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In response to your July 30, !,79& and later 
meetings with your office, we reviewed artment of 
Labor's actions to improve the manaqement of the 1979 Summer Ii) 
Youth Employment Proaa(SYEP). 
‘@?t on the 1978 program, 

We previously issued a re- 
"More Effective Manaqement Is Needed 

To Improve The Quality Of The Summer Youth Employment Program" 
(HRD-79-45, Feb. 20, 1979). We directed our review primarily 
to Labor's efforts to more effectively administer the summer 
youth program, particularly to strenqthen the supervision and 
monitoring efforts and to eliminate inadequate worksites. 

For the 1979 SYEP, Labor provided sponsors with guidance 
on how to assess the quality of worksite experiences (includ- 
ing models of work settinqs that provide the oppcrtunity to 
develop good work habits) and identified some activities that 
did not represent work situations. Also, Labor took acticns 
to improve Federal monitoring of the proqram. Regional office 
monitoring was intensified, and procedure6 were established 
for documenting this effort. Additional monitorinq was con- 
ducted by the Labor Inspector General and an Office of Youth 
Programs Special Monitorinq Group. Labcr's repcrted monitor- 
ing results indicated that most of the worksites visited were 
satisfactory. Consequently, 
the 1979 summer proqram. 

few worksites were closed during 
However, where problems were iden- 

,ftified, Labor monitors generally did not take all steps nec- 

/ 
essary to assure that sponsors took corrective action befor 

i completion of the 1979 SYEP. / 
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The Department of Labor's Administrator of the Office of 
Youth Programs, Employment and Training Administration, gen- 
erally agreed with our findings. However, in his opinion, 
our report does not fully show the scale of Labor's actions 
to improve the 1979 SYEP. He believes that Labor made a 
good-faith effort to implement our earlier recommendations 
and that all corrective actions possible were taken (con- 
sidering the limited time between the issuance of our prior 
report and the operation of the 1979 SYEP). 

SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS 

Our review had major constraints. Time allowed for the 
fieldwork was limited. In addition, the timing of our work 
was less than ideal: that is, the summer was over and work- 
sites were closed. Labor was in the process of gathering 
data and preparing prime sponsor evaluations. As a result, 
we were not able to make worksite visits or observe Labor's 
visits. In most cases where documentation was not avail- 
able, we had to rely solely on comments or opinions of Labor 
or prime sponsor officials. 

Our review was directed at Labor's action taken on two 
of five recommendations included in our prior report. These 
recommendations included (1) providing sponsors with specific 
guidance on how to assess the quality of worksite experiences 
and (2) taking action to improve regional office monitoring 
and withhold funds from sponsors that have not developed 
programs meeting requirements. We did not review Labor's 
corrective actions in regard to our prior recommendaticns 
to (3) develop and propose to the Congress more equitable 
funding procedures, (4) take action to assure sponsors re- 
cruit and increase participation of out qf school and other 
youths most in need, and (5) require sponsors to obtain 
adequate evidence supporting eligibility and to verify 
eligibility. 

Our inquiry centered on 

--guidance provided by Labor headquarters and regional 
offices, including its nature, timeliness, and use- 
fulness to sponsors: 

--Labor regional office monitorins, with emphasis on 
monitoring activities dealing with problem areas in 
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our prior report: worksite development and activi- 
ties, supervision, and prime sponsors' monitoring 
activities; and 

--worksites eliminated from the program because of per- 
formance in the 1978 summer program and worksites 
closed during the 1979 SYEP program. 

We interviewed Federal Representatives (Fed Reps) in 
Labor's Atlanta, Chicago, New York, and San Francisco regions 
and examined their monitoring records and talked with other 
Labor regional and headquarters officials. We also spoke to 
officials of 33 urban prime sponsors and examined some of 
their records. The Fed Reps contacted were responsible for 
the 33 prime sponsors selected for review. We primarily se- 
lected sponsors that were (1) urban sponsors included in 
our prior review, (2) urban sponsors that received special 
monitoring in 1979, and (3) other urban sponsors in different 
States within the region. 

BACKGROUND 

The Econcmic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 27011, authorized a Neighborhood Youth Corps program, 
which included a summer program intended primarily to help 
high school age, low-income youths remain in school by pro- 
viding them with summer employment. In 1964 Federal program 
responsibility was transferred from the Office of Economic 
Opportunity to the Department of Labor. 

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 
(CETA), as amended (29 U.S.C. 8011, created a new summer pro- 
gram for economically disadvantaged youths. The name Neiqh- 
borhood Youth Corps was dropped, and the program became known 
as the Summer Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youth 
(SPEDY). Its primary purpose was to provide work experience 
to economically disadvantaged youths during the summer to 
enhance their future employability. In the spring of 1979, 
the program was renamed the Summer Youth Employment Program. 

Labor administers the program through Employment and 
Training Administration grants to about 460 prime sponsors-- 
generally State and local governments. In our February 1979 
report on SPEDY, we stated that at the sites we visited, es- 
pecially urban sites, the program did not provide enrollees 
with meaningful work experience. The immediate causes we 
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cited were too many enrollees or poor supervision, and we 
concluded that the ultimate responsibility for such short- 
comings rested with sponsor and Labor management. 

GUIDANCE 

For the 1979 SYEP, Labor gave prime sponsors a variety 
of guidance materials, including a large volume of technical 
assistance publications, films, the SYEP Monitoring Guide, 
and letters from high-level Labor officials addressing spe- 
cific problems. The guidance addressed our prior report's 
recommendations, in that it identified activities that bear 
no relationship to work, and provided sponsors with specific 
guidance on how to assess the quality of worksite experiences, 
including models of work settings that provide the opportunity 
to develop good work habits. However, prime sponsor officials 
we talked with frequently criticized the technical assistance 
material for being inadequate or untimely, and thus not useful. 
They also complained that it was too voluminous. However, 
others felt the material was beneficial to their 1979 program. 

Background 

In our report on the 1978 SPEDY, we recommended that 
Labor identify and prohibit activities that bear no relation- 
ship to real work and give sponsors specific guidance on how 
to assess the quality of worksite experiences, including 
developing models of work settings that provide the oppor- 
tunity to develop good work habits. 

In following up on these recommendations, we analyzed 
the guidance provided by Labor headquarters and discussed 
its content, value, and distribution with officials from 
Labor's regional offices and local prime sponsors. 

Labor technical assistance 

Labor's technical assistance included: . 
--A monograph entitled "Youth Serving the Community: 

Realistic Public Service Roles for Young Workers." 

--A collection of four monographs entitled "Summer 
Program for Economically Disadvantaged Youth 
(SPEDY) Monographs of 1978," which describe four 
SPEDY programs Labor determined were exemplary. 
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--A two-volume "Compilation of Reports on the 1978 
Summer Youth Employment Program." 

--Two films entitled "Don't Just Sit There" and 
"Somewhere To GO." 

These technical assistance publications consist of over 1,300 
pages of material, including our previous report and Labor's 
position on our findings. The prime sponsor officials we 
talked with often complained that Labor's technical assistance 
was provided too late to be of use in the 1979 SYEP although 
some of them received the material as early as April 1979. 
They also complained that the guidance material was too vol- 
uminous. 

The reports and studies included in these items generally 
describe a good SYEP. Although not primarily intended to 
address our criticisms, in describing good SYEPs, they do 
address our prior recommendations relating to worksite ac- 
tivity. One item that addresses many cf our concerns is 
Monograph No. l--Richmond Area Manpower Planning System. This 
document, which is included in the SPEDY Monographs of 1978, 
details the efforts of the contractor in charge of Richmond's 
SYEP. It provides a comprehensive description of a qood'SYEP 
and includes reprints of enrollee and supervisor manuals. The 
monograph also contains information on ideal supervisor-to- 
participant ratios, supervisor selection and training, par- 
ticipant discipline, time and attendance procedures, and pro- 
gram monitoring. 

Additional Labor materials 
addressed specific problems 

Letters from two high-ranking Labor officials addressed 
specific problems of the SYEP. The Assistant Secretary for 
Employment and Training, in-a May 10, 1979, letter to elected 
officials of all CETA prime sponsors, suggested that sponsors 
use technical assistance materials developed by Labor's Office 
of Youth Programs, use allowable administration costs to en- 
sure adequate-management support for the program, and provide 
supervisors with orientation and training. He added that no 
participant should be paid if absent for unauthorized reasons 
and that unruly or unproductive youths should be fired just 
as they would be in the private sector. He also said that 
common sense suggests youths should not be involved in recre- 
ation for pay unless they are supervising or instructing 
other youths. The Administrator, Office of Youth Programs, 
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in a May 29, 1979, letter to all CETA prime sponsor directors, 
reiterated the assistant secretary's comments. He also cited 
criticism that many of the program's jobs are "fun and games." 

Labor also distributed the SYEP Monitoring Guide (see 
p* 111, which provides a structured method for evaluating 
the worksite, including supervision, worksite activity, and 
monitoring. Enough copies were provided to Labor regions for 
distribution to all prime sponsors. 

Prime sponsors' opinions 
of technical assistance 

Prime sponsors ’ opinions of Labor's technical assistance 
varied. In one region we asked 12 prime sponsors if they 
thought Labor's technical assistance was helpful. Over 50 
percent responded positively. However, 36 percent responded 
that the material was not provided in a timely manner. In 
another region most of the 12 prime sponsor officials we talked 
with said they found the technical assistance helpful in the 
areas of worksite quality and development, allowable worksite 
activities, supervisory training, and monitoring. 

Regional technical assistance 

Two regions developed some of their own technical assis- 
tance. One made a fairly extensive effort, including prepara- 
tion of a regional training center manual. The other regions 
simply passed on to prime sponsors the material provided by 
Labor headquarters. In addition, regions provided assistance 
on specific questions raised by prime sponsors. For example, 
in one region a Fed Rep gave a requesting sponsor guidance 
on the frequency and content of worksite.monitoring. 

Agency comments 

Labor's Administrator, Office of Youth Programs, Employ- 
ment and Training Administration, reviewed a draft of this 
report and commented orally on January 14, 1980. He generally 
agreed with our findings concerning Labor guidance. However, 
he maintained that our report did not fully describe the ex- 
tent of Labor's corrective actions. He cited conferences 
held at the end of the 1978 program and the millions of 
dollars spent on numerous demonstration projects as examples 
of actions taken to improve the SYEP that we did not mention 
in our report. 
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The conferences in the fall of 1978 were designed to cap- 
italize on the experiences of prime sponsors during the summer 
and to serve as another mechanism for improving the program. 
The four conferences, held across the country by Labor in 
October and November 1978, were attended by 855 people. Of 
these, 712 (83 percent) represented CETA prime sponsors and 
143 (17 percent) represented national/regional Labor offices 
and others. Although these conferences were held before our 
prior report was issued, they provided a useful forum to dis- 
cuss ways to improve overall program quality, to identify and 
share exemplary programs and components that could be replicated 
by other prime sponsors, and to provide information and incen- 
tives to begin planning for the 1979 summer youth program. 

Regarding demonstration projects, an estimated $12 million 
was used during fiscal year 1979 for evaluations of the program 
and for structured demonstration projects. The demonstrations 
tested alternative approaches for solving specific problems 
or bolstering specific aspects of SYEP. An additional esti- 
mated $11 million will be spent in fiscal year 1980 to continue 
the demonstration projects so that the 1979 experience can be 
compared with that in 1980. These projects cover more aspects 
of the SYEP than those included in our prior report recom- 
mendations regarding,worksite activities. For this reason, 
and because the results of the demonstration projects were 
not provided as guidance to prime sponsors for the 1979 SYEP, 
we did not include these projects in this followup review. 

MONITORING 

Labor has made efforts to improve monitoring of the 1979 
SYEP. Regional office monitoring was intensified, and proce- 
dures were established for documenting this effort. These 
procedures included a structured monitoring guide that Labor 
headquarters required to be used in monitoring prime sponsors. 
This guide provided guidance in monitoring programs to deter- 
mine whether sponsors develop and operate programs that provide 
meaningful work, including how to assess the quality of work- 
site activity and supervision. It also provided some guidance 
for assessing sponsor monitoring. Additional monitoring was 
done by the Labor Inspector General and an Office of Youth 
Programs Special Monitoring Group. Most of the worksites 
visited by these groups were found satisfactory. However, 
Labor's Fed Reps did not make as many worksite visits as re- 
quired by headquarters. Fed Reps told us they did not have 
enough time to make more visits. Also, while most Fed Reps 
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followed up on corrective actions, they qenerally did not 
revisit worksites. Coordination between Fed Reps and the 
Special Monitoring Group was poor. 

Background 

In our report on the 1978 SPEDY, we recommended that Labor 
improve regional office monitoring to assure that sponsors 
develop and operate programs that provide meaningful work. 
In reviewing Labor's actions we discussed with Fed Reps and 
other regional officials how they carried out their monitoring 
responsibilities, including their use of a standardized moni- 
toring guide, and examined any documentation supporting such 
action. We obtained information on the results of worksite 
visits from Labor headquarters and regions. 

The monitoring guide provided for simple checklist "yes" 
or 'no" answers and did not require that Fed Reps document 
the basis for responses, except where problems were involved. 
This, combined with the fact that we did not visit worksites 
or accompany Fed Reps on visits, prevented us from evaluatinq 
the quality of regional monitoring activities. Reqional and 
headquarters evaluation of program data was not completed at 
the time of our fieldwork. We were, therefore, unable to 
evaluate the problems disclosed by Labor's monitoring. While 
some statistics on Fed Rep monitoring were available, infor- 
mation on the nature and extent of problems, as well as cor- 
rective actions taken, was not. 

We also obtained statistics on the results of monitoring 
by the Inspector General and the Special Monitoring Group. 
However, we did not examine the completed data collection 
instruments or make any independent tests as to the validity 
of the data. 

Efforts to improve monitoring 

Labor reported that its increased monitoring, by Fed 
Reps I the Special Monitoring Group, and the Inspector Gen- 
eral, disclosed that most of the worksites visited were sat- 
isfactory: that is, the worksites exposed participants to 
work situations resembling the real "world of work." 

The Fed Reps in Labor's 10 regional offices are reponsi- 
ble for reviewing and monitoring the activities of all SYEP 
prime sponsors. In doing so, they reported visiting 7,615 
worksites (almost 5 percent of all 155,660 SYEP worksites) 
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and finding 6,613 (87 percent) to be satisfactory on the 
first visit. 

Labor's headquarters provided the following guidance to 
the regions regarding a reasonable number of worksites to 
review: 10 worksites for small and medium-size sponsors and 
15 worksites for large sponsors. At one region we found 
this standard was met for only 2 of 12 sponsors included in 
our review, and at another, only 4 of 12. The primary reason 
cited by Fed Reps for not meetinq the goal was not enough 
time. Other reasons cited were the presence of Labor's Special 
Monitoring Group and strong prime sponsor monitoring. On the 
other hand, two other regions met or exceeded this requirement 
for most sponsors included in our review. In one region, the 
goal was met for four of six sponsors, with three of the four 
exceeding the goal; the other region exceeded requirements at 
all three sponsors in our review. Estimates given by Fed Reps 
of the amount of time spent in their worksite visits ranged 
from 30 minutes to 5 hours. 

The Special Monitoring Group was composed of regional and 
headquarters personnel under the direction of the Office of 
Youth Programs to provide intensive monitoring of the 1979 
SYEP. The group reviewed 11 cities selected on the basis 
of level of resources provided over and above the allocation 
formula to assure that the total funds are at least equal 
to the amount available in the previous year (hold harmless). 
The group focused on four main areas: 

--Prime sponsor and subgrantee monitoring. 

--Time and attendance and check payment procedures. 

--Eligibility certification. . 

--Worksite activity. 

A final report on the overall results of the group's monitor- 
ing was not available at the time we completed our fieldwork. 
However , a Labor headquarters official told us that the qroup 
visited 1,207 worksites in the 11 cities, interviewing about 
3,800 participants. About a fifth of the worksites visited 
had serious problems in worksite activity, and a tenth had 
inadequate supervision. 

The Inspector General's effort involved 28 prime sponsors 
of various types and sizes throughout the country. At its 
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peak, the review involved 177 auditors from 19 regions plus 
13 certified public accounting firms. The objectives of 
the review were to determine whether: 

--SYEP worksites used by the 28 prime sponsors 
exposed participants to situations resembling 
the real "world of work." 

--Required monitoring of SYEP worksites was 
accomplished by the prime sponsors and their 
recipients. 

--Corrective action was taken as a result of the 
monitoring visits. 

--Payments were made to bona fide participants. 

The Inspector General visited about 80 randomly selected 
worksites at each location, or a total of over 2,200 work- 
sites nationwide. Eighty-four percent of all worksites 
visited were found to provide participants with work situa- 
tions where meaningful work was performed, work rules were 
enforced, and participants were adequately supervised. 

Labor's regional 
monltorinq system 

Labor's strategy for monitoring the 1979 SYEP included 
mandatory use of a structured monitorinq instrument, identi- 
fication and followup on corrective action required, periodic 
reporting of monitoring activity, and regional evaluations 
of the program. In addition, Labor headquarters planned an 
analysis of program strengths and weaknesses, using monitor- 
ing results of a national sample of 62 prime sponsors. 

We were not able to assess the quality of this effort 
because we did not visit worksites or accompany Fed Reps on 
their worksite visits and there was often little documenta- 
tion available to support judgments made. Also, final re- 
gional reports and headquarters analyses were not available 
when we conducted our fieldwork. However, most of the Fed 
Reps we talked with were slow in following up on corrective 
actions they recommended. In addition, at most locations 
where the Special Monitoring Group operated, coordination 
between the Fed Reps and the group was poor. The most com- 
mon problem cited by Fed Reps was the group's failure to 
communicate its findings to the regions. 
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The SYEP Monitoring Guide 

The SYEP Monitoring Guide included three parts: a review 
of sponsor plans, a review of sponsor onsite planning and 
design activities before enrollees were on board, and a review 
of onsite operations while the enrollees were on board. The 
guide covered all major aspects of the SYEP, including par- 
ticipant selection and orientation, service deliverer selec- 
tion and worksite development, worksite supervisor selection 
and training, and monitoring design. It also provided for 
worksite visits to observe operations and interviews with 
worksite supervisors and participants. Followup on corrective 
actions, as necessary, was also required. 

The guide was primarily a checklist indicating a yes/no 
response to some questions or an identification of some spe- 
cific condition. It also provided for identifying problem 
areas and proposed corrective actions. In the review of 
onsite planning and design as well as onsite operations, 
the guide required a judgment about whether a condition is 
satisfactory or unsatisfactory. These judgments were pre- 
ceded by a series of questions or statements requiring a 
check response. 

In most cases the guide was not clear about the basis 
for a satisfactory/unsatisfactory judgment. For example, 
the guide was not definitive in such areas as judging work- 
site monitoring. In determining whether the worksite had 
been satisfactorily monitored, the Fed Rep first identified 
whether the worksite monitor performed certain activities. 
These included observing operations, making recommendations, 
identifying problems, requiring and following up on correc- 
tive actions, and preparing reports. But the guide gave no 
indication as to which or how many of these activities must 
be found in order to consider the worksite satisfactorily 
monitored. 

However, the guide was definitive in such areas as judg- 
ing supervision. In reviewing a worksite, the Fed Rep had to 
determine whether worksite supervision was satisfactory. Be- 
fore making this judgment the Fed Rep had to respond to five 
statements regarding worksite supervision, including the su- 
pervisors' knowledge of SYEP regulations. The guide clearly 
stated that a check as unsatisfactory in any of the five 
equaled an unsatisfactory supervision rating for the worksite. 
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The Fed Reps we spoke to had varied reactions to the 
SYEP Monitoring Guide. Most thought it was good; however, 
those who didn't think so cited such factors as poor design 
and requiring too much time to complete. 

Quality of monitorinq 

We were not able to evaluate how well Labor conducted 
its regional monitoring because of several limitations in 
our review. Our fieldwork was conducted after worksites 
were closed, so we could not visit worksites to make our own 
evaluation of worksite activities or accompany Fed Reps dur- 
ing their visits and observe conditions upon which they based 
their judgments. Although some monitoring activity was docu- 
mented, check marks in the SYEP monitoring guide were the 
only supporting documentation for satisfactory evaluations. 
In reviewing regional monitoring, we relied heavily upon dis- 
cussions with Fed Reps. We found that Fed Reps did not 
always follow up on problems they identified or revisit work- 
sites. Most of the Fed Reps we spoke to whose sponsors were 
reviewed by the Special Monitoring Group had poor communica- 
tion with the group. In addition, regional monitoring evalua- 
tions and headquarters assessments were not available at the 
time of our work. 

Labor’s headquarters required regional monitoring to in- 
clude establishing corrective action plans and following up, 
as necessary, on corrective action required. The extent and 
nature of followup at the four regions varied. Where problems 
were found, over one-third of the Fed Reps we spoke to said 
they did not follow up on corrective actions they recommended. 
Of those who said they did, most followed up by reviewing 
monitoring reports and records. Less than half of them ac- 
tually revisited worksites. At one region, the Fed Reps re- 
sponsible for the largest sponsor in the region followed up 
on corrective action by examining sponsor records after the 
program was completed. 

Regional offices were required to follow up on problems 
identified by the Special Monitoring Group. This procedure 
was mandated to insure that corrective actions were taken 
and problems solved. In all the regions we visited where 
the Special Monitoring Group operated, Fed Reps had some 
criticism of their working relationships with the group. 
In one region the group was active at two sponsors. The 
Fed Rep for one sponsor said coordination with the group 
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was good, while the Fed Rep for the other sponsor said that the 
group was late in communicating findings and at times provided 
vague or inaccurate information. At another region, the Fed 
Reps for the four cities where the Special Monitoring Group 
visited were critical of the group's coordination with them. 

Labor's regional offices were required to submit a final 
1979 report describing major weaknesses uncovered by their 
monitoring activities, strengths observed in the SYE? program, 
and a final tally of their monitoring results. In addition, 
they were required to submit to headquarters completed mon- 
itoring guides and associated data on 62 prime sponsors. 
This latter information was required by Labor headquarters 
for further analysis of program strengths and weaknesses. 
We obtained some statistics on regional monitoring; however, 
because most of these reports were not available when we con- 
ducted our fieldwork, we were unable to evaluate or comment 
on them. 

Agency comments 

The Administrator, Office of Youth Programs, generally 
agreed with our findings on.Labor's efforts to improve mon- 
itoring of the 1979 SYEP. However, he believed that our 
report does not present the full scale of Labor's efforts. 
According to him, the monitoring--the most ever devoted to 
any Labor program-- involved half his staff for the entire 
summer, a large investment of Inspector General resources, 
and a greater regional office monitoring activity than in 
the past. 

He believed that all monitoring findings had been com- 
municated to prime sponsors. He acknowledged that, in some 
cases, there was not enough time remaining in the 1979 summer 
program to effect necessary improvements. However, he said 
the monitoring findings would be used to improve the 1980 
SYEP. 

PUNITIVE ACTION 

Labor does not cut off funds to prime sponsors because 
of poor performance at worksites. Rather, worksites are eli- 
minated from the program by the,prime sponsor. They may be 
eliminated during the planning stage or closed during program 
operations because of serious problems disclosed during moni- 
toring. Not many worksites have been eliminated because of 
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poor past performance or closed or reduced in size as a cor- 
rective measure during operations. Although national data 
were not available, information for some of the prime spon- 
sors in our review shows that only about 3.3 percent of the 
worksites were closed or reduced in size as a corrective 
measure. At the same time, sponsor monitoring found only 
17 percent of the worksites in need of corrective actions. 
Most worksite closings were the result of sponsor monitoring, 
which is to be expected because the sponsors did much more 
monitoring than the Fed Reps. 

Background 

In our report on the 1978 SPEDY, we recommended that 
Labor withhold funds from sponsors that have not developed 
programs meeting requirements. Labor officials told us that 
funds are rarely withheld from prime sponsors. Rather, in- 
dividual worksites are eliminated from the program for poor 
performance. In a letter to all prime sponsors, Labor offi- 
cials cited steps for improving the program, including crit- 
ically evaluating worksites and eliminating weak sites and 
reducing the hours of participation on sites where youths 
were not fully used in 1978. 

We discussed with selected Fed Reps and other Labor 
regional officials the extent of worksite closings and their 
role in such closings. We inquired of selected prime spon- 
sors whether worksites found unacceptable in our 1978 SPEDY 
review were continued in the 1979 SYEP. From Labor head- 
quarters we obtained data on the results of prime sponsor 
monitoring and corrective actions. At one of the four re- 
gions in our review, we conducted limited inquiries at prime 
sponsors to test reported information on worksite closings. . 

Closing worksites 

Data available for about three-fourths of the sponsors 
in our review indicate that not many worksites were closed 
or reduced in size during the 1979 SYEP or eliminated be- 
cause of poor performance during 1978. Most worksite clos- 
ings seemed to result from prime sponsor, rather than Fed 
Rep t monitoring. When worksites were closed, most enrollees 
were transferred to other sites. 

SYEP regulations require that each prime sponsor estab- 
lish procedures for monitoring and evaluating each worksite. 
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Prime sponsors are also required to revisit worksites where 
monitors report problems and close worksites where serious 
or continual violations are found that are not likely to be 
remedied. Labor officials encouraged sponsors to eliminate, 
from their 1979 SYEP, worksites that performed poorly in 
1978. 

The letters sent to prime sponsor officials by two high- 
ranking Labor officials mentioned on page 5 of this report 
included the statement: 

Ir* * * Since there are fewer dollars available, 
there will be fewer worksites which can be funded 
and/or fewer youths which can be served. Sponsors 
should use this as an opportunity to critically 
evaluate worksites and to eliminate the weak ones, 
as well as reducing the hours of participation 
on sites where youth were not fully utilized 
last summer." 

The letters also suggested that sponsors monitor worksites, 
provide aggressive corrective action, and transfer enrollees 
from sites where they are not busy. 

Labor requested data on the extent of worksite closings 
or reductions in size from all prime sponsors, but complete 
information was not available at the time of our fieldwork. 
Information was available, however, for 25 of the 33 prime 
sponsors in our review. They reported that only about 3.3 
percent of their 1979 SYEP worksites were closed or reduced 
in size as a corrective measure. They further reported that 
their monitoring revealed that only about 17 percent of the 
worksites visited were in need of corrective action. Spon- 
sors told us that, when worksites were closed, enrollees 
were usually transferred to other sites. 

In addition to reporting worksites closed, the 25 spon- 
sors also reported that 133 worksites were eliminated from 
the 1979 SYEP because of problems in 1978. This represented 
less than 1 percent of their total 1979 SYEP worksites. At 
three urban sponsors included in our prior review, from 29 
percent (8 of 28) to 85 percent (28 of 33) of the worksites 
we considered unsatisfactory in 1978 were not included in the 
1979 SYEP. At two sponsors several of the sites that were 
continued in 1979 experienced the same problems we found in 
1978. One of these sites was terminated by the sponsor during 
the 1979 program. 
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Fed Reps had little input in worksite closings. In fact, 
we had to get most of our information on worksite closings 
from prime sponsors. 

Most worksite closings were the result of sponsor rather 
than Fed Rep monitoring since the prime sponsor has primary 
responsibility for monitoring worksites and sponsors' moni- 
toring was much more extensive. For example, prime sponsors 
reported visiting over 15,000 worksites at the 25 prime spon- 
sors in our review. Fed Reps visited only 777 worksites at 
these sponsors. 

Agency comments 

The Administrator, Office of Youth Programs, generally 
agreed with our findings on worksite closings. However, he 
pointed out that relatively few worksite closings should be 
expected because Labor and prime sponsor monitors reported 
that most worksites visited were satisfactory. He added that 
the limited number of Labor worksite visits compared to spon- 
sor monitoring visits should be recognized as the result of 
a pyramidal monitoring structure, in which Labor essentially 
monitors the work of prime sponsor monitors, or "mon-itors 
the monitors." 

As arranged with your office, in 5 days we will send 
copies of this report to the Director, Office of Management 
and Budget: the Secretary of Labor; and other interested 
parties. 

Sincerely yours, 
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