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Oversight:
 The Summer Youth Employment Program
On Monday, November 22, 2004, the Committee on Youth Services will hold an oversight hearing on the summer youth employment program (SYEP). Specifically, the Committee will receive testimony regarding issues relevant to the operation of the City’s 2004 SYEP. Expected to testify at this hearing are representatives from 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 during the 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 DYCD. Previously, the New York City Department of Employment (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. 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 Fiscal Year 2005, the State provided $9 million in Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) funds which, when combined with $17.6 million in City tax levy dollars, $7.5 million in WIA monies and $3.3 million in additional funding sources, resulted in jobs for 34,387 New York City youth.  This number represents a steady decline in funding allocated towards the SYEP. In Fiscal Years 2003 and 2004, the SYEP received $47,356,000 and $42,672,000 million in funding, respectively. 

SYEP Request For Proposals (RFP) Process
2003 RFP (Subsequently withdrawn)

Controversy surrounded the issuance of the 2002 SYEP RFP, which was released on November 15, 2002 and differed from previous SYEP RFPs in a number of fundamental ways. For example, the RFP required the formation of eight consortiums of SYEP providers, created targeted service areas and mandated the development of unsubsidized jobs. DOE, which administered the SYEP at the time, did not release a concept paper prior to issuing the RFP, which would have allowed prospective contractors the opportunity to comment on its provisions. The Committee on Youth Services held a public hearing on the issue. Subsequently, DOE withdrew the RFP and extended SYEP contracts for one year. 

2004 RFP 

After discussions with advocates and affected providers, DYCD issued a new RFP on January 5, 2004. The 2004 SYEP was different than the previous Program, which had operated without significant change since 1998, in a number of ways. For example, the 2004 SYEP RFP included an educational component, a fifth program day, the flexibility to work on weekends, increased monitoring of program quality, the opportunity for placement in the private sector and a payroll system that included the use of debit cards. Pursuant to the 2004 SYEP RFP: 


Service Areas: Greater consideration was given to contractors that offered to recruit over 50 percent of their youth participants from areas of high unemployment within each borough. In order to determine such areas, DYCD ranked zip codes in descending order according to their respective unemployment rates, and designated the top 1/3 of this ranking as “areas of high unemployment.” 

Administrative Cost: The RFP indicates that contractors would receive up to $300 per youth for administrative costs.

Levels of Service: Proposers were required to be able to serve at least 300 participants, but would not receive an allocation of more than 2,000 job slots. Contractors were also required to provide each SYEP participant with 30 hours of programming per week over a 7-week period.  Ten percent (20 hours) of the work hours were to be devoted to educational programming.  


SYEP Educational Programming: Within the required 20 hours of educational services, contractors were given the discretion to develop their own educational programs, while incorporating the following topics:

· Orientation to the SYEP

· Workplace readiness

· Financial literacy

· Health education

· Higher education exploration

· Career exploration

· Reflection and analysis.


Work Sites: Ninety percent or more placements were required to be in not-for-profit organizations, government or other public entities. Up to 10 percent of placements could be in for-profit companies.


Contractor Qualifications:  Participating providers were required to have the technological capacity to operate the web-based SYEP database. Additionally, providers must have had two years of experience operating an SYEP or youth occupational and/or educational program.


Participant Services: Contractors were required to assess the employment-related needs of each program participant and develop an “Individual Service Strategy” (ISS) plan.  Youth were then to be placed in employment environments that addressed their ISS needs.


Payroll: For the first time, the SYEP vendor issued payment to participants via debit cards and sent contractors payroll reports for corresponding youth participants.   The system was designed to:

· Facilitate timesheet processing by participating contractors

· Enable wages to be distributed through debit cards

· Save time and cost of traditional delivery methods

· Diminish the risk of theft.

Some participants were critical of the new system. While supporting the idea of improving financial skills though the use of ATMs, a number of advocates note that ATM fees that range up to $3 per transaction represent a significant expense for workers who are earning $5.15 per hour. Furthermore, participants were not given pay stubs, and therefore had no accurate record of their earnings. Advocates have suggested that DYCD pursue partnerships with banks in order to reduce and/or eliminate debit card fees and educate youth on the use of such cards. 


Record Keeping and Reporting:  SYEP providers were instructed to collect the following information for formal transmission to DYCD contract managers:

· ISS information

· Work Site Agreements

· Youth hours worked/attendance

· Work site supervisory evaluations of youth participants

· Incident Reports.


Selection: A lottery determined which youth who had applied actually participated in the program.

2004 Out-of-City Summer Youth Employment Program (OCSYEP) RFP


The 2004 SYEP RFP required that all work sites be located in New York City. In order to accommodate organizations that previously provided participants with work experience outside of the City, particularly at summer camps, DYCD issued another RFP on March 16, 2004, seeking appropriately qualified organizations located within New York City to administer the Out-of-City Summer Youth Employment Program (OCSYEP).  Issues regarding service areas, levels of service, work site quality, funding, payment structure and services to be offered are fundamentally similar to those found in the SYEP RFP. 

Evaluation


DYCD convened a number of focus groups to receive feedback from advocates, contractors and providers on the 2004 SYEP and OCSYEP. DYCD is currently finishing its evaluation of the SYEP calendar year 2004 performance and it is anticipated that the agency will present preliminary findings regarding this evaluation at today’s hearing. 
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