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Oversight:
 The Status of the Summer Youth Employment Program
On Friday, January 31, 2003, the Committee on Youth Services will hold an oversight hearing on the status of the summer youth employment program (SYEP). Specifically, the Committee will receive testimony regarding the most recent SYEP request for proposal (RFP) process, as well as other issues relevant to the operation of the City’s 2003 SYEP. Expected to testify at this hearing are representatives from the New York City Department of Employment (DOE) and the Department of Youth and Community Development (DYCD), advocates and contracting organizations that provide employment for the City’s youth through this valuable program. 

Overview: SYEP

Summer employment programs provide recipient youth with a number of positive benefits, and many jobs performed by youth are essential to the economic prosperity of both their family and community. For example, a significant number of the youth hired through the City’s summer program work as aides and counselors in summer day camps. Without their efforts, many of these camps would have to reduce the number of children served or close down entirely. Furthermore, most of the income earned by youth through summer employment is spent in the community, creating a positive economic multiplier effect. In many cases, young people gain critical “first-time” work experience and are taught such valuable skills as time management and responsibility. Summer employment also allows young people to use their time off from school constructively. In fact, if the City’s youth are not provided with appropriate employment options, many young people will have no activities to engage in this summer. Ultimately, the City, as well as the State, benefits from the fact that the SYEP prepares youth to become productive citizens. 

New York City’s SYEP is administered by DOE. Previously, DOE operated a stand-alone SYEP that was funded, in part, through the federal Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). Through the Jobs Opportunities for Youth (JOY) program, the City supplemented JTPA monies with New York City “Safe Streets Safe City” funding. From 1995 to 1999, SYEP provided an average of 39,000 youth ages 14-21 with a seven-week summer work experience each summer. An all-time high of approximately 52,000 young people were employed in the summer of 1999, during which the SYEP received $47.2 million in federal Title II B funds and $9 million in Council-allocated City funds.  

In July 2000, the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) replaced the JTPA. Unfortunately, WIA failed to incorporate funding for a stand-alone summer youth employment program. Instead, under the WIA block grant, the City is required to maintain a year-round program, with summer jobs being just one of ten activities that can receive WIA funding. In light of the drastic changes to SYEP funding, the State provided $22 million to the City in the summer of 2000 to fund youth employment opportunities and help localities phase-in new WIA requirements. 

In 2002, the State provided $15 million in Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) funds which, when combined with $17.9 million in City tax levy dollars and $11 million in WIA monies, resulted in jobs for approximately 36,000 New York City youth. Unfortunately, the State has indicated that the 2002 allocation was the third and final year TANF monies would be provided to allow localities sufficient time to phase-in WIA. Because WIA funds have only accounted for a small portion of jobs available through the SYEP, particularly in light of the restrictive program requirements discussed above, the loss of State funding at this juncture would result in a dramatic decrease in the number of SYEP jobs for our City’s youth. The lack of a stand-alone SYEP with a dedicated source of State funding puts the continued existence of the SYEP program in doubt each year.

In the summer of 2003, DOE anticipates that the SYEP will serve only 5,645 young people, utilizing approximately $5 million in City tax levy dollars. This allocation represents a significant cut in City funding. Additionally, approximately 10,000 youth currently enrolled in year-round programs funded by federal WIA dollars will be offered summer employment opportunities. As previously discussed, these figures represent a drastic reduction in the number of jobs available through the SYEP.

SYEP RFP Process
Controversy surrounds the most recent RFP for the SYEP. The RFP, released on November 15, 2002, differs from previous SYEP RFPs in a number of fundamental ways. DOE did not release a concept paper prior to issuing the RFP, which would have allowed prospective contractors the opportunity to comment on its provisions. A meeting was held between providers and DOE before the RFP was released in order to discuss the SYEP and some of the program’s attendant problems. However, according to contractors, DOE did not discuss the details of the new RFP, other than to note that there would be a consortium model. Because the process lacked transparency, DOE ended up issuing four addenda to the RFP after it was released, as a result of feedback received from providers. 


The following summarizes the major changes to the RFP for the SYEP as of January 3, 2003, the deadline for proposal submissions:

Contractor/Subcontractor Relationship

The RFP requires the formation of eight consortiums of SYEP providers, to include one lead contractor and subcontractors of an unspecified number. DOE designated eight service area options, discussed below under the subheading “Targeted Service Areas.” 

Under the RFP, contractors would be accountable for achieving performance goals and milestones and would receive and administer SYEP funds and perform management functions. Such management functions may include programming planning and development; budgeting; hiring, training and supervising fulltime and seasonal staff; outreach and recruitment; application distribution, intake and customer and operational reporting; eligibility determination; enrollment; data collection and reporting; identification card production; worksite development and monitoring; payroll reporting; operational reporting; customer record maintenance and retention; ensuring compliance with SYEP procedures; and closeout. 

Subcontractors’ responsibilities were originally limited to recruitment of eligible youth, development of worksites and placement of youth in summer jobs. After the pre-proposal conference, DOE revised the RFP, adding that subcontractors may also assist contractors in overseeing worksites and counseling participants (addendum #2). The RFP also indicates that subcontractors must receive at least 60% of the total service level/job slots. 

The contractor/subcontractor model was developed in part to reduce DOE’s administrative burden. Under the new RFP, there would be eight contracts, as opposed to the approximately 53 contracts in place for the summer of 2002. Providers had frequently raised concerns regarding DOE’s ability to effectively execute administrative responsibilities with respect to the SYEP. In November of 2001, the Campaign For Summer Jobs issued a survey that gathered data regarding the manner in which 52 members of the Youth Employment Program (YEP) Contractors’ Coalition interacted with DOE’s summer youth employment effort. The survey found that upon completing all the milestones in their contracts, only 28% of contractors had received all payments owed to them by the City.  Furthermore, only 33% of contractors had received most of their payments and 44% were still owed some or most of the amount allocated to them in their contracts. Because contractors reported that they were not able to ascertain how much of the contract they had earned (based on milestone achievement) by the end of the contract (September 30th), contractors had to either overspend and absorb these losses or underspend and return unused money to DOE. Contractors were also questioned regarding problems related to the enrollment and registration of youth in the SYEP. The survey found that organizations had issues with the organizational skills and training of DOE staff. Additionally, it was noted that youth had difficulties receiving paychecks due to problems attributable to DOE, including internal processing errors. As previously discussed, under the new RFP, the administrative burden with respect to the SYEP would shift to eight prime contractors, presumably to avoid the above-mentioned problems. 

According to DOE, the contractor/subcontractor model was also developed in response to budget constraints placed on the SYEP. DOE maintains that the consortia approach allows for a maximum number of community organizations to participate in the SYEP, in light of the fact that only approximately $5 million in City tax levy funds are currently certified for SYEP contracts. 

Targeted Service Areas

DOE created eight services area options in the new RFP as follows:

Bronx 1 – Community Planning Districts (CPDs) 1,2,3,4,9 – 926 jobs

Bronx 2 – CPDs 5,6,7 – 632 jobs

Brooklyn 1 – CPDs 1,3,4,5,8,16 – 734 jobs

Brooklyn 2 – CPDs 2,7,9,11,12,13,14 – 508 jobs


(CPD 11 was added pursuant to addendum #2)

Manhattan – CPDs 3,9,10,11,12 – 948 jobs

Queens – CPDs 1,14 – 655 jobs

Staten Island – CPD 1 – 395 jobs

Citywide – CPDs of high need – 847 jobs

DOE used U.S. Census 2000 data to determine which CPDs in each borough were areas of high-need. Specifically, DOE defined areas of high need as those with poverty levels of 20% or higher, according to Census poverty data. DOE added the poverty rates of the five boroughs to achieve a total City poverty rate, and then divided the poverty rate of each borough by the total City poverty rate in order to determine each borough’s share of available funds. Apparently this methodology was less compatible with respect to Queens and Staten Island, where no CD had a poverty level of at least 20%. In the case of Queens, four CDs accounted for most of the borough’s poverty, and DOE chose two of these CDs as targeted areas. With respect to Staten Island, because the poverty level was 10% borough-wide, and because one CD contained almost all of the Census tracts with poverty levels of 20% or higher, DOE designated one CD to receive 10% of the SYEP job allocations.  

At least 70% of the youth served through the SYEP must reside in the CPDs designated as areas of high-need, down from 80% mandated in the original RFP (addendum #3) Previously, contractors served low-income youth throughout the City, regardless of where they lived. Under the new requirement, a low-income youth in a targeted service area will have a greater chance of obtaining employment than a low-income youth in a non-targeted service area. This is true even if the family income in the targeted service area is greater than the family income in the non-targeted service area.

Other Issues and Areas of Concern

Funding: The RFP indicates that proposals should be based on the current funding/service level allocation of the service area option proposed, noting, as previously discussed, that approximately $5 million in City tax levy funds is available for the SYEP. The RFP further states that if additional funding should become available, monies will be added to contracts initially awarded “using the same prorated allocation methodology as the original awards.” Under this scenario, all potential contractors could be precluded from taking part in the SYEP for up to six years, even if significant additional funds become available. This is of particular concern, considering the fact that DOE determined available job slots with reference to a substantial cut in City funds and without including any State monies. Contracts for the new RFP are from April 1, 2003 through March 31, 2006, with three one-year renewal options. The RFP does note that additional contracts may be awarded according to its rankings if “the maximum services capacity of a consortium initially awarded under the RFP is reached.” 

Administrative Cost: The RFP indicates that contractors would receive $300 per youth for administrative costs. Last year, contractors received $255 for such costs, and DOE received an additional $167 for administrative costs, for a total of $422 per youth. It is not clear why this reduction has occurred, or why only $45 additional dollars will be allocated to contractors for taking on almost all administrative responsibilities. 


Time Frame: Providers have raised concerns regarding the amount of time they were given to form consortia and execute agreements. As previously noted, the RFP was released on November 15, 2002. Originally, proposals were due on December 16, 2002. This deadline was extended to December 23, 2002 (addendum #1), and then again until January 3, 2003 (addendum #3). Considering the fact that the RFP required that proposals include all contracts between contractors and subcontractors, providers maintained that six weeks seemed to be an unreasonably short amount of time to establish consortia.  

Flexibility: Providers maintained that since the duties of contractors and subcontractors are spelled out in the RFP, there is little room for flexibility with respect to the contractor/subcontractor relationship. Furthermore, it is not clear why prime contractors can only receive 40% of job slots, while subcontractors must receive at least 60% of job slots. 

Unsubsidized Jobs: Originally, the RFP required that that each consortium develop unsubsidized jobs equivalent to a minimum of 10% of the number of jobs initially awarded. Furthermore, the RFP stated that DOE would review this requirement annually and adjust the ratio of unsubsidized jobs, as appropriate. Contractors were required to provide a list of employers intending to hire youth in their proposal. Concerns were raised that contractors needed to develop these unsubsidized job slots within six weeks.  Furthermore, in this time of recession and rising unemployment, providers questioned whether or not it was feasible to ask them to develop unsubsidized job slots, noting that during flush fiscal times, the Mayor’s YES Commission, with the support of the business community, failed to secure more than a small number of such jobs. Under the original RFP, placement of the requisite number of youth in unsubsidized jobs accounted for 5% of the performance outcome measures. Consequently, if contractors did not meet this criterion, they would forfeit 5% of their funding. 

DOE issued two addenda regarding unsubsidized jobs. Addendum #2 reduced the amount of unsubsidized jobs slots, from 10% to 5% of the service level initially awarded to the consortium under the RFP. Addendum #3 deleted requirements with respect to unsubsidized jobs.

In-Kind Services/Evaluation Criteria: The original RFP stated that consortiums “may” offer in-kind services, such as career exploration workshops, and that “significant in-kind services will be noted and considered in the scoring of the proposals.” Unfortunately, DOE did not indicate how much weight it would give to the provision of such services in scoring the proposals. Additionally, it should be noted that in-kind services typically refer to contributions of office space and support staff, rather than the types of services listed in this RFP. DOE amended the RFP (addendum #3) to delete this provision. 

DYCD


In the summer of 2002, a small portion of the SYEP was funded through a DYCD initiative that gave providers the opportunity to perform a number of administrative functions associated with this program. Approximately $3.5 million was allocated for summer jobs, including $727,000 to eight providers, $50,000 to DYCD for Personal Services and $2.7 million for Other Than Personal Services. An estimated 2850 youth participated in DYCD’s SYEP.  

�








1
2

