








Table 2-3
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Enrollment and Participant Characteristics

Period: 10/1/83 to 6/30/84

Transition 
Planned Year 

Enrollment Termination

Total Participants

Total Terminations
Entered employment (Total)
Other adult positive

termination
Youth positive

termination (other)
Other terminations

Characteristics
X

Male
Female

Age
14-15
16-19
20-21
22-44
45-54
55 and over

Education
School dropout
Student (H.S. or less)
High school graduate

or more

Race
White
Black
Hispanic
Native American 
Asian

' 1002 «

728
298
_

10
420

366
362

0
240
160
303
18
7

205
-
-

368
252
51

, >57 ' ,

1271

940
597

26
317

483
457

0

^> 330

^> 597

13

172
152
616

515
323
66
24 
12
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Table 2-3 (Continued)

Enrollment and Participant Characteristics

Period: 10/1/83 to 6/30/84

Transition
Planned Year 

Enrollment Termination

Employment Barriers   I

Limited English - 27 
Handicapped 75 £01 
Offender

Benefit Recipiency
U.I Claimant 39 45 
U.I. Exhaustee
Public Assistance (GA) \ s. 
AFDC / 297 >309 
Youth AFDC / 123

Labor Force Status
(prior 26 weeks)

Unemployed 1-14 weeks _ *v 
Unemployed 15 or more weeks _ / 877 
Not in labor force » I



Attachment 3C

OMB Approval No

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

Emplo>mcnt »nd Trtming Adminutntion

JTPA
ANNUAL STATUS REPORT

«. STATE/SDA NAME AND ADDRESS

Michigan - 15
GRAETC II
49 Monroe Center, N.W.
Grand Rapids, MI 49503

t>. REPORT PE/ 
From

10/JL-/83——————*>*, ,v i -,—

6/30/84

TOTAL 
ADULTS

ADULTS 
(WELFARE)

DISLOCATED 
WORKERSI. PARTICIPATION AND TERMINATION 

SUMMARY

A. TOTAL PARTICIPANTS

B. TOTAL TERMINATIONS

1. Entered Uniubodued Employment

a. Entered Registered Apprenticeship Program

b. Entered Armed Forces

2. Youth Employability Enhancement 
Termination*

a. Entered Non-Title II Training

.^^iiS^^tfS^Zf^SSifa^^^^fyy^i^i^-^b. Returned to Full-Time School

r-4^»j8-<i§^^'-'^#»CKSir»y^2*&%&sf^%n%:i£fe3&&^'^(SSS^^cft"*****^-?**^--^c. Completed Major Level of 
Education

3. All Oiher Terminations

IU '
2  
- 2

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

II. TERMINEES PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
INFORMATION

< 
w 
tn

u 
o
<

rOUCATION 
STATUS

Male

Female

14 - 15

16 - 21

22 • 54

55 and Over

School Dropout

Student (High School or Ltxs)

High School Graduate, or Equivalent, 
and Above

TOTAL 
ADULTS

(AJ

290

320

ADULTS 
(WELFARE)

(81

135

174

597

13

122

5

483

304

5

67

0

242

YOUTH

(Cl

193

137

0

330

50

147

133

DISLOCATED 
WORKERS

(D>

' 0

0

'^^^^^^SS^^f

3m^f£zzg^z&
0

0

0

0

0

0

c. SIGNATURE AND TITLE

Director, Bureau of Employment and Economic Development

d. DATE SIGNED e. TELE. NO.

(.
Page 1 of 2 pages ETA 8530 (Aug. 198:



«. STATE/SOA NAME AND ADDRESS Michigan - 15 

GRAETC II 
49 Monroe Center, N.W., Grand Rapids, MI 49503

b. REPORT PERIOD 
From To

10/1/83   6/30/?','.'

01 • 
20
_, 2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

II.

FAM STAT

RACK/CTMNIC CROUP

OTHER B A R nlE R 3 TO EMf-UOY.

u$
3fc

l_AB. rORCl 
STAT.

TERMINEES PERFORMANCE MEASURES
INFORMATION - Continued

Single Head of Household with 
Dependent Children

White (Not Hispanic)

BUck (Nor Hispanic)

Hirpanic

American Indian or Alaskan Native

Aa'an or Pacific ItLander

Limited English Language Proficiency

Handicapped

Unemplcyment Compensation Claimant

Unemployed

Youth Welfare Recipient

Average Weeks Participated

Average Hourly Wage at Termination

Total Program Com (Federal Funds)

TOTAL 
ADULTS

(A)

180

344

201

49

15

1

14

98

46

563

i||^^-&-*lg< :
S^'WV-, /K-r-SSJxll.-'X'^-SK •7-/N'V-~*V

«^3S&S^&5«SS&^?<4

14
$4.86

$1,555,733

ADULTS 
(WELFARE)

(B)

135

152

126

26

5

0

8

23

YOUTH

(C)

29

171

122

17

9

11

13

103

0

. 299 '
^JfglS^WIIS5S&>^§£&0^?£
*C*£3^,^5k3#£K«*3*

16

$4.70

314

123 •?

15

$3.89

$998,521

DISLOCATED 
WORKERS

JO)

^Ji^^^^^ 
^^^^^&

0

0

0

0

0

0

• o

0

0
i^s^^s^Hts?*E^>~~<^a-323r • ^«.
C^ci£u<.»<v-o^ffi , Vt»-t^sia^^iz^ jc*s

-0

i&*w&/>gt&gj»~oj5^.^^^r-<y-5^ajt-vri7 >tg!ic>^rS«?s^< f'«* vr->~-^

.

REMARKS

2 of 2
ETA 6580 (Aug. 19
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Part IV: Title IIA Performance Standards

Performance standards are used to evaluate the relative 
performance of the various SDAs. One set of performance issues 
at the SDA level is the relationship between performance stan 
dards received by the SDA from the State and the actual overall 
performance of the given SDA. Another set of issues is the link 
between SDA-level performance standards and the performance 
expectations of the SDA as applied to the subcontractors within 
the SDA. In your discussion please separate these SDA and sub- 
SDA level issues. You should also distinguish between the 
Transition Year (October 1, 1983 - June 30, 1984), and PY84 (July 
1, 1984 to June 30, 1985) .

1. Please list the actual numerical values of the 
Title IIA performance standards for this SDA for the Transition 
Year and program year 1984. Please also indicate how these stan 
dards were set:

Transition Year Standards Program Year 1984 Standards 
Adult Youth Adult Youth

Entered Employment
Rate 36.7% 36.6% 44.5% 23.6%

Welfare Entered
Employment Rate 29.0% - 35.2%

Cost per Entered
Employment $8,171 - $6,964

Average Wage at
Placement $ 4.61 - $4.59

Positive
Termination Rate - 41.3 - 74.6

Cost per Positive
Termination - $6,139 $3,223

Question 1

The title IIA Performance Standards for PY84 were determined using the National
Department of Labor model. This is the method required by the Michigan
Department of Labor for the SDA's in the state. The worksheets for this are in
attachment 4. The TY84 numbers were unrealistic and not really comparable.
was Pl oose y ^ "^ ̂ ^ ̂  thG   L m del d1SO> but aPParent1 ^ the connection



SECTION E - SDA PERFORMANCE STANDARDS WORKSHEETS



JTPA Performance Standards Worksheet
C PERFORMANCE 0 TrPE OF STANDARD DATE CALCULATED 

PE R ! 00 ( X> PL AN

PY 1984 ' ' RECALCULATED 3/1/84

F LOCAL FACTORS

1 . % Female

3. % 55 years old & over

4. % Black

5 . , % H i span ic

6. % Other Minority

7 . % Dropout

8. % High .School Grad & Above

9 . % Hand icapped

10. % UI claimant

11. % Welfare recipient

12. % Single Head of Household

14. Average wage for area ($000)

15. Unemployment rate

G SOA FACTOR 
VALUES

49

2.2
28'

6

2

36

57.3

9

9

40

21.3

. 16.9

10

A. SOA NAME

GRAETC

B. SOA NUMBER

15
£. PERFORMANCE MEASURE

Entered Employment Rate (Adult)

H. NATIONAL AVG 
f A CJLQ5-£A. L.LLLS_

51.5

2.2

29.7

9.7

5.3

29.3

57.3

10.3

6.9

28.2

21.3

15.2

10.0

I . DIFFERENCE 
1G MINUS H)

-2.5

.0

-1.7

-3.7

-3.3

6.7

.0

-1.3

2.1

11.8

.0

1.7

.0

J. HEIGHTS

.03

.26

-.10

.09

.11

,07

.34

-.29

.29

-.22

.11

-.44

-1.20

TOTAL

1 National Departure Point
" Model-Adjusted SDA Performance Standard for Adult Entered Employment Rate

K . PRODUC r 
( 1 TIMES J)

-0.8

.0

.17

-.33

-.36

.47

.0

.38

.61

-2.60

.0

-.75

.0

-2.49

47 .0%

44.51%

(02/03/84) MDOL-DEED



JTPA Performance Standards Worksheet
C PERFORMANCE D TYPE OF STANDARD DATE CALCULATED 

PERIOD < X> PL AN

PY 1984 ' ' RECALCULATED 3/1/84

F LOCAL FACIORS

1 . % Female

3. % 55 years old & over

4. % Black

5. % Hispanic

6. % Other Minority

7 . % Dropout

8. % High School Grad & Above

9. % Handicapped

10 . % UI cla imant

11. % Welfare recipient

12. % Single Head of Household

14. Average wage for area ($000)

G SDA FACTOR 
VALUES

49

2.2

28

6

2

36

57.3

9

9

40

21.3

16.9

A SDA NAME

GRAETC
8 SDA NUMBER 

15

E PERFORMANCE MEASURE

Average Wage at Placement (Adult)

H NATIONAL AVG 
FACTOR YALUtS

51.5

2.2

29.7

9.7

5.3

29.3

57/3

10.3

6.9

28.2

21.3

15.2

1 . Dl FFERENCE 
(G MIN.US.._HJ

-2.5

.0

-1.7

-3.7

-3.3

6.7

.0

-1.3

2.1

11.8

.0

1.7

J. WEIGHTS

-.005

-.016

-.004

.000

.006

-.008

.001

.006

.003

-.002

.003

.118

TOTAL

L National Departure Point
M Model-Adjusted SDA Performance Standard

K. PRODUCT 
( I TIMES J)

.01

.0

.01

.0

-.02

-.05

.0

.01

.01

-.02

.0

.20

.15

$4.44
$4.59

(02/03/84)



JTPA Performance Standards Worksheet
c PERFORMANCE

P t R 1 CD

PY 1984

D TYPE OF STANDARD DATE CALCULATED 
< X> PLAN

< I RECALCULATED 3/1/84

F IOCAL FACTORS

1 . % Female

2. % 14-15 years old

4 . °6 Black

5. % Hispanic

6. % Other Minority

7 . % Dropout

8. % High School Grad & Above

10. % UI claimant

11 . % Wel fare recipient

12. % Single Head of Household

14. Average wage for area ($000)

15. Unemployment rate

G. SOA FACTOR 
VALUES

49

0

32

7

2

29

16.3

1

40

5.6

16.9

10

A. SDA NAME

GRAETC
8. SOA NUMBER

15

E. PERFORMANCE MEASURE

Entered Employment Rate (Youth)
H. NATIONAL AVG 

FACTOR VALUES

• 48.5

9.2

35.7

10.0

4.8

19.7

16.3

1.0

30.1

5.6

15.2

10.0

I . Dl FFERENCE 
( G Ml NUS H )

.5

-9.2

-3.7

-3.0

-2.8

9.3

.0

.0

9.9

0

1-7

0

J WEIGHTS

.20

-.06

-.09

-.03

-.06

.19

.37

.52

-.13

-.06

.27

-.43

TOTAL

L Na t i ona 1 Departure Point
M Model-Adjusted SDA Performance Standard

K. PRODUCT 
( I TIMES J)

.10

.55

.33

.09

.17

1.77

.0

.0

-1.29

.0

. -46

.0

2.18

21.4%
23.58%

(02/03/84) MDOr,~RFFM



JTPA Performance Standards Worksheet
C PERFORMANCE 

PER 1 00

PY 1984

D TYPE OF STANDARD DATE CALCULATED 
( }(> PLAN

( ) RECALCULATED 3/1/84

F LOCAL FACTORS

1. % Female

2. % 14-15 years old

4. % Black

5. % Hispanic

6 . % Other Minori ty

7 . % Dropout

8. % High School Grad & Above

10. % UI claimant

11 . % Wel : a re rec i pi en t

12. % Single Head of Household

13. Average weeks Participated

14. Average wage for area ($000)

15. Unemployment rate

L National

C SDA FACTOR 
VALUES

49

0

32

7

2

29

16.3

1

40

5.6

20

16.9

i n

A. SPA NAME

GRAETC
B. SOA NUMBER

15
£. PERFORMANCE MEASURE

Cost per Positive Termination (Youth)

H. NATIONAL AVG 
FACTOR VALUES

48.5

9.2

35.7

10.0

4.8

19.7

16.3

1.0

30.1

5.6

20.9

15.2

10.0

I . 01 FFERENCE 
!G MINUS H)

.5

-9.2

-3.7

-3.0

-2.8

9.3

.0

.0

9.9

.0

-.9

1.7

n

J. WEIGHTS

2.50

-8.21

1.61

3.34

-9.65

40.17

40.15

-44.98

3.82

-36.80

86.31

53.46

54.36

TOTAL

Departure Point
M Model-Adjusted SDA Performance Standard

K. PRODUCT 
( I TIMES J)

1.25

75.53

-5.96

-10.02

27.02

373.58

.0

,0

37.82

0

-77.68

90.88

-n

512.53

$2,710.16

$3,222.69

(02/03/84) MDOL-BEED
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2. What was the actual Title IIA performance of your 
SDA during the Transition Year for each of these measures? Who 
is responsible (State, SDA) for the collection of the data on 
which these performance measures are based, and for the determination 
of actual performance?

Question 2

The actual TY84 performance is compared to the targets in attachment 5, The 
SDA is responsible for the collection of the data on which the performance 
measures are based, and makes a determination of performance. However, since 
GRAETC is not a part of the statewide on-line reporting system, they ship tapes 
monthly to the state for tabulation. Officially, it is the State Department of 
Labor that determines the actual performance using data submitted by the SDA.

3. What is the PIC perception of these standards, and 
the actual SDA performance? Are the standards perceived as 
fair? Are they perceived as useful tools in measuring efficiency? 
Are they seen as hindering equitable service to various groups?

Question 3

The PIC perceives the performance standards as useful tools. The private 
sector domination of the PIC is reflected in a strong performance standard 
orientation. Far from perceived as unfair, the PIC generally sees the 
performance standards as objective, and as providing defense against 
unwarranted claims by particular client groups. Thus, the PIC does not see the 
performance standards hindering equitable service to various groups. However, 
as mentioned in the answer to an earlier question, the GRAETC staff perceives a 
trade-off between the service to various groups and meeting the overall 
performance standards.



Attachment 5

August 3, 1984

TO: GRAETC Staff

FROM: Micki Pasteur

SUBJECT: GRAETC'S PERFORMANCE IN F>'84

As you all know the JTPA program pl.-ces a heavy emphasis on performance and 
program outcomes. The State will iu<ige our program performance based on a 
series of performance standards.-, Ve have just finished adding up all the 
numbers for FY'84 (October, 198/T through June, 198x5"), the initial program 
period for JTPA, and our outcomes on each of the performance measures is 
shown below. A performance level o«. rate is established for GRAETC on each 
standard by means of a complicated iorraula that compares data on CETA and 
JTPA programs nationally to the characteristics of persons we actually 
served. The rate which CRAETC must" i;.eet is shown first, followed by our 
actual performance on that standard.

A. Adult Entered Employment ilate
Required level 36.7 
GRAETC performance 69.1

B. Adult Welfare Entered Emp : oynient Rate
Required level 29.0 
GRAETC performance 64.5

C. Cost per Entered Exploymfcnt: (Adult)
Required lavel ~~ $8,171
GRAETC performance $3,502

D. Average Wage at Placement (Adult)
Required level £4.61
GRAETC performance $4.85

E. Youth Entered Employment i j..ite.
Required level 36.6
GRAETC performance 53.7

F. Positive Termination Rate (Youth)
Required level 41.3
GRAETC performance 72.7

G . Cost per Positive Termine .. ion Youth
Required level $b,139
GRAETC performance S3 5 811
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4. Did the PIC add any SDA level performance measures 
to those required by the State? If so, what were they and why 
were they added? Did the SDA receive any of the six percent set 
aside money from the State for the Transition Year? Was it 
related to program performance?

Question 4

The PIC did not add any SDA level performance measures to those required by the 
State. The SDA did receive their allocation of the 6 percent set aside of the 
money for the transition year. However, this money was awarded not for program 
performance but upon submission of an acceptable plan to the Governor's Office 
for job training. As reported in Phase I, the Governor's Office for Job 
Training linked these set-asides to particular economic development goals.

5. Performance based contracting involves contracts 
with training organizations in which partial or complete payment 
is made only if certain outcomes are achieved (e.g., 80 percent 
placement). The advantage to the SDA of using this type of 
subcontract relative to cost reimbursement arrangements is that 
the entire contract cost (including any administrative or job 
development costs) is counted as a training cost and is outside 
the 30 percent limit on nontraining costs. What is the relation 
ship between SDA performance standards and subcontracting pro 
cedures including the use of performance expectations? Is 
performance based contracting being used during the Transition 
Year? Will it be used in Program Year 1984? Are the performance 
expectations for subcontractors uniform or do they vary from 
contract to contract?

Question 5

There is no performance based contracting in the Grand Rapids-Kent County SDA. 
As reported in Phase IA, there were bonus points awarded for performance based 
contract submissions in the competitive evaluations of grant submissions. 
However, no acceptable proposals were received and thus no performance based 
contracting was done.
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Part V; Title III Programming

Based on our survey of nonsample States and your reports, 
it appears that the majority of Title III projects are being 
operated outside the SDA delivery system. Only seven of the 22 
sampled SDAs in Phase 1A received funding for Title III projects. 
The purpose of this section of the report is to identify changes 
that may be developing in this area and to examine the nature of 
Title III programs operated by the SDAs through PY84. Questions 
1 through 6 should be answered only if your SDA receives Title 
III funding. Question 7 should be answered in all cases.

1. On Table 3-1 (Project Information Sheet), please 
list all Title III projects for which contracts 
involving FY83, Transition Year or Program Year 
1984 money have been signed. Indicate the pro 
ject name in Column A. Columns B, C, and D should 
indicate the amount of FY83 and Transition Year 
or Program Year 1984 funds, respectively. Please 
do not include any nonfederal funds. In Column E 
indicate whether the listed project is:

  A new project (code = 1);

  An addition to a project which was existing 
and reported in Phase 1A (code = 2)*; or,

  A previously existing and reported project 
for which the funding level is unchanged 
(code = 3).

In column F, please provide a short description 
of the project including organizational arrange 
ments, program operator, location, eligibility 
criteria (e.g., age, occupation, employer, high 
school completion, etc.), number of participants, 
and services provided (i.e., counseling, job 
search, training, relocation). Also, in column G 
please indicate the code for the current opera 
tional status of the project.

(1) Start-up, no participants.

(2) Operating.

(3) Completed.

(4) Other (please specify).

(5) Unknown.

The reported change should include any project for which funding 
was reduced or eliminated.
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Table 3-1. Title III Project Information Sheet

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) I (G) i (H) (I)
Total

Total Amount of 
Number of Amount Transition Total
Planned of FY83 Year Amount of

Project Program Partici- JTPA and JTPA Money PY84 Money Funding 
Name i Operator i pants \ EJB Money I (in thousands) i (in thousands) i Code i Program Description i Operational Status

There is no Title III activity in this SDA.



PHASE 2 REPORT FORM Page 25 
Associate H. Allan Hunt_____ 
SDA Grand Rapids/Kent County

Title III OJT Contracts

In our examination of Title III projects in the sample 
SDAs and in our survey of the nonsample States, OJT was the most 
frequently planned service to be provided to dislocated workers. 
As in the case of Title IIA programs, we began to wonder how 
these projects and SDAs could suddenly increase the numbers of 
OJT contracts. One possible scenario is that the involvement of 
private sector representatives in the program has resulted in 
increased acceptance of OJT by private businesses. Another 
possibility is that there is increased low wage OJT for entry   
level jobs with relatively high turnover, thus subsidizing 
normal training costs for particular employers. The third possi 
bility is that the use of the OJT contract as an incentive 
creates a preference for JTPA participants among employers for 
filling jobs that would otherwise be filled by individuals not 
eligible for JTPA.

We would like to collect a sample of twenty repre 
sentative OJT contracts for each SDA. Column A of Table 3-2 
provides space for the employer with whom the contract is written; 
column B is for the occupation in which the participant is placed. 
Column C is for the wage paid under the OJT contract. Column D 
is for the length of the contract in hours (the amount of the 
contract divided by the OJT subsidy per hour - usually half the 
wage rate). Finally, in column E, please indicate if the subsidy 
rate is other than 50 percent of the wage paid to the partici 
pants. Again, a Title III Project is likely to have more than 
twenty OJT contracts. If so, either send a complete list (if 
available) or select every N^n contract to produce a sample of 
twenty.

2. Please comment on the use of and emphasis on OJT 
in this SDA's Title III program. What is the process used to 
generate OJT slots?



Table 3-2.

PHASE 2 REPORT FORM Page 
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TITLE III DISLOCATED WORKERS

(A)
Employer

(B) 
Occupation

(0 
Wage Rate

(D)
Length of 
Training 
(in Hours)

(E)
Subsidy Rate 
(If Different 

From 50%)
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3. What are the target groups for these Title III 
projects? Was the eligible group selected by the SDA, by the 
specific projects proposed, or by some other means?

4. Did the State pass the matching requirement to the 
SDAs or project operators? If so, what sources of matching are 
being used?
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5. Please describe the mix of services provided in 
Title III projects. Why was this particular strategy chosen?

6. What is the relationship between the Title IIA and 
Title III planning and delivery systems in this SDA? What kinds 
of coordination or problems in coordination exist? How have the 
differences in Title IIA and III rules concerning limits on 
administrative and support costs influenced these programs? Is 
there differential interest (control) on the part of the PIC in 
Title IIA and III programming?
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7. If there is Title III funding outside the SDA 
delivery system (projects run by some other agency) in (or over 
lapping) your SDA, what is the relationship between the PIC/SDA 
and the Title III project? For example, does the SDA recruit for 
the project or did the SDA support that organization's applica 
tion for funds?

Question 7

There is no Title III funding in this SDA. As reported in the Phase I state 
report, the bulk of the Title III funding has been awarded in southeastern 
Michigan. While GRAETC expected some displaced worker money and did apply for 
transition year money, they do not have a serious displaced worker problem. 
It appears they have lost interest in the process, given the severity of the 
displaced worker demands from other parts of the state.
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Part VI: Other Implementation Issues

1. Our analysis of the Phase 1A reports indicated that 
liability for disallowed costs remained an issue in about half of 
the SDAs. The other half indicated that this was not a problem 
because of a clean past history, use of experienced subcontractors 
and established contracting procedures. Our analysis suggests 
that liability issues may extend beyond participant income eligi 
bility to the youth expenditure requirement, administrative and 
stipend limits, matching for Title III funds and payments under 
performance based (unit) contracts. What is your assessment of 
the awareness of these potential problems and procedures used in 
this SDA? Has this SDA had any audit experience to date? 
Question 1

The SDA administration at GRAETC is well aware of the possible problem, but 
expresses no fears. This reflects both their clean past history and the 
promise made by the state, referred to earlier, that disallowed costs would not 
be invoked based upon failure to match the youth expenditure requirement. The 
auditors were in the SDA as I passed through. It is too early to anticipate 
the results of that audit, but there has been no substantial problem at this 
SDA in the past and they are supremely confident. This extends also to the LEO 
Board. The outgoing Chairman appeared to begin to think about these issues as 
I quizzed him on the question of financial responsibility. They have not had 
problems in the past and do not anticipate problems in the future.

2. Please identify any other implementation issues in 
this SDA that might be important to this analysis. Please include 
anything that, in your judgment, should be included in future 
observations.


