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At the request of Congresswoman Elizabeth 
Htiltzman, GAO reviewed this employment 
program and found serious problems in plan- 
c;llg, registration tif youths, monitoring, co- 
ordination, and staffing. 

Youths were not given enough work and were 
certified as preznt ac jobs during periods 
when they were absent-practices that tearh 
pocr work habits. 

&as-ic improvements in managem2ni ale 
ne%ie? by both the department of Labor and 
Ne;ti York City. 
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The Honorzole Elizabath Holrzman 
House of Representatives 

Dear Ms. Holtzman: 

This report is in response to your request an the 
operation of New York City's 1977 Summer Program for 
Economically Disadvantqed Youth funded by the !Xqartment 
of Labor, under title IPI of the Comprehensioe i&ployment 
and Training Act cf 1473 (29 cB.S.C. 874). The program 
bras established to enhance the future employability of 
economically disadvantaged youths by providing them with 
tiseful work experience. In 1977, Labor granted the city 
$35 million to operate this program which provided 7 weeks 
employment for about 70,000 city youtks at projects operated 
by 138 private ,nd public nonprofit agencies, 

SCOPE OF REVIEW - --- 

We reviewed prograrx operations and administration to 
determine whether program objectives were being met. In 
addition to reviewing rules, regulations, and procedures 
as applied to the New York City program, we reviewed the 
operations of 6 of the city'F 138 project sponsors. The 
six sponsors we selected wefe large--each employed over 
1,000 youths: oath had participated in the 1976 program; 
and some had received high and some low ratings froo the city 
on their 1976 performances. Other factors considered were 
your interest and the need for geographical coverage. Our 
work included discussions with Department of Labor, city, 
and project sponsor officials, as -Jell as with some program 
enrollees. 

ke also met with an official of the New York State 
Education Department which sponsored i!:e s-er feeding 
program. This program, funded! by the U.S. Department of 
Agr icul. ture, provided summer meals in economicanl-y deprived 
areas. The meal sites were often worksites for enrollees 
of the Summer Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youth. 
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MAJOR PROBL IN PROGRAM OPERATIONS 
AI'D ADHIHISTRATION 

As we indicated during our briefings, Hew York City's 
program was poorly planned and poorly atiinistered by both 
the Departmeat of Labor and New York City. But in sQite 
of this, some of C-e worksites we visited were providing 
useful work experience to enrolled youths. Bowever, uvef 
half of the worksites had serious prablems, such as iae- 
sufficiert work or absent enrollees recorded as preseat. 
Im these instances, progra objectives may bave been 
defeated by fostering bad work habits and paying salaries 
for little or no work. 

e following factors contributed to the problems we 
found: 

-Inadequate planning resulted in an insufficient 
nmber of productive jobs and m lack of control 
by the city over program operations and over the 
use of Pederal funds. 

-Preject sponsors from previous years were generally 
redcnded with little cobsideratioa of tkeir past 
performance; major sponsors were autmaticd.ly 
refunded- 

-The methods used to register youths gave rise to 
guestions about the income eligibility of some of 
the enrollees and reportedly resulted in all-night 
lines and rotiyism. 

-44oaito~3 were inadequately trained, many worksites 
wez-e not visited# and problems noted were fregxenflly 
not follo:?ed up on to insure corrective action. 
(&onitocs frequently did not address the most bportant 
matter-the effectiveness of the program they were 
obserwing.) 

Responding to your criticism, Labor officials claimed 
that past years' programs had been regarded largely as- 
income maintenance pfOgramsc but that the 1977 program would 
provide useful work experience, Rowewer. the groups operating 
the program did not effectively imple ent Ld!aor's new policy. 
He saw little evidence of efforts by Labor to assure that 
this intentiona was carried out, or that the city tried to 
meet the objectiwes set forth in its grant. 
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At a June 6, 1977, meeting, regional Labor officials 
discussed with you improvements they had planned for the 
1977 program. Unfortunately, little was accomplished by 
the actions that were taken. For instance, Labor required 
the city to evaluate project sponsors' past performance 
after preliminary selection had already been made. Although 
an evaluation was conducted, the results were too late to 
have an effect on sponsor selection. Labor did not take ade- 
quate action to make certain that the intended results of the 
evaluation were achieved. If its actions had k+en timely and 
fully implemented, they would have acquired better control 
over the program. 

After your July 31, 1977, press conference addressing 
some of these problems, the Secretary of Labor assembled a 
task force to review New York City's program and to recommend 
changes which would strengthen the program both in the city 
and nationwide. Their findings were similar to our observa- 
tions. 

Details of the results of our review are contained in 
appendix I. 

OUR OTRER REPORTS ON THE 
SWMER YOUTM ERPLOYMENT PROGRAM 

We have discussed operational and managerial weaknesses 
in this program, both in New York City and nationwide in 
otner reports. A report to Congressman Fred Richmond on 
"Payment Problems in the Summer Youth Employment Program 
in New York City" (Feb. 2, 1977, HRD-77-18) reported that 
some enrollees were not paid at all while others were paid 
incorrectly or paid late. A report to Congressman Parren J. 
Mitchell on "Information on the Summer Youth Employment Pro- 
gram" (June 27, 1977, HRD-77-121) contained a synopsis of 01X 
reports on this program as far back as its predecessor, the 
Neighborhood Youth Corps, Problems identified were similar 
to our observations in New York City's program and included 
lack of meaningful work, inadequate monitoring by Labor, and 
payroll problems including enrollees being paid for more time 
than they actually worked. 

RECOHWENDATIONS 

For future summer youth employment programs in New York 
City, we are recommending that the Secretary of Labor: 
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--Set firm planning deadlines with specific Labor 
invslvement , to be certain that tie evolving program 
is designed to meet program objectives. The planning 
should include a guarantee that an adequate number 
of jobs are available for the enrollees and that 
project and work sponsors understand and comply 
with the intent and goals of the program. 

--Require that all sponsors’ selections are baseo on 
the merits of proposals and effectiveness of past 
performance. Mediocre or poor program operators 
should not be retained in the program unless they 
can clearly show how improvements will be made. 

--Work with the city to develop a better method of 
iORdUcting registration to eliminate all-night 
lines aRd rowdyisr. The new procedute should 
match youths with work iu which they have some 
interest o 

--Require the city to strengthen its monitoring proce- 
dures e This would include assuring that monitoring 
begins when the program begins; that monitors have 
adequate training to evaluate program operations; 
that evaluation forms are complete and accurate: that 
problems noted are followed up on; and that all work- 
sites and program sponsors cl’re visited at least once 
during program operations. 

--Require effective coordination between the Sumr,er 
Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youth a Id 
the Federal summer feeding program. 

--Require the city to revise the income eligibility form 
to provide a penalty for falsification of data. 

--Require that the city devise a time card which speci- 
fies a penalty for falsification and ensure that 
project sponsors are informed that enrollees are not 
to be paid for work when they are absent. Prime 
sponsor monitors should be required to record time 
and attendance during their site visits and check 
them against submittad time cards. Any dif fercnces 
should be resolved before an enrollee is paid for 
the period in question. 
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We also recommend that the Secretary increase the number 
of Labor monitors for the summer youth program in New York 
City and make certain that these monitors can devote adequate 
resources to oversight of this program. If problems persist 
with the New YorX City program, the Secretary should explore 
alternate methods of delivering the program. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

Although comments were requested from the Department of 
Labor on May 18, 1978, they were not received at the time 
this report was printed. We requested and received comments 
from New York City. (See app. II.) 

The city concurred with the basic findings of our re- 
port. It noted that the program from its inception had been 
plagued by administrative and programmatic problems because 
of internal deficiencies in the administrative structure of 
the program and inherent weaknesses in the program's design. 
The city pointed out specific changes that are being imple- 
mented in the 1978 program. Actions planned, if aggressively 
pursued, should result in improved operations. 

As agreed with you, we plan to make no further distribu- 
tion of this report until 4 days following its issuance, and 
at that time, we plan to send a copy to the Director, Office 
of Management and Budget: the Secretary of Labor; and to 
other interested parties. 

We trust this raport serves your purposes. 

Sincerely yoursl 
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ADHINISTRATIVE WEAKNESSES 

IN NEW YORK CITY'S 1977 SUMMER PWGRAM 

APPENDIX I 

FOR ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED YOUTH 

The Summer Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youth 
administered by the Labor Department provides summer jobs to 
economically disadvantaged young people. The program is au- 
thorized by title III of the Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act of 1973, as amended, to provide useful work 
experience that should enhance tSe future employability of 
participants. It 's intended to provide remedial educa.tion, 
counsel'ng, and vocational exploration to complement work 
experience. 

The program is intended to provide jobs to economically 
disadvantaged youths who are 14 through 21 years of age and 
live Ln households on welfare or with incomes relative to 
family size which are equal to or below the national poverty 
income standards set by the Office of Management and Bbdget. 
The program may include (11 youths who are enrolled in scnool 
but face serious fiaanciai problems in staying in school, 
(2) youths who face serious financial problems as well as 
possess little motivation to stay in school., and (3) school 
dropouts who face serious problems in obtaining jobs due 
to lack of education or skill. 

OVERVIEW OF NEW YORK 
CITY'S 1977 PROGRAM- 

City officials estimated that in 1977, there were about 
700,000 economically dis&.-?ntaged youths in New York City. 
For many of these youths, this was their only opportunity 
for employment as the annual teenage unemployment rate in 
New York City averaged 30.2 percent. The unemployment rate 
among minority youths was significantly higher--66.3 percent 
for males and 50.2 percent for females. 

About 70,000 youths were enrolled in the program, work- 
ing 24 hours a week for 7 weeks, at $2.30 an hour. To com- 
plement their work experience and help enhance their future 
emplcyability, the program provided counseling and some 
training or remedial education. 

The city's 1977 prcgrsm was funded at $35 million, about 
the same level as in 19.6. However, due to proble-ns in the 
1976 program and an increase ihy staff monitoring oi the program 



APPENDI:, I APPENDIX I 

in an attempt to prevent a repetition of these problems, 
administrative expenses rose frca $2.86 million in 1976, to 
$4.88 million in 1977. This increase resulted in a reduction 
iq the number of youths employed by the program from 77,652 
to about 70,000. 

New York City's 11977 program was administered on several 
levels. The primary grant was from Labor to the city which 
was the prime sponsor. The city, through its Department of 
Emploqent, then contracted with 138 public and private non- 
profit agencies to provide jobs and supervision for enrollees. 
These agencies, known as project sponsors, were reimbursed 
for costs incurred in providing the services. Mary of the 
project sponsors delegated the responsibility for providing 
jobs and supervision to work sponsors who were not reimbursed 
for their expenses. 

Work sponsors were public or private nonprofit organiza- 
tions that had work for participants to do. These otganiza- 
tiol?s agreed to not only provide jobs, but also to provide 
adequate job supervision , adequate attendance and payroll 
procedures, and to uphold grogram regulations. Enrollees were 
paid by the city, not by the work sponsor. 

Enrollees were employed at about 5,200 local worksites. 
Most of the worksites were in New York City, however, there 
were some camp worksites in upstate New York. The city em- 
ployed a staff of about 200 to monitor program operations at 
the worksites and provide feedback. 

As stated in the grant agreement, the city's overall 
purpose was to develop good work habits and attitudes through 
work assigrznents, and assist youths in developing an awareness 
of their role in the community. Specifically, the city's 
goals were to 

--encourage youths enrolled in school to continue their 
education and maintain their academic standing by 
providing them jobs and remedial training and 
counseling and 

--help out-of-school youths to develop a realistic 
career plan and provide them with needed training 
and counseling to overcome significant barriers to 
emplr-fluent. 
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PROBLEMS WITH DZOGRAM OPERATIONS 

To determine whether goals were being met, we visited 
18 worksites-- sites of each of the 6 project sponsors we 
selected for review. The work activities at these sites in- 
cluded clerical, maintenance, recreational, day camp coun- 
seling, lunch distribution, and consumer affairs functions. 
A total of about 580 enrollees were assigned to the 18 work 
locations. 

Several of the sites offered work activities consistent 
with program goals. For example, one site employing 11 youths 
offered 3 types of work, with each youth experiencing all 
3 jobs. The work involved taking consumer surveys, perform- 
ing office duties such as filing and typing, and doing elemen- 
tary bookkeeping. At another worksite, good work habits and 
a sense of responsibility were encouraged because the site 
supervisor would not tolerate insubordination or laziness and 
generally had enough work for enrollees to do. At another 
site, English language was taught &id a sense of responsibil- 
ity was fostered by requiring enrollees to write a weekly 
theme paper. 

However, at 13 of the 18 sites there vllas not enoug,i work 
available to keep enrollees busy or enrollees were paic' for 
time absent. We regard these as particularly serious prob- 
lems. We also found that major program components--remcldial 
education, counseling, and vocational exploration--were 
largely undeveloped. 

Not enouqh work 

Half of the sites we visited were not providing all en- 
rollees with enough work. We noted some enroilees who were 
unoccupied within or loitering outside the work locations, en- 
gaged in purely recreational activities, or were allowed to 
leave work early. We were told by several site officials 
that the problem resulted from assigning too many enrollees 
to a site or planned activities not materializing or both. 
The following examples demonstrate the proclem. 

1. A work sponsor was to employ about 76 enrollees to 
distribute meals to and supervise recreational 
activities of children served tiy the federally 
funded summer feeding program. Neither activity 
materialized because the city delayed approval of 
the work sponsor as a food sponsor. During the pro- 
gram's second week, the city and our staff jointly 
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2. 

visited the work sponsor and observed enrollees 
1; iter ing unsupervised outside the premises. Work- 
s itc supervisors told us that the enrollees had 
been going on recreational outings to beaches and 
parks. Neither the work sponsor nor t:le project 
sponsor advised the city of the food sponsorship 
problem nor developed alternate work activity. In 
addition, the work sponsor was not able to ade- 
quately account for enrollees. The city, after 
confirming the preliminary observations through 
a second visit, ordered the site closed and en- 
rollees reassigned. 

A day camp was assigned more enrollees than it could 
productively employ as counselors. Consequently, 
none of the enrollees were required to work a full 
wor kweekl and some were employed as other than 
counselors, contrary to the work agreement. The 
camp director told us that the enrollees worked 
from 16 to 19 hours a week instead of the required 
24. He had sought unsuccessfully to have some 
enrollees reassigned through the project sponsor. 
On the day of our visit, we observed five enrollees 
apparently taking young children on an outing. 
The other 15 enrollees had left for the day by 
12:30 p.m. 

3. A work sponsor planned to use 26 enrollees in day 
camp, recreational, and meal distribution activi- 
ties. The site supervisor told us that there was 
little work activity at times because a panmi", 
obtained from a city agency to close a one-block 
section of a street as a playstreet was superseded 
by another city agency's permit to raze a building 
on the block. Although the planned demolition was 
delayed, the playstreet permit was not restored. 
On the day we visited the site, some enrollees were 
occupied with child care activities, but at leaat 
nine were idle for the whole morning. 

Paid absences 

It appeared that many enrollees were paid for days ab- 
se:lt, as opposed to Labor's program regulations. This is 
not a realistic work situation and does not help the enrollee 
learn good work habits. 
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We examined payroll records for enrollees absent on the 
f!ates we visited their worksites in5 also for those enrollees 
reported absent by city staff during their selected worksite 
visits. Eighty of 96 enrollees (about 83 percent) found ab- 
Sent by us or city staff had been or were scheduled to be 
ii :d for the dates in question. Details are as follows: 

Number of enrollees --- 
Absent and 

Number of paid or 
Attendance Number Total sites with scheduled 

check of site en- absent en- to be paid 
made by sites rollment rollees Absent for absence 

GAO 
City 

/14 321 39 35 
24 667 

1'2 
57 45 - - - - 

38 988 21 96 80 = G z = C 
a/Does not include four worksites which did not have a com- 

plete roster of enrollees. We were unable to verify attend- 
ance at these sites. 

The problem is further demonstrated by the following examples: 

--A limited check of past attendance records at three 
sites we visited showed eight enrollees absent a 
total of 15 days hefore our visit. Payroll records, 
however, showed the employees scheduled to be paid 
for the days in question. 

--A project sponsor's site visit reports for two sites 
showed an enrollee at one site absent due to hospital- 
ization and an enrollee at another site absent because 
he was out of town due to an automobile breakdown. 
Both were paid for the day in question. 

The problem of paid absences is due to miscertification 
of time cards --enrollees marked presen t when they were absent. 
It was ruled that payment be made only for actual hours of 
work. City regulations require that time cards be initialed 
daily by the enrollees and certified biweekly by enrollees 
and their supervisors. The city was not to process the pay- 
roll without a complete time card submitted by project spon- 
sors for each enrollee. 

- 



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

Disregarding the regulations, 11 of the 18 sites we 
visited did not update time cards daily. Of the 11, 4 did 
not maintain daily attendance records while 7 used sign-in 
sheets. These lax procedures may explain some of the pay- 
roll errors. However, we also found that sites following 
prescribed procedures misreported attendance. 

Other problems 
at worksites 

Other problems at worksites observed included 

--an unsanitary facility with paint peeling in an area 
where food was served, 

--one site at which the only toilet did not work, 

--enrollees at two worksites carrying out the duties of 
the vendors (unloading food from the trucks of the 
summer feeding program), and 

--activities at nine worksites that did not conform to 
the work sponsor agreements. 

We also discovered one case in which an enrollee at one 
worksite was the son of the project sponsor's executive di- 
rector. The participant was terminated from the program and 
the matter was referred for further investigation by the 
appropriate city agency because of questionable income 
eligibility. Even after the enrollee was terminated, we 
discovered that his time card had been submitted by the 
project sponsor and payroll was processed. After we told 
the city’s program director, the enrollee's paycheck was 
withheld. 

A November 1977 report of Labor's Office of Special In- 
vestigations and Review Task Force reported similar problems 
at New York City program worksites. The Secretary of Labor 
ordered the investigation in response to our preliminary ob- 
servations on the program conveyed to Congresswoman Elizabeth 
Holtzman. In addition to the problems we found, Labor re- 
ported other program irregularities including enrollees 
participating in sectarian or political activities and work- 
ing under hazardous conditions. 

The report also identified a possible kickback situation 
and noted that certain work sponsors were profitmaking organi- 
zations, contrary to Labor's program regulations. The report 
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recommended that the city be required tu repay Labor about 
$118,000 due to insufficient, ineligible, or illegal activi- 
ties at worksites. 

The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Labor for Employment 
and Training told us that before 1977, the program had been 
administered with an emphasis to provide income rather than 
instill good work habits. In the 1977 program, emphasis 
was on work experience, job o?portunities, and training. 
However, comments made to us y several project and work 
sponsor officials show that il 1977, the income-maintenance- 
program attitude continued. One project sponsor director 
said that in prior years enrollees were usually paid whr:ther 
they worked or not. Another offi:ial.from the project 
stated that in his experience, supervisors at worksitea 
were casual regarding work rules. 

We found that several site supervisors were lenient 
regarding hours of duty. For example, a work sponsor super- 
visor told us that he seldom docked enrollees for not comply- 
ing with work hours, because he viewed the program as a 
welfare program and participants should not be denied pay. 
This site was previously mentioned as allowing enrollees 
to work 16 to 19 hours of the 24-hour workweek (see p. 4). 

We discussed these problems with regional Labor and 
city officials. City officials subsequently examined their 
own monitoring re?arts to determine whether those individuals 
reported as absent by city monitora actually received pay. 
Although this examination was conducted after the program 
endedp it ind-Lcated that the problem was severe. Partial 
preliminary results of the city's study showed a high inci- 
dence of enrollees paid when absent. One of the seven city 
area managers of the program told us that his compilation 
showed that 100 of approximately 150 enrollees reported 
absent by monitors were paid for the dates of their absences. 

City monitors usually recorded absences during their 
visits to worksites. However, there was no procedure to 
refer the absentees' names to the payroll section to assure 
that the enrollee would not be paid for the time absent. 
The city's program director told us that such a procedure 
was being considered for the 1978 program. 
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Major program components 
largely undeveloped 

The city planned remedial education, counseling, and 
vocational exploration as major program components of its 
program to complement work experience. 

--Remedial education was to incatide such services as 
classroom training to enhance participant employ- 
ability by upgrading basic skills in math and reading. 

--Counseling services were to assist enrollees by prc- 
viding guidance in how best to achieve occupational 
goals and how to cope with problems that interfere 
with goal attainment. 

--Project contractors were alsc to provide help in 
vocational exploration and labor market orientation, 
such as career guidance, testing, job interview tech- 
niques, and resume preparation. 

hlthough some counselin< and remedial education was pro- 
vided, this program component seems to have been largely 
ignored. For example, at three of the six project sites we 
visited, work statements did mot provide for specific per- 
sonnel, budget for counseling, or r erraedial education. Such 
services could have benefited the youths in this program. 
Since this was a major component of the city's program, 
the city should have taken steps to assure that these serv- 
ices were well planned and were provided. If Labor had 
adequately monitored operations , it would have questioned 
whether the city was fulfilliamg the requirements of the 
grant. 

Program requirements 

The city's 1977 grant agreement speoified that it would 
provide services such as assessments of each enrollee's 
needs, job preferences, and goals: remedial education: 
counseling; and vocational exploration in addition to work 
experience. The grant further provided that such assessments 
be made before the start of the program. This would permit 
the development of a plan of work experience, training, aad 
services to 

--e?La.-ce the future employability of in-school 
youth and 
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--increase the potential for out-of-school youths 
to attain planned occupational goals. 

During the program, counseling and remedial education 
were to be provided to encourage in-school youths to remain 
in school and maintain their academic standirig and also 
to help out-of-school youths to develop realistic career 
plans and overcome significant employment barriers. Counsel- 
ing services were to be provided on an individual or group 
basis over the course cf the program to assist enrollees 
in coping with probleas, provide voca?.ional guidance, and 
refer participants to manpower and other needed services 
within and outside the project. Both the assessment and 
counseling were intended to identify participants ’ remedial 
needs such as English iaquage coaching where necessary. 

The need for these services is demonstrata by the 
fact that dropout-prone and out-of-school youths comprised 
80 percent of the program’s targeted constituency. Many 
of these youths were expected to face significant employment 
barriers. 

Little done to fulfill 
grant requirements 

City contracts require sponsors to maintain a file on 
each enrollee, containing the assessment of the indiv'dual 
and a record of services provided. After the 1977 program 
operations had ended, we reviewed a total of 143 files of 
enrollees assigned to the various worksites we had visited. 
We found that files of only one project sponsor (22 files) 
included individual assessment reports, while none of the 
files contained documentation of other services. 

In discussing this matter with project sponsors, we 
learned that one of the sponsors had conducted assessments 
but had not documented them in enrollee files: another 
claimed the assessments were confidential and had been 
destroyed. Cfficials of the other three project sponsors 
which did not have assessment reports on file stated that 
although a formal assessment was not conducted, enrollee 
interests were considered in making assignments. 

Project sponsors ’ counseling programs were generally 
understaffed, unstructured, and conducted on an informal 
basis with minimal documentation of activities. Of the 
three sponsors employing counselors, one employed one 
counselor to serve approximately 1,000 enrollees. Two other 
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projects were authorized 10 and 31 counselor positions to 
serve abcat 1,800 and 3,100 enrollees, respectively. The 
remaining sponsors toJ.d us they relied on the srxmmer program 
staff to handle enrollees’ counseling needs. 

Only one sponsor’s counseling program appeared shruc- 
* SIred, that is, it was adequately staffed o had Q planned 
schedule of activities, and documented the counseling pro- 
vided. Representatives of this sponsor visited all wonk- 
sites, and provicled both group and individual counseling. 
Only one other project sponsor documented any connsellng 
activities; The counselor’s reports showed that counseling 
was provided OR both a group and individual basis at 25 of 
the 76 worksites. With the exception of the one project 
noted above wikh a counseling schedule, the projects provided 
coxseling only when problems were noted or whew specffically 
requested. _ 

At the time of our visits, which were conducted while 
the program was going on, officials at 15 of the 18 worksites 
stated that project sponsors had not provided counselrng or 
remedial education services. Officials at severeal work- 
sites were not aware that projecL sponsors were required 
to provide these services. 

We were toldl by some worksite officials that some of 
their enrollees needed remedial education?. One site di- 
rector had developed his own remedial English and math pro- 
gram because, based on past experience, he did net believe 
he could rely on the project sponsor for these services. 
At another worksite, the supervisor provided Erqliab Bangaage 
train&n9 to Spanish-speaking enrollees; at two other work- 
sites, supervisors recognized remedial needs, brat COPIid 
not provide the needed services. 

The Labor task fsrce studying the city’s program also 
reported that these services were generally not provided. 
The city’s program director told us that she believed many 
of the project sponsors were not providing the required 
services. 

POOR PROGRAM ADP4IMISTRATIOId 

As a result of problems in past years and criticism 
by Congresswoman E?ol tznan, Labor officials agreed that im- 
provements would be made in the 1977 program. We examined 
program administration to determine whether the improvements 
were made, and found that the city’s planning, administration, 
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and monitoring of the program were disorganized and ineffec- 
tive. Labor’s nonitoring of the program was also ineffective. 

The city was weak in managing the program, but Labor’s 
regional office also failed in its responsibility to see 
that the city ran the program adequately. Thus, both the 
city and the Federal Government contributed to the problems 
we observed in program planning , administration, and moni- 
toring. 

Planning problems 

During the 7 weeks that the New York City program lasted, 
meaningful work was to be provided at about 5,200 locations 
to about 70,000 youths. For a program of this magnitude to 
be successful , good planning is essential. The planning proc- 
ess should consist of selecting responsible project sponsors~ 
reviewing work plans, and establishing a comprehensive moni- 
toring program to identify and correct problems. Unfor tu- 
nately, project sponsors generally were not selected on the 
basis sf merit: the program became operational before all 
work plans had been submitted or reviewed; the monitoring 
plans of the city were not fully developed and monitors were 
not always adequately trained. As a result, we believe the 
program was handicapped from the beginning in its ability 
to be controlled and to achieve stated goals. 

Inadequate project sponsor selection 

The project sponsors are the critical element in this 
program because they develop the work opportunities and 
provide services directly to enrollees. Eiowever, the process 
of selecting sponsors was not based on merit. Frequently, 
past sponsors were selected without an evaluation of their 
previous performance. We believe that this process of re- 
funding sponsorsI especially poor ones, contributed to the 
lax atmosphere and the attitude that the program was basically 
a welfare program rather than an employment program. 

For the 1976 program, the city a7-located a quota of jobs 
to the previous year’s sponsors without formal evaluation of 
their past performance. In response to criticism, Labor 
directed the city to revise its practice and to evaluate the 
performance of each of its 1976 sponsors before making its 
1977 selection. 
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The city abolished'the quota, but continued to emphasize 
the selection of sponsors having previous experience with this 
program. By removing the quota, the city, in effect, removed 
a "ceiling" on the number of enrollees former sponsors were 
assigned, which enabled them to receive an even larger per- 
centage of job slots in 1977 than previously. 

In 1977, job slots were first divided among the city's 
five boroughs based on their proportion of economically dis- 
advantaged youths. The city then allocated jobs to sponsors 
which had previously operated summer programs, generally in 
proportion to the allocations of the past year. New project 
sponsors were then considered for the remainder of the job 
slots based on the merits of their proposals. In 1977, the 
city allocated its job slots to spomsors as follows: 

Job slots Percent of 
Type of sponsoPs Number allocated jobs allocated 

Community corporations/ 
citywide organizations a/39 54,324 78 

Other past sponsors E/64 11,381 16 
New sponsors a 4,300 6 

Total b/139 76,005 100 -- =-, 
a/The city subsequently operated the proqram of one of these 

sponsor? after a Labor investigation confirmed allegations 
of irregularities. 

Q/Includes one organization that operated d program without 
a c ntract. The city decided not to approve this sponsor’s 
proyosal in the prograf?"s sixth week. 

The community corporations and citywide organizations 
are the primary deliverers of antipove-ty services under 
various city and Federal programs. There were 39 of these 
organizations in the 1976 program and all but one was re- 
funded in 1977. As shown, the 36 new project sponsors shared 
only 6 percent of the jobs. In contrast o the 1976 program 
included 54 new project sponsors which were allocated about 
9 percent of the jobs. 

Ineffective evaluation 
of project sponsors 

In early Way 1977, Labor requested the city to evaluate 
1976 sponsors prior to final selection of 1977 sponsors and 
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to submit these evaluations to Labor for review. However, 
planning grants had been awarded to the city in early April 
before this request, and the city had selected major project 
spoilsors as early as February.. The evaluation results were 
originally due May 20, but were not obtained by L&or until 
June 30-- 2 working days before the program started. Labor 
also failed to insist that the results of these evaluations 
be used in selecting sponsors, thus causing evaluations to 
be largely wasted and not used for improvements in project 
sponsor selection. Labor's Deputy Associate Regional Admin- 
istrator stated, in retrospect, that Labor should have ob- 
tained the evaluation results sooner. 

The project sponsor evaluations were also deficient in 
other, respects. For these evaluations, the city developed 
a way to rate project sponsors* performance on a scale of 
100 points as follows 

--program operations and administration (70 points) and 

--payroll administration and operation (30 points). 

The rating plan provided that sponsors with overall 
scores below 70 would not be considered for a contract unless 
they were able to satisfactorily demonstrate the capacity 
to improve their programs. The city also required sponsors 
to submit plans for improving their performance. However, 
the sponsors rated below 70 were not forced to submit improve- 
ment plans and demonstrate the capacity to improve their pro- 
grams before being considered for a contract. The city's 
Associate Commissioner of Employment told us that he did not 
consider the results useful because there were too many sub- 
jective variables. Ke pointed out, for example, that evalua- 
tions w5re dependent on program officials' judgments because 
there was not enough documentation of prior performance. 

The evaluation results represented the opinions of city 
program officials who had been working with these project 
sponsors during the 1976 program. Although not used as a 
selection criterion, the results led the city to establish 
a technical assistance team midway through the program to 
provide assistance to sponsors that received low ratings. 

Evaluation results indicated marginal performance by 
many project sponsors in 1976. The ratings averaged 73 
points--3 above the critical score of 70--and 36 of 119 
project sponsors assessed were rated less than 70. Ratings 
of the 99 sponsors that participated in both the 1976 and 
1977 programs were as follows. 

13 



' APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

Rating 

Number of 
project 1977 jobs Percent of 
sponsors allocated total enrollment 

90 and over 4 1,366 80-89 22 10,882 1: 
70-79 44 24,910 35 
60-69 19 15,098 
Less than 60 PO 13,208 l’f - - 

Total 99 65,464 = a/94 -- - 
g/The remaining 6 percent of the job slots, about 4,500, were 

allocated to the 39 project sponsors in 1977 which were sot 
rated for the 1976 program. 

ft is important to note that 41 percent of the slots 
were allocated to sponsors rated 69 or less. Of the 39 com- 
munity corporations and citywide organizations which were 
automatically selected, 17 scored below 70 and their average 
score was 70.6. 

ft is clear that msny sponsors were refunded regardless 
of their performance in prior years. The city's method of 
selecting sponsors does little to encourage them to improve 
their programs and might perpetuate program deficiencies. 

Frogram operations started 
6 
s 

Project sponsors srtiitted work proposals--called project 
operating plans --to ci!q program managers to inform them of 
the specifics of the planned program including the location 
of each worksite and its planned activities. These project 
operating plane were fxorporated into the contracts between 
the city and the project sponsors. Although a prompt and 
thorough review of the project operating plans is essential, 
about half of the plans were submi{.ted late; city program 
officials did not finish reviewing and approving all the plans 
until the week before the program ended; and no contracts were 
finalized until the last day of the program. Coqsequentlyr 
the city was not in a position to effectively manage program 
operations. 

The project operating plans are key documents supporting 
program operations. They include budgetary and programmatic 
infornat ion, as well as agreements with work sponsors which 
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detail the location and nature of activities at worksites, 
and the number of enrollees to be assigned to exh site. 
Project sponsors submit preliminary plans, but only the 
project operating plans contain final details of planned 
activities. After reviewing the plans, city program managers 
will request final changes if they note illegal activities 
or are otherwise not satisfied with particulars of the planned 
program. These changes are then incorporated into contract 
documents and submitted to the city's Board of Estimate for 
final approval. 

Only about half of the project sponsors had submitted 
complete plans by the start of the program according to the 
director. Originally, the plans were to have been submitted 
by April 22. However, in early June, those plans which had 
been submitted were returned to the sponsors and were to be 
revised by June 15 because 

--the city received a second allocation of funds on 
June 3 increasing the number of youths who could be 
e-?ployed from 58,810 to about 70,000 and * 

--Labor requested that the plans match allocated slots 
with jobs. 

The city had correctly anticipated the amount cf the 
second allocation of funds as early as March 1977, and bad 
required sponsors to plan for this eventuality. Therefore, 
the city should have furnished project sponsors with instruc- 
tions on procedures for amending their plans when the second 
allocation was received, and eliminated the need to return 
the submitted plans. 

Labor's request following the second allocation also 
called for a detailed listing of the number of enrollees to 
be assigned specific jobs. The operating plans had originally 
required a description of the nature of the jobs, but had not 
required project sponsohs to state how many enrollees would 
be assigned to each type job. We believe that, in order to 
adequately evaluate project sponsors' programs, the city 
should have required data that matched jobs to enrollees in 
the plans submitted earlier. 

The city's Associate Commissioner of Employment told us 
that he believed that the necessary revisions were so exten- 
sive that it would be easier to review complete proposals 
than to review and match up the contract amendments with the 
contract proposals submitted earlier. This is why those 
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plans which had already been submitted were returned for re- 
vision. Labor officials did not learn of the city's action 
until after the plans were returned, and only then informed 
the city that revisions could have been made through plan 
amendments. As a result of returning the plans combined with 
the sponsors' late submissions, the city did rot have all 
plans until July 18--2 weeks after program operations began. 
Consequently, the first project operating plan was approved 
during the third week, and the last during tha sixth week 
of the 7-week program, Until plans had beer1 submitted and 
reviewed, city managers had no record of the location of 
worksites, how many enrollees were assigned to eachl or what 
the enrollees were doing. 

Although contracts were not approved until the program's 
last day, the sponsors were funded once their operating plans 
were approved. But, the delay in approving operating plans 
delayed reimbursement of project sponsors' costs. The delay, 
however, did not affect enrollees because they were paid 
directly by the city, but it did affect the program because 
project sponsors sometimes had difficulty meeting program- 
related expenses until their plans were approved. 

The delay inapproving contr.Pcts between the city and 
project sponsors prevented son? project sponsors from supply- 
ing needed equipment to enrollees. Also, one worksite super- 
visor told us that some of the project sponsors' employees 
had stopped working because the project sponsor was unable 
to pay them. 

Inadequate project sponsor proposals 

The impo.tance of reviewing operating plans before pro- 
gram operations start is underscored by the changes which the 
city directed the sponsors to make before the city approved 
the plans. Although some proposed plans were simply too 
vague, others, according to city staff reviews, proposed in- 
appr"priate or illegal work activities. For example, in its 
review of the operating plans of two of the six sponsors we 
reviewed, the city noted that voter registration activities 
planned by one of the sponsors were prohibited by law while 
the other sponsor did not adequately specify the nature and 
loca-.ion of work activities. 

The Labor regional staff found that revisions were needed 
after the city’s initial review of the plans. Thus, the Labor 
staff orally adllrsed the city's program staff of their obser- 
vatlons as each plan was reviewed. However , Labor did not 
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follow up to determine whether corrections were made. Labor's 
Deputy Associate Regional Administrator told us that he was 
waiting until all plans had been reviewed, before he advised 
the city of where the p%ans needed improvement. In our opin- 
iOR, this is not an effective method of assuring that projects 
are well planned to achieve their goals. 

We reviewed the plans of five of the six project spon- 
sors we visited after both the city and Labor had approved 
them. The city operated the sixth project without an operat- 
ing plan. We found some plans were still vague regarding the 
provision of counseling and training services, We also found 
that 1 of the 18 work sponsor agreements provided for unallow- 
able recreational activity including sports events such as 
playing basketball, volleyball, tennis, and recreational ’ 
trips. 

The New York City Compixoller9s report on the review i,’ 
of this program conducted before final approval of contracts 
between the city and the sponsors by the Board of Estimate, 
reported that listings of worksites submitted to his office ’ 
were in some cases incomplete, inaccurate, or illegible. 
The Board of BEstirnate’s approval was sought on the last day 
of program operations. Before the board voted on the con- 
tracts, a member of the C!omptrollerrs staff informed the 
board that the audit had identified numerous examples of 
mismanagement and poor planning. Be further stated that 
program expenditures were made prior to the city's review 
of the contracts. However P he reco6 sended that the board 
approve the contracts because doing otherwise would leave 
the city without Federal program funds. The resolution to 
approve the contracts was approved unanimously. 

Registration problems 

Youths were instructed through a publicity campaign 
OR how to apply for positions in the program. Registration 
was conducted on a first-come-first-ssr=zd basis, mostly 
during April and early lay. Beparts from Labor and city 
sources stated that registration methods sometimes resulted 
in rowdyism and ineligible youths being enrolled. A more 
equitable and orderly process would improve registration. 

&/Report entitled “Performance Audit of the CityIs Summer 
Youth Bmployment and Recr:eation ProgramsIR Dec. 13, 1977. 
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Information on the program was announced in local news- 
papers, schools, and in reports of the project sponsors 
themselves. Youths were instructed to bring a certification 
of family income, photographs, and proof of age and residence 
with them to designated registration sites. Family income 
validation forms were available at many locations including 
schools and project sponsors. Registration was conducted at 
340 sites throughout the city, .and was complete before the 
program started, although limited registration to replace 
program dropouts took place later. 

Impact of registration method 

Federal regulations provide only that registration op- 
portunities be available to all segments of the eligible 
population and that registration be carried out in a fair 
manner. However, because of possible irregularities in 
selecting enrollees for the city's 1976 program, Labor re- 
quired that 1977 enrollees be selected on a first-come-first- 
served basis in New York City. This procedure resulted in 
long, disorderly, and in some instances all-night lines, 
creating a situation where the strongest ruled. Labor and 
city officials admitted that this was a problem. 

One project sponsor official told us that he had arrived 
at his registration site at 4:00 a.m. and found a disorderly 
line and noted that stronger youths had pushed themselves to 
the front of the line. The city Comptroller and a Labor task 
force discussed similar occurrences in their reports. 

Although registration began at some locations in early 
April, the Labor staff did not begin its regular moniroring 
of registration sites until the end of May, when much of the 
registration had already been completed. They visited 
39 smaller sites and reported no crowd control problems, 

Our review began after much of the registration had 
already taken place. We visited four registration sites and 
observed police at each. City officials informed us that 
local police were notified of scheduled registrations but, 
even after discipline problems had occurred at some places, 
the police were not necessarily notified of the potential 
foe problems until applicants began to line up at registra- 
tton sites. 
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The first-come-first-served registration process also 
caused many work sponsors to drop out of the program, thus 
contributing to the problem of too few jobs to productively 
employ enrollees. The city’s program director had originally 
estimated that there would be about 9,000 worksites; however, 
many withdrew upon learning that they would not participate 
in enrollee selection and work assignment. As a result, 
about 5,200 worksites were actually available. 

Income eligibility problems 

The Congress designed this program to employ economically 
disadvantaged youths. To prove their eligibility, youths 
financially dependent on a parent or guardian were to bring 
to the registration , income validation statements certified 
by that adult. Financlafly independent youths certified 
their own forms. E%owever, questions arose as to the accuracy 
of the income information: supplied and led Labor to question 
the eligibility of SUEZ ?f the enrollees. 

The validatiom statement requires a certification as to 
total family incoweo but does not specify any penalty for 
false information. No sL*pport is req.liredo such as a W-Z or 
income tax form. The 1977 income validation statement was 
somewhat improved over that used in 1976, because it requires 
the enrollee’s telephone number and the identity and social 
security number of all family members contributing to the 
family’s income. 

Labor reported dissatisfaction with registration pro- 
cedures to the city. Project sponsor personnel reviewed 
registrants ’ intake forms before they were enrolled by city 
representatives at. the site. After the youths were regis- 
tered by city personnel, Labor monitors reviewed a sample 
of enrollees ’ intake documentation. 

The Labor monitors noted income validation forms which 
showed family income precisely at the maximum allowable, or 
income which was unrealistically low considering the family 
size, or which was over the maximum allowed. In many in- 
stances, the forms had been altered. Labor monitors also 
witnessed the project sponsor staff helping registrants 
change income validation forms so they could meet the eligi- 
bility criteria at the time of registration. 

Concern over the registration practices as well as some 
specific problems, led the Labor staff to meet with city 
officials. We were told by Labor’s regional staff that at 
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the meeting city officials requested them to require, in 
writing, that the city verify income reported for cnrtain 
enrollees, and in certain instances requested that they 
follow up questioned income itself. Labor concluded that 
the city took action on registration problems only when 
pressed. 

In some instances in which Labor required the city to 
verify enrollee eligibility, the city complied. For example, 
for one iocation which had registered 100 participants, the 
city requested income verification for all enrollees. As a 
result, 2 were found ineligible and 35 did not supply the 
information; the 37 were removed from the program. At an- 
other location where Labor questioned the eligibility of 
six enrollees, one was removed. 

Labor usually documented its concerns by letters to the 
city requesting corrective action. But, the city did not 
always resolve Labor's questions. The Labor task force re- 
ported that 11 percent of enrollees interviewed were pos- 
sibly ineligible and recommended that this matter be studied 
further. 

Efforts to assure that only eligible persons are enrolled 
in this program are of serious concern, when there are only 
70,000 jobs available for distribution among 700,000 poten- 
tially eligible youths. 

Monitoring problems 

To assure that the program was operatirig in an effective 
manner, the city hired about 200 temporary monitors to visit 
project sponsors and worksites. These monitors became the 
city's "eyes and ears" on operations, Their comments were 
to be the basis for controlling the 1977 program as well as 
for evaluating project sponsors' performance to determine 
participation in future years' programs. However, the moni- 
toring program was not well-planned or administered: the 
monitoring staff was not adequately trained: many project 
sponsors and work locations were not visited; problems noted 
were frequently not followed up on: and 30 of the 40 monitors' 
reports we reviewed were either incomplete or inaccurate. As 
a result, monitoring was a less effective control mechanism 
than it might have been. Further, the lack of firm data on 
sponsors' performance might hamper the city in its efforts 
to select good sponsors in future years. 
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To insure compliance with worksite agreements and the 
terms and conditions of all contracts, Labor required that 
prime sponsors monitor and evaluate all program activities. 
The city stated in its grant application that it would monitor 
project sponsors to assure fiscal and programmatic contract 
compliance, and each worksite to 

--determine the quality of the work experience, 

--assess the quality and effectiveness of supervision, 

--insure the absence of sanitary and safety problems, and 

--insure that enrollees and site officials were not 
engaged in prohibited activities. 

The city's original goal was to visit each project spon- 
sor and worksite. Topics to be addressed were set out on a 
monitoring form. Monitors were required to report all prob- 
lems noted during their site visits to city program officials. 
If the problem was serious, the official or the monitor was 
to make a return visit to the site to investigate fur+.her and 
assure that the matter was resolved. 

The city's monitoring program 
was not well organized 

In early May 1977# Labor's regional office requested the 
city to develop written procedures for monitoring program 
and work sponsors including developing new monitoring forms 
and a schedule of monitoring visits. In addition, it offered 
technical assistance to the city'to develop a monitor train- 
ing session. Although monitoring forms were deweloped before 
the program started, monitor training was weak, the city did 
not have a complete schedule for monitoring until the fourth 
week of the program, and it never developed overall written 
monitoring procedures. 

The forms developed with Labor's assistance and approval, 
were adequate for city monitors to use as a guide in address- 
ing program effectiveness as well as contract compliance. 
The project sponsor monitoring report was used to determine 
compliance with the contractual requirements of providing 
services, supervising worksites, and recordkeeping. The 
monitoring report addressed enrollee supervision and attend- 
ance, the nature of work activities, and the quality of the 
work experience. 
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:gitk Labor's assistance, the city developed and provided 
tralnlng for its monitors just before program operations 
started. This ti-aining was essential for those monitors not 
familiar with the program or with evaluation techniques. 

The training covered program rules, regulations, and 
techniques for worksite visits and interviews. It did not 
adequately address how to assess the quality of work experi- 
ence being provided, which was, we believe, one of the most 
critical elements to be covered during the evaluation. 

The training was provided by a city staff totally un- 
familiar with the program. We were told by a training offi- 
cial that the training would have been more informative had 
a knowledgeable city program staff been present to augment 
the training and provide better answers to questions. The 
director of the training program stated that monitors with 
no prior experience should have received more training to 
adequately prepare them for their duties. Labor officials 
criticized the city's training program for monitors because 
not enough time was devoted to training sessions and city 
area managers did not attend the sessions. The city program 
director stated that despite some formal training, monitors 
learned most of their review techniques on the job. Thirty 
or more monitors who were unable to attend the training 
session because of registration activities had to also learn 
while on the job. 

The lack of written procedures for conducting monitoring 
visits and completing the monitoring forms is significant in 
light of monitors' inexperience and condensed or lack of 
training. A 7-week program is not enough time to learn on 
the job. 

Labor requested that the city prepare a monitoring 
schedule to assure complete coverage of all locations, giving 
priority to sites which had experienced problems in the past. 
However, because many work location lists were submitted late, 
the city was unable to complete a schedule until the pro- 
gram's fourth week. This hindered the implementation of a 
priority monitoring system. 

Monitoring coverage 

The city's monitoring goals fluctuated during the course 
of the summer. Although monitoring of all activities was 
required and originally planned, revised monitoring plans 
prepared in the second week of program operations shawed 
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reduced goals. The revised plan provided full coverage of 
project sponsors, a morrJ intense coverage of problem sponsors, 
but substantially less coverage of work sponsors and other 
worksites. 

Labor learned of this revised plan in the third week of 
the program, and more than a week later, instructed that all 
sites be visited. This was not accomplished. City officials 
claimed monitors visited 97 of 138 project sponsors, and 
3,801 of the almost 5,200 work locations. As a result, for 
those sponsors and sites never visited, the city had no way 
of knowing whether contract requirements or program goals 
were being met. 

Monitorinq effectiveness 

Out of the 40 monitoring reports we examined that were 
prepared by city monitors, three fourths were either in- 
complete or inaccurate. Further, only about half of the 
problems ide tified in the reports were followed up on, and 
when pursuedl not always resolved. We believe that the poor 
quality of monitoring resulted in inadequate information to 
effectively manage the i977 program and to develop meaningful 
evaluations to use in preparing future programs. 

The 40 reports were on 9 worksites visited by our staff 
and city staff; 6 sites visited by both our staff and city 
staff on different occasions; and 25 sites monitored only by 
city staff. 

We examined 24 of the reports and found significant 
omissions, such as monitors failing to comment on the quality 
of work experience or failing to report attendance or both. 
We further found monitoring reports on 9 of 15 sites visited 
by both our staff and city staff, to be inaccurate or mis- 
leading. For example: 

--We accompanied city staff to one location where our 
staff noted numerous problems including insufftiient 
work, condensed work schedules, lax enforcement of 
program rules, and enrollees not being provided needed 
remedial training. 
these problems.) 

(The monitor reported none of 

--A city monitor reported that a site was prcviding a 
good work experience while also reporting tnat en- 
rollees-had little work. Our staff had accompanied 
the monitor and found all 18 enrollees assigned to 
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community assistance functions sitting in an office 
doing nothing. After we brought the inconsistency 
to the monitor's atter.tion, she reported the lack 
of work as a problem requiring immediate resolution. 

--A city staff member monitored a worksite on the same 
day we visited the site. The monitor reported attend- 
ance and activities inconsistent with our findings. 
We questioned the worksite director about the incon- 
sistencies. Be confirmed our findings and stated that 
the monitor had maoe a very brief visit to the site and 
had not inquired about attendance or work activities. 

Problems noted in monitoring reports we&e not always 
followed up on, and when pursued, not always resolved. Com- 
ments in 17 of the reports we reviewed indicated problems such 
as insufficient work, prohibited activities, lax attendance 
procedures, and lack of supervision. The city requested 
followup as a result of the comments in nine reports, but, 
problems noted in five of the nine were not resolved. 

The Labor staff also reviewed monitors’ reports to deter- 
mine whether reported problems were followed up on. They 
advised us that the city usually did not pursue problems noted 
in reports. Labor instructed the city to improve monitoring 
quality, but never followed up to determine whether any im- 
provements were made. The officials believed that monitors 
did not recognize problem situations. The city's program 
director attributed the problem to the monitors' unfamiliar- 
ity with the program. These problems, related to monitoring 
quality, underscore the need for improved staff training and 
supervision. 

Limited coordination with 
the summer feeding program . 

There was very little coordination by the city with the 
federally funded summer feeding program. Labor's Summer 
Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youth and Agriculture’s 
summer feeding program are often operated by the same sponsors 
in New York City. The summer feeding program provides jobs 
under which summer youth employment program participants 
distribute meals, clean up, and supervise the participants 
in recreational activities. Labor was to have arranged for 
the coordination of the monitoring of these two programs. 
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The need for coordination was demonstrated by a Labor 
investigation which found some staff of one 1976 Summer 
Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youth project 
sponsor simultaneously employed in the summer feeding 
program. At one of the six project sponsors we reviewed 
(a different sponsor from the one Labor investigated), we 
found indications that a similar situation had occurred 
during that sponsor’s 1976 program. 

City summer youth employment program officials met on 
May 20, 1977, to discuss the summer youth employment pro- 
gram with a representative of the New York State Education 
Department, which administered the summer feeding program. 
At the meeting, the State representative provided a listing 
of feeding program sponsors. The city did not provide the 
State with a list of its sites until after the feeding pro- 
gram had started. Regardless, the information exchanged was 
not used. 

As an illustration of the failure to coordinate these 
two programs, one of the six project sponsors we reviewed had 
applied to sponsor a summer feeding program. The city ap- 
proved the sponsor’s plan to employ 76 youths at proposed _-..-- 
feeding sites, however, irregularities in the sponsor’s 1976 
feeding program delayed the approval and start of its 1977 
feeding program. In the second week of the employment pro- 
gram, the city learned that the sponsor did not have an 
operating food program and was not productively employing 
the enrollees. The city ordered reassignments for the 
76 enrollees. If the city had checked the list of summer 
feeding sponsors it received in May from the State, it would 
have noticed that the sponsor was not on it. The city could 
have then questioned whether this sponsor would have food 
distribution activities. 

This exchange of lists of sponsors was the only coordi- 
nation that took place between the two groups. There was no 
coordination of monitoring efforts. It would seem that close 
coordination between these two programs could be easily ac- 
complished and is essential to eliminate the types of problems 
previously experienced. 

Labor and city staffing 

The Summer Program fo r Economically Disadvantaged Youth 
in New York City is administered as a year-round program. 
Planning begins in January or earlier, and final reports are 
not completed by the city until December. However, neither 
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Labor nor the city staff has been assigned on a year-round 
basis. The number of staff, particularly at Labor, adminis- 
tering the 1977 program was relatively low considering the 
size of the program and prior problems. These factors might 
have changed the planning and administration of the city's 
program. 

The city's 1977 grant provided administrative funds 
for the program on a year-round basis for the first time. 
Grants from past years funded administrative personnel for 
part of the year only. The city assigned responsibilities 
under the 1977 program to about 84 individuals, but each was 
also assigned responsibilities under other youth employment 
and training programs. This group included the program 
director, who told us that be&use of these other responsi- 
bilities neither she nor her staff were able to give the 
program the attention it needed. Labor officials also voiced 
this opinion of the city's effort. 

However, the Labor staff was in a similar position to 
that of the city. Labor assigned only two year-round and 
two summer employees to oversee this program. The two year- 
round employees also had responsibilities under oener Labor 
employment and training grants in New York City. Labor has 
recognized problems with the New York City program for at 
least 2 years, but assigned such a small staff that a Labor 
official said its efforts could be characterized as reac- 
tionary. Few of Labor’s new requirements for the 1977 pro- 
gram led to any substantive improvements. Although directives 
issued by Labor were generally well-founded, in most cases 
the Labor staff did not guarantee that action was taken and 
that the desired results were achieved. 

The need for effective planning, direction, and control 
for this program has been demonstrated and the problems found, 
emphasize the need to strengthen its administration. It is 
evident that for Labor to be able to provide any assurance 
that the city is striving to meet the program's goals, a good 
deal more involvement is needed. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Summer Program for Economicaiiy Disadvantaged Youth 
in New York City affected about 70,000 youths in 1977. Both 
the Federal and citl governments intended this program to 
benefit the youths by enhancing their future employability. 
Although some projects we visited provided useful experience 
for youth, most had problems, and many of the worksites 

26 



* ,APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

operated programs which did not meet program goals. When 
youths are paid for doing little or no work, when they 
witness disorganization p and when they see themselves and 
others being paid even though they were late or absent, 
they do not gain valuablle experience; they learn poor work 
habits. In instances where youths experience this type 
of environment, any poor work habits learned will offset 
any benefits received. 

Although there are complexities in managing a program 
of this magnitude operating for only 7 weeks, the city and 
Labor have had several years to develop management systems. 
We blame poor administration and a lack of commitment for 
the progrsni problems, The eityr however, did not carry out 
its planning process expeditiously. Pts planning process, 
methods of selecting project sponsors, registering enrolle@s, 
and monitoring of project and work sponsors' operations were 
not designed or implemented in a manner that would assure 
meeting program goals. 

There was very little effort made by Labor to assure 
that the city met its prqram goals. Although Labor offi- 
cials claimed to view the 19'49 program as a work experience 
program, rather than an income maintenance 6ne, this new 
policy was nst effectively implemented by the program opera- 
tors. Adequate oversight of a program with 30,000 enrollees 
by a staff the size of that assigned by Labor in New York 
City is practically impossible, especially in light of the 
recurring problems. 

Satisfactory planning by program sponsors that understand 
program goals and are capab,'e of conducting a program tihich 
would meet th6se goals, should enable the city to operate a 
successful program. It is Labor's responsibility to assure 
that these elements are in place, and therefore, that a 
successful program is possible. 

RECOHMENDATIONS 

F6r future summer youth eX@OpVtent programs in New York 
City, we recommend that the Secretary of Labor: 

--Set firm planning deadlines with specific Labor in- 
volvement, to guarantee that the evolving program is 
designed to meet program objectives. The planning 
should include assurance that an adequate number of 
j6bS are available for the enrollees and that project 
and work spnsms understand and comply with the 
intent and goals of the program. 
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--Require that all sponsor selections are based on the 
merits of proposals and effectiveness of past perform- 
ance. Mediocre or poor program operators should not 
be retained in the program unless they can clearly 
show how improvements will be made. 

--Work with the city to develop a better method of con- 
ducting registration to eliminate all-night lines and 
rowdyism. The new procedure should include a method 
that would match youths with work in which they have 
some interest. 

--Require the city to strengthen its monitoring proce- 
dures. This would include assuring that monitoring 
begins when the program begins: that monitors have 
adequate training to evaluate program operations; that 
evaluation forms are complete and accurate: that prob- 
lems noted are followed up on: and that all worksites 
and program sponsors are visited at least once during 
program operations. 

--Be certain that effective coordination is carried out 
between the Summer Program for Economically Disadvan- 
taged Youth and the Federal summer feeding program. 

--Require the city to revise the income eligibility 
form to provide a penalty for falsification of data. 

--Require that the city devise a time card which speci- 
fies a penalty for falsification and make sure that 
project sponsors are informed that enrollees are not 
to be paid for work when they are absent. Prime 
sponsor monitors should be required to record time 
and attendance during their site visits and check 
them against submitted time cards. Any differences 
should be resolved before an enrollee is paid for the 
period in question. 

We also recommend that the Secretary increase the number 
of Labor monitors for the summer youth program in New York 
City and make certain that these monitors devote adequate re- 
sources to oversight of this program. If problems persist 
with the New York City program, the Secretary should explore 
alternate methods of delivering the program. 
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.A. 

June 14, 1978 

fir . Gregory J. Ahart, Director 
Human Resources Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.D. 20548 

Dear Mr. Ahart: 

The Department of Employment of the City of Eew York, is 
is receipt of the GAO’s draft report, -Poor Administration of 
the 1977 Summer Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youth in 
New York City." We concur with the basic findings of the report 
as to the deficiencies in the 1977 summer program, However, we 
wish to make note of the specific changes and improvements that 
are in the process of being implemented for the 1978 summer 
program as they relate to the specifics of the report. 

The Summer Youth Employment Program from its inception has 
been plagued by administrative and programmatic problems. These 
problems have resulted from internal deficiencies in the administra- 
tive structure of the program and from inherent weaknesses in the 
program's design. Changes have been instituted for the purpose 
of remedying these problems and increasing the overall effective- 
ness of the program. 

The Department of Employment's response to GAO's findings 
(in quotes) is as follows: 

PIJiNNIlG : 

"Inadequate planning resulted in an insufficient number of 
productive jobs and a lack of control by the CFty over program 
operations and thus over the use of Federal funds-" 

Beginning in October, 
of the U.S. 

1977 a special task force composed 
Department of Labor Regional Office and City of New 

York officials scheduled regular meetings to address both the 
strenghts and weaknesses in the operation of the 1977 program 
and to develop specific plans of acticm in preparation for the 
operation of the 1978 Summer Yanth Employment Program. 
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These discussions culminated ln the publication of the City of 
5% rork's ?olicies and Procedures for the Summer Yorth Employment 
Program on ?larch 8, 1978. Meetings continue between thy U.S. 
Department of Labor and the City of New York's Department of 
Employment to revrew progress and identify problems. 

The purpose of the 1978 Summer Youth Employment Program 
remains the same as rn 1977, i.e., to enhance the future employ- 
,bility of youth and to increase therr chances of attaining a 
planned occupational goal. 3lore specrfically, our purposes are 
to encourage youth enrolled in school to remain in school by 
providing them with funds to continue their education and/or to 
assist youth not enrolled in school to develop a realistic career 
plan and to provide them with counseling necessary to overcome 
the significant barriers to ell‘.oloyment that such youth face. 

Because of the problems e.lcountered last year in structuring 
and Implementing formal counseling and remedial training components 
the Department of Employment has limited the 1978 program to work 
experience activities only. The future employability of the 
dizadvantaged youth who participate in the program can best be 
ac-omplished by concentrating on the development of employment 
skills a&Id appropriate attitudes toward work. Thus work experience, 
job related counseling and work related training are the only 
permissible activit,es in which participants may engage during 
the 1978 Summer P.ogram. 

SUMMER FEEDIiiu PROGRAM: 

"There was very little coordination by the City with the 
federally funded Summer Feeding Program. Labor's Summer Program 
for Economically Disadvantaged Youth and Agriculture's Summer 
Feeling Program are often operated by the same sponsors in New 
York City." 

In order to improve coordination the Department of Employment 
has bpen in close contact with the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
concerning the Summer Lunch Feeding Program. The Department 
of Employment is in receipt of a list of recommended and approved 
feedrng sites as well as locations not recommended. These will 
be compared with the Department of Employment's listings of 
project sponsors and work sponsors to facilitate monitoring and 
evaluation by identifying sites serving as both feeding and work 
experience locations so that those participa.lts under the Summer 
Youth Emplo*yment Program will not be confuqcd with members of other 
programs who might be engaged in activities prohibited by SYEP 
guidelines. 

Because of the problems encountered when participants are 
invclved with the Summer Lunch Feeding Program the Department of 
Employment has instituted specific rules governing therr employ- 
ment In this actrvity. 
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Participants may not be assigned to work for any vendor partici- 
pating in the Summer Lunch Feeding Program or act in any capacity 
on the part of the vendor. Participants may assist in the clean- 
up and maintenance of the eating areas and serve as supervisory 
aides, but these tasks may not constitute a full-time work 
assignment. These duties may be performed on a part-time basis 
only. 

ADMINISTRATIDN: 

"The Summer irt+fm for Economically Disadvantaged Youth in 
New York City is administered as a year-round program. However, 
the city staff has (not) been assigned on a year-round basis." 

To deal effectively with the administrative and programmatic 
problem inherent in past summer programs, the Department of 

Employment has established a separate organizational structure 
for the Summer Youth Employment Program to be staffed on a year- 
round basis. This structure will give continuity to the program 
that it has lacked in the past. Xt will allow DOE to engage in 
more extensive preprogram planning and to isolate and correct any 
deficiencies as early as possible?. It will also permit DDE to 
design and implement a comprehensive evaluative instrument that 
can be used from one year to the next to identify the most effective 
sponsors. Unfortunately, this new system was only recently designed 
so that this year's program faces the same timetable as previous 
years. Next year the effects of this system should be apparent, 
however. 

SELECTION OF PROJECT SPONSORS: 

"Prior year's project sponsors were generally refunded with 
little consideration of their past performance: major sponsors 
were automatically refunded.* 

This year, the Department of Employment developed a new 
strategy to select project sponsors. All year-round public and 
private non-profit organizations within the City and with the 
capacity to develop at least 200 summer jobs for youth were =+n- 
couraged to apply for sponsorship. 

At the conclusion of the 1977 Summer Youth Employment Program, 
DOE evaluated each project sponsor on various programmatic activi- 
ties and a final rating ("satisfactory,D %eeds improvement," 
"unsatisfactory") was given. This report was used as one of the 
criteria for determining sponsorship in the 1978 Summer Youth 
Employment Program. If a project sponsor received a %eeds 
imprcvement" rating, a corrective action plan was required. If the 
project sponsor received an "unsatisfactory- rating, the sponsor 
was eliminated from consideration unless it was demonstrated that 
extenuating circumstances provided the basis for this rating and 
extraordinary efforts had been made to correct past deficiencies. 
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1977 project sponsors were also evaluated in terms of fiscal 
management. If an audit report questioned a 1977 project 
sponsor's costs, the sponsor was required to submit a corrective 
action plan on the final disposition of such costs. If the 
sponsor failed to close out his 1977 Summer Program (i.e. submit 
a final CAMFR), the sponsor was eliminated from consideration 
for the 1978 program. Individual work sites were evaluated on 
the basis of monitoring reports for the 1977 Summer Program. 
If sites were found to have been in serious violation of the 
rules and regulations governing the operation of the SYEP program, 
they were not considered for participation in the 1978 Summer 
Program. Sites found to have less serious problems were required 
to submit a corrective action plan addressing the steps taken 
to correct the situation. 

The selection of sponsors for the 1978 Summer Program was 
made by an extensive review process to screen project sponsor 
preapplications and work sponsor agreements. Prospective sponsors 
were evaluated according to previous performances under contract 
with the City of New York and on the merits of their proposals 
for sponsorship. 

The Project Sponsor Preapplications were reviewed to deter- 
mine the organization's ability to successfully organize and 
administer a summer program and to develn7 worthwhile and wel, 
supervised jobs for youth. The Work Sponsor Agreements were 
reviewed to determine that a genuine and tie11 structured work 
experience would be offered and that the jobs themselves would 
not violate any rules and regulations. 

The special experience requirements, added this year, were 
reviewed to assure that the qualifications were non-discrimin tory 
and that they related to the tasks to be performed. These special 
experience requirements were made part of the youth job descrip- 
tions in order to facilitate the matching of applicants to the 
available jobs. The agreements were further reviewed to determine 
the work sponsor's knowledge and understanding of his responsibil- 
ities. 

This year, as GAO recommended, the work sponsor agreement 
required that sponsors identify the actual number of jobs avail- 
able under each job description. This measure was instituted 
to uncover any overloading at sates or job duplications and to aid 
monitoring staff members on their field visits. 

RECRUITMENT - INTAKE: 

"The method of registering youths gave rise to questions about 
the income eligibility of some of the enrollees and reportedly 
resulted in all-night lines and rowdyism." 
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The implementation of the first-come, first-served regis- 
tration procedure last year resulted in long lines on city streets 
and some inequities in hiring practices. To eliminate these 
problems, as well as to ensure that every eligible youth has 
an equal opportunity to secure a summer job, DOE has developed 
a modified lottery approach for the selection and enrollment 
of participants. Youth were allowed to apply to any project 
sponsor of their choice. The order in which eligible youth will 
be interviewed for job placement will be determined by random 
selection. 

A city-wide recruitment strategy was devised by DOE to permit 
youth to apply for jobs according to their preference and in a 
manner that was equitable according to the limited number of jobs 
available. Approximately 900,000 youth applications, in English 
and Spanish, were distributed city-wide so that all youth would 
have the opportunity to learn about the program. In addition, 
announcements were published in local newspapers stating the 
date and locations where those interested could apply for summer 
program employment. Designated project sponsors participated in 
the recruitment of job applicants. Project sponsors were obligated 
to accept the application of any youth wishing to apply to their 
organization. Project sponsors were also required to give receipts 
to the applicants. 

From the eligible applications received, DOE prepared final 
listings of a random selection of applicants according to project 
sponsors. Final lists reflect no preferred odering scheme. 
Partial listings, representing a percentage of the master list 
and reflecting the order of random selection, will be given to 
the project sponsors. Project sponsors must notify and interview 
the youth in the order of their appearaace on the list; only youth 
whose names appear on the list will be interviewed. 

In an attempt to match youth with jobs that interest them, 
the youth were requested to indicate three job preferences on 
their applications. At the time of the interview, project 
sponsors will attempt to match the youth's job preferences with 
comparable jobs available at the work sponsor locations. At the 
time he/she will be assigned a specific job, the project sponsor 
will complete all necessary hiring documents. If an applicant 
from the list is rejected, project sponsors will be required to 
give him/her in writing, the specific reason(s) for the rejection, 
and to submit a dup1i:at.e copy of each written-notification to DOE. 

DOE staff will be sent to all interview and hire sites to 
monitor the interview and hire process. They will be especially 
sensitive to instances of preferential treatment of youth and 
to violation of Equal Employment Opportunity policies and proce- 
dures. 

33 

-- 



APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart -6- June 14, 1978 

In the event that a project sponsor exhausts its initial 
list of applicants, additional partial listings will be supplied 
by DOE. 

In order to minimize the possibility of falsification or 
alteration of income forms the Income Validation Statement was 
made a part of the youth application. All applications were 
data processed to determine youth eligibility based on age and 
income. To verify stated income, project sponsors will request 
applicants on a random basis, to bring their families* most 
recent W-2 statement to the interview. 

The Department of Social Services will run a computer check 
for verification of all applicant welfare identification numbers 
supplied by DOE. The project sponsor will review these documents 
to verify the applicants' eligibility. DOE staff will be present 
at the interview and hire sites to monitor this process. Although 
this year's Income Validation Statement does not specify any 
penalty for false information, DOE will take under advisement 
your recommendation for inclusion of such a provision next year. 

PROJECT OPERATING PLANS: 

"The project operating plans are key documents supporting 
program operations. Although prompt and thorough review of the 
project operating plans is essential, about half of the plans 
were submitted late: city program officials did not finish 
reviewing and approving all the plans until the week before 
the program ended; and no contracts were finalized until the 
last day of the program. Consequently, the City was not in a 
position to effectively manage program operations." 

In determining a project sponsor's slot allocation, DOE con- 
sidered both the number of approved job commitments and the 
number of eligible youth applications received by an organization. 
The past performance of a sponsor was also a factor in determining 
their allocation. This is a radical departure from past years when 
an organization was given a predetermined slot allocation. 

Since the slot allocation was dependent upon the demand for 
jobs to an agency, the allocations could not be made until the 
application process was complete and the demand computed. However, 
since the dollar amount of each sponsor's contract is predicated 
on their slot allocation, contract negotiations could not begin 
until the final slot allocation was determined in mid-lay. 

The problems this timetable presents are obvious. Again 
this year, sponsros will have to incur costs against a not as 
yet approved contract and monies will not be available to purchase 
supplies or to pay staff until after the start of the program. 
However, since the Work Sponsor Agreements were submitted and 
reviewed at the time of a sponsor's preapplication, and the 
Narrative Descriptions of the programs were finalized before the 
negotiation of the contract we are confident that the contract 
flow process can be concluded in a more expeditious manner than 
last year. 
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In an attempt to alleviate the immediate cash flow problem 
of our sponsors, BOB will enter into short-term contracts (under 
$10,000) with our sponsors fcr the term Way 22 - June 30. These 
contracts are scheduled to be approved by the City's Board of 
Estimate on June 9. However, no money will be released until 
the Department of Employment has reviewed and approved the 
negotiated full-term contract. The Department of Employment 
will continue to seek ways to improve this process for subsequent 
programs. 

MONITORING: 

"City monitoring of the program was not effective because 
monitors were not adequately trained , many work sites were not 
visited, and problems noted were frequently not followed up to 
insure corrective action. Furthermore, monitors frequently did 
not address the most important matter--the effectiveness of the 
program they were observing." 

The Department of Employment has made a considerable effort 
to improve tne effectiveness of the monitoring system for the 
1978 Summer Program. 

Prior to the start of the program DOE intends to monitor 
a subAantia1 sampling of the work sites to be used in the 
i978 program. Although the Department will not bc able to monitor 
every proposed work site, as part of its contract with DOE, the 
project sponsor will assure that it will monitor each of its sites 
prior to the start of the program. 

DOB will give monitoring priority to work sites which pre- 
viously participated in the snmmer program and were found to 
have problems in programmatic and/or administrative areas (ensurxng 
tliat past deficiencies have been corrected); sites fxnd to have 
questionable progrmtic activities (as stated in the Work 
Sponsor Agreement) ; and sites serving more than one project 
sponsor (to ensure that the work site has the capacity to service 
all youth requested). Project sponsors Will be notifier? if any 
work sites fail DCE's inspection and will be given a three (3) 
working day time period to take corrective action. 

DOE intends to monitor al1 project sponsors and all work 
sites at least once during the operation of the program. In 
cases where a project sponsor bas an inordinate nutnber of work 
locations, i.e., over 300, LX@ will monitor a minimum of 75% of 
the total sites. All sites will be monitored by the project 
sponsor. Therefore, sites DOB is unable to monitor will be 
covered by the project sponsor. A complete monitoring schedule 
will be compiled prior to the start of the program and ~511 be 
continually updated to reflect more substantive data which can 
be later used to evaluate the program more fully. In addition 
DOE will supply all project sponsors with gtandardized monitoring 
forms to be used for xonitoring their work sponsors. 
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The project sponsor must maintain a file of all monitoring reports 
subject to inspection by DOE staff and demonstrate to DOE that 
appropriate action was taken when needed. 

DOE has instituted a written procedure for the monitoring 
of work sites and follow-up of any problems. In cases where 
monitoring visits Do- DO P staff indicate a problem requiring 
immediate action, the following steps will be taken: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

9. 

10. 

The monitor will immediately alert the work site 
supervisor to his finding and provide technical 
assistance for the resolution of the problem; 

A report will be completed by the monitor on the same 
day describing the violation, the action taken and 
the proposed follow-up: 

The monitor will submit his report and review his 
findings with his supervisor: 

The following day DOE will notify the project sponsor 
by telephone of the reported violation and the 
necessary corrective action to be taken; 

Following the telephone conversation, DOE will send 
a letter to the project sponsor and a copy to the 
work sponsor, specifying a deadline date for correct- 
ive follow-up of the violation: 

The monitor will make a repeat visit to tl,e site by 
the deadline date to ensure that correctire action 
has been taken and the situation remedied, and report 
his findings to his supervisor: 

DOE will maintain a log of all monitoring reports, 
documenting the disposition of cases requiring 
corrective action; 

All documentation will become part of the project 
sponsor's permanent file; 

Work sporsors found in need of corrective action will 
have a maximum of three (3) working days to file a 
Corrective Action Statement indicating that problems 
have been resolved: 

In the event that work sponsors do not ccmplete the 
required procedures within three (3) days, DOE will 
take appropriate action such as transferring partici- 
pants to other work site locations and/or closing 
down the offending site. 
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DOE's Unit of Staff Training and Development, in con- 
junction with experienced Summer Youth Employment Program 
personnel, conducted training for new summer program staff 
and for other SYEP staff who will be responsible for monitoring 
the procram durina the summer. Staff members were trained on 
the Policies and 6rocedures for the 1978 Summer Youth Employment 
Program, especially as they,relate to monitoring activities. 
Staff was also trained on monitoring techniques. Visual aids 
and role playing techniques supplemented training. Area Managers 
participated in these training sessions. Training on the actual 
monitoring forms and the document flow will be conducted in-house 
by SYEP supervisory personnel. All training was conducted with the 
approval of the U.S. Department of Labor Regional Office. Regional 
office staff meabers participated in the training sessions. 

PARTICIPANT TIKE AHD A!PEENDANCE: 

"It appeared that many enrollees were paid for days absent, 
contrary to Labor's program regulations. This is not a realistic 
work situation and does net help the enrollee learn good work 
habits." 

As stated in the Policies and Procedures for the 1978 Summer 
Youth Employment Program, participants must sign-in and sign-out 
dally on a trme card and an ateendance sheet to be maintained at 
the work site. They will be open to inspection by the project 
sponsor and the Summer Youth Employment Program. 

The work sponsor is tc submit a time card for each partici- 
pant assigned to his work zites, to be signed by the appropriate 
site supervisor every two (2) weeks indicating the actual hours 
worked. The project sponsor is required to maintain a list of 
work sponsor supervisors, including their signatures, who are 
authorized to sign participant time cards, and a list of the 
participants they supervise. 

The project sponsor is no t to accept or collect participant 
time cards from its sites prior to the close of business on the 
Thursday ending the two week period. The Department of Employment 
reserves the right to rlisallow participant pay claims for pre- 
signed time cards. 

Work sites will be monitored to ensure that participant 
time and attendance are verified and certified to the project 
sponsor I Monitors will verify attendance against the partici- 
pant roster. Participants documented as absent, based on 
individual monitoring reports, will be compared with payroll 
records to ensure that participants are paid only for time 
actually worked. 

Participant time cards do not specify a penalty for false 
information but again, DOE will take this recommendation under 
advisement fox next year. 
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Because many of these plans represent a substantial 
departure from past programs, they will need refinement through- 
out the course of the program's operation. The Department of 
Employment feels confident that through the introdUction of 
our new staffing plan, all problems and/or deficiencies may be 
resolved in a thorough and expeditioxrs Wnner. Through inten- 
sive and early planning, coupl& with a sound administrative 
network, we are confident that any methtiological or systematic 
flaws can be resolved. Thus, it is with the spirit Of enthUSia- 
tic optimism that the City of Mew York shall enter into the 
implementation and administration of the 1978 Sxsmaer Yoath 
Employment Program. 

SB/ds 

(20588) 
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