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Introduction 

By order of H.P. 1474 (First Regular Session of the 109th 
Legislature) the Joint Standing Committee on Audit and Program 
Review was directed to study the program of the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act (CETA) in the State. The order 
authorized a broad review of all CETA programs in the State to 
determine the efficiency and effectiveness of the program im­
plementation and to consider changes in its administrative 
structure to improve its operation. 

The CETA program in Maine is organized into five "prime 
sponsors," which are independent administrative units directly 
responsible to the federal government. The five units are: 
four county prime sponsors: Cumberland County, Kennebec County, 
the Penobscot Consortium (including Penobscot, Piscataquis and 
Hancock Counties) and York County; and the Balance of State 
prime sponsor, that serves the remainder of the State. The pro­
grams provided by each prime sponsor are divided into several 
categories and referred to by the ''Title" of the Act that 
created them (P.L. 95-524). The most important programs in 
this State are: 

Title II. 

A: Financial assistance for employment and training 
services. 

B: Assistance and services for the economically dis­
advantaged. 

C: Financial assistance to employers for occupational 
upgrading and retraining services. 

D: Transitional employment opportunities in the pub­
lic sector for the economically disadvantaged. 

Title IV. Youth Services 

YCCIP: Youth Community Conservation and Improvement 
Projects 

SYEP: Summer Youth Employment Program 

Title VI: Countercyclican Public Service Employment Program 

During fiscal year 1979 (October 1, 1978 to September 
30, 1979) almost 39.4 million dollars were obligated to the 
State for CETA programs. Of that amount, 28.9 million dollars 
were actually spent in these CETA programs. 

As part of the CETA program, the Act and regulations re­
quire a detailed reporting and auditing system on expenditures. 
This system includes internal and external financial audits of 
the prime sponsors and sub-grantees. These audits and other 
required reports are reviewed by the U.S. Department of Labor 
through its Regional Administrator's office in Boston. These 
reports provided much of the basis for this study. 



Because of the complexity and scope of the CETA program 
in Maine, the Committee reviewed the operations of all the prime 
sponsors, but chose to concentrate on the Balance of State Prime 
Sponsor in its detailed review. 

The Balance of the State Prime Sponsor was originally es­
tablished as an independent office, the Office of CETA Planning 
and Coordination. During the course of this study however, the 
structure of the Balance of State Prime Sponsor was reorganized 
to place the administrative responsibilities of the Office of 
Maine CETA under the Commissioner of Manpower Affairs. 

The Committee 1 s purpose in undertaking this study was 
to review the performance of CETA programs in this State from 
information that is available. Because of time and fiscal re­
straints, it was not possible to conduct an entirely independent 
review of such a complex and extensive program. However, from 
the available information and with the assistance of the De­
partment of Audit, the Committee was able to clearly perceive 
the operations of CETA in Maine, particularly the problems and 
opportunities in the Balance of State Program. As the specific 
findings indicate, there are some significant problems in Maine 1 s 
CETA programs, some of which are inherent in the nature of the 
federal program and its requirements and some of which may be 
corrected by prime sponsor action. Though many of these find­
ings are known on the federal level and have appeared sporadically 
in news reports in Maine, they have not been reviewed in the en­
tire context of CETA operations throughout the State. That is 
the basic purpose of the Committee 1 s study and this report. 

Findings 

The report to the Committee by the Department of Audit, 
the response by the Office of Maine CETA and the subsequent re­
sponse by the Department of Audit, outline spme of the basic 
problems that have occurred in the operations of CETA programs 
in the State. (These reports are attached). Though these re­
ports are self-explanatory, the Committee would like to empha-­
size several major conclusions that can be drawn from them. 

Duplication 

It is clear that the administration of the CETA program in 
Maine involves a large amount of unnecessary duplication of 
effort: in several forms. 

First and foremost is the duplication created by multiple 
Prime Sponsors within the State. It is obvious from the re­
ports of the Prime Sponsors that a significant amount of CETA 
funds are used to support the administrative functions of a 
Prime Sponsor office. There is obviously, on the superficial 
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level, some duplication in these expenditures with five inde­
pendent Prime Sponsors. Each of these Prime Sponsors must es­
tablish its own Internal Monitoring Unit, administrative train-

-ing programs, intake-assessment programs, accounting, performance, 
and reporting systems and forms, personnel systems and other 
administrative structures. 

This duplication is further aggravated by the fact that 
State government already performs some or all of these functions. 
In the case of the interviewing and assessing possible CETA re­
cipients, the State has traditionally provided a similar service 
through the Department of Manpower Affairs, Employment Security 
Division, in its 23 locations. This Division employs experienced 
career personnel who with only slight additional training and 
manpower, have the necessary knowledge, contacts and equipment 
to perform the functions necessary for the CETA assessment, in­
take and placement programs. However, each CETA Prime Sponsor 
provides a similar function, often without experienced and 
trained personnel. In addition, the Balance of State Prime Spon­
sor even contracts this function out to "providers of services" 
in many of its individual counties, thus further fragmenting and 
duplicating services. 

The basic reason for this fragmentation and duplication of 
services appears to be the "independent" structure of CETA which 
was established in this State as an entirely new organization 
without regard to the services or expertise already existing in 
State government. The problem has been compounded by the numer­
ous specific and detailed federal regulations that guide CETA 
programs and administration. These regulations may be most easily 
complied with by creating new organizations rather than using 
services and personnel already available in State government. 

The most basic indicia of this fragmentation and duplication 
in the Balance of State CETA program has already been recognized 
and corrected: the office of Maine CETA has been brought under 
the Commissioner of Manpower Affairs during 1979. The Committee 
would encourage this new trend to utilize the facilities, per­
sonnel and expertise of present State government organizations 
in carrying out the Balance of State program. In particular, 
the present capacity of the Employment Security Division of the 
Department should be used to the fullest extent possible, and 
the use of contractual or independent intake and assessment 
programs should be significantly diminished. 

This policy of attempting to eliminate duplication and frag­
mentation and to use available resources to the greatest possible 
extent should be the policy for all CETA programs in the 
State. The simplest manifestation of that policy would be the 
consolidation of all CETA programs in a single Prime Sponsor in 
the State. This, however, may not be possible or desirable for 
other reasons. Nonetheless, many facets of individual Prime 
Sponsor programs could be integrated or at least coordinated 
throughout the State. Because the Commissioner of Manpower 
Affairs has authority over the largest Prime Sponsor in the 
State, and because his Department provides many services that 
have been duplicated by other Prime Sponsors, it would seem 
natural and appropriate for him to initiate, by ex-ample and by 
invitations to other Prime Sponrors, increased integration and 
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coordination of these services. Other Prime Sponsors should 
be encouraged to join in these efforts. 

The purpose of increasing the integration and coordination 
among Prime Sponsors and with State government services would 
be to reduce administrative expenses and increase the effective­
ness of services. The reduction of administrative expenses by 
the removal of redundant services would provide more money to 
be used for CETA recipients. The increased effectiveness would 
occur by reducing the fragmentation of administrative units and 
by using trained and experienced personnel either directly or 
through coordinated efforts. This would also have the advantage 
of reducing the bewildering array of officers that confront those 
seeking assistance, training and employment. 

Administrative control 

F_rom the performance review and audit reports that the Com-:­
mittee has received, it is clear that the administrative control 
of the Prime Sponsors over their various programs, expenditures 
and personnel is very weak. The reports and the Committee re­
view of operations make very clear that there is very little 
effective financial or policy control over the programs or con­
tracted work. 

In many instances, Prime Sponsors are unable to provide 
a basic accounting or documentation of expenditures. The re­
porting d~adlines for audits and program reports are regularly 
missed. Programs that are contracted out are not reviewed on 
a regular basis, and there appears to be little communication 
on or oversight over the performance of sub~grant recipients. 
In most instances there appears to be little training or direc­
tion given to the sub-grantees and poor communication on changes 
in procedures or regulations that directly affect programs. In 
almost every program, more funds are obligated for services than 
can actually be spent in providing services. Many problems that 
are reported in audit reports of individual Prime Sponsors, such 
as the absence of documentation for expenditures or salaries, seem 
to continue from year ~o year without effective corrective ac­
tion. 

These problems seem to be basically caused by the rapid 
establishment and expansion of the CETA program in the State, 
the hiring of untrained and inexperienced administrative per­
sonnel, the constant shifting of programs and regulations and 
the lack of rigorous and effective oversight by the Department 
of Labor and the Prime Sponsors. 

Some attempts have begun to correct these problems. As of 
April of 1979 all Prime Sponsors were to have established In­
ternal Monitoring Units to improve the accountability of the 
programs. Increased stringency in the sub-grant auditing pro­
gram is also apparent. And as the office of Maine CETA indicates 
in its response to the Department of Audit report, it is aware 
of these problems and is attempting to correct them. Other Prime 
Sponsors also seem to be increasingly aware of their inadequate 
administrative control. However, these anticipated corrections 
are still being developed and implemented, and it will take time 
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to see if each Prime Sponsor can gain effective administrative 
control over their program. 

In this area there seems to be little that the State can 
do to correct these problems, other than continually illuminating 
them and encouraging their correction. The increased integra­
tion and coordination of activities may redpce some of these 
problems. But the basic solution seems to be increased training 
of administrative personnel in each Prime Sponsor office to in­
crease their administrative skills, and increased oversight by 
the Department of Labor and each Prime Sponsor. 

Purpose 

The basic purpose of the CETA program is clearly stated in 
the enabling legislation P.L. 95-524. (29 U.S.C. 801): 

"It is the purpose of this Act to provide job train­
ing and employment opportunities for economically dis­
advantaged, unemployed, or underemployed persons which 
will result in an increase in their earned income, and· 
to assure that training and other services lead to 
maximum employment opportunities and enhance self­
sufficiency by establishing a flexible, coordinated, 
and decentralized system of Federal, State, and local 
programs. It is further the purpose of this Act to 
provide for the maximum feasible coordination of plans, 
programs, and activities under this Act with economic 
development, community development, and related acti­
vities, such as vocational education, vocational re~ 
habilitation, public assistance, self-employment 
training, and social service programs." 

This purpose is broad, but can be focused in two phrases: 

- "to assure that training and other services lead to maxi­
mum employment opportunities and enhance self-suffi­
ciency .... " 

"to provide for the maximum feasible coordination of 
plans, programs, and activities under this Act with 
economic development, community development, and related 
activities, such as vocational rehabilitation, public 
assistance, self-employment training, and social ser­
vice programs." 

The only conclusion that can be drawn from the present 
review of CETA programs in Maine is that they are failing to meet 
these purposes. In many instances they do not even seem to be 
attempting to meet them. The percentage of CETA recipients who 
actually enter employment after their CETA employment and train­
ing is very low. The effective training programs and expendi­
tures are low to non-existent. Many of the "training" programs 
provided seem cosmetic, designed to meet reporting requirements, 
rather than effective training situations. Many of the employ­
ment situations are not significant training experiences but 
are closer to "public works" jobs that accomplish the tasks of 
the employer rather than effectively train an employee. 

The coordination of CETA operations with development and 
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related activities also seems very low. Though there have been 
some efforts in this direction in the Balance of State program, 
on the whole the various Prime Sponsors have not effectively 
communicated with the development agencies or organizations to 
ascertain their needs or to attempt to meet them. Programs de­
signed to meet specific private sector needs are rare, and even 
where they exist, they nave not been notably effective. 

In most instances the CETA program in the State seems to have 
most closely followed the purposes of providing employment for 
the unemployed or underemployed, rather than focused on training 
and skill improvement. 

Again, the State's role in correcting this distortion of 
purpose seems very limited. The integration and coordination 
of the State's employment, training, educational and development 
programs with the CETA programs would be a large step. The 
State can encourage its agencies to improve their relationships 
with Prime Sponsors, and can perhaps assist by restructuring 
some of these programs. But without the active participation 
of the Prime Sponsors, these initiatives can only marginally 
affect the CETA programs. Thus, it seems that the State must 
also encourage the Prime Sponsors to place increased emphasis 
on training and development coordination, while it also examines 
its own programs to insure that they are useful for and available 
to CETA programs. 

Excess administrative costs 

The reports received by the Committee and the report of the 
Department of Audit also make clear. that the cost of administer­
ing the CETA program is toohigh in return for the benefits pro­
vided. Some of the reasons for this high cost have already been 
discussed in the prior sections. But in addition to those, it 
is important to mention that it appears that as CETA funds de­
crease the salaries, expenses and benefits of administrative 
personnel appear to increase, and that administrative personnel 
number remain stable while CETA recipients decrease.· It seems 
that the administrative personnel, both on the Prime Sponsor 
level and on the sub-grant and contract level are effectively 
insulated from the fluctuations in CETA funding and the chang­
ing demands for their services. They continue at comfortable 
salary and benefit levels even though the amount of money for 
CETA programs changes, and thus, with reductions, the amount 
for programs is even further reduced. 

The discussion in the prior sections on duplication and 
administrative control applies to the problem as well. Improve­
ments there will create improvements here. But, in addition, 
this is a basic example of the problem of the lack of accountability 
of Prime Sponsors in the State. Now that the Balance of State 
CETA is accountable to the Commissioner of Manpower Affairs, this 
problem should be under effective control. The County Commissioners 
that are responsible for the other Prime Sponsors should also be 
encouraged to establish a stronger accountability within their 
organizations to control this problem. 
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Conclusion 

From the reports the Committee has received, it seems that 
the CETA programs and Prime Sponsors in Maine have several 
serious problems. As this report has indicated, the most ser­
iou~ problems appear to be the duplication of State and CETA 
services, and among the several Prime Sponsors; the weak adminis­
trative control of the Prime Sponsors over their programs and 
expenditures; the inability to effectively carry out the pur­
poses of the CETA programs; and the excessive administrative 
costs in carrying out the program. These problems have been 
recognized by the Regional Administrator of the Department of 
Labor and by the Prime Sponsors, and appear in many of their 
reports. Some attempts are being made to correct them and fur­
ther corrections are planned. The Balance of State Prime Spon­
sor in particular is working to resolve these problems. 

The most important aspect of correcting these problems is 
to emphasize a closer working relationship between the Prime 
Sponsors and between them and the present programs in State 
government that serve the same or similar purposes. Prime Spon­
sors and State agencies should be encouraged to combine services 
where possible to remove unnecessary duplication, fragmentation 
and excessive administrative costs. The knowledge and expertise 
of State agencies could be very useful in assisting the CETA 
programs in the State. At the very least, increased communica­
tion and coordination among the Prime Sponsors, their sub­
grantees and State agencies will improve the effectiveness and 
efficiency of CETA programs. 

The ~ETA programs in this State represent a significant 
proportion of federal revenues to State, and provide a great 
potential for improving the economic livlihood of its citizens. 
Though it.has not yet fulfilled that potential, it could meet 
its purposes by improved administration and management. The 
CETA programs are sufficiently beneficial to e~courage their 
continued improvement. 
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14·31 On Motion of Mrs. BERUBE of Lewiston. the following Joint Order: 1 H. P. 14741 

WHEREAS. the Office of CETA Planning and Coordination was created to establish a pro­
gram of comprehensive manpower services: and 

WHEREAS. the U. S. Department of Labor indicated that inadequate monitoring and lack 
of managerial expertise has led to serious problems with this program: and 

WHEREAS. current CETA organization includes government involvement incorporating 
many levels of bureaucracy. including Balance of State CETA. Other Prime Sponsors. 
county or city program agents. county commissioners and State Manpower Services Coun­
cil: and 

WHEREAS. these problems are hindering the effective delivery of manpower training and 
employment throughout the State: and 

WHEREAS. the Department of :Vlanpower Affairs was established to achieve the most ef­
fective utilil:ation of the manpower resources in the State: and 

WHEREAS. there may be a more efficient and unified method to deliver CET A planning 
and coordination services and manpower resources throughout the State: now. therefore. be 
it 

ORDERED. the Senate concurring, subject to the Legislative Council's review and deter­
minations hereinafter provided. that the Joint Standing Committee on Audit and Program 
Review shall study: 

l. The effectiveness of the Office of CETA Planning and Coordination. including its cost-ef­
fectiveness: 

2. The delivery of services provided by Office of CETA Planning and Coordination: and 

3. Tl'le feasibility and desirability of transferring the function of the Office of CETA Plan­
ning and Coordination to the Department of :Ylanpower Affairs to provide a unified delivery 
system for maximum utilization of the state's manpower resources: and be it further 

ORDERED. that the committee report its findings and recommendations. together with 
all necessary implementing legislation in accordance with the Joint Rules. to the Legislative 
Council for submission in final form at the Second Regular Session of the 109th Legislature: 
and be it further 

ORDERED. that the Legislative Council. before implementing this study and determining 
an appropriate level of funding, shall first ensure that this directive can be accomplished 
within the limits of available resources. that it is combined with other initiatives similar in 
scope to avoid duplication and that its purpose is within the best interests of the State: and 
be it further 

ORDERED, upon passage in concurrence. that a suitable copy of this Order shall be for­
warded to members of the committee. 
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ONE HUNDRED AND NINTH LEGISLATURE 

COMMITTEE ON AUDIT AND PROGRAM REVIEW 

Mr. G. J. Rainville 
State Auditor 
Department of Audit 
State Office Building - Sta. #66 
Augusta, Maine 04333 

Dear Mr. Rainville: 

January 28, 1980 

The Committee on Audit and Program Review has been 
studying the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 
programs in this state. As part of the study the Committee 
has gathered a great deal of raw financial and program audit 
information. Rep. Georgette Berube suggested that the De­
partment of Audit would assist the Committee in reviewing 
and organizing this information. Thus, I am writing for the 
Committee to request that assistance. 

The Committee has received detailed financial and pro­
gram audit statements, for FY 78, 79 and 80, from each of 
the State's prime sponsors. I will be forwarding that in­
formation with this letter. What the Committee needs is to 
have the information summarized and presented in both table 
and chart forms. This information should be presented in 
a manner to allow easy comparison among all the prime 
sponsors. Another presentation should allow comparison 
among all the counties and sub-contractors under the Balance 
of State prime sponsorship. An additional breakdown of each 
Title and Program expenditure for each prime sponsor would 
also be helpful. This general preparation and presentation 
I hope will assist the Committee in orienting itself to the 
various sponsors, and give them a simple but effective com­
parison of these sponsors and programs. 

In addition, the Committee would like a more detailed 
analysis of two items: administrative expenditures and cost 
of placement. An analysis of administrative expenditures 
should focus on the costs and nature of fringe benefits; 
travel for council and staff; telephone costs; rental equip­
ment; and any other notable expenditures. The analysis of 
the cost of placement should compare that cost between the 
different prime sponsors, between the counties in balance 
of state and that cost for the Maine Job Service. It should 



state the cost of positive placement and the cost per 
participant. 

In sending the information to you I have included the 
numerous audit reports that have been performed in each 
prime sponsorship. It would be appreciated if you could 
review these reports and indicate areas that might warrant 
a close review and investigation by the Committee. Of obvious 
interest would be problems that reflect basic administrative 
flaws or policies in conflict with CETA regulations or state 
activities. 

The Committee would like to complete its work in· early 
March, and thus would appreciate your initial response to 
this request by February 15. I know that this is a great 
deal of information and appreciate the assistance in preparing 
and presenting it. 

I am available at the end of this week or early next 
week if you would like more information. 

Thank you. 

JH/lk 
Attachments: 

Three boxes of CETA reports 
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Sincerely, 

Jonathan Hull 
Legislative Assistant 
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~GE J, RAINVILLE 

STATE AUDITOR 

STATE OF MAINE 

DEPARTMENT OF AUDIT 

STATE HOUSE STATION 66 

AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333 

Area Code 207 
Tel. 289·2201 

To the Members of the Qow~ittee 
on Audit and Program Review 

ROGER A. LAROCHELLE 

DIRECTOR OF DEPARTMENTAL AUDITS 

ROBERT G. REDMAN 

DIRECTOR OF MUNICIPAL AUDITS 

Pursuant to the request of the Cowmittee, as conveyed by 
Jonathan Hull, Legislative Assistant, a li.r:J.ited study of the 
Balance of State, C~~berland, Kennebec, Penobscot, and York 
County CETA Prime Sponsors has been completed. The study 
focused mainly on the programs and operations of the Balance 
of State-Prime Sponsor. 

The study consisted of an analysis of the documentation 
provided by the Legislative Assistant and a compilation of 
the data involved. into eY~l-J.ibi ts and schedules for use by the 
Committee. 

The figures and percentages in the exhibits and schedules 
contained in this report vrere prepared from information pro­
vided. Therefore, they do not necessarily reflect all programs 
and activities of CETA in general and should not be taken out of 
context. 

Februray 26, 1980 

George J. Rainville 
State Auditor 



F1Jl:DS OllLIGATt:D, TOTI'.L EXP:CNDITURES J\iiD Bll£AKDCWN OF EXPENDITURES 

FISCAL YEAR 1979 

OCTOBER 1, 1978 - SEPTE~IDER 30, 1979 

Total 
Obligated Total 

County Funds Expenditures 

i'...ndros coggin $ 3,665,628.00 $ 1,822,870.64 

/·.rooztook 5,09,15').00 3 '790, cy'33.27 

c=t·"rlo.nd * 5,571,0'}5.00 5,2112,4411.00 

r·n.:.:lf_lin 1,276,36'.).00 71lG,425.111 

Y.<:rmctcc . 70,602.00 67,7')').62 

Yru:..x 1,7oll ,fl25 .51 1,127,736.22 

Lincoln 1,273,095.00 979,071!.57 

oxrord 3,liS<S,4lB.oo 2,65o,op.46 

?enobzcot • 8,422,722.00 7,473,760.00 

::13.,?;adahoc 1,190,091.00 841,570.72 

Sonerset 1,953,044.00 844,800.25 

\-:aldo 1,579,130.00 921,899-34 

Hashington 3,197,965.80 2,288,686.79 

york ;t 58,542.00 56,284 .all 

•rotal $39~2~§§Ul $f_-'1,_8~-~l._Q9~2~ 

* County is a Prime Sponsor - not part of Balance of State. 

!lOU:: See Schedule A-1 and A-2 for percentage of breakdown by 
Com1ty and Prime Sponsor. 

Administration 

$ ~5 ,149.16 

121,779.oG 

276,531.00 

34,lil8.78 

5,333.38 

33,435.65 

51,730.99 

118,865.03 

469,26o.oo 

35,918.22 

56,754.34 

29,o60.69 

103 ,345~34 

1,185.10 

$l,}E.._5_3~. 7!± 

Ilrcakdown of D:pendi tures 
Fringe 

Allowo.nces \·lases Benefits 'l1raining S{!rvices 

$ $ 1,559,878.44 $ 214,716.o6 $ 7,0Sl.OO $ 6,045.')3 

60,159.16 2,91'{,863.03 324,897.84 187 ,51;4 .36 17S, ;l;J. .S2 

320,684.00 3,140,161.00 237,656.00 413, 'jl10.00 853,472.00 

20,tl')').Ol 569,544.31 66,500.79 42,667.09 52,61:?.16 

28,079.75 8,285.97 1,372.15 211,7211.37 

27 ,3'.1-'3.30 8G5 ,;>3l1 .61; 90,151.35 41,179.00 70 ,o:::-- .. .:3 

8,248.50 699,052.09 62,812.04 92,748.00 6li ,452. ~') 

l29,oG2.50 1,638,712.65 146,943.55 371,5Sl.OO 244 '9C':i. 73 

261,725.00 4,S)ll11,503.00 556,988.00 571,174.00 675,110.00 

13,266.83 576,280.06 51,197.26 102,267.60 62,El,.0. 75 

15,860)10 621,424.91 70,609.57 49,~25.81 :c,E25 .. 22 

773,949.29 81,330.51 29,573.00 7,635.25 

144,179.31 1,590,423.54 151,544.89 159,732.00 139,461.71 

30,510.24 23,623.00 <:()5.70 

$l,o60,0TI_,_()O 4:!2, ~::;,6_12 ~ E .. o2_6,72§.o1 $Sl_!J,~'9_:~ $~,3527,.:'\Xl~~ 



COMPREIENSIVE DIPLOD!EliT AND T?AINI:rG ACT 

S1Jl.fi·IARY OF PE:RCEI:Ti-.GE BR:".AKDOHN Or EX?E:wl'i."J?cES - BY COUHTY 

FISCAL YSAR 1979 

OCTOBER l, 1978 - SEPl'E>iBER 30, 1979 

county 

r-ndroscoggin 

t;roostook 

Cumberland (l) 

Franklin 

Kennebec (l) 

.Knox 

Lincoln 

OXford 

Penobscot (1) 

Sagadahoc 

So!Ylerset 

Waldo 

Washington 

York (l)(A) 

* Less than one (1) Percent 

Adminis-
tration 

2 

3 

5 

4 

10 

3 

5 

4 

6 

4 

7 

3 

5 

2 

All01;ances 

l 

6" 

3 

2 

2 

l 

5 

4 

2 

2 

6 

54 

(1) County is a Pri::ae Spo:-,sor - not part of :Salance of State 

(A) See Special 1-iote on page 3 

NOTE: Figures were obtained from Exhibit A 

\-/ages 

86 

77 

60 

72 

70 

77 

71 

62 

66 

69 

73 

84 

69 

l 
Schedule A-1 

Fringe 
Benefits Training Services 

12 * * 
9 5 5 

5 8 16 

9 5 7 

6 6 6 

8 4 6 

6 9 7 

6 14 9 

7 8 9 

6 12 7 

8 6 4 

9 3 1 

7 7 
r 
0 

42 2 



COMPREH::E:I!SIVE EN?LO'fl.!El'JT AND TRAINING ACT 

SUl·:t•!ARY - PERCE!lTAGE BREAE1JOHH OF E:X?EniHTURES - BY PRINE SPWSOR 

FISCAL YEP.R 1979 

OCTOBER 1, 1978 - SE:OTI:!·ffiER 30, 1979 

Breakdown of Expenditures 
Adminis-

Prime Sponsor tration Allow-a.nces ~·iages 

Balance of State 3 5 69 

Cumberland com1ty 5 6 6o 

Kennebec Coill1ty 10 2 70 

Penobscot Coill1ty 6 4 66 

York CoUl1ty (A) 2 * 54 * 

* Inforn~tion necessa~J to dete~ine exact percentages !10t provided, 
Percentage is based on one (1) contract, 

(A) See Special liote on page 3 

NOTE: Figures su.~~rized from figures on Exhibit A and Schedule A-1. 

STA.TE OfP,I.~T~["'T Of' .l.UDtT 

Schedule A-2 

- Perce!1tages 
F-ringe 

Benefits Training Services 

7 10 6 

5 8 16 

6 6 6 

7 8 9 

42 * 2 * 



county 

~nd.ros coggin -

~roostook 

~umberland * 

Franklin 

Kennebec * 

Knox 

Lincoln 

OXford 

Penobscot * 

Sagadahoc 

Somerset 

Waldo 

Washington 

York * 

COHPB.EHENS IVE EJ.IPLOYJ.:DJT AllD TRAINING ACT 

DETAIL OF PERCENTAGE ACCOi'·1PLISHED - BY COUNTY 

FISCAL YEAR 1979 
OCTOBER 1, 1978 - SEPTEJ.ffiER 30, 1979 

Planned Expended 

$3,665,628.00 $1,822,870.64 

5,969,159.00 3 '79o' 988 . 27 

5,571,o96.oo 5,242 ,41+4 .oo 

. 1,276,369.00 786,425.14 

70,602.00 67,795.62 

1,704,825.51 1,127,736.22 

1,273,095.00 979,074.57 

3,496,418.00 2,650,073.46 

8,422,722.00 7,478,760.00 

1,190,091.00 841,570.72 

1,953,044.00 844,800.25 

1,579,130.00 921,899.34 

3,197' 965 .so 2,288,686.79 

58,542.00 56,284.04 

NOTE: "Planned" and "EA'J)ended" figures obtained from Exhibit A. 

* County is a Prime Sponsor - not part of Balance of State. 

Percent 
Accomplished 

50 

64 

94 

62 

96 (1) 

66 

77 

76 

89 

71 

43 

58 

72 

96 (2) 

(1) Not an exact figure as this calculation is based on three (3) of the many 
contracts pertaining to this county. (Only information available). 

(2) IJot an exact figure as this calculation is based on only one (1) of the many 
contracts pertaining to this county. (Only information available). 

li 
il 
II 

ji 
,, 
I' ·I 
I 
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li 
II 

\r 
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COf.!PHEHEHS I' IE E:·r:?LOYl·IEHT MiD TRAIIUNG ACT 

FISCAL YEAR 1979 

OCTOBER l, 1978 - SEPTEi·I3ER 30, 1979 

Prime Sponsor 

Balance of State 

Curnberland Co~~ty 

Kennebec County 

Penobscot County 

York County 

roTE: Figures are summarizations of figures on 
Schedule A- 3. 

--======-
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Schedule A- 4 !! 
p 

Percentage 
Accomplished 

II 
1: 

II 

li 
1-,, 
,I 
II 

II 



COHPREHENS IV"S E:C!PLO·c":.:ENT AND THAII!TIIG ACT 

PERCENTAGE OF PUll ACCOi·U'LISP'.::Il - BY TITLE AND ?HTIS S?O:ISOR 

FISCAL YEAR 1979 

OCTOBER 1, 1978 - SE?ITJ.fBER 30, 1979 

Title II Title Title 
A,B,C II-D VI 

Balance of State 88 65 72 

Cumberland 94 93 94 

Kennebec * * * 
Penobscot 90 81 91 

York * * * 

* Docunentation needed to obtaL~ necessa~; figures not provided. 

NOTE: ?ie;ures per Exhibit obtained f::-om ini'ormation available. 
(Detail on file in Jepartr-ent of Audit) 

YETP: Youth Employment and 7raining ?rogran 

YCCIP: Youth Co=unity Conservation and L-nprovement Program 

SYEP: Student Youth Employment Progran 

STATE: OP"APHH.NT 0~ AUDIT 

EXHIBIT 3 

Title Title Title 
rv IV IV 

YETP SYEP YCC:!:P ?otal 

89 98 75 77 

98 98 91 94 

* * * * 
100 96 93 89 

* * * * 

-1 
I 



====================================================~~~= 

BAWICE OF STATE - CETA 

RELEVANT COSTS MID !SP.CE!iTAGES 

FISCAL YE.I\.R 1979 

OCTOBER 1, 1978 - SEPl:'E:.S:ER 30, 1979 

Cost Cost Per Cost Per Positive 
Per Podtive Entered Ter:n.ination 

Participant Termination '"'ploy:nent 

Title II-B $ 1,403.00 $ 2,548.00 $ 4,516.00 

Title II-D 5,670.00 12,232.00 17,930.00 

Title VI 3,594.00 8,342.00 11,935.00 

Title IV-YETP 1,516.00 2,478.00 7,972.00 

Title IV-YCCIP 11,364,00 2,055.00 10,168.00 

Title IV-SITP 837.00 974.00 13,070.00 

NOTE: Figures obtained from TY '79 performance indicators exhibits furnished by 
Balance of S"tate C:::TA. 

Cost per Positive Termir.ation: Cost :;:>er persor. who either ente:?:"ed e.rr,plo:r.:',ent O:!' 

transferred to other CETA progra:::s. 

}·osi ti ve Te!'::'.ination Rate: Percentage of :;:>ersons who obtained e!:!ploy:::ent or trans­
ferred to another C"L'J:·A program. 

Y:ST.?: Youth Employment and ::'rai!ling ?::'ogram 

YCCIP: Youth Comm~~ity Conservation ~~d Improvenent Program 

SY:EP: Student Youth lliployment Program 

STAT£ O(PAR1!olt"'1' OIC AUDIT 

Rate 

75"/o 

46% 

43% 

74% 

56% 

86"/o 

EXHIBIT C 

Entered 
::':r::ployment ., 

Rate li 

58% jl 

35% li 

33r;, II 
.I 
I 

33~~ II 

12% 
II 

7% n 
i 

r ,. 
f' 
' 
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title II-A,B,C 

ritle II-D 

ritle VI 

ritle Dl-YETP 

ritle Dl-SYEP 

Title IX'- YCCIP 

BAlANCE OF STATE - CETA 

BREAKDOHN OF EX?ENDITU!\ES - BY TITLE 

FISCAL YEAR 1979 

OCTOBER 1, 1978 - SEPrEJ<!BER 30, 1979 

Adminis- Allow-
tration ances 

9 18 

* 

* 

9 4 

* 
6 

-!!· Less than one (1) Percent 

(1) Figure should be at least 1~ of total expenditures, 
(Regulation 677,58 (a) oF C~TA Act) 

YETP: Youth Employment and Training Program 

YCCIP: Youth CoD11llunity Conservation and Improve.rnent Program 

SYEP: Student Youth Employment Program 

1 

EXHIRIT D 

Hages Fringe Training Services ---
·31 2 29 11 

87 10 3 (1) * 

86 ll 3 (1) * 
64 4 7 12 

82 5 2 11 

71 10 ll 2 

====================================================================~ 

r 
I 
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The follm·iinG is a list of findings pertaining to the Balance of State- Prime 
Sponsor for the 1979 fiscal year. These findings have 1Jeen cor.llllWlico.ted to 
the Prime Sponsor by the "?.egional Office of the U. S. Depo.rtment of :Labor­
Employment and TrainL.1g Administration. For expediency, the findine;s are 
categorized as either "rr,anagement" or "program". 

MANAGE~IENT FINDINGS 

The Balance of State- ?r:i.J~1e Sponsor has internal ma.nagement and organizational 
problens. This statement is supported by the following findings: 

(l) The Prime Sponsor lacl:s a clearly defined organizational 
structure severely limiting its ability to manage effec­
tively its deli very systern. A well defined structure 
should delineate pl"an review, monitoring, correctiye ac­
tion, and follo-vr-up procedures a.nd responsibilities, 

(2) The Prime Sponsor has a dual delivery mechanism in most 
of its counties. This r:J.echanism consists of program 
agents ru..rming the Public Service ~mployment programs and 
a coirJUunity based organization ru..rming the Intake-Assess­
ment Center and Title II-B and Title IV programs. The 
Regional Office has stated that this mechanism "does not 
exhibit close coordination bet-vreen service deliverers or 
provide a frame-vrork to ma..x~mlze the provision of compre­
hensive ~nplo~~ent and training services to applicants 
and participants". 

(3) The PricJ.e Sponsor did not have its Inter!lal Jl!oni taring­
Unit in operation during the 1979 fisc2.l year and there­
fore >·ras not in compliance with the Apdl 3, 1979 CsTA 
Regulations. 

(4) The Prime Sponsor's manual approach to maintaining its 
accotmting records provides infor.!nation >·rhich is not 
timely for management decisions. The :S.egional Office is 
of the opinion that if the Prime S::ponsor continued vith 
the system in use during the 1979 fiscal year it is 
doubtful that it can properly manage the progra,:ns with 
the manipulat:i_ons required \·rith the current system to 
produce useful management il~ormation. 

(5) The Prime Sponsor has a poor communication system betveen 
itself and the counties and subgrantees. This is evidenced 
by the fact that: 

(a) Performance reports -vrere not issued on a regular 
basis to·program agents or comprehensive deliverers 
during fiscal year 1979. 

---·---==-...:::=:...._-:. 
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(b) The system for providine; legislative and regulatory 
information to the deliverJ agents 1.;as less than 
adequate. The Regional Office stated tl1at the routine 
dissemination of such information D.S it car.1e from the 
Regional Office or as it evolved at the Prime Sponsor 
level was poorl~r evidenced. 

(6) The Prime Sponsor utilizes the l·1aine State Persor1nel System. 
Hmrever, a written package of rights and benefits does not 
exist. 

PROGPAM FHilliNGS 

(l) The Title II-D and Title VI progr~ have exceptionally high negative 
termination rates. Over 50% of the participants in both of these pro­
grams leave for negative_reasons. (See Exhibit c) 

(2) The Prime Sponsor has experienced severe ~~enditure problems in the 
Title II-D and Title VI progr~~s. The Prine Sponsor expended 65% of 
the planned funds in Title II-D and 72% in Title VI during fiscal year 
1979. (See Exhibit B) 

(3) In all Balance of State programs, the entered employment rates are 
exceptionally low for fiscal year 1979. Figures range from a low of 7% 
in Title IV-Student Youth Employment Program to a high of 58% in Title 
II-B. (See Exhibit C) 

(4) Regulation 677.58(a) of the CETA Act states that at least lo% of Title 
II-D and Title VI funds nust be expended for traini~g. An analysis of 
fiscal year 1979 expenditures for both of the above progrmns revealed 
that 3% of the total e:>..'"Jlenditures in each program was expended for :train-
ing. (See Exhibit D) -

OBSERVATIONS 

DU2'ing the last half of the 1979 calendar year the administration of the 
Office of Maine CETA ~<ras placed under the Comlnissioner of Manpm·rer Affairs. 
This action has strengthened the potential for designing and coordinatiEg ru1 
effective manpm·rer deli very system for residents in the Balance of State 
jurisdiction. FUrthermore, the new Director has addressed many of the find­
ings of the Regional Office, as enUJUerated in this report, and has informed 
that office of the preliminar; steps taken by his administration to help 
rectify the many problems encountered. 

;k_~_ ---~==--==--=====--==== ~ ~T·\Tr~ l!Cr"AI\"7'".'.'l.."'JT OF :.t 1 t11T 
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SPECIAL NOTE 

IH th regard to Schedules A-1 and A- 2 it is noted that there are no 
percentage figures for York 'cmmty Wlder the colunms entitled "I,[ ages" 
and "Fringe Benefits". The reason for this situation is there we.s 
only one (1) contract from l·rhich to obtain the percentage figures and 
this contract vras UJ1der the Vocational Education program of CETA. As 
a result, funds paid to participants were categorized as "Allowances" 
per CETA guidelines. 
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OFFICE OF MAINE CETA 
RESPONSE TO 

STATE DEPARTMEiH OF AUDIT'S 
STUDY OF 

OFFICE OF ~1AINE CETA 

Georgette E. Berube 



State of Maine 

OFFICE OF CETA PLANNING & COORDINATION 

Hospital Street 
Augusta, Maine 04330 

(207) 289-3375 

March 7, 1980 

James McBreairty, Chairman 
Georgette B. Berube, Chairman 
Committee on Audit and Program Review 
One Hundred and Ninth Legislature 
State of Maine 

Dear Senator McBreairty and Representative Berube: 

The attached report was prepared in response to the State 
Department of Audit's STUDY OF BALANCE OF STATE, CUMBERLAND, 
KENNEBEC, PENOBSCOT AND YORK COUNTY CETA PRIME SPONSORS, 
OCTOBER 1, 1978- SEPTEMBER 30, 1979. 

We trust the report addresses all of the issues raised in 
the Study and 'wi 11 be happy to pro vi de any addition a 1 
information that you need in conducting your Study. 

(~~~~~~VI> 
Executive Direct~ 

~~RM: cab 



( 1.) 

Office of Maine CETA (OMC) has organized its response to the State Department 
of Audit's Study of OMC in the following manner: 

1. General Statement. 

2. Information pertaining to the MANAGEMENT FINDINGS 
in the sequence presented in the Study. 

3. Information pertaining to the PROGRAM FINDINGS in 
the sequence presented in the Study. 

4. Additional clarifying and supporting material through 
the use of exhibits. 

GENERAL STATEMENT 

We fully concur with the remarks made under the Study's OBSERVATIONS Section. 
Although we would be delighted to answer any questions about FY '79 and before, 
we see no useful purpose served in dwelling on errors of the past. Emphasis 
should be on the corrective and pro-active accomplishments of the present. Balance 
of State (BOS) in FY '80 demonstrates a positive, qualitative break from the past. 

MANAGEMENT FINDINGS 

1. "The Prime Sponsor lacks a clearly defined organizational structure severely 
limiting its ability to manage effectively its delivery system. A well defined 
structure should delineate plan review, monitoring, corrective action, and 
follow-up procedures and responsibilities." 

There now is a well defined structure delineating plan review, monitoring, 
corrective action, and follow-up procedures and responsibilities. 

Since OMC's inclusion in the Maine Department of Manpower Affairs in July, 1979, 
and the hiring of a new Executive Director, several significant and important 
changes have occurred at OMC. First, the office has been completely reorganized 
(see Organizational Chart, Exhibit A). The reorganization was accompli~hed in 
the latter part of 1979 and 1980,and all, excepting a few positions, are filled .. 
The reorganization, we should point out, was accomplished with input and comment 
from the U.S. Department of Labor (D.O.L.), the funding agency. They, (D.O.L.), 
support the present organizational structure. 

... 
Obviously an organizational pl~n must be more than a paper document. Our goal 
in reorganizing was to create an organizational structure that would integrate 
the various functions and specialties needed to manage and administer CETA 
programs into a compr~hensive delivery system. 

The key to making such a system work is the Executive Management Team (EMT). 
This group, made up of the Directors of Administration, Field Operations, and 
Program and Resource Development, as well as the Coordinator of Program Review 
and Analysis and the Equal Employment Opportunity Officer, meet weekly (or 
more frequently as needed) with the Executive Director, to coordinate the 
activities and functions of the Office. 

This approach has proven very effective in integrating all of the various 
specialties and functions of the office into a comprehensive problem solving 



( 2. ) 

team, while at the same time, maintaining the functional integrity of the various 
units and divisions (See Exhibit B). 

While the above described organizational structure is still relatively new, a 
quick evolution of specific functions and responsibilities has and continues to 
take place. For instance, the Planning Evaluation and Research Unit is respon­
sible for preparation of the Annual Plan, its review and monitoring. As is the 
case with the EMT, a coordinated and comprehensive approach is used on all major 
undertakings. Development and monitoring of. the Annual Plan, for instance, 
requires the involvement of: Program Specialists, Contracts Officer, Supervisor 
of the Central Records Unit, Fiscal Manager, and others. Similar relationships 
are in place for other major undertakings such as corrective action, follow-up, 
training, technical assistance, etc. 

It is our feeling that the present management structure is a good one, meets the 
needs of OMC, and will improve the delivery of CETA programs in The Balance of 
State jurisdiction. 

2. 11 The Prime Sponsor has a dual delivery mechanism in most of its counties. 
This mechanism consists of program agents running the Public Service 
Employment programs and a community based organization running the Intake­
Assessment Center and Title II-B and Title IV programs. The Regional Office 
has stated that this mechanism 'does not exhibit close coordination between 
service deliverers or provide a framework to maximize the provision of compre­
hensive employment and training services to applicants and participants. 111 

The OMC has inherited a dual delivery mechanism from previous administrations. 
While it is true that this has presented some coordination problems in the 
past, OMC is working to correct this problem. 

It should be noted that the dual delivery mechanism is not, in and of itself, 
deficient. In fact, in some counties, it works well. It is our feeling that 
the delivery mechanism in any one county should be assessed on an individual 
basis. OMC currently uses a mix of delivery systems. Some of these place 
complete administrative authority over all CETA programs ~nder the County 
Commissioners. Others, divide various segments of CETA programs between County 
Commissioners and.other nonprofit Community Based Organizations (CBO's). 

Technical assistance and a performance ~ased contract have certainly held the 
line in terms of prime sponsor~wide cost effectiveness. 

In those counties which continue to fall below contracted performance, deobligation 
will occur. In cases of continued under-performance, an alternate delivery 
system will be sought. 

As an indication of OMC's philosophy of assessing appropriate delivery systems 
on an individual county basis, it is noteworthy that in Somerset County all 
CETA programs have been coordinated under a single, unified delivery system; 
which uniquely incorporates ill youth services, and even more uniquely, all job 
service functions. 



( 3.) 

3. 11 The Prime Sponsor did not have its Internal Monitoring Unit in operation 
during the 1979 fiscal year and therefore was not in compliance with the 
April 3, 1979 CETA Regulations. 11 

' 

The Internal Monitoring Unit (IMU) which we call our Program Review and Analysis 
Unit, is in place and functioning. 

The unit is staffed by a coordinator and four management analysts. The Unit 
works as a team in conducting broad-based reyiews of our CETA delivery system. 
The Unit recently completed its first major review and analysis (eligibility 
and certification). Their findings have been turned over to the Executive 
Director and follow-up, corrective action is underway. (See Exhibit C- Review 
Distribution Form) 

4. 11 The Prime Sponsor 1 s manual approach to maintaining its accounting records 
provides information which is not timely for management decisions. The 
Regional Office is of the opinion that if the Prime Sponsor continued with 
the system in use during the 1979 fiscal year it is doubtful that it can 
properly manage the programs with the manipulations required with the current 
system to produce useful management information. 11 

The accounting system at OMC is manual. This has presented problems in the past 
in terms of generating timely, required D.O.L. financial reports. A major thrust 
of OMC in 1980 will be to automate its manual information systems. However, as 
this cannot happen overnight, we have taken immediate measures to streamline 
and im rove our manual accountin andre ortin s stems, and si nificant 
im rovements have been made. See D.O.L. Re ort, Exhibit E) 

However, design, development and implementation of an automated accounting system 
is no quick and simple task. This is especially true when one reviews the 
literature documenting the many systems that have been tried and failed. While 
we realize the benefits of an automated accounting system, we, at the same time, 
are aware of the many pitfalls that await us if we act precipitously. 

We are presently reviewing our options in this area and several preliminary 
steps have been taken: · 

l) The Director of Administrative Services has, as a primary mission, 
the design and developmen~ of an automated management information 
system. 

2) Preliminary discussions with D.O.L. have been initiated to: 
a. Identify existing systems used by other CETA prime 

sponsors nationwide, and 

b. Locate potential sources of technical assistance 
moneys to undertake automation. 



( 4. ) 

5. 11 The Prime Sponsor has a poor communication system between itself and the 
counties and subgrantees. This is evidenced by the fact that:· 

(a) Performance reports were not issued on a regular basis to program 
agents or comprehensive deliverers during fiscal year 1979. 

(b) The system for providing legislative and regulatory information to 
the delivery agents was less than adequate. The Regional Office 
stated that the routine dissemination of such information as it came 
from the Regional Office or as it evolved at the Prime Sponsor level 
was poorly evidenced. 11 

Communication between OMC and its deliverers has vastly improved since the D.O.L. 
assessment quoted in the Study. 

The Office has developed a performance Based Contract for use with its deliverers. 
This contract is presently in use and ongoing monitoring of performance is 
occurring on a weekly, monthly, and quarterly basis. Feedback, in the form of 
verbal and written communication with our deliverers is taking place. In fact, 
we have recently notified our deliverers in writing (See Exhibit D, February 27 
and March 4, Informational Letters to deliverers) of performance indicators and 
needed corrective action. · 

The system of Informational Letters as a formal method of communicating policy 
and regulatory changes with our deliverers, is used extensively. All pertinent 
regulatory and legislative information is transmitted to our deliverers via 
the Informational. Letter Series on a timely basis. 

6. 11 The Prime Sponsor utilizes the Maine State·Personnel System. However, a 
written package of rights and benefits does not exist. 11 

The office has been and continues to provide its new staff a written package of 
rights and benefits made up of the following: 

1. Maine State Retirement System application 

Z. Blue Cross - Blue Shield packet 

3. Deferred Compensation Plan 
. ~ 

4. Maine State Employees• Credit Union packet 

5. U. S. Savings Bonds packet 

6. MSEA Income Protection Plan 

7. Maine Transportation and Travel Guide 

8. Informational Handbook - Maine State Retirement System 

9. Payroll Procedures 

10. Grievance Procedures 

11. Training Agreement 



( 5. ) 

PROGRAM FINDINGS 

1. 11 The Title II-0 and Title VI programs ·~ave exceptionally high negative 
termtnation rates. Over 50% of the participants. in both of these pro-
grams leave for negative reasons. (See Exhibit C) 11 

We have reduced our negative termination rate from 54 percent in Title 
II-0 to 45 percent and from 57 percent in Title VI to 48 percent in 
the month of January. The January rat~ is cumulative for the first 
four (4) months of FY '80. 

We expect these figures to improve in the·spring and summer months due 
to seasonal improvements in the economy. 

2. 11 The Prime Sponsor has experienced severe expenditure problems in the 
Title II-0 and Title VI programs. The Prime Sponsor expended 65% of 
the planned funds in Title II-0 and 72% in Title VI during fiscal year 
1979. (See Exhibit B) 11 

Expenditure rates in Title I I-0 and VI have improved in the first 
quarter of FY '80. 

Program Percent Actua 1 Plan 

I I -B 88 828,769 942,384 
II-0 85 1 ,742~102 2,059,244 
VI 79 1,161,332 1 ,462,861 
YETP 92 228,154 247,941 
YCCIP 77 39,726 51 ,429 

Tota 1 84 4,000,083 4,763,859 

Office of Maine CETA, in the first quarter of FY '80, increased its 
expenditures from 65 percent to 85 percent in Title II-0 and from 72 
percent to 79 percent in Title VI. 

Our current enrollment levels as of February, 1980 (cumulative from 
October, 1979) are: 

Title Percent 

II -B 98% 
II-0 115% 
VI 70% 
YETP 106% 
YCCIP 240%* 

*Currently over-enrolled by 24 individuals. Program plan is 
being modified for additional funds and projects. 

3. 11 In all Balance of State programs, the entered employment rates are 
exceptionally low for fiscal year 1979. Figures range from a low of 7% 
in Title IV-Student Youth Employment Program to a high of 58% in Title 
I I-B. II 
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Youth programs traditionally have a low entered employment rate. Job 
placement is not a goal of these programs. The primary goal is to 
assure the youth an opportunity to complete high school. Summer Youth 
Employment Programs (SYEP) are program~ for youth between the ages of 
14 to 21. After completion of the program, the greatest majority of 
those youth return to school. Attempts at job development would be 
counterproductive since they may ultimately serve to deprive the youth 
of a high school education. 

The entered employment rates in Titles.II-D and VI are low. This is a 
serious problem that is of great concern. We are making efforts to com­
bine our placement efforts with the job resources available from Job 
Service (see response to question 2, under Management Findings above). 
We are also putting a greater emphasis on job development and job develop­
ment training for field staff, and we are coordinating those efforts with 
Economic Development. This area remains a critical problem and will 
probably not show significant improvement until later in the year. How­
ever, this could be affected by the relative health of the economy. 

It should also be noted that greater and greater emphasis is being placed 
on job development in the private sector. This in part is due to the 
general tightening of governmental budgets and the resultant decrease 
in their ability to retain CETA participants on public payrolls. 

With reference to the entered employment rate in Title II-B, our 58 percent 
performance vJas higher than our Department of Labor approved plan. Also, 
our entered employment rate in the first four (4) months of FY '80 was 
64 percent: Again, significantly higher than our approved plan. 

4. 11 Regulation 677.58(a) of the CETA Act states that at least 10% of Title 
II-D and Title VI funds must be expended for training. An analysis of 
fiscal year 1979 expenditures for both of the above programs revealed 
that 3% of the total expenditures in each program was expended for train­
; ng 

0 
II 

We are approaching the expenditure of ten (10) percent of Titles II-0 and 
VI with caution for at least two important reasons: 

1) The requirement by the Department of Labor for this 1 eve 1 of training funds 
to be spent is quite recent (Apri 1 , 1979), and tile promised package 
of technical assistance has n·of been forthcoming; and 

2) \~e are in the process of developing our ovm program for the cost­
effective expenditure of these funds. Since our data on how this 
training can best and least expensively benefit clients is so sparse, 
we are avoiding rushing into meeting the standard by virtue of 
~pending up to the standard. 
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EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR 

EXHIBIT B 

Responsible for effective administration and 
delivery of State CETA resources. Ensures that 
the general public and elected officials are 
kept properly informed of these resources. 
Manages all components of the Office of Maine 
CETA. 

r~---·-----·--------t--------------·-

1 

l I 

l EEO/GRIEVANCE I L UNIT~ 
Investigates all grievances; revie~vs contra-cts to 
ensure accordance with compliance standards; ensures 
that employability development p1ans conform to 
affir.,Jative C:tction standards and that Area Councils 
dev~lop affirmative action plans; and coordinates 
statewide CETA services available for the handicapped 
and ensures full use of such services. 

PROGRAM REVIEW 
AND 

ANALYSIS UN IT 

Responsible for reviewing and analyzing all aspects of 
program and fiscal management. Identifies problem areas, 
analyzes causes and recom;:1ends action necessary for 
improved program management. 

DIRECTOR, 
FI NAf'iCE AND 

ADHINISTRATIDN 

DIRECTOR, 
FIELD 

OPERATIONS 

DIRECTOR, PROGRAM 
AND RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT 



diRECTOR, PROGRAM 
MD RESOURCE 

DEVELOPMENT 

Identifies potential program resources, measures 
actual performance against planned accomplishment~ 
and modifies technical assistance as necessary. 
With management staff~ ·identifies potential problems 
and develops techni~al assistance and/or training to 

'-------r------' be provided. Identifies and develops new uses for 
..----P-R._O_G_RA-'i·-1---, CETA servi.ces. Assists ~he Director of Program 

and Resource Dcvelopm2nt in 
management of unit with particu­
lar responsibi~ity to the Plan­
ning Division and coordination 
.1ith technicc;l assistance. 

DEVELOPI·IENT 
Jl.ND TRAINING 
COORDINATOR 

Manages technical 
assistonce in the 
areas of job develop­
ment, PSIP, vocational 

~---- Re sea rcri-T"abo r-marKe-ts -:-rn-
~----~------
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n::Ii"LIST SPECIALIST 

> Pro vic 2 s trx ~:I i c a 1 ass is­
tancc to staff and de­
liverers in the areas of 
.;ocJtional counseling and 
intake and as~cssm~nt. 
Identifies weaknesses in 
delivery and develops 
mothods of ensuring 
success. 

Manages the classroom 
training projects 
with particular atten­
tion to cost effec­
tiveness. Develops 
training modules for 
staff development and 
deliverers. Negotiates 
training contracts with 
education agencies. 

r-esponsible for tech­
nical assistance and 
resource development 
for PSIP. Talks with 
businesses to explain 
and sell the PSIP. 
Supervises job devel­
opers in contacts 
with employers and 
development of the 
innovative and · 
worthwhile"use of 
CETA services and 
participants. 

MANAGER, 
PLANNING, 

EVALUATION 
AND RESEARCH 

RESEARCH 
1---

ASSOCIATE I 

r 
SENIOR 
ANALYST 

Des1gns methods and 
tools for ongoing 
program evaluation. 
Studies program impact 
on participants and 
communities. Provides 
technical assistance 
to Agency staff in 
developing and imple­
menting evaluation 
capabilities. 

Responsible for all Plan 
writing research efforts 

' and evaluation m 
Develops a sophi 
model fo-r· analyz 
gram performance 
provide other un 
feedback on pote 
problems so that 
assistance and t 
can be provided. 
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PLANNING 
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raining 

Re$ponsible for preparation 
and submission of Annual 
Plan, Master Plan, Grant 
application and periodic 
status reports. Establishes 
significant segment goals 
and target occupations. 
Provides technical assis­
tance as needed in plan 
writing. 



Responsible for all personnel 
actions within the Agency; 
processes forms and ensures 
consistency in personnel 
practices. Also provides 
technical assistance ~o 
deliverers. 

Responsible for routine con- • 
tract Co ' 1 . i n cro , ens un ::g 
review by contract co~mittee 
and consistency in contracts. 

PROPERTY 
OFFICER 

L--.. _____ , __ ....J 

Responsible for expenditures 
for equipment and supplies 
and all lease arrangements. 
1'1ai ntai ns an inventory of 
all supplies and equipment 
purchased. 

DIRECTOR, 
FINANCE AND 

ADMINISTRATION 

Manages all daily administrative operations of 
the Agency, communicating any fiscal problems 
to the Executive Director; safeguards monetary 
assets; provides f_inancial planning assistance; 
assists in program development; ensures imple­
mentation. of cost effective measures and a 

PERSONNEL 
TECHNICIAN 

management iriformation system. · 

BUSINESS 
MANAGER 

Responsible for daily administration of fiscal 
activities, contract management) property manage­
ment; maintenance of management information system; 
prepares financial cost plans and budget estimates; 
provides financial and client data to Planning and 
Evaluation Unit. 

CONTRACTS 
UNIT 

ACCOUNTING 
MANAGER 

-··-·----''---1 

·Responsible for financial 
reporting, both state and 
federal; prepares office 
payroll and in 'IO i ce s ; 
maintains the obligation 
ledger. 

AUDITOR 
II 

Responsible for routine field 
audits) in-house audits) 
special audits of subcontracts 
as necessary and assists 
independent auditor in per­
forming the annual audit. 

CHIEF) 
MIS 

Responsible for maintenance 
and ongoing accuracy of 
management information system; 
provides data to Planning and 
Evaluation Unit as necessary; 
maintains a client tracking 
system. 



ON-THE-JOG 
TRAIN H~G 
SPECIALIST 

Provides technical 
assistance to on-the­
job training deliverers 
as necessary--both to 
job developffient staff 
and to hiring agents. 

PU!3LIC' SERVICE 
Er-1PLOn1ENT 
COORD I :lA TOR 

~~----~-~~~ Prov1des techn1cal 
assistance to deliverers 
in the area of Public 
Sector Employment. 

DIRECTOR, 
FIELD 

OPERATIONS 

PRIVATE SECTOR 
PROGRAt·1 

COORDINATOR 

Responsible for rece1v1ng, coordinating and dis-· 
seminating communications to and from the Program 
Resource staff. Ensures that program goals are 
being met by deliverers and assigns field staff 
to provide assistance where necessary; ensures 
that Area Councils are actively involved in 
community development activities. 

\ 
SUPERVISOR, 

YOUTH 
PROGRAt·1S 

PROGRN~ 
RESOURCE 

TECHNICIANS 

Prov1des staff ass1stance 
to Private Industry Coun­
cil, speaks to individuals 
and groups regarding 

Manages all Youth 
Employment Programs, 
provides direction 
and technical assis-

Prov1des techn1cal assls­
tance in all aspects of 
program delivery, not onl 
to deliverers but also to 
hiring agents; identifies 
potential problems and 
works with technical 
assistance unit in the 

the Private Sector Ini­
tiative Program (PSIP), 
develops contracts to 
initiate private sector 
programs. 

. tance to deliverers. 

. development of resources 
to ensure program success 
Communicates with Area 
Councils regarding progra 
goals, emphases and re­
sources available for use 



EXHIBIT C 
OFFICE OF MAINE CETA 

Interoffice Merrorandun Date-----

Executive Director To __________________ --------- Unit ----- -----··----
From-------------------- Unit Coordinator, Program Review & 

Analysis Unit 
Su~~ct ______ ~P~ro~g~r~a~m~R~e~Vl~·e~I~~R=e~po~r~t~N~o~·~========~-----------~-------------

Attached is a report on activities conducted by the PRA Unit. Please 
review the information provided, complete the bottom portion of this 
form, and return to -----------------------------------
by------------

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Report Received: -------,.....,.--..,.....-------­
(date) 

Further Action vJarranted: ( ) Yes ( ) No 

( ) No Urgent: ( ) Yes 

Referred to: ( ) Admin. Services Unit 

( ) Planning & Program Develop­
ment Unit 

Action Assigned: 

Response Due: 
(date) 

( ) Operations .Unit 

( ) Grievance/EEO Unit 

PRAU Report 
Distribution Form: 
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State of ~Maine 

OFFICE OF CETA PLANNING & COORDINATION 

Hospital Street 
Augusta, Maine 04330 

(207) 289-337 5 

EXHIBIT D 

INFOR~1ATIONAL LETTER NUf~BER 80-68 

DATE: February 27, 1980 

TO: Staff ~1embers 
Comprehensive Deliverers 
Program Agent Administrators 
Intake ·and Assessment Centers 
All Others (Fo~ Information Only) 

SUBJECT: FY •so Performance Contract Modifications 

The following information is presented in order to provide program operators 
with data and guidelines \vhich establish the basis for pending contract 
modifications. 

l. Title II-D 

Counties receiving additional Title II-D funds and/or authorization 
to add participants to present contract levels are to modify their 
contracts incorporating funds as presented in Chart A below. En­
rollment levels ~re to be modified to incorporate additional parti­
cip~nts as shown in Chart B. 

CHART A 

Title II-0 Additional Discretionary Funds (Assigned in December, 1979) 

Prime Program 
Sponsor Agent Training 

County Admin. Admin. {15%} Balance 
- ·-··-~· 

Aroostook $1,486 $1 ,486 $ 4,459 $22,289 
Lincoln 2,377 2,377 7 '133 35,664 
Sagadahoc l ,635 l ,635 4,904 24,517 
Oxford 4,903 4,903 14,711 73,557 
Waldo 4,458 4,458 13,373 66,869. 

Program Agent Admin;, Training and Balance funds are to be inc~rporated. 
into Program Agent contract modifications. 

CHART B 

Title II-D Increased Enrollment Levels - Suoercedes levels assiqned in 
letter of February 5, 1980. 

County 

Aroostook 
Androscoggin 
Franklin 

Increased Authorization 

50 
16 
15 
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County 

Knox 
Lineal n 
Oxford 
Sagadahoc 
\~a 1 do 
\~as hi ngton 

Increased Authorization 

18 
13 
26 
15 
18 
7 . 

Program Agents are required to add their increased enrollment authori­
zation to their current March on-board contract figures. 

All increases authorized in Title II-D enrollments must be planned to 
be on board by March 31, 1980. 

2. Title VI 

Additional Title VI Weatherization discretionary funds to be incorporated 
through contract modification and assigned to either Slots or Projects: 

Sagadahoc - $21 ,500 Waldo - $21 ,500 

Additional Title VI enrollments to following counties are authorized 
on a fifty/fifty basis (50% Slots- 50% Projects): 

Aroostook - 16 
Knox - 25 
Li nco 1 n 8 

Oxford 12 
Sagadahoc - 8 
Waldo - 25 

Franklin - 8 

All authorized increases in Title VI enrollment levels must be planned· 
as on board by April 18, 1980. 

-- Due date of c~ntract modifications is March 27, 1980. 

--Effective date of contract modifications is March 1, 1980. 

--Five signed copies of the contract modification must be submitted on 
due date. - ----

--Performance for the second quarter will be assessed on modified contract 
basis. 

Enclosed are new copies of our Performance-based Contract, which has been 
revised to include Page 5-A (modification page). Pages 18 and 19 (Total 
Program Budget) have been.revised to include a budget line item for Equipment 
Maintenance, and the signature page for the Assurances and Certifications 
(A & C's) has been changed and must be signed prior to processing of contract 
modi fica ti ons. 

Two copies of the revised A & C's are enclosed and must be signed and returned 
for processing of contract modifications. 

3. Title II-8 

The following Quarterly Performance Indicators cannot be modified: 
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Quarterly Enrollments 

Total Enrollments 
Total on Board 

Quarterly Expenditures 

Total Expenditures 

Requests for contract modifications not in conflict with the above 
limitations will be considered on an individual basis. 

4. Title IV - Summer Youth Employment Program (SYEP) 

SYEP funds are to be included in this contract modification based on 
county a 11 oca ti ons as presented in In formation a 1 Letter Number 80-60. 
(Planning estimates are attached.) · 

Directions for incorporation of ?YEP: 

A. 1. Total available SYEP funds are added to the total contract 
amount cited on Page 2, Paragraph 7. 

2. Compute your Administrative costs for SYEP (up to 10 percent). 

3. Add your SYEP Administration costs to the Administration figures 
in your current contract in the grid under Paragraph 7, Page 2. 

4. In this same grid, enter the balance (Total SYEP - Admin.) under 
the Title IV column on the second line. Example: Title IV: 

200,000 - YETP 
300,000 - SYEP 
500,000 - Total 

5. Be sure to include total SYEP funds in your Contract Total on 
Page 5, Paragraph 37. 

6. Add your SYEP costs according to cost categories on Page 7. 

7. Incorporate your Administration costs on Page 14 of your Component 
Budget. (Indicate at bottom of this page amount of administration 
from SYEP.) 

B. A forms packet is enclosed for completion of the SYEP Plan, which 
consists of: 

--Page 38A of 38 - SYEP Financial Plan 
--Page 38B & C of 38 - Component Budget 
--Page 380 of 38 - Program Operation Plan (POP) - Note that No. A-3 

on the SYEP POP has been changed from Carry-In to Co~Enrollments. 
--Page 38E of 38 - SYEP Staff Summary 

These forms are to be completed and attached to each of the required 
five (5) copies of your contract. 

If you have any questions concerning contract modifications, please contact 
George Ezzy of this office. 

~!Rr·1: n 11 
Enclosures 



SHP FY '80 

PLANrn NG ESTH1ATES 

Allocation Total All mvab 1 e 
County Percent Available Admin. ( 1 0%) 

Androscoggin 18.76 336,587.00 33,659.00 

Aroostook 22.44 402,613.00 4&,261 .00 

Franklin 4.74 85,044.00 8,504.00 

Knox 6.56 117,698.00 11,770.00 

Li nco 1 n 4.77 85,582.00 8,558.00 

Oxford : 8.94 161,296.00 16,130.00 '· 
' 

Sa gada hoc 4.72 84,685.00 .8,468.00. 

.. Somerset 11.22 201.,307.00 20,131.00 ·-' 

.. ~ .. 
Waldo 7.40 132,769.00 l3 ;277 .00 . " 

Washington 10.40 186,594.00 18,659.00 

TOTAL 100% 1,794,175.00 179,417.00 

. =-:. :._~.:::::::::=.:.:. 



IV - SYEP 

Cumulation of Accrued Costs: 

10/31 11/30 12/31 l/31 

Allm·tances 

\·/ages 

Fringe 
vlorks i te 
Supervision 

Training 

Services 

TOTAL 
I 

Cumulation of Accrued Program Activity Totals: 

Classroom Trng. 

Upgrading 

Retraining 

Less-than-Class 

OJT ' 

CEE - OJT 

Hork ExQerience 

CEE - \·IE 

PSE 

Project i 

Slots ; 

SYEP 
If--

r .lNAI'H,lAL l"LAI'I 

Section A 

2/28 3/31 4/30 5/31 6/30. 7/31 

Section B 

.. 

----

·Rider~. Cdnt'd. 
: 

8/31 9/30 TOTAL 

~ 

-

-·. -

w 
co 
)::> 

0 
-+. 
w 
co 



COST CATEGORY 

I I . A 11 owa nces 

Allowances paid to Enrollees 

I I I . HCUJ.§_ 

A. Wages Paid to Enrollees 

B. Overtime 

TOTAL WAGES 

IV. Fringe Benefits 

Employer's Share of Enrollees 
Fringe Benefits 

V. Worksite Supervision 

VI. Training 

A. Training Staff Costs 

1. Salaries 

2. Employer's Share of 
Fringe Benefits 

3. Total Training Staff 
Costs 

B. Equipment 

C. Equipment Maintenance 

D. Materials & Supplies 

E. Rent 

F. Tuition 

G. Reimbursement 

TOTAL TRAINING 

CETA FliNn~ .388 of 38 
I 

SYEP 
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Cost Category 

VI I. Services 
' 

A. Service Staff Cost 

1. Salaries 

2. Employer's Share of 
Fringe Benefits 

3. Total Service Staff 
(Total 1 & 2) 

B. Supportive Services 

c. Rent 

D. Utilities 

E. Travel 

1. Enrollee 
: ~ 

2. Staff 
-

F. Eoui!"'ment 

G. Equipment Maintenance 
I 

H. Other 

TOTAL SERVICES 

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT 

TOTAL II- !3 II-0 

I 

' 

. 

SYEP 
IV VI 

38C of 38 

VI I I&A 



PROGRAM OPERATION PLAN (POP) 
NAME OF--{OIHRACTOR: PROGRAf1 YEAR COVERED BY THIS GRANT 

(Month, Day, Year) 

From: To: 
Contract No: 

1. Nel'-t Parti cipanfs frii5 Program Year 
2. Entries from OffierConTra-cts:-(aT-Hithi_n tnisTitle 

(b)-Fr-om Other Trtl es -. 

~~~t _cQ.-:.E~_r9J)_rn..ert1t~.~-~~~~~-~~~-=::--~·~ ... ~~~~~--~= o. 10 a! lnulVluua s to ~e 1erm1na~eu uur1ng rrogram 1ear ~ 

_(Sun1_ of _Bl , ~2a, B2b, B3, B4) 
1. Total Enterfng EmploymenfJS'lim-oTBTa'i-;--;;--;-&-fil] 

a. Type ofPl acen1enE -;-;--o; rect Placement 
ii. Ind. Place. thru Sponsor 

iii. Other Indirect 
b. HO'w'l many ofBl enlerea-Private Sector? 

2. Entries to Other Contracts: -(a_) \~fthiil-thTs-TITle 
b} To- Otner -Tll1 es 

3. Total Additiona 1 Positive- Terms:-rsuriiof B3a &-B3b} 
a. Return to/Continue Full-Time School 
b. Other 

(Upgrading Basfcsl<r11s 
B. LTC{Occupa tiona 1 Training 

li.bJ9Ciisl i ng Basic Ski 1l s 
C. Serv1 ces 
D. OJT 

FORI~ A (l Title II-B/C ( ) 
( Title IV-YETP ( ) 
( ) Title IV-YCCIP ( ) 
()I&A () 
( ) Admin. Pool (X) 

Rider B, Cont 1d. 
PSE Admin. 
Title II-D 
Title VI Projects 
Title VI Slots . 
Other: SYEP 
-----'- • -'_.,.,..f.:. 

.~ 

E. CEE-OJT ---1 ~!--1---l---l----t---1--+-+--+--t---J-~r--
F. CEE-v/E 

G.TiE-Oth er- - ~ 1 I I I I I ~ I I I I I ~ 
H. PSE (f_SE Only) . __L_ 

(PSE and Traininci) 4-

I. Direct Placements · - · . ·- -
J. Sor:cial C_a~qoriesiiV'Onl~Y///117// 'TIIl777J!!I/7ii!J7!1777 iii 177!!/'/!J 'l/11/jjlllii/i71 1111 111 111 lu''II!I!Ti!ltil '111 ~ 

a·. GED""Tert1 fica te ( fil) c 

b. Academic CredTt (IV) · , ~ 
c. Spec. t<lix. C~(YETI> : v. 
d. Limited Services -~p ~ 

REVISED 8/79 *t/d - to date · *o/b - on board **Aqditional information required for Title IV participants. 
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Department of \lanpower Affuirs 

OFFICE OF i\lAINE CET A 

Hospital Strl'et 

State Hous~ Station 55 

Augusta •. \bine 04JJJ 

(207) 2S9-JJ75 

INFORMATIONAL LETTER NUMBER 80-78 

DATE: March 4, 1980 

TO: Staff Members (For Information Only) 
Comprehensive Deliverers 
Program Agent Administrators 

EXHIBIT 0 

Intake and Assessment Centers (For Information Only) 
All Others (For Information Only) 

SUBJECT: First Quarter Performance Report 

The Balance of State first quarter performance indicators are being used 
for various evaluation and corrective action purposes. It is only appropriate 
that our delivery system receive a copy of the report to augment the analysis 
of their own individual programs. 

The methods used· to create the report are straightforward and simple. It is 
hoped that a better understanding of our position before. the Department of 
Labor is illustrated and that issues raised by the report will facilitate 
an even better managed delivery system. 

In reviewing this report, a few considerations should be taken into account. 

1. Our system is new and is still subject to clarification and refine­
ment. 

2. Remarkable and praise-worthy progress has occurred since last year, 
especially in cost pers -congratulations. 

3. Reported indirect placement rates refer to only indirect through 
sponsor terminations. 

4. Because contract modifications were allowed, the performance 
indicators will reflect the effect of that modification. 

Questions regarding this report may 

V/Rf·1: n ll 

Enclosure 

vii 11 i am R:-' i··1a lloy 
Executive Director , 

Irwin of this office. 
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Refer: 

Date: 

ITGMM 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Employ:nent & Training Administration 
John Fitzgerald Kennedy Fe<Jeral Building 

February 25, 1980 

REGION I LETTER SERIES NO. 46-80 

SUBJECT: First Quarter FY 'SO Reporting 

TO: CETA Prime Sponsors 
SESA Administrators (Information Only) 

EXHIBIT E 

B<Hton, "'-<:huM'th 02203 

The Quarterly Progress Reports that were submitted for the period 
ending December 31, 1979 (First Quarter FY 'SO) showed a marked 
imprcvement in reporting accuracy for the Region as a whole. Attach­
ment No. 1 lists by Prime Sponsor all the reports that were unaccept­
able and returned to Prime Sponsors for error correction. As the 
chart indicates, we were unable to process 26 reports until corrections 
were made; this compares favorably to the fourth quarter FY '79 reports 
where 40 reports were unacceptable. Please note, however, that half 
of the unacceptable reports were sul:xni tted from two Prime Sponsors. 

All other Prime Sponsors did extremely well especially since this 
was the first reporting period that the new FY '80 forms were used. 
In fact, 16 Primes submitted totally error-free reports. Since BOS 
Connecticut, Cambridge and Kennebec's reports are three of the Primes 
that had error-free reports, they are no longer required to submit 
mathematical checklists with. their reports. However, BOS Massachusetts, 
as well as New Bedford, are required to submit the checklists for all 
titles for the next two quarters or until they show a marked improve­
ment. 

The checklists for the Program Status Summary (PSS) and Quarterly 
Summary of Participant Characteristics (QSPC) are contained in 
Attachment No. 3. I would like to re-emphasize the fact that the 
checklists were designed to give technical assistance to the Prime 
Sponsors, and those Primes who are experiencing difficulty should refer 
to the checklists if they have a specific problem. 

Attachment No. 2 lists the average days late for each Prime Sponsor~ 
Please note that seven Prime Sponsors were delinquent in submitting 
their reports. Once again, I would like to restate the importance of 
reporting on time. Every Prime Sfonsor's report must be processed on 
time if we are to produce accurate Regional performance indicators on 
our automated system. 

Also, RILs 21-80 requa~ted that ea.ch Prime that was granted PSE waivers 
submit their waiver reports as an addendum to ~he appropriate IID or 
VI PSS. However, the following Primes did not submit the required 
waiver reports: 

BOS Rhode Island 

........ ·. ·: ··· ... ~· ,. -
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SUBJECT: First Quarter FY '80 Reporting 

Bridgeport 
Cambridge 
Worcester 

-2-

These reports, as well as all other delinquent Quarterly reports, must be 
submitted to the Regional Office as soon as possible. If you have any 
problem with submitting these reports, or if you have any questions in 
general, please contact Ann Fayad (617-223-7772). 

Expiration Date: September 30, 1980. 

'-i.-vrt-~cci<,'.ll 7 ·. ~:)tL i ·;~tcc:k.~-(~ _ 
Timothy M.'Barnicle 

' Regional Adrninistratof for 
Employment and Training 

Attachments: 
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Prime Sponsor: · · " ...... · 
-----------------------------------------

Title: __________________________________________ _ 

CETA Program Status Summary YES/NO 

The Sum of IAl , IA2 and IA3 - IA 

The Sum of IBla, IBlb(l) + IBlb(2) !Bl 

The Sum of !Bl, IB2, IB3 and IB4 - IB 

The Sum of IA minus IB - IC 

IIA is equal to or less than IBl 

NOTE: If the answer to any of the above is "no" please correct the 
error before submission to DOL. 

Signature of Prime Sponsor Staff Person 
Responsible for Completing Reports 
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Prime Sponsor:_·_·_·--------------------------------------
Title: __________________________________________ __ 

QUARTERLY SUMMARY OF PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS 

The sum of the following characteristics on the QSPC is the same as 
line 1 • 

SEX 
AGE 
EDUCATION STATUS 
ECONOMIC STATUS 
FAMILY STATUS 
RACE/ETHNIC GROUP 
LABOR FORCE STATUS 

The sum of Column F lines 45-51 is the same as the Sum of Column G 
lines 46-51 . 

The sum of Column F and the sum of Column G is equal to or 
less than line 1 Column D. 

Column C (lines 1 through 44) are equal to or less than 
Column B. 

Column D (lines 1 through 44) are equal to or leas than 
Column c. 

Column B line 1 is the same as IA on the PSS. 

Column C line 1 is the same as IB on the PSS. 

Column D line 1 is the same as IB1 on the PSS. 

NOTE: If the ans'W'er to any of the above is "no" please correct the 
error before submission to DOL. 

Signature of Prime Sponsor Staff Person 
Responsible for Completing RQPOrta 

YES/NO 
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Prime Sponsor: --------------------------------
SPECIAL GRANT - PROGRAM STATIJS SUMMARY YES/NO 

. 
Vocational Education Projects 

The Sl.lln of IAl. and IA2 - lA 

. . 
The Sum of IBl, ,IB2, IB3 and IB4 • IB 

The Sum of IA minus IB .. IC 

State Coordination and Special Services 

The Sum of IIAl and IIA2 - IIA 

The Sum of IIBl, IIB2 and IIB3 - IIB 

The Sum of IIA minus IIB - IIC 

Educational Linkages 

The Sum of IIIAl and IIIA2 - IIIA 

The Sum of IIIBl, IIIB2 and IIIB3 equals IIIB 

The Sum of IIIA minus IIIB - IIIC 

NOTE: If the answer to any of the above is "no" please correct the 
error before submission to DOL. 

-· 
" 

' . 

Signat~:e of Prime Sponsor Staff Person 
Responsible for Completing ~~ports 



RATES: 

Positive Termination 

Entered Employment 

Indirect Placements 

Indirect Placements 
Entered Employment 

COST PERS: 

Positive Termination 

Entered Employment 

Indirect Placements 

Participants 

?J 2nd Quarter 

'}! 3rd Quarter 

!lf 4th Quarter 

COI11PARISON OF PERFORIIJANCE AGAINST 
SELECTED INDICATORS 

Title II-B 
lst Quarter - FY '80 

FY '78 FY '79 FY '79 FY '79 
Actual Actual 2/ Actual 3/ Actual 4/ 

67% 72% 72% 75% 

51% 64% 60% 58% 

35% 45% 42% 42% 

69% 71% 71% 72% 

$2,370 $3,496 $2,428 $2,548 

$3,425 $4,951 $4,631 $4,516 

$4,949 $7.012 $6,528 $6,284 

$1 • 300 $1 ,140 $1 ,119 $1,403 

lst Quarter FY '80 
FY '80 FY '80 January 
Plan * Actual * Partial 

75% 78% 80% 

60% 58% 64% 

48~~ 42% 47% 

80% 72% 74% 

$3,230 $1 • 760 $1 • 596 

$5,239 $3,176 $2,884 

$6,588 $4,420 $3,912 

$1,223 $ 705 $ 755 

*The total of II-B does not 1nclude contract numbers: 80-084-10, LPN; 80-091-10, NMVTI; 80-093-10, LPN SMVTI; 
80-094-10, Wood Harvesting NMVTI; and 80-095-10, Coop. Ed. NMVTI. 



AN ANALYSIS OF THE ''RESPONSE 
TO STATE DEPARTMENT OF AUDIT 1 S 
STUDY OF OFFICE OF r<IAINE CETA" 

Date Audit Report Rendered: 
Date CETA Report Rendered: 
Date This Report Rendered: 

February 26, 1980 
March 7, 1980 
March 13, 1980 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF AUDIT 

J4LUfLLUa, JY~ 04SSS 



;EORGE J. RAINVILLE 

STAT!!: AUDITOR 

STATE OF MAINE 

DEPARTMENT OF AUDIT 

STATE HOUSE STATION 66 

AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333 

Area Code 207 
Tel. 289-2201 

To the Members of the Committee 
on Audit and Program Review 

ROGER A. LAROCHELLE 

DIRECTOR OF DEPARTMENTAL AUDITS 

ROBERT G. REDMAN 

DIRECTOR OF MUNICIPAL AUDITS 

March 13, 1980 

The following are general comments rendered as a result of a revievr of 
the "Response to State Department of Audit's Study of Office of Maine 
CETA". All findings cited in our report to the Committee have received 
attention and positive action has been or will be taken by Office of 
>1aine CETA. 

(l) The reorganization of Office of Maine CETA, accomplished Tll'ith 
input and comments from the U. S. Department of Labor, remedies 
one of the major shortcomings to the effective operations of 
Balance of State. This reorganization should eliminate many of 
tne prior fiscal management problems. The present management 
structure should i.oprove the delivery of CETA programs in the 
3alance of State jurisdiction. 

(2) The introduction of performance based contracts and the possi­
bility of the deobligation of fu..'1ds to those progran1. agents 
and comprehensive deliverers ivho fall below contracted perfor:n­
a.."rJ.ce levels are two other positive steps taken by Office of 
:.;aine CET..C.... This should give Balance of state as Prime Sponsor 
better control over and make the program agents and comprehen­
sive deliverers more accountable for their programs. 

(3) Another positive step taken by Office of Maine CETA is its 
attempt to merge the activities of CETA and Maine Job Service. 
?his undertaking should eliminate the duplication of certain 
~cti,nties and services and help establish a better and more 
comprehensive delivery system to the benefit of participants in 
the various CETA programs. 

(4) The establishing of an Internal Monitoring Unit known as the 
Program Revieiv and Analysis Unit, ·.vhich is C'.ll'rently conducting 
broad-based re,news of Balance of State's delivery system should 
help to strengthen the delivery system. 

( 5) l:he anticipated automation of Office of 1•Iaine CETA' s manual b­
:'om.ation system, a I!l.ajor thrust in 1980) should ~1elp to provide 
-:i:::ely i:J.for::J.ation for management decisions. 



":'o the ~~lembers of the Committee 
on A.ud.i t and ?rogra.m. Revie1·r - 2 -

SWl'->narization 

;.:arch 12) 1'}80 

A2..l of the above steps which have been or will be taken by Office of >Iaine 
c::~A should have a direct positive effect on the yarious programs adminis­
tered by the Balance of state Prime Sponsorship. Improvements should be 
noteC. 1.fith regard to actual versus planned expenditures, enrollmen-i;s _, 
~;ositive te:!:'!!'.inations, costs per placement, etc. 

Qualification 

':'he above comments are based on the information provided by Office of ~'Iaine 
c::7A in its response. In theory, the actions taken or contemplated seem to 
be conciucive to a better Balance of State prime sponsorship; however, a 
longer· period of time must elapse before any conclusive judgments or opinions 
can be made. 

Respectfully submitted, 

)~r' ~. /~/~._-..it._ 
George J. Rainville 

State Auditor 


