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HARVARD UNIVERSITY B (

JOHN F. KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT

79 BOYLSTON STREET
CAMERIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02138 M
. April 12, 1983 kf

Mr. Albert Angrisani
Assistant Secretary for €;

Employment and Training él s
Department of Labor, Rm. S2307 -
200 Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20210

Dear Mr, Angrisani:

I am somewhat at a loss for a response to the letter I received from you
last week regardlng our case study on the Job Corps. Your requests are
unprecedented in our experience and, without a better understanding of the
rationale behind them, I'm afrald I can't accede to them. I don't know what
*litigation” you are referring to in the letter; I understood that the Grand
Jury irnivestigation--the only litigation I'm aware of--had terminated without
gn indictment. If there 1s something else going on that I should know, please
do advise me,

Your second request--that we strike all comments from DOL officials--I'm
afrald ralses a policy problem for us. In the normal course of clearing a
case, we solielt comments from everyone to whom we've talked; and we are
pleased to correct any factual inaccuraclies that surface, or to modify guotes
to accord more adequabtely with an individuzal's recollection of his/her percep-
tions, But I'm sure you can understand that the whole process would grind to
a halt if we permiited individuals to modify anything but thelr own contribu-
tions to the case. The various people with whom we spoke at DOL offered us
thelr observations as individuals, not as spokespersons for the Department;
since they do not purport to speak for the Department, the Department cannot
purport to speak (or to deny speech) for them.

In view of your generous cocperation with our desvelopment of this study,
I'm particularly sorry not to be able to be more accomodating. -Perhaps if
you could particularize your concerns a little more, I might be mble to be
more imaginative 1n addressing them.
In the meantime, I thank you again for the help you've given us,
Sincerely,
Y '
Stephanie Gould

Director, Case Program’

8G:ecl



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Bpril 20, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR CRAIG L. FULLER
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT

FROM: FRED F. FIELDING Orig. signed by ¥FFF
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Harvard Case Study

You have requested our views on whether a case study on the
Job Corps prepared for use in management seminars for
Administration officials may appropriately be used. The
topics covered by the Job Corps case study are unfortunately
also the subject of an ongoing Inspector General investiga-
tion. That investigation will soon culminate in a report
and possible administrative action, both of which could
generate considerable public controversy and further legal
proceedings, I think you will agree that it would be most
unfortunate to be using such matters as the basis for a
management training seminar.” Accordingly, I must advise
against using the Job Corps case study, at least so long as
official proceedings with respect to the matters covered in
the study are active,

FFF:JGR:aw 4/20/83

cc: FFFielding
s\/afffGRoberts
Subij.
Chron
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 20, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR FRED F. FIELDING
FROM: JOHN G. ROBERTS,[))""Z

SUBJECT: Harvard Job Corps Case Study

The Administration, through Craig Fuller's Office, has been
holding a series of seminars on management for mid-level
appointees throughout the executive branch. The Office of
Administration contracted with the Kennedy School at Harvard
to run the seminars and prepare case studies for use during
them. One of the case studies prepared concerned the Job
Corps program at the Department of Labor. Peter Zimmerman
of the Kennedy School conducted interviews with Labor
officials involved with the Job Corps, and received some
very candid responses, Shortly thereafter it became
apparent that the Job Corps national director, Dick Jaffee,
was engaged in possibly illegal conduct. An IG investiga-
tion was commenced, leading to criminal and civil referrals
to Justice. Both were declined. According to Tim Ryan, the
Labor IG is now preparing a report for the Secretary which
will recommend administrative action against Jaffee. It is
Ryan's view that Jaffee will be discharged, and that the
matter may end up before the Merit Systems Protection Board.

Since the Harvard case study concerns the same matters as
the IG report, both Ryan and Labor IG Brian Hyland recommend
that the case study not be used, at least until the Jaffee
matter is finally resolved. I concur in their recommenda-
tion. If the Jaffee case does become a cause celebre it
would be most unfortunate to be using it as a basis for
management training. Use of the case could also be con-~
sidered ratification of some of the statements in it,
statements which are and will be the subject of dispute in
connection with Jaffee's case.

I have prepared a memorandum to Fuller, advising that the

case study should not be used in the seminars, at least for
the present.

Attachment



THE WHITZ HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 20, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR CRAIG L. FULLER
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT

FROM: FRED F. FIELDING
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Harvard Case Study

You have reguested our views on whether a case study on the
Job Corps prepared for use in management seminars for
Administration officials may appropriately be used. The
topics covered by the Job Corps case study are unfortunately
also the subject of an ongoing Inspector General investiga-
tion. That investigation will soon culminate in a report
and possible administrative action, both of which could
generate considerable public controversy and further legal
proceedings. I think you will agree that it would be most
unfortunate to be using such matters as the basis for a
management training seminar.” Accordingly, I must advise
against using the Job Corps case study, at least so long as
official proceedings with respect to the matters covered in
the study are active.

FFFP:JGR:aw  4/20/83

cc: FFFielding
JGRoberts
Subj.
Chron
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WASHINGTON -

April 11, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR FRED FIELDING

FROM: CRAIG L. FULLER&?

SUBJECT ¢ HARVARD CASE STUDY

We contracted with Harvard University to produce

two case studies. These were: From CETA to Job

Training concentrating on Job Corps; and reducing
the cost of the Nutrition programs at DOA without
adverse publicity. 7 -

Attached is the draft case study on Job Corps.

Also attached is a letter from Al Angrisani to
Harvard requesting that the case study not be made
available fqQr our use.

Please contact the appropriate legal office at DOL

to ascertain if there is a legal reason why this

case cannot be released for o use 7
including the quotes from Labor personnel. If

there is a legal reason for removing this case

from our use, we can accept it; however, if there

is not, we would like to use it since we have paid
$15,000 for it.

Please let me know as soon as you reach an
agreement with DOL's legal counsel.

Thank you.



U.S. Department of Labor

Stephanie Gould
Harvard University
John F. Kennedy School
of Government
79 Boylston Street
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

Dear Ms. Gould:

I am in receipt of the draft case study prepared by Paul
Starobin. As I have expressed to Pete Zimmerman, this case
study 1s ill~-timed in that it conflicts with the Department

of Labor litigation now in progress. Therefore, I respectfully
request that this case study be postponed until the litigation
is concluded.

I also request that all comments from Department of Labor
officials be struck from the case in the event the draft
is circulated for discussion or comment.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely,

N ——

BN

ALBERT ANGRISANI. )
Assistant Secretary of Labor

cc: William DuRoss, III
vBecky Norton Dunlop
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MANACING THE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION: JOB CORPS (4)

Throughout his campaign for the presidency, Republican party candidate

Ronald Reagan told the American people that severe medicine was needed to cure a sick
domestic economy, and that much of the malaise lay in the management of the federal
governiment bureaucracy. In a television speech shortly after his Jé.nuary, 1981 inaugura-
tion, President Reagan disclosed that he had begun to implement the election results by
placing a ireeze on hiring replacements for leaving federal employees, ordering a cut in
government travel and a reduction in the number of private consultants, and halting the
release of pending regulations. Virtually every executive agency, Réagan said, would be
forced to swallow budget cuts (the Defense Department being a major exception), and
incoming Cabinet Secretaries would be responsible for searching out "areas of waste,
extravagence, and costly administrative over"head," actions which could "“yield additional
and substantial [budgetary ] reductions."-TE{ accomplish these aims at the Department of
Labor, the President chose as Secretary Ra’ymond Donovan, a tough-talking chief executive
of a New Jersey construction ecompany. Donovan, in turn, chose as his right-hand man
Albert Angzrisani, a 31 year old Chase Manhattan Bank vice president, who, like the
Secretary had been an organizer of Reagan's New Jersey campaign effort. Angrisani
quickly found "much room for reducing wasteful administration overhead” in the section
of the federal bureaucracy now under his jurisdiction--DOL's massive Employment and
Training Administration (ETA), which contained some $30 billion worth of jobs and training
programs. The feisty Angrisani told the Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee
in his Mareh confirmation hearing that he possessed an "uncanny ability to make things
happen and make them happen fast." His mission: |

I need to work to end duplication of federal programs by tightening

and expanding financial controls of all administrative and prograin-

_matic activities. I need to improve program results by setting

more realistic goals and monitoring program performance more
carefully. Ineed to eliminate the burden of excessive paperwork



-

bv ci*nslifvi'?_ &G inistrative and management procedures ETA

operates uncer. rfarticulariy, 11 is inporiant to examine our programs

and ac mnt‘es to deter"mne which have worked and why; and to
carefully weigh the cost of these activities against the outecomes. 1

intend to p"o"ide the leadership necessary to make ETA an

efficient and productive department.

Angrisani's words struck a responsive chord in DOL's Office of Inspector General
{QIG), which audited and investigated agency programs for financial waste and criminal
fraud, and which was headed by Thomas McBride, a former federal prosecutor and Deputy
Director of the Peace Corps, and, prior to Reagan's inauguration, the 1G at the Agriculture
Department. McBride shared Angrisani's assessment that the area in ETA most in need of
"tightening-up" was the system of state and local prime sponsor programs spawned by the
1974 Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA). One ETA program not under
attack by the fiscal conservatives in the Republican party, or perceived as a cause for
concern by OIG (which was officially non-partisan) was the Job Corps, which was initiated
in the mid-1350s by the Office of Economic Opportunity to provide residential centers at

>

which "economically disadvantaged" yodth_s‘could be trained to enter the job market (see

Kennedy School case for background note on the Job Corps). Trans-

ferred by President Richard Nixon from OEO to ETA in 1969 (though retaining most of its
OEO personnel) the Job Corps had maintained a strong publiec image. Angrisani, at least,
secemed to think highly of it. As he told the Senate panel:

The Job Corps, in my opinion, from what I have seen to date, is one

of our finest programs. It seems to have a tremendous yleld based

upon the investinent that we make. It seems to be a program that

allows people, particularly young people, to get a good self-start,

to develop some sense of responsibility and develop some sense of

appreciation of themselves. 1 feel it is one of the more productive

programs, a program that I would like to see more work in.

As Angrisani- was undoubtedly aware, the Job Corps had built up over its sixteen

yeurs of existence a healthy (some Washington observers believed unshakeable) bipartisan
base of support in the Congress (many of whose most prominent members had centers in

their districts) and enjoyed as well the backing of the large private corporations and labor

unions which received lucrative federal grants to operate Job Corps centers. Within the
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executive branch, the Job Corps cause alwavs found svmpathy from Interior Department
and the Department of Agriculture, agencies which received DOL funds to operate a
network of Civilian Conservation Centers. The only serious threat to the prograrﬁ's vitality
had come in the late '60s and early 1970s from Republican conservatives in the Nixon White
House ahd DOL; and this threat vanished in 1977, when newly elected Democratic presi-
dent Jimmy Carter promised to double the capacity of Job Corps tfaining slots. Labor

Secratary Ray Marshall told the National Journal that Job Corps was a "good model" for

the administration's effort "to have the private sector more intimately involved in the
public service programs.” DOL's top goal for Job Corps became to "secure new facilities
as rapidly as possible," and ETA's Office of Youth Programs, which included Job Corps,
stated in February, 1979 that "the future looks promising and Job Corps will eontinue to be
the cornerstone of our nation's youth employment policy.” In April, 13980, the government's
faith in the Job Corps was boosted by an indépendent evaluation prepared at DOL's request
by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., & Pf_inceton, New Jersey consulting firm. Invest-
ment in Job Corps, Mathematica concludeé, was "economiecally efficient": Job Corps
zraduates as a whole registered an increase in employment and earnings and a reduction in
the receipt of financial welfare assistance and unemployment insurance, and were more
likely to obtain a high school diploma or attend college.

During the transition period, Secretary Donovan and Angrisani were alerted to these
findings--and other measures of Job Corps worth--by Dick Jaffe, an OEO holdover who
w 1s the national director of Jobs Corps and an unabashed program cheerleader. As
evidenced by his confirmation hearing testimony, Angrisani apparently was at first sold on
Job Corps, but his‘perspective changed when DOL officials reported to him the discovery
in this "cornerstone™ of the sort of contracting abuses, administrative inefficiencies and
extravagances which the Republicans had believed plagued only the CETA prime sponsor
system. The Assistant Secretary determined that Job Corps' "problem" could be traced to

its institutional isolation within the ETA bureaucracy and, backed by the Inspector
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ment a complete "overhaul' of the Job Corps system. Angrisani aimed to install a tough
new procurement "system," to relocate Job Corps staffers to other ETA offices, and to
increase markedly the involvement of non-Job Corps staffers in procurement anc manage-
ment decisions. The ETA Administrator's objective sparked a lively debate (and consider~
able sniping) in Washington's highly partisan community of job program specialists: some
agreed that a problem existed, but claimed that the solution went no further than the
removal of Jaffe, the main target of the allegations; and others insisted that the abuses
were being exaggerated by Republican ideologues in order to facilitate the political liqui~
dation of Job Corps. This case looks at the beginnings of Angrisani's "get control of Job
Corps" mission; OIG's initial assessment of Job Corps' "problem"; and the reactions to the
ETA probe from veteran Job Corp r'\atip;;al office staffers, Job Corps contractors, and the
program’s congressional supporters, all of wﬁom were convineced that the program's
strength--and the reason for its success‘--rzay precisely in its i'elatively autonomous
existence. A separate sequel examines the management reforms proposed by Angrinsani

in the spring of 1982, and the reactions of OIG, and Job Corps supporters to the changes.

The Changing of the Guard in ETA

The ETA bureaucracy was "not used" to Al Angrisani's style of management,
according to /Bob Jones, who prior to joining DOL served as a Republican labor issues
staffer on a Capitol Hill congressional committee. Under a temporary set up instituted
by Angrisani after the inauguration, Joneé became one of just three officials reporting
directly to the ETA administrator, responsible chiefly for overseeing the national opera-

tions of CETA-program offices, including the Job Corps.®* The Assistant Secretary's

*Under the setup, introduced to "streamline” ETA's management system, Jones
channelled to Angrisani reports from the Office of Youth Programs (which contained Job
Corps), the Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training, the Office of Comprehensive Employ-
ment Development, and the Office of National Programs. James Walker, head of the
Office of Administration and Management, channelled reports (continued on next page)
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= "sole-source" or noncompetitive contraets, and according to another senior

ETA brrecucrat, was at best a strong "prograim person" who deferred on management

(0

questizis to the operational chiefs of ETA"s program offices (most of whom reported in
1881 - Jenes). The Greene regime, remarked Jones, was the norm in DOL:

Historiesally, its always been that the Labor Department has been a
labor movement oriented, perhaps Democratic Party organization.
Svmpathetic to those causes, anyway. And traditionally, these
[employment and training ] programs are dollar intensive contracting,
and there has been a real tendency, once a funding action took

place, for the action to continue on forever. The contract continues
because it's there. I would say that's true of almost every program
we've got. Maybe it's lethargv, maybe it's politics, maybe it's a lot -
of different things, but there comes a time when you need & cutback,
to stop, come back, and reexamine the whole.

Angrisani's philosophy, number one, is a management philosophy:

this means cleaning up the system so that everybody knows how the
thing works and where the decision authority is and what's happening,
so that you're not subject to accusations of favoritism, and illegal
contracting. And you're not ina position where GS-12 bureaucrats
are making decisions over hundered of millions of dollars in terms

of policy directions. -

Angrisani's first erack at cleaning up ETA's procurement system was sidetracked by
his preoccupation with helping Secretary Donovan respond to highly publicized allegations
(later shown by a special prosecutor to be without foundation) connecting Donovan's New
Jersey construction firm with organized crime figures and by the ETA's emergency effort
to find new jobs or training opportunities for some 300,000 workers affected by a Reagan

freeze on the Public Service Employment (PSE) component of CETA. According to Richard

Lord, one of a handful of special assistants brought into ETA by Angrisani,* the

(continued from previous page)

from ETA's field operationsdivision-~the network of ten regional ETA offices--and
William Lewis conveyed reports from the Unemployment Insurance Serviee, the Employ-
ment Service, and the Office of Policy, Evaluation and Research (OPER). Previously a

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Employment and Training handled the reports from all the
/ above wswewms, but the administration did not fill that post.

offices
*The assistants were housed in Angrisani's Assistant Secretary quarters, having no
formal responsibilities other than to advise Angrisani and to act as his agent in dealing

with the rest of ETA. In some places in ETA, the assistants--six men and a woman--were
Known as "Snow White and the seven dwarves."



Administsator was nevertheless ineressingly per~tiurhed by newspener stories that contracts
awarded during the last days of the Greene tenure were being modified by contracting
officers in ETA"s program offices in &8 manner which violated standard procurement rules.
The White House, Lord commented, was not above reminding Angrisani of these reports,
adding a political twist to Anzrisani's already tight situation; and perhaps worst of all,
2 ¢ .
LR

Angrisani was beginning to}\that ETA's grant and procurement system was made up of
conflieting and often incomprehensible contracting practices, and "tended to have a life
of its own”. On August 8, Angrisani decided--spontaneously, according to Lord--that
enough was enough, and he ordered the program offices to forward to his office for
approval all contracts requiring funding. The order included awards resulting from
competitive bids, modifications and sole-source requests. As Jones explained the
decrision--deseribed as a "bombshell” by-iong program manager:

As the Assistant Secretary and others sat down and started making

decisions over the course of thg summer, it became clear that the

authority of individual adminisfrators in ETA to make independent

decisions needed to be fenced m. From a management standpoint,

these administrators had to be part of the system for making

decisions. All this order did was to enure that the [procurement]

activities that were going on within each program were in fact part

of something that the Assistant Secretary had approved. Thsat

wasn't happening.

As it turned out, according to Lord, it proved "quite impossible" for Angrisani to
inspect personally all the outgoing procurements--the volume was simply overwhelming-
--and the Assistant Secretary decided to create and put Lord in charge of a special,
twenty-person office to screen the procurements before they were sent up to his office
for a final signature. In the meantime, Angrisani began negotiations with the union repre-
senting ETA employees on the implementation of an impending "reduction in forece", or
RIF order, which was expected to eliminate roughly 20% of ETA"s jobs. Upon completion
of the RIF, Angrisani planned to reorganize completely contracting and program manage-

ment responsibilities in ETA. He also planned to make an emphasis on competition

and accountability a permanent feature of the regulations, directives, and guidelines--of,
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tep iy, &l writter Josuments--governing the procurement process. Towards meeting the
latter goal, Angrisani convened an internal ETA task force of contraeting specialists and
Republican aides, including Lord, and handed them the ambitious task of developing and
packaging in one single document a set of sténdgrd rules for procurement.

Angzrisani's early actions-~and bold plans for the future--won plaudits from the
Office of Inspector General,* where, according to Gerald Peterson, Deputy Assistant
Inspector General for Audit, auditors and investigators were still reeling from the "horrors™

of the Greene tenure:

The administration of ETA during the Green regime was, there's
hardly a word to deseribe it, well--incompetent. There was
absolutely no confidence in ETA. Period. ... The whole goddamn
superstructure of ETA was corrupt, and a blight on government. It
was unconscionable that that group should [have been] administering
[$30] billion a year. _

. You needed a drastic change. You needed a philosophical
change. You needed a change in mindset, and you can't do that
without turning the cart upside,down. ... We [had] an administra-
tion thet was talking about mofe than whether programs work--
thev're talking about bringing some integrity to the process....
Angrisani came in having some background in business and some
understanding of accountability . . . and he would have been
derelict not doing something.

Troubled Waters in Job Corps

The August o directive included Job Corps procurements, but was not, Lord and
Jones said, prompted by any sentiment that the program was particularly rife with

mismanagement. In fact, due to the perception that the prime sponsor network was the

*The Inspector General's Office operated independently of ETA. The functions of the
office were divided broadly into an investigative division, which pursued allegations of
fraud and other criminal violations, and an audit division, which monitored programs for
financial integrity and compliance with administrative requirements. Auditing authority
was construed broadly by the lawmakers drafting the 1978 IG Act, and by DOL to include
checking the financial records of the recipients of grants and contracts (a task usually
performed by independent accounting firms hired by OIG); monitoring the adherence of
DOL program officials to required procurement and administrative practices; and deter-
mining and commenting on the effectiveness of departmental efforts to improve the mana-
gerial efficiency of the programs. OIG was not responsible, on the other hand, for evaluat-
ing the degree to which programs were meeting their legislative objectives. OIG provided
semi-annual reports to the Congress on its ongoing audits and eriminal investigations.
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department's main trouble spot, and because Job Corps, unlike CETA, had not been ths
object of Republican jeers during the November election, Angrisani and his top aides had
largely avoided involving themselves with the program in their six month stint in office.
As Jones put it, "Job Corps to most of us at that time was a stable, ongoing program. We
didn't have eritical decisions to make." In November, the barometer of concern rose
nrecipitously: on the 4th day of the rhonth, Angrisani received a memoc from
Alfred M. Zuek, DOL's Assistant Secretary for Administration and Management. Zuck
wrote that his procurement policy staff had over the past year been reviewing Job Corps
contracting practices, and had produced "raw data" which merited "concern." Attached
for Angrisani's review was a July 15, 1981 memo sent to Richard Jaffee, Job Corps'
National Director, by Theodore Goldberg, Zuck's Director of the Office of Grants and
Procurement Practices, summarizing the data. The memo cit
- evidence that a former regional Jcb-Corps director w’
consulting firm when he left goverpment had receivec
tracts from a number of contract @enters in several ¢
that the subcontracts "were directed from Washingto
and called for payment whether services were render
on a retainer basis]. ("A number of Job Corps emplo
something other than the best interest of the govern:
contracts.")
- statements by the regional staff of a Job Corps offic
sole source contract for center operations was direct
office and was "political.” :
- indications that Jaffee had overridden the recommel
of ficer in a Job Corps regional office and had awardega couniwrace ivi veiiee.
operations to a firm which in the bidding process placed both higher in cost
and lower on the technical evaluation than a competing firm. ("One would
surmise that [the firm] was preselected.")

The memo also stated that while there appeared to be "good competition” for the
award of initial Job Corps center contracts, there was "frequently an absence of any
competition for subsequent contracts for the continued operation of Centers." "Whether
this is due to collusion or of various other factors, the effect is that awards of follow-on

contracts are competitive in form but not in substance. Clearly, the procurement system

Is not working as intended." s
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department’s main trouble spot, and because Job Corps, unlike CETA. had not been the
object of Republican jeers during the November election, Angrisani and his top aides had
largely avoided involving themselves with the program in their six month stint in office
As Jones put it, "Job Corps to most of us at that time was a stable, ongoing program. We
didn't have eritical decisions to make." In November, the barometer of concern rose
precipitously: on the 4th day of the month, Angrisani received a memo from

Alfred M. Zuck, DOL's Assistant Secretary for Administration and Management. Zuck
wrote that his procurement policy staff had over the past year been reviewing Job Corps
contracting practices, and had produced "raw data" which merited "concern." Attached
for Angrisani's review was a July 15, 1981 memo sent to Richard Jaffee, Job Corps’
National Director, by Theodore Goldberg, Zuck's Director of the Office of Grants and.
Procurement Practices, summarizing the data. The memo cited:

- evidence that a former regional Job‘Corps director who had started &
consulting firm when he left government had received sole source subcon-
tracts from a number of contract denters in several different regions, and
that the subcontracts "were directed from Washington [the national office ]
and called for payment whether services were rendered or not," [i.e., were
on a retainer basis]. ("A number of Job Corps employees have told us that
something other than the best interest of the government lies behind these
contracts.")

- statements by the regional staff of a Job Corps office that the award for a
sule source contract for center operations was directed by the Washington
office and was "political."

- indications that Jaffee had overridden the recommendation of the contracting
officer in a Job Corps regional office and had awarded a contract for center
operations to a firm whieh in the bidding process placed both higher in cost
and lower on the technieal evaluation than a competing firm. ("One would
surmise that [the firm] was preselected.")

The memo also stated that while there appeared to be "good competition” for the
award of initial Job Corps center contracts, there was "frequently an absence of any
competition for subsequent contracts for the continued operation of Centers."” "Whether
this is due to collusion or of various other factors, the effect is that awards of follow-on

contracts are competitive in form but not in substance. Clearly, the procurement system

is not working as intended."
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In his cover letter to Angrisani, Zuck also reported the allegation that Job Corps
staff travel costs had been charged to three contracts issued by the national office. Zuck
said that he had hoped that Jaffee's comments to all of the issueé raised would pdt his
concerns to rest, but that, over the past three months, Jaffee, an OEQ "native” and
one-time regional Job Corps director who became national director in 1978 when the
reigning director suffered a stroke, had neither responded directly ‘to the Goldberg memo
(which explictly asked for Jaffe's cém ments by the end of July) nor returned any calls
from Zuck's procurement policy staff, headed by Goldberg.

ETA Looks Into Job Corps

Angrisani reacted swiftly to Zuck's memo, dispatching a copy to Inspector Geneﬁal
McBride and also sending one to Bob Jones, with an attached note directing him to report
back within five working days on the a}lé_ga}ions raised by the procurement policy staff.
The Jones' mission turned out to last a good aeal longer, as he and a team of ETA officials
amasszJ evidence which Angrisani judged S’_ointed at systemic flaws in the management of
Job Corps--flaws likely to engender'impro.prieties on the part of any Job Corps national
director. First, Jones had to educate himself on management and contracting practices in
the Job Corps; as he put it, "Job Corps was a complex, circuitous system and most of us in
ETA were new to it. I was." Jones and the staff assistants working in his office spent a
lot of time "just digging, checking, asking questions, reading, learning, and asking more
questions.” Among the first lines of inquiries concerned sole-sourcing. Jones was not a
contracting officer or an expert in the rather arcane field of procurement--his specialty
lay in the substance of jobs programs--and he had earlier invited auditors in the Inspector
General's Office and the General Accounting Office, as well as various DOL contracting
specialists, to examine a selected number of sole source contracts, let by ETA program
offices. For Job Corps contracts, the findings—-taking on an added significance for Jones

after the appearance of the Goldberg memo--were that in at least some instances,

involving both regional and national office procurements, it was quite questionable whether



~10-

£ H +h
{ficer inth

et
¥eiy

thoooroorasiling o irst 27ane ~hould heve chesen 1o steer away from the

RFP, or competitive bidding process, anc quitz questionable whether DGL's procurem’ent
board had an appropriate justification for awarding the request. Jones' "basie instinets” as
a manager (a self-labeled "systems manager”) were aroused when Job Corps national office
staff seemed unable to answer his questions about the criteria they employed for deter-
minin: whether or not to take the sole-source route to procurement:

I went to Job Corps and said, "Look, show me the competition
standards here, and how it's set up." AndI remember sitting in my
office a few days later, and I asked one of my assistants, "Hey,
have we got this procurement stuff up here, the RFP stuff? I want
to go through that." And they said, "Yeah, it's sitting there on your
table." I walked back into the office, and there were about 3-4
stacks of documents sitting there, ... It turns out that whatever
there is on the subject is in 13 different documents and 13 different
places. You begin to suspect that there's no bureaucrat between
SES and the lowest GS-5 in the system that has a full understanding
of the rules. So at the next meeting, 1 sat down with the Job Corps
people, and said, "What the hell is going on here?" And they said,
"Well, it's all there." "Where?" "Well, this piece is here, and this
piece is here ... but don't worgy, all the guys know where it is."
And thenI start asking [dif ferent offlcxals], "Well, Jaffe, do you
know, can you give it to me right here, in 10 minutes? Can you put
it down on one piece of paper?" "Well, no," he says. And the same
thing happened when I questioned [others]. And you make a few
more phone calls, and you find out that your basic fear is true. It
doesn't exist.

Jones became even more troubled when inquiries into the methods by which Job
Corps bureaucrats caleulated "unit costs"-~annual upkeep costs for a Job Corp enrollee-
——and an operating budget for the program for the fiseal year proved no more enlightening
than his questions about "RFPs." It seemed to Angrisani's aide that Job Corps was rather
unused to such probing from the "outside" bureaucratic world, and that the problems in
Job Corps extended beyond the procurement "system" into basic issues of management:

In institutional terms, no part of ETA, no part of DOL, had any-
thing to do with Job Corps prograin accounting, fund allocations,
contract decisions, program decisions, anything. Even personnel

actions. It was a unitized program, all under the Job Corps

director. I mean, even other categorical programs have never had
that freedom.



-11=

As Jones saw it the office of the Jab Corns national directar. whinh vm e Jaffe had
contracting responsibility for a number nf national support contracts, and wh @ retained
the right to check off on the award selections made by regional directors, wu: pérticularly
susceptinle to atrophy. Nor did Jones believe that ETA's senior officials had improved
matters by leaving over the years management of Job Corps to the holdovers irom OEO
days: |

Any good manager is going to tell you that you can't leave people
in the system too long. They become married to the system and
nothing else. And, moreover, any administrative system will rot if
it's self-contained like that. There have to be a cross-section of
people outside that prograin who are watching the dollars and the
decisions, and when there aren't, it removes the discipline from the
system. The bureaucracy, in other words, should have cross-
pollinated some of its basie functions--moved people around the
agency. When there are people looking, asking, arguing, fighting,
that tends to keep systems a little more in balance, and tends to
give you early warnings of problems. That didn't occur in Job Corps.

Among those assisting Jones in his digging into Job Corps was Dick Gilliland, Director
of the Office of Youth Programs. (In the f:‘grmal chain of authority, Jaffe reported to
Gilliland who reported to Jones who reported to Angrisani.) Unlike Jones, Gilliland had &
great deal of previous involvement in Job Corps: he was actually an original member of
the Job Corps fraternity, having helped to draft the program's enabling legislation back in
the early 1960s. He later became one of the few "natives" to seek government work
outside the program, leaving Job Corps in the late '60s. Gilliland shared Jones' concern
about the prograimn:

It's amazing the number of people who are still in Job Corps--it's
been their career and it's become a very close-knit, inbred system,
which has some advantages, but also a great deal of disadvantages.
The advantages, I supposed, come from the continuity of knowledge
which [these people ] have, and whieh is important in & 24-hour-a
day residential program, probably the most complex program you
could ever hope to manage--much more complex than any other
type of residential program, whether it be a college dormitory or a

prison.

The disadvantage is that the Job Corps staff has been managing
[operations] for more or less ten years [in ETA] on a very informal -
basis. Your basic management systems--like developing a budget



--just don't exist. .. and you have had regional directors that have
been there since the beginning of the program, and developed their
own opinions on (how to run things]. I feel pretty strongly that
regardless of how honest or capable an individual is, sconer or later
he goes native. It's unavoidable ... you begin losing some sense of
reality as to how Job Corps fits into the overall political-economic
structure of the moment.

Job Corps, Gilliland elaborated, tended to act as if it was quite immune from the new

imperative

of fiseal stringeney:

For example, we had a $5 million contract with the national foot-
ball league. Apparently, during the off-season, some NFL players
would go out and visit Job Corps centers and act as role-models.
Well, not necessarily a bad idea, but not worth $5 million a year. I
guess what had developed over the years was simply that Job Corps
had all the funds it needed. So there was no incentive to make
cost-effective decisions. "Well, we had all the money we needed,
why not spend $5 million on the NFL?"

As Youth Programs head, Gilliland had on occasion questioned the wisdom of such

procurements, which, according to Gillle_mdy, Job Corps staffers invariably justified by

arguing from a "political standpoint"~--i.e., that the contractor's support on Capitol Hill

mnade a cutback too risky. Such argumentias Gilliland saw it, reflected onece more the

program's inability to perceive changes in Washington's landseape:

Take the unions for example. Dick Jaffe argued that, well, in past
years people have tried to reduce the contracts, and politically
they're overridden every time. And 1 said, maybe you're right, but
I''n going to find out. We'll do it and see what happens. Well, they
kept predicting all these dire political happenings. To this day 1
never got one political phone call on the subject.

I think at one point in time Job Corps staff did have a significant
political-godfather type structure ... In my opinion, a lot of that
has disappeared . . . and one of the things we're trying to do to it to
de-politicize Job Corps, keep it at a more professional type of
level.

Of perhaps even greater conecern, Gilliland continued, was the "power base" that the Job

Corps staff had built up with Job Corps center contractors:

We're talking about big money, probably, let's say half a billion
dollars, going out to contractors that operate Job Corps eenters.
And there has been developed over the years a closed society of
about 8-10 contractors [private corporations]. They got themselves
in a position of becoming the predominate Job Corps operators
simply because they had the experience. They knew how to bid--Job



Corps does have & competitive process. But because of this whole
historical experience, it is very difficult to break into that frater-
nity. And so those [contractors] in my oplmv n, had consicerable
influence on the policies and procedures in Job Corps.

To some in DOL, Dick Jaffe was the living embodiment of the malaise which had
been ellowed to fester in Job Corps. As one graphically put it:

I've been a senior official in this agency for a number of years, and
there are other senior officials in this agency who I think have an
impact on policy and dollars, but let me tell you... the man was
treated like a king. Contractors would follow him along and give
him cigars, and provide him with cars whenever he visited their
centers. There was a reverential attitude here, of people in Job
Corps dealing with a $700 million contract flow, and that single
person had total authority over the whole system. ... Now that's a
dream ... it's a situation that had simply been allowed to exist,
and ne believed it and so did his predecessors. It's just incredible.
The Defense Department learned years ago that you can divide up
the damn thing 30 different ways, and it'll be inefficient as hell,
but you never allow anyone to feel that kind of responsibility, that's
absurd.

' For Thomas Koémerak, a veterar ETA bureaucrat, and the head of the Office of

Financial Control and Management Systems, which reported d_irectly to Angrisani, &

necessary first step towards protecting against financial mismanagement was severing the
bond--protected for years in DOL-~-between contracting and program management respon-
sibilites:

One can conclude that some of the problems that occurred in Job
Corps and other [programs arose because] the contracting officers
were too closely associated with the program. That is, if you're
the program manager and you're responsible for the day to day
operations of Job Corps, you're not as likely to have as the primary
goal protecting the financial interest of the government. And the
theory is by taking contracting authority away from the program
offices, and consolidating it in a financial [office], you will have a
contracting officer who is not beholden to managers, and will be
more independent in terms of financial controls and diseretion.

. .. You have a tradeoff, between having the contracting officer
know more about fmanclal matters, or about program mattars.

- Koemerak's OFCSM office was the logical site for a new contracting unit and had
for years been eampaigning actively, with the support of government auditors, for such a

shift, but had always been thwarted by "program-oriented” managers in DOL. Now that
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Anzrisani was installed on the ETA seat of power, this change, and others designed to
assert financial "discipline™ in the ageney, appesred much more likely. Angrisani
authorized Jones to institute special work groups with Job Corps contractors to examine
sucu aspects of program management as procurement and the setting of performance
standards, and he also met with key lawmakers on Capitol Hill to inform them that drastic
changes were needed to get Job Corps back on a soﬁnd administrative footing. As Jones
assessed Angrisani's reaction:

I think what set Angrisani off is the management system, not the
political connections programs like Job Corps had. He began to
find out that there was no accountability, no daylight sunshine
involved in the thing. And he's vulnerable--you now have

Dave Stockman and everybody else coming in, trying to tear it
apart, and he can't answer the questions.

[Political appointees] are not dumb. Their bread is buttered up on
the [White House] end of thé avenue. It is not the program people's
prerogative to make policy decisions and to determine the directions
of the program. The appointees are the ones being paid to make

the decisions, and no dumb bureaucrat downstairs, including myself,
has a right to challenge that.

-

QIG Gets Involved

After sharing with Tbm MeBride's Inspector General's Office the allegations flushed
out hy Ted Goldberg's procurement policy staff, Angrisani asked OIG in late November to
undertake a comprehensive examination of Job Corps' management and procurement
practices, in order to asist ETA in the 'overhaul' of Job Corps. Historicslly, as MeBride
acknowledged, OIG's involvement with the program had been restricted mainly to "investi-
gating occasional allegations of fraud or embezzlement," and, in the audit area, to moni-
toring individual Job Corps center contractors for financial compliance. ‘As a result,
MeBride explained, "OIG did not have a good perception of what were the basic system
problems in Job Corps management and contracting." In fact, as the Assistant IG for Audit -
told a congressional panel in June, 1981 OIG's neglect extended to virtually all of the

programs outside the CETA prime-sponsor system, and that the audit work which had been



-15=-

nerformed had largelv ignored the "policies, procedures, and controls” for awarding and
monitoring procurements.

ClG was actually sommewhat surprised that Angrisani and other ETA senior hanagers
(Diek Gilliland also met with OIG auditors and asked them to review ETA upcoming reforms
in Job Corps) were inviting them to serutinize and help revise the department's adminis-
trative practiceé; as one auditor said, only slightly exaggerating, if sometimes took "two

it

years"” of back-breaking work just to get DOL authorities to admit that a problem existed in
their territory. In this instance, ETA's brass seemed forthcoming in identifying a "mess" and
postively anxious to start cleaning it up. MeBride's fAirst order of business, however, was to
address the specific allegations of wrongdoing in the Job Corps. At about the same time
Angrisani sent himm a copy of the Goldberg memorandum, OIG also recieved a phone call
from a U.S. congressman charging thatthe national office had tampered with the award of
a contract for center operations, as well as several ™otline" tips from DOL emplovees
pointing at mischief by the national directi}'. As one staffer put it, "everything seemed to
be happening at once in Job Corps." McBr.ide called a team of auditors and crimingl investi-
gators into his office and told them the inatter demanded "top priority”--he wanted a full
report on the allegations on his desk within two weeks. As regards the larger question of
systeinic reform, McBride considered the OIG well-equipped to address it, even though the
job was somewhat removed from the office's familiar terrain of financial audits and eriminal
investigations (which requiréd training in, respectively, accounting, and law and law-enforece-

ment techniques):

By and large we try to avoeid judgment conclusions on social goals
--to stick to the facts. We're like Sergeant Friday on the TV
serial--"just the facts, ma'am."

Now, at the same time, to characterize us as some dumb cops is
juvenile thinking . . .1 mean, I have & varied experience as an
auditor, investigator, and prosecutor, and in social programs, as
Associate Director of the Urban Coalition and Deputy Director of
the Latin American region of the Peace Corps. And many who
work for my organization have similarly broad backgrounds.

As it turned out, OIG auditors were already behind on their schedule for completing
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ongoing proiects, and were not able to comply with ETA's request to begin at once & major
effort targeted at Job Corps, but McBride did direct one senior auditor from & regional IG
office (a procurement specialist with no previous involvement in Job Corps and in charge of
a staff of three) to begin "survey work" "scoping‘j out the specific areas that a Job Corps
examination would address. In addition, McBride assigned several auditors who had worked
with the criminal division on the "two week" project to assist Jones and Gilliland in checking
up on various sole-source contracts let by the national office.

Based on their inspection of procurement records in Job Corps national and regional
offices relating to contracts cited in the Goldberg mémo, and on conversations with
Goldoerg, Job Corps staffers, and others in ETA on procurement practices in Job Corps, the
auditors assigned to assist Jones and Gilliland arrived at the judgment that the Job Corps
national director was engaged in manipu}?aations of the procurement process which were at
the very least administratively unsound. When the auditors in charge of the "scope~out"
work began visiting Job Corps regional of f&es and examining procurement files and question-
ing staffers, they reached much the same c.:onclusion. The auditors were uniformly convinced
that Jaffe was very adeptly operating the equivalent of a "good-ole boy" network, funnelling
money to a former colleague who had shifted to the private sector. It seemed to them that
Juffe was putting pressure on center directors to award subcontracts to his friendé\firm and
pressure on regional Job Corps dirzetors--who had veto power over such contracts--io
approve the awards. Because the national director was quite able to make life miserable for
these officials, the pressure was achieving its desired result. Yet the auditors, who were
convinced that virtually everyone with senior status in Job Corps was aware of the arrange-
ment, found that JAob Corps had some staffers who wanted to bring the dealings to an
immediate halt. (One of the auditors could not help marvelling at the professional skill
exercised by the national director to operate the network, commenting, "these guys are

contracting officers--~their whole careers revolved around contracts, and they knew exactly

how far they could go.")
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The OIG suditors took exception not just to Jaffe's conduet, but to & number of cther
procurement practices which they believed occurred all too frequently throughout Job Corps.
Specifically: modifications (amounting to increases in costs) of three year RFP contracts
for center operations in the second year of the contract; unnecessary sole-sourcing at the
regional (in addition to the national) office level; and the absence of documentation on the
procurement process for many awards. Moreover, in the eyes of the auditors, regional
contracting officers and project managers were doing a poor job in negotiating contracts on
terms favorabie to the government and in monitoring adherence to the contract. One of the
"underlying problems" was the "ack of training of the staff--a lot of these people," an
auditor commented, "have had no formal procurement training."

While they expressed dismay at Jaffe's conduct and not mueh confidence in the ability
of Job Corps managers to administer the i)rocurement process efficiently, the OIG auditors
attributed part of the problem in Job Corps contracting to staff cutbacks in the regional
branches, sudden injections of money into the program by White House and congressional
politicians, and inadequate supervision by ETA's leadership, particularly by the Greene
regime. The auditors also commented that it was unfair to blame Job Corps totally for
abuses of sole sourcing authority; DOL's procurement board, they said, had hardly operated a
fauit-free mechanisim for approving requests for sole source awards.

The question of contracting abuses, one auditor pointed out, touched obviously on the
issue of overspending and, less obviously, on the quality of the training offered by Job Corps:

Contractors were doing what they wanted: they got contracts
pretty much at the price they asked for. And certain people had
favors done for them because they knew the right people. And all
this cost money. .. . But perhaps the most important thing to think
about is how that firm that was rated number one [in the panel
evaluation] and did not get the contract would have run the center.
I mean, one firm is picked as the best, and someone reaches down
and picks the second, or the third choice. Maybe it's the kids in the
Job Corps centers who end up being really short-changed in the
process, because they're not getting the best program.

At the same time, OIG recognized a tradeoff between eliminating fraud and abuse

from Job Corps and maintaining & flexible and smoothly funetioning--that is, efficient---



—
[ &)
H

administrative sv 2m. As MeBride commented, "any time you install an internal control
you've added g sis- in the administrative process which on the one hand can reduce the
opportunity for {roud and waste but on the other hand may slow up the process and contribute
to some inefficienczies." "You always have to weigh the costs and benefits of any internal
control.” OIG dic not, however, see any incompatibility between accomplishing the "cleanli-
ness-cfficiency” chjective and achieving the social (and statutory) aim of Job Corps--to help
poor youths to become productive members of American society. And they rejected the
notion that by furthering Angrisani's agenda for "cleaning-up" the management of Job Corps,
they were furthering the agenda of Republican conservatives who were philosophically
opposed to the existance of Job Corps. Gerald Peterson, Deputy Assistant Inspector General
for Audit, expressed a widely held view in OlG quarters:

I totally believe that you camrmanage social programs like a

business. . . . Clean does not mean hollow. ... And I think that the

public will accept those programs much better when they are

managed that way. There is nothing about CETA that the general

public finds objectionable-~I_think there is a basic understanding

that people need to be trained, and that the government ought to

do that. But they expect integrity in the process. .. for instance,

under the old manpower programs, there were some good programs,

but the public lost confidence in them essentially because we didn't
manage them like it was our own money, in a business-like atmosphere.

Job Corps Speaks Out

The Job Corps fraternity--the network of national and regional office staffers,
supporters in Congress, private consultants, and conractors--was intensely proud of the
program's longevity and of Mathematica's verdiet that the program was "cost effective” (see
Note on the Job Corps). Most felt threatened by Angrisani's "get control" effort--
reminiscent of (mostly failed) ventures by DOL managers in the Nixon years--and some
were outraged by the suspicion of the ETA managers and OIG auditors that Job Corps was a
bastion of fraud and mismanagement. Stan Leibner, Chief of Review and Evaluation, and a .
South Bronx native who came to Job corps after working in the South with Esthe: Friedman

in the eivil rights movement in the early 1960's, was characteristically blunt:

-« « Frankly, 1 think some of this is that they're trying to embrace
avne winner~-there's so few winners anv more in ETA. that thavlra



trying to make Job Ceorps their own. It's like Job Corps is the only

action in town, and in order to justify your existence, you say, let's

go manage Job Corps. Let's come up with new assessments, new

procurement regulations, new contract proceedings, all this says

you're involved.

Dogsgo to corners to leave droppings so they cen mark and spot.

This 1s evidently an animal instinet to mark off. Similarly, among

bureaucrats they must put their mark on everything. They must

embrace this, and say, this is our program ... well, they embraced

CETA, and its bones are scattered from here all the way to Capitol

Hill.

Leibner and a number of other Job Corps staffers agreed that Jaffee was a "problem",

but believed that ETA was using Jaffe's troubles and the procurement issue in general as a
vehicle to take over the program as a whole, and, that Job Corps was capable of policing
itself; as an example Leibner cited a memo he dispatched to Jaffe in April of 1981 --before
DOL and the Inspector General began raising econcerns about abuses in Job Corps--which
reported, among other things, that Job Corps staff had become uneasy about the concen-
tration of power in Jaffe's office and about the absence of touch aceountability standards
for Job Corps private contractors. The_mémo included the below cartoon as a "commen-

tary," Leibner said, about the state of affairs in the national Job Corps office.

“a A
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Job Corps staffers in the regional and naticnal offices were in fact the main sources

for the allegations relating to Jaffe collected by Goldberg's procurement policy‘ staff and
the Inspector General's office. Some in the Job Corps fraternity believed that the leakers
were inspired by jealousy and spite, and were plgying right into the hands of the program's
crities. Jaffe, according to this view, was hardly an ogre, and was filling admiryablyy the
program's need for a strong, colorful, and highly visible leader. A Job Corps center
director, who had been ‘with the program for over a decade, commented that the "dump
Jaffe" movement, if successful, would enable ETA to diminish the pivotal role of the
director-~to create, in short, a bureaucratie functioﬁary--and that was likely to have
negative renercussions in the field:

I'm not a businessman, and I don't think I'm running a business. I'm
a teacher and I'm & psychologist. . . . Now, when you take kids off
the street, and put them in [this] program, you're basically isolating
them--they don't get to seé dnyone actually running the Job Corps
program that often. So when national office people and especially
the national director can get around and talk to kids, they're saym
"That's an important person talking to me."

If I were setting up the national office, I would have a national ,
director and a deputy. All the administrative work would be done
by the deputy, approved by the director. Then I'd put the national
director in a plane and have him run around the country from one
Job Corps center to another. He'd be coming in there saying,
"Keep up the good work, gang.” or "Why don't you have that water
tower painted green." Or he'd see a group a young people and say,
"Gee, this looks like a good group, good strong kids, why don't you
guys have a soccer team!!" And they say, "Well, we don't have any
money for a soccer team, for uniforms or anythmg

And here's Dick Jaffee: "Il get it for you." Because he's excited,
I mean he really had a feeling for it, it wasn't phoney. He had
tremendous charisma, he could charm the hell out of center people.
. And Dick Jaffe would get back to Washington and he'd produce
it somehow or another. And he was a hero with those kids for doing
it, and made them feel good about Job Corps. And as long as it
was done legitimately, and T don't know whether it was or not,
that's not the point. The point was that it was done and the kids
felt that someone in Washington cared.

It was not just the "kids" in Job Corps, the center director continued, who were in

need of morale boosting:



Tt's important for eenter directors, for senior staff, for evervone fo
have a national director who comes around and cheers them on.
Diex Jaffe couid give such speschas off the top of niz neal ! He'z o
better bullshitter than I am and I'm a helluva crood cone. But he
could make everybody ready to pick up a shovel and go out and dig
the first hole for & new building or whatever. He had the ability to
instill deterimination in other people.

Whether "pro" or "anti" Jaffe, Job Corps veterans were skeptical of the benefits of
merging the program with the mainstream of the ETA bureaucracy. Again, Leibnerf was
brutally blunt about his convietions:

Job Corps is a self-contained, manpower program that eould

operate under Democrats, socialists, Republicans, anarchists--it
does not require a political identification, and it doesn't have to be
in a-Department of Labor. It was placed here for administrative
convenience. It receives nothing from DOL. This is the key thing:
Nothing from ETA. Recruiting and screening are done independently,
and the DOL's computerized information and management system

is so bad that I removed Job Corps from it and put our data base in
one of our Job Corps centers. .

Even a senior ETA official from the days of the Carter administration--an
"academic"” type who at first was somewhat appalled by what he took to be the "slovenly
~appearance" and "sleazy manners" of Job C;‘orps staffers, but who came to view Job Corps
as one of the only jobs training program which actually "worked"--believed that DOL
managers were probably incapable of really "feeling" what Job Corps was all about:

Has Bob Jones ever slept in a Job Corps center--does he really
have any idea what the Job Corps program is? I doubt it. Job
Corps people know their system, every aspect of it. And they care
about it.

Similar sentiments were echoed by Clark Rechtin, Counsel for Carl Perkins' House
Education and Labor Cominittee, which helped draft the enabling legislation for Job Corps
and which had been protecting Job Corps for years from the marauding--as the commitee
saw it--of DOL bureaucrats. While Rechtin agreed that Job Corps staffers wére perhaps
nou at their best when it came to "writing checks" and "preparing budgets", their li?kély

replacements--ETA bureaucrats adept at "running adding machines"--would be much

waorse:
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ETA people would like to bring Job Corps under its wing, and
Chsairman Perkins thinks its a mistake. ... If anything, the
justification is there to say, "Job Corps, take over ETA," rather
than "ETA, take over Job Corps". ... All you have to do is lay out
the performance of the department. In both Democratic and
Republican administrations, the labor department has always done

a lousy job of running the CETA program. And it wasn't that the
programs weren't valid. PSE [the Publie Service employment
component of CETA ] was a valid program. But nobody at DOL has
anparently cared very much about its mission; none were real :
proponents for the program. 1f they had had some [Job Corps types]
over there, getting out and arguing for it, PSE might have succeeded.

Rechtin said that Job Corps political support on Capitol Hill was hardly, as ETA seemed
to suggest, disreputable, since no congressiman would stick up for a fraud-infested program
1 and because, contrary to what many thought, having a Job Corps center in one's distrad ¢V
was at times as much a political liability as an asset.* He acknowledged that the Jaffee
regime at Job Corps may have relied too heavily on {support service] contracts for perfor-
mance of work that might better have been done by the government, but blamed govern-
ment rules restricting Job Corps staff ceilings for the problem.
Another member of the Job Corpsfr’qternity, one who had been associated with the

Job Corps in a variety of governmental and non-governmental capécities, placed the
staffing issue at the heart of the debate over the program's ills:

The Job Corps started out as a bootstrap operation, people operating

out of hotel rooms and under the craziest of ecircumstances. "Job

Corps" was nothing but a concept. 1t was like trying to build a

building without a blueprint. There was no system, I mean they

they had to borrow people from other agencies just to tell them

about administration and contracting--you had to have somebody

who could spell "government.”

. . . But that changed--in fact, one of the things that made the

program very exeiting in the '65-'70 period was that Job Corps had

people coming out of the staffs of centers, and getting hired by

OEO bureaucracy. And these people knew how to get things done,

contracting and so forth,

As soon as Nixon came in, his first move--every Republican presi-
dent does the same thing--was to stop hiring in the bureaucracy.

*As an example, Rechtin said that in the districts of some congressmen from the
South, Job Corps centers containing mostly Black, "urban ghetto" enrollers, were not
popular amongst the electorate.
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Fer Job Corps, the edict went in that vou couidn't take people from
thz oezrverg into the government, whether it was on a regional or a
naticnel level. Only the people that 'were there at that point could
remain. And of course, Job Corps was a hastard child, literally, for
DOL, and it looked like Nixon wanted the whole operation to die.

. .. About the only good thing they did was to standardize the
purchasing process--to make sure that everyone was bidding on a
standardized RFP.

So the program really began to sort of stagnate. People in the
national office couldn't move up. couldn't get promoted; and they
didn't like being treated that way. It's sort of like you start with a
big bucket of soup and you keep boiling it off and boiling it off and
pretty soon you get an awful mess in there that really isn't very
tasty.

Morale was not improved, the source continued; by DOL's decision to integratei‘the
regional Job Corp offices into DOL's regional offices. Job Corps "natives" appéared to be
losing control over the program. The election of Jimmy Carter in 1976 changed sud‘d;énly
the fortunes of Job Corps, putting program managers back in the driver's seat, but aiéo,
presenting them with a different kind éf"perIem: ’

So Carter comes in and says, "Let's expand the program--double
the size of it"--but there's stilFa freeze on hiring! So, the govern-
ment does what it always does-when faced with this situation--it
contracts out for the work. Contracts for center operations, for
studies on building and sites, for doing community relations and :
developing new programs. The work gets done, but outside, instead
of inside the government. You have new people [contractors], new
moiiey, new power ... ‘

And then [in 1979] they "renationalized" the program to help the
expansion--if you're the regional Job Corps Director your phone
line is now connected to the national office, you take orders from
him. And if you're Dick Jaffe, you've got money and a directive to
double the program, and the only way you can do that is through a
central loeation, not through 10 regions . . . And you say, "Why '
can't I just contract right here?~--I can do it quicker. 1 can do it
more efficiently.”

Between a national director who spent a considerable amount of time on the f'r;':vad
visiting centers, t;nd a national and regional office staff used to managing a prbgranﬁ half
as large, the pace of contracting was simply overwhelming, the source said: ' |

If you wanted to cheat this would have been a good time for the
contractors to do it. I mean, they were left out there floating--1

know that there were centers that were not visited by a federal
employee for one solid year. Not one year. The regional offices
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it was I think the eontractors are by and large honorable people.
. but you cannct cperate 2 program that way.

it was not just the contractors, perhaps, who were tempted to eut corners, accordinz

to the source. Administratively, the expansion plan was handled in ETA by the]natidnal

director and his superior, the director of the Office of Youth Programs. The nation

al

director was the contracting officer, but his decisions were subject to the review of fzthe

Youth Programs Office. Apparently, this system functioned fairly smoothly until the

spring of 1980, when Jaffe's superior, Robert Taggert left the department and ETA 'failed

to appoint in his stead an equally tough and able administrator:

Jaffe was essentially reporting to nobody. And then, this is a sort
of subtle point, the personality of Dick Jaffe began to take over--he
didn't have any plan--but just kind of said, "Okay, 'm just fulfilling
my role ... and I don't think-he took advantage of it, he just
performed his job more strongly than he probably should have.

It was not Dick Jaffe's fault. It was the department's fault.
Because they should have fille¢ that vacuum after Taggert left,

and they should have had somebody laying on him and watching ,
over him. Instead, they just had a bunch of watchdogs barking and |
screaming and hollering about any kind of expenditure, and creating
boards and new procedures and a paper storm upstairs to back it all
up.

Job Corps' "problem," the source concluded, was a combination of low morale,

an

absence of quality leadership, and insufficient staff; the Angrisani agenda of an ETAij—wide

reduction in force, tougher review standards for procurements, and a reorgani?ation[of

program imanagement and eontracting responsibilities addressed none of these areas and

actually contributed to the affliction. The appropriate remedy would be the appoint-’ment

of a dynamie, new national director of unimpeachable character, an advocate for Job

Corps within the department and not merely a bureaueratic "staff man":

If I was advising this new person, I would say, first of all, "You've
got to come in strong--you can't come in as a hand-me-down."

And if there's any fraud and abuse, by God, I'm going to get it."

And I would tell that person to get a very good idea on who you are
reporting to--make sure that there's not five doorstops between
you and the Assistant Secretary. Tell them, "If you don't trust me




you don't need to hirs me-~if you need 42 people to look over my
shoulder then vou don't need me." In other words, don't be a patsy-
~--this program cennot e run by a mouse--it'll {all apert. “

Second, 1 would advise him to get regional directors that he knows
he can trust and that can follow his orders. And he should get
sufficient staff to monitor those contracts properly, and an ability
to bring in new blood to the program from the center staffs. I :
mean, when you have a knowledgeable staff in the proper numbers,
then the checks and balances in the [procurement] system start
working again--you don't need X number of boards in ETA head-
quarters and GAQ and IG auditors coming in all the time.

Finally, you've got to reestablish control with the contractors--
control which they don't have now. You've got to lead them. 1
mean, don't treat a contractor like a pirranha. Right now, if you're
a contractor, the atmosphere in ETA is, "Here comes a thief. Let's
watch him very carefully and see where we can found out from
where he is stealing.” 1 mean, the prevalent attitude is that these
guys are just frauding and abusing the government to hell, and
"We're going to take over and control them." They're not thieves,
and that's no way to run a good program.

There was considerable skepticisnT over whether Angrisani would ever take the "bold"

step of appointing a strong leader to revitalize Job Corps; the source himself judged that

ETA "wanted someone who was going to b& a mouse."” Another Job Corps veteran was less

protie to judge the upstairs management so harshly, and viewed the "get control" issz}e not
in ter.ns of "encroachment” per se, but in terms of the type of control that Angrisani's
office wanted to exercise over Job Corps:

Well, the party line is that they're going to hold everybody account-
able, and hold all the programs accountable. That's like being for
motherhood and apple pie! There's nothing wrong with that. The
issue is not accountability, the issue is, to what extent, to what
degree to you go in order to insure "perfect accountability"? I
mean [the Assistant Secretary] ean't possibly run the totality of
the agency and make all the funding decisions, because everything
would come to a screeching halt.

For still others, the "accountability™ controversy was largely a false issue; Clérk Rebhtin,
for one, tended to view Angrisani's effort to revise management practices within Jdb
Corps as just one component of a mueh larger agenda, dictated from above by:? the Office

of Management and Budget, whose leader, David Stockman, was "1deologxcany" opposed to

the Job Corps. Rechtin was hardly reserved in broadcasting this conviction; he ’(olci;E a
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group of center oparators in early 1881 that they should "proceed with caution™ in the task

forces set up by Jones, being "suspect about how [their] contributions [would] be used,

and not signing off on something they disagreed with." Moreover:

There is an underlying theme to the Administration's actions. They
don't believe that the federal government has a legitimate role in
social programs. Therefore, they tamper with the sucecessful
programs, like Job Corps, administratively. Pretty soon they too
will be mediocre.

A former ETA officials, sympathetic to Job Corps, articulated the "nightmare™" more

starkly:

What 1 object to is not the evaluations, the task forces with con-
tractors, the meetings on the Hill ... What concerns me is that
this is all form~-form without content--because the fact is that
the purpose of all this activity is to prepare the program for budget
cuts--maybe even for extinetion. The rest of CETA has been
devastated--just wiped out--so Job Corps and its $750 million
sticks out like a sore thumb and they want to cut it off.

Job Corps supporters promised to match the administration "blow for blow" in the

political fight they prediéted was coming oer funding for the program in the fiscal year

1983 budget, to be revealed in January 1982, One warned of a "ast ditch" effort of a

"mareh on Washington™ by alumni of the program--"a lot of whom are no longer hungry

and no longer considered stupid." Commented Leibner:

We came here [to DOL] under Nixon, and the only thing that
preserved the program was legislative activity--Perkins and [Labor
Appropriations Subcommittee head] Natcher. It's ridiculous to
look here for support, no one cares about particularly whether we
exist .. . we never listen to them upstairs in terms of what they're
saying. It doesn't matter. The story is what's going to happen
politically. If the politicals abandon us, we're finished.

Bob Jones believed that previous ETA managers had concluded, erroneously, that the

political connecti?ns of Job Corps personnel made them bureaucratically untouchable, and

vowed to "root out many of the people down there." Angrisani was not going to be intimi-

dated against moving ahead with his reforms:

They have lived for years on political support, and that's a great

when the prograin is being doubled in size,and you've got new -
centers, new kids, and new dollars. Well, hell, PSE was healthy in
those days, and we went from zero to 750,000 people. Wonderful,
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;. ATIN: DMr. E. Preston ) Financial Management Division
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Prepare two case studies relevant to current
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sessions for Subcabinet Seminar in
Professional Public Management in concert with
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with the statement of work which follows, and
the contractor proposal attached hereto and
made a part hereof.
i
¥
|
:
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Article T. Statement of Work

A. Background
The key members of the Administration's managerial cadre are the 200

or $o0 principal appointees of the subcabinet and independent agencies.
These are the assistant secretaries, general counsels, and key program
managers on whose shoulders the success of many Administration initi-
atives will - rise or fall. These personnel are strategically placed.
Above them are their immediate supervisors -~ the Cabinet, OMB and

the White House. Subcabinet officials are often on the point, carrving
the Administration’s progtams to Congress, to interest groups and to

the public at large. They have a key role in building support for the
Administration's cbjectives and in sustaining it. They deal extensively
with their peers, also political appointees, with whom they share
responsibility for the management of various programs and functions.

In government; more so than business, the general management fuaction

is crucial. Authority is diffuse, and many individuals and institutions
(Congress, the press, interest groups) have a hand in shaping the
character of managers' mandates for action. Goals are often unclear,

as objectives may be at cross purposes, and interested parties claim
differing interpretations and priorities for managerial action.
Hamstrung by legal and administrative constraints, public managers find
they have limited capacity to marshall financial and personnel resources
to solve Administration problems.

While people are appointed to such roles from a wide variety of back-
grounds with varying degrees of prior management experience and
familiarity with the operations of government agencies and programs, an
Administration's success will depend crucially on the managerial effec-
tiveness of these appointees.

B. Scope

To address the situation described above, the centractor shall design
and conduct a series of programs for subcabinet appointees.

1. Such program shall incorporate six (6) presentations
of no more than two days length each.

Presentations shall be designed to accommodate an
audience of 25-35 members.

. ‘Attendees will be selected by the 0ffice of
Cabinet Affairs.

Presentations shall be made over a fifteen (15)
month period, with the first presentation made no
later than December 15, 1982.
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Presentations shall be conducted in the Executive
Office of the President complex in Washington, D.C.

Administration and coordinating details will bhe
directed to the Contracting Officer's Technical
Representative {COTR).

Z. Program design will incorporate the management case study approach.
Existing relevant case material may be offered for consideration.

Additionally, the contractor is required to develop two (2) cases
based on experiences gained during the current Administration.
Development cases require approval in advance of full development,
through the COTR.

The government reserves the right to use freely such case materials
developed, at no additional charge.

3. All materials necessary for distribution to attendees will be
approved in advance by the COTR.

Article II Period of Performance

The period of performance under this contract is from October 1, 1982
through December 1983.

Article TII  Report Requirements

Bimonthly reports reflecting progress of the work shall be submitted to
the COTR. Additionally, letter summary reports shall be submitted to the
COTR within thirty (30) days of completion of each presentation evaluating
format, content, participant involvement, administration and other areas
as mutually agread. Responses, 1if reguired, will be sub-
mitted to the contractor within fifteen (15) days of report receipt.

A final report shall be submitted to the COTR within thirty (30) days

of the last presentation, or no later than December 1983, Such report
shall include an overall evaluation of the seminar series, completed cases
and teaching notes.

Article IV Requirements Schedule

A. Development schedule for two approved cases will be in
accordance with the contractor's proposal dated Septembetr 14,
1982, attached hereto and made a part hereof. (Att. A)

B. Schedule for presentations:

Within the period of performance specified in Article II
hereto, the presentations will occur approximately every
second month with specific dates to be agreed upon by the
parties. (See tentative schedule in September 14 proposal.)
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Article V Method of Payment

In consideration of satisfactory performance of the work set forth
herein, delivery of requirements as set forth in Article IV, and
compliance with all terms and conditions of this contract, the
Government shall pay the contractor as follows:

a.  Payments will be made against the total price agreed upon
herein on the basis of completion of presentations thusly-
(Total price) x 1/6= Payment.

The total amount to be paild under this contract shall not
exceed § 78,311.00

b. Payments will be made upon receipt of a proper invoice,
to be submitted subsequent to completion of each scheduled
presentation.

; ¢. Final payment will be made after receipt of the Final Report, submitted
4 ‘%qhy in accordance with Article III herein. o
d.  Invoices must be submitted in original and two (2) copies ?%}
and must contain the following information: -5

(1)  Contract numbers;
(2) Description of services during the billing period
(3) Amount of invoice.

Invoice mailing address. To receive certification before
pavment can be made, mail invoices to the following address: N

Office of Cabinet Affairs

ATIN: E. Prestomn

Room 401, 01ld Executive Qffice Building
Washington, D.C. 20500

Article VI Designation of Contracting Officer's Technical Representative
(COTR)

a. The Contracting Officer hereby designates the below named
individual{s) as the COTR.

Name: Edward Preston

Address: - 0Office of Cabinet Affairs
Room 401, 01d Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20500

Phone: {202) 456-2800
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Article VII Key Personnel

The personnel specified hereunder are considered to be essential to the
work being performed herein. Prior to diverting any of the specified ‘
individuals to other programs, the Contractor shall notify the Contracting
Officer reasonably in advance and shall submit justification (including
proposed substitutions) in sufficient detail to permit evaluation of the
impact on the program. No diversion shall be made by the Contractor
without the written consent of the Contracting Officer; provided, that

the Contracting Officer may ratify in writing such diversion and such
ratification shall constitute the consent of the Contracting Officer
required by this clause. The listing hereunder may be amended from time
to time during the course of the contract to either add or delete
personnel, as appropriate.

Jonathan Moore
Peter Zimmerman

Article VIII Order of Precedence

In the event of an inconsistency in this contract, unless otherwise
provided herein, the inconsistency shall be resolved by giving precedence
in the following order: (a) the Schedule, (b) General Provisions, and

(c) the other provisions of the contract whether incorporated by reference
or otherwise.

Article IX Government Furpnished Property and Services

Facilities for the Contractdr shall be located in the EQP complex,
Washington, D.C. The Govermment will provide space, heating, lighting,
ventilation, and the utilities required for operation. The Government
shall provide such office equipment as shall be necessary for operation
by the Contractor. Ownership of all equipment to be furnished shall
remain vested in the Government.

With the approval of the Government, the Contractor may use items of his
own at no cost or liability to the Government, provided that the wuse of

such equipment will not result in overloading of existing utility resources.
Such equipment shall conform to accepted standards for the EOP.

Article X Withholding of Contract Pavments

Notwithstanding any other payment provisions of this contract, failure of
the contractor to submit required reports when due, or failure to perform
or deliver required work, supplies, or services, will result in the with-
holding of payments under this contract unless such failure arises out of
causes beyond the control, and without the fault or negligence of the
contractor as defined by the clause entitled "Excusable Delays," "Default,"
"Termination,"” or "Termination for Default' as applicable. The Government
shall promptly notify the contractor of its intention to withhold payment
of any invoice or voucher submitted.
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The COTR is responsible for administering the performance of
work under this contract. . In no event, however, will any
understanding, agreement, modification, change order, or
other matter deviating from the terms of this contract be
effective or binding upon the Government unless formalized
by proper contractual documents. executed by the Contracting
Officer prior to completion of the Contract.

The COTR is responsible for: (1) monitoring the Contractor’s
technical progress, including the surveillance and assessment
of performance and recommending to the Contracting Officer
changes in requirements; (2) interpreting the scope of work;
(3) performing technical evaluation as required; (4) perform-
ing technical inspections and acceptances required by this
contract; and (5) assisting the Contractor in the resolution
of technical problems encountered during performance. The
Contracting Officer is responsible for directing or negotiat-
ing any changes in the terms, conditions, or amounts cited in
the contract.

For guidance from the COTR to the Contractor to be wvalid, it
must: (1) be consistent with the description of work set
forth in the contract; (2) not constitute new assignment of
work or change to the expressed terms, conditions, or
specifications incorporated into this contract; (3) not
constitute a basis for an extension to the period of perform-
ance or contract delivery schedule; (4) not constitute a
basis for any increase in the contract cost.

On all matters that pertain to the contract terms the

Contractor must communicate with the Contracting Officer.
Whenever, in the opinion of the Contractor, the COTR requests
effort outside of the scope of the contract, the Contractor
should so advise the COTR. If the COTR persists and there

still exists a disagreement as to proper contractual coverage,
the Contracting Officer should be notified immediately,
preferably in writing if time permits. Proceeding with work
without proper contractual coverage could result in non-payment
or necessitate the submittal of costly claims umder the contract.

The COTR may be changed by the Government at any time without
prior notice to the Contractor. Written notice to the Contractor
will be given by the Contracting Officer to effect any change in
Project Officer(s).
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Article XI Insurance

The contractor. assumes all legal and professional responsibilities and
liabilities attendant on the practices of the Contractor.

Article XIT Handling Confidential Information

AL

Ty

It is understood that the Contractor in the course of this contract
may develop confidential information about an individual. Confi-
dential information, identifiable by individual participant, includes
information imparted with the understanding that it not be disclosed.

Confidential information identifiable by individual participant
shall not be disclosed without the prior consent of that individual.

The Contractor agrees to insure that all quotes are cleared for
accuracy by the participant involved.

The case studies to be used under this contract will be subject to
the review and mutual agreement of the parties. - The Contractor
agrees to submit to the COIR a copy of any proposed article or
material to be disseminated to. the public prior to publication or
simultaneous with initial submission of the draft to a publisher,
whichever is earlier. . This applies equally to material developed:

1) for case study; and 2) from seminar presentations. The Contractor
shall give good faith consideration to all comments.

Nothing in this contract shall be construed to prohibit the
Contractor from publishing or releasing non-confidential information
developed under this contract.

If it is established that information to be utilized under this
contract or a portion thereof, is subject to the Privacy Act, the
Contractor will follow the rules and procedures of disclosure set
forth in the Privacy Act of 1974, 5 U.S.C. § 552a, and implementing
regulations and policies, with respect to systems of records
determined to be subject to the Privacy Act. It is the intention of
the parties that this contract will not generate a system of

-

records covered by the Privacy Act, 5 U.S5.C. 552a.

The Contractor agrees to credit the Executive Office of the President
on.anyv publication, stating that the research was supported by a
contract with the Executive Qffice of the President but that the
research and the results are solely those of the contractor.
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Article XITI General and Additional General Provisions

A. The following are attached and hereby made a part of this contract:
1.  General Provisions, Firm Fixed Price Type Contract.
2. Addendum to Generél Provisions.
3. (Clause 10. Termination for Convenience of the Government
is replaced by the clause in FPR §1~8.704~l. (See clause

57 on General Provisions Table of Contents sheet.)

B, The clauses which follow are deleted from the General Provisions as
inapplicable to this contract:

9. Default
32. Changes

Article XIV Special Provision

ANTICIPATORY COSTS

Considering the short schedule required for implementation of design and
development of two special case studies, and further, to provide for the
availability of the final draft of the special case studies into the
presentation schema as early as possible, the Govermment recognizes that
the Contractor, at its own risk, accumulated costs in anticipation of
the ‘award of this contract for the benefit of the Government.

Accordingly, the Government agrees to pay such anticipatory costs
identified by the Contractor as directly related to the effort herein
and accumulated prior to the effective date of this contract, but in no
event more than 60 days prior to that effective date.  Such costs are
not to exceed $10,000.00, and are a part of , and not a supplement to the
total firm fixed contract price.

Payment will be made in accordance with Article V of this contract. - ©X
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. Notice and Assistance Regarding Patent and Copyright

Infringement

. Patents Righis~Agquisition by thes Government

. Utilization of Labor Surplus Area Concerns

. Pricing of Adjustments

. Disabled Veterans and Yeterms of the Vietmam Era

Utilization of Minority Business Enterprises

. Payment of Interest on Contractor’s Claims
. Employment of the Handicapped

. Clean Air and Water Clause

. Publication— < . pe v coc Cecl \‘0‘\3&\‘
. Noticz to the Government of Labor Disputes
. Competition in Subcontracting

. Audit

. Changes
. Notics to the Government Regarding Late Debivery.—,
. KeyPemgenmats
.. Subcontracts

. Disposition of Material

. Interest

. Certification of Nonsegregated F:mht.cs
. Stop Work Order

. Renegotiation

. Cost Acoounting Standard Withdrawal

%\C\\l_‘m

and Records

PRIV AL

Szl \u‘%

\». ~C oz,

47. Rights i Data
43, Reproduction of Reports
44. Notuficadon of Changes

If the contract amount exceed $100000, :he following
shali also apply:

CLAUSE

45. Price Reducaon for Defective Cast or Pricing Data

46, Price Reducton for Defective Cost or Pﬂczng Data~
Pricz Adjustments

47. Subcomyactor Cost or Pricing Data

43, Subcontracior Cost or Pricing Data—Price Ad;ustmems

49. Cost Accounting Standards.

If contracy amount excesds S500000, the foﬂowmg shall
also apply:

CLauUsE

50. Small business Subcontracting Program
51. Labar Surplus Area Subcoutracting Program
§2. Minority Bugness Enterprises Subcontracting Program

Qprdonal Clases: The following clauses apply as mdxe:a::d
by a.check (X).

CLAUSE

53. .. (A) Government Property (FPR 1.7 303.7(2))

— (B} Government-Furnished  Property = (Shont
Form) (FPR 1.7 303-7(c))

—(C) Governmen: Property (Fix:d-?nce. Mon-
profit) (FPR 1-7303.7(d)) -

54, ___  Privacy Act '

55. ____Contract Provisions for Advance Payments

54, (A) Progress Payments (Total Costzs) =

_____(E) Progress Paymenas—Short.Form “Total Costs™
Clausa (Total Conmnt dnes npot excesd
. $100.000)

57. 8&2 Termination {or Conveniencs of the Government
(Will replace Clause 10 if Contractor iz a Nonprofit
ar Educadonal Institution) FPR 1-8.704~1

58, __..(A) Coordinazion of Federal Reporting Services

. (B) Coordination of Federal Reporting Services

59. ___ Servics Comtract Act of 1965, As Amended
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) G5-563).

1 Act, all dispies
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n by oz of the parties szexing,
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o7 interpretation of contract teoms, or other 15-5,

arising under or relating 1o this coatiact.

(i A voucher, invoice, or Ttequest for
payment that is not in dispute whea submiited Is
not a cleim for the purposes of the Act. However
whezre such subrission is subszquentdy not acie
upen ia a reasonable time, or disputed either a3 io
hz'.bélitv or amouni, it may be converiad 10 2 claim
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PROGRAM FOR SUBCABINET SEMINARS AND CASE DEVELOPMENT
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Jonn F. Kennedy

o

he President

School of Government, Harvard University

September 14, 1982

.
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QP SUBCABINET oM aAR FELOPMENT

o 1

Harvard's John F. Kennedy School of Gurernment proposes to design and conduct
&Y §ES

a series of six programs for subcabinet appointees.  Each program will be twoe davs

in length and will be offered to an audisnce 0f 25-35 members of the subcabiret,

selected by the Office of Cabinet Affairs.

In addition, Harvard will develop two (2) new management teaching cases
L3

based on the experience of appointees of the current Administration.

alonyg

vy b P -~y PR | e S R T s N - N L Ty e PR .
Wwltilh assoclated teaching notes, will oe disseminated widely [or use by

government agencies, schools of public affzairs and other potential users.

+
The key memnbers of the Administration's managerial cadre are the 200 or su

principal appointees of the subcabinet and independent agencies. These are the
assistant secretaries, general counsels, 1lnspectors general, and Xey program

managers on whose shoulders the success of many Administration initlatives will

rise or fall. These personnel are strategically placed. Above them are their

immediate supervisors —-— the Cabinet, OM5 and the White House. Subcabinst
are often on the point, carrying the Administration's programs to Congress, to
interest groups and to the public at large. They have a key role in bullding support

for the Administration's objectives and in sustaining it.  They deal extensively

with thelr peers, zlso political appointess, with whom they share responsibilit

3

and overlapping briefs for the management of various programs and ionctions.
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In government, more so than business, the general panagement functlion iz

d
crucial.  Auathority is diffuse; and many individuals and institutions (Congress,

¥

rn

o

the press, interest groups) have a hand in shaping the character of manazer

D

as objectives may be at cross

=
G
o
-
w
~

mandates for action. Goals are often unc

interpretations and priorities

i
i
5
oD
a3
-
jos
2

purposes, and interested parties <¢laim i
for managerial action. Hamstrung by legal and administrative constraints, public
managers find they have limited capacity to marshall financial and personnel
resources to solve Administration problems.

While people are appointed to such roles {rom o wide variety of backgrounds

with varying degrees of prior management experisnce and familiarity with the

S
operations of government agencies and prourams, an Adminlstration's success will
depend crucially on the managerial effectiveness of these appointess. o

Effective management at the subcabinet level has many dimensions. It reguires

-

knowledge of the substance of policies and programs,

1

knowledge about the institutions
involved in their authorization, execution and oversight, and knowledge and skill

in performing wvarious managerial functions.

II. HARVARD'S EXPERIENCE IN EXECUTIVE LDUCATION

o
u

Harvard has considerable background in executive education on which it ha
drawn in the design of the experimental Sub-Cabinet Program in Professional Public

3

Management and in the preparation of this proposal. PForty vears ago, Harvard

Business School pioneared the development of executive education for the nation

business leaders and today orerates the nation's Largest and most extensive arrav
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of programs for top basiness execubives.

Harvard's Jonn F. rennedy School ©

has simllarly been a piloneer

in the development of programs for public executives, including nctably:

o  The Program for Senior Managers in Government, a three week program for

which also includes selected

o5

top career appointees in the federal Sector —anp
Ceongressional staff, private sectory executives and non-career cfficials. The
program is organized around the problems of general management near the top of
the fedéral government and has enrolled over 400 executives in its first six
years., It*has been Harvafd's experience with the SMG progyram that has focussed
our interest and resources on many 2f zhe issues that underlie the curriculum
for sub~cabinet appointees.
L

o The Program for Senicr Exegutive Fellows (SEF), an innovative and

intensive thirteen week program for primising federal managers ready to move

into the ranks ¢of the Senior Executive Service. In many respects patterned

i

on Harvard's Advanced Management Program for top corporate exscutives, the sg

£
L

Program is the nation's first program of comparable scope and breadth designed

for the unigue needs of public sector manayers.

o The Program for newly elected members of Congress, conducted in election
years.  Since 1974 it has enrolled over 200 members of Congress in a one week
examination of key policy and legislative issues they will encounter in their

1rst term.

a
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0 The Program in National and Intecnacional Security, 2 unique two waek
=1
program for the nation's top milita cheir clvilian counterparts.
The program addresses key policy is and the perspectives of key
actors in the national security arens, and has enrolled over 350 senior officers
in its five years of operdtion.

These and other programs, which include-a program for newly elected big
city mavors, one for state and local executives and othsrs for mid—carée: and
executive level personnel, enroll over 600 senior officials annually - from the
executive and legislative branches and from all levels ¢f government.
III. PROPOSAL

Over the next fiftean (15] wonths, Harvard proposes to design and conduct

&

six subcabinet seminars focusing on the pivotal role ¢f the subcabinet official
as the government's general manager. Bach program would bz two days in length
and would draw participation from cabinet departments and Xey independent
agencles. We uanderstand that the White House and the Office of Cabinet Affairs
and sponsoring departments will select  25-35participants for each two day
program. - Programs will be held on site in Washington within the White Housa/

Executive Office Building complex.

In addition, two new management cases, with supporting documesntation and
teaching notes will be prepared, The case topilcs, selected in conjunciion with
the wWhite House Office of Cabinet Affairs will forus on issuves of concern  to
current Adminlistrabion aspointoes.
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Harvard's approach to the design of these seminars will draw heavily on the

3
first Subcabinet Seminar in Professional Public Management, co-sponsored by
the White Housze Affadirs and held on Januwary 15=16, 19820  This

Y

seminay, the program for which is attached as Appendix A, cofcentrate on ths
role of the subcabinet cfficial in handling igszues that are technically, politically
and managerially complex and on the problem of establishing strategic goals for

arnr agency or bureau in the context of the general political and economic environment,

Administration policy goals and existing institutional capacliy.

<

s confronti ng

=

The proposed seminar programs will focus on three central probles

public managers at this level:

o First, how to deal with the environment external to the managers

(Congress,. the press, special interest groups, legal institutions).  In parcicular
the perspactlves of these institutions would be examined, choices illuminated as
to how one could get things done with them and how to establish relationships and

mandates for action that can be sustained.

o' Second, how to organize and integrate intarnal capdcities and skills
{prersannel, budget, procurement, grants, legal counssl, information systemns)

to achieve goals efficiently and effectively. How does the general manager

deploy these resources in particular situations? Wwnat doess he/she need to know

about technical skills and those who provide them?

o ‘fihird, how to integrate analvsis of the oxternal environment and one'g

Tor government

internal capacity to fashion a
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strategy nust taxe into account the need Lo sustain external support (whict
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provides the necessary political and managscoia and the capacity

of one's organization to deliver on promnised goals

may suggest managerial action to shore up 3upPport or to v=build or reorganize

the administrative <apacity of one’s agency.

A central feature of each seminar will be its integrated approach, featuring
a small core faculty, each of whom is fully involved in the whole program's desicn
and execution. The faculty chailrman for the seminars will be Professor Marx lMoore,

Guggenhein Professor of Criminal

Management at the John F.

Kennedy School of Goverament. Cther faculty participants will be drawn from Harvard's

Ui

as the School of Government
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ach seminar would be led by a faculty team of 2-4 individuals, headed by Professor
Moore. Other faculty participants {not all of whom will participate in all
4
eminars) include Professor Joseph Bower, Professor of Business Administration;
Philip Heymann, Professor of Law; Jonathan Moore, Lecturer in Public Policy and

Director of the Institute of Politics; Huygh Heclo, Professor of Government;
Laurence E. Lynn, Jr., Professor of Public Policy; Roger Porter, Assoclate

Professor of Public Policy. Program administration is under thes direction of

Peter Zirmerman, Assistant Dean and Dix

of Exscutlive Prograns at the Kennedy Schoo
Brief sketches of these key faculty personnel are enclosed as Ap
The program faculty will select cases-and other materials on managerial

problems which illustrate effectively the management

wnich link the several cases to permit the facualty <o reinforce these t

(S
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This integrated approach is made all the wore essential because of the tight time
Gemands of the schedule and limited time available for busy participants.

A second feature of the program is the direct, continuing involvement of

i

senior White House staff in the program. This 1s advantageous in two respects:

o First, it provides salient testimony to the importance placed by the
White House on strengthening 1ts front~-line cadre of senior managers. The

willingness of the White House t¢ comuait its time and resources to the project

requires that participants commit themselves fully as well.

1
¢ Second, it provides a unique opportunity for tie White House to underscore
tne central management themes of the program. The White House and Harvazd pertions
of the program can be designed to complement and reinforce one another in ways

that enhance the program's effect beyond what either institution could accomplish

on its own,

The potential gain for all participants was illustrated by the experimental
Subcabinet Seminar Program in Professional Public Management, held January 15-16,
1982. Based on the evaluation of that program, further improvements can be nade

in the integration of teaching materials and the respective roles of White House

and Harvard staffs.

The program curriculum would make extensive use of managerial cases which

focus on the kinds of problems faced by past officials in roles similar to the

=

program participants. Case teaching, piconeered at Harvard, ha

0
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3 c . . N s .
The program will regquire the study and preparation of at least two cass
¢tudies by participants each day in addition to other background materials re-

guired for other sessions.

Target Audience

The target audience for theSeminars consists of key assistant secretaries
and others of comparable ranx in policy-making or prdgram management roles.
Selected agency heads from agencies such as the Health Care Finance Administratiocn,
- - = — . 3 5 A

Social Security, the Forest Service, Customs Servicge, Internal Revsnue, the FAA, etc.
should also participate in the program. In addition, key functional managers
such as those who coversee legislative relations and public affairs, as well as
general counsels and inspec rors genaral, should be included in this group, as

3

well as spme participants from the ranks of executive directors and chairmen of

PA, the FTC, the SEC, and

in
O

on.

{4
Ui
€3]

independent agencies such

Participants will, by and large, be appointees who have limited previous

service in the federal government. However, it i1s highly desireable that a

minority of varticipants' have prior federal experience. This will both facilitate

’ﬂ

the work of the instructors and create opportunities for the participants to

learn from one another. It also may be beneficial to have limited participation

from career employees. Th the sub-cabinet appointee is to harness

4]
)
T
[}
b
=
o
G
©
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]

effectively the goals of the Administration to the adminigcrative capacity of
the career service. Limited participation of career emovlovees in the program

can enhance the edudcational process siaoiticantly,
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Schedule

P

o~ahead, we have tentatively identified November 12-13

“t

Assuming a 1 October

and. November 19-20 asg alternate dates for the {irsgst of the six subcabluet programs.

53}

Subsequent programs would be conducted on 4 bimonthly baslis, the precise
dates selected in consultation with the 0ffice of Cabinet Affairs. A tentative

schedule is as follows:

o Seminar I: Novemrber, 1932

e Séminar 11 January, 13233

) S;minar IIT:  March, 1933

o Seminar IV: May, 1983 .
o Seminar V: July, 1933

o Seminar IV: September, 1983

el

s part of the seminar program, two new management cases will be developed and

(@]
jo)
42}
(RS
o]
Lie]
e
104
Ui
k2
}_J.
=
b—l
o
D
wn
®
e
®
0
“+
{7
e
f.l.
o]
Q
9]
o
02}
9
pert
ct
¥
t
)_J.
Q
jo!
)
)_J.
t
o
t
o
@
C
h
iy
‘,_A.
O
6]
O
h
(@
jol)
o
f.:.
3
)]
rt
jocd
y
Fy
u
’ql
o
(93]

o " A-{teachable) discussion draft of the first management case will be completed
by 1 November, 1982. At that time, the draft will be made available to the Office
of Cabinet Affairs and other reviewsrs. We plan to test teach the case in the

nitial subcabinet seminar.  Subsequently, the case will be revised and a final

e

o

version will be submitrted to the Office of Cubinet Affairsg by 1 January, 1933,

¢

g
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O A discussion draft of the second ¢ase will be completed by 1 January, 1923

a
and will be available for review pricr to its test teaching in the second subcabinet

oy
(8]
{d
«

séminar tentatively scheduled for wmid Jamary, maged on comments and
teaching experience, the case will be revised and available in final form by

March, 1983.

o Teaching notes will be prepared for both cases. The teaching notes will ke
based on the first two seminar programs. . Drafit teaching notes will be circulated

for review by mid May, 1933.

Reports

X

Harvard will submit bimonthly reports reflecting progress of the work undex

the contract to the Contracting Representation (COTR). The

)

eports will follow within thirty {30) days of each seminar and will include

D

contractor and participant evaluations of each seminar, a status report on case

development and other pertinent information.

The RFP asked for reports within 15 days of the seminar presentations.  Qur
experience with the experimental Subcabinet Seminar in Professional Public
Management in January was that it took a couple of weeks to gather a representative
sampling Of participant evaluations of the seminar (even though the evaluations
were requested by and submitted to the Cffice of Cabinet Affairs). Since the
participant evaluations are a most important element in preparing meaningful

contractor reports, we propos2 a thirty (30) day reporting period.
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A& final report, including an overall evaluation of the seminar saries and
3
completed cases and teaching notes will be submitted to the Contracting Officers

.,
Pl

cal Representative in December, 1983,

\_()
pny
3
=

Program CoOsLs

The total cost of the project is $78,311. The c¢ost includes $30,886 in
direct costs for conduct of six seminars, $£19,965 for development of two cases

ts (based on Harvard's federally

[43)

and teaching notes, and $27,459 in indirect co

approved overhead reate of 54%).

»

S

Cost detail is provided in Appendix D and in standard form %0 (10-71).

Considering the tight schedule required for timely completion of work reguired
under the‘proposed contract, Harvard proposes that the final contract include ‘an
anticipatory cost clause. The proposed language of this clause, which authorizes
contractor costs not to exceed $10,000 in the period 00 (sixty) days prior to the

contract's effective date is at Appendix E.
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SUBCABINET SEMINAR IN
PROFESSIONAL PUBLIC MANAGEMENT

. Co-sponsored by
. Office of Cabinet Affairs

The wWhite House

and
John F. Xennedy School of Government

+

Harvard University

January 15-16, 1982

Indian Treaty Room
Old-Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C.
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DELETED BY ACREEMENT OF THE PARTIES

Koger B., ls Assoclate i Publlc Policy. 1S governne g

nee includes serving as secretary of the Presiden rufiletelel kR
from 1974 to 1977 and as istant to the Prosideps

5
rs.  Frior to Jolning the Kennedy School faculty in

L CONOMmLC

He was a guest
from 1809 to 1971,
, .Phil., and continued
MTios at Qveen's College, wheres he
Tederal governments He received his
7. He was selected as White House fellow
in 1974, Jolning the wWiite derfse staff under the Administration of Gerald Ford.
" He is current’ » as deputv. assistant to the President for L>ol;.*~y
Development, is the author of Presidential Decision Making: Th
research and teaching interests include managing
and government relations, and executive decision

scholar at the 3rockings Institute. /% a Rno“~5 schg
Mr. Porter studied abt Oxford Universi

at Oxford as assistanr deﬁ
caugnt U.S. .
MiAs and PhlD. from Harve ol Uniy
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BOWER, Joseph L., Professor of Business Administration at the Business School
and Member of the Faculty of the School of Government, is former Chairman of the
Program for Senior Managers in Government. At present he is the Chairman of the
General Management Area at the Business Scheal, which includes the work of the
School fn business policy (managing the formulation and implementation of stratezy),
the business environment, and specifically the business-government interface.

Since joining the faculty in 1963 Professor Bower has taught courses, done re-
search and published in-all three fields. His present work is focussed on 1) the
work of top management in building strategy and organization for global competitive
environments and 2) the development of industrial policy for the United States.

Professor Bower's publications include Business Policy - Text and Cases, and
Managing - the Resource Allocation Process, which won the McKinsey Foundation book
award in 1971. His articles deal with strategic planning, antitrust and public
policy. He is consultant to many corporations here and abroad and director of
Arrow Automotive Industries, Charles River Breeding Labs, and the Lincoln
Foundation.

LAURENCE E. LYNN, JR. is Professor of Public Policy, and Faculty Chairman
of the Senior Executive Fellows Program. He has served as Assistant Secre-
tary for Program Development and Budget, U.S. Department of the Interior;
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Ewvaluation in the U.S. Department of
Health, Education and Welfare; Director of Program Analysis, National
Security Council; and Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Systems
Analysis. In addition he has been a senior fellow of the Brookings Institu-
tion and Associate Professor of Business Economics at Stanford University.
Mr. Lynn is a member of the National Academy of Sciences' Committee on
Child Development Research and Public Policy. His research interests include
income distribution and maintenance, human services policies and organization,
and public management, and he has published extensively on these subjects.
His most recent work is a book entitled Managing the Public's Business: The
Job of the Government Executive. Professor Lynn also serves as Chairman
of the School's Public Policy Program. In his spare time, he picks his banjo

arm e MmaAddloae BRYc MIAITY 0T Ty S




PHILIP Hu¥YiAnd, fr his first 3ob as clerx to U.5. Supreme Court
Justice John Harlan to his days as an associate Watergate special
prosecutor to nis most recoent post as assistant U.5. attorney

O
5
»

{

general in charge of the criminal division, nas spent VLYtddlly

his entire career in governnent. leymann, a professor of law

at the Law Scnool from 1969 until taking loave for his Justice
Department post in 1978, is a former Fulbrigat scnolar with degrees
from Yale University, Harvard Law School, and the Sorbonne. He

nas been assistant to the solicitor general in the Justice Depart-
ment, acting administrator of the State Department's Bureau of
Sscurity and Consular Affzirs, deputy assistant secretary of state
for thne Bursau of International Organizations, and executlve assist-
ant to tine undersecretary of state. A former assoclate prosecutor
to the Watergate Special Prosecution Force, he 1s the author of

24

"The Problem of Coordination: Bargaining and Rules," "Tne Forest
and the Trees: Roe vs. Wade and its Critics,” "The Severely De-
fective dewborn: Tne Dilemma and the Decision Process," and

The Murder Trial of Wilbur Jackson: A Homicide in the Family and
Assault with a Deadly wWeapon: 7The Autoblograpny Of a Street
Criminal. :

the Director of the Institute of Politics in
resligngd hi1ls post as assoclate attorney general

in the U. Devartment of Justice. Immediately prior to that, he
erved as Spﬁ”‘al assistant to the Secretary of Defense, counselor

tc tihhe Department of Health, Education and Welfare, and deputy

assistant secretarv of state for Ilast Asian and Pacific affairs.

Mr. Moore was leglislative assistant to Senator Leverett Saltcnstall,

and he has worked in various state and national election campaigns,”

including foreign policy responsipilities in the Rowney and Rockefell

national campaigns in 1967-68. &Etarlier, he worked in the Departments

of Defense and State and the U.S. Information Agency in the Xennedy,

Johnson and Elsenhower administrations, respectively. He serves

on the Dartmouth College Alumni Council, on the Editorial Board of

WCVB~TV, and 1s a member of the Council on Foreign Relations.

JONATHAI] MOOQRE becarm
1974 after having r
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MARK MOORE is the Daniel and Florence Guggenheim Professor of
Criminal Justice Policy and Management. Professor Moore is
responsible for coordinating public management teaching and
research in the School of Covernment. In his own research,

he is concerned that students become equipped to see the
potential for effective action in a given institutional en-
vironment. Drug abuse, gun control, and alcohol control policies,
analysis of implementation problems, the moral obligations of
public officials, and public management are among his current
researcn activities. He has published "The Problems of Heroin,"
"Policies to Achleve Discrimination on the Effective Price of
Heroin," and "Recrganization Plan #2 RCVlCNvU. Problems in the
Implementation cf & Supply RCdUC‘lOH Strategy. He is author

of Buy and Bust: The Effective Regulation of an Illicit Harket
in Heroin. 1In his recent past, [lr. Moore has served as special
assistant to the administrator and director of the Office of
Planning and bvaluation of the Drug Enforcement Administration.
At the present time, he 1s a consultant to the Department of
Justice and the dational Institute on Drug Abuse.




PLTER B. ZIMUMUDRMAL 1g Assistant Dean and Director of Executive
Training and Program Developrment. His duties include coordin-
ating the development and operation of the School's executive
training programs for government nanagers and directing the
new program for Senior Executlive Fellows (SEF). Mr. Zimmerman
has worked for the Navy Department's Strategic Systems Project
Office and on the Jational Security Council staff. He has
consulted for a number of institutions including the ilational
Secdrity Council, the Senate Intelligence Committee, and thne
MITRE Corporation.
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PROGRAM BUDGET

Subcabinet Seminar in Professional Public Management

Semlnar Program

Faculty Time - Planning and Teaching Six Programs

3 personnel @ 3 days per program @ $250/day
Administrative Time -~ Planning, Administering,

Evaluating Six- Programs

1 person @ 4 days per program @ $200/day
Fringe Benefits @ 18.5%
Materials (case reproductions, shipping, etc.)
Travel 4 personnel x 6 round trips @ $325

2 personnel x 2 planning trips @ 3250

SUBTOTAL DIRECT COSTS

Indirect Costs @ 54%

SEMINAR PROGRAM TOTAL . v si s esrenmannsorrsasnisenessns

Case Development

Regearch Assistants
6 months FTE @ $15K

Research, Direction, Editorial
1 month FTE @ $24K

Secretarial Assistance
2 months FTE @ $12K

Faculty Supervision and teaching note preparation

8 days @ $450/day
Fringe Benefits @18.5%
Travel 2 personnel x 4 yround trips @ $400
Long Distance Phones at 1.5% Direct Costs

Supplies, Miscellaneous at 2.5% Direct Costs

SUBTOTAL DIRECT COSTS

513,500

$ 4,800
$ 3,386
$ 400

7,800
$ 1,000

R4

$30,886

$16,678

347,564

$ 7,500

$-2,000

$ 2,000

2,000
2,000

$ 3,200

N 1n

s 288
$ 480

$19,965



Program Budget, continued

Indirect Costs @ 54% $10, 791
CASE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM MO ALt vt v st v e et s v svsssmsnssosensseas $30,747

GRAND TOTAL v vnneesneiness rmae e e e e s te w e e K e §78,311
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APPENDIX

2

Draft Clause — Special Provision

ANTICIPATORY COSTS

Considering the short schedule requivred for implementarion of design
and development of two special case studies, and further, to provide
for the availability of the final draft of the special case studies
into the presentation schema as early as possible, the Government
recognizes that the contractor, at its own risk, accumulated costs
in anticipation of the award of this contract for the benefit of

the Government.

”

Accordingly, the Government agrees o pay such anticipatory costs
identified by the contractor as»directly related to the effort herein
and aeéumulated prior to the effective date of this contract, but in
no- event more thanv60 days prior to that effective date. -Such costs
are not to exceed $10,000.00.

Payment will be made in acceordance with Article V of this contract,

(&5



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 2, 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR BECKY NORTON DUNLOP

DEDE NEAL
FROM: JOHN G. ROBERTS 2P

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT
SUBJECT: Harvard Case Study

As we discussed April 27, Tim Ryan, Solicitor of Labor, will

call

Stephanie Gould, Director of the Case Program at the

Kennedy School, and advise her that:

cCz:

1. the Administration will not be using the Job Corps
case study in its management seminar;

2. this does not and is not intended to affect the
Kennedy School's right to use the completed case study
outside the Administration as provided in the contract;
and

3. we still expect the Kennedy School to comply with
provisions in the contract requiring it to check
guotations and give good faith consideration to
expressed concerns about the accuracy of the case
study.

Fred F. Fielding



