COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848

3-164031(3)

The Honorable Russell B. Long ‘
Chairman, Committee on Finance . 4%
United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is the fifth and final report in response to your
letter of February 2, 1973, requesting us tc review various
aspects of the Work Incentive program. As you reguested, we
placed particular emphasis during our review on actions taken
to implement the 1971 amendments to the program. This revort
concerns prodgram operations in New York City.

Officials of the Departments of Labor and Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare have been given an opportunity to review and
comment on the contents of this report, and their views have
been incorporated where appropriate. Comments of cognizant
State officials have also been considered in preparing the re-
port.

As discussed with your office, we believe that the report
would be of interest to other Committees and Members of Con~
gress. However, release of the report will be made only if
you agree or publicly announce its contents. 1In this connec-
tion, we want to invite your attention to the fact that this
report contains recommendations to the Secretaries of Labor
and Health, Education, and Welfare. As you know., section 236
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 recuires the head
of a Federal agency to submit a written statement on actions he
has taken on our recommendations to the House and Senate Com- "
mittees on Government Overations not later than 60 days after
the date of the report and the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations with the agencv's first reguest for appropria-~
tions made more than 60 days after the date of the report.

Your release of this report will enable us to send it to the
Secretaries and to the four committees to set in motion the re-
quirements of section 236.

o ' Sincerely yours,

S Tw (7 st

Comptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S
REPORT TO THE CHAIRMAN
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
UNITED STATES SENATE

DIGEST

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

This is the fifth of a series of

GAO reports on implementation of

the Work Incentive program. This
program is designed to help welfare
recipients in the aid to families
with dependent children program pre-
pare for and get jobs, thus removing
them from welfare dependency.

The Chairman, Senate Committee on
Finance, requested the reports and
suggested that GAO examine how well
the Department of Labor was imple-
menting legisiative provisions--
effective July 1, 1972--which
changed the program's operations
and emphasis. The revised program
is called WIN II.

GAO was requested to review the pro-
gram in Atlanta, Detroit, Los Ange-
les, New York, San Diego, Seattle,
and Tacoma. This report covers the
program in New York City during the
first year of WIN II and also in-
cludes data for fiscal year 1974
which was not evaluated by GAO.

The program is administered by the
Departments of Labor and Health,
Education, and Welfare and is
operated through State manpower
and welfare agencies. In fiscal
years 1972-74, the Congress author-
ized expenditures of nearly $900
million for program operations.
(See ch. 1.)

Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report
cover date shouid be noted hereon.

-

SLOW IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM
IN NEW YORK CITY
Department of Labor
Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Program results

. During fiscal year 1§7§;Uthéﬂﬁé;uu
> York City program fell far short of z:7:

its goals. New York City reported
that nearly 56,000 welfare recipi-
ents were registered for the program
but only 23,000 were selected to
participate, compared with a goa]

of about 43,000.

Over 4,000 participants became em-
ployed either as a result of the

~ program's job referrals or through

their own efforts, compared with a
goal of over 16,000. Fiscal year
1974 data shows some improvement,
with about 7,000 participants be-
coming empioyed compared with a goal
of about 11,000, (See pP. 4, 13,
and app. I.)

Problems in 1mp1ement1ng the. rev1sed
program included:

--Registration by the welfare agen-
cy of individuals who could not
be selected to participate.

--Delays in registering and in proc-
essing registrants.

--Staff time spent interviewing some
registrants who had temporary med-
ical problems or were found to be
exempt.

--Duplicative sanctioning processes
and 1ittle control over the rec-
ords of those being sanctioned.
(See pp. 4 and 10.?
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In addition, based on GAQ's tests

at one local office, which State
manpower officials considered to be
representative of New York City pro-
gram offices, it seems that the
chance of getting well-paying jobs
for many registrants is small.

For exampie, the majority of regis-
trants were out of the labor market
for 2 or more vears or had never
worked, had 8 or fewer years of edu-
cation, and had been on welfare for
3 or more years. (See p. 8.)

GAO's test for participahts who ob-
tained employment showed that:

--The average education level was
9.3 years, which was higher than
the average level for all regis-
trants.

--Only 13 percent of WIN II enrol-
iees received some type of train-
ing, compared with 70 percent of
enrollees in WIN I.

--About 65 percent obtained jobs as
a result of program referrals;
35 percent found jobs on their
own initiative.

--Jobs were obtained in a wide
range of work areas and skill
levels, with wages ranging from
$1.85 to $6.65 an hour and averag-
ing $2.54. (See pp. 14 to 16.)

The decrease in training of program
enrollees may present a future prob-
lem in placing participants because
of the relatively low educational
level and limited recent job experi-
ence of many registrants.

Processing delays in reducing and
terminating welfare grants resulted
in overpayments, which limited the
impact that job placements could
have had on reducing welfare costs.
(See pp. 16 and 17.)

i

On-the-job training and
public service employmer.:

The legislation which reixised the
program emphasized placenment in un-
subsidized and subsidizer employment.
One-third of fiscal year 1973 and
subsequent year program “unds ex-
pended were to be used fir develop-
ing and funding of subsitized posi-
tions in on-the-job traiting and
public service employmen:.

The Labor Department contract with
New York State specified that the
State insure that at least one-third
of its expenditures of pwgram funds
be for on-the-job trainirg and pub-
lic service employment. Program
funds not spent at the erd of a
fiscal year may be expented in sub-
sequent years. (See pp. 19 and

21.)

New York City fell short of its goai
in developing and fillin: these
positions. Only 627 on-the-job
training slots were fillzd in con-
trast to a fiscal year 1373 goal of
2,884 enrollments. Many partici-
pants who entered trainitg in fis-
cal year 1973 dropped ou: before
completing the contract :eriod. The
public service employmer: goal for
New York City was 293 pc:itions, of
which only 8 were fillec.

Reports for fiscal year “374 showed
‘improvement, but goais s:iil were
not being met. Action i: needed to
develop and fill more of these po-
sitions and to examine tie reasons
for the high dropout ratz for on-
the-job training contrac:s.

Based on reported expenc tures of
fiscal year 1973 progran funds
through June 30, 1973, hew York
State spent about 22 per:ent for
on-the-job training and :ublic
service employment activties and

sh



the entire Region II, of which New
York is a part, spent about 19 per-
cent. Reported fiscal year 1974
expenditures of funds subject to
the one-third requirement rose to
about 43 and 39 percent for New
York State and Region II, respec-
tively. (See ch. 4.)

Tax credit to employers
of participants

The Revenue Act of 1971 authorized

a tax credit for employers of pro-
gram participants as an incentive

to increase employment opportuni-
ties. Despite efforts to promote
it, the tax credit did not appear

to have a major impact on JOb place-
ments.

During fiscal year 1973, only 392
eligibility certifications were
issued to New York City employers.
Reported data for fiscal year 1974
showed that certifications issued
totaled 1,088. (See ch. 5.)

Management information system

The management information system,
developed jointly by Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare, was
designed to serve as a management
tool and as a source of information
for reports to the Congress.

As implemented in New York there
were differences in data reported

by the two State agencies and the
system did not accurately reflect
the number of participants enrolled
in program components. Furthermore,
welfare savings, one measure of pro-
gram success, were not reported by
New York State until August 1973.
(See ch. 6.)

Tear Sheet

Coordination between manpower
and welfare agencies

Work Incentive program legislation
strongly emphasized coordination be-
tween manpower and welfare agencies
at regional, State, and local levels.
Close coordination of program activ-
-ities appeared to exist at all levels.
(See ch. 7.)

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARIES
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE -
AND LABOR

The Departments shou]d ‘encourage the

‘New York State Departments of Labor ) i23%

and of Social Services to act to  {oacev
insure that:

--Less of a timelag exists between
registration and certification of
registrants.

--More careful assessments are made
at registration and in scheduling
registrants for appraisal inter-
views, so that only those who can
be selected for participation
receive appraisal interviews.

--Adequate control over the records
of those being sanctioned is
established to determine whether
san$§i?n action is taken. (See
p. 12.

--Differences between data reported

by the two agencies are resolved.
(See p. 29.)

 Health, Education, and Welfare

should act to insure that the New
York State Department of Social
Services makes t1me1y adjustments of
welfare grants in New York City.

(See p. 18.) ‘

The U.S. Department of Labor should
encourage the New York State Depart-
ment of Labor to:



--Make every effort to develop and
place eligible participants in
on-the-job training and public
service employment positions.

--Determine what measures could be
taken to insure that more on-the-
job training participants complete
the contract period. (See p. 22.)

The two Federal departments also
should change the definition of "par-
ticipant" in the management informa-
tion system so that only data on the
number of participants enrolled in
program components is reported.

(See p. 29.)

AGENCY ACTIONS AND
UNRESOLVED ISSUES

1

Both Departments advised that, in
general, action was being taken or
planned to implement the recommen-
‘dations. (See apps. IV and V.) ,
Labor disagreed with the recommen-

iv

dation on developing and filling
more on-the-job training and public
service employment positions because

--expenditure levels for these posi-
tions exceeded statutory require-
ments during fiscal year 1974 and

--the program's success with direct
placements indicated that use of
more costly subsidized positions
should be restricted.

In view of the likelihood that the
job market will not improve in the
immediate future, GAQ believes that
efforts should be made to place
individuals in on-the-job training
and public service employment posi-
tions. Although subsidized employ-
ment is more costly, it may be the
only way to place many program:
participants in the relatively poor
labor market which is forecasted
for 1975. (See p. 22.)



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The Work Incentive (WIN) program, authorized by title II of the
Social Security Amendments of 1967 (42 U.S.C. 630), was designed to pro-
vide certain recipients of the aid to families with dependent children
(AFDC) program with incentives, opportunities, "and necessary services to
enable them to (1) be employed in the regular economy, (2) receive
training for work in the regular economy, and (3) participate in special
work projects, so as to move them from welfare dependency to econonic
self-sufficiency through meaningful jobs.:

To imprcve the WIN program, referred to as WIN I major legislation
was enacted——”ublic Law 92-223, approved December 28, 1971--to change the
program's operations and emphasis. These amendments, effective July 1,
1972, under the program referred to as WIN II, provided in; part for..

. —=Registration with the local manpower agency for services, training,
and employment of all ihdividuals as a condition of eligibility
for A¥YDC, except those specifically exempted : L

--Increased Federal funding, providing for 90—percent Federal and
10-percent State funds.

—-Establishment of a separate’ administrative unit (SAU) in the
State welfare agency to provide supportive services to WIN par-
ticipants. . - R
~-Replacement of special work projects with public serviceJenpioy-

' ment (PSE) for individuals for whom a job in the regular economy

could not be found. ' A ; Sl .

—-Emphasis on employment-based training by requiring eipenditnres
for oz-the-job training (OJT) and PSE of not less than one-third
of new program funds expended by the Department of Labor.

In addition, the Revenue Act of 1971 (26 U.S.C. 40) provided for a
special tax incentive for employers of WIN participants, to facilitate
job development and placement.

Althougk WIN II is designed to move certain AFDC recipients into
jobs, not all such recipients are expected to participate in the.pro-
gram. The 1971 amendments specifically exempt the following classes of
recipients from the requirement that they register with WIN to receive,
or continue to receive, AFDC benefits.

—--Persons under age 16 or attending school full time.

--Persons too ill, too old, or otherwise incapacitated.




--A mother or other relative needed at home to care for a child
under age 6.

--Persons needed at home to care for 111 or incapacitated household
members.

--Persons so remote from a WIN project that effective participation
is precluded.

--Mothers in families where the father or other adult male relative
in the home has registered.

Exempt recipients may register voluntarily for WIN participation.

The 1971 amendments require that the manpower agency accord priority
to WIN registrants in the following order, taking into account employa-
bility potential: (1) unemployed fathers, (2) mothers who volunteer for
participation, (3) other mothers and pregnant women under 19 years of
age, (4) dependent children and relatives age 16 and over, who are not
in school or engaged in work or manpower training, and (5) all others.
New York is one of the States which has elected to provide AFDC payments
to families in which the father is unemployed.

WIN II is administered jointly by Labor and the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare (HEW) and operated through State agencies. In
fiscal years 1972, 1973, and 1974, the Congress authorized expenditures
of $259 million, $293 million, and $340 million, respectively, for WIN
operations.

Federal expenditures during fiscal years 1973 and 1974 for WIN
activities in New York State and in Labor and HEW Region II™ are shown in
the following table.

Fiscal year 1973 Fiscal year 1974
expenditures expenditures
Labor HEW Total Labor HEW . Total

(000 omitted)
New York State $25,734 $10,921 $36,655 826,726 $17,221 $43,947

Region II $34,076 $20,096 $54,172 $36,467 $27,784 $64,251

In New York, the manpower services division of the State Department
of Labor, under contract with the U.S. Department of Labor, is the prime
WIN sponsor. The Division directs 11 projects throughout the 'State, 1
of which is in New York City. The New York City project operates the

1Labor and HEW Region II consists of New York, New Jersey, the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.




WIN program through 10 local employment service-WIN offices throughout
the city. The 43 welfare offices in New York City are responsible,
through the city's Human Resources Administration, to the State Depart-
ment of Social Services (DSS). :

SCOPE OF REVIEW

This report discusses the administration and . implementation of the
New York City WIN program from July 1, 1972, the effective date of the
1971 WIN amendments, through June 30, 1973, and includes selected WIN
data for fiscal year 1974 which we did not evaluate. Followup evaluation
will be made after WIN II has been in operation for a longer period of
time.

We reviewed appropriate legislation and applicable. regulations,
policies, procedures, and practices of Labor, HEW, and the State agencies
and their local counterparts, and interviewed manpower and welfare
officials at regional, State, and local levels.

A We also reviewed pertinent records at 1 of the 10 local employment
service-WIN offices in New York City and at 24 of .the 43 local welfare
offices. The WIN office selected for review was considered by State
manpower officials to be representative of the New York City local WIN
offices and accounted for 3,818 of the approximately 56,000 WIN regis-
trants in the city during fiscal year 1973. The 24 welfare offices were
those responsible for welfare services for individuals referred to the
WIN office selected for our review, We corresponded with a number of
employers in the New York City area about the tax credit provision of
the 1971 Revenue Act. . .




CHAPTER 2

REGISTRATION AND SELECTION FOR WiN PARTICIPATION

During fiscal year 1973 nearly 56,000 AFDC recipients were regis-
tered for WIN in New York City. Of these, about 23,000 were selected to
participate, compared with a goal of about 43,000 participants. During
fiscal year 1974 the city registered over 39,000 recipients and selected
about 44,000 to participate. The goal was about 39,000 participants.
See appendixes I, II, and III for detailed goals and .accomplishments for
New York City, New York State, and Region II, respectively, as reported
by Labor. ' ‘

Based on our tests at one local office, problems of implementing
WIN II included: . »

--Registration by the welfare agency of individuals who could not
~be selected to participate in WIN.

—-Delays in implementing registration and in processing registrants.

--WIN staff time spent interviewing some registfants who had tem-
porary medical problems or were found to be exempt.

--Duplicative sanctioning processes and little control over the
records of those being sanctioned.

In addition, on the basis of the characteristics of WIN registrants in our
sample it seems that many registrants have small chance of getting well-
paying jobs. For example, the majority of registrants in our sample

were out of the labor market for 2 or more years or had never worked,

had 8 or fewer years of education, and had been on welfare for 3 or more
years. ‘

How the WIN process is designed to work, how it was working in New
York City, and what we believe should be done to improve the process so
that more registrants are able to participate are discussed in this
chapter. Job placement, welfare savings, employment, and other matters
are discussed in subsequent chapters.

HOW THE WIN PROCESS IS DESIGNED TO WORK

This section outlines how the WIN process is designed to work, as
described in Labor and HEW guidelines.

A new applicant for AFDC benefits is screened immediately by the
welfare agency to determine if he (1) is exempt from WIN, (2) is exempt,
but wishes to register as a volunteer, or (3) must be registered. Per-
sons already on AFDC rolls are screened during periodic eligibility
reviews of AFDC cases. The welfare agency sends completed registration
forms to the local manpower agency.




0f those registered for WIN, some may not be able to benefit
immediately from WIN's job placement services for various reasons, such
as they are working at low-paying jobs and receiving supplemental welfare
assistance, have temporary illnesses, or are enrolled in schools or
training. As a first step in deciding who might benefit, the local man-
power agency selects individuals for appraisal from among those registered
by the welfare agency.

Local manpower agency staffs, together with the welfare agency's
SAU staff, then appraise registrants for employability on the basis of
priorities set forth in the 1971 amendments. For registrants deemed most
employable and for whom placement opportunities are available, the man-
power agency asks SAU to certify that any supportive services the regis-
trant needs to participate in WIN--such as medical care, child care, or
other services--have been provided or arranged and that the registrant is
ready to enter training or employment. Those so certified become partic-
ipants and report to the local manpower agency for orientation and place-
ment in training or employment. Registrants not selected for participation
are returned to the registrant pool.

When T participant obtains a job, the first 90 days of unsubsidized
employment™ constitute the "job entry" period, during which he remains a
WIN participant. During this period, supportive services are provided
as required. After completing the job entry period, working partici-
pants are dropped from WIN (deregistered) if their earnings are sufficient
to remove them from the welfare rolls. If not, these working partici-
pants are recycled to the registrant pool, in a nonparticipant status,
where they remain unless they get off welfare or lose their jobs and are
again selected to become program participants.

Tﬁe following chart shows the general flow and certain outcome
possibilities for AFDC recipients who register for WIN.

1Employment in which all employee wages and other costs are paid by the
employer, in contrast to subsidized employment, such as OJT and PSE, in
which all or part of wages or costs are funded by WIN.
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HOW THE PROCESS WAS WORKING IN NEW YORK CITY

To examine the WIN process, we randomly selected case files for 108
of -he 2,061 registrants at one New York City local WIX office from
Julr 1, 1972, through April 16, 1973. In addition to determining the
cheracteristics of the registrants, we followed these cases through the
various steps in the WIN process to determine why relatively few regis-
traits were selected to participate in the program.

Registration

Persons seeking public assistance in New York City apply to the
aprlication section of 1 of 43 local DSS offices. AFDC applicants are
reizrred to the employment section. There appointments are arranged with
emrioyment specialists to explain WIN and to determine whether the appli-
carrs are legally exempt from the registration requirement. Those found
exsmpt are told that they may volunteer for WIN.

The WIN registration form is completed by the DSS employment spe-
ciglist and signed by the registrant. Completed forms are sent to the
certral New York City DSS office for further review. Properly completed
registration forms are then forwarded to the central New York City WIN
office, which distributes the forms on the basis of geographical location
to the 10 local offices.

Problems with completion of registration forms

In 18 cases in our sample the registration forms had to be returned
to DSS either for sanction because of noncooperation or because regis-
trents were obviously exempt for such reasons as medical problems, being
on State welfare rolls rather than on AFDC, or having children under 6
yezrs of age and not volunteering to register. For 57 registrants for
whom time frame data was available, an average of 28 days elapsed from the
deze of DSS registrations to the date the local WIN office received the
forms. For 56 registrants for whom additional time frame data was
avzilable, an average of 18 days elapsed from receipt of the registration
forms in the WIN office to the date of the appraisal interviews.

Delays in implementing registration process

New York City got off to a slow start in registering individuals
frr the WIN II program. Although registration of AFDC fathers began in
July 1972, AFDC females and fathers newly applying for AFDC benefits
were not registered on a regular basis until December 1972. Labor
giidelines suggested that registration of recipients already on AFDC
rclls be completed by December 1972. The flow of registration forms to
th: central WIN office started in July 1972, but it was not until January
1573 that a substantial increase was recorded.

Late in 1972 the Metropolitan Area Director of the New York State
Emloyment Service sent letters to the Commissioner of the Human




Resources Administration s:ating that’'(1l) the WIN offices were prepared
to appraise 1,500 registraits a week, (2) it had received less than 4,000
registration forms through October 1972, and (3) of the forms received,
more than half were returnzd to the Human Resources Administration be-
cause they were incomplete, duplicates, or for individuals already en-
rolled in WIN or exempt unier the law.

As of March 1973, DSS had processed only 49 percent of the 102,000
female AFDC recipients in Jew York City having children over 6 years
of age, the potential femze registrants for WIN. According to a DSS
official, it was not until the end of May 1973 that 96,000, or 94 percent,
of the potential female reristrants received notification to report to
DSS for interviews to detesmine whether they were required to register
for WIN. Approximately 86,500 were interviewed. About 40,000 were
mandatory registrants, aboit 37,000 were exempt and did not register,
and about 4,600 were voluntary. About 4,900 of the remaining group who
were interviewed were noti‘ied that sanctions were being considered
because of their refusal tz cooperate.

Labor Department Regimm II officials believed that the delayed start
of the WIN II program was :zaused partly by the late distribution of
guidelines by the State WI¥ office. Although the State manpower services
division had distributed cartain sections of its local office guidelines
by July 1, 1972, most of tie substantive material was not distributed
until October. HEW regioml ofiicials believed that progress was hin-
dered by internal bickering over which city group within the welfare
centers was to handle the -~egistration process and by lack of staff.

Registrant characteristics

Data on characteristics was available for most registrants in our
sample and showed that the majority

--were female,
--were nonwhite or Spmish speaking, .
--were mandatory registrants,

--had been out of the labor market for 2 or more years or had never,
worked,

--had 8 years of eduration or less,
--were between 30 ant 44 years of aée, and
—had been on welfars for 3 years or longer.
The lack of current work zxperience and the 10;4 educational achievement

indicate that it would be somewhat difficult for the average registrant
to obtain a job paying well enough to get off welfare.

T g




Appraisal

On the basis of reviews of the registration forms, the local WIN office
schedules appraisal interviews for umemployed fathers, the most employ-
able mandatory female registrants, azd volunteers. The interview covers
a wide variety of factors relating to the registrant s employability
problems, interests, hobbies, family relationships, extent and type of
supportive services needed, and work history. After the WIN staff
completes its portion of the appraiszl interview, SAU then interviews
registrants selected for participatima in WIN. Both interviews usually
take place on the same day. Individzals selected are certified by SAU,
while those considered poor prospects for employment are returned to the
registrant pool.

Many registrants selected for agpraisal interviews were not selected
to participate in WIN. Of the 68 registrants in our sample of 108 who
were selected for appraisal interviews, only 35 became participants. Of
the remaining 33 registrants, 2 failad to report for appraisal, 3 were
awaiting appraisal, 15 were awaiting certification, 2 failed to report
for program participation, and 11 were not selected for participation
because of temporary medical problems or because they were found to be
exempt.

Some changes in a participant's circumstances may occur between the
time the local office receives the ragistration form and the scheduled
interview. However, we believe the delay between registration and receipt
of the form by the WIN office contriruted to the low selection number.
More careful selection of those to bz interviewed also appeared to be
needed. It seems that WIN staff time could be used more productively by
interviewing only those registrants who could actually be selected for
program participation.

Certification

Under the 1971 WIN amendments, the welfare agency must certify that
it will provide health, vocational rshabilitation, counseling, child
care, and other supportive services necessary to enable individuals to
accept employment or training.

In New York City, after needed services have been arranged or when
no certification can be given, SAU returns the completed certification
form to the WIN staff. Program officials stated that, if a person cannot
be certified for participation, it is very often due to a temporary
medical condition. Generally a cerzification is completed in less than
30 days, but, according to WIN and JSS staffs, lack of child care has
sometimes increased the timelag,

In our sample of 108 registranzs, 48 of 63 registrants selected for
participation on the basis of appra.sal interviews continued through the
certification process, and 15 were zwaiting formal certification. For

those certified, the average time bztween appraisal and certification was
23 days.




Sanctions

The Social Security Act, as amended, provides for sanction of indi-
viduals receiving AFDC payments who have been certified as ready for
employment or training but who refuse, without good cause, to partici-
pate in WIN. After being offered a fair hearing, they may be declared
by the welfare agency as no longer eligible for AFDC pzyments. A WIN
participant terminated from an active WIN status for failure to partic-
ipate without good cause is, however, entitled to a 60-day period of
counseling by the welfare agency. This is designed to persuade him to
participate in the program. If he accepts counseling, he may continuc
to receive AFDC benefits during the 60-day period. WIN guidelines view
failure to appear for several scheduled appraisal interviews as rendering
meaningless the individual's WIN registration.

In New York City, DSS is responsible for sanctioning AFDC clients
who refuse to register for WIN. The WIN staff, in tura, is responsible
for sanctioning registrants who fail to report for appraisal or par-
ticipants who refuse to cooperate. These two sanctioring processes
generally parallel each other in that both start the process at the local
level and have appeal features to a higher level, excest that, at the
conclusion of the State Department of Labor adjudicatimm process, those
sanctioned by WIN are entitled to a 60-day counseling seriod before
being recommended to DSS for final grant termination.

After the 60-day counseling period, those being sanctioned by the
WIN staff are then entitled to the full DSS processing-and-appeal pro-
cedure. Registrants exercising these appeal rights cza cause a delay
of many months before actual sanctioning. Each registrant is entitled
to continuation of his grant until he gets a decision “rom the New York
State DSS Fair Hearing Section. In April 1973 a U.S. Labor Department
regional official told us that the State Department of Labor was carrying
out its sanction adjudication procedures for appeals m schedule but that
the DSS adjudication procedures for appeals were delaved up to 9 months
due to backlogs.

Statistics on potential sanctions were not readily available. No
separate lists were maintained indicating which individuals were notified
that their grants might be adjusted or terminated as = sanction as op-
‘posed to termination or adjustment due to employment cr change in family
circumstances. DSS data on grant termination due to refusals to partic-
ipate was incomplete, and other data available on interim steps leading
to termination or reduction of grants did not separately identify those
in the sanction process.

In our sample, we found that nine registrants failed to report for
appraisal or otherwise refused to cooperate. Sanctioz action had been
initiated against the six who were mandatory registracts; the remaining
three were voluntary registrants who were returned to sxempt status.
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CONCLUSIONS

WIN II had a slow start in New York City. Slow implementation of
registration procedures appeared to be a primary factor, but it alss took
too long to process AFDC recipients through the registration, appra‘sal,
and certification steps; the average at the time of review was 69 dsys.
Because of delays, many AFDC recipients did not receive any WIN serrices
for most of fiscal year 1973.

The time frame for registering and for processing those who register
should be shortened. More careful assessments should be made by DSF as
to whether potential registrants are eligible for WIN and by the WIX
staff in scheduling appraisal interviews so that interview time is zaken
up only with registrants who can be selected for participation. Regula~
tions published in the Federal Register on September 18, 1974, propuse,
among other changes, that the registration function be done by local
manpower agencies and that WIN hearing procedures, including sancticming,
be unified. If these regulations become effective and are properly
implemented, many problems noted in our review and discussed in this
chapter may be alleviated.

Al though the proposed regulations would deal with some of the
sanctioning problem, separate control records must be maintained on
individuals reccommended for sanction to determine whether sanction action
is being taken or is effective.

/

RECOMMENDATIONS T0 THE
SECRETARIES OF EEW AND LABOR

We recommend that the Secretaries of HEW and Labor encourage tie
New York State Department of Labor and DSS to act to insure that:

--Less of a timelag exists between registration and certification
of WIN registrants.

—More careful assessments are made at registration and in schedul-~
ing registrants for appraisal interviews, so that only those
eligible for WIN are registered and only those who can be selected
for participation receive an appraisal interview.

--Adequate control over the records of those being sanctioned :is
established to determine whether sanction action is being taten.
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AGENCY COMMENTS

Labor and HEW concurred with our recommendation concerning the time-
lag between registration and certification. (See apps. IV and V.) Both
stated that the recently proposed redesign of WIN is directed toward
shortening this time frame.

Concerning our recommendation that more careful assessments be made
at registration and in scheduling registrants for appraisal interviews,
Labor and HEW stated that the proposed redesign should improve the proc-
ess., It is planned that registration (to be done by the WIN staff in-
stead of the welfare agency) and appraisal will be done on the same day
if at all possible. When this is not possible, Labor and HEW plan to

use preappraisal screening to insure proper scheduling of registrants
for appraisal interviews.

Labor and HEW concurred with our recommendation on improving con-

trols over the sanction process and listed a number of actions planned
as part of the proposed redesign.
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CHAPTER 3

PLACEMENTS AND THEIR EFFECT ON WELFARE COSTS ..

Although New York City has special units responsible ‘for job
development, the number of job placements was low, falling short of
established goals. During fiscal year 1973, the WIN project reported
4,046 placements, or 7 percent of the city's 55,808 WIN registrants.
Its goal was 16,834, During fiscal year 1974, the city reported 7,017
placements, compared with a goal of 10,936.

During fiscal year 1973, the city's welfare savings resulting from
WIN placements were not reported. Our tests showed, however, that some
savings were realized but that overpayments were made because of delays
in adjusting welfare grants. 3 :

JOB PLACEMENT

Under WIN II, program emphasis was changed from training to direct
placements and employment-based training, which ircludes OJT and PSE.
Job placement involves moving job~ready WIN participants into appropriate
employment. This is accomplished by referring participants to available
jobs or to specific opportunities developed for them by the.WIN staff.

In New York City, five different organizatiomal entities are involved
in job development efforts. :

~=Job Development Section of the local WIN office, which finds
training and jobs for job-ready WIN participants.

—-Central Employer Relations Office, which develops jobs for all