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Mr. Chairman and metibers of the Subcommittee, we are here 

today to discuee’ the results of our survey on the proposed 

transfer of the Senior Community Service Employment Program, 

authorized under title V of the Older Americans Act of 1965, 

from the Department of Labor to the Administration on Aging 

within the Department of Health and Human Services. We 

performed this work at your request as Chairman of the 

Subcommittee. 

At the outset, I would like to point out that we limited 

the scope and duration of our survey in order to meet the needs 

of the Subcommittee within its established timeframe. In 

assessing the program’s operations, we relied to a great ‘extent 

on unverified, reported data and on a limited number of visits 

to local projects within three states. However, based on these 

efforts, it appears that the program has produced some positive 

results in that certain key program goals have been met.’ Fur- 

thermore, we found nothing in the way of studies, evaluations, 

or other documentary evidence to indicate that any serious prob- 

lems existed with the current program operations orthatithe 

program would operate more effectively or that coordination 

would increase, if moved. 

PROGRAM BACKGROUND 

The Senior Community Service Employment Program was;estab- 

lished to provide part-time employment for unemployed, low- 
I 

income persons age 55 or older. Participants work in a variety 1 
I of community service positions; for example, in day care/ cen- / 

ters, schools and hospitals. The program has been admin stered f 
by the Department of Labor since 1967, and is carried ou c 
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: through grants to eight national non-profit eponeoring or$aniza- 

I tions and to units of State governments,“1 These national bnd 

/ state organizations were provided a total of'over $319 mi&lion 

i for program operations during the period July 1, 1983 to irune 
I 

j 30, 1984. / 
PROPOSED TRANSFER 

In June 1983, the administration submitted to the Speaker 

of the House of Representatives draft legislation which would 

have significantly changed this program. The groposal would 

have transferred the program from Labor by establishing a pro- 

gram of state grants for employment opportunities administered 

by the Administration on Aging within the Department of Realth 

and Human Services. 

The administration's rationale for the transfer was that 

the program's primary emphasis was on income maintenance and 

community services rather than on employment and training. Fur- 

thermore, the Senior Community Service Employment Prograq was 

considered similar to other income maintenance and community 

service programs administered by HHS and, therefore, itsltrans- 

fer would enhance the government's ability to coordinateland 

I administer it and other programs. 

The administration subsequently modified this proposal in 

the President's fiscal year 1985 budget submission by prcposing 

that the state grants portion of the program be administered by 
, 

HHS. The national sponsors portion of the program wouldi con- 
1 

tinue to be administered by Labor.. 
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PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

To gain an understanding of what ,the Senior Community 

Service Employment Program was accomplishing~, we concentrated 

our effort8 on four quantifiable goals established by the Older 

Americans Act or as stated in Labor regulations. These gioals 

related to participant eligibility, administrative and matching 

costs, transitioning enrollees into unsubsidized jobs, and the 

full use of enrollee positions. I would like to briefly discuss 

each of these goals and the results, based on reported data, 

being accomplished. 

Participant eligibility 

The Older Americans Act states that the program is to serve 

persons 55 years and older, with priority given to those’60 

years and older. While some sponsors stated that emphasis was 

given to those over 60, this was not unanimous. Nevertheless, 

our review of the summary report, dated June 30, 1983, fcr all 

sponsors for the 1981-83 program year period indicated that pri- 

ority was being given to those over 60. During that period, 77 

percent of the enrollees were over 60 years of age. I I 
Administrative and 
matching costs 

Labor regulations limit the amount of funds that can be 

spent on administrative costs to 15 percent of total Senior Com- 

munity Service Employment Program funds. \While the percent of 

Federal funds used for program administration by the natkonal 

and state sponsors varies, they are, for the most part, meeting 

the 15 percent limitation. For example, during the program year 

1980-81, the state sponsors collectively, and each of thb 
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national sponsors were below the adm inistrative cost lim it, 

During program  year 1981-82 three national sponsors exceeded 
6 

i this lim it but by lass than one percenf and during 1982-83 two 

i other national sponsors exceeded this lim it but by less than two 

1 percent, In each of these cases, the adm inistrative cost$ cal- 
, , 
j culated for the two year period (1981-83) are below the 15 per- 

cent lim it. Labor also requires sponsors to provide a 10 

percent m atching share of the grant amount. According to 

national and state sponsors, the 10 percent m atch is m et through 

) the provision of services, in-kind contributions, or cash. 

1 T ransitioning participants 
into private sector jobs 

While there are no legislative requirem ents that program  

j participants be placed in unsubsidized jobs, Labor has se:t a 

1 goal for transitioning participants into such jobs. During the 

1977-80 tim e period, this goal was set at 10 percent of total 

participants? beginning in 1980, the goal was raised to iits 

present level of 15 percent. 

The degree to which the placem ent goal has been m et idiffers 

among the individual program  sponsors for various reasons in- i 
eluding the emphasis on transitioning, availability of jcbs and 

transportation in rural areas, participant education and -skill 

I levels, and language barriers among enrollees. However, ‘the 

overall percentage of enrollees transitioned during the @eriod 

1977-83 exceeded Labor’s placem ent goal , except for program  year 
/ 

1980-81. It was during that program  year that the placem ent I 
goal was raised from  10 percent to 15 percent. In progry year 

1983, national sponsors placed an average of 20.5 percent of 
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1; )‘I’ i /‘I their enrollees in unsubsidized jobs, with a range of 34.q per- 

cent to 8.2 percent. The average transition rate for the states 

~ was 14.3 percent. State placement rates ranged from 60.5’per- 
/ 
I cent to 0 for one state and several territories. 

1 Full use Of @nrOllee POsitiOnS 

Funds are provided to program sponsors in support of’speci- 

I fled numbers of participant positions. Our review of Labor 

j records showed that overall the program sponsors have main- 

~ tained the number of participant positions at or above these 

apecif led levels; therefore, the program has been operating at 

maximum capacity. For example, the funds provided in program 

year 1982-83 were to maintain just over 54,000 positions. The 

number of participants enrolled as of June 30, 1983, was about 

61,000, 13.7 percent above budgeted capacity. One reason spon- 

sors are able to support additional participant positions is 

that not all program costs, especially administrative costs, are 

charged against program funds: thus additional funds are avail- 

able to support enrollee positions in excess of budgeted jlevels. 



BASIS FOR TRANSPlkRZfNG SCSEP 

The administration’s proposal to transfer SCSEP was based 

on the premise that it was more an income maintenance program 

rather than an employment and training program, and that its 

transfer to an agency administering other income maintenance 

programs (the Department of Health and Human Services) would 

allow more effective coordination and service delivery. How- 

ever, officials from Labor and HHS told us that there was no 

study or analysis made that demonstrated that the program would 

operate more effectively, if moved, or that coordination would 

be improved. In fact, Labor has never conducted a formal eval- 

uation of the program as it presently operates. 

While those directly involved in Senior Community Service 

Employment Program operations have definitive views and opinions 

on whether the program should be moved, such views appeared to 

be based on whether they believe the primary purpose of the pro- 

gram is employment and training or income maintenance. Qur 

review of the legislative history of the program indicated that 

the program has at least two goals-- to promote employment and to 

provide social services. 

LABOR’S MANAGEMENT OF SCSEP 

The Department of Labor has had administrative responsibil- 

ity for the program since 1967 when the “Operation Mainstream’* 

demonstration project was transferred from the Office of: 

Economic Opportunity to Labor. 

Labor maintains a coordination, oversight and monitoring 

role with relatively little involvement in direct program 



operation. The national sponsors and state agencies have 

assumec¶ day-to-day administration and management reeponsipilty. 

Labor carries out its role through erix federal representagives 

with monitoring responsibility for assigned national and istate 
/ 

sponsorsr usually numbering 8 to 10 per representative. Labor 

does not have any field staff outside Washington, D.C. assigned 

to this program. 

Monitoring responsibilities normally involve assessing com- 

pliance with grant agreements through reviews of performance and 

financial reports and through field trips to operational sites. 

Because the proposed transfer did not include any specifics 

on what changes would occur, certain questions remain ~ 

unanswered. For example, AOA’s social service network is not 

employment oriented and therefore it is uncertain to what extent 

the agency would place the same degree of emphasis on transi- 
I 

tioning older workers into unsubsidized positions. This,; plus a 

change in the fund allocation formula from that contained in 

title V of the Older Americans Act to the formula contaided in 

title III, left unknown the affect on elderly worker participa- 

tion in the program. Furthermore, AOA has not developed:an 

implementation plan, nor had it determined the cost of a#minis- 

trat ion. And finally, the effect on coordination of having two 

agencies administer the program is uncertain at this time. / / 
Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, this bon- 

eludes my statement on the proposed program transfer. 11 will be 
I 

happy to respond to any questions that you might have. j 
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