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JTPA SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM: 1986 

The purpose of this report is to 
Department's participation in the JTPA 
Program in 1986. 

provide an overview of the 
SUmmer Youth Employment 

!2.§ c l:s...9r.. 0 u net. 
ship Act, Federal 
merit Pt~C:lgram. 

Under Title 11-8 of the Job Training Partner­
funding is provided for a Summer Youth Employ-

Under this section of the Act, eligible persons (based 
primarily on income criteria) under 22 years of age are given 
work experience and are trained in a variety of pre-employment 
and work maturity skills. 

Jnitial Year of Department.~?LE_~l2.0sjJ2,atis'n in_ JTI=:B~mm.IT 
Youth Pro.£.ram in 1':184. The Depat~tmerlt initially participated in 
this program on a systemwide basis in 1984. 

The Department's involvement in this program began with a 
briefing by New York State Department of Labor staff in October 
1983. At this briefing, the New York State Department of Labor 
staff indicated that the State was divided into a number of 
region~ (entitled Service Delivery Areas) for the purpose of this 
prog¥~m. In each Service Delivery Area an agency was designated 
to administer the program on a local level within broad 
guidelines. As such, the Department of Labor staff recommended 
that each facility contact its local administering agency to 
apply for program participation. 

This information was transmitted in a briefing memorandum to 
all Superintendents in October 1983. A supplemental briefing 
memorandum was sent to all Superintendents in the Spring of 198~, 
which responded to facility QUestlons o~ the program. 

At the conclusion of the 1984 program, a one page question­
naire was sent to all facilities concernlno the participation in 
the program. The results of this survey were presented in a 
brief report in October 1984. 

$eG9,D,Q_ Yea r 0 f ."p"gQart.il!l§,!nt§. .. 2.~r.:tj,c;.i.p.§.ti_oY}_tn _P~:2.9.!:§!!1-= __ .1.9El~. 
This report on the Department's involvement in this program in 
1984 highlighted the need to famillarize the local administering 
agencies with the possibility of consldering Department 
facilities as work sites. 

This lssue was raised with tne Deo~rtment's contact person 
in the New York State Department of ~ato~. whc prepared a techn~­
cal advisory bulletin on this tOP1C. This bulletin indicated t~e 
possibility of conSidering Department fac~:ities as work sites. 
This technical advisory bulletin was forwarded to all Service 
Delivery Areas in February 1985 (see attached copy). 

In March 1985, an expanded set of briefing materials was 
forwarded by Assistant Commissioner DeWitt to all Superintendents 
to facilitate their involveme~t in the crogram. 
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The very brief questiorH'"Iaire used in 
warded to all facility Superintendents 
program to generate comparable data and an 
was prepared. 

1984 was again for­
at the end of the 1985 
updated program report 

This survey found that the Department's participation in the 
program increased significantly in 1985 as compared to 1984. The 
number of participating facilities grew from 7 to 15 while the 
aggregate number of participants jumped from 15 to 58. This 
report concluded that this expansion might be attributed to the 
increasing familiarity of facilitv staff with the program 
together with the development of posi~ive working relationships 
with the New York State Department of Labor and the local ad­
ministering agencies. 

Prc,gl~ar!1 Part ~.£j....Q.§.:t.t9nJJ:LJ...'?§§'. In view 
growth of this program in 1985, the Department 
this successful program model in 1986. 

of the favorable 
closely adhered to 

The New York State Department of Labor again issued a tech­
nical advisory bulletin to the local administering agencies, 
which encouraged the use of Department facilities as work sites. 
In view of the apparent:y positive impact of this bulletin in 
1985, the continued willingness of the New York State Department 
of Labor to assist the Department of Correctional Services in 
this area was viewed as a key element in the Department's par­
ticipation in this ~rogra~. 

Similarly, the ex~anded set of briefing materials that was 
developed in :985 was ~gain forwarded to all Superintendents in 
1986. The questions of involved facility staff were handled by 
the program coordinator in the Departrnent~s Labor Re!ations Of-

and by the Depar~ment's Program Planning Unit. 

In 1986, the a~nua! ouestionnaire was modified to S2cure i~­
formation on additional topics. During the first two years of 
the program's operation, a need for systemwide data on such 
topics as the age and sex of the participants was identified. 
Information on the satisfac~ory or unsatisfactory program par­
ticipation was also seen as an important issue. These ajeitiona: 
data elements w~re added ~o ~h8 ouestion~aire while ra~a:r:~~ it~ 

crevious length of o~e c~ge. 

nairs. The respcns~s ,-, .r-
.. I these facilities are 

perrded Table A. 

g orlt C!.£:!: __ L O:;,'.C; ,§,.L .,Jl!=! r::i. r! .i.,s~_§' !.~j,tJ ::t". __ Aft§r.'C;Y __ ,,~ ... B.§g§!~:;l }.r!H. , .. ,,_,!='';~?§.,iJ?l.. E=;. 

E'.t:.Q.Q.ram __ Pa~:!; icJ..p_a_t_LQ.r:l' As illustrated by t his apiJeY'lded t abl e~ 32 
of these facilities did contact their local administering 
agencies r~gar~in~ ~o~sib!G carticipation in the pr~~ram. 
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The facilities which did not pursue the program generally 
felt the program was not needed or appropriate for their institu­
t ion. 

8..9.m2.Qye d __ .A ~_Wg r k._8 i t gL8 QQ.tY ... _f-'.:;;J::_ .8l3 rr!.n).?L_e9.S.)_:t.j.9.n~. Th e n e){ t 
two questions inquired whether or not (a) the facilit~ was ap­
proved by the local administering agency as a work site and (b) 
if so, did the facility apply for summer positions. 

Of the 32 facilities that contacted theil- local 
ing agencies, 28 were approved as work sites and 
eventually apply for summer positions. 

administet'­
proceeded teo 

Eight (a) facilities did not secure participants after 
requesting authorization to act as a weork site. These facilities 
typically encountered problems concerning the inability of the 
participants to arrange transportation to the facilities. On oc­
casion, a lack of candidates interested in being placed in a cor­
rectional facility or appropriate for such opportunities also 
presented problems. 

Fa£..il.:! t.,i es.....E§1:.tJ c :l:J2..at j..1l.'L..i.r.LS,..b.§L$..!d.rmi!.~.: __ E'_r:q.9L.:gt}. A tot al elf 
20 facilities toeok part in this program. The 20 fa~ilities that 
participated in the program were comprised of six (6) maximu~ 

security instit~tions (Auburn, Clinton, ~ownstate~ Eastern! El­
mira and Great Meadow); nine (9) medium security institutions 
(Arthur Kil:, Greoveland, Hudson, Mt. ~cGregcr, Ogdensburg, Or­
leans, Queensboro, Washington, and Wa~ertown); and five (5) mini­
mum 9Gcurity institutions (Fulton~ Ly~~ ~ou~tain, Rochester. Cam~ 
Beaco~, a~d ~amp P~arsalia). 

T~ese 20 sites received an a~gregate of 72 par~iciDants. 

§..Lgnj.J: i s.~.i1 t ___ G.r:~;;!,I1~b __ .~_r'_._12 ~P_?Y:.t .. ~(J~.·().~ ~.~~!:I .3}~_-:v ;.~~~"Q_~t; .. _~2X),. __ lD . ., J~~fl.;: ~t: ~Z1.~. 
J'2§3L':.::,~?.§.. The Deoartmerd; has cOi"ltirl1.~C:':: to: sig .... :i.cicantly i?xparld 
its participation in this program. 

As illustrated by Table 1, both the nl.lmber 
facilities and the number of oar~lcip~n~~ have 
..J-' , "t 
"'li:\.", .... 'j. 

Irt 

.:.f par-ticipatil'"l:,;i 
:;!r"'c1wrl Stlbst ar,-

15 -: G:.1~c:r~;~y ~.~ .. tfnrl1et"' pat"'t i c i PO'~lt s nrldol"'" .~ h :. s p~"'c,!;p·"t,~f.l. : r"i 1 9B!::~, 
faci~itie~ ~s weI: ~s ~ai~ 8~~i=e ~2c~i~~~ ~n a;g~e~~te total 
:58 pat-·-::'ci.paj""~ts. 

pa.t'-: ici par:::s. 
In 19.:~.6, 



Auburrl 
Cl il'"ltc,l'"i 
Coxsackie 
DC'it'rrtstate 
Eastern 
Elmira 
Great Meadc,w 

Altorla 
Arthur Ki 11 
Gr'Clve 1 arid 
Hudsorl 
Mid-State 
rvlt • McG)-~e g or 
OgdEmsburg 
O'r~ 1 earls 
Q 1.tee1'"lsborc) 
~";as:-, i 1"19 tor. 
lrJa t e)-~t C'\"ir, 

Fl.ll ton 
Lyc,Yl Mt. 
R,:,c~es7;er 

Sanlp Beac()r. 
Caii1p F'!-lO\"'Sa.! i a 

TOTAL 

- 4 -

Table 1 
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~ 

.,:, 

15 

2 -=, 
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2 1 
.L 

.::> 
'-
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10 7 
2 .,:, 

4 
2 4 

'3 
3 .. 

'"' 
15 

1 2 
2 '::1 ..... 

4 
5 

3 :' 
4 .. 

,..} 

7 
4 ":;' 

'-' 

• 2 .L 

~, 
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J"y.J;!e of Positions. As illustrated by Table 2, the majority 
of these participants were in clerical or maintenance aide posi­
t icms. 

Table 2 
___ -!J::...:O::.:B~"tITL_:.~p___ __--'-NO. OF PARTICIPANTq 

MC!K.tmJ:!'[I,.L?E!C u \'" i .. tY: ___________ .. ____ . __ .,, ___ ...... _____ . ________ . ____________ ~.g 
Auburn Typists 2 

Eastern 

Elmira 

Gl'~eat Meadow 

Mail & Sup~ly Clerk 

Clerical Aides 

Clet~ical Aides 
Maintenance Helper 

Clerical Assistants 
Mail & Supply Clerk 
Painters 
Power Plant Helper 

Clerical Aides 

1 

4 

4 

3 
1 
2 
i 

2 

Me d i U!L§.§J~ l~:r.:,,; t y. ______ . _________ -'""'-~, ... "._.~, ......... _... .._ ......... _ ~ __ ._ . ..........-M~ ... _, ~h_ .......... _ .. _~~_.,_ ....... _ .......... _3.§ 
Arthur Kill General Office Workers 4 

G,.~oveland 

Mt. McGl'~f2gc:r 

Queensbc.rcl 

Wash i ngt Cri, 

Ut iIi t Y PersoY'ls 
Clerical Aid€s 

Account Clerk qide 
Comptl'!:;et~ ~ide 

Typing Aide 

Clerk 
Mail Cle~~'I. 

Cleric2\l l':),idE:\:: 

C~lerica! Aides 

Clerica: Aides 

Clerical Aides 

Clerical Pide 

~!j·"rl.:-,o~!1,::t,fD.~ .. 2 ~~ ! ... l~'" ;. ~, .. \f.._ ... ~ .... H'-.... ' .. ""'_0 ___ • __ ,. , •• ~_,,~ ... 
F t .. : ! ten''', 

Rochester 

Camp Beacon 

Clerica! Aides 

Cler~.: 

Maintenance ~ssi~~ant 
Telephone Operatcr 

Maintenance Helpers 

Clerical Aide·s 

5 
4 

1 
1 
.. ... 

1 
1 

5 

2 

. ... 
2 

"7 
; 

1 
1 

.--, c_ 

2 

.. 
, .. a.'· ........ , ........ ' .. -';. .. _ ...... __ ...... ____ .. 

......... , .. , .. 7,~ 
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Sex or Particigant~. As l'"loted previously, this year's Sl.lr­
vey was expanded to secure inrormation on the sex and age or the 
~rogram participants. As can be seen rrom the following table, 
the majority of oarticipants at all security levels were female. 

=Labl~_~ 

Maximum Medium I'll i l'"l i rr. I.lr" 
Sectn"'ity Security SscUl--.i ty 

Sex f at;j...J._ it Y Fac;i_l i...iY.. E..§.9 i_1.jJ~.y IQ.I.8J.-. 

Male 5 '3 5 19 

Female 17 26 10 53 

8..9.~Q..f.._ Pa.rtic;.i .. 12.§rd:;_'?· Table 4- presents the n!.tmber .:,f par'-
ticipants categorized by age. The majority (61) of the 72 par-
ticipants were between 15 and 20 years of age. In general ~erms, 
individuals or varying ages were placed at all 5scurity levels. 
However, it is noteworthy that 9 of the 14 participant~ under 16 
years old were placed at minimum security facilitie$. On the 
other hand, 7 of the 22 partici~ants at the maximum security 
facilities were 20 years old. 

Me; >< i fl1 tt 01 

Security 
8..gg F.~ c;. :1,.1.:"tv 

14 0 

15 2 

16 3 

1.7 4 

18 It 

19 :;:: 

2'!) -, 

21 0 

'::'Ij 
-'- !) 

TOTAL 22 

Mec: i !.lr.1 

Secut"'i ty 
f_CiC;j_t~.tx 

1 

2 

5 

5 

5 

4 

3 

35 

Se::::..n~i ty 
~~~c;. ~ .. ~.~. ~·,'l 

"7 

1 

o 

1 

-, ,:. 

(> 

15 

3 

i • 

10 

s 

15 

3 

72 
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SatisfactorY and Unsatisfactor~ Program Participation. 
Another additional arfLi covered by the revised questionnaire was 
whether or not the participant satisfactorily completed the 
program. This issue was seen as a key element in assessing 
operation of this program. 

Table 5 indicates the numb~~ of satisfactory and unsatisfac­
tory program completions by facility_ ~s illustrated by this 
table, 79~ (57) of the 72 program participants satisfactorily 
completed the program. 

MaximuM 
E?g~1t2".:.:Lt_Y_.E§..c;.LUiY 

AubUt~n 

Clintorl 
DC1wnstate 
Ea,stern 
ElmirC!. 
Great Meadoi/J 

Sl.lbtc,tal 

Mea i I.lnl 

~~S .. !l!:' ~~~.y_.~. ,F. ~q.~~.~ + .~ ~~_Y.. 
At~'t;hl..w !-{i 11 
Grt:,ve 1 c\i",d 
H!..tdsl~~"": 

!Y!'t. !"!cI31"~egl:q." 

o g deY-,s bt.lt"' 9 

W2..sh i ng'!:; e,l"! 
L-Jatet~::o~m 

Camp Beac;:'l'"i 
Camp Pha~~sCllia 

Subtotal 

T!:TAL 

Satis7actclt~y 

2At::tLtgj.P' a 1'"1 ~.R 

2 
1 
L~ 

5 
7 
2 

(21) 

4 
S 
~ .:-
2 
,=, ..... 
2 
~ 
~. 

~~ 

1 

(28) 

r) 

.:; 
2 
2 
1 

(8) 

57 

Un sa tis fact clry 
:':1,§\X·~"!;_t.£J._P.§ttJ..~.§ 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

,-, 
~, 

0 
0 
(> 

0 
2 
3 
(> 

'=' .... 

( 7) 

...,. 
,", . 
~) 

I) 

0 

(7 ) 

<0:; ... ~, 

T.~LT.8b 

2 
1 
L~ 

5 
7 
3 

(22) 

L~ 

'3 
3 
2 
2 
4· 
E. 
,::. .... 
3 

(35) 

"7 

2 
::. 

2 
1 

(15) 

72 
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It is noteworthy that five (5) facilities foccounted for 
these 15 unsatisfactory completions. Fifteen (is) of the 20 in­
volved facilities reported all satisfactory completions. When 
satisfactory/unsatis~actory completions are examined on a 
t~egiorlal basis, it is foul'"fd that 571- (10 of the total 15) pat~­

ticipants reported by the three participating New York City 
facilities of Fulton, Arthur Kill, and Queensboro were classified 
as unsatisfactory completions. On the other hand, only 91- o~ the 
Upstate participants (S of the total 55) were classified as un­
sat i sfactory. 

Implications of 1987 PrQ.flram Participation. New York State 
Department of Labor staff indicates that the Summer Youth Employ­
ment Program will be continued in 1987. It is anticipated that 
the program will be operated in a similar fashion. 

In view of th~ continued growth of the Department's program 
in 1985 and 1985, it appears the current program model might well 
be followed again in 1987. The Department's liaison at the 
New York state Department of Labor has indicated a willin;ness to 
consider the appropriateness of a similar technical advisory bul­
letin to local administering agencies in 1987. In line with this 
year's procedure, a comparable set of briefing materials will be 
f'orwarded to faci::' i ty Supel-~i 'fltendents in the ea;-~l y -.=-pri 'fl9. 

In closing, it is ~oped that the continui'flg assistance ~f 
the New York State Depart~ent of Labor combi'fled with the ;rowing 
relationships between t~2 facilities and t~eir respective ad-
ministering agencies will enable the Department 
expand its participation i~ this program. 



MAXIMUM 
SECURITY 
Attica 
Auburn 
Clinton 
Coxsackie 
D'::'Iwnstate 
Eastern 
Elmira 
Great Meado\.o.I 
Green Haver, 
Shawar,gunk 
Sing Sing 
Sullivan 
Wende 
MEDIUM SECURj:TY 
Adirondack 
Altona 
At~thur Kill 
Collins 
Fishkill 
Franklirl 
Greene 
Groveland 
Hudson 
Mid-Orar,!:.;e 
Mid-State 
Mt. McGregor~ 

Ogdensburg 
Orleans 
Otisville 
Queensbor~o 

Taconic 
Wallkill 
Washington 
Watertowl'"1 
Woodbourne 
Wyomi FIg 
r1J N I MUM: OlJ:!!.== .. J3. 
Ed g eCl::'lm be 
Ful tCln 
Lincoln 
Lyorl Mt. 
Rochester 
MIN I MUM: !28fr1r::'§. 
Camp Beacorl 
Camp 3abriels 
Camp GeorgetQWFI 
Camp Monterey 
Camp Pharsalia 
Camp Summit 
FEMALE FACILIJ~~~ 
Al bior, 
Bayview 
Bedford Hi lIs 
Parkside 

Contact 
Local Program 
Administrato!'" 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Ye's 
Ves 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
New Facility 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
N.::'I 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 

No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Nco 
No 
Yes 
No 

No 
Ne. 
Yes 
No 

Approved 
as Work 
Site 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
NCJ 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes· 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 

No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 

No 
No 
Yes 
No 

Apply for 
Summer 

Participants 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
NI::'I 
No 
No 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
Nc. 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
NCI 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 

No 
Yes 
N,:) 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
NCI 

No 
Yes 
No 

No 
Nc. 
Yes 
No 

Receive 
Summer 

Pat~t ici pal-.ts 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Nc. 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 

No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 

No 
No 
No 
N.:) 




