
By THE cJ,S, GENERAL ACCO 

Rieport To The Chairman, Committee fW!XD 
On Labor And Human Resources 
United States Senate 

Akvard And Administration Of Contracts To 
R’ cruitment And Training Program, Inc., 
During Fiscal Years 1978-81 e 
The Department of Labor awarded 10 contracts for 
ah/out $33 million to Recruitment and Training Pro- 
gr)lm, Inc. (RTP), to provide certain employment and 
training services to disadvantaged persons. Regard- 
ing Labor’s award and administration of the con- 
tracts, GAO found (1) no comprehensive reviews of 
Rl!P contract proposals, (2) a lack of documentation to 
show comprehensive reviews of past contract per- 
formance and current fiscal responsibility before 
making awards, and (3) no verification of perform- 
ance data submitted by RTP. 

ther contract award and administration 
lems discussed in this report are similar to those 
tified in two GAO reports issued in August 1981. 
esponse to those reports’ recommendations, 
r has revised its contract award procedures and 

the Employment and Training Adminis- 
ational office; these actions should, if 
ed properly, improve its employment and 

ward activities. 

O’s analysis showed that RTP’s policies, proce- 
dures, and system for administering and carrying out 
Lh)bor contracts were adequate. 

119692 

GAO/HRD-82-126 
SEPTEMBER 29,1982 



, . 

Request for copies of GAO reports should be 
sent to: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Document Handling and Information 

Services Facility 
P.O. Box 6015 
Gaithersburg, Md. 20760 

Telephone (202) 2756241 

The first five copies of individual reports are 
free of charge. Additional copies of bound 
audit reports are $3.25 each. Additional 
copies of unbound report (i.e., letter reports) 
and most other publications are $1.00 each. 
There will be a 25% discount on all orders for 
100 or more copies mailed to a single address. 
Sales orders must be prepaid on a cash, check, 
or money order basis. Check should be made 
out to the “Superintendent of Documents”. 

. ;  .  .“‘,/ c , ,  , :  “ , I  



UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548 

B-209019 

The Honorable Orrin G. Hatch 
Chairman, Committee on Labor 

and Human Resources 
United States Senate 

~ Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Your March 17, 1981, letter asked us to address specific 
concerns regarding contracts awarded by the Department of Labor 
during fiscal years 1978-81, using Comprehensive Employ?nent and 
Training Act (CETA) discretionary funds, to Recruitment and 
Training Program, Inc. (RTP), a nonprofit organization involved 
in career guidance and placement activities. As agreed with your 
office, we completed other work you had requested on Labor's 
administration of CETA titles III and IV awards from September 
1980 to late January 1981 before beginning work on this request. 
Generally, your concerns focused on Labor's Office of National 
Programs' administration of RTP awards, particularly the fiscal 
year 1981 awards, and RTP's performance on these awards. Informa- 
tion on your concerns is summarized below and detailed in appen- 
dix I and the exhibits. 

CETA is designed to provide training and employment opportu- 
nities for economically disadvantaged, unemployed, or underemployed 
persons. Under certain sections of CETA titles III and IV, the 
Secretary of Labor can fund, at his discretion, a broad range of 
employment and training programs and services. Between fiscal 
years 1978 and 1981, Labor awarded 10 contracts to RTP totaling 
$33.3 million. Our analyses of Labor's administration of these 
awards generally showed 

--no comprehensive reviews of RTP contract proposals: 

--a lack of documentation to show comprehensive reviews of 
past contract performance and current fiscal responsi- 
bility before making awards: 

--little documentation of onsite visits, periodic assessments 
of progress, and feedback to RTP regarding its progress in 
achieving desired results: 



B-209019 

--no verification of performance data submitted by RTP: and 

--no written assessments of performance at the end of the 
contract period or certifications, by the program or con- 
tracting officers, regarding the adequacy of RTP's perfor- 
mance in achieving desired contract objectives and meeting 
reporting requirements. 

These and other problems discussed in this report are similar 
to those identified in our August 1981 reports to you. l/ In 
response to those reports' recommendations, Labor has revised its 
contract award procedures and reorganized the Employment and 
Training Administration's national office: these actions should, 
if implemented properly, improve employment and training award 
activities. 

We also analyzed RTP's system for implementing and managing 
Labor contracts, particularly RTP's management of the fiscal year 
1981 contract. We found that RTP's policies, procedures, and sys- 
tem for administering and carrying out Labor contracts were 
adequate. Because Labor was phasing out RTP's contract, we did 
not perform an indepth analysis of how well RTP's management sys- 
tems were being implemented. 

As your office requested, written comments were not obtained 
from Labor and RTP. However, we discussed the contents of this 
report with Labor and RTP officials and have incorporated their 
views where appropriate. As agreed with your office, unless you 
publicly announce its contents earlier, we plan no further dis- 
tribution of this report until 30 days from its issue date. At 
that time, we will send copies to interested parties and make 
copies available to others on request. 

Sincerely yours, 

4YizzY$k 
Director 

L/"Labor Needs to Better Select, Monitor, and Evaluate Its Employ- 
ment and Training Awardees" (HRD-81-111, Aug. 28, 1981) and 
"Information on Funding Commitments from Comprehensive Employ- 
ment and Training Act Titles III and IV During Fiscal Year 1981" 
(HRD-81-145, Aug. 31, 1981). 
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APPENDIX I 

AWARD AND ADMINISTRATION OF CONTRACTS TO 

APPENDIX I 

RECRUITMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM, INC., 

DURING FISCAL YEARS 1978-81 

INTRODUCTION 

During fiscal years 1978-81, Labor's national office awarded 
10 contracts to Recruitment and Training Program, Inc. (RTP), funded 
primarily with discretionary funds available to the Secretary of 
Labor under titles III and IV of the Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act of 1973, as amended (CETA) (29 U.S.C 801). CETA is 

: designed 

O* * * to provide job training and employment oppor- 
tunities for economically disadvantaged, unemployed, 
or underemployed persons which will result in an in- 
crease in their earned income, and to assure that 
training and other services lead to maximum employ- 
ment opportunities and enhance self-sufficiency 
* * * u . 

CETA title III authorizes the provision of services for em- 
ployment and training programs that meet employment-related needs 
of persons--such as offenders, handicapped individuals, women, and 
older workers --who are experiencing problems in the labor market. 
Sections 301, 306, 308, and 314 of title III authorize the Secre- 
tary of Labor to fund, at his discretion, projects for providing 

~ these services. 

CETA title IV provides a broad range of employment and train- 
ing programs for eligible youths. This title is to provide for 
comprehensive employment and training services to improve the 
future employability of youths and to explore and experiment with , 
alternative methods for providing those services. Section 438 of 
this title authorizes the Secretary to carry out innovative and 
experimental programs to test new approaches for dealing with the 
unemployment problems of youths through discretionary projects. 

~ OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Our objective was to answer specific questions regarding 
Labor's national office contracts awarded to RTP during fiscal 
years 1978-81. Specifically, our review addressed (1) whether 
and to what extent Labor's administration of RTP awards from CETA 
titles III and IV discretionary funds complied with Federal rules, 
regulations, and requirements; (2) to what extent RTP contracts 
were modified in scope and funding: and (3) how RTP managed and 
used the CETA funds it received during this period, particularly 
those received for a contract awarded on December 31, 1980, for 
about $8.6 million. 

1 
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We reviewed RTP award files and interviewed headquarters 
officials from Labor's Employment and Training Administration's 
(ETA'S) Office of National Programs (ONP), Office of Youth Pro- 
grams (OYP), and Office of Policy, Evaluation and Research (OPER), 
the three offices that made awards to RTP. We also reviewed RTP's 
operations and files at its headquarters in New York and at one 
field office in Bridgeport, Connecticut. 

We limited our review of RTP field office operations to one 
location because it was one of three outreach offices (located in 
the New York/New England area) that was still operating at the 
time of our fieldwork, which was conducted from November 1981 
through April 1982. Other RTP field offices were closed and opera- 
tions were curtailed because of the phasing out of the 1981 con- 
tract and other Labor actions undertaken to reduce funding of CETA 
titles III and IV programs. The curtailment of RTP's operations 
greatly limited (1) the scope and extent of our analysis of RTP's 
implementation of contracts and (2) our ability to observe RTP's 
service delivery system in operation. 

At the Bridgeport office, we reviewed participant and place- 
ment files related to the fiscal year 1981 award. We randomly 
selected 23 participant files for detailed review to determine what 
services had been provided. We similarily selected 11 participants 
who had been placed on jobs (about one-tenth of the Bridgeport of- 
fice's claimed placements) to verify the extent to which RTP had 
provided services that were responsive to their individual needs. 

We did not review RTP's administration of contracts and grants 
it received from CETA prime sponsors. 

Our work was performed in accordance with GAO's current 
"Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations, Programs, 
Activities, and Functions." . 

AWARD PROCEDURES 

The award of a CETA contract is a complex process subject to 
numerous Federal laws, regulations, and requirements. The follow- 
ing are the procedures and administrative review processes that 
were applicable to Labor when the CETA titles III and IV discre- 
tionary awards were made to RTP. 

--Determining the need for a good or service. 

--Determining the specifications for the good or service. 

--Obtaining approvals to obtain the good or service. 

2 
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--Determining the method of obtaining the good or service 
(either advertising or soliciting from one or more pro- 
spective suppliers and obtaining proposals). 

--Evaluating proposals to determine whether they meet the 
agency's needs. 

--Determining contractor fiscal responsibility and conduct- 
ing preaward surveys of performance. 

--Negotiating, as appropriate, with a potential supplier(s) 
to obtain an agreement that is most advantageous to the 
government. 

--Finalizing the award documents and obtaining all necessary 
approvals. 

Statutes, regulations, and Comptroller General decisions re- 
quire that Federal agencies entrusted with appropriated funds obli- 
gate these funds only to fulfill current and valid needs. Labor's 
award policy requires that (1) awards be undertaken after determin- 
ing they are necessary, (2) awarding a contract to fulfill the need 
will be cost effective, and (3) proper planning and scheduling of 
award activities be practiced by program and management officials. 
Labor has had a basic procurement policy that the selection of con- 
tractors shall be based on competition among responsible suppliers. 
Labor's policy also states that all programs involving discretionary 
recipients shall provide for competition whenever appropriate. 

Both Federal and Labor procurement regulations require that 
any noncompetitive contract award be fully justified and approved 
at a high level. For Labor, the Assistant Secretary for Adminis- 
tration and Management generally has approved noncompetitive awards. 

Labor had established a Procurement Review Board to review , 
proposed noncompetitive contracts or award modifications. Gen- 
erally, the board was responsible for reviewing all proposed non- 
competitive awards or modifications of $10,000 or more. Notwith- 
standing Labor guidelines, certain kinds of awards were exempt 
from board review and approval by the Assistant Secretary, includ- 
ing most of the CETA titles III and IV discretionary awards. At 
the time of our prior reports, L/ Labor's Acting Solicitor explained 
the exemption relating to title III as follows: 

l/"Labor Needs to Better Select, Monitor, and Evaluate Its 
Employment and Training Awardees" (HRD-81-111, Aug. 28, 1981) 
and "Information on Funding Commitments from Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act Titles III and IV During Fiscal 
Year 1981" (HRD-81-145, Aug. 31, 1981). 
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"The justification for exempting certain ONP awards 
from the general requirement of the prior approval 
for non-competitive contracts is contained in CETA 
§ 123 (11, which provides: 

((* * * The Secretary and recipients of financial 
assistance under this Act shall give special con- 
sideration, in carrying out programs authorized by 
this Act, to community-based organizations, as 
defined in section 3, which have demonstrated 
effectiveness in the delivery of employment and 
training services. * * *II 

Labor's Acting Solicitor added that Labor had administra- 
tively defined "demonstrated effectiveness" to mean that the serv- 
ices an awardee will provide relate specifically to competencies in 
(1) access to target groups, (2) capability of providing specific 
training, and (3) access to jobs. This interpretation applied to 
the awards covered by our review. 

OYP, which administered title IV youth discretionary funding 
awards, considered most of these awards as demonstration programs. 
Most of them were funded noncompetitively. Under Labor procedures 
and practices in effect during the period our review covered, non- 
competitive demonstration program awards did not need to be re- 
viewed by the Procurement Review Board. 

Another review process Labor used regarding the titles III 
and IV discretionary funds involved a steering committee estab- 
lished by the Secretary of Labor. This committee was to approve 
or disapprove expenditures related to titles III and IV funding 
plans. The funding plan was the document that ONP and OYP pre- 
pared to serve as a guide detailing the program efforts or proj- 
ects these offices hoped to fund during the fiscal year. 

Federal and Labor regulations also require Labor to be re- 
sponsible for monitoring contracts and closing them out in an 
orderly and timely manner. Many of the preaward, monitoring, and 
closeout procedures that were in effect when Labor made the RTP 
awards have been revised recently, primarily in response to our 
prior reports on Labor's administration of CETA titles III and IV 
awards. Labor's revised procedures, which we believe should cor- 
rect the award administration problems discussed in this report, 
are discussed on page 7. 

EXTENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
OF RTP AWARDS 

During fiscal years 1978-81, three offices within ETA awarded 
10 contracts to RTP on a sole-source basis. The awards, which 
totaled $33.3 million, were from CETA titles III and IV discre- 
tionary funds. ONP awarded six contracts totaling $27.5 million: 
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OYP awarded three contracts totaling $5.4 million; and OPER awarded 
one contract for about $400,000. Exhibit A shows, for each con- 
tract, the period of performance and detailed cost data, including 
the number of modifications. 

The three ETA offices awarded all 10 contracts to RTP on a 
sole-source basis, while seldom noting in their records why they 
did not consider other potential awardees. Additionally, about 
half of the RTP contracts were renewals or extensions of previous 
awards made by ONP and OYP. These renewals were made, however, 
without reassessing Labor's use of sole-source procurements. 

Labor has a basic procurement policy that the selection of 
contractors shall be based on competition among suppliers. How- 
ever, Labor recognizes that in some circumstances one organization 
or individual has exclusive or predominant capability by reason 
of expertise, specialized facilities, or technical competence to 
perform the work within the time required at a reasonable price: 
Labor also recognized the use of preferential procurement proce- 
dures in which CETA funds may be used to benefit specific ethnic 
or target population groups or specific geographic areas. How- 
ever, regulations also require that where follow-on contracts are 
anticipated, sufficient data should be obtained to permit competi- 
tion of later contracts. 

Labor, according to program officials and award files, based 
its determination of need for RTP services and its use of sole- 
source awards on RTP's (1) unique capability and expertise in 
working with labor unions and with youths on the verge of dropping 
out of high school and (2) "demonstrated effectiveness" in operat- 
ing programs for special target groups with particular disadvan- 
tages in the labor market. In addition, OYP and OPER used a process 
wherein they had developed information on particular problems of 
specific groups which was used to determine what data were needed 
regarding service delivery to these target groups. This process 
was used before RTP's proposals were received and was presumably 
the basis used to determine Whether'RTP's proposals met Labor's 
needs. However, while the process may have been adequate for 
analyzing RTP's proposals, the award files contained no documenta- 
tion for ONP and OYP renewal of RTP contracts to indicate these 
offices' efforts to acquire sufficient data to permit competition 
for the renewal contracts. 

You requested information on the role of Labor's special de- 
partmental or steering committee in reviewing the use of titles III 
and IV discretionary funds and in approving RTP awards. Eight RTP 
contracts, in the period covered by our review, were awarded before 
the committee was established. We could not determine from commit- 
tee records if the two other awards were considered individually 
or as part of ONP's and OYP's funding plans. 

5 
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ETA officials who had been delegated the authority to sign 
contracts using titles III and IV discretionary funds were the 
Administrators or Acting Administrators of ONP and OPER. These 
officials signed all RTP contracts. While OYP officials handled 
the administration and monitoring of most title IV contracts, the 
ONP Administrator or Acting Administrator had approval authority 
for these awards. 

Labor's CETA contracts generally authorized RTP, an organiza- 
tion headquartered in New York City, to provide recruitment and 
job placement services to minorities and women interested in the 
(1) building and construction industry skilled crafts and appren- 
ticeship and journeyworker positions, (2) industrial sector blue- 
collar mechanical crafts and skilled and semiskilled positions, 
and (3) private sector professional, managerial, and technical 
positions. More specifically, RTP's responsibilities included 
providing outreach services, classroom instruction and test tutor- 
ing, other applicant preparation services, job and career counsel- 
ing, targeted job development, and/or followup services to eligible 
minorities and women. Exhibit B summarizes the purposes and ob- 
jectives for each contract that had quantifiable goals and quanti- 
fiable results which could be reported. 

Award administration 

Our review of the award files and discussions with program 
officials indicated that prudent award administration procedures 
were not always'followed during the award process and, with respect 
to contract modifications, throughout the contract performance 
period. Information obtained on the 10 contracts reviewed showed 
that the three offices (ONP, OYP, and OPER) responsible for these 
awards during fiscal years 1978-81 generally had similar award 
administration problems. We found 

--no comprehensive reviews of contract proposals (8 awards); 

--a lack of documentation regarding the comprehensive review 
of past contract performance and current fiscal responsi- 
bility before making awards (9 awards): 

--incomplete records of negotiation and little evidence of 
participation or involvement from Labor representatives 
and contracting specialists in contract negotiations 
(8 awards): 

--insufficient documentation of onsite visits (7 awards), 
periodic assessments of progress (7 awards), and feedback 
to RTP regarding its progress in achieving desired results 
(10 awards); 

--no verification of performance data submitted by RTP 
(9 awards); and 

6 



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

--no written assessments of performance at the end of the 
contract period or certifications, by the program or con- 
tracting officers, regarding the adequacy of RTP's per- 
formance in achieving desired contract objectives and in 
meeting reporting requirements (9 awards). 

In addition, most preaward activities, such as evaluating 
proposals and negotiations, were handled by program office staff 
with little assistance from Labor's contracting offices. 

REVISED AWARD AND 
CLOSEOUT PROCEDURES 

The problems we found with Labor's administration of RTP 
awards in this review were similar to those discussed in our prior 
reports on employment and training awards. (See note, p. 3.) 
We believe that Labor's revised procedures in response to those 
reports and its recent reorganization should improve its contract 
award administration. 

Under new contract closeout procedures, effective October 27, 
1981, the contracting officer will review Labor representatives' 
available monitoring reports to determine whether performance has 
been satisfactory or whether any known or suspected problems exist 
that could delay closeout, including suspected fraud or mismanage- 
ment. Recent closeout audits of six RTP contracts, performed by 
auditors hired by Labor, included the review of progress reports 
that RTP submitted to Labor representatives. 

In a December 23, 1981, internal policy directive, the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Employment and Training revised management pro- 
cedures to tighten the controls on awarding and administering 
contracts and bring greater uniformity to managing contracts and 
grants. The directive provides instructions for conducting pre- 
award reviews and postaward monitoring and assessment. 

Additionally, the Assistant Secretary's directive instructed ' 
ETA to make maximum use of the competitive award procedures when 
awarding contracts and grants. These procedures (1) address our 
concern for competition so as to minimize favoritism and collusion, 
(2) provide greater assurance that services are obtained at the 
lowest prices, and (3) provide for consideration of quality and 
other factors. During the last week of January 1982, Labor began 
using the competitive bidding system to award 1982 Targeted Out- 
reach Program contracts (awards similar to those previously made 
on a sole-source basis to RTP) and issued a request for proposals 
for these services. At the completion of our fieldwork, Labor was 
reviewing proposals for Targeted Outreach Program contracts. RTP 
submitted a proposal under this competitive bidding process. 

7 
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On May 2, 1982, the Assistant Secretary reorganized ETA's 
national office. This reorganization consolidated the responsi- 
bility of program operations formerly handled through OYP and ONP 
under a new Office of Comprehensive Employment and Training. In 
addition, this reorganization centralized contracting services 
units, formerly dispersed through OPER, ONP, and the Office of 
Administration and Management, under the new Office of Financial 
Control. These actions, which make contract management and program 
functions independent of each other, respond to concerns discussed 
in prior GAO reports (see note, p. 3) regarding the management 
of CETA titles III and IV discretionary awards and the need for 
Labor to make more competitive awards in the national employment 
and training program area. 

ONP'S HANDLING OF THE 1981 AWARD -- .--- 

Your office expressed particular interest in the contract 
awarded to RTP on December 31, 1980, for $8.6 million. The con- 
tract, awarded on a sole-source basis, involved two CETA funding 
sources--$7,486,000 of title III funds and $1,130,000 of title IV 
funds. Although title IV funds from OYP were used, ONP awarded 
the funds and administered the contract, which was signed by the 
Administrator of ONP. The basis for the sole-source procurement 
was the Secretary's exemptions for Targeted Outreach Program spon- 
sors that have demonstrated effectiveness for special target groups 
with particular disadvantages in the labor market. 

The contract authorized RTP to perform employment and train- 
ing services in three program areas in which Labor previously had 
awarded contracts to RTP--targeted outreach (for facilitating the 
placement of minorities and women in construction and industrial 
jobs in the private sector), the minority women employment program 
(which focused on placement of women in managerial, technical, and 
professional positions in white-collar employment), and the youth 
employment program. The targeted outreach and minority women em- 
ployment program activities were funded with title III funds and 
the youth program with title IV funds. ONP, even though it had 
decided to phase out RTP's contract, nevertheless deemed it desir- 
able to award a modification in June 1981, which increased the 
contract budget from $8.6 million to $8.9 million. The purpose of 
the modification was to add three subcontractors' sites to expand 
the scope of RTP targeted outreach activities. After this modifi- 
cation, ONP deobligated $307,033 in OYP title IV discretionary 
funds, which decreased the total contract cost to $8.6 million. 

Overall, RTP-reported accomplishments showed that RTP met or 
came close to meeting most of the goals contained in the contract, 
except those for total placements. Under this lo-month contract 
RTP was to place 3,648 minorities and women in construction and 
industrial jobs in the private sector. Seventy-five percent of 
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these placements were to be in apprenticeable l/ occupations and 
25 percent of all apprenticeable placements were to be women. 

RTP'S reports of performance for the period December 1980 
through September 1981 (which had not been verified by Labor) 
showed that RTP made 2,326 placements in skilled occupations and, 
thus, 
in 

attained about 64 percent of the placement goal specified 
the contract. RTP also reported that 65 percent of its place- 

ments were in apprenticeable occupations and 25 percent of all 
placements in such occupations were women. RTP told us that it 
had not met its overall placement goal because of Labor's gradual 
phaseout of the fiscal year 1981 contract, a factor discussed in 
the next paragraph. (See exhibit B for a description of this 
contract and other contracts having quantifiable goals and the 
reported results.) 

As a result of the anticipated reduction in CETA title III 
funding for targeted outreach programs, in late May 1981 ONP re- 
quired RTP to conduct an orderly phaseout of several employment pro- 
gram activities by the end of September 1981. While Labor did not 
provide formal notification for phasing out local sites, RTP noti- 
fied ONP on September 23, 
to close 21 local offices. 

1981, that it had implemented procedures 
ONP officially notified RTP by telegram 

during November 1981 to phase out the remaining contract activities 
by no later than February 28, 1982. A contract modification was 
made on January 4, 1982, to facilitate the closeout. However, on 
April 22, 1982, ONP authorized an extension of the performance 
period for this contract from March 1 through April 30, 1982. 

RTP'S ADMINISTRATION AND PERFORMANCE OF -.- -. 
CONTRACTS DURING THE 1981 CONTRACT YEAR --^ - *-- 

You requested that we assess RTP's management of the contract 
that involved the fiscal year 1981 award. Because RTP was curtail- 
ing its operations at the time of our fieldwork, we limited our 
work to examining RTP's systems and procedures for administering ' 
Labor contracts at the headquarters office. 
work at one (Bridgeport, 

We performed limited 
Conn.) of the few RTP field offices in 

operation during that time. That office was later closed on 
February 26, 1982. 

As previously mentioned, under the 1981 contract RTP was to 
facilitate the placement of interested, qualified minorities and 
women in construction and industrial jobs in the private sector. 
More specifically, RTP was to place major emphasis on apprentice- 
able positions in the construction, manufacturing, utilities, and 
service industries. Additionally, RTP was to concentrate on the 

1_/"Apprenticeable" is a term commonly used in Labor awards to refer 
to entry-level jobs that can lead to apprenticeship and journey- 
worker positions. 
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recruitment, screening, career counseling, tutoring, resume pre- 
paration, job development and referral, and followup of members of 
socioeconomic groups who had been excluded from or underrepresented 
in primary labor market occupations (unions, contractors, and other 
private sector employers). This project also was to include efforts 
in journeyworker upgrading and training. These services were to be 
performed by RTP staff at 42 local sites. 

RTP maintained system for -----*-- '- managinq r.esources and staff -_.- -. _ 

RTP's policies, procedures, and other elements of its manage- 
ment system for administering Labor awards were adequate. We 
examined RTP's organizational alignment, controls used in managing 
staff resources, internal controls (that is, policies, procedures, 
and internal review processes), accounting system, and guidelines 
to field offices regarding service delivery. Our review of RTP 
operations at headquarters showed that the 

--organizational structure was one under which responsibili- 
ties, lines of authority and accountability, and duties 
for carrying out contracts were clearly defined; 

--executive and professional staff had either adequate educa- 
tion or appropriate experience for their positions and were 
trained to improve employee competence and keep them in- 
formed of new Federal policies and procedure&I 

--internal control8 for developing and impJ.ementing policies, 
procedures, and internal review processe@ were present; 

--accounting system contained controls over disbursements of 
Federal funds and use of staff and property resources and 
provided documentation that could be followed: and 

--guidance was provided to field offices regarding the de- 
livery of employment/training services and administration 
of field office programs. 

Organizational alignment - 

RTP organized the responsibilities and its staff resources 
for carrying out Labor contracts primarily on a contract-by- 
contract basis. As of January 1, 1981, RTP had 227 staff members. 
Each of the four ongoing Labor contracts RTP was administering 
during calendar year 1981 had its own administrative and program 
staff and budget. 

The responsibility, authority, and controls for contract 
administration and financial functions were centralized at RTP 
headquarters. Responsibility for program planning and operations 
functions was decentralized and shared between RTP headquarters 
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and field offices, although overall authority for these functions 
was centralized with headquarters officials. In addition, finan- 
cial responsibilities were separated so that no one person con- 
trolled all phases of any activity or transaction. Executive, 
senior administrative, and program operations staff, who were re- 
sponsible for making assignments, appeared to have had the neces- 
sary followup systems to determine whether assignments relating 
to programmatic or financial operations were properly carried out. 

Because of the expiration of other Labor contracts and the 
phasing out of the fiscal year 1981 contract, RTP dismantled sev- 
eral organizational components and furloughed a number of staff 
persons by or during September 1981. In fact, RTP dismantled 6 of 
its 9 major departments and 21 of its 42 outreach field offices. 

RTP's manaqement of staff 
resources appeared reasonable 

According to the Executive Director, RTP determines its human 
resource needs by matching staffs' qualifications and experience 
with requirements RTP identifies in its contract proposals. RTP 
selects its managerial, administrative, and service delivery staff 
for Labor contracts based on the requirements outlined in the con- 
tract proposals. 

RTP's Board of Directors elects the Executive Director, and 
the Board and the Executive Director hire or select the remaining 
executive staff persons. Additionally, RTP has a supervisory per- 
sonnel review committee (consisting of four executive staff per- 
sons and two regional supervisors who serve on a rotating basis) 
for assessing staff persons with potential for filling regional 
supervisor vacancies. 

Our review of 24 randomly selected personnel records from 
RTP employees, at the headquarters and field office levels during 
1981, showed that (1) in 18 of the records, employees' applications 
or resumes were on file and (2) executive and professional staff 
appeared to have either adequate education or appropriate experi- 
ence for their positions. While an RTP executive informed us that 
the performance of staff persons should be evaluated twice a year, . 
19 of the files we reviewed contained no performance evaluations 
after 1978. 

Our review showed that RTP had provided staff development 
training for improving its employees' competence and keeping them 
informed of requirements of new Federal policies and procedures 
through its Training Institute. RTP's training from 1978 through 
1981 included sessions on recruitment of CETA participants, job 
development and placement, RTP's data retrieval system, government 
reporting policy and procedures, and various other areas of re- 
sponsibility and duties. However, according to RTP's Executive 
Director, the Training Institute was recently phased out because 
of reductions in RTP's 1981 contract. 

11 
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RTP had established internal _._-- 
controls for overseeing CETA --- . 
funds and program performance - --- ---- 

RTP had developed internal controls for overseeing the use of 
CETA funds and program performance. It had formulated policies or 
guidelines in financial and personnel areas, such as travel advance, 
selection and hiring of qualified employees, performance evalua- 
tion and in-service training of employees, and project directors' 
accountability reporting. During 1981, RTP formulated policies re- 
garding the Board's approval of all contracts, key employees filing 
of fidelity bonds for the Board's review and determination, and 
headquarters' review of field offices for possible probation and 
reduction in staff and/or placement goals when offices failed to 

,achieve an as-percent placement goal during the transition period 
;of the fiscal year 1981 contract. 

We found two situations contrary to RTP's policies regarding 
travel advances. Our review of a recent audit report, prepared by 
auditors hired by Labor, showed that two RTP staff persons took 
cash advances for travel and failed to account for outstanding 
balances, thus violating RTP's policy for accounting for such 
balances (either by submitting a travel voucher or paying the 
outstanding balance) within 30 days. One staff person accounted 
for his cash advances. The other, whose outstanding travel ad- 
vances totaled $20,000, resigned but was retained as a consultant 
on RTP's payroll until July 15, 1981. 

Our analysis of the $20,000 travel advance balance showed 
,that the advances were initially charged to RTP's 1981 contract, 
'which would have resulted in Labor reimbursing RTP for the amount. 
However, RTP executives took corrective action on this matter and 
accounted for the balance. 

We further determined that RTP had established procedures 
for accounting (including budget preparations), personnel adminis- 
tration, internal audit and review, the provision of job training 
services, and documentation and reporting of service delivery. 
Additionally, RTP's reporting system included procedures, devel- 
oped by the University of Texas under contract with Labor, for 

,monitoring how targeted outreach activities were being implemented. 

Responsibility for internal 
reviews and program operations 
audits established 

During 1981, the regional supervisors and program analysts at 
the RTP headquarters level were responsible for monitoring the 
field offices' program operations. Program analysts, operating 
in their staff or advisory capacity as inspectors and verifiers 
to ensure compliance with RTP corporate requirements, were respon- 
sible for (1) monitoring and analyzing monthly and quarterly 

12 
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reports submitted to RTP headquarters from field offices and 
(2) auditing field offices' implementation of RTP's program poli- 
cies and procedures. 

Operating procedures, established in March 1981 for program 
analysts, suggested that audits of field office operations should 
be conducted twice per contract year. Additionally, the proce- 
dures required program analysts to review all documents submitted 
by field offices (for placement credit) for accuracy and internal 
logic and to make necessary corrections in conjunction with project 
directors and other field staff. 

RTP's financial management 
and accounting system -- 

Our examination of audit reports prepared by RTP's external 
auditors and auditors hired by Labor and our selective examination 
of accounting records showed that RTP's overall system of manage- 
ment controls over receipts and disbursements of Federal funds and 
utilization of property and staff resources were adequate. RTP's 
accounting system provided for proper execution of transactions 
with authorizations and for documentation for audit purposes. 
Disbursement vouchers and canceled checks were readily available. 
RTP maintained separate checking accounts and books of accounting 
records for each Labor contract. 

Our comparative analysis of RTP's February 20, 1981, payroll 
accounting records related to staff working in headquarters and 
six selected cities (Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Youngstown, Ohio; 
Rochester, New York: Bridgeport, Connecticut; Westchester County, 
New York: and Evansville, Indiana) for three concurrent contracts 
revealed no duplication. 

Our comparative analysis of RTP records on the use of leased 
property resources for headquarters and seven selected field sites', 
which had concurrent Labor contracts in the same city, revealed 
that (1) staff working under concurrent contracts administered at 
headquarters share the same office space, but evidence showed that 
charging of expenses to more than one contract was not occurring 
for the headquarters office space and (2) office space expenses 
for staff administering each concurrent contract at the seven se- 
lected sites were accounted for by contract. Based on our discus- 
sions with real estate agents concerning the rents of two offices 
in Connecticut and two in New York City, we believe that RTP's 
rental expenses for these offices charged to Labor contracts were 
reasonable. 
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RTP's guidelines on employment/ 
traininq service delivery 
provided to field offices 

Our work at the Bridgeport field office indicated that RTP's 
guidelines to field offices for providing employment/training serv- 
ices were adequate. These guidelines included not only definitions 
of the services and information on providing each service, but also 
information on the documentation and reporting requirements that 
field office personnel are responsible for following when they 
provide employment/training services from the screening through 
the followup phases of the service delivery process. 

Because the Bridgeport site's records on delivery of employ- 
ment/training services were incomplete in certain respects, we 
could not determine how well the field office implemented guide- 
lines for service delivery. Based on RTP records which we did not 
verify, Bridgeport received 585 applicants, made 126 tutorial con- 
tacts, and made 329 job referrals. 

The Bridgeport office also claimed to have made 576 counsel- 
~ ing contacts from April through December 1981 and to have placed 

94 individuals, of whom 36 were placed in apprenticeable positions 
from December 1980 through October 1981. 

We examined Bridgeport office records on 12 RTP participants 
and contacted 9 of these individuals by phone. Although all nine 
said they had received tutorial services from RTP, their records 
in the field office showed no evidence (except for two notification 
letters about attending tutorial classes) that they had actually 
received this service. We also could not locate Bridgeport's 1981 
attendance records for tutorial sessions. 

In addition, we contacted 8 of 11 selected individuals who 
had been placed in jobs during the 1981 contract year. We dis- 
cussed their placements and experiences under RTP's program. 
Six of the individuals met with us at the Bridgeport office, and 
the other two provided us information over the telephone. We 
were unable to contact three individuals in our sample. 

All eight individuals informed us that they had found jobs, 
some more than one job, through the RTP Bridgeport program and 
that they had been very satisfied with RTP's placement services. 
Of the participants, two had been placed in apprenticeable posi- 
tions, one who had formerly been placed in an apprenticeship posi- 
tion had been upgraded to a journeyworker under RTP's 1981 program, 
and the other five had employment in other than apprenticeship or 
journeyworker positions. Five of the individuals indicated that 
their starting wages in the positions in which they were placed 
were much higher than they had received in their previous jobs. 
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All individuals we interviewed received two or more preplace- 
ment services from RTP's Bridgeport offices--for example, resume 
preparation, career counseling, job referral, and job training 
referral. 

We reviewed monthly and quarterly reports to see whether 
postplacement followup was being done on individuals placed from 
December 1980 through December 1981. We found no documentation 
on RTP's 3- or 6-month postplacement followup activities for in- 
dividuals placed between December 1980 and May 1981, although we 
found documentation of followup contacts made for June, July, and 
August 1981 placements. 

Although the assigned program analyst did not audit the 
Bridgeport field office operations, the analyst had informed the 
Director of Program Operations not only of discrepancies between 
Bridgeport's placement forms and client characteristic worksheets 
(for the September 1981 monthly report) regarding starting dates, 
application dates, and ethnic codes, but also of Bridgeport's 
nonadherence to RTP corporate reporting procedures, such as sub- 
mitting the quarterly followup forms a'nd typing employer/union 
information on the placement form. The Director of Program Opera- 
tions, on October 9, 1981, notified the project director of the 
discrepancies and nonadherence to the corporate procedures and 
returned the September report for the project director's immediate 
correction. 
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Name of L&or/ETA 
sponsor& 

ax-ltract l-ml&r 

mP ad CJfE? 
99-8-111-33-M 

99-9-111-01-18 

2+36-X-15 

99-8-1114245 

99-9-Ill-3343 

99-9-2332-01-19 

99-9-111-01- l8 

99-O-ill-33-53 

99-l-111-01-2 

Subtotal 

OPFX: 
20-36-79-29 

Subtotal 

Eete 
(note a) 

7- l-78 4-21-78 to g-30-91 

8-B-78 9- l-78 to 9-28-79 

j2-15-78 10-29-74 to g-30-79 

818-78 9- l-78 to 9-28-79 

5- 9-79 3- l-79 to l-15-81 

+21-79 9-29-79 toll-28-80 

9-2 1-79 9-29-79 to 9-30-81 

9-24-80 5-B-80 to 11-30-81 

u-31-80 11-29-80 to 4-30-82 

Total for CNP, 
m, andcem 

7-20-79 

LtBX'S AWRJE T0 RTP, WC., FISCAL EARS 1978-81 

Period of 
perfownoe 

7-19-79 to 10-18-81 

g/F&presents the date Labor signed the award. 

b/With the exception of the 1981 antract (m. 93-l-111-01-2) decrease, figures represent fur& RTP did not use 
and returned to the Government. 'Jbs 1981 decrease represents Labor's deobligation of funds to reduce the contract 
bulgetarxda~lisha reducticoinyouthservices. 

Initial fundhq 
Title III Title IV 

$1.497,488 

$ 6.305,479 

c/767,093 

1,449,959 

1,099,600 

1,660.661 

7,953.m 

1.179,317 

7,486,ooo d/l,l3O,KJO 

25,642,501 4,906,405 

203,753 

203,753 

$25,846,254 s4,906.405 

Changes 
mu-eases 

Nurtrer 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

4 

1 

2 - 

16 - 

1 - 

1 - 

17 
= 

I- 

$1.287.780 

4,062 

=,=J 

470,000 

282,COO 

3$X3,362 

307,033 

673,763 

s 2,785,= 

6,309, 541 

700,750 

1,343,893 

974,743 

1,611.197 

8,952.829 

1,649,317 

8,590,%7 

32,9l8,505 

200,000 

200,000 

403,753 

403,753 

$3,243,362 $673,763 $33,322,258 

(noteb) Total cast 

$ 66,343 

106,(X& 

124.857 

69,464 

s/This reflects the date the ccntract administration was transferred fran WER to CNP. Theawardamxnt represents 
$119.000, which OPER amrd& ((II Jan. 20, 1978) for fiscal year 1978, and $648,093. which CNP warded (cm June 
7, 1978) to cover the renaimkr of fiscal year 1978. 

@kklethesourcewasCETAtitle Ivyouth fur&, CNPadministersd theaward. Theotherthreetitle IVcontracts 
(for Sl,497,488, Sl,O99,600, and $1,179,317) were ward& and a&ninistered by OYP. 



EXHIBIT B EXHIBIT B 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Project title/ 
ocntract objecti~3 

TargetedOutreachPrqram 
(99-&ill-01-18) 
Amht in the p-t of 
intereatad ard qualified 
minority gmup mnandbmwi 
into ekilled jc&, primarily 
inthebuilding,cenotructicn, 
and other private sector 
indwtrie8. Hajor eIt#lMis 
warn tobeplaceduponappren- 
ticeship. 

TaqetedOutrench Program 
799-elll-ol-a, 
Facilitate t2m placemlM of 
intere6ted, qualified minori- 
tir and Kmm in CautructiaY 
and Mwtrial job in the 
private 8ector. Major a#ud.a 
was toboplacedonagpreatice- 
ablotz7bU.ngpait~. RrP 
wae to -rate the project in 
33 8ite8. 

Targetedoutrsach, Minority Make 3,648mrqeted atreach 
WarnEnploynntandYcuth Program placenarts. bJ 

intcrrr#tad, quaiiffed miIwri- 
tiw ad wrmm in aarstruction 
and MUtrial j&a in the 
private8ecWrofthelaLor 
nnrket. Hajor eqzhasin was to 
bsplacsdonapprenticeabls 
poeitiorm. 

Serviceaweretobeprovided 
by UIF staff in 42 ocltreach 
and minority wnlanetnployment 
local sites. 

Cantract -1s 

Serve thousands of minority 
menand~intarget 
areas. 

Make 4,150 placements. 

Serve thrxlMnda of minority 
menandnnintargti 
arean. 

Make 4,975 placements, of 
whicb 275 were to be in 
journeyworker positions. 

Placemnnt of wrxmnwas to be 
am-of IBpercentof 
the total placefmnts in the 
tar* areas. 

Seventy-five percent (or 
2,736) of all Targeted CXt- 
reachPrcgr~placenents 
were to be in apprenticeable 
occupatiau5and25 percent 
(or 684) of all apprentice 

&la piac%nante were to be 
-. 

Within registered apprentice 
ship placxamnts, 25 percent 
were to be wxnen. 

KTP'e repcrted results 

KTP oerved 33,146 participants 
(e.g., outreach, recruitmant, 
aameelirq, jobdevelopImS& 
and referral services) 

Made 4,316 placements, of which 
1,638 wre in apprenticeship and 
jauneyworker poeitioM. 

Serwd 30,579 participants in 33 
sites (e.g., outreach, recruit- 
merit, ccunseling, jobdevelcp- 
mnt, and referral services) 

Made 3,513 placements. Of 
these, 1,287 were apprentices, 
348 were joumeywcrkers, and 
1,878 were in other skilled 
cccupationa. 

Matorexceededits 20-percent 
placement goals for women in 
21of331cc!aticM:41ocatioM 
missedthegoalbylor2 pla* 
w, and8 locationa fellcon- 
siderably below the goal. 

b?ade 2,326 Targeted (xltreach 
Prcgr~ placemen ts betkeen 
lIjem&er 1, 1980, and Septem- 
her 30, 1981. 

Approximately 65percent (or 
1,518) of RTp's 2,326 place 
merits were in apprenticeable 
Occupkicme, andabxt 25per 
cent(386) 0fRTP'stotalap 
prenticeable placements were 
-. 

Within PIP's registered appren- 
ticeship plactxnents of 400, for 
the period of April 1, 1981, to 
septaber 30, 1981, 27 percent 
wsre banen. 
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Project title/ 
contract objectives 

4. RTP/knploymentServiceDenrzr 
stration Project for Placing 
Minorities in Managerial, Pr~r 
fessional, and Technical Jobs 

- - 79-29 ) 
Test the feasibility of eetab- 
lishing a prototype relation- 
ship be&wan a State Employ- 
ment Service and a mmunfty- 
baeedorganizaticn. The intent 
was to increase enployrnent op- 
portunities ti placement for 
minority men and wcmmn in maW 
agerial, professional, and 
technicaloazupationsthrcugh 
specialized applicant recruit- 
ment, jcbdevelqment, and job 
readinees counseling provided 
for the Eh@oymentServiceby 
KTP. 

The major objective wae to 
(a) select a test city, (b) 
arrange with the State 
Ehployment Service for l8 
mnths of services to be 
provided to qualified 
minoritiea in the teat city, 
and (c) emluate the success 
and the extenttowhich 
specialized services pro- 
viderl to Eh@oyment Se* 
ice clients and employers 
resulted in increasing 
managerial, profeseiaaal, 
and technical jcb cppor- 
tunitiee and placenrent for 
qualified minorities. 

Contract goals 

fifteen percent of all 
Targetedtitreach Program 
placements were to be 
youths 16 to 21 years old. 

Increase the nurber of 
minority applicanta to 
the Bnploynvznt Service 
in Phoenix, Arimna (test 
city), who are qualified 
for managerial, professional, 
and technical jobs. (Con- 
tract did not specify exact 
nuthr. 1 

Increase the nunber of re 
quests from employers for 
managerial, professicM1, and 
technical-pati-. (Con- 
tractdidnot specify exact 
nuhx.) 

Increasethenunberof 
minorities placed in man- 
agerial, professional, and 
technical jobs. (Cbntract 
didnot specify exact 
nurtw.1 

#rp's reported reeulta 

Approximately 25 percent of nll 
PTP Targeted Oztreach Program 
placefnents were yukhs 15 to 
21years old. 

Tripledthenurberofcollege- 
educated minority applicants to 
the Dnploymant Service (305 
applicantsduring 1s nonti of 
the contract as cunpared to 
% applicants received by the 
Employment Service during fia- 
year 1979.) 

Generated 265 managerial, 
professicoal, and technical 
job ordera. These job ordem 
i.nclWkdpenrmnen t, full-time 
positions in managerial, prtr 
fessional, or technicalcate- 
gories offering potential for 
ad-. lheee job order8 
were in addition to the 11,801 
job orders that the Employment 
Service reported fortheperiod 
fran my 1980 throw July 1981. 

Placed 43 minorities (of 
whom 32 had a college 
degree) in managerial, 
professional, andtechnical 
jobe. Comparatively, the 
Employment Service placed 
17 ~llegeeducated minori- 
ties in full-time jobe, 8 
of whan were placed in 
managerial, professional, 
ortedvlicaljobe. 

4/lhie surmary does mt include awards made to RTP for ccxriucting the minority kunen enployrnent pro- 
gram and youth program projects (i.e., 6 of the 10 contracts), since tabor did not require FQP to 
quantitatively report the results of its efforts an a contract-by-contract basis. 

&/This goal represents an adjusted goal for a lo-mxlth period , rather than the original contract gosl 
of 4,013 placenents which was for an ll-mmth period, due to the phaseout of this contract. 
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Projsct title/ 
-nata 

s&ml-tawD*Prqram 
(99-8-111-33-M) 

=-s-d- 
I?rogram bte a) 
(99-E-lll-ol--ml 

ninority &xsm Eeplqf- 
mmtPrqrm(~d) 
(20-36-75ls5) 

nirarity Wreen Fr@cy- 
malt Feqrall 
(9@-8-1114245) 

SuansrGreerDrplora- 
tim Prqms 
(99-9-M-33-43) 

!&xxityWraefl Wploy- 
-t Rosrw 
(99-9-2332-01-19) 

T-3-d cutreach Program 
(99-+lll-ol-l8) 

ck-eer WtploCation 

(99-o-111-33-U) 
l?sqetd mt-, 

Mimrity Women 
Ehlployllent ad 
Yakb Project 
(9%1-lll-ol-2) 

Rm/EmployEntslzwice 
ceaxlstraticn Project 
fa Placing t&xxi- 
tiea in Managarial, 
Pmfessimsl.and 
TedvLioal JDbB 
(20-36-79-29) 

mtal 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

X X X X 

X X X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X 
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X X 
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X 

X 

X 

X 

X X X X X X 

X X X x 
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X X X 

9 8 7 = = = 

X X X - 

7 10 9 = = = 9 
2 8 = 

a/&flscts fileswhichmmta~nopremard retiewfom, aswell as thxeinwhi& theforrmueKepresentbut 
thy antdined m Eiqpxting kcumntaticm ts provide a definitive asses-t of RIP's finamialmsmg5Wnt oJdition 
and adsqmzzof its remxrces and cperatiml caItro1st0perfomthepmspsctiveccntract. 

c/Incldes antracts (i.e., 99-8-111-33-14 and 9+9-111-3343) fork& Iabor representatives m&e no msite visits - 
because LakorhadCaaractedwithan hkpmbnt finntommitortheperfarraaKR of KIT's local offices. 

g&nwactwasinitiallywarded tomPinl974andantinu&uIxkrse-ls4lplernerrta 1nm3.ificstims.Theawsrd 
ahhistratimwas transferred franWERtoCNP in fiscelyear1978, which iswhy it is incluklincur review: 
ixsK?ver, the pr- d activities related to this award did not fall within ax re6sw time frams. 
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