment rate combination is applied);
and $459,754.82 (when the 16 percent diséount rate-nine percent
unemployment rate assumption is used). For all three of these
benefit calculations, full employment was assumed to be 2,080.
hours of work per year for each client; and the 30 year remain—'
ing average work life expectancy and 7.4 percent annual growth
rate in the mean incremental wage rate were used.

If the $.97 per hour estimate is used aé the training-
related mean incremental wage rate at times of interviews, the
three resulting estimates of benefits for the remaining average
work life expectancy period are $1,154,335.80; $606,489.86;
and $381,164.28, respectively for the three discount réte—
unemployment rate combinations noted above. The same definition
of full employment and the same remaining average work life
expectancy and annual growth rate in the mean incremental wage

rate were used in these computations.



126

Two estimates of benefits for the 18 month time perioé
between initial post-CETA employment and interviews ($26,551.20
and $17,940.00) were previously determined for the group of
23 participants. One of these two benefit estimates must be
added to each of the'six estimates of benefits for the remain-
ing average work life expectancy in order to arrive at estimatés
of total benefits for the group of 23 trainees.

The $26,551.20 estimate for the shorter, 18 month period
will be added to each of the three benefit estimates calculated
for the longer time period by using the $1.17 per hour mean
incremental wage rate at times of interviews. The mean
incremental wage rate used to compute the $26,551.20 benefit
estimate was based on the assumption that pre-CETA wage rates
would have increased by the same percentage as the average
manufacturing wage rate in Pinellas County during fhe 16 ﬁonths
average time between pre-CETA'and initial post-CETA employment
(if the 23 clients had not entered the training program).

The $1.17 per hour mean incremental wage rate was based
on thils same assumption regarding increases in pre-CETA wage .
rates during the period between pre~CETA and initial post-

CETA employment. 1In addition, it was further assumed that pre-
CETA wage rates would have changed by the same percentage as

the average Pinellas County manufacturing wage rate during the

18 month average time period between initial post-CETA employment
and interviews. It is therefore consistent to combine the

$26,551.20 benefit estimate for the shorter time period with
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each of the three estimates for the longer‘period which were

based on the $1.17 mean in¢remehta1 wage rate at times of

interviews. The three estimates of total benefits obtained

by this procedure are $1,418,894.30; $758,090.47; and $486,306.02,

respectively. '
The $17,940.00 estimate of benefits for the 18 month

period between initial post-CETA employmént and interviews

will be added to each of the three benefit estimates calculated

for the longer time period by using the $.97 per hour mean

incremental wage rate at times of interviews. The mean

increméntal wage rate used to compute the $l7,940.00 benefit

estimate was based on the assumption that, without training,

pre-CETA wage rates for the 23 clients would have increased

by a'larger percentage than the average manufacturing wage

rate in Pinellas County during the period between pre-CETA and

initial post-CETA employment.

. The $.97 per hour meén incremental wége rate was based
on this same assumption for the period between pre-CETA and
initial post-CETA employment. Moreover, it was also assumed
that clients' wage rates (without training) would not have
declined during the period between initial post-CETA employment
and interviews, whereas the average Pinellas County manufacturing
wage rate did decline during this period. When the $17,940.00
benefit estimate for the 18 month period is combined with each
of the three estimates calculated for the. longer period by

using the $.97 per hour mean incremental wage rate at times
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of interviews, the three resulting estimates of total benefits

are $1,172,275.80; $624,429.86; and $399,104.28, respectively.

Benefit Analysis: Clients Assigned Positive, Training-
Unrelated and Non-Positive Dispositions

Twelve clients obtained employment unrelated to their
training upon termination from CETA, and 36 others were assigned
non-positive termination dispositions because post-CETA
employment could not be verified by the employment service
CETA unit. In addition, it was noted previously that one
participant whb was assigned a positive, training-related
disposition would be treated as a positive, training-unrelated
termination for purposes of benefit analysis. This participant
was only in welding training approximately two months béfore
obtaining related employmenﬁ.

It will be assumed that no economic benefits‘from
training will accrue tovthese 49 clients (the 13 treated here
as positive, training—unreléted terminations ahd the 36 assigned
non-positive dispositions). The dispositions assigned to these |
L9 participants upon their termination from CETA (with the
exception of the client who was in welding training only two
months) are not indicative of training-related benefits, and
information from training files and interviewé with seven of
the clients does not appear to warrant a different assumption.

As mentioned beforé, it is difficult to see how CETA
training aided the 13 clients (assignéd positive, training-

unrelated dispositions) significantly in obtaining, or
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performing duties associated with, the unrelated jobs they
entered upon termination from CETA. These jobs are shown in
Table 9 in the previous chapter for 12 of the 13 trainees.
The other client obtained initial post-~CETA employment as a
welder as indicated above. Of course, it is possible that
some have benefited (or will benefit) subsequently from the
CETA program by moving into occupations related to training.
The assumption that this will not occur, however, is perhaps
warranted as an additional offset for the éssumption in the
previous section that all clients in related occupations at
times 6f interviews will continue in related jobs throughout the
entire remaining average work life expectancy period. The
types of jobs accepted upon termination from CETA by some of
these 13 clients may also be an indication that their training
skills are less marketable than those who obtained related
employment initially.

There are more substnatial reasons for being pessimistic
with regard to possible training benefits for some of the 13
participants. Two of the clients in this group were interviewed
one to two years following training. One of these had returned
to the same pre-CETA waitress job after eight months in cooks
and bakers training, and the other had been employed in two
unrelated jobs following 10 months of cooking and baking
training. Another of the clients in this group of 13 was

deceased at the time an interview was attempted.
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One of the 13 participants was only in general office
clerk training for less than one month,'and, as indicated
several times above, one only attended welding training approxi-
mately two months. In addition, one parficipant,vwhose rre—~
CETA employment was as a maid, accepted.a job as a "cleaner"
after approximately four months in nurses' aide training.

The comments included in the training records of many
- of the 36 clients who were assigned non-positive dispositions
provide a logical basis for assuming they Will not benefit
economically from the program. These comments were already
discuséed extensively in Chapter V. Five of the 36 trainees
were interviewed, and only one was working in a related_
occupation. He had atten&ed welding training for only approxi-
mateiy two months, and his records indicated he had received
previous (non-CETA) training for this occupation. The
information obtained from these five ihterviews represents the
onl& post-CETA employment déta available for the 36 participanfs
who were assigned non-positive diépositions. |

Benefit Analysis: Clients Assigned "Other Positive"

Dispositions or for Whom Termination
Information is not Available

Virtually no post-CETA employment data are available
for the remaining 34 clients whose possible training benefits
will be examined in this section. Twenty of these 34 trainees
were pot‘assigned final dispositions by the CETA unit of the
employment service and also could not be‘located for interviews;

In addition, 13 others were assigned "other positive"
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dispositions upon termination from CETA, and one, who was
assigned a positive, training-related disposition, was changed
to the "other positive" category for purposes of benefit
analysis.

Four of the 13 clients originally assigned "other
positive" dispositions were placed in this termination éategory.
because they obtained CETA subsidized employment after leaving
the training program. Although data regarding these CETA
financed jobs are accessible, the only post-CETA (unsubsidized)
‘employment information available for any of the 34 participants
is that relating to the initial post-CETA job obtained by the
one client originally assigned a positive, training-related
disposition. When interviewed, this trainee was working in a
different job which was funded by CETA and was therefore changed
to an "other positive" termination for purposes of this analysis.
One of the 13 participants originally assigned an "other positive"
disposition was also interviewed and was stillAworking in the
same CETA financed position which she obtained upon termination
from CETA.

In spite of the lack of post-CETA employment data for
the 34 trainees, some method of imputing their economic benefits
from training must be devised. In a sense, éven short-run
results have not been determined for ény of these 34 participants.
It is true that 14 of the 34 have been placed in the "other
positive" termination category, but the implication of this

disposition is that the client's CETA training has led to the
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pursuit of additional training or schooling, through employ—'
ment in a CETA funded job or entrance into the military service
or an academic or vocational school on a full-time (unsﬁbsidized)
basis. It cannot be aésumed that because of terminations for
these reasons, however, that all 14 of these frainees will
benefit economically from the program. At the same time, the
reasons noted for this disposition do not necessarily suggest
that these clients arevany less likely to benefit than those
for whom no dispositions at‘all have been assigned. It is as
though these 14 participants remain in the unassigned category
with the other 20 clients.

It might appear that benefits could be estimated for
these 34 trainees on the basis of aVerage expected results already
projected for the other 80 participants from the tbtal group
of 114 clients with possible training benefits. If clients in
the group of 34 could be expected to obtain the same benefits,
on the average, as the other 80 trainees, howe%er, the group
of 34 and their related training costs could just as easily
(and properly) be eliminated from benefit-cost comparisons
in order to evaluate the program. |

The contention here wili be that there is reason to believe
the results, on the avefage, will be lower for the group of
34 than for the other 80. This contention is baséd on the
fact that a smaller percentage Qf clients in the group of 34
completed training programs. Only 38 percent (13 of 34) of

the smaller group completed training whereas 51 percent (41 of
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80) in the larger group completed. Based upon post-CETA
employment information obtained for the group of 80 partici-
pants, this characteristic (training completion) appears

to be an extremely impértant detérminant of benefits from
training.

Sixty-eight percent (28 of 41) who completed training
from the group of 80 clients obtained related employment upon
termination from CETA. Most of these participants (23) were
interviewed one to two years later, and T8 percent (18 of 23)
weré still working in related jobs. Only three of the other
39 clients (eight percent) who failed to complete training
obtained related employment upon termination from CETA, and
only one of these was still in a related occupation when
interviews were conducted with the three trainees one to two
years later.

Estimated benefits for the group of 34 trainees will be
based on estimates élready determined for the larger group of .
80 participants. The same average (per client) results will
not be assumed, however. Because of the importance of training
completion, the percentage of the benefits estimated for the
larger group which will be imputed for the smaller group of 34
will be based on the ratio of training completions rather than
the ratio of total clients contained in the two groups. There-
fore, estimates of benefits previously calculated for the 80 |
trainees will be multiplied times .32 (13 divided by 41) in
order to arrive at estimates of benefits for the 34 participants

considered in this section.
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The six benefit estimates calculated for clients
assigned positive, training-related dispositions represent
total benefit estimates for all of the other 80 participants
because no training benefits were attributed to clients assigned
positive, training-unrelated or non-positive dispositions.
These six benefit estimates are $1,418,894.30; $758,090.47;
$486,306.02; $1,172,275.80; $624,429.86; and $399.104.28. If
32 percent of each of these éstimates is calculated, the six
corresponding éstimates of benefits for the group of 34 clients
are $454,046.18; $242,588.95; $155,617.93; $375,128.26;
$199,817.56; and $127,713.37, respectively.

Total Benefits for All 114 Trainees

If each of the six benefit estimates for the 80
participants considered in the first two sections of this chapter
is qombined with the corresponding estimate of benefits for the
34 clients exaﬁined in the above section, total benefit estimates
for all 114 trainees can now be determined. Each estimate for
the group of 34 is, of course, based on the same set of assump-
tions as the corresponding estimate for the group of 80 which was
used to computé it. For example, the $454,046.18 estiméte for
the 34 participants was based on 32 percent of the $1,418,894.30
estimate for the larger group. Therefofe, the assumptions used
to determine the $1,418,894.30 estimate are implicit in the
$454,046.18 estimate. If benefits included in each estimate
of total benefits for thé 114 clients are all to be based on
the same set of assumptions, the correspondiﬂg benefit éstimates

for the two groups may be combined.
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A1l benefit estimates are based on the same assumptions
regarding the growth rate for the mean incremental wage rate
at times of interviews (7.4 percent) and the remaining average
work 1life expectancy (30 years). The $1,418,894.30 estimate
for the group of 80 and the corresponding estimate of $454,046.18
for the group of 34 are also based on a mean incremental wage
rate at times of interviews of $1.17 pe; hour, a discount rate
of eight percent, and an annual rate'of unemployment of three
percent. The estimate of total benefits for all 114 trainees

based on these assumptions is therefore $1,872,940.48.

The $758,090.47 estimate for the group of 80 and the
corresponding estimate of $242,588.95 for the 34 participahts
are based on a mean incremental wage rate at times of interviews
of $1.17 per hour, a discount rate of 12 percent, and an
unemployment rate of six percent. The estimate of total benefits
for all llhiclients based on this set of assumptions is

therefore $1,000,679.42. The $486,306.02 estimate for the

larger group and the corresponding estimate of $155,617.93

are based on a mean incremental wage rate of $1.17 per hour, -
a discount rate of 16 percent, and an unemployment rate of nine
percent. The resulting estimate of total benefits when these

assumptions are used is therefore $641,923.95.

The $1,172,275.80 estimate for the group of 80 and the
corresponding estimate of $375,128.26 for the 34 trainees are
based on a mean incremental wage rate at times of interviews of

$.97 per hour, a discount rate of eight percent, and an annual
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rate of unemployment of three percent. The combination of
these two estimates provides a total benefit estimate for all

114 clients of $1,547,404.06. The $624,429.86 and $199,817.56

corresponding estimates for the two groups are based 6n.a mean
incremental wage rate of $.97 per hour, a discount rate of 12
percent, and an unemployment rate of six percent. - The
resulting estimate of total benefifs based on these assumptions

is $824,247.42. The $399,104.28 and $127,713.37 corresponding

estimates assume a mean incremental wage rate of $.97 per hour,
a discount rate of 16 percent, and an unemployment rate of
nine percent. These two estimates combine to yield a total

benefit estimate for the 114 participants of $526,817.65.




CHAPTER VII
BENEFIT-COST SUMMARY

In this chapter, the.cost estimates of Chapter IV and
the benefit estimates of Cﬁapter VI will be brought together,
and‘benefit—cost ratios will be calculated for the group of
clients who terminated from the Pinellas County ISTP during
the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, time period. Twelve different
ratios have been computed by comparing each of the six benefit
estimates noted at the end of the last chapter with two
different cost estimates. The purpose of this chapter is only
to summarize and compare the benefit and cost estimates. The
significance of these benefit-cost computations will be discussed
in the concluding chapter.

In order to facilitate the summary of benefit-cost
data and the calculation of benefit-cost ratios, Tables 10 and
11 have been constructed. The same six benefit estimates are
shown in both tables, with each estimate preceded by the estima-
ted mean incremental wage rate (at times of interviews),
discount rate, and estimated annual rate of future employment

used in its computation. It shbuld be recalled that the difference
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TABLE 10

ESTIMATED BENEFIT-COST RATIOS FOR CLIENTS WHO TERMINATED FROM PINELLAS COUNTY
ISTP, JULY 1, 1975 -~ JUNE 30, 1976: ESTIMATE OF EARNINGS FOREGONE
DURING TRAINING NOT INCLUDED IN COST ESTIMATE

Estimated
Mean Incremental Estimated Rate - Estimated
Hourly Wage Rate at Discount of Future Benefita Cost Benefit-Cost
Times of Interviews Rate Unemployment Estimate™ . Estimate Ratio
$1.17 8 percent 3 percent $1,872,940,48 $312,852,18 5.99:1.00
1.17 12 percent 6 percent 1,000,679.42 312,852.18 3.20:1.00
1.17 16 percent 9 percent 641,923.95 312,852.18 2.05:1.00
.97 8 percent 3 percent 1,547,404,06 312,852,18 4,95:1,00
.97 12 percent 6 percent 824,247.42 312,852.18 2.63:1.00
© .97 16 percent 9 percent 526,817.65 312,852.18 1.68:1.00

8711 benefit estimates are based on the assumptions of an annual rate of growth of T.l4 percent for mean
incremental wage rates at times of interviews and a remaining average work life expectancy of 30 years for the

clients involved.
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TABLE 11

ESTIMATED BENEFIT-COST RATIOS FOR CLIENTS WHO TERMINATED FROM PINELLAS COUNTY
IsTP, JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976: ESTIMATE OF EARNINGS FOREGONE
DURING TRAINING INCLUDED IN COST ESTIMATE

Estimated

Mean Incremental Estimated Rate . Estimated

Hourly Wage Rate at Discount of Future Benefita Cost Benefit-Cost
Times of Interviews Rate Unemployment . Estimate™ Estimate Ratio

$1.17 8 percent 3 percent $1,872,940.48 $680,303.40 2.75:1.00

1.17 12 percent 6 percent 1,000,679.42 680,303.40 . 1.47:1.00

1.17 16 percent 9 percent 641,923.95 - 680,303.40 .94:1.00
.97 8 percent : 3 percent 1,547,404.06 ~ 680,303.40 2.27:1.00

.97 12 percent 6 percent 824,247,142 680,303.40 1.21:1.00

T .97 16 percent 9 percent 526,817.65  680,303.40 .77:1.00

8711 benefit estimates are based on the assumptions of an annual rate of growth of 7.4 percent for mean
incremental wage rates at times of interviews and a remaining average work life expectancy of 30 years for the
clients involved.

6€T
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between the $1.17 mean incremental wage rate used in some
cases and the $.97 rate used in others is due to the difference
in assumptions regarding the growth of trainee pre-CETA wage
rates which would have occurred between the times of last pre-
'CETA employment and the times of interviews (if the trainees
had not enrolled in the program).

It is the estimate of program cost used in computing
the respective benefit-cost ratios which causes the two tables
fo differ. In Table 10, a cost estimate of $312,852.18 is
compared with each of the six benefit estimates in order to
calculéte benefit-cost ratios. In Table 11, the larger cost
estimate of $680,303.40 is used for each comparison, and,
of course, smaller benefit-cost ratios are obtained for
respective benefit estimates.

The $367,451.22 difference betﬁeen the two estimates
of program cost represents the amount paid as "allowances to
clients" to those trainees in the group examined. This payment
should only be included as an economic cost to society, however,
if it is reflective of foregone earnings (output) of participants
while in the CETA program. To the extent that some trainees
would otherwise have been unemployed during the time they were
in the program (or would have earned less than the federal
minimum hourly wage rate received while in training), it can
be argued that something less than the entire $367,451.22 amount
should be included as a cost due to frainee'earnings foregone.

Some readers may therefore prefer to view the differences
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between the respective benefit-cost ratios presented in
Tables 10 and 11 as possible ranges of benefits per dollar of cost

provided by the Pinellas County ISTP.



CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY OF CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS AND
PARTICIPATION IN VOCATIONAL
TRAINING PROGRAMS

It was established in the introductory chapter that
this study would focus primarily on benefits and costs related
to training participants terminated from the Pinellas County
ISTP during the year ended June 30, 1976. Most of the effort
thus far has been devoted to this benefit-cost assessment of
the program's efficiency. It should be emphasized at this
point, however, that participants were not selected solely
on the basis of their ability to benefit. If that were the
case, a different group of trainees might well have been chosen.
Basically, the CETA legislation which led to the creation
of the Pinellas County ISTP was designed to aid the "economically
disadvantaged" segment of the population. Tne ability to
benefit from training was one consideration in the selection of
clients for the Pinellas County program, but admission was also

based on need.
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In this chapter, the characteristics of trainees
terminated from the program during the July 1, 1975 - June 30,
1976, timé period will be examined in order to allow some
assessment of the client selection process and the importance
of particular characteristics in achieving economic benefits
from training. In addition, the participation of these clients
in the various types of vocational training available to
program members will be summarized and discussed. Some of the
déta to be included here have been presented in different forms
and less detail in other chapters of the study. The purpose
of this chapter is to bring these data together in one location
and to provide the detail necessary for further analysis.
Tables 12 and 13 have been constructed to help accomplish

these objectives.

Client Characteristics

Table 12 contains characteristics for the 11l clients
involved in vocational training and terminated from the Pinellas
County ISTP during the year ended June 30, 1976. Characteristics
have not been included for the other 37 participants terminated
from the program during this time period who were only involved
in work evaluation. Although the cost of providing work
evaluation for these 37 clients was inciuded in the benefit-
cost calcuiations of this study, it was assumed that program-
related benefits for these participants would be negligible and

no attempt was made to quantify them.



TABLE 12

CHARACTERISTICS FOR 114 TRAINEES TiRMINATED FROM PINELLAS COUNTY o ISTP,
JULY 1, 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976, BY CETA TERMINATION CATEGORY?

. b Positive, Positive, Termination
Characterisfiic Training-Related Training-Unrelated Non-Positive Other Positive Information
or Total Terminations Terminations Terminations Terminations® Not Available Total
Total 31 13 36 14 20 114
Female - 23 8 12 9 10 62
Sex ’
Male 8 5 24 5 10 52
.18 and Under 3 3 2 4y 2 14
19-21 9 3 11 Y 9 36
Age 22-U4 16 5 19 5 8 53
L5-5h 2 2 3 1 1 9
55-64 1 0 1 -0 0 /2
8 and Under 2 1 2 0 0 5
9-11 7 9 16 5 12 49
Educ. lilgh School Grad.
(or equivalent) 20 3 16 8 7 54
Post High School 2 0 2 1 1 6_
Aid for Dependent Children
or Other Public Assistance Yy 1 7 7 5 24
Sconcmically Disadvantaged 27 12 31 14 19 103
Anerican Indian 0 1 0 0 0 1
Race Black 3 I 11 7 4 29
White 28 8 25 7 16 84
Spanish American 1 0 0 0 1

Continued

it



TABLE 12-Continued

b Positive, Positive, Termination
Characteristic Training-Related Training-Unrelated Non-Positive Other Positixe Information
or Total Terminations® Terminations® Terminations Terminations Not Available Total
Veteran 1 2 o ﬂ_ 0 : 0 7
Handicapped 1 2 ] 2 5 14
Full-Time Student% 3 2 1 0 1 7
Of'fender 0 3 10 1 3 17
Underemployedd S | 1 2 0 "0 ]
Unemployedd 30 12 34 14 20 110
Receiving Unemployment
insurance 4 2 1 0 2 9

Scurce: CETA intake and termination forms supplied by the'Pinellas County School Board CETA unit, and interviews with
Pinellas County ISTP participants.

ppatnees were not necessarily terminated from CETA at the same times they were terminated from the skill training program.
%o CETA termination inf'ormation was available for 20 of the 114 trainees because they were not assigned final CETA dispositions
and also could not be located for interviews.

bCharacteristics indicated in this table for the 114 trainees are those which existed when the participants were admitted
to the CETA prozram.

®The characteristics of two clients initially assigned to the positive, training-related category have been transferred,
in this table, to the positive, training-unrelated and "other positive" termination categories respectively.

d(:11ents who were full-time students when admitted to the program have also been included in underemployed and unemployed
categories.
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TABLE 13

PROGRAM MEMBERSHIP FOR 114 TRAINEES TERMINATED FROM PINELLAS COUNTY ISTP,
JULY 1, 1975 ~ JUNE 30, 1976, BY CETA TERMINATION CATEGORY®

Positive, Positive, Termination
Training Program Training-Related Training-Unrelaged Non-Positive Other Positiye Information
or Total Termlnations Terminations Terminations Terminations Not Available Total
Total 31 13 36 1h 20 114
Clerk, General Office 11 4y ) 7 8 7 37
Auto Paint & Body Repair 5 3 2 ] 14
Cooking & Baking 1 2 8 1 2 1
Auto Mechanies 6 3 9
Diesel Fechanlics 1 1 6 1 9
Bookkeeping 3 1 2 6
Licenzed Practical Nurse ly 4
Data Processing 2 1 1 u
Cosmetology 1 2 1 i
Welding 1 1 1 3
Azcounting Clerk 1 1 2

Continued

ot



TABLE 13-Continued

) Positive, Positive, Termination
Training Program Training~Re1atgd Training-Unrelated Non-Positive Other Positive Information
or Total Terminations Terminations Terminations Terminationsd Not Avallable Total
Keypunch 1 1 2
Kurses' Alde 1 1
“asonry ‘ 1 1
Cormmercial Art ’ 1 ) 1
Horticulture . . 1 b1
Lands Maintenance 1 1
Electrenices _ _. . 1 1

Source: CETA termination forms and training files supplied by the Pinellas County School Board CETA unit, and interviews
with Pinellas County ISTP participants.

2opainees were not necessarily terminated from CETA at the same times they were terminated from the skill training program.
No CETA termination information was available for 20 of the 114 trainees because they were not assigned final CETA dispositions
and also could not be located for interviews. ’

bThe characteristies of two clients initlally assigned to the positive, training-related category have been transferred,
in this table, to the positive, training-unrelated and "other positive" termination categories respectively.

LT
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The client characteristic categqrieé in Table 12
correspond ciosely with those shown in Table 5, on page 50
In Table 5, however, all 305 clients served by the Pinellas
County ISTP during the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, time
period (including those involved only in work evaluatioﬁ and
those not términated from vocational training before June 30,
1976) were considered when the occurence of each characteristic
was computed. The characteristics shown in Table 12 for only
tﬁe 114 participants who terminated from training during the
specifiéd period are more pertinent for this analysis since
benefits were only examined for this group. Moreover, additional
detail has been provided in Table 12 by showing the occurénce
of each characteristic within each of five CETA termination
categories. L -

It should be pointed out again that trainees.were ﬁot
necessarily terminated from CETA at the same times they were
terminated from the skill training program. The 20 clients
whose characteristics are contained in the last of the five
termination categories shown in Table 12 were never assigned
final CETA dispositions and could not be located for interviews.
it should also be noted that two trainees initially assigned
to the positive, training-related category whén terminated from
CETA were transferred to other termination categories for
purposes of benefit analysis. This method of treating these
two participants will continue to be émployed throughout

this investigation of client characteristics. As a result,
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the numbers of trainees included in the termination categories
of Table 12 differ slightly from those in Table 7, on page 75

The breakdown of characteristics by termination category
presented in Table 12 should allow the reader to obtain some
insight with regard to attributes which lead more or less
frequently to economic benefits from the training program.

This can be.accomplished by comparing the number of times a
particular characteristic occurs in a specific termination
cétegdry’with the number of times it occurs in the group of all
11# trainees terminated and then considering the percentage éf
total benefits (for all 114 clients) attributed to participants
in that termination category. Actually, when benefits were
computed, some of the five termination categories were combined
and attention was focused on three groups of trainees.

The 31 participants for whom characteristics have been
included in the first column of Table 12 represent one of these
groups. All 31 of these clients obtained training-related
employment (other than CETA financed, public service jobs)
upon termination from CETA. Twenty-six of these pa~ticipants
were locaﬁed for interviews one to two years foliowing termina-
tions, and 19 of the 26 were still working in'occupations related
to training. PFuture benefits were projected for these 19 trainees
and also for four of the five other clients in this category
who could not be located for interviews. Approximately 76 ‘
percent of all benefit estimates for ihe 114 trainees who
terminated from the Pinéllas County ISTP during the year ended

June 30, 1976, were attributed to participants in this category.
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The second group of clients investigated when benefité
were calculated was composed of the 49 participants whose
characteristics are shown in the second and third columns of
Table 12. This investigation led to an assumption of no
training-related economic benefits for these 49 clients in the
positive, training-unrelated and non-positive termination
categories.

The third group examined included the 34 participants
tfeated as "other positive" terminations or for whom no
termination information was available. Characteristics for
these clients have been presented in the fourth and fifth
columns of Table 12. The remaining 24 percent of benefit
estimates was attributed to this group of 34 trainees.

Sex, race, and education are three characteristies which
appear particularly noteworthy when the three groups of
participants described above are compared with the group of 114
containing all trainees terminated. The group of 114 was composed
of 62 females (54 percent) and 52 males (46 percent). One of
these 114 clients (one percent) was an American Indian, 29
(25 percent) were Black, and 84 (74 percent) were White. And
© 60 of the 114 participants (53 percent) were in the high school
graduate (or equivalent) or post high school education
categories when they entered the program, whereas 54 (47 percent)-
had only 11 or fewer years of education.

The percentage of female clients treated as positive,

training-related terminations was much larger than the
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percentage of male clients who were placed in this category.'
Twenty-three of the 62 female participants (37 percent) were
included in this group of 31 trainees for whom the majqrity of
benefits were estimated. Only eight of 52 male participants
(15 percent) were treated as members of this group, however.
Conversely, a much smaller percentage of all female participants
(20 of 62 = 32 percent) was included in the group of 49 clients
for whom no benefits were estimated. Twenty—nine of the 52
méle_trainees (56 percent) ﬁere placed in this group of 49.

The remaining 31 percent of female participants (19 of 62)

and 29 percent of male clients (15 of 52) were included in the
group of 34 trainees to whom 24 percent of benefit estimates
were attributed.

The percentage of White clients treated as positive,
training-related terminations was much larger than the percentage
of Black clients who were placed in this category. Twenty-
eight of the 84 White participants (33 percent) were included
in this group. Only three of the 29 Black participants (10
percent) were treated as members of this group of 31 trainees,
however. Moreover, a smaller percentage of White participants
(33 of 84 = 39 percent) was included in the group of 49 clients.
Fifteen of the 29 Black trainees (52 percent) were placed in
this group of 49. The remaining 27 percent of White participants
(23 of 84) and 38 percent of Black clients (11 of 29) were
included in the group cf 34 trainees. (The percentages of White
trainees mentioned here total to only 99 percent because of

rounding. )’
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When examining educational characteristies, it is helpful
to combine clients included in the high school graduate (or
equivalent) and post high school education categories into one
group and those with 11 or fewer years of education into
another. It can then be observed that a much larger percentage
of trainees with more yéars of education when entering training
were placed in the positive, training-related termination
category. Twenty-two of the 60 participants in the high
school graduate (or equivalent) and post high school education
categories (37 percent) were tréated as positive, training-
related terminatiohs.' Only nine of the 54 clients with 11 or
fewer years of education (17 percent), however, were included
in this group. .

Twenty-one of the 60 participants in the higher education
categories (35 percent) were placed in the group of 49, while
28 of the 54 clients with.fewer years of education (52 percent)
were members of this group. The remaining 28 percent of trainees
in the higher education categories (17 of 60) and 31 percent
of participants with fewer years of education (17 of 54) were.
included in the group of 34 clients.

A further examination of Table 12 reveals that only one
of the 31 trainees in the positive, training-related group
was handicapped, and none were categorized as criminal offenders.
The group of 49 clients for whom no benefits were estimated
included six of 14 participants (43 percent) who were handicapped

and 13 of 17 offenders (76 percent).
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At least one other characteristic in Table 12 deserves
some comment at this point. Only 103 of the 114 trainees
terminated were economically disadvantaged at the times they
entered the program. It shoula be noted that the other 11
clients were selected through special provisions. Primarily,
these were participar.ts who were either Vietnam era veterans
or handicapped.

It should be emwphasized again at this juncture that all
- eclients were selected, to a great extent, on the basis of need.
Although it is assumed that all trainees qualified in this
regard, the reader may want to consider whether participants
who benefited economically from training wére, in most cases,
those who had greater n1eeds. In the final chapter, this issue
will be discussed briefly, and some of the characteristics of
the general population in Pinellas County will be provided for

comparisons with characteristics of the 114 trainees examined.

Client Participation in Vocational Training Programs

In order to determine which vocational training programs
led more or less frequently to economic benefits for participénts,
- Table 13 can be utilized in the same manner described for Table
12. Training program participation has been inclﬁded in
Table 13 for clients in each of the same termination categories
shown in Téble 12. 1In addition, of course, total participation
in each training program has been brovided for all 114 trainees

terminated in the final column of the table.
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A majority of the 11U clients were trained in 6ne of
three areas. Thirty-éeven-(32 percent) were clerk, general
office trainees; 184 (12 percent) were trained in auto paint and
body repair; and 14 (12 percent) were enrolled in the cooking
and baking program.

In addition to being the type of training with the largest
number of participants, the general office clerk program was
responsible for the largest number of clients (11) who were
tfeated as positive, training-related terminations. Thirty
percent (11 of 37) of all clerk, general office trainees were
members of this termination group for which 76 percent of benefits
were estimated. Eleven general office clerk trainees (30
percent) were included in the group of M9.participants for whom
no benefits were estimated, while the other 15 enrolled in this
training program (41 percent) were members of the group of 34
clients to whom 24 percent of benefits were attributed.

(Because of rounding, the percentages shown for general office
clerk trainees above, and for some of the other training programs
below, do not total to 100.)

The auto paint and body repair program placed five of
14 trainees (36 percent) in the group of 31 positive, training-
related terminations; five clients (36 percent) in the group
of 49; and four participants (29 percent) in the group of 34.
Only one of 14 (seven percent) cooking and baking trainees was
treated as a positive, training—relatéd termination, whereas

10 of these 14 (71 percént) were included in the group of 49.
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.The remaining three of the 14 clients trained in cooking and
baking (21 percent) were membefs of thé group of 34 participants.
Two other programs with large numbers of trainees

demonstrated very little success in placing clients in the
positive, training-related termination category. None 6f the
nine auto mechanics trainees were included in this termination
category, and only one of the nine participants trained in
diesel mechanics was tréated as a positive, training-related
termination. Some of the smaller programs Wére more successful
in placing clients in this termination category for which the
majority of benefits were estimated. Three of six bookkeeping
trainees (50 percent), fou? of four trained as licensed practical
nurses (100 percentj, and two of four data processing participants
(50 percent) were treated as positive, training-related
terminations.

| Before concluding these comments regarding training program
participation, the importance of training completion should
once again be stressed. This was discussed previously in
Chapter VI. Twenty-eighﬁ of the 31 clients treated as positive,
training-related terminations (90 percent) completed their
respective training programs. Only 13 of the 49 participants
for whom no benefits were estimated (27 percent), however,

completed training.



CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSION

Although the benefit-cost computations presented in
Chapter VII were generally favorable, the question regarding
the efficiency of the Pinellas County ISTP (for the period
examined) was left somewhat in doubt. Two of the 12 benefit-
cost estimates reflected fewer dollars of benefits than of
costs. Moreover, the assumptions employed in arriving at all
12 of these ratios can be debated.

The author of this study is aware of the limitations of
the benefit-cost computations presented in Chapter VII. It
was ‘noted in the introductory chapter that these ratios, because
of the assumptiqns required for their calculation, would only
serve as a starting point for evaluating the Pinellas County
program. Based upon knowledge of how these benefit-cgst
estimates were computed and consideration of other possible
indirect and intangible benefits and costs, howevér, the author
has reached a favorable conclusion with regard to fhe program's

efficiency.
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This final chapter will be devoted primarily to an‘
explanation of this conclusion. In addition, some of the
characteristics of ISTP participants will be compared with
those of the general population in Pinellas County, and the
question of Whéther clients who were most in need were able to

benefit from the program will be discussed.

Efficiency of Pinellas County ISTP

The 12 benefit-cost estimates shown in Tables 10 and 11
(Chapter VII) range from a high of $5.99:$1.00 to a low of
$.77:$1.00. An argument could be expressed in support of using
each of these 12 ratios as a measure of the program's efficiency.
Although the highest ratio of $5.99:$1.00 suggests the most
optimistic view of program results, the author's favorable
conciusion regarding the program is based, to a greater degree,
on the fact that even the 1ow§st ratio indicates estimated
benefits equal to 77 percent of estimated costs.

This ratio was calculated by using the most pessimistic
assumptions employed. An estimated rate of future unemployment
of 9 percent was assumed for thosé clients expected to continue
in training~related occupations, and a discount rate of 16
percent was used to convert expected future benefits to their
present value on June 30, 1976. In addition, this lowest
estimate employed the most liberal assumption regarding the
~growth which would have occurred in clients' pre-CETA wage
rates if they had not entered the training program. As a result,
the lowest estimatéd mean incremental wage rate at times of

interviews ($.97) was uséd in this compﬁtation;
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Even with these rather conservative assumptions, however,
tﬁe benefit-cost ratio for the program would have exceeded
$1.00:$1.00 if an estimate of foregone trainee earnings had
not been included in the estimate of program cost. This
situation is illustrated by the last benefit-cost ratio shown
in Table 10 ($1.68:$1.00). The $.77:$1.00 benefit-cost estimate
includes a cost for foregone trainee earnings equivalent to the
allowances’receivéd by participants while in the program.
(Allpwances were paid on thé basis of the federal minimum wage
rate for the number of hours spent in training.)

This estimate of the cost to society resulting from
time devoted to training by ISTP clients will be considered
unjustified by some reéders. It can be argued that, where
trainees would otherwise have been unemployed, there was no
economic cost involved. Moreover, it has been argued that,
even in cases where clients ﬁould otherwise be employed, there
is no economic cost for society if other previously ﬁnemployed‘
workers obtain jobs vacated By trainees entering the program
(the "vacuum effect").1

On the other hand, some writers have adopted the view-
"point that the inclusion of some cost for othefwise unemployed
resources may be justified. The following quotation by
Richard A. and Peggy B. Musgrave was cited previously in

Chapter IV of this study: ~"Unless there are political constraints

lSteve L. Barsby, Cost-Benefit Analysis and Manpower
Programs (Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath and Co., 1972),
p. 15.
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which permit only one use, cost-benefit analysis should appl&
the concept of opporﬁunity cost even where resources are otherwise
unemployed."2 It can also be argued that some amount should
be imputed as an economic cost for the leisure time foregone
by clients while participating in the program, even if fhey
would not otherwise have been employed. This argument is only
valid, however, if it is correct that clients received 1less
satisfaction from training than they would have from the foregone
leisure time.

The author is somewhat in sympathy with the arguments
for including an estimate of cost for the time devoted to train-
ing by ISTP participants. In the first place, many of the
clients might very ﬁeli have worked if not 'enrolled in the
program, and, in some of these cases, the jobs they (in effect)
vacated might not have been filled by other workers who wére
previously unemployed. Méreover, it is also feasible to employ
CETA trainees (who would not otherwise be employed) in other
types of government manpower efforts instead of classroom
training programé. The argument for including a cost for leisure
time foregone also adds creditability to the use of allowances
. for clients as part of training costs. In other words, even
if it is assumed that, in some cases, there was no lost production
as a result of participants devoting their time to training,
it can be argued that there was an intangible cost associated

with their foregoneuleisuréntime.

2Richard..A..and Peggy B. Musgrave, Public Finance in
 Theory and Practice (New York:; MeGraw-Hill, Inc., 1973), p. 161.
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Now that the intangiple cost of foregone leisure has .
béen considered, it is also necessary to evaluate some of the
possible intangible bengfits proyided by the Pinellas County
ISTP. Chapter I of’thig,study confained a quotation in which
Steve L. Barsby noted f%&e of the possible "noneconomic" benefits
from government programskof this tjpe. Two of these (the option
for further education and training and the satisfaction as a
result of achieving success in a chosen field)3 appear particularly
réleyant, based on information from ISTP client interviews.
Several trainees interviewed were either involved in additional
(post—~CETA) training or education activities or were planning
such activities for the future. In addition, numerous pérticipants
commented on their incfeased satisfaction in post-CETA occupations
(relative to pre-CETA employment) and expressed gratitude for
the opportunities prpvided by the CETA program.

The author feels that another possible intangible
(and indirect) benefit deserves mention at this point. There .
may be some satisfaction obﬁained by members of society, other
than trainees, as a result.of knowing that they have contributed
to the fairness of the economic system. Garth L. Mangum and
John Walsh included the following statement in their book,

A Decade of Manpower Development and Training:

It is possible to argue that a better trained labor force
might spark economic growth or might allow more growth
with less inflation, but it is by no means certain or
proved. The primary justification for manpower programs,

3Barsby, Cost-Benefit Analysis, pp. 19-20.
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1nclud1ng MDTA, rests upon a value judgment. The long-

term objective of the American society has been the

expansion of individual freedoms, achievable in a concrete

sense only by broadening the range of choices available

to each individual.’

Other indirect (but tangible) benefits and costs may

be attributable to the Pinellas County ISTP for the time period.'
examined and therefore deserve some consideration in the
overall evaluation process. Barsby also included some examples
of these types of benefits in the same quotation noted above
(and in Chapter I): "Some of these benefits may accrue to
society (and to the individual) through reductions in crime,
increased productivity because of improved health, increased
earnings of the children (the intergeneration effect), increased
nonwage job benefits, and increased productivity of other

resources. "

It seems probable that some of these types of
benefits will accrue to society as a result of the skill training
program ih Pinellas County. |

' Barsby mentions another factor, however, whicﬁ could
be viewed as a possible indirect cost (or benefit reduction)
for the Pinellas County program. He points out that the increase
in qualified workers resulting from training may cause some
“"displacement" of other workers with less training and therefore
6

reduce program benefits. This, of course, assumes that the.

uGarth L. Mangum and John Walsh, A Decade of Manpower
Development and Training (Salt Lake Clty, Utah: Olympus
Publishing Company, 1973), p. 18.

OBarsby, Cost-Benefit Analysis, p. 19.

61bid., p. 18.




162

"displaced" workers are not employed elsewhere, or are
employed in less productive efforts than previously. Other
indirect costs,’like the cost of Department of Labor overhead
which could be apportioned to the Pinellas County program,
appear to be rather inconsequential.

One possible remaining source of.benefits from the
Pinellas County ISTP has not been discussed here. It was
mentioned in pfevious chapters that no benefits would be
estimated (quantified) for the 37 clients who were only involved
in work evaluation and did not actually enter vocational training.
Indeed, it is not believed that these participants achieved
benefits which were, to any degree, substantial. Nevertheless,
it is possible that tﬁe work evaluation experience may have
provided some useful knowledge which aided these clients in
obtaining subsequent employment. For example, they may have
left work evaluation at the ISTP better prepared for the
testing associated with later job interviews.

A1l of the factors mentiocned in the foregoing discussion
were considered by the author in arriving at a favorable
conclusion regarding the efficiency of the institutional skill
training effort in Pinellas County. Due to the nature of the
study, this conclusion is necessarily somewhat subjective. It
is based, to a great extent, on the fact that the benefit-cost
ratio computed by utilizing the most conservative assumptions
still reflected estimated benefits equal to 77 percent of

estimated program costs. It is also based on recognition
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of the additional factors discussed in this chapter. The
author believes that these additional considerations are favor-
able, on balance, and more than offset the excess of estimated
costs over estimated benefits reflected in the conservati#ely
calculated benefit-cost ratio.

. It should also be stressed, at this juncture, that
the program's performance was probably hindered by adverse
cpnditions in the job market during the period that the partici-
pants were leaving training and through tThe times that interviews
were conducted. The clients examined in this study terminated
from the ISTP during the July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976, time
period, and interviews were held in the summer of 1977. 'The
nation's average rateé of unemployment during 1975, 1976, and
1977 were 8.5 percent, 7.7 percent, and 7.0 percent,
7

respectively. The average rates of‘unemployment in Pinellas
County during these three years were 9.8 percent, 8.5 percent,

and 6.8 percent, respectively.8

Comparisons of Characteristics

It would be difficuit to evaluate Pinellas County ISTP
client selection procedures on the basis of comparisons

between trainee characteristics and characteristies of the

7U S., Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Monthly Labor Review 100 (Jan. 1977) 78, and 101 (Dec. 1978):90.

8Fla., Department of Commerce, Division of Employment
Security, Tampa-St. Petersburg SMSA Labor Market Trends,
Feb. 1976 -~ Dec. 1977. -
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general population in Pinellas County. The general population
characteristics aré, of course, not necessarily representaéive
of characteristics of program épplicants. Nevertheless, a
better perspective regarding the population from which trainees
could have been selected may be obtained by comparisons of
this type. Daté for all of the characteristics shown in
Table 12 (Chapter VIII) for ISTP clients are not readily
available for the general population in Pinellas County. The
information presented for Pinellas County'in the following
paragraph will allow some compafisons, however.

The estimated population in Pinellas County on July 1,
1975, was 666,595. Females represented 54 percent (358,907)
and males 46 percent (307,688) of this total. The number of
Blacks and other races was 51,014 (8 percent), whereas Whites
numbered 615,581 (92 percent). It was estimated that 104,609
(16 percent) of the population were in the 0-14 age group;
78,904 (12 percent) were 15-24; 107,297 (16 percent) were
25-4k4; 151,462 (23 percent) were U45-64; and 224,323 (34 percent)
were in the 65 and over agevgroup;g The mediar school years .
completed by residents of Hillsborough and Pinellas Counties in
1970 was 12 years, and the percentage of families with incomes
below the poverty level in 1969, in these two counties, was

10.7 percent.10

9University of Florida, College of Business Administration,
Bureau of Economic and Business Research, Florida Statistical
Abstract: 1976 (Gainesville, Florida: The University Presses
of Florida, 1976), pp. 14,16,

O0niversity of Florida, Florida Statistical Abstract:
1977, pp. 566-67.
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When the data pfesented in Chapter VIII for the 114
ISTP participants involved in vocational training are compared
with the information noted abo&e'for Pinellas County, thé
similarities and differences With regard to the characteristics
examined for both groups can be observed. .The percentages
of females and males aré the same in both cases. The‘percentage
of Blacks and "other races" is somewhat higher for the group of
114 ISTP clients than for Pinellas County in general (26
pércent versus éight percen£). - Age group percentages are not
easily comparablé because the same agé categories are not used.
It can be observed, however, that a very large percentage of
the Pinellas County_population is in the 65 and over age'group
(34 percent in 1975), whereas no one in this age cétegory was
enrolled in the training program.

The median schobl years. completed by the 114 ISTP clients
examined in Chagpter VIII was not previously computed. The data
necessary for this calculation were included in Table 12 of
Chapter VIII, however. The information presented there reveals
that 47 percent of the 114 participants had completed onl& the
eleventh year of school or less when entering the program. An
additional 47 percent of the clients had compieted the twelfth
school year. The median school years completed by the 114
participants, when they entered training, was therefore 12.
This is the same as the median school years which Hillsborough
and Pinellas County residents had COmplétéd in 1970. A very

high percentage of the 114 ISTP clients were economically
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disadvantaged (90 percent). 1In most cases, this was the
basis for admission to‘the;prpgram. Data presented above
for 1969 indicated 1C.7 percent of the Hillsborough and Pinellas

County population were below fhe poverty level.

Before concluding this study, some discussion dealing
with the ability of the Pinellas County ISTP to provide benefits
for those clients who were most in need of training is warranted.
It is assumed, of course, that all participants admitted to
the program qualified on the basis of "need for training." It
has already been mentioned that approximately 90 percent of the
114 ISTP trainees were economically disadvantaged. It must be
noted, however, that some‘clients, because of special
disadvantages, can be expected to encounter more difficulty
in finding employment, if not in :completing the training program.

Although less favorable results can be expected in
such cases, it is important that these outcomes are emphasized.
Indeed, as indicated in Chapter VIII, the institutional skill
training effort was considerably less successful in providing
benefits for Blacks and less educated clients than for Whites
and better educated participanté. In addition, there was even
more difficulty in obtaining benefits through the program for
former criminal offenders and handicapped trainees. It is
realized that, to some degree, employer prejudices may be
responsible for the inability of these clients to benefit from
training. Nevertheless, if institutional skill training is
not the solution for the employment problems of these partici-

pants, it must be noted and other remedies sought.
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TABLE 14

PINELLAS COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD CETA, TITLE I BUDGET AND EXPENDITURES BY LINE ITEM, JULY 1. 1975 - JUNE 30, 1976

(Line Item Budget Figures are for Classroom Training and Work Experience combined.
Expenditures are for each Program Category separately and are also combined,)@

nge Item

Cost Categcry or b Classroonm 'Prainingb Work Experlence b Total
Line Item Title I Budget (Regular") Expendituves (Regular”) Expenditures (Regular ) Expenditures (Regular )
Administration
Salaries $100,360.00 $65,020.97 $27,866.02 $92,887. OZ
Fringe Benefits 18 410.00 12,116.95 5 192.99 17 309 9
Travel 7, 1600.00 u 586. 49 ,965 64 g
Other Costs 13!800 00 10z807 59 2,789 35 .9
(telephone, utilities
© supplies, postage, ete.)
Total Administration $ 140,170.00 $ 92,532.00 $ 37,814.00 $ 130,346.00
Total Allowances ’
to Clients 558,795.00 528,041.00 4,497.00 - 532,538.00
Total Wages to Clients 157,150.00 ’ 155,594.00 155,594.00
Totsl Fringe Benefits ) )
to Clilents 12,880.00 6,933.00 6,933.00
Tralning Costs
Instructors' Salaries 74,560.00 73,188.19 73,188.19
Fringe Benefits 1“ 170.00 12, 970 00 12,970.00
Fepalrs and Servicing 1, 650 00 37 .25 376.25
Instructional Supplies
and Materials 8,000.00 6,289.83 6, 289 83
taundry Service 2,500.00 2,5“1 73 ) _2,541.73
Total Training Costs 105,880.00 95,366,00 95,366.00
Services to Clients .
Salaries 81,670.00 52,237.61 22,119.59 74,357.75
Fringe Benefits 1u 410.00 9,669.25 3,623. 13,293.02
Travel 1u 300.00 4,562.39 5,991.81 10,553.48
Child Cave 3.000.00 1,061.00 . 1,061.40
Tuition and Instructional
Supplies 9,000.00 3,331.85 3,331.85
tlediceal 1,000.00 i 133.50 133.50
Total Services to Clients 123,380.00 70,996.00 31,735.00 102,731.00
Total Budget or Expenditures $1,098,255.00 $786,935.00 $236,573.00 $1,023,508.00

Source:
County School Board.

8gxpenditure figures include encumbrances as well as actual cash outlays.
bsection 112, CETA, Title I funds are not inocluded in the budget or expenditures.

Compiled from Department of Labor CETA Financial Status Reports and accounting working papers supplied by Pinellas

89T
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SUPPLY AND MATERIAL COSTS FOR CETA "SLOT-IN" TRAINEES AT
TOMLINSON ADULT VOCATIONAL CENTER, PINELLAS
VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTITUTE, AND
DUNEDIN HIGH SCHOOL

(Although spacing, underlining, and capitalization have been
changed slightly, the pages contained in this Appendix are
primarily in the same form and punctuated in the same manner
as the mimeographed source sheets which were obtained from the

Pinellas County School Board.)
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SUPPLY AND MATERIAL COSTS FOR SLOT-INS
FY-76

Tomlinson Adult Vocational Center

Certified Laboratory Assistant | ~ $160.00
Cosmetology 115.00
Dental Auxiliary 121.00
Licensed Practical Nurse . ' 116.00
Medical Assistant 119.00
Business Education:
Accounting Clerk : 89.40
Clerk Typist : . 42.75
General Office Clerk 53.25
Receptionist . 48.75
Secretary - ' 58.70
Transcriptionist B1.75
Certified Laboratory Assistant : 145.00
Commercial Art I 0.00
Commercial Art II ' 0.00
Commercial Art - Reproduction _ 0.00
Cosmetology 112.00
Dental Auxiliary 114.50
Drafting ' ' 35.00
Licensed Practical Nurse (Men) 68.90
Licensed Practical Nurse (Women) 107.50

Medical Assistant 109.50

Source: Pinellas County School Board. (Mimeographed.)
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SUPPLY AND MATERIAL COSTS FOR SLOT-INS
FY-76

Pinellas Vocationzl Technical Institute

Watch Repair Technology $107.15

Radio Television Repair Technology 167.45
Air Conditioning Technology 253.94
Architectural Technology 187.90
Auto Body Repair Technology o 246,22
Automotive Technology 707.27
Building Maintenance (Oren Douglas Ctr) 16.00
Business Education 61.10
Carpentry (Oren Douglas Ctr) 50.75
Civil Technology 223.02
Culinary Arts - Cooking and Baking _ 51.45
Diesel Technology 192.95
Drafting and Design Technology : 87.35
Electrical Wiring (Oren Douglas Ctr) 29.85
Electro-Mechanical Technology - 164.70
Electronics Technology 255.00
Horticulture Technology . 110.40
Landscape Maintenance (Oren Douglas Ctr) 13.50
Licensed Practical Nurse 150.00
Major Appliance Repair ' 307.98
Plumbing (Oren Douglas Ctr) 48.00
Machine Trades 47.84
Masonry (Oren Douglas Ctr) | 11.50
Motorcycle 223.10
Nurse Aide (Evening), Women 37.50
Orderly (Evening), Men 32.50
Welding , : 54.00 -~ 80.45

Source: Pinellas County School Board. (Mimeographed.)
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SUPPLY AND MATERIAL COSTS FOR SLOT-IN
FY-76 '

Dunedin High School Night Program

Cosmetology . | $90.00

Source: Pinellas County School Board. (Mimeographed.)



~ APPENDIX 3

PINELLAS COUNTY ISTP CLIENT ELIGIBILITY AND
RATING CRITERIA AND SAMPLE SELECTION
COMMITTEE RATING SHEET

(Although spacing, underlining, and capitalization have been
changed slightly, the pages contained in this Appendix are
primarily in the same form and punctuated in the same manner
as the mimeographed source sheets which were obtained from
the Pinellas County School Board.)
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1976
ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA
To be eligible for services and activities under the CETA
Program, a person must be:

1. A member of a significant segment of the
population and;

2. Be either
a. Economically disadvantaged and unemployed of;
b. Economically disadvantaged and underemployed.
(Poverty criteria will be applied to both family
income and wage relative to family size for those

who are working full-time but receiving wages below
the poverty level.)

Significant Segments

1. High School Dropout ~ Persons regardless of age
who have not completed a high school degree or
equivalent, are not currently enrolled in an
academic or vocational institution, and who do
not intend to enroll themselves by their own
means.

2. Sixteen thru 24 Year 0lds Lacking Work Experience -
Persons who are between the ages of 16 and 25 and
who lack work experience defined as a minimum of
two years sustained employment in an occupation
or career development in an occupational group.

3. (Vietnam Era Veterans - A veteran who served on
active duty in the armed forces in Vietnam, Korea,
or waters adjacent thereto between August U4, 1964,
and January 31, 1973, and did not receive a dis-
honorable discharge. -

4., Female Heads of Household - A family head of
household living with one or more persons related
to her by blood, marriage or adoption.

5. Persons 45 Years 01d or Over - Self explanatory.

Source: Pinellas County School Board.(Mimeographed.)
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SELECTION COMMITTEE
"RATING CRITERIA -

1. Education

Grade Achieved: 12 11 10 9 8 or less
Rating: 0 1 2 3 h

For 8 or less, there must be expectation that person
can perform with or without educational support.

2. Economically Disadvantaged - 1
3. Degree of Economic Disadvantagedness

% Range Below Poverty: 50-75% 25-50% 0-25%
Rating: 1 2 3

4, Head of Household - 1
5. Length of Unemployment/Underemployment

Length of Time: 15-39 wks. 39 wks. or longer
.Rating: 1 2

6. Veteran Preference

Vietnam Era (Special) - 2
Other -1

7. Older Worker Preference (U5+ yrs.) -1
8. Significant Segment Member Preference - 1

9. Work/Training Experience (including military where
transferable to civilian)

Length of'Experience: 2 or more yrs. 1-2 yrs. 0-1 yr.
Rating: 0 1

10. Positive Staff Comment - 1 .

Source: Pinellas County School Board. (Mimeographed.)
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SELECTION COMMITTEE
RATING CRITERIA

Percent Range Below Poverty

NON-FARM FAMILY

Family Size 50 - 75% 25 -~ 50% 0 - 25%
1 $1295 - 1942 $ 647 - 1294 $0 — 646
2 1705 -~ 2557 852 - 1704 0 - 851
3 2115 - 3172 - 1057 - 2114 0 - 1056
L 2525 - 3787 1262 ~ 2524 0 - 1261
5 2935 - 4i402 1467 - 2934 0 - 1466
6 3345 - 5017 1672 ~ 3344 0 - 1671
7 3755 - 5632 1877 - 3754 0 - 1876
8 4165 - 6247 2082 - 4164 0 - 2081
9 4575 -~ 6862 2287 - U574 0 - 2286

10 4985 - 7477 2492‘- L4984 0 - 24931

For family units with more than 10 members, compute percents
from Poverty Income Guidelines. ' .

FARM FAMILY

" Family Size 50 - 75% 25 - 50% 0 - 25%
1 $1100 - 1650 $ 550 - 1099 $0 - 5lg
2 1450 - 2175 725 - 14L9 0 - 724
3 1800 - 2700 900 - 1799 0 - 899
L 2150 - 3225 1075 - 2149 0 - 1074
5 2500 - 3750 1250 - 2499 0 - 1249
6 2850 - 4275 1425 - 2849 0 - 1424

For family units with more than 6 members, compute percents
from Poverty Income Guidelines.

Source: Pinellas County School Board. (Mimeographed.)
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APPENDIX 4

APPROXIMATE PERCENT OF TIME DEVOTED TO CETA
ACTIVITIES BY REGULAR FLORIDA STATE
EMPLOYMENT SERVICE EMPLOYEES

(Although spacing, underlining, and capitalization have been
changed slightly, the pages contained in .this Appendix are
primarily in the same form and punctuated in the same manner
as the mimeographed source sheets which were obtained from the

Florida State Employment Service.)
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BASE GRANT EMPLOYEES PROVIDING SUPPORT SERVICE
TO CETA/ES STAFF AT NO COST TO THE
PRIME SPONSOR

Approximate Percent of
Total Time Devoted

Employee Title to CETA Activities
Manager, St. Petersburg 20%
Secretary to Manager,

St. Petersburg ' . 15%
Manager, Clearwater ‘ 5%
Special Services Supervisor,

St. Petersburg 30%
Special Services Supervisor,

Clearwater 15%
Area Labor Market Analyst B 10%
Area Training Instructor . " 6%
Test Administrator 35%
Industry Services Representativé 5%
3 Reception Control Stations 10%
1 Reception Control Station ' 50%
Telephone Operators _ 5%
Data Console Operators L 5%

Additional Information

1976 FY Budgeted State Administrative

Cost (Tallahassee) 12%
1977 FY Proposed Administrative Cost 8.5%
1976 FY Premises Rent Budgeted -  $9,363.00
Projected Cost 1976 & 1977 7,372.00

Source: Florida State Employment Service, St. Petersburg,
Florida. (Mimeographed.)
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